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Important Notes 

--  Hopefully this is obvious, but just in case---remember that if you’re reading consult the JCS, you can’t read CMR links other than process. 

--  Winning say yes seems a little rough against affs other than Iraq, but since that’s the pre-camp aff, this should be good for some practice debates before it needs to be expanded/more say-yes cards need to be cut. 

The most important thing for winning say-yes is reading the cards that say the process of consultation can win the military over even if they’re initially opposed to the substance of the policy. 

--  Obviously I also would advise some more link work being done against the countries I skimped on (so, like, all of them). 

-- I didn’t put “link turns” in the aff section because those are just the same cards in the “say yes” section of the CP---so use those. 

-- Same deal with “say no” for the aff---those cards are (mostly) in the links section of the DA. 

Civil-Military Relations Disad---1NC 

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

CNAS 10 – Center for a New American Security, May 17, 2010, “Civil-Military Relations in the Obama Era,” online: 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.

Civil-Military Relations Disad---1NC 

Reducing foreign military presence sparks massive backlash that undermines CMR

Kohn 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: 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.”

Civil-Military Relations Disad---1NC 

U.S. CMR’s modeled globally---key to democratic consolidation 

Perry 96 – William Perry, Former Secretary of Defense, 1996, Foreign Affairs

Many nations around the world have come to agree that democracy is the best system of government. But important steps must be taken before worldwide consensus can become a worldwide reality. Most of the new democracies are fragile. Elections are a necessary but insufficient condition for a free society; democracy is learned behavior. Democratic values must be embedded in the key institutions of these nations if they are to flourish as democracies.  The Defense Department has a pivotal role to play in that effort. In virtually every new democracy -- in the former Soviet Union, in Central and Eastern Europe, in South America, and in Asia -- the military is a major force. In many cases it is the most cohesive institution in the country, containing a large percentage of the educated elite and controlling important resources. In short, it is an institution that can help support democracy or subvert it.  Societies undergoing the transformation from totalitarianism to democracy may well be tested at some point by a crisis, whether economic, a reversal on human rights and freedoms, or a border or an ethnic dispute with a neighboring country. If such a crisis occurs, the United States wants that nation's military to come down on the side of democracy and economic reform and play a positive role in resolving the crisis, not a negative role in fanning the flames or using the crisis as a pretext for a military coup. This administration has sought to exert a positive influence on these important institutions through regular, working contacts with U.S. military and civilian defense personnel -- a task made easier by the fact that every military in the world looks to the U.S. armed forces as the model to be emulated.
Democratic consolidation prevents extinction 

Diamond 95 (Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, December, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm)

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

CMR---Uniqueness---General 

CMR’s high---Obama’s been deferential on every key issue and he’s hugely popular with the brass 

The Hill 9 - 11-11-09, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/67289-afghanistan-presents-test-for-obama

President Barack Obama enjoys a cordial relationship with the armed forces despite his lack of military experience, but his decision on an Afghanistan policy will test that.

Obama comes into Veterans Day with the respect of the rank and file, thanks to his choices for Cabinet posts and military aides along with the gestures he’s made as commander in chief.

But what Obama decides to do in Afghanistan and, just as importantly, how he explains that decision will do more to define his relationship with the men and women in uniform than anything he has done so far.

The president has received high marks for his visits to injured troops at Walter Reed hospital; his trip to Dover, Del., to meet the bodies of Americans killed in Afghanistan; and for traveling to Fort Hood, Texas, after the shootings there.

But Afghanistan remains a major factor.

Raymond DuBois, a senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and former undersecretary of the Army in the Bush administration, said Obama’s Afghanistan decision “is the most important decision this president can make.”

 “If it turns out to be the wrong decision, it will be his burden to bear,” DuBois said.

It will be equally important how he frames his decision, said Paul Rieckhoff, the executive director and founder of Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America, who served as a first lieutenant in Iraq.

Obama needs to explain his Afghanistan policy in such fashion that people in the military understand that it is not just their “burden to bear,” but that they are part of a comprehensive strategy in which other agencies such as the State Department play a critical role, Rieckhoff said.

 “He has got to explain that success [in that region] is not solely dependent in the military,” he added.

 “Let’s understand all sides here and most importantly how we are going to rally our country around this decision,” Rieckhoff said. “He has to prepare the country. He has to manage expectations.”

And Rieckhoff noted: “Obviously, he has some learning to do. There is always a steeper learning curve for someone who has not served in the military.”

Obama also will have to show “willingness to go out to the American public and make the case for the war,” said Pete Hegseth, the chairman of Vets for Freedom, a nonpartisan organization representing Iraq and Afghanistan veterans.

The organization is pressing Obama to heed the troop requests made by the senior commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal.

McChrystal has recommended a menu of options, including a request for about 40,000 additional troops.

Obama also enjoys the military’s respect in large part because of his decision to keep Defense Secretary Robert Gates at the Pentagon, and the good relationship he enjoys with Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen.

Mullen and Gates enjoy immense popularity within the ranks, and some of that has trickled down to Obama.
Ross Baker, a professor at Rutgers University and an expert on the White House, said Obama and the highly educated career soldiers share the same sense of thoughtfulness.

“I think he’s more likely to have a meeting of the minds with people like that,” Baker said.

The military has a great deal of confidence and respect for the president in large part because he has put a lot of effort into promoting transparency and fostering debate, said a senior Defense Department official who works closely with the military on Afghanistan issues.

Another factor in Obama’s popularity is that he has not gone against the military leadership so far, said Jon Soltz, the co-founder of VoteVets.org, who served in Iraq as an Army captain.

“The president has been very deferential to the military leadership, absolutely,” Soltz said.

Obama agreed to the first troop increase in Afghanistan, requested by the former commander there, Gen. David McKiernan; he did not release pictures from the Abu Ghraib prison at the request of the military leadership; and he has not pressed strongly to repeal the policy that prevents openly gay people from serving in the military, despite indicating that it is one of his goals, Soltz said.

 Former President Bill Clinton got off to a rocky start with the military when he stated he was going to allow gays in the military before instituting “Don’t ask, don’t tell.”

Obama already has taken some significant steps that have encouraged military members and veterans, said Rieckhoff.

He has established the Wounded Warrior office at the White House that is especially designated to hear the issues brought up by wounded veterans of wars. Obama has strongly supported and signed into law the new GI Bill that provides educational benefits for those who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. He also has backed advanced appropriations for the veterans’ healthcare budget to achieve some predictability and continuity.

Obama also promised to end homelessness among veterans, and it will be important to see how he follows through with that vow, said Rieckhoff.

 On his first defense budget, Obama made some bold symbolic moves, such as terminating the new presidential helicopter program because of ballooning costs and delays and capping the production of the F-22 fighter jet at 187 planes.

CMR---Uniqueness---General 

CMR high---Gates agrees and their ev is hype 

AFP 9 – Agence France Presse, October 24, 2009, “Gates denies military-civilian rift over Afghanistan,” lexis 

TOKYO (AFP) -- Defense Secretary Robert Gates Wednesday denied any rift between the US military and civilian leaderships over strategy in Afghanistan. President Barack Obama has been deliberating for weeks on whether to send thousands more troops to the war-torn country, triggering criticism about the slow pace of deliberations. Several reports have spoken of growing differences between the Pentagon and the Obama White House, with The New York Times saying Tuesday that “frustration and anxiety are on the rise within the military”. Speaking in Tokyo, Gates said that “these stories may make good reading, but they are not a reflection of reality”.  “There have been very close collaborative efforts between our military officers and civilian side of the government,” he said.  He said both sides had been meeting almost daily.  “These rumours -- some kind of rifts -- are just not accurate and do not reflect the close working efforts between our military and civilians,” he said after meetings with Japanese leaders.

Obama’s approach to the military cements good civil-military relations 

Desch 9 – Michael Desch, professor and the Director-designate at the Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce at the University of Kentucky, March 25, 2009, “Do the troops love Obama or hate him?,” online: http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/03/25/obamas_civil_military_relations

Despite the pessimistic tone of Kohn's article, he was surprisingly up-beat at our panel. The root of this optimism was his belief that both the senior military leadership and the Obama administration are eager to reestablish better relations after the acrimony of the last sixteen years. 

Kohn was impressed with Obama's pragmatism on this front: The new President  had taken steps to cover his flank by appointing a number of retired senior officers to his cabinet and other high-level positions, including General James Jones as National Security Advisor, General Shinseki as Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and Admiral Dennis Blair as Director of National Intelligence. 

Also, Kohn thought that Obama's decision to keep on Robert Gates as Secretary of Defense was an astute move, not only given the secretary's success in rebuilding the bridges to the military that his predecessor burned, but also because having a Republican in this position will make it hard for Republicans to criticize Obama's draw-down in Iraq or conduct of the war in Afghanistan. 

Finally, at the purely atmospheric level, he commended the Obama for striking the right cord in dealing with the troops, sending the First Lady on her first official trip to visit Ft. Bragg and shying away from rekindling the military culture wars by taking a lower key approach to such hot-button issues as rescinding the gay ban.

I agree with Kohn that both President Obama and the current military leadership have so far taken positive steps to try to heal the civil-military rupture. But I have an even simpler explanation for the apparent change in atmospherics: After the last eight years of the Bush administration's meddling in, and mismanagement of, military affairs, even a Democrat doesn't look too bad these days to our men and women in uniform. That's at least one thing for which we can thank the last administration.

CMR---Uniqueness---Afghanistan 

Civil-military cooperation on Afghanistan high 

Petraeus 10 (General Petraeus, 3/9/10, “remarks at Conference of Defense Associations”, http://media-newswire.com/release_1114022.html)

Well, with the appropriate organizations in place and the best people we have in charge of them, the next task was getting the overarching concepts and plans right. On the military side, General McChrystal and the ISAF team have now published superb counterinsurgency guidance, have pushed to achieve greater unity of effort among all elements, civil as well as military, aggressively pursued the mission of partnering with the Afghan security forces, and issued appropriate guidance on the use of close air support and indirect fires, as well as on reintegration, joint night raids, and even tactical driving.  In addition, General McChrystal has taken an innovative and effective approach to local security initiatives intended to empower Afghans to play a role in securing their own towns and villages.      Those of us at CENTCOM and those in the Pentagon and elsewhere around the world of contributing nations have worked hard to enable General McChrystal’s efforts to clarify operational control lines and to achieve greater unity of effort.  In fact, this past week, I ordered, on the U.S. side – after considerable discussion with “tribes” within the U.S. Department of Defense – that all U.S. forces, less a handful, be placed under General McChrystal’s operational, not just tactical, control and preparing to transfer authority of all those forces to NATO, as well.  Indeed, this is a significant development; and, for what it’s worth, it will provide General McChrystal authorities that I never had as the commander in Iraq – though I wished I had them – and that his predecessors never had in Afghanistan either. 

Afghan campaign tactics are integrated with civilian and military agreement 

Petraeus 10 (General Petraeus, 3/9/10, “remarks at Conference of Defense Associations”, http://media-newswire.com/release_1114022.html)

In tandem with the military side, there is, of course, an important civil component to implementing counterinsurgency concepts, as well.  Together, ISAF and its civilian partners have produced and refined a Civil-Military Campaign Plan designed to bring in civilians alongside the security forces – not sequentially, as sometimes is the case, but as close as possible on the heels of military operations to help establish greater security for the people.  In this way, everyone works together in an integrated structure to achieve the kind of cooperation and fusion that is necessary to conduct comprehensive civil-military operations.    And that is, of course, exactly what is required in a this kind of campaign.  Thus we are not just conducting so-called “kinetic” operations, we are also carrying out nonkinetic activities to help our Afghan partners foster reintegration of reconcilable elements of the insurgency, build governmental capacity, promote economic development, and support all-important anti-corruption, rule of law, and community outreach programs. 

Civil-military cooperation on Afghanistan policy now 

PR Newswire 10 (PR Newswire, 2/3/10, General David Petraeus Discusses Smart Power Approach to Global Challenges http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/general-david-petraeus-discusses-smart-power-approach-to-global-challenges-83495822.html)

General David Petraeus, commander of U.S. Central Command, spoke this evening about how important our nation's civilian efforts, particularly development and diplomacy, are alongside defense in keeping the United States safe and prosperous.  In a conversation moderated by CNN contributor and Director of the School of Media and Public Affairs at the George Washington University Frank Sesno, Petraeus interacted withFlorida leaders on how the country can best meet the global challenges we face in the post-9/11 world.   "Maintaining a close civil-military partnership is a critical part of a comprehensive counterinsurgency campaign," saidGeneral Petraeus.  "In fact, tens of thousands of civilians are working closely with their military counterparts in the Central Command region to achieve the conditions we hope to establish, and this is obviously a hugely important aspect of our operations." 

CMR---Uniqueness---AT: Petraeus

No Petraeus rift 

NYT 9, New York Times, 10-4-09, online: http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/05/world/05military.html?em

But not Mr. Obama, at least according to one of his top advisers. “The president’s not thinking that way, and the vice president’s not thinking that way,” said Rahm Emanuel, the White House chief of staff. “The president values his insights in helping to turn around an eight-year-old war that has been neglected.”
General Petraeus’s advisers say that to preserve a sense of military impartiality, he has not voted since at least 2003, and that he is not sure if he is still registered in New Hampshire, where he and his wife own property. The general has been described as a Republican, including in a lengthy profile in The New Yorker magazine last year. But a senior military official close to him said last week that he could not confirm the general’s political party.

In the meantime, General Petraeus travels frequently from his home in Tampa to Washington, where he met last week with the Afghan foreign minister. He also had dinner with Richard C. Holbrooke, the administration’s special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The general also makes calls on Capitol Hill.

“He understands the Congress better than any military commander I’ve ever met,” said Senator Lindsey Graham, the South Carolina Republican, who said that General Petraeus had the nationwide influence to serve as a spokesman for the administration’s policy on the Afghan war.

But until the president makes a decision, and determines if he wants to deploy General Petraeus to help sell it, the commander is keeping his head down. “He knows how to make his way through minefields like this,” said Jack Keane, the former vice chief of staff of the Army.

CMR---Uniqueness---AT: DADT

Obama won’t overrule the Pentagon on DADT 

DMN 9, Dallas Morning News, 10-11-09, http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/news/nation/stories/101109dnnatdontask.3e7cb7e.html

WASHINGTON – President Barack Obama told the nation's largest gay activist group Saturday that he would end the ban on gays serving openly in the military, while acknowledging critics in the audience who accuse him of sidelining a community that helped get him elected.

"I will end 'don't ask, don't tell,' " Obama told the annual dinner for the Human Rights Campaign. However, Obama did not give a timetable on ending the policy or the specifics that some activists have sought.

Obama said he also remains committed to expanding employment nondiscrimination policies and recognizing same-sex marriages. He applauded the House for widening hate crimes legislation to include violence based on sexual orientation.

In the days leading up to his speech, some criticized Obama for not making more progress on issues affecting gays.

"Do not doubt the direction we are headed and the destination we will reach," Obama said. "We have made progress, and we will make more."

Obama's speech was frequently drowned out by standing ovations, though he received a tepid response when he appealed to the crowd that the nation's most pressing issues–wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the recession and health care reform–also affect the gay community.

Joe Solmonese, president of the HRC, introduced Obama and led off with his surprising Nobel Peace Prize win a day prior.

"We have never had a stronger ally in the White House. Never," Solmonese said.

However, some advocates say gay voters fought hard to get Obama elected, but he has yet to make good on his promises.

Obama has been "brushing the [gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgender] community to the side and throwing us platitudes," said Blake Wilkinson, founder of Queer LiberAction, a Dallas-based group.

Wilkinson was one of about 50 people protesting outside the Washington Convention Center. Inside, nearly 3,000 people paid $250 per plate to see Rep. Patrick Kennedy, D-R.I., present the first Edward Kennedy National Leadership Award – named in honor of his late father – to Dennis and Judy Shepard, whose son Matthew was murdered in Wyoming in 1998 because he was gay.

Obama is the second sitting president to address the Human Rights Campaign, and his speech came the evening before the National Equality March in Washington for gay and lesbian rights.

"We were hoping that [Obama] would come through on some of his campaign promises faster than he has," said Erin Moore, president of the Stonewall Democrats of Dallas, an activist group. "We're still hopeful that something will happen, but the window of opportunity is closing very rapidly."

Democrats' majority rule of Congress is an opportunity for Obama to push through meaningful legislation – but the margin may not be there after the 2010 elections, Moore said.

Even so, Moore said, there are things Obama could do by executive order, such as overturning "don't ask, don't tell"– a policy that has endured more criticism as military analysts fret about U.S. forces spread too thin and sought-after Arab specialists have been discharged.

The law was passed by Congress in 1993 and signed by President Bill Clinton, who also promised to repeal the ban on homosexuals in the military but was blunted by opposition in the military and Congress.

Obama said he's working with Pentagon and congressional leaders on ending the policy. 

Military leadership is fine with deferring to civilians on DADT 
Johnson 9 - Chris Johnson, Washington Blade, 'Don't Ask' positions sought from top brass, 10-15-09, http://www.floridablade.com/thelatest/thelatest.cfm?blog_id=27662

Lieberman said he opposes "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" because he wants the U.S. military to attract the best enlistees.

"The military should in a position to pull from the widest pool and enlist the most capable people, and those people should be judged based on the quality on their service, not on their sexual orientation," he said.

Asked about the view of Mullen and Gates on the issue, Lieberman said they've made clear they're deferring to Obama and there's a sense that it would "take some effort to prepare and communicate [repeal to] the rank and file of the military."

"My own sense is that the military is like society generally, where there will be … more acceptance, easy acceptance among younger members of the military," he said.

Lieberman said the recent essay published in Joint Force Quarterly on "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," which opposed the ban on openly gay service members, was "significant" and evidence the military is coming around on the issue.

CMR---Uniqueness---AT: Defense Budget 

No budget cuts --- recent budget increased defense spending

Reuters 9 – Reuters News Service, 10-26-09, 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 

RNN 9 – Real News Network, 4-9-09, 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.

CMR---Link---Afghanistan 

Enforcing a withdrawal date on U.S. forces in Afghanistan sparks military backlash 
Carter 10 – Sara A. Carter, National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, May 4, 2010, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” online: 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."

The top brass is united behind the current Afghanistan strategy 

Tiron 9 – Roxana Trion, writer for The Hill, December 2, 2009, “Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan,” The Hill, online: http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan

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.”

“The challenges we face in Afghanistan and Pakistan are great, and our interests there are significant,” Mullen said in his testimony.

“If the United States should be hit again, I remain convinced that the planning, training and funding for such an attack will emanate there,” he added.

Gates told senators that failure in Afghanistan would mean a Taliban takeover of much, if not most, of the country and “likely a renewed civil war.” He called the current security deterioration in Afghanistan and the growing influence of the Taliban “unacceptable.”

Rep. John Murtha (D-Pa.), the top defense appropriator in the House, said Wednesday that he does not believe Afghanistan poses a national-security threat to the United States.

Meanwhile, at a press briefing in Afghanistan, McChrystal said that violence in Afghanistan went up 60 percent from 2008 to 2009. From 2007 to 2009, it went up about 300 percent, he noted.

“I believe that by next summer the uplift of new forces will make a difference on the ground significantly,” McChrystal said, according to a transcript of the briefing. “I believe that by [this time next year] we’ll see a level of progress that will convince us that we can clearly articulate the progress and predict the effectiveness of our operations.”

CMR---Link---Afghanistan 

Forcing a deadline for withdrawal causes a rift with the Pentagon 

DJ 9 – Digital Journal, September 27, 2009, “Pentagon opposes timetable to withdraw troops from Afghanistan,” online: 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.

CMR---Link---Afghanistan---AT: Withdrawal Now 

Current withdrawal plans don’t link

Tiron 9 – Roxana Trion, writer for The Hill, December 2, 2009, “Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan,” The Hill, online: http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he opposed setting deadlines for U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan as he defended President Barack Obama’s new war strategy.

Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen on Wednesday made their first rounds on Capitol Hill to publicly sell Obama’s Afghanistan war plan to conflicted lawmakers still trying to digest the president’s announcement.

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.”

CMR---Link---Iraq 

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

Kohn 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: 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 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

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.

CMR---Link---Iraq 

Civilian micromanagement of military strategy in Iraq destroys the civil-military cooperation necessary in irregular warfare and counterinsurgency 

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 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.

CMR---Link---Japan 

The military’s united in support for presence in Japan 

McCormack 9 - Gavan McCormack, emeritus professor at Australian National University, coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan Focus, November 16, 2009, “The Battle of Okinawa 2009: Obama vs Hatoyama,” online: 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. 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.” Gregson, for the Pentagon, added that the US had “no plans to revise the existing agreements. Ian Kelly, for the State Department, stated that there was no intention on its part to allow revision. Kevin Maher (also at State) added a day later that there could be no reopening of negotiations on something already agreed between states.  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.  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.”

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.

CMR---Link---South Korea 

The Joint Chiefs support status quo troop levels in South Korea---draw-downs are postponed until after the OPCON transfer 

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.  (Transcript I Video I Pictures)

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 9 – Wall Street Journal, October 23, 2009, “U.S., Seoul Say Links Are Strong,” online: 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.

CMR---Internal Link---Modeling 

The U.S. is the global model for civil-military balance

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.”31

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.

CMR---Impact---Turns the Case 

CMR breakdown means the military will fudge the plan’s implementation 

Sulmasy 7 - Glenn Sulmasy, Judge Advocate, Associate Professor of Law, U.S. Coast Guard Academy, and John Yoo, Professor of Law, Boalt Hall School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, 54 UCLA L. Rev. 1815, August, 2007, Lexis

Military resistance to civilian policies with which military leaders disagree could take several forms short of an outright refusal to obey orders. Military officers can leak information to derail civilian initiatives. They could "slow roll" civilian orders by delaying implementation. They could inflate the estimates of the resources needed, or the possible casualties and time needed to achieve a military objective. And perhaps a relatively unnoticed but effective measure is to divide the principal - if the number of institutions forming the principal increases, it will be more difficult to monitor the performance of the agent and to hold it accountable.  [*1829]  Deborah Avant argues, for example, that civilians exercise greater control of the military in Great Britain than in the United States, because the parliamentary system merges the executive and legislative branches of the government. 61 Greater agency slack may result from information asymmetries that may favor the military, such as information and expertise about warfare, adverse selection that may cause the promotion of officers resentful of civilian meddling, and moral hazard in which the inability of civilians to directly observe the performance of the military may allow the military to pursue its own preferences.

CMR---Impact---Readiness 

CMR’s key to military 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

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.”

Readiness is key to prevent war with great power adversaries 

Feldstein 07 - Professor of Economics @ Harvard University [Martin Feldstein (President and CEO of the National Bureau of Economic Research.), "The Underfunded Pentagon," Foreign Affairs, March /April 2007, Volume 86 • Number 2]

Deterring other great powers, such as Russia and China, will require Washington to maintain its dominance in conventional warfare and therefore at least to maintain its current level of military spending. But in addition, the United States now faces three new types of threats for which its existing military capacity is either ill suited or insufficient. First, there are relatively small regional powers, such as North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan, that can or will soon be able to strike the United States and its allies with weapons of mass destruction (wmd).Second, there are global nonstate terrorist networks, such as al Qaeda, with visions of re-creating the world order. And third, there are independent terrorists and groups motivated less by a long-term vision of global conquest than by hatred, anti-Americanism, and opposition to their own governments. Each of these threats is exacerbated by the relative ease with which crude wmds can be developed due to the diffusion of modern technology and the potential emergence of a black market in fissile material.

Furthermore, there seems to be general agreement that the United States has committed so much of its war-fighting capacity to Iraq and Afghanistan that it could not fight in Iran or North Korea or elsewhere if that were deemed necessary. That limit on capacity encourages U.S. adversaries to behave in ways that are contrary to U.S. interests. Those adversaries would be less likely to do so if Washington had the extra manpower and equipment that were once assumed to be the goal— and perhaps the reality—of the U.S. military structure.

Independent from tangible power, perception of readiness decline encourages war 

Donnelly, 2003---Resident Scholar at AEI (Thomas, Resident Scholar at AEI, 2/1. ttp://www.aei.org/publications /pubID.15845/pub_detail.asp

The preservation of today's Pax Americana rests upon both actual military strength and the perception of strength. The variety of victories scored by U.S. forces since the end of the cold war is testament to both the futility of directly challenging the United States and the desire of its enemies to keep poking and prodding to find a weakness in the American global order. Convincing would-be great powers, rogue states, and terrorists to accept the liberal democratic order--and the challenge to autocratic forms of rule that come with it--requires not only an overwhelming response when the peace is broken, but a willingness to step in when the danger is imminent. The message of the Bush Doctrine--"Don't even think about it!"--rests in part on a logic of preemption that underlies the logic of primacy.

CMR---Impact---Readiness---Extn: CMR Key 

CMR breakdowns undermine military effectiveness---Clinton administration proves 

Guttieri 3 – Karen Guttieri, Assistant Professor in the Global Public Policy Academic Group at the Naval Postgraduate School, August 2003, “Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations,” Strategic Insights, Vol. II, No. 8, online: http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html

Military confidence in civilian leadership is particularly vital during war. Likewise, civilian leaders must be confident in the quality of military advice. President Bill Clinton inherited a humanitarian assistance mission in Somalia from his predecessor that crept into an enforcement mission and went to hell October 1993, culminating in an ambush that killed eighteen American soldiers in Mogadishu. After this debacle, Clinton reaffirmed the Weinberger doctrine in a Presidential Decision Directive, and subsequently avoided becoming involved in the genocidal conflict in Rwanda, despite several warnings and clear evidence of an impending disaster there. The Clinton administration also stalled for years on taking action in the latest Balkan wars. Political officials ultimately included separate military and civilian annexes in the Dayton Accords to end the war in Bosnia, and then argued with the uniformed services over how to conduct the fight for Kosovo.

CMR---Impact---Irregular Warfare 

Healthy CMR’s key to success in irregular warfare missions and counter-insurgency 

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

Success in the highly political and ambiguous conflicts likely to dominate the global security environment in the coming decades will require a framework that balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the most effective use of their different strengths. These challenges are expected to require better integrated, whole-of-government approaches, the cooperation of host governments and allies, and strategic patience.

Irregular warfare introduces new complications to what Eliot Cohen has called an “unequal dialogue” between civilian and military leaders in which civilian leaders hold the true power but must modulate their intervention into “military” affairs as a matter of prudence rather than principle. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that irregular warfare— which is profoundly political, intensely local, and protracted—breaks from the traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should contribute to the overall effort.

One of the key challenges rising from irregular warfare is how to measure progress. While there is disagreement about the feasibility or utility of developing metrics, the political pressure for marking progress is unrelenting. Most data collection efforts focus on the number of different types of kinetic events, major political milestones such as elections, and resource inputs such as personnel, money, and materiel. None of these data points serves easily in discerning what is most needed—namely, outputs or results.

A second major challenge centers on choosing leaders for irregular warfare and stability and reconstruction operations. How to produce civilian leaders capable of asking the right and most difficult questions is not easily addressed. Meanwhile, there has been a general erosion of the traditional Soldier’s Code whereby a military member can express dissent, based on legitimate facts, in private to one’s superiors up to the point that a decision has been made. Many see the need to shore up this longstanding tradition among both the leadership and the ranks.

A third significant challenge is how to forge integrated strategies and approaches. Professional relationships, not organizational fixes, are vital to succeeding in irregular war. In this sense, the push for new doctrine for the military and civilian leadership is a step in the right direction to clarifying the conflated lanes of authority.

Irregular warfighting’s key to prevent escalation from inevitable conflicts---accesses every major impact 

Bennett 8 – John T. Bennett, Defense News, December 4, 2008, “JFCOM Releases Study on Future Threats,” online: 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."

CMR---Impact---Irregular Warfare---Extn: CMR Key 

Success in irregular conflict requires productive civil-military relations 

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

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.

The civil-military relationship defines counterinsurgency operations
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

Recent developments in the war in Iraq suggest that professional relationships, not organizational fixes, are essential to succeeding in an irregular war. This supposition has been borne out by the productive collaboration between General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker. Their offices were on the same hallway, and their physical proximity reflected a close partnership between the two leaders that produced a breakthrough in U.S. efforts to stabilize the country, quell extremist activity, and restore a functioning government and society in the fifth year of the war. The importance of skillful integration of effort between the senior American official in country and the top military commander in theater has likewise been demonstrated in Afghanistan.

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.”16 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.

The interaction and coordination that must take place in irregular warfare require mutual respect and leadership from the top down, both in the field and in Washington. Achieving this level of cooperation between two fundamentally different cultures is one of the challenges of an irregular war. Following are some of the issues that are in various stages of discussion and resolution.

CMR---Impact---Failed States 

Good CMR’s key to effective responses to failed states 

Barton & Unger 9 – Rick Barton, Co-Director of the Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project and Senior Adviser in the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and Noam Unger, Fellow and Policy Director of the Foreign Assistance Reform Project at the Brookings Institution, April 2009, “civil-military relations, fostering development, and expanding civilian capacity,” online: http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2009/04_development_unger/04_development_unger.pdf

The security rationale for stability and development in poor and fragile states is based on the understanding that strengthening the economy of states and ensuring social equity are in the short and long term interests of the United States. Stable states pose the United States with far fewer security challenges than their weak and fragile counterparts. Indeed, stable states with healthy economies offer the United States opportunities for trade and represent potential partners in the fields of security and development. In contrast, weak and failing states pose serious challenges to the security of United States, including terrorism, drug production, money laundering and people smuggling. In addition, state weakness has frequently proven to have the propensity to spread to neighboring states, which in time can destabilize entire regions.
While the group acknowledged that the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan are particular in scope and complexity (and may not be repeated in the near future by the U.S.), participants broadly concurred that the lessons of these challenges are that the United States must improve and expand its stabilization and development capabilities. In particular, cases such as Pakistan and Nigeria, huge countries with strategic importance, make clear that a military response to many internal conflicts will be severely limited. As such, increased emphasis on civilian capacity within the U.S. government and civil-military relations in general, will greatly improve the United States’ ability to respond to such crises in the future.

Unchecked failed states cause WMD prolif and terrorism 

Browne 7 – Stephen Browne, United Nations International Trade Centre, Geneva, May 2007, UN University Discussion Paper, online: http://www.wider.unu.edu/publications/dps/dps2007/dp2007-01.pdf, accessed September 30, 2007

Strong powers used to fear each other. Now their concerns emanate from states that are fragile and which threaten global stability. These states are still numerous; by most definitions, at least one-third of all developing countries. And they harbour up to 1.5 billion people, almost a quarter of the world. 

Fragile states are of universal concern because they are the source of many of the most challenging global problems. Many are chronically prone to conflict—with more than a dozen civil wars raging at any one time. Some are major exporters of narcotic drugs (Afghanistan, Burma, Colombia). Some are developing nuclear weapons and exporting the capability to develop them (North Korea and Pakistan). They are incubators of violence and terrorism, such as Afghanistan under the Taliban regime and Somalia today. In the zones of death, people are displaced, property is destroyed and natural resources are plundered. Weak states are also host to traffickers of people and to the still widespread practice of slave-labour. People quit failing states under the threat of persecution or economic deprivation and seek asylum or refugee status elsewhere.

WMD terrorism causes extinction 

Gordon 2 – Harvey Gordon, Visiting Lecturer, Forensic Psychiatry, Tel Aviv University, Psychiatric Bulletin, v. 26, 2002, p. 285-287, online: http://pb.rcpsych.org/cgi/content/full/26/8/285.

Although terrorism throughout human history has been tragic, until relatively recently it has been more of an irritant than any major hazard. However, the existence of weapons of mass destruction now renders terrorism a potential threat to the very existence of human life (Hoge & Rose, 2001). Such  potential global destruction, or globicide as one might call it, supersedes even that of genocide in its lethality. Although religious factors are not the only determinant of ‘suicide’ bombers, the revival of religious fundamentalism towards the end of the 20th century renders the phenomenon a major global threat. Even though religion can be a force for good, it can equally be abused as a force for evil. Ultimately, the parallel traits in human nature of good and evil may perhaps be the most durable of all the characteristics of the human species. There is no need to apply a psychiatric analysis to the ‘suicide’ bomber because the phenomenon can be explained in political terms. Most participants in terrorism are not usually mentally disordered and their behaviour can be construed more in terms of group dynamics (Colvard, 2002). On the other hand, perhaps psychiatric terminology is as yet deficient in not having the depth to encompass the emotions and behaviour of groups of people  whose levels of hate, low self-esteem, humiliation and alienation are such that it is felt that they can be remedied by the mass destruction of life, including their own.

CMR---Impact---Terrorism 

Effective CMR’s key to the war on terror 

Guttieri 3 – Karen Guttieri, Assistant Professor in the Global Public Policy Academic Group at the Naval Postgraduate School, August 2003, “Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations,” Strategic Insights, Vol. II, No. 8, online: http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html

Much of the shift in American politics since 9/11 has to do with the nature and requirements of homeland security: it is both public and private, interagency (involving a number of government elements) and civil-military. Implementing the new national security strategy will require cooperation across sectors of activity and jurisdictions of authority.[2]  Government-private sector coordination is vital to critical infrastructure protection. Agency-to-agency coordination is the foundation of any national response to security threats involving multiple levels of government in a nation consisting of more than 87,000 government jurisdictions.[3]  Civil-military coordination is indispensable for ensuring adequate military support to civilian agencies responsible for homeland security. The quality of America's civil-military relations will be a factor in the effectiveness of America's "war on terror," while by the same token, the conduct of the war will irrevocably shape those relations. Given the US military's lead in homeland defense, civilian control of the military should be a topic of particular interest to anyone concerned with the function of democracy in wartime.

Unchecked terrorism causes extinction 

Gordon 2 – Harvey Gordon, Visiting Lecturer, Forensic Psychiatry, Tel Aviv University, Psychiatric Bulletin, v. 26, 2002, p. 285-287, online: http://pb.rcpsych.org/cgi/content/full/26/8/285.

Although terrorism throughout human history has been tragic, until relatively recently it has been more of an irritant than any major hazard. However, the existence of weapons of mass destruction now renders terrorism a potential threat to the very existence of human life (Hoge & Rose, 2001). Such  potential global destruction, or globicide as one might call it, supersedes even that of genocide in its lethality. Although religious factors are not the only determinant of ‘suicide’ bombers, the revival of religious fundamentalism towards the end of the 20th century renders the phenomenon a major global threat. Even though religion can be a force for good, it can equally be abused as a force for evil. Ultimately, the parallel traits in human nature of good and evil may perhaps be the most durable of all the characteristics of the human species. There is no need to apply a psychiatric analysis to the ‘suicide’ bomber because the phenomenon can be explained in political terms. Most participants in terrorism are not usually mentally disordered and their behaviour can be construed more in terms of group dynamics (Colvard, 2002). On the other hand, perhaps psychiatric terminology is as yet deficient in not having the depth to encompass the emotions and behaviour of groups of people  whose levels of hate, low self-esteem, humiliation and alienation are such that it is felt that they can be remedied by the mass destruction of life, including their own.

CMR---Impact---Terrorism---Extn: CMR Key 
CMR’s key to effective anti-terrorism 

Guttieri 3 – Karen Guttieri, Assistant Professor in the Global Public Policy Academic Group at the Naval Postgraduate School, August 2003, “Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations,” Strategic Insights, Vol. II, No. 8, online: http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html

The terrorist attacks of September 11 created a perceived crisis in homeland defense and security. The government response to this crisis has been to build institutions, which in turn affect the flow of political interaction, including civil-military relationships. More fundamentally, civil-military relations as part of the fabric of American strategic culture are shifting; the impact of attacks at home has been a recasting of the public's orientation toward the military. These developments compel adjustments to the organization and organizational culture of a military that was already in the throes of change prior to 9/11.

Civil-military relations are critical to homeland security because the military is required to support a large number and variety of civil agencies in the event of domestic upheaval. The significance of civil-military relations in those circumstances nevertheless may well pale in comparison to their importance in the context of homeland defense.

CMR---Impact---Nigeria 

Nigeria models the US’ stance on CMR

Africa News 2, 3-27-02

United States Ambassador to Nigeria, Mr. Howard Jeter, yesterday in Abuja called on the defence establishment in the country to commence dialogue on the building of a healthy civil-military relationship.

Speaking in Abuja at the on-going seminar on the "Role of the military in a democracy", Jeter said that the United States had found it extremely useful to have civilians work for the military services.

He pointed out that in the effort to build a strong and healthy civil-military realtionship, "we have serving military officers working in various capacities in civil institutions like the legislature and the executive". According to him such interface of civil-military relationship enables the system to benefit from the expertise and operational understanding of both sides in policy formulation.

"Through these exchanges, the civilian agencies are better informed, the military and the department of defence are better informed and decision making is easier," he said.

CMR in Nigeria’s key to its democracy

BBC 2, 8-5-02

"It must be borne in mind that the Western Regional election violence (Operation wetie) of 1965-66, played a key role in the military coup of January 1999," he noted.

He said that the rule of law must be strictly adhered to, while the electorate on their part, must tolerate the political, ethnic, and religion differences of others, since democracy legitimizes diversity and protects and promotes alternative options, especially the views of the minority. While advising that the fundamental human rights of citizens should be respected, Ogomudia said that the interest of the military in the area of welfare, training, procurement and maintenance of equipment, release and payment of salaries, and provision of barracks accommodation, amongst other things, should be taken care of.

There is also the need for the holding and organization of regular dialogue between the political class and military leaders in order to promote transparency and ensure mutual confidence, he stressed.

Ogomudia said: "It is in the interest of the nation, for the growth and consolidation of democratic culture and ethos that civil-military relations should be developed in all fronts and ensured to be cordial at all times.

Nigerian democracy prevents African wars

BBC News 2k, 25 May, 2000, 

http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/763818.stm

While still celebrating the new freedoms associated with the restoration of democracy, Nigerians have been forced to think long and hard about the country's future. In most parts of the country there is a now a clamour for a greater devolution of power to the regions, and to the many ethnic groups which were carelessly thrown together by the British colonialists to form modern-day Nigeria.

Since May 1999, several ethnic and pressure groups have emerged or gained prominence in Nigeria. They include Odua Peoples Congress (fighting for the south-western Oduduwa States), Arewa Peoples Congress (protecting the interest of ethnic northern Nigeria) and Middle Belt Forum (canvasing for their geographical identity which is distinct from northern Nigeria).

Among others are Egbesu Boys and Ijaw Youth Council (seeking increased share in Nigeria's wealth for the impoverished oil-rich Niger Delta region), Movement for the Actualisation of Sovereign States of Biafra (fighting for the separatist eastern Biafra State which had resulted in the 1967-70 Nigerian civil war) and Bakassi Boys (fighting against social ills in Nigeria).

"It's as if there is no cartilage between the bones; for as long as we are thrown together in this way the painful friction is bound to continue" argues Ayo Obe, a leading Lagos human rights activist.. ..

Obasanjo unpeturbed

CMR---Impact---AT: Defense 

Now’s a unique time that make the impact of CMR breakdowns particularly large 

Feaver and Kohn 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 342

Three main critiques have been offered by those who think that the civil-military gap is much ado about nothing. First, divides of this sort have been around since the beginning of the Republic. Second, the principal challenges facing national security today are recruiting, retention, modernization, organization, and the growing mismatch between military missions and the resources devoted to defense— none of which is chiefly caused by this gap. Third, such divergences do not really matter because, at the highest polity levels, civilian and military elites have "fused*"—that is, suppressed their differences to cooperate and work together amicably.17

But the gap and the tensions related to it are real, and they may nave serious and lasting consequences for U.S. national security—consequences dial could shackle future administrations. To begin with, the post-Cold War era is the first period in American history in which a large professional military has been maintained in peacetime. The lack of an urgent and immediate threat to the nation's existence, of the kind that during the Cold War forced military- and civilian elites to reconcile their differences, may now foster a much higher level of civil-military conflict.18 And if, as we foresee, support for the armed forces and understanding of their needs diminish, they will be less capable and effective.

Consult the Joint Chiefs of Staff CP---1NC

The United States federal government should initiate binding consultation with United States military leaders including, at least, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Combatant Commanders, and relevant generals and admirals, over whether the United States should

[plan]

The United States federal government should advocate the adoption of the proposed mandates, and should implement the results of the consultation. 

Including the military in policy decisions on the use of force and troop withdrawals is key to CMR---they have to be given a right to insist on an outcome, not just advise 

Feaver and Gelpi  4 – Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Christopher Gelpi, Professor of Political Science at Duke University, 2004, Choosing Your Battles: American Civil-Military Relations and the Use of Force, p. 205-206

The most obvious implication of our research is that analysts and journalists should bring civil-military relations back to the forefront of their treatment of national security policymaking. Most existing discussions emphasize partisanship and personality. Consider the way the Clinton-to-Bush transition is conventionally understood. The partisan story line had prudent (or, depending on one's predilections, hopelessly cold war-bound) Republicans vying with promiscuous (or progressive) Democrats on how cautious the United States should be in using military force. The personality story line looked at the idiosyncrasies of the individuals who hold the senior-most positions—Colin Powell as the most popular military figure of our day wielding unprecedented clout from his new perch as secretary of state is contrasted with his predecessor, the academic and voluble Madeleine Albright. Dick Cheney, the Uber-Vice President, contrasts with President Bush, the son who draws inevitable contrasts with the father, and so on.

Certainly partisanship and personality matter in the formation of policy in the United States, but our research shows that another story line, a civil-military one, deserves more scrutiny than most treatments gave it, at least until very recently. To make sense of debates ongoing within the Bush administration, say between the relatively dovish Powell and the relatively hawkish Cheney or Paul Wolfowitz (deputy secretary of defense), observers need to factor in the enduring division between civilians and the military over when and how to use military force. The civil-military story line helps to shape policy and, in so doing, is following a pattern that obtains for most of U.S. history. In short, our results demonstrate convincingly that the civil-military gap is an important issue for those who study international conflict, for those who study American foreign policy, and for the American people in general.

A second broad policy implication flows naturally from the first: expect friction on decision making on the use of force. Some of the friction will merely be the next chapter in the enduring story of civil-military disputes about how to use force. But some of the friction will be due to the particular nature of elite military opinion on the appropriate role of the military in use-of-force decisions. Chapter 2 demonstrated that civilian and military elites disagree on the proper way to use force. The TISS data also show that at the same time large majorities of military elites believe that the proper role for the military is to advocate or even to insist on their preferred approach to the implementation of use-of-force decisions. The elite military believe that they should advocate and insist on matters such as setting rules of engagement, developing an "exit strategy," and deciding what kinds of military units (air versus naval, heavy versus light) will be used to accomplish all tasks."

Consult the Joint Chiefs of Staff CP---1NC

The military will accept troop reductions if the administration negotiates---otherwise it’ll backlash 

Hooker 4 - 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

More current is the suggestion that party affiliation lends itself to military resistance to civilian control in policy matters, especially during periods of Democratic control. The strongest criticism in this vein is directed at General Colin Powell as a personality and gays in the military as a policy issue, with any number of prominent scholars drawing overarching inferences about civil-military relations from this specific event.21 This tendency to draw broad conclusions from a specific case is prevalent in the field but highly questionable as a matter of scholarship. The record of military deference to civilian control, particularly in the recent past, in fact supports a quite different conclusion.

Time and again in the past decade, military policy preferences on troop deployments, the proliferation of nontraditional missions, the draw-down, gender issues, budgeting for modernization, base closure and realignment, and a host of other important issues were overruled or watered down. Some critics, most notably Andrew Bacevich, argue that President Clinton did not control the military so much as he placated it: “The dirty little secret of American civil-military relations, by no means unique to this [Clinton] administration, is that the commander-in-chief does not command the military establishment; he cajoles it, negotiates with it, and, as necessary, appeases it.”22 This conclusion badly overreaches. Under President Clinton, military force structure was cut well below the levels recommended in General Powell’s Base Force recommendations. US troops remained in Bosnia far beyond the limits initially set by the President. Funding for modernization was consistently deferred to pay for contingency operations, many of which were opposed by the Joint Chiefs. In these and many other instances, the civilian leadership enforced its decisions firmly on its military subordinates. On virtually every issue, the military chiefs made their case with conviction, but acquiesced loyally and worked hard to implement the decisions of the political leadership.

JCS CP---1NC---Solvency---Combat Withdrawal 

Genuine consultation with the military is key to generate effective policies reversing strategic failures like the war in Iraq 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

The aftermath of the September 11th 2001 terrorist attacks illustrated the difficulties inherent in applying the civil
military conventional wisdom as a recipe for strategic success. Yet in the current strategic environment basic principles underlying the collaboration of civilian and military actors go unarticulated. Who is responsible for initiating the process of strategic adaptation*commanders on the ground or civilian policymakers? How should military professionals balance the requirement to remain subordinate to civilian politicians while also executing their professional responsibility to ensure that the strategy benefits from the unique strategic insights and professional expertise the military can provide?

As of this writing, in March 2006, with over 2568 US military personnel dead in both Iraqi and Afghan operations and more than 17,000 wounded, achievement of the operations’ objectives is eluding the Bush Administration. Casualty rates in Iraq throughout 2005 and into 2006 parallel the highest levels of the war. Cindy Sheehan, the gold-star mother (i.e., a mother whose son was killed in wartime) who set up camp in the summer of 2005 in Crawford, Texas outside the vacationing President Bush’s ranch, became a media phenomenon in the summer. Public opinion polls now indicate a majority of Americans disapprove of President Bush’s handling of the War in Iraq (Forsythe 2005).3 Conflicting reports have been issued from the Pentagon, the White House, and commanders in the field regarding important aspects of adapting strategy such as timetables, troop levels, and whether or not Iraq is on the brink of civil war (Hendren 2006). The war’s cost mounts as double-digit billion dollar supplemental appropriations have become routine in Congress and total costs now surpass $248 billion.4 What had been a slumbering, compliant Congress passed anti-torture legislation against the Administration’s wishes, is discussing a requirement for regular reports on secret detentions, and rejected the Administration’s request for the full renewal of the USA Patriot Act.

Long-time conservative Democrat and defense proponent, Congressman John Murtha of Pennsylvania, spoke out against the war in mid-November 2005. The respected, decorated Vietnam veteran and 16-term congressman declared that the War in Iraq could not be won militarily and that US forces should be gradually withdrawn (Murtha 2005). Only in late 2005 did the administration begin to change its tune from ‘stay the course’ to admission of some mistakes and miscalculations. It began to talk about significant troop withdrawals from Iraq as a possibility in the not-too-distant future.

Defining policy success may be an elusive aim, but at a minimum a policy is successful when its desired outcomes are achieved at an acceptable cost. This definition focuses on the importance of reaching a consensus on reasonable desired outcomes at the outset. Furthermore, unless the articulated desired outcomes are accompanied by realistic cost estimates, policymakers run the risk that political support for the policy will erode when actual costs far outstrip the estimates. If one applies this concept of policy success to the case of the war in Iraq, it is clear that the current state of affairs does not appear to be achieving the desired outcomes and the initial cost estimates were utterly unrealistic. Much of the US debate is currently focused on recommendations for salvaging policies that have not played out according to plan. But in addition, attention must also be paid to the flawed national security processes that resulted in the current state of affairs. We argue that the nature of these civil
 military interactions is a critical variable in determining whether or not policies are successful. Success is more likely when the civilian and military actors fully collaborate in ways that draw on the distinct competencies and responsibilities that each brings to the policy.

This article goes beyond recent calls by both authors to ensure that the principles of democratic civilian control are attained (Ulrich 2005: 655
682; Cook 2002
2003: 21
33). Civil
military relations since 9
11 suggest that these normative principles must be extended to include the assumption of responsibility by the military for the overall success of a strategy. Assuming responsibility for strategy success means that the military and other national security professionals5 with a role in the development and execution of the policy take all steps to ensure that their expertise is considered when the policy is vetted. When a policy begins to show signs of strategic failure, national security professionals should attempt to adapt the strategy.

JCS CP---1NC---Avoids Politics 

Failure to genuinely consult the military causes massive political backlash 

Hooker 4 - 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

To be sure, the military as an institution enjoys some advantages. Large and well-trained staffs, extended tenure, bureaucratic expertise, cross-cutting relationships with industry, overt and covert relationships with congressional supporters, and stability during lengthy transitions between administrations give it a strong voice. But on the big issues of budget and force structure, social policy, and war and peace, the influence of senior military elites—absent powerful congressional and media support—is more limited than is often recognized.

If this thesis is correct, the instrumentalities and the efficacy of civilian control are not really at issue. As I have suggested, political freedom of action is the nub of the problem. Hampered by constitutionally separated powers which put the military in both the executive and legislative spheres, civilian elites face a dilemma. They can force the military to do their bidding, but they cannot always do so without paying a political price. Because society values the importance of independent, nonpoliticized military counsel, a civilian who publicly discounts that advice in an area presumed to require military expertise runs significant political risks. The opposition party will surely exploit any daylight between civilian and military leaders, particularly in wartime—hence the discernible trend in the modern era away from the Curtis LeMays and Arleigh Burkes of yesteryear who brought powerful heroic personas and public reputations into the civil-military relationship.  

JCS CP---Solvency---Process Outweighs Substance 

The process of decisionmaking is far more important to CMR than the substance of individual policy choices 

Meinhart 5 – Richard M. Meinhart, Associate Professor of Defense and Joint Processes at the U.S. Army War College, Winter 2005, “The Pentagon and the Presidency: Civil-Military Relations from FDR to George W. Bush,” Book review, Parameters, Vol. 35, No. 4, p. 139

If one wants to gain an understanding and appreciation of civil-military relations between our nation’s military leaders and the presidency, then reading this well-organized book is definitely worth the effort. Herspring bases his assessment of the degree of conflict experienced between senior military officers and civilians on how well a particular President and other senior politically appointed administration members understand and respect individual service cultures and the military overall. The characteristics he uses to determine whether civilian leaders respect that culture are primarily based on the President’s overall leadership style and on how well the presidency and military interact in the following four areas: the use of force; roles, missions, and resources; personnel policies; and responsibility and honor. In essence, his thesis is that the processes associated with decisionmaking are more important in determining the degree of civil-military conflict, rather than whether the actual decisions made by civilian leaders diverge from professional military advice or adversely affect the military.

The military can be persuaded to accept policies it opposes if the process is right---decision can’t be made in advance 

Sewall 9 (Sewall, Co-director of the Project on Civil-Military Relations at the Harvard Kennedy School, 1/29/09, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/01/29/the_civil_military_challenge/?page=1)

Transparent and consistent decision-making processes would also help clarify roles and build trust in civil-military relations, particularly in terms of reinforcing the importance and scope of military advice. When that process is inclusive, it is viewed by military actors as more satisfactory - even if the outcomes are not preferred by military actors.  Still, there are no good options for military leaders who disagree with civilian decisions. Expressing professional views to civilians is part of the military's responsibility. But once decisions have been made, continued expressions of disagreement undercut civilian authority. At the same time, civilian leaders must publicly assume accountability for their policy decisions. Hiding behind military advice undermines the military's professional independence and is an abdication of civilian responsibility. Our research highlighted both the importance and fragility of the military's apolitical and nonpartisan status. Civilians should refrain from viewing military officers as "part of" or "loyal to" the administration during which they were appointed. The military participants found their most difficult challenge to be fulfilling their constitutional responsibilities to serve both the administration and the Congress objectively and professionally. We found that partisan political activities of retired senior officers fueled civilian distrust of currently serving military officers. Retaining trust that the uniform military serve in an apolitical capacity is vital for a healthy civil-military dynamic. The retired community should carefully consider its public involvement in partisan activity. The most recent defense reorganization, the Goldwater-Nichols Act, largely enhanced the quality of military advice through such innovations as creating a single chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Yet the reforms deserve a fresh examination in light of the expanding roles of regional combatant commanders and the potential diminution of the corporate military voice embodied by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Finally, the relative imbalance of resources and expertise - whether between DOD and civilian agencies or between the military Joint Staff and the civilian staff of the Office of the Secretary of Defense - was an increasing source of concern. The comparative strength of military actors risks overreliance upon military perspectives and capabilities in all aspects of policymaking and execution. An important recommendation for strengthening civil-military relations is a rebalancing of relative civilian and military capacity and authority. We found that the character and relationships of senior officials are considered the single most important factor affecting civil-military relations. Policymakers should devote attention to civilian Pentagon appointments and the military should better prepare officers to assume senior roles in the partnership. 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.

JCS CP---Solvency---Consultation Generates Uniqueness

Genuine consultation builds in uniqueness---regenerates good CMR 

Feaver 9 – Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, October 21, 2009, “Obama's military problem is getting worse,” online: http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/21/obamas_military_problem_is_getting_worse

In short, President Obama has been slowly veering off into a civil-military ditch of his own digging. Despite his relative inexperience in national security matters, this was not inevitable; during the campaign President Obama showed himself to be fairly deft rhetorically in regards to civil-military relations and he carried this strong performance through the first several months of his presidency. However, in recent months he has seemed far less at ease with his wartime Commander-in-Chief role.

If Obama regains a deft touch, the crash can be averted. To avert it he needs to do more than simply endorse the McChrystal request, though that would surely help. He needs to show that he respects the civil-military process, and he needs to rein in his advisors who have been stumbling about. If he is going to over-rule McChrystal, which is his right as a Commander-in-Chief, he will have a much steeper climb out of his civil-military hole. At a minimum, he will need to forthrightly take ownership of the war and all of its consequences and spend the political capital he has hitherto avoided spending on national security issues to explain his decision to the American people and the American military. Of course, while President Obama and his team bear the lion's share of the responsibility for the current civil-military friction, they cannot by themselves get out of the hole they have dug. The military will have to help by rigorously sticking to proper norms of civil-military relations. That means they must not counter-leak, not even to defend themselves from scurrilous attacks from unnamed White House staffers; seek redress quietly, within the system, and within the chain of command. They must avoid threatening President Obama with resignations in protest if he overrules their advice; such threats subvert the principle of civilian control which implies that civilians have a right to be wrong. And they must be prepared to do their utmost to implement Obama's chosen strategy as effectively as they can with whatever resources he puts at their disposal. If President Obama errs, it is up to the electorate to judge him, not the military.

JCS CP---Solvency---Consultation Key to Policy Success

Only genuine consultation creates effective military policy---disagreement spills over to destroy implementation 

Kohn 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html

The problem here is not the ordinary friction between the military and its political bosses. That is understandable and, to a degree, typical and functional; the two sides come from different worlds, with different perspectives and different requirements. No decision in war, no military policy proposed to or considered by the Congress, no military operation—nothing in the military realm—occurs that does not derive in some way from the relationship between civilians, to whom the U.S. Constitution assigns responsibility for national defense, and the military leadership, which manages, administers, and leads the armed forces. 

When the relationship works—when there is candor, argument, and mutual respect—the result aligns national interest and political purpose with military strategy, operations, and tactics. The collaboration between Franklin Roosevelt, his secretaries of war and navy, and the heads of the two armed services is considered the model in this regard. Each side kept the other mostly informed; the military were present at all the major allied conferences; Army Chief of Staff George C. Marshall spoke candidly with the president and consulted daily with Secretary of War Henry Stimson. When the relationship does not work—when the two sides don’t confer, don’t listen, don’t compromise—the decisions and policies that follow serve neither the national interest nor conform to the bitter realities of war. The distrust, manipulation, and absence of candor that colored relations between President Lyndon Johnson, Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, and his senior military advisors offers a case in point; to this day Robert Strange McNamara arouses hatred and contempt among military officers who were not even born when he ruled the Pentagon.

JCS CP---Solvency---Troop Withdrawals---General 

Consultation is key for troop withdrawals and drawdowns

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

The next example involves the military standing by as the President assigns it decision-making authority over a key aspect of the strategy outside its professional responsibility.

The Bush administration has maintained throughout the conflict that the president defers to the commanders on the ground on the issue of troop levels. Paul Bremer, the President’s representative on the ground in the first year of the occupation, reportedly clashed with the military on this issue. In October of 2004, he remarked to the media that he had wanted more troops on the ground in Iraq as phase IV operations began.

Scott McClellan, White House Press Secretary, stated in response to Bremer’s comments, ‘The lessons from the past, including Vietnam, are that we shouldn’t try to micromanage military decisions from Washington’. President Bush used almost the same words himself in an interview in the heat of the 2004 presidential campaign:

The thing about the Vietnam War that troubles me as I look back was it was a political war. We had politicians making military decisions, and it is [sic] lessons that any president must learn, and that is to the set the goal and the objective and allow the military to come up with the plans to achieve that objective. And those are essential lessons to be learned from the Vietnam War (Meet the Press 7 February 2004)

In the final presidential debate, the presidential candidates clashed over the issue:

President Bush: I remember sitting in the White House, looking at those generals, saying, do you have what you need in this war? Do you have what it takes? I remember going down in the basement of the White House the day we committed our troops*as last resort*looking at Tommy Franks and the generals on the ground, asking them, do we have the right plan with the right troop level? And they looked me in the eye and said, yes, sir, Mr. President. Of course, I listened to our generals. That’s what a President does. A President sets the strategy and relies upon good military people to execute that strategy.

Moderator : Senator.

Senator Kerry: You rely on good military people to execute the military component of the strategy, but winning the peace is larger than just the military component. General Shinseki had the wisdom to say you’re going to need several hundred thousand troops to win the peace. The military’s job is to win the war. The President’s job is to win the peace.

The civil military relations question to consider is: ‘What is the proper balance between relying on military advice while also maintaining responsibility for the policy?’ President Bush’s understanding of civil military relations in wartime does not allow for the process of collaborative civil military strategic reassessment to occur in that ‘achieving the objective’ is left to the military. This has been particularly true in the question of troop levels where President Bush has repeatedly declared that he defers to his commanders in this area. He reaffirmed this belief in his December 18, 2005, address to the nation, ‘I will make decisions on troop levels based on the progress we see on the ground and the advice of our military leaders*not based on artificial timetables set by politicians in Washington’.

Political leaders must be careful not to shift the burden of initiating strategic adjustment to the military. Modifying troop levels is an action of strategic adjustment requiring both the input of military experts and political judgment. Political leaders who delegate strategy adjustment to their military commanders run the risk of undermining their own authority and responsibility over strategic policy if such action elevates military advice to the final authority on policy.

The civil military norm in this area should reflect two fundamental principles. The first of these is an understanding that the military sphere of competence is limited vis-a`-vis the president’s and Congress’ political sphere. Both sides should also take into the account the requirement in democratic states for the civilian policymaker to be the accountable authority in the decision-making process. The residual climate that prevails in the post- Shinseki era is likely constraining the uniformed military from speaking out.

Civilian advocacy of the plan generates military agreement---but they still want to be consulted 

Herspring 5 – Dale R. Herspring, University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Kansas State University, 2005, The Pentagon And The Presidency: Civil-military Relations From FDR To George W. Bush, p. 16

Strategic Decision-Making

Senior military officers expect civilians to be involved in deciding strategic goals and policy. Military officers, who may sometimes be uncomfortable in making such decisions on their own, look to the president or his senior associates to provide critical guidance in this area. However, they expect to be consulted on purely military matters (e.g., how many and what kind of forces will be needed to fight two and a half wars simultaneously).27

JCS CP---Solvency---Non-Combat Roles/Missions 

Military would say yes---tensions over implementation of non-combat missions undermines CMR 

Yoo 9 – John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW UNDER THE GEORGE W. BUSH ADMINISTRATION: LOOKING BACK AND LOOKING FORWARD: ARTICLE: ADMINISTRATION OF WAR,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis 

This appears to explain developments in civil-military relations  since the end of the Cold War. It does not appear that civilian monitoring or sanctions have fallen; in fact, they may well have risen. The tension in civilian-military relations nevertheless has sharpened because the difference between civilian and military policy preferences has grown at an even faster rate. This should come as no surprise. The disappearance of the Soviet threat, which had been the overwhelming focus of American military planning for a half-century, left both sets of leaders searching for a redefinition of national security means and ends. Increasing reliance on the military for operations that do not involve combat, such as drug interdiction, nation building, and disaster relief, may draw the military more deeply into civilian debates, increase the scope for disagreements over the role of the military, and place strains on the military's resources and warfighting abilities. An all-volunteer force may have exacerbated tensions as the military becomes more separate and distinct from civilian society.

JCS CP---Solvency---Contractors 

Military’s increasingly anti-contractor 

Isenberg 1/17 (David Isenberg, Huffington post, Military Ethics and Private Military Contractors, 1/17/2010)

But aside from arguments over cost-effectiveness other military professionals have criticized reliance on private contractors for what they see as a deleterious impact on both civil-military relations and military professionalism itself. The latest example of this is a monograph published earlier this month by the U.S. Army War College's Strategic Studies Institute. The monograph, written by Colonel Matthew Moten, deputy head of the Department of History at West Point, says this with respect to contractors: Since the post-Cold War drawdown, the Armed Forces have chosen to rely more and more heavily on commercial contractors. In many cases, this reliance has been unavoidable and indeed liberating, such as in the manufacture of complex weapons systems. Properly overseen, this military-industrial partnership can be a boon tonational security. In many other cases, however, contractors have assumed responsibilities that heretofore were considered inherently military, such as logistical support, protecting installations and high-ranking officials, and developing professional doctrine. An army that depends on commercial enterprise to deliver its food and fuel is subcontracting its sustenance--an army travels on its stomach. An army that relies on contractors for its doctrine is farming out its thinking--an army fights with its brain as much as its arms. And an army that permits civilians to employ armed force on the battlefield tolerates mercenaries, the antithesis of professionals. Today, the Army is "selling" large tracts of its professional jurisdiction. Moreover, as the Army contracts for these core functions, it not only cedes professional jurisdiction to private enterprise, it loses some of its ability to sustain and renew its expertise, to develop the next generation of professional officers, and to nurture the ability to think creatively about new problems--each of which is intrinsic to a healthy profession. An army that chooses short-term expediency over long-term professional health also chooses slow professional death. (pp. 16-17)

JCS CP---Solvency---Afghanistan Combat Withdrawal

The military’s opinion on Afghanistan is turning---McChrystal thinks continued presence isn’t working 

Weiner 10 – Bernard Weiner, Ph.D. in government & international relations, has taught at universities in California and Washington, worked as a writer/editor with the San Francisco Chronicle for two decades, and currently serves as co-editor of The Crisis Papers, April 7, 2010, “What Happens When We Don't See the Tipping Points,” Atlantic Free Press, p. lexis 

The U.S. plays down, or outright denies, the huge number of "collateral-damage" deaths of civilians in Afghanistan. "Shit happens" seems to be the operative mode when raining down missiles aimed at Taliban forces, though on occasion the Americans have felt forced to apologize for the most embarrassing of such massacres of innocents.

So hearing the recent admission by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the senior U.S. and NATO commander, about those all-too-frequent mass-deaths at coalition hands could be a sign of a rift between the military on the ground and the civilian leadership giving the orders.

Here's what McChrystal said about a week ago: "We have shot an amazing number of people, but to my knowledge, none has ever proven to be a threat." In other words, the U.S. is slaughtering innocent civilians on a regular basis, for no good reason.

His comments came during a recent video conference to answer questions from troops on the ground about civilian casualties. Such deaths were supposed to be much reduced in number under new rules ordered by McChrystal. (If you need visual evidence about how the U.S. routinely targets civilians, check out the Wikileaks videotape from Iraq.

One can read McChrystal's startling admission as a push-back from the U.S. military in Afghanistan to civilian/CIA orders to continue aggressive actions against suspected Taliban hideouts, regardless of the civilian "collateral damage." Continuing such deadly policies do little but anger the locals (many of whom see these killings as "mass murder") and provide a major recruiting tool for the Taliban. No wonder President Karzai is so outspoken against the continuing campaign of the Americans/NATO.

One can hope that Obama and his military advisers will see that the American campaign in Afghanistan is a no-win situation, and get the hell out of there at relatively little cost rather than risk getting America sucked further into the quagmire for another decade or two. Especially fighting for a corrupt government in Kabul and in many of the provinces that really doesn't want the U.S. there.

Petraeus would say yes 

NYT 10 – New York Times, June 16, 2010, “Military and Pentagon Leaders Urge Patience for Afghan Mission,” online: http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/17/world/17military.html?pagewanted=print

The commander of American forces in the Middle East, Gen. David H. Petraeus, returned to Capitol Hill on Wednesday to offer a full-throated endorsement of President Obama’s order to pull out of Afghanistan starting next summer, while senior Pentagon officials urged patience as troops began operations to stabilize the southern Afghan city of Kandahar.

 “As goes Kandahar, so goes Afghanistan,” Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Senate Appropriations Committee.

Both Admiral Mullen and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates asked the Senate — and, by extension, the American people — for time and understanding as the military carried out the mission across Afghanistan, especially in the south. A number of senators responded with pointed questions about the increasing casualties and the continuing fight in Marja, a Taliban haven that is not yet under control.

Mr. Gates responded that nearly 10,000 of the 30,000 American troops scheduled to be part of the buildup had yet to arrive in Afghanistan, that the military was “only a few months” into the execution of Mr. Obama’s new strategy and that he himself was satisfied with the progress so far.

Mr. Gates questioned what he called the “narrative” of the war in news media reports and Washington over the past week, casting it as “too negative.” He said, “I think we are regaining the initiative; I think we are making headway.”

During his separate session before the Armed Services Committee, General Petraeus was given a chance for what he called “a redo hearing” — to make up for testimony cut short on Tuesday when he momentarily collapsed. General Petraeus used the opportunity to more forcefully state that he backed the president’s timetable for an American troop withdrawal in Afghanistan.

Senator Carl Levin of Michigan, the committee’s Democratic chairman, was especially rough on General Petraeus during Tuesday’s session, clearly dissatisfied with how the commander characterized his endorsement of the July 2011 withdrawal deadline.

During the earlier hearing, Mr. Levin reminded General Petraeus of his oath to provide Congress with his best professional assessments. But in response, Mr. Levin had received a vague answer — described by General Petraeus as “a qualified yes” — in defense of the timetable.

Given an opportunity on Wednesday to more clearly define his view, General Petraeus came with a prepared statement that stressed how much he did indeed “support and agree” with the decision to set a timetable for withdrawing troops from Afghanistan.
JCS CP---Solvency---Afghanistan Combat Withdrawal 

Obama’s advocacy for Afghanistan withdrawal can build consensus---but the military wants to be part of the process 
WaPo 9 – Washington Post, September 21, 2009, “Changes in Afghanistan, Washington May Require Shift in U.S. War Strategy,” online: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/20/AR2009092002878_pf.html

Obama insisted in interviews aired Sunday that he will not be rushed into making a decision. 

"We're not going to put the cart before the horse and just think that by sending more troops, we're automatically going to make Americans safe," he said. 

The president, one adviser said, is "taking a very deliberate, rational approach, starting at the top" of what he called a "logic chain" that begins with setting objectives, followed by determining a methodology to achieve them. Only when the first two steps are completed, he said, can the third step -- a determination of resources -- be taken. 

"Who's to say we need more troops?" this official said. "McChrystal is not responsible for assessing how we're doing against al-Qaeda."

The administration's template for error is the Bush administration's policy in Iraq. Initially, a small group of White House and Pentagon officials set the policy without regard for dissenting views; in later years, President George W. Bush said he was following advice from military commanders. "We have seen what happens when an administration makes decisions by momentum and doesn't challenge underlying assumptions and . . . ensure that everybody with an equity in the matter is heard," another official said.

Among the key players shaping Obama's thinking on Afghanistan is Gates. The defense secretary has repeatedly expressed concern about the size of the military's footprint in Afghanistan even as he has acknowledged that McChrystal's plans have eased that anxiety.

Some officials charge that the military has been trying to push Obama into a corner with public statements such as those by Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, that the situation in Afghanistan is "serious and deteriorating" and "probably needs more forces." One official questioned whether McChrystal had already gone beyond his writ with public statements describing the protection of the Afghan population as more important than killing Taliban fighters.

When Obama announced his strategy in March, there were few specifics fleshing out his broad goals, and the military was left to interpret how to implement them. As they struggle over how to adjust to changing reality on the ground, some in the administration have begun to fault McChrystal for taking the policy beyond where Obama intended, with no easy exit.

But Obama's deliberative pace -- he has held only one meeting of his top national security advisers to discuss McChrystal's report so far -- is a source of growing consternation within the military. "Either accept the assessment or correct it, or let's have a discussion," one Pentagon official said. "Will you read it and tell us what you think?" Within the military, this official said, "there is a frustration. A significant frustration. A serious frustration."

The military is broadly opposed to long campaigns to pursue non-vital interests 

Feaver et al 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, et al, 2005, “Civilian Control and Civil-Military Gaps in The United States, Japan, and China,” Asian Perspective, Vol. 29, No. 1, p. 233-271

As Huntington and Janovvitz might expect, civilian and military attitudes on the use of force do diverge, though not sharply, and these divergences conform to a fairly predictable pattern. On the question of "when to use force," military officers were more inclined to what might be considered a "realpolitik" approach to the use force: "willing to use force for traditional national security threats like defense of allies or geostrategic access to vital markets but more hesitant about using force for humanitarian missions and the 'less-than-vital-interest' scenarios of intervening in foreign civil wars ... "l5 Civilian elites who have not served in the military, on the other hand, were more 'interventionist," that is they were willing to advocate a wider range of missions for the military. Military and civilian attitudes diverged again on the question of how to use force. Civilian elites who have not served in the military were more willing to use force incrementally, while military officers were more in favor of the decisive use of force. Interestingly, in each of these cases, veterans seemed to fit a profile that was closer to that of the active military force than to their civilian counterparts.

JCS CP---Solvency---Iraq Combat Withdrawal

The plan would lead to agreement on a combat drawdown 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

Another essential question is, ‘can military and national security professionalism adapt to meet the challenges of planning and executing complex strategies involving all instruments of national power?’ Adopting the ethic of assuming responsibility for policy success would make it less likely that flawed strategies are adopted with the nod of national security experts focused on only their aspect of the plan versus assenting to the entire strategy as a feasible and acceptable approach.

General Tommy Franks spoke in detail of his Commander’s Concept with its four phases, including post-conflict stability operations, yet also admitted that he did not really see it as his job to think through the strategic details leading to success in phase IV, without which overall success could not be attained (Franks & McConnell 2004).

An expanded view of military professionalism which recognizes shared responsibility for strategic success could lead to the implementation of normative ethical standards that embrace opportunities to contribute to the pre-war debate and facilitate the overall development of the emerging strategy.

It is important to distinguish the various ways in which military leaders may disagree with their civilian masters. At one extreme lies the clearly illegal order*and about that, there is no conceptual problem, even though handling such a case would require courage and finesse. But disagreements may also arise when the policy or strategic goals are believed to be unwise and imprudent*or, in the extreme case, unattainable by use of the military instrument of national power. It is the latter case that is potentially most troubling as an ethical matter. Even though subordination clearly requires execution of legal orders, surely there is some ethical obligation of the most senior military leaders not to soldier on in pursuit of a policy they sincerely believe to be doomed to failure. It is this case we wish to focus on most directly.

With regard to the War in Iraq, Andrew Bacevich contends that in practice the military and the political leadership have already parted ways with military leaders having concluded that the war will not be settled through military operations. He calls for the process of strategic adjustment to begin with a redefinition of the political objective from democratizing Iraq as a first step in ‘transforming the Middle East’ to stabilizing the country in preparation for a US withdrawal (Bacevich 2005).

Clausewitz long ago enshrined the interactive nature of war as the fundamental precept of the art of strategy. Students of strategy internalize the idea that ‘the enemy has a vote’ and thus accept as inevitable the need to reassess and adapt strategy from its point of implementation. The War on Terror has several unique aspects related to the challenge of strategy adaptation. Key among these is the strategic decision taken about how to frame the war. How we talk about events influences how we can react to them. This is especially true in the War on Terror, an essential component of which is a two-front public relations campaign 
 in the Islamic world abroad and at home.

Consultation can win the military over for fast Iraq withdrawal 

Reuters 8 – Reuters News Service, “Pentagon chief Gates backs Obama Iraq policy,” December 2, 2008, online: http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN02288401

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who will stay on under Barack Obama, said on Tuesday he supported the president-elect's Iraq policy but declined to back his proposed timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. forces.

Gates, who had previously insisted he wanted to bow out at the end of the Bush administration, also vowed he would not be a "caretaker" under Obama and said no time limit had been put on how long he would continue to serve.

"The president-elect and I agreed that this would be open-ended," said Gates, introduced on Monday as Obama's pick for the Pentagon in a national security team that also includes Sen. Hillary Clinton as his choice for secretary of state.

The decision by the Democratic president-elect to retain Gates, a Republican, was historic. Gates said it was the first time a new U.S. president had chosen to retain the secretary of defense from a previous administration.

Gates, a former CIA director, was hired by President George W. Bush in late 2006 primarily to help turn around a deeply unpopular Iraq war that was almost out of control.

He oversaw a surge of 30,000 extra U.S. troops that helped produce a dramatic decline in violence and he has been widely praised for repairing relations with the military, Congress and the media that frayed under his predecessor Donald Rumsfeld.

But Obama and the Bush administration had clashed over withdrawals from Iraq, where the United States still has 146,000 troops, more than five years after the 2003 invasion.

Obama and other Democrats have demanded a pullout timetable while the Bush administration insisted any troop cuts should be based on commanders' assessments of the security situation.

Obama restated on Monday that be believed U.S. combat troops could be withdrawn in 16 months.

RESPONSIBLE PULLOUT

Gates declined to say whether he backed the 16-month goal but indicated he was comfortable with Obama's position because the president-elect had pledged to act responsibly and listen to U.S. commanders.

"I would subscribe to what the president-elect said yesterday in Chicago," he said.

"He repeated his desire to try and get our combat forces out within 16 months. But he also said that he wanted to have a responsible drawdown. And he also said that he was prepared to listen to his commanders," Gates said.
"So I think that that's exactly the position the president-elect should be in."
JCS CP---Solvency---Iraq Combat Withdrawal

The CP creates a productive debate around correcting a failing Iraq strategy---gets the military onboard 

Noonan 8 – Michael P. Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom, January 2008, “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America,” online: http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200801.noonan.mindthegap.html

Peter D. Feaver, the Alexander F. Hehmeyer Professor of Political Science and Public Policy at Duke University, Director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies (TISS), and former special advisor on the National Security Council Staff, generally agreed with Hoffman that Iraq has had a corrosive impact on American civil-military relations. Mistakes were made on both sides of the civil-military line, and one cannot assume that the military would have done a better job had it been given more authority over decision-making and implementation—the “naive delegation thesis.” All sides of the debate over Iraq find this argument useful and invoke it (e.g., we should have listened to General Shinseki or General Petraeus, etc.) when it serves their purposes. The issue for Feaver is how one adjudicates between competing military advice when things are going badly in a war zone and there is partisan fighting taking place at home. Many of these issues are inherently political judgments that are not necessarily shaped by experience. He argued that more information, especially providing more information to the president, is probably the best solution. He also was concerned how we can preserve a marketplace of ideas in a wartime environment. Feaver sees the need for vigorous debates over the wisdom of policies. There has been too little accountability and oversight of the national debate on Iraq, but he noted that lack of press coverage does not mean that there is little internal debate within the administration. This is particularly damaging, however, for civil-military relations because bureaucracies get so much information from the press and thus the lack of coverage on decision-making then feeds back into misunderstanding.
The military is actually more dovish on Iraq than civilian leadership 

Feaver et al 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, et al, 2005, “Civilian Control and Civil-Military Gaps in The United States, Japan, and China,” Asian Perspective, Vol. 29, No. 1, p. 233-271

The administration won a civil-military reprieve with the shift to a war footing after the September 11 attacks, and President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld persuaded the military to accept a bold but risky military response in the form of Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan 9 The even more controversial Iraq war, however, revived civil-military tensions with civilian hawks wrestling with military doves about the wisdom of pursuing a military option in Iraq.10 The extensive behind-the-scenes debates, however, rarely bubbled up into the open and, in contrast to the Clinton years, open shirking, in the form of direct leaks from senior officers aimed at sabotaging policy, was exceedingly rare. As the agency theory approach would expect, the civil-military tension was largely sustained by retired officers, who thus were beyond the reach of the administration's punishment arm.

The military’s broadly opposed to long campaigns to stabilize civil wars 

Feaver et al 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, et al, 2005, “Civilian Control and Civil-Military Gaps in The United States, Japan, and China,” Asian Perspective, Vol. 29, No. 1, p. 233-271

As Huntington and Janovvitz might expect, civilian and military attitudes on the use of force do diverge, though not sharply, and these divergences conform to a fairly predictable pattern. On the question of "when to use force," military officers were more inclined to what might be considered a "realpolitik" approach to the use force: "willing to use force for traditional national security threats like defense of allies or geostrategic access to vital markets but more hesitant about using force for humanitarian missions and the 'less-than-vital-interest' scenarios of intervening in foreign civil wars ... "l5 Civilian elites who have not served in the military, on the other hand, were more 'interventionist," that is they were willing to advocate a wider range of missions for the military. Military and civilian attitudes diverged again on the question of how to use force. Civilian elites who have not served in the military were more willing to use force incrementally, while military officers were more in favor of the decisive use of force. Interestingly, in each of these cases, veterans seemed to fit a profile that was closer to that of the active military force than to their civilian counterparts.

JCS CP---Net-Benefit---Consultation Key to CMR 

Consultation and genuine military input into policymaking is key to CMR 

Meinhart 5 – Richard M. Meinhart, Associate Professor of Defense and Joint Processes at the U.S. Army War College, Winter 2005, “The Pentagon and the Presidency: Civil-Military Relations from FDR to George W. Bush,” Book review, Parameters, Vol. 35, No. 4, p. 139

Herspring defines the preferred presidential leadership style and four related cultural characteristics in sufficient detail in the first chapter, giving the reader a basis to understand and critically assess the material presented in subsequent chapters. For leadership style, the author posits that if military leaders are consulted and given an avenue for meaningful input into the decisionmaking process, then the likelihood of conflict with civilian leaders is much lower. Within the use-of-force characteristic, conflict is lessened if civilians provide the military with a clear and unambiguous chain of command, where civilians clearly set the strategic political goals but military leaders have an appropriate level of operational and tactical autonomy. Within the roles, missions, and resources characteristic, military leaders expect their technological knowledge related to missions and resources to be respected by civilian leaders; otherwise, conflict is bound to increase. Within the personnel policies characteristic, military leaders appreciate the political role in appointing military officers to positions of senior leadership, but believe these appointments must be based on competency, and that these military leaders should then have the authority to control their internal personnel policies. The last characteristic, and perhaps the most nebulous, is responsibility and honor. In essence, Herspring contends that the military will respect and consequently have less conflict with civilian leaders if these leaders assume personal responsibility for the final outcome of military operations. Additionally, it is important that civilian leaders conform to the same standards outlined in the military code of conduct.

Genuine consultation---including the right to veto---is key to avoid the perception of civilian micromanagement 

Feaver and Kohn 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 341

Emerging professional norms within the officer corps promise more friction in civil-military relations. The principle of civilian control is well entrenched in the United States, but the military officers we surveyed showed some reluctance to accept one of its basic premises; namely, that civilian leaders have a right to be wrong. Contrary to the traditional understanding of civilian control, a majority of elite military officers today believes that it is proper for the military to insist rather than merely to advise (or even advocate in private) on key matters, particularly those involving the use of force—for instance, "setting rules of engagement." developing an "exit strategy." and "deciding what kinds of military units (e.g., air versus naval, heavy* versus light) will be used to accomplish all tasks " Most likely a result of the Vietnam debacle—which the military still blames on civilian micromanagement, failed strategies, and "go along" military leaders—this assertiveness has already caused friction among policymakers and will continue to do so. It may lead in some instances to unprofessional behavior. Many military officers we briefed disagree with our interpretation of this finding. Ironically, many of them invoked a reading of Dereliction of Duty, H. R. McMaster’s widely read and influential analysis of civil-military relations under President Johnson and Secretary McNamara. to justify a norm that military officers ought to insist that their advice be followed, and resign in protest if the senior civilian leadership seems to be pursuing a reckless policy. 

JCS CP---Net-Benefit---Consultation Key to CMR 

Failure to consult causes the military to withhold advice---destroys overall CMR 
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

This is not normally considered a relevant link in civil-military relations, but it is hard to ignore its influence today. Before the war, scholars had identified trend data that a majority of active-duty officers believed that senior officers should “insist” on making civilian officials accept their viewpoints. These officers believed that military advisers should go beyond advising and seek advocacy roles, inside and outside the official policy channels, on critical matters including rules of engagement, establishing political and military goals, deciding what kinds and numbers of units are employed, and on designing an exit strategy.

Younger officers who hold these views are reacting to perceived deficiencies in the military’s leadership during the Vietnam War. This perspective is captured in Colin Powell’s famous comment that when his generation rose to positions of power, they would not quietly acquiesce to bad policy decisions or half-hearted wars for half-baked reasons.

But they did acquiesce this time, and the theme has arisen again. The most potent criticism was from a courageous active Army officer who accused his own leadership of professional failure in the pages of this journal.

America’s generals have been checked by a form of war that they did not prepare for and do not understand. They spent the years following the 1991 Persian Gulf War mastering a system of war without thinking deeply about the ever-changing nature of war. They marched into Iraq having assumed, without much reflection, that the wars of the future would look much like the wars of the past.

Army Lt. Col. Paul Yingling’s indictment accused America’s generals of refighting the last war and failing to measure up in terms of professional competence. He indicted our general officers for miscalculating both the means and ways necessary to succeed, and for not accurately informing the American people and Congress. He also questioned their moral courage. “The intellectual and moral failures common to America’s general officer corps in Vietnam and Iraq constitute a crisis in American generalship,” he found.

Yingling is deservedly a cult hero among junior Army officers for having spoken up. But his is not a singular voice. Another officer observed, “This is about the moral bankruptcy of general officers who lived through the Vietnam era yet refused to advise our civilian leadership properly. I can only hope that my generation does better someday.” This is quite an indictment. Junior officers perceive that the Joint Chiefs were again “Five Silent Men,” in McMaster’s memorable phrase, who allowed poorly conceived conceptions of war, badly distorted intelligence and wildly optimistic planning to go unchallenged. No wonder so many are getting out.

Consultation over policy change and troop drawdowns is key to CMR 

Kohn 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html

Last of all, the new president ought to reach out to the armed forces in their own communities: visiting bases, praising the military with genuine sincerity, addressing veteran’s care, making certain that as troops are withdrawn from Iraq, no blame falls unfairly on them for what follows. The political leadership will have to consult widely about changes, cuts, consolidations, and other modifications to the defense establishment. The next administration will need to establish a precedent for strict civilian control from the outset, all the while spending political capital on national defense and boosting the morale of what will likely be an anxious force. Consistent and vocal praise for military (and public) service would go a long way—easy for a Republican who abandons the demonization of government, difficult for a Democrat accustomed to ignoring or criticizing the military.

Soldiers and civilians alike will have momentous decisions to make. Politicians will have to choose whether to lead or to hide, whether in the name of maintaining or establishing their bona fides as “supporters of the military” they will put off decisions that upend the current and unsustainable order of things. Military leaders face their most important choice in more than half a century: whether to cooperate and assist in this effort, or to resist past the point of advice and discussion, to the detriment of their service, national defense, and indeed their professional souls.

JCS CP---Net-Benefit---Turns the Case 

Genuine collaboration between civilian and military actors is key to policy success---tilting too far towards either micro-management or military autonomy causes policy failure 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

The elusiveness of policy success in Vietnam and today in Iraq suggests that merely limiting civilian leadership’s capacity to conduct policy and strengthening the military’s role is inadequate. Conversely, overemphasis on limiting the military’s input in the policymaking process in the name of subordination may also contribute to policy failure.

This paper will argue for a new approach to democratic civil military relations that respects constitutional restraints and power, while leveraging the contributions of all empowered national security actors to promote strategic success. This approach calls for a reformulation of the professional ethical guidelines that presently inform civil military relations. These revised guidelines highlight the need for policy collaboration among national security actors, while reinforcing traditional notions of military restraint and nonpartisanship in policymaking. The guidelines challenge military actors to engage actively in strategy deliberations and for civilian actors to foster conditions that facilitate such engagement so that strategy adjustment critical to policy success is more likely. 

Deficiencies of the Status Quo Approach

H. R. McMaster’s Dereliction of Duty: Lyndon Johnson, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Lies that Led to Vietnam had an enormous impact on the thinking of the officer corps. It states what is commonly believed to be a ‘lesson learned’ about the obligation of military professionals to ‘call them as they see them’. Another ‘lesson learned’ was a preference for a more clear division of labor between those issuing political guidance and military leaders charged with carrying it out. Yet focusing on these narrow lessons may not necessarily improve the likelihood of policy success. Strategic complexity requires collaboration across the spheres of political and military expertise to ensure that the strategy is continuously and appropriately adapted over time.

JCS CP---Net-Benefit---Terrorism Impact 

Creating a successful model of civil-military consultation’s key to winning the war on terror 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

Maintaining balanced civil
military relations is challenging enough in peacetime. This tension is exacerbated further in wartime when the lives of professional soldiers are at stake along with critical national interests.

Adapting Military Professionalism to Enable Strategic Success

The strategic complexities of waging and winning the War on Terror require a new fundamental understanding of democratic civil
military relations. Not ‘crossing the line’ remains a professional obligation. However, the current strategic environment demands a complementary requirement to ‘approach the line’ to ensure full strategic engagement of all relevant national security actors.

Strategic success depends on more than keeping the competing forces of liberty and security in balance. Indeed, focusing on this balance alone could result in strategic failure. In addition, national security professionals must be able to take comprehensive stock of all elements of the strategy and offer their unique expertise to note omissions and correct mistakes. In short, strategic success is dependent on military and civilian professionals, alike, actively asserting their strategic expertise to influence strategic deliberations. Such actions, along with concrete efforts to encourage strategy adaptation, constitute assuming responsibility for the overall success of the policy.

While specific areas of execution require relatively narrow and specialized competencies, military and civilian contributors to policy formulation and execution should consider it their professional responsibility to study, critique, and offer inputs appropriate to the overall success of the policy. Such a call to expand the scope of professional responsibility is not an excuse for overreaching to the point of insubordination. Indeed, it is possible for military overreaching to occur side by side with military under-reaching in not offering strategic judgment as the policy’s planning and execution phases go awry. We argue that the likelihood of strategic success in democratic states is maximized when military professionals adhere to democratic principles that constrain insubordination, while also demonstrating a brand of professionalism that assumes responsibility for overall policy success. Not ‘crossing the line’ remains an important professional obligation. We amend this responsibility with a call for the officer corps to ‘approach the line’ in the form of complete professional engagement that maximizes the consultative and expert input of military professionals in every phase of strategy development and execution.

Unchecked terrorism causes extinction 

Gordon 2 – Harvey Gordon, Visiting Lecturer, Forensic Psychiatry, Tel Aviv University, Psychiatric Bulletin, v. 26, 2002, p. 285-287, online: http://pb.rcpsych.org/cgi/content/full/26/8/285.

Although terrorism throughout human history has been tragic, until relatively recently it has been more of an irritant than any major hazard. However, the existence of weapons of mass destruction now renders terrorism a potential threat to the very existence of human life (Hoge & Rose, 2001). Such  potential global destruction, or globicide as one might call it, supersedes even that of genocide in its lethality. Although religious factors are not the only determinant of ‘suicide’ bombers, the revival of religious fundamentalism towards the end of the 20th century renders the phenomenon a major global threat. Even though religion can be a force for good, it can equally be abused as a force for evil. Ultimately, the parallel traits in human nature of good and evil may perhaps be the most durable of all the characteristics of the human species. There is no need to apply a psychiatric analysis to the ‘suicide’ bomber because the phenomenon can be explained in political terms. Most participants in terrorism are not usually mentally disordered and their behaviour can be construed more in terms of group dynamics (Colvard, 2002). On the other hand, perhaps psychiatric terminology is as yet deficient in not having the depth to encompass the emotions and behaviour of groups of people  whose levels of hate, low self-esteem, humiliation and alienation are such that it is felt that they can be remedied by the mass destruction of life, including their own.

JCS CP---AT: Perm 

[Also read cards from the “consultation key to CMR” block]

The JCS is highly sensitive to the degree of their influence---non-genuine consultation doesn’t solve 

Herspring 5 – Dale R. Herspring, University Distinguished Professor of Political Science at Kansas State University, 2005, The Pentagon And The Presidency: Civil-military Relations From FDR To George W. Bush, p. 15

From the military's perspective, concurrence with military service culture military culture can be evaluated using the characteristics outlined below.

Presidential Leadership Style

By presidential leadership style, I have in mind the interactions between the president and the armed forces, as well as the structures and procedures that the president implements to facilitate those interactions. The military expects strong political leadership; however, in the process of being led, the country's senior military officers expect to be consulted by the president and to be granted access to him or her. The president's leadership style may be evaluated in a number of ways, including the extent to which the Chiefs are given a meaningful input into the decision-making process, regardless of whether the issue is the military budget or the application of force. Does the president delegate authority to the secretary of defense, and if so, does the latter involve the military in the decisionmaking process? Does the president show respect for them and the office they hold? Senior military officers fully understand that each administration will be run differently, and they are prepared to adapt to varied leadership styles, but they do not expect to be ignored, disrespected, or micromanaged.

The perception that civilian leadership has its mind made up at the beginning of consultation destroys CMR 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

A key question is this: did marginalized military advice and flawed collaborative civil military relations lead to a flawed strategy at the onset of the war? Was there a breakdown in the policymaking process in which the military offers its best advice and policymakers at least respectfully consider these inputs before making the final decision? Policymaking environments in which military participants come to believe that civilian policymakers already have clear preferences regardless of military expertise may result in a pattern of military acquiescence. In such an environment, the military ceases to function truly professionally, and becomes merely an obedient bureaucracy. Such environments may threaten the success of strategy if it proceeds without the benefit of the expert knowledge and insight from the military sphere which may be especially essential to correcting struggling strategies midstream.

Perception of inauthentic consultation causes active military backlash and insubordination 
Yoo 9 – John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW UNDER THE GEORGE W. BUSH ADMINISTRATION: LOOKING BACK AND LOOKING FORWARD: ARTICLE: ADMINISTRATION OF WAR,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis 

All of this has led historians and political scientists to warn of a crisis in civil-military relations.  Russell Weigley, a prominent military historian, compared General Powell's resistance to intervention in Bosnia to General McClellan's reluctance to engage General Lee during the Civil War. n87 By 2002, Richard Kohn, a distinguished military historian, had already concluded that "civilian control of the military has weakened in the United States and is threatened today." n88 According to Kohn, "the American military has grown in influence to the point of being able to impose its own perspective on many policies and decisions." n89 He detects "no conspiracy but repeated efforts on the part of the armed forces to frustrate or evade civilian authority when that opposition seems likely to preclude outcomes the military dislikes." n90 He believes that civilian-military relations in that period are as poor as in any other period in American history. n91 Michael Desch argues that the high tensions in civil-military relations are due  [*2292]  not to the military but to the civilians, which have violated Huntington's advice in favor of "objective control" by giving the military broad discretion over tactics and operations while keeping final say over politics and grand strategy. n92 In a 1999 study, Desch found that civilians prevailed in almost all of the seventy-five civil-military disputes from 1938 to 1997, but that the military has won in seven or eight of the twelve post-Cold War conflicts. n93 Some attribute this discord to the regular give-and-take inherent in the civil-military relationship, whereas others believe that the military has grown bold in questioning the foreign policy decisions of the civilian leadership. n94

JCS CP---AT: Perm 

Objective military advice is key to effective implementation of the results 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

Civilian policymakers in the executive branch also have the responsibility to recognize military professionals’ constitutional obligations to Congress. This means that political leadership within the executive branch must also recognize that just as its work is enabled by the contributions of military professionals, Congress’ responsibility to oversee and regulate such policies must also benefit from the objective input of military expertise. In the present era of bold presidential assertion of powers over national security and congressional acquiescence, it is important that military actors remember their professional obligations to both branches.

Shutting the military out of the final decision on implementation undermines the consultative process

Hooker 4 - 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

It is therefore clear that much of the criticism directed at “political” soldiers is not completely genuine or authentic. Far from wanting politically passive soldiers, political leaders in both the legislative and executive branches consistently seek military affirmation and support for their programs and policies. The proof that truly apolitical soldiers are not really wanted is found in the pressures forced upon military elites to publicly support the policy choices of their civilian masters. A strict adherence to the apolitical model would require civilian superiors to solicit professional military advice when needed, but not to involve the military either in the decision process or in the “marketing” process needed to bring the policy to fruition.

The practice, however, is altogether different. The military position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the service chiefs, and the combatant commanders is always helpful in determining policy outcomes. The pressures visited upon military elites to support, or at least not publicly refute, the policy preferences of their civilian masters, especially in the executive branch, can be severe. Annually as part of the budget process, the service chiefs are called upon to testify to Congress and give their professional opinions about policy decisions affecting their service. Often they are encouraged to publicly differ with civilian policy and program decisions they are known to privately question.38

Inauthentic consultation undermines the process

Noonan 8 – Michael P. Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom, January 2008, “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America,” online: http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200801.noonan.mindthegap.html

Hoffman noted that problems in civil-military relations are embedded in several myths. One myth is that there has been a clear, inherent division of labor between the military and civilians since Vietnam: civilians set political objectives and then get out of the way. This overlooks what Eliot Cohen has called the “unequal dialogue,” where civilian leaders probe the military and the military asks the same about the ends and means of policy.[4] “Separating policy from strategy and operations is simply an extremely poor alternative to the intense and admittedly uncomfortable interaction of policy desires and military realities that needs to occur inside the White House and inside the Pentagon.”

JCS CP---AT: Plan’s Actor is the Military 

Even if the plan’s initiated by the military it’s still better to consult about it---military under-reaching their influence undermines CMR just as much as civilian over-reach 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

While specific areas of execution require relatively narrow and specialized competencies, military and civilian contributors to policy formulation and execution should consider it their professional responsibility to study, critique, and offer inputs appropriate to the overall success of the policy. Such a call to expand the scope of professional responsibility is not an excuse for overreaching to the point of insubordination. Indeed, it is possible for military overreaching to occur side by side with military under-reaching in not offering strategic judgment as the policy’s planning and execution phases go awry. We argue that the likelihood of strategic success in democratic states is maximized when military professionals adhere to democratic principles that constrain insubordination, while also demonstrating a brand of professionalism that assumes responsibility for overall policy success. Not ‘crossing the line’ remains an important professional obligation. We amend this responsibility with a call for the officer corps to ‘approach the line’ in the form of complete professional engagement that maximizes the consultative and expert input of military professionals in every phase of strategy development and execution.

JCS CP---AT: Consultation Bad 

Military involvement in implementing the plan is inevitable---only inclusion from the outset makes it successful 

Hooker 4 - 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

If the assumption of unique expertise is accurate, only the military professional can provide the technical knowledge, informed by insight and experience, needed to support high-quality national security decisionmaking. Given the certainty that military input is both needed and demanded by Congress as well as the executive branch, military advocacy cannot be avoided in recommending and supporting some policy choices over others. This school holds that long service in this environment, supplemented by professional schooling in the tools and processes of national security, equips senior military leaders to fulfill what is, after all, an inescapable function.

These two competing perspectives mirror the “realist” and “idealist” theories of politics and reflect the age-old division in political science between those who see reality “as it is” and those who see it “as it ought to be.” As we have seen, the historical record is unequivocal. Military participation in partisan politics has been inversely proportional to the growth of military professionalism, declining as the professional ethic has matured. But the role of the military in defense policymaking has endured from the beginning, increasing as the resources, complexity, and gravity which attend the field of national security have grown. The soldier statesman has not just come into his own. He has always been.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---General 

CMR crisis inevitable---values and outlooks are drifting apart 

Yoo 9 – John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW UNDER THE GEORGE W. BUSH ADMINISTRATION: LOOKING BACK AND LOOKING FORWARD: ARTICLE: ADMINISTRATION OF WAR,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis 

As the Obama administration takes office, this approach suggests that problems in civilian-military relations will not disappear, but in fact might grow worse. As I have noted, the growing gap between military and civilian outlooks and values sets the environment for differences on individual policy preferences. In light of this gap, the Obama administration might have problems similar to those experienced by the Clinton and Bush administration. If that is the case, then the new administration will need to devote even more attention to the question of civilian control of the military than did the last.

Lack of military education about CMR makes the gap inevitable 

Noonan 8 – Michael P. Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom, January 2008, “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America,” online: 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 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: 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.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---Defense Spending 

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 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: 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.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---Afghanistan 

Civil-military rift over rules of engagement in Afghanistan now 

Weiner 10 – Bernard Weiner, Ph.D. in government & international relations, has taught at universities in California and Washington, worked as a writer/editor with the San Francisco Chronicle for two decades, and currently serves as co-editor of The Crisis Papers, April 7, 2010, “What Happens When We Don't See the Tipping Points,” Atlantic Free Press, p. lexis 

The U.S. plays down, or outright denies, the huge number of "collateral-damage" deaths of civilians in Afghanistan. "Shit happens" seems to be the operative mode when raining down missiles aimed at Taliban forces, though on occasion the Americans have felt forced to apologize for the most embarrassing of such massacres of innocents.

So hearing the recent admission by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the senior U.S. and NATO commander, about those all-too-frequent mass-deaths at coalition hands could be a sign of a rift between the military on the ground and the civilian leadership giving the orders.

Here's what McChrystal said about a week ago: "We have shot an amazing number of people, but to my knowledge, none has ever proven to be a threat." In other words, the U.S. is slaughtering innocent civilians on a regular basis, for no good reason.

His comments came during a recent video conference to answer questions from troops on the ground about civilian casualties. Such deaths were supposed to be much reduced in number under new rules ordered by McChrystal. (If you need visual evidence about how the U.S. routinely targets civilians, check out the Wikileaks videotape from Iraq.

One can read McChrystal's startling admission as a push-back from the U.S. military in Afghanistan to civilian/CIA orders to continue aggressive actions against suspected Taliban hideouts, regardless of the civilian "collateral damage." Continuing such deadly policies do little but anger the locals (many of whom see these killings as "mass murder") and provide a major recruiting tool for the Taliban. No wonder President Karzai is so outspoken against the continuing campaign of the Americans/NATO.

Obama’s entire Afghanistan strategy has created civil-military tension 

Feaver 9 – Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, October 21, 2009, “Obama's military problem is getting worse,” online: http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/21/obamas_military_problem_is_getting_worse

President Obama is presiding over a slow-motion civil-military crash occasioned by his meandering Afghanistan strategy review. The crash has not yet happened and is avoidable, but it also foreseeable. Of concern, the latest reports out of the White House suggest that Obama's team is not yet fully aware of the dangers. If it happens, it will be a problem entirely of Obama's own making and it could have a lasting impact on the way his administration unfolds.

As Rich Lowry has observed, President Obama rarely misses a chance to blame a challenge he is confronting on his predecessor. This rhetorical tic served Obama well during the campaign and probably still resonates with partisans who post anonymous comments on blogs or who suffer from chronic Bush Derangement Syndrome. But it gives the impression that the Administration never left the campaign bubble and may even encourage self-defeating campaign-like behavior such as picking feuds with news organizations.

And insofar as the Afghan strategy review goes, it is a narrative string that is thoroughly played out because the current civil-military problem confronting the Obama Administration is entirely of its own making. The problem is not that Afghanistan is a difficult combat theater, nor that Karzai is an inconvenient Afghan ally, nor even that President Obama is taking time to review his strategic options. All of that and more is true and, I suppose, some of it can be "blamed" on President Bush. The problem that cannot be blamed on Bush is that the way President Obama is reviewing his strategic options is generating needless civil-military friction and, unless the Obama team gets it under control, could generate a genuine civil-military crisis.

Tom Donnelly produced an extensive tick-tock of the evolving Obama Afghanistan policy that reads like the first draft of a "what went wrong" post-mortem.  For my money, the key developments were:

* President Obama opts for a misleading straddle in rolling-out the results of his first Afghan strategy review in March. He oversells the extent to which the new strategy is a radical departure from his predecessor's, but more crucially oversells the extent to which he is committed to this strategy. And, like President Johnson in 1965 and unlike President Bush in 2007, he announces the low-ball estimate of new resources expected rather than the high-ball estimate.  Military audiences hear what they want to hear -- namely that the President is committed to resourcing the "new" COIN strategy --and do not hear what they do not want to hear -- namely that the President is reserving the option not to resource adequately the new strategy and, indeed, to change his mind about the strategy in a few months time.

* Shortly after the roll-out, President Obama and his key White House team take their collective eye off the ball and are largely uninvolved in the firing of General McKiernan and the hiring of General McChrystal. Indeed, President Obama has only one substantive interaction with the battlefield commander of his most important "war of necessity" for the next four months.

* The most meaningful senior White House engagement with the Afghanistan theater over the long summer of discontent is a remarkable late June trip that NSA Jim Jones takes and that amounts to an on-the-record politicization of military advice. As reported by Bob Woodward, Jones appears to tell the military commanders to shave their military advice in light of President Obama's reluctance to approve new troop deployments. This episode, I believe, is the key pivot point. Military observers draw two "so that's the way it's going to be" inferences:

(1) The Obama team is fully cooperating with Bob Woodward -- a tried and true Washington strategy because Woodward tends to treat more favorably people who have cooperated (i.e. shared information and access) than people who haven't.  Application: it is OK to cooperate with Bob Woodward.

(2) The Obama team is politicizing civil-military relations.  Application: play the game or you will get burned.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---Afghanistan 

CMR is structurally hosed---McChrystal leak and controversy over Afghanistan 

NYDN 9 – New York Daily News, October 4, 2009, “McChrystal's full-court press on Afghanistan is improper,” online: http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2009/10/04/2009-10-04_mcchrystals_fullcourt_press_on_afghanistan_is_improper.html

Civilian control of the armed forces is one of the most sacrosanct tenets of American democracy. It assures us that military decision-making will be subordinate to the larger strategic perspective of our nation's elected - and ultimately accountable - leaders.

But the civil-military balance is at risk of being undermined by the recent leak of Gen. Stanley McChrystal's strategic review on Afghanistan. If, as seems likely, the leak emanated from the military - and it does follow a regular pattern of leaking on the issue of troop increases for Afghanistan - it represents a serious breach in civil-military relations.

To be sure, military prodding for a favored course of action is nothing new, and McChrystal is hardly the first military commander to ask for more troops. But the McChrystal review leak is not an isolated incident. Back in July, the Washington Post highlighted National Security Adviser Jim Jones' stern warning to Marine generals about requesting additional forces for the Afghanistan fight. Within days, anonymous leaks to the same paper warned that the U.S. "will lose the war" without significant troop increases. Jones quickly backtracked from his tough words.

Since then, a steady torrent of leaks has intimated that McChrystal would resign if more troops are not forthcoming, that more resources were essential for victory and that there is "significant frustration" in the military with President Obama. McChrystal even took a star turn on "60 Minutes" to push his counterinsurgency message.

McChrystal's review itself followed a similar pattern. The plan offered the President no tactical recommendations outside of the military's favored course, a robust and prolonged counterinsurgency effort and warned of dire consequences without the introduction of more troops to the conflict.

This is not to say that the course recommended by McChrystal is the wrong one. But by leaking the report, it has put President Obama in a difficult and uncomfortable position. The commander-in-chief can either double down the U.S. commitment in Afghanistan, or he can reduce the military footprint there and risk political charges that he is disregarding the wishes of his own field commander. At the very least, if he makes this choice he will be seen as publicly disagreeing with his top general.

These are precisely the types of disagreements that should be aired behind closed doors and not in the public arena.

The political implications of such leaking make it that much harder for the President to engage in the sort of deliberate national security decision-making that is required of the commander in chief. Worst of all, it has placed the President in the unusual public position of appearing subordinate to the wishes of his commanding general - Obama's political rivals have even argued that to deny McChrystal's request is to "concede defeat." This practically turns the civil-military balance on its head.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---Non-Combat Missions 

Inevitably expanding non-combat missions collapses CMR 

Yoo 9 – John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW UNDER THE GEORGE W. BUSH ADMINISTRATION: LOOKING BACK AND LOOKING FORWARD: ARTICLE: ADMINISTRATION OF WAR,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis 

This appears to explain developments in civil-military relations since the end of the Cold War. It does not appear that civilian monitoring or sanctions have fallen; in fact, they may well have risen. The tension in civilian-military relations nevertheless has sharpened because the difference between civilian and military policy preferences has grown at an even faster rate. This should come as no surprise. The disappearance of the Soviet threat, which had been the overwhelming focus of American military planning for a half-century, left both sets of leaders searching for a redefinition of national security means and ends. Increasing reliance on the military for operations that do not involve combat, such as drug interdiction, nation building, and disaster relief, may draw the military more deeply into civilian debates, increase the scope for disagreements over the role of the military, and place strains on the military's resources and warfighting abilities. An all-volunteer force may have exacerbated tensions as the military becomes more separate and distinct from civilian society.

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---Petraeus/Israel 

Petraeus’s influence in Israel policy undermines CMR now 

Finel 10 (Bernard Finel, senior fellow at the American Security Project , Associate Professor of Strategy and Policy at the National War College and Executive Director of the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University. “Petraeus’ Slow Motion Coup Continues”, 3/15/10)

Look, I agree with the substance of this.  The United States cannot tolerate being played for a patsy by Israel in public (or private for that matter).  But I can’t sign off on the process.  Our Israel policy cannot be driven by Gen. Petraeus.  He’s already much too influential, and has already pushed the boundaries of civil-military relations well past the point of safety. We are going to regret our infatuation with men in uniform before too long. The title of this post is deliberately provocative.  But really, I can’t understand how people can sit back and just ignore continued military intervention in what ought to be civilian policy decisions.  I mean, people are not just ignoring it… they are actively embracing it… even in this case, the DFHs like the Newshogger guys. 

Aff---CMR---Uniqueness---DADT 

DADT undermines CMR now 

Schilling 10 – Chelsea Schilling, writer for WND, May 25, 2010, “Obama rebuked for 'back-room deal' for 'gays',” online: http://www.wnd.com/?pageId=158289

While President Obama and Congress  seek to ram through an amendment to repeal the military's "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy – with votes coming as soon as this week – several groups are blasting the president for forcing a "radical" homosexual agenda on the military during a time of war.

A vote adding the repeal amendment to the 2011 defense authorization bill is scheduled for May 27 in both the Senate and the House.

According to the Thomas More Law Center, senators are being deluged with phone calls and letters to force their vote to repeal the military's ban.

Lawmakers had been slow to proceed after Defense Secretary Robert Gates requested that they wait until the completion of a Pentagon study in December. In a strongly worded letter dated April 30, Gates wrote that the Defense Department must be given an opportunity to evaluate the possible impact of repealing the ban before Congress acts.

"Our military must be afforded the opportunity to inform us of their concerns, insights and suggestions if we are to carry out this change successfully," Gates wrote.

He added that repealing the policy before completion of the review "would send a very damaging message to our men and women in uniform that in essence, their views, concerns and perspectives do not matter on an issue with such a direct impact and consequence for them and their families."

But homosexual advocacy groups, including the Human Rights Campaign, stepped up the pressure following concerns that Democrats may lose seats in Congress during the November election.

Elaine Donnelly, former member of the Pentagon's Defense advisory Committee on Women in the Services, is president of the Center for Military Readiness, an independent public policy organization that specializes in military issues.

"This high-handed White House ploy fools no one," Donnelly said. "Any vote for a 'repeal deal' with 'delayed implementation' would be an irresponsible abnegation of Congress' authority, surrendering the military to the control of political appointees doing the president's bidding."

She warned that voting for the amendment would be the same as a vote for H.R.1283, or the Military Readiness Enhancement Act, legislation that would also repeal the "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" policy. She said that legislation, spearheaded by Rep. Patrick Murphy, D-Pa., would impose a radical lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgendered agenda on the military, during a time of war.

Donnelly said moving forward with the repeal would defy advice from Gates and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen.

Aff---CMR---Single Policy Disagreement Doesn’t Spill Over 

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

Hansen 9 – 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 4 - 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

Aff---CMR---Impact Defense---No Overall Crisis in CMR 

Their impact claims are hype that have been consistently empirically disproven 

Feaver and Kohn 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 339

Concerns about a troublesome divide between the armed forces and the society they serve are hardly new and in fact go back to the beginning of the Republic. Writing in the 1950s, Samuel Huntington argued that the divide could best be bridged by civilian society tolerating, if not embracing, the conservative values that animate military culture. Huntington also suggested that politicians allow the armed forces a substantial degree of cultural autonomy. Countering this argument, the sociologist Morris Janowitz argued that in a democracy, military culture necessarily adapts to changes in civilian society, adjusting to the needs and dictates of its civilian masters.2 The end of the Cold War and the extraordinary changes in American foreign and defense policy that resulted have revived the debate.

The contemporary heirs of Janowitz see the all volunteer military as drifting too far away from the norms of American society, thereby posing problems for civilian control. They make tour principal assertions. First, the military has grown out of step ideologically with the public, showing itself to be inordinately right-wing politically, and much more religious (and fundamentalist) than America as a whole, having a strong and almost exclusive identification with the Republican Party. Second, the military has become increasingly alienated from, disgusted with, and sometimes even explicitly hostile to, civilian culture. Third, the armed forces have resisted change, particularly the integration of women and homosexuals into their ranks, and have generally proved reluctant to carry out constabulary missions. Fourth, civilian control and military effectiveness will both suffer as the military—seeking ways to operate without effective civilian oversight and alienated from the society around it—loses the respect and support of that society.

By contrast, the heirs of Huntington argue that a degenerate civilian culture has strayed so far from traditional values that it intends to eradicate healthy and functional civil-military differences, particularly in the areas of gender, sexual orientation, and discipline. This camp, too, makes four key claims. First, its members assert that the military is divorced in values from a political and cultural elite that is itself alienated from the general public. Second, it believes this civilian elite to be ignorant of, and even hostile to, the armed forces—eager to employ the military as a laboratory for social change, even at the cost of crippling its warfighting capacity. Third, it discounts the specter of eroding civilian control because it sees a military so thoroughly inculcated with an ethos of subordination that there is now too much civilian control, the effect of which has been to stifle the military's ability to function effectively Fourth, because support for the military among the general public remains sturdy, any gap in values is inconsequential. The problem, if anything, is with the civilian elite.

The debate has been lively (and inside the Beltway, sometimes quite vicious), but it has rested on very thin evidence—(tunneling anecdotes and claims and counterclaims about the nature of civilian and military attitudes. Absent has been a body of systematic data exploring opinions, values, perspectives, and attitudes inside the military compared with those held by civilian elites and the general public. Our project provides some answers.

Civil-military tension doesn’t create a crisis in CMR 

Hooker 4 - 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

The arguments advanced herein attempt to show that the dynamic tension which exists in civil-military relations today, while in many cases sub-optimal and unpleasant, is far from dangerous. Deeply rooted in a uniquely American system of separated powers, regulated by strong traditions of subordination to civilian authority, and enforced by a range of direct and indirect enforcement mechanisms, modern US civil-military relations remain sound, enduring, and stable. The American people need fear no challenge to constitutional norms and institutions from a military which—however aggressive on the battlefield—remains faithful to its oath of service. Not least of the Framer’s achievements is the willing subordination of the soldiers of the state.

Aff---CMR---Impact Defense---AT: Readiness Impact 

No readiness impact---even explicit tension over goals and missions just causes the military to cave, with no effect on readiness 

Yoo 9 – John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “THIRTY-NINTH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: ADMINISTRATIVE LAW UNDER THE GEORGE W. BUSH ADMINISTRATION: LOOKING BACK AND LOOKING FORWARD: ARTICLE: ADMINISTRATION OF WAR,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis 

Applied to the military context, it is worth identifying how the Bush and Clinton administration and civilian preferences may have diverged from those of the armed forces. Unlike the Clinton administration, both the civilian and military leadership were on the same page in the area of budget and personnel. Under the Bush administration, military spending rose sharply, both in absolute terms and as a share of the federal budget. As a percentage of the federal budget, Defense Department spending rose from 15.6 percent in 2001 ($ 290 billion) to 21 percent in 2008 ($ 651 billion). n104 Civilian and military leaders may very well have disagreed, however, over how that money should be spent. As noted earlier, President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld favored a restructuring of the Army to emphasize smaller, lighter, and more lethal units that could deploy more quickly  [*2296]   to fight in smaller conflicts. n105 Army officers may well have favored keeping the focus on the large armored units designed for a broad conflict against a major power such as Russia or China n106 - hence the conflict over the Crusader artillery system and the Comanche attack helicopter. n107 This tension signaled a larger difference over the nation's strategic goals in the wake of the Cold War's end. Civilians wanted a force shaped for the smaller conflicts, civil wars, nation building, and humanitarian missions that characterized the 1990s. Military leaders preferred the conflicts envisioned by the "Powell doctrine," n108 which emphasized defeating an enemy quickly with overwhelming force, defined goals, and a clear exit strategy. n109

The pressure of external events may have exacerbated these differences. The actual combat phases of both the Afghanistan and Iraq wars were relatively short and involved few casualties for American forces. Whereas the latter was a regular international conflict between two conventionally armed forces, the former involved special forces, covert units, air power, and irregular allies fighting a mixture of loosely organized militia units and terrorist groups. Afghanistan required the United States to pivot quickly from defeating the Taliban and al Qaeda units to rebuilding a national government in cooperation with the Northern Alliance victors - a task still unfinished. Nation building is at odds with the Powell doctrine, because it requires military units to perform a police function over the civilian population, with goals that are hard to measure and difficult to achieve, and with no preset exit date. Iraq called for yet a different kind of strategy, that of counterinsurgency, which also deviated from the preferred focus on high-technology weapons systems, armored units and air superiority fighters, and  [*2297]  large-scale conventional warfare. Instead, the armed forces eventually had to surge in large numbers of ground troops who patrolled in urban environments, cooperated with local leadership structures, and relied on intelligence to defeat al Qaeda operatives and Sunni resistance fighters. The Army had engaged in counterinsurgency operations in South Vietnam, sometimes to great effect, but had since lost its expertise in favor of the tactics and strategies needed for a conventional conflict. n110

Aff---CMR---Impact Defense---AT: Irregular Warfare Impact 

Civil-military breakdowns over irregular warfare inevitable 

Desch 9, Michael C. Desch Prof. and Chair of Poli Sci @ Notre Dame, “Obama and His General, Should McChystal Salute and Obey?,”, October 27, 2009, online: http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65635/michael-c-desch/obama-and-his-general

According to objective control, McChrystal was clearly in the wrong when he inserted himself into the public strategy debate. But his case also illustrates some real limitations to that approach to civilian oversight. In politico-military operations such as counterinsurgency, there is no sharp, bright line between the political and military realms but rather a vast gray area. The United States' commitment to nation-building in Afghanistan, for example, includes decisions that are at once military and political. Indeed, irregular warfare -- whether counterinsurgency in Vietnam in the 1960s or peacekeeping in the Balkans in the 1990s -- has historically been a source of civil-military friction precisely because it blurs that boundary.

Second, objective control is vague on how legitimate military dissent should be handled. McChrystal may be absolutely convinced that any strategy other than his own would lead to a huge risk of a resurgent al Qaeda in Afghanistan. But even if he were convinced of the need to dissent, he should have conveyed his advice privately rather than violate the chain of command by going public.

Aff---CMR---Impact Defense---AT: Budget Impact 

Civil-military gap has no effect on the defense budget or Congressional voting patterns

Feaver and Kohn 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 341

Unquestionably, this gap in viewpoints affects national defense, but not always in the way observers of civil-military relations seem to believe. So far, the defense budget has not been hurt by the gap and the divide does not appear to be the principal factor driving the current crisis of recruiting and retaining people in uniform.10 Yet even though much is made of the publics respect for and confidence in the military, this confidence is brittle and shallow, and may not endure.11 Personal connections to the military among civilians are declining. And because the gap in opinion tracks closely with the presence of such contacts, support for national defense could diminish in the future.

For the first 75 years of the twentieth century, there was always a higher percentage of veterans in Congress than in the comparable age cohort in the general population. This "veterans advantage" preceded the introduction of the draft but began to decline with the end of conscription. Indeed, beginning in the mid-1990s, the percentage of veterans in Congress has dropped below that in the population at large. Thus far, this has not affected congressional voting patterns, but, if the general gap is indicative, the change in veterans* representation will diminish congressional understanding of the military and may affect agenda-setting and support.12 

Aff---JCS CP---Say No---Non-Combat Basing Presence 

The JCS would say no to withdrawal of troops stationed for non-combat presence in every topic region 

Schwalbe 5 – Colonel Stephen R. Schwalbe, Director of the Air War College’s Regional Studies Program, professor of Global Security and NSDM in the International Security Studies Department, January 4, 2005, “Overseas Military Base Closures,” Air & Space Power Journal, online: http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/schwalbe2.html

Congress legislated a defense review every four years, called the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), which includes an assessment of the US overseas military posture. Shortly after President George W. Bush took office, another QDR was required (the final report was due to Congress by September 2001). Dr. Michele Flourney was tasked by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to organize a small working group at the National Defense University (NDU) to provide the intellectual underpinnings of the 2001 QDR. Flourney’s subsequent book, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, covered the military posture in chapter five (cowritten with Col Sam Tangredi), “Defense Strategy alternatives: Choosing Where to Place Emphasis and Where to Accept Risk.”9

Professor Flourney broke the book up into sections covering the three major regions of the world: Europe, Middle East, and Asia-Pacific. In Europe, the NDU working group determined that Russia was still a potential threat to the security of the U.S., even though it had a democratically-elected president and was aligned with the West. As such, they recommended no major force changes in Europe in order to maintain peace and stability (more of the Cold War mantra: keep America in, Germany down, and Russia out). This included keeping the combat-heavy forces in place. They admitted their recommendation left the Cold War force posture pretty much intact, meaning it was positioned to fight in place; not to be deployed outside the region. To counter such criticisms, they recommended DOD develop new weapon systems that were more easily deployable.

In the Middle East, the NDU working group recommended an increase in naval presence, primarily because the Arab governments of these countries wanted the American security, but being sensitive to their Islamic citizens, wanted to keep US forces out of sight. As such, the US presence in the Middle East remained small, but supported by a significant amount of pre-positioned weapon systems and supplies (enough to field 11 Army brigades).

In the Asia-Pacific region, the group considered China to be the next peer competitor to America. So, once again, no change in the US military posture in this region was recommended. In fact, they recommended that the facilities in Guam and Diego Garcia be upgraded just in case. (Note: of all the recommendations the NDU working group proposed, this may have been the only one actually implemented.)

Aff---JCS CP---Say-No Triggers Link to Politics 

The military dissenting in the consultation triggers the link to politics 

Feaver et al 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, et al, 2005, “Civilian Control and Civil-Military Gaps in The United States, Japan, and China,” Asian Perspective, Vol. 29, No. 1, p. 233-271

The post-cold war election of President Bill Clinton, however, markedly shifted the values of the factors that determined civil-military relations. At least along some crucial dimensions, the civil-military gap widened with a liberal-leaning Democratic president facing a conservative-leaning, Republican-oriented military. Of even greater consequence, Clinton [brought to the office unique civil-military baggage; he famously avoided any kind of military service during the Vietnam War, dissembled about those efforts in the campaign, and then was obliged to confront an extremely popular military leader, General Colin Powell, whom many considered to be a likely future electoral rival. When Clinton challenged the military on lifting the ban on gays serving openly in the ranks, he was met with vigorous objections; he backed down, paid an enormous political cost for doing so, and subsequently signaled repeatedly that he was reluctant ever to challenge the military again. Observers warned of a "crisis" in American civil-military relations.4

Aff---JCS CP---Compromise Solvency Deficit 

Giving the military a veto ensures the plan’s watered-down and compromised 

WaPo 10 - Washington Post, March 6, Obama must decide degree to which U.S. swears off nuclear weapons, http://nationalsecurityforum.net/?p=127

Until recently, Obama generally has not intervened in the Pentagon-led process, which also involves officials from the State Department, the Energy Department and other agencies. That has raised concerns among arms-control advocates that the final product will be a cautious bureaucratic compromise. 
Aff---JCS CP---Permutation Solvency 

Non-binding consultation solves the entire net-benefit 

Feaver 9 - Peter Feaver, Professor of Political Science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, May 15, 2009, “Is Obama really getting rolled by the U.S. military?,” online: http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/15/is_obama_really_getting_rolled_by_the_us_military

It is not shirking, however, when the military is given an opportunity to present its case to the president, and the president changes his mind. Healthy civil-military relations involve civilians giving the military an opportunity to provide candid advice -- check that, requiring the military to provide candid advice -- and then civilians making a decision. Sometimes that decision is different from what the civilians would have made in the absence of that advice. But that is not necessarily "getting rolled." It could just be "getting informed."

Giving the military a veto un-balances CMR---final decision should be made by political leaders 

Ulrich 2 – Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, 2002, “Potential Changes in U.S. Civil-Military Relations,” online: http://ics.leeds.ac.uk/papers/pmt/exhibits/872/potentl.pdf

Imbalance of Power. Perhaps the most important issue was the improper relationship between the political leadership and the military in the policymaking process. Political leaders should make policy decisions with advice from the military. During the Clinton years, though, the administration’s reluctance to confront the military and the military’s disagreement with many policy initiatives of its elected and appointed masters combined to allow the military to exert undue influence in the policy-making process. Critics contended that the U.S. military did not consistently follow the norm of supporting political objectives—especially those requiring the limited use of force in various peace operations—in good faith, but instead engaged in behaviors that, in effect, had a determinative effect on policy outcomes. Some observers believed that the interjection of conditions, such as the “Powell Doctrine,” into the policymaking process was an overplaying of the military’s designated role as expert advisers.
Narrow focus on who has veto power in the consultation undermines CMR and policy effectiveness 

Noonan 8 – Michael P. Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom, January 2008, “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America,” online: 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.”

The best model of CMR features non-binding consultation---it’s the military’s obligation to yield once they’ve offered advice 

Kohn 8 - Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, online: 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?
Aff---JCS CP---Permutation Solvency 

Non-binding consultation’s key to CMR 

Cook & Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

Professional guidelines for military professionals include the limits of dissent, restraint from leveraging bureaucratic advantage to achieve institutional self-interest, and the acceptance of the principle of non-partisanship. It is essential to the professional development of military officers that they learn to recognize when the bounds of the limits of dissent are breached. Policy advocacy has its place in a collaborative policymaking process, but actions resulting in outcomes counter to the civilian leadership’s policies subvert civilian authority. The military leadership should apply its expertise without ‘shirking’.7

Officers should represent their profession and offer their best military advice. Their core responsibility is to execute policy, avoiding excessive advocacy and insistence of their views. Healthy civil
military relationships engender a climate of collaboration within which civilian and military expertise can come together to craft national security policy. The civilian political leadership sets political objectives that the military supports through continued interaction with the political leadership.

Aff---JCS CP---Consultation Doesn’t Solve CMR 

Consultation doesn’t boost overall CMR---most distrust of civilians is by lower-level officers 

Feaver and Kohn 5 - Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 342

Finally, the fusion between civilian and soldier at the most senior policymaking levels will not compensate for the distrust of civilians expressed in the lower ranks of the services. In fact, the divergence of opinion between the senior and junior ranks has created a troubling divide within the officer corps itself. In suggesting that the military has a responsibility not merely to advise but to insist on policy, field grade officers believe that their leaders, under certain circumstances, should resist civilian direction or resign in protest. In our follow-on exchanges with hundreds of military officers, a two-part rationale has been offered: civilian leaders arc increasingly ignorant about military matters and so cannot be trusted to make wise decisions; and. in any case, the greatest disasters in U.S. history (Vietnam being the exemplar) could have been averted had senior officers spoken out against misguided, even duplicitous, politicians.19 Mid-level officers who endorse this thesis express frustration with their senior leaders for not resisting more vigorously political pressure and perceived civilian mismanagement. Many complain about readiness, gender integration, and declining standards of discipline and training. Nearly half of the officers we sun-eyed said they would leave the service if "senior uniformed leadership [did] not stand up for what is right in military policy.'*20

Aff---JCS CP---Consultation Bad for CMR 

Giving the JCS a veto undermines civil-military balance

Lusero 10 (Indra Lusero, Assistant director of the Palm Center, transcript of speeches by civil military experts, March 2, 2010, “STATEMENT BY SCHOLARS AND EXPERTS ON U.S. CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS”, palmcenter.org)

Civilian leaders must, of course, consult with the military before making decisions that affect the men and women who serve in our armed forces and which might affect the national security of the United States.  The recent invitation by the Senate and House for the Service Chiefs to offer their best judgment about whether it is time to end the current ban on openly gay troops was therefore appropriate.  We are concerned, however, that political leaders seem poised to accept advice provided by the Service Chiefs uncritically, advice which does not seem to take into account considerable research that has emerged over the past fifty years about the impact of openly gay service on military effectiveness.  Much of that research was conducted by the U.S. military’s own experts.  In particular, we are perplexed by the Chiefs’ claim that they have insufficient data to assess the impact of openly gay service; by their argument that the transition to inclusive policy will be an upheaval that will be difficult to manage; and by their suggestion that because the military is engaged in a two-front war, it is unable to manage that transition.  (We note, for example, the recent recommendation to allow women on submarines).  Acting on advice which is not grounded in data would be inconsistent with the tradition of civilian control of the armed forces. We hope that the ongoing conversation surrounding this issue will take these concerns into account and that civilian leaders will properly exercise their Constitutional authority to govern the military, rather than the other way around. 

Giving the military a veto breaks down proper command and policymaking roles for the executive 

Skelton 7 – Ike Skelton, member of the U.S. House of Representatives (D-MO), Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, November 2007, “The Hon. Ike Skelton on Civil-Military Relations,” online: http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200711.skelton.civilmilitaryrelations.html

Still, recently Congress has been the scene of what I consider to be an example of a breakdown in the acceptable roles and norms of civil-military relations. I am referring, of course, to the recent hearings with General David Petraeus on the Iraq War. It is nearly impossible to steer clear of the politics surrounding these hearings, but let us try for a moment to focus on the role the General found himself playing. Congress required the General to report on the progress in Iraq, and Congress required that the report be issued in public. This, I believe, is appropriate.

However, in the weeks leading up the report, the President indicated that he would wait until the General’s testimony to Congress before he would announce the next phase of his Iraq War policy. The result was that the President largely abdicated his policymaking role and placed the burden of making U.S. war-related policy on the shoulders of a serving military officer. I spoke earlier of the natural constitutional tension that exists between the Legislative and Executive branches. The President should have received General Petraeus’ report in private first, and then issued his policy for the nation. At that time, it would have been more than appropriate to hold a hearing with General Petraeus to determine if that civilian-determined war policy was supportable by the facts presented in his report and his professional military judgment.

Binding consultation requires the military to exceed its expertise---divides the military against itself 

Hooker 4 - 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

There are essentially two competing views on the subject of the military’s proper role in the politics of policy. The first holds that the military officer is not equipped by background, training, or inclination to fully participate in defense policymaking. In this view, mastering the profession of arms is so demanding and time-consuming, and the military education system so limiting, that an understanding of the policy process is beyond the abilities of the military professional.32

Military officers are ill prepared to contribute to high policy. Normal career patterns do not look towards such a role; rather they are—and should be—designed to prepare officers for the competent command of forces in combat or at least for the performance of the highly complex subsidiary tasks such command requires. . . . [M]ilitary officers should not delude themselves about their capacity to master dissimilar and independently difficult disciplines.33

Politics is beyond the scope of military competence, and the participation of military officers in politics undermines their professionalism, curtailing their professional competence, dividing the profession against itself, and substituting extraneous values for professional values.34

Aff---JCS CP---Consultation Bad for CMR 

Giving the military a veto signals that Obama will let them roll him over---worse for CMR than imposing the plan on the military 

Ackerman 8 - Spencer Ackerman, The Colorado Independent, Military experts to Obama: don’t get rolled by top brass, http://coloradoindependent.com/15149/military-experts-to-obama-dont-get-rolled-by-top-brass

Similarly, the uniformed military will have to keep certain principles in mind as well. There’s only one commander in chief, and you’re not him. Don’t substitute military judgment for strategic judgment.

Obama enters office without some of the impediments to healthy civil-military relations that hindered Clinton. Clinton, a baby boomer, had to deal with the legacy of not serving in Vietnam, while Obama, born in 1961, doesn’t have the baggage of the Vietnam era weighing him down. “He didn’t serve, but he didn’t serve with distinction,” said Feaver, laughing.

Similarly damaging to Clinton was his early misstep with gays in the military. During Clinton’s transition from candidate to president, he seemed to suggest lifting the ban on gays serving openly, an implication seized on by conservatives and met with furor from the armed services. His response was to back down — which set a tone to the military that an uncertain Clinton could be rolled.

Defense Department officials today still believe Clinton’s early capitulation set a troublesome precedent. “If Clinton had simply ordered the military to lift the ban on gays in the military — as Truman did with racial integration against near universal opposition,” said one Pentagon official who requested anonymity, “he would have been much better off in dealing with the military for the rest of his administration. There would have been a big fuss, but they would have respected him more.”

The lesson for Obama, this official continued, is “not to get rolled or railroaded by the top brass, as Clinton and his civilian team were by Colin Powell,” who was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the time. “Obama and his team need to be respectful and solicitous of senior military advice, but leave no doubt about who is in charge.”
Aff---JCS CP---Consultation Bad---Policy Effectiveness 

Consultation causes endless debates that undermine policy effectiveness

Ignatius 9 – David Ignatius, columnist for the Washington Post, October 15, 2009, “Careful to a Fault on Afghanistan,” The Washington Post, online: http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/14/AR2009101402872_pf.html

Afghanistan could be the most important decision of Barack Obama's presidency. Maybe that's why he is, in effect, making it twice.

What's odd about the administration's review of Afghanistan policy is that it is revisiting issues that were analyzed in great detail -- and seemingly resolved -- in the president's March 27 announcement of a new strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan. The recent recommendations from Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal were intended to implement that "Af-Pak" strategy -- not send the debate back to first principles.

The March document stated that the basic goal was "to prevent Afghanistan from becoming the al-Qaeda safe haven that it was before 9/11." But to accomplish this limited mission, the president endorsed a much broader effort to "reverse the Taliban's gains, and promote a more capable and accountable Afghan government." That gap between end and means has bedeviled the policy ever since.

So now the president is doing it again, slowly and carefully -- as in last Friday's three-hour White House meeting, where, I'm told, he went around the table and quizzed his national security aides one by one.

Obama's deliberative pace is either heartening or maddening, depending on your perspective. Personally, I think he's wise to take his time on an issue in which it's so hard to know the right answer. But I worry that the White House approach will soften the edges so much that the policy itself will be fuzzy and doomed to failure.

As Obama's advisers describe the decision-making process, it sounds a bit like a seminar. National security adviser Jim Jones gathers all the key people so that everyone gets a voice. A top official explains: "We don't get marching orders from the president. He wants a debate. . . . We take the competing views and collapse them toward the middle." This approach produced a consensus on Iran and missile defense, and as National Security Councils go, Obama's seems to work pretty smoothly. Jones is now master of his own house after a rocky start in which he clashed with an inner "Politburo" of aides who had been with Obama during the campaign. Those younger aides are now out or in different jobs, putting Jones more firmly in charge. Obama will be happy to have a retired Marine four-star general at the NSC when it comes time to sell his Afghanistan policy to the military.

Aff---JCS CP---Consultation Bad---Expanded Use of Force 

Consultation sets a precedent for military domination of the policy process that causes expanded use-of-force decisions---causes war 

Hooker 4 - 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

There are essentially two competing views on the subject of the military’s proper role in the politics of policy. The first holds that the military officer is not equipped by background, training, or inclination to fully participate in defense policymaking. In this view, mastering the profession of arms is so demanding and time-consuming, and the military education system so limiting, that an understanding of the policy process is beyond the abilities of the military professional.32

Military officers are ill prepared to contribute to high policy. Normal career patterns do not look towards such a role; rather they are—and should be—designed to prepare officers for the competent command of forces in combat or at least for the performance of the highly complex subsidiary tasks such command requires. . . . [M]ilitary officers should not delude themselves about their capacity to master dissimilar and independently difficult disciplines.33

Politics is beyond the scope of military competence, and the participation of military officers in politics undermines their professionalism, curtailing their professional competence, dividing the profession against itself, and substituting extraneous values for professional values.34

Aside from the question of competence, this “separatist” critique warns of the tendency toward the militarization of foreign and defense policy should military officers be allowed to fully participate. Critics assert that given the predisposition toward bellicosity and authoritarianism cited by Huntington and others, too much influence by the military might tend to skew the policy process to favor use of force when other, less direct approaches are called for.35
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