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Obama has revived CMR- consulted the military on Afghanistan

Abu Muqawama, 5/17/10 (Center for a New American Security, “Civil-Military Relations in the Obama Era,” http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2010/05/civil-military-relations-obama-era.html)

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
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Preempting withdraw undermines civil-military relations

The Washington Independent, ‘8 [Spencer Ackerman; 11/13/08; “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible”; http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible]
During his July trip to Iraq, Sen. Barack Obama met with a man who represents both an opportunity and an obstacle to his presidency: Army Gen. David H. Petraeus. Petraeus, a hero to many Americans for his management of the war in Iraq, argued in a private briefing that military commanders should be given wide latitude in handing the future course of the war — though Obama was running for president on a platform calling for a withdrawal of combat troops in 16 months.  The meeting offered a test for a relationship that might help define Obama’s term in office. Though he’s talked about governing in a bipartisan fashion, Obama ran for office as a progressive opposed to the Iraq war. The uniformed military, typically wary of liberals in general, is unsure what to think about Obama — and the last Democratic president, Bill Clinton, stumbled early in his relationship with the military.  Yet Obama struck a balance in the Petraeus meeting. “If I were in his shoes, I’d probably feel the same way” about preserving flexibility for military operations, Obama said of Petraeus after the meeting ended. “But my job as a candidate for president and a potential commander in chief extends beyond Iraq.”  To Peter Feaver, one of the leading scholars of civil-military relations, that comment was auspicious. “Obama had it pitch-perfect,” said Feaver, a professor of political science at Duke University and a national-security staffer for both Clinton and George W. Bush. “Obama was right to signal to the military, ‘I want your military advice, and I will factor it into my strategic decisions, where military advice is one of my concerns.’”  Whether a Commander-in-Chief Obama can continue the tone that Candidate Obama sounded in July remains to be seen. According to interviews with active and retired military officers, Obama and the military can have a productive relationship, provided that Obama operates along some simple principles. Consult, don’t steamroll — and don’t capitulate. Be honest about disagreements, and emphasize areas of agreement. Make Petraeus a partner, not an adversary. 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 Dept. officials today still believe Clinton’s early capitulation set a troublesome precedent. “If Clinton has 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.”  Yet Obama doesn’t wish merely not to be railroaded. Much as with the Petraeus meeting in July, Obama’s team has signaled an openness to the military since coming to Washington. One of Obama’s first foreign-policy aides in the Senate, Mark Lippert, deployed to Iraq in 2007 as a Naval reservist. Several of his principle advisers today command widespread Pentagon respect.  Former Sen. Sam Nunn, who served as a longtime chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee and is now an influential military reformer, is advising Obama’s Pentagon transition. Michele Flournoy, a former deputy assistant secretary of defense in the second Clinton term and prominent authority on counterinsurgency, is helping run Obama’s Pentagon headhunting process. Most important, Obama’s aides have flirted in the past week with asking Bob Gates, the current defense secretary, to stay on for an extra year.  In addition to benefiting from succeeding a widely-disliked defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, Gates’s brief tenure at Defense has earned plaudits from around the military, especially as he worked closely with Petraeus in implementing the troop surge in Iraq last year.  “Keeping Gates is a huge gesture to the military,” said Ian Moss, a Marine corporal who recently left active duty. “Simply put, from my conversations with military personnel, there is much respect for Gates. By retaining Gates, Obama instantly communicates to military personnel that he values their assessment of Gates.”  Feaver said the Gates trial balloon indicated that Obama doesn’t intend to govern in an “Anything But Bush” manner — rigidly rejecting every aspect of the Bush legacy as a matter of principle. “The very fact that they want send that signal is a positive from the point of view of civil-military relations,” he said. “If it’s not a trial balloon, and they actually do it, it would further cement an emerging view of Obama as a pragmatist.”  One early decision that many in the military likely look to is whether Obama holds to his position on withdrawing from Iraq according to a fixed timetable. As with the country as a whole, there is no unanimity of opinion on Iraq within the military. But at the very least, the war is more personal to the military than it is to the civilian population. Many view this withdrawal with anxiety.  Feaver said it would be useful for Obama to blur the difference between his withdrawal proposals and Petraeus’ plan to shift the U.S. footprint to “strategic overwatch” functions, like training Iraqi troops — though Petraeus’ plan has no timetable associated with it.  “If what he’s describing is a target, a goal that’s desirable, that he’ll shoot for, and work to make conditions on the ground consistent with… then that’s not really much of a problem,” Feaver said. But if, on the other hand, Obama really does intend to withdraw two combat brigades every month — as he indicated during the Democratic presidential primaries, “then that would spark a civil-military — I won’t say crisis, but a challenge to manage,” Feaver pointed out.  Some members of the military community are more sanguine. Several say that if they disagree with the decision, they respect Obama’s authority to make it.  “In the end, we are not self-employed. And after the military leadership provides its best military advice, it is up to the policy-makers to make the decision and for the military to execute those decisions,” said a senior Army officer recently back from Iraq, who requested anonymity because he is still on active duty. “Now, if those in the military do not like the decision, they have two choices. One, salute smartly and execute the missions given them to the best of their ability. Or, the other, leave the military if they do not feel they can faithfully execute their missions. That is one way the military does get to vote in an all-volunteer force.”  Moss agreed. “The military will just follow the order,” he said. “The great majority of Americans want U.S. forces out of Iraq. This is part of the reason Obama was sent to the White House.”  Much as with Obama’s pick for secretary of defense, many in the military will watch how Obama and Petraeus interact as a barometer for civil-military harmony. To some degree, there could be an invisibility to the relationship — as the senior Army officer said, “most will not know about or see” what the president says to his Central Command chief — but it could still be closely scrutinized.  Not everyone is convinced that there will be tension between Obama and Petraeus. “I am certain Gen. Petraeus will fulfill the mission as tasked by the [secretary of defense] and the [chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff] without question,” said Malcolm Nance, a former instructor of Navy special forces who has spent extensive periods in Iraq and Afghanistan. “I am certain as a combat officer of great intellect, a superlative battle staff and open mindedness, his real mission is singular: break Al Qaeda and kill the Al Qaeda senior leadership. He did it in Iraq and he intends to do it in Afghanistan if given the chance.  “There will be no MacArthurs here,” Nance continued, referring to the legendary Army general whom President Harry S Truman fired for insubordination during the Korean War. And for their part, Nance predicted, “the phrase ‘pleasantly surprised’ should come to the lips of all military personnel who meet with Obama,” judging from the inclusiveness Obama showed in his campaign.  Robert Mackey, a retired Army officer, said that both Petraeus and the new Iraq commander, Gen. Ray Odierno, can work with Obama despite disagreements on Iraq. “I think that both are pretty good thinkers, more than able to understand that change is going to occur and that their job is to complete whatever mission [Obama] orders them to do,” Mackey said. “They don’t have to be Obama’s buddies to do the job. In fact, that would most likely reflect poorly on the administration within the military.”  Indeed, the differences between Obama and Petraeus or Odierno on Iraq might turn out to be healthy for civilian-military relations. Judging from how the July meeting with Petraeus in Baghdad went, “Obama should be in good shape,” said the Pentagon official. “It will be a refreshing change from recent years, when civilian political leaders have shirked off tough questions about — and responsibility for — their war policies by claiming, in effect, that they’re just taking directions from the commanders on the ground, in effect, hiding behind the skirts of the military.”  Moss agreed. Institutional pushback is “not a bad thing” necessarily, he said. “If anything, the major lesson from the past decade should be that the solutions to the challenges we face must be approached from multiple angles, and that is what Obama has signaled as his intention.”  Like Feaver, the anonymous senior Army officer expected Obama to make Petraeus a partner on Iraq and other issues. “Once President-elect Obama is in office,” the officer said, “he can very easily shift his view based on advice he has received, as well as the situation on the ground at the time, since he has left himself an out or two over time. It would be surprising to see him go completely against Gen. Petraeus, since I would think [Obama] would rather have him in uniform than out — where he would then be free to provide commentary on the decisions that have been made.”
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  Another challenge for Obama, beyond Petraeus and Iraq, would be senior officers’ desire “to get back to preparing –and procuring — for the big, conventional Russia-China scenario the U.S. military institutionally prefers,” the anonymous Pentagon official said. But the current financial crisis and massive budget deficits create their own pressures on defense spending. All interviewed said there were no shortage of potential pitfalls in the new Obama-military relationship. Two wars, a persistent threat from Al Qaeda, an overstretched ground force and a likely Pentagon budget crunch guarantee difficult decisions in the next four years.  “The single biggest mistake Obama could make would be to “completely discount the advice of the military senior leadership and those of his combat commanders who have the most experience dealing with the issues,” said the anonymous senior Army officer. “Even if he does not discount it, but is perceived to discount it, the relationship will be largely going back to the Clinton era, and will take years to repair. That’s not something you want to do in a time of war, which most of the nation has forgotten.” 
Poor civil-military relations will lead to collapse of military recruitment and commitment

Feaver & Kohn, 2k [Peter D. Feaver, Professor political science, Duke University; Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History and Peace, War, and Defense; October 1; “The gap: Soldiers, civilians and their mutual misunderstanding”; The National Interest; http://www.allbusiness.com/government/3583819-1.html]
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 policy 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 have serious and lasting consequences for U.S. national security-consequences that 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 civilmilitary conflict.lg And if, as we foresee, support for the armed forces and understanding of their needs diminish, they will be less capable and effective.  Then, too, while the gap is not the principal cause of recruiting and retention problems, it is likely to exacerbate them in the future. The public's respect and admiration for the military no longer translates into a willingness to join the armed forces. The narrowing of personal connections to the military means that recruiters today must persuade doubtful prospects with less help from family and friends who have served themselves. Moreover, since expressions of support for the armed forces derive partly from personal connections to them, the reservoir of public confidence may shrink as the war generations die off.  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 are 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 surveyed said they would leave the service if "senior uniformed leadership [did] not stand up for what is right in military policy."20 
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Decreasing recruitment destroys overall US leadership

Batschelet 94 Master Of Military Art And Science Candidate At US Army Command And General Staff College

(Allan, “National Service And Its Effect On The Army's Ability To Recruit Quality Soldiers,” June 3, STINET)
The United States is arguably the only superpower in  the world today. The vision of the world the United States  aspires to is one of freedom, respect for human rights, free  markets, and the rule of law.3 To achieve its national  interests the United States must retain a credible, quality  army as the decisive instrument of national power. As the  Army becomes smaller it is imperative to realize that near-term reductions in manpower quality have long-term effects. According to Trevor N. Dupuy, (General, USA, RET.) a  respected defense analyst:  Facts indicate that while a country may expect  to coast for some time on the intangibles of troop  quality, leadership, discipline, training, and  tactics, a high level of combat effectiveness, once  lost, may be hard to restore.4  Without the ability to successfully conduct and win a  sustained land conflict, the United States will forfeit its  role as world leader and jeopardize its national interests.  This problem has implications for the future  security of the United States. The United States Army has  rebuilt itself from the demoralized hollow service of the  Vietnam and post-Vietnam eras into a credible deterrent of  armed aggression and a first-class fighting force. This  metamorphosis is evidenced by the Army's success in  Operations Desert Shield/Storm, Just Cause, and Provide  Comfort. Today the Army is capable of providing the land  component of a joint task force that can deploy to any  location in the world and achieve decisive victory. The  United States must ensure the continuation of this  capability. It can do so only by ensuring that the Army  continues to acquire the quantity and quality of soldiers  necessary to operate its sophisticated weapon systems.  To obtain quality recruits the Army must compete  with industry, universities, and the other military  services. Not only must the Army today struggle in the  traditional manpower market place, but it now faces a new  form of competition by the National and Community Service  Act of 1993.s Competition for high-quality individuals in  the form of the National and Community Service Act of 1993  will reduce the number of high-quality recruits the Army is  able to attract to its ranks.  As budget pressure from Congress increases to reduce  the size of the Army, and the Army continues to field  technically complex weapon systems, quality of the force  becomes paramount. The effects of technology permeate  society from industry to homes and throughout the military.  Use of the microprocessor, robotics in manufacturing, and  instantaneous communication systems requires that both blue  and white collar workers possess highly technical skills to  be productive.  Fielding increasingly sophisticated weapon systems  demands the Army, like industry, acquire high-quality  individuals to operate and maintain its equipment. Martin  Binkin, a defense analyst at the Brookings Institute, warns  that a greater premium will be placed on technical skills in  the future:  The weight of the evidence is that both new and  replacement weapon systems will demand ever-more-  skillful operators and maintainers, especially if  the capabilities of new systems are to be fully  exploited. Thus prudent planners should anticipate  that the services' requirements for bright,  technologically literate individuals are unlikely to  diminish in the years ahead, and it is more likely,  given the present course, that the need for such  people will grow commensurate with the complexity of  the systems being fielded.° While Congress is reducing the size of the Army, it  is also expanding the Army's roles and missions, expecting  technology to substitute for quantity. The Army currently  has 25,000 soldiers deployed in sixty foreign nations  including, Macedonia, Egypt, Europe, and Honduras, engaged  in "Operations Other than War," (OOTW) compared to 1992 when  12,000 were deployed in thirty-five countries.? These  missions include humanitarian assistance, security  assistance, peacekeeping operations, and counterdrug  operations. High-quality soldiers are not only a  prerequisite for conducting these missions successfully, but  remain an indispensable factor in the Army's, ability to  train for and execute combat operations. In testimony  before the Senate Armed Services committee on May 19, 1993,  General Gordon Sullivan, Chief of Staff of the Army said:  The paradox of the Cold War is that although  technology may assist us in overcoming a  quantitative loss, the. fact of the matter is, what  we are being' asked to do requires highly trained,  competent men and women who are soldiers.8  Successful recruiting of high-quality individuals  depends on several important factors: the civilian labor  market, the number of new recruits required, propensity to  serve (propensity is the inclination or preference to choose  one option over another), recruiting resources, and  competition from colleges and civilian employers. As the  Army recruiting budget and propensity to serve declines and the size and quality of the youth cohort falls, competition  for high-quality youth will intensify.
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US Hegemony’s key to solve stability, foreign aggression, proliferation, nuclear terrorism and nuclear war

Dole, 95  (Robert, Senator from Kansas, Foreign Policy, No. 98., Spring, 1995, JSTOR)
The world of 1995 and beyond is still a dangerous place. There are many new and emerging threats as we approach the millennium. A resurgent Russia filling a vacuum in Central Europe or looking for a foreign diversion from internal secessionist struggles; a revitalized Iraq threatening the oil fields of Saudi Arabia; a fundamentalist Iran seeking to dominate the Persian Gulf; a nuclear-armed North Korea threatening South Korea and Japan with ballistic missiles-all are scenarios that the United States could face in the near and medium terms. Islamic fundamentalism sweeping across North Africa could overwhelm the successes to date in achieving peace in the Middle East. A fourth conflict between India and Pakistan could escalate into the world's first nuclear war. Nuclear-armed terrorist states like Libya or Iran, emboldened by the North Korean example and armed with missiles from Pyongyang, could threaten allies in the Middle East or Europe. Economic competition between Japan and China could take a military turn. Radical "ethno-nationalists," religious militants, terrorists, narcotics traffickers, and international organized crime networks all pose threats to states in regions of the world where America has core interests. While the collapse of Somalia or Rwanda may not affect those interests, the disintegration of states like Egypt, Indonesia, Mexico, or Pakistan would. American leadership, however, can overcome the challenges of building a just and durable peace after the Cold War. The words of President Dwight Eisenhower's first inaugural address are as true today as they were in 1953:

To meet the challenge of our time, destiny has laid upon our country the responsibility of the free world 's leadership. So it is proper that we assure our friends once again that, in the discharge of this responsibility, we Americans know and we observe the difference between world leadership and imperialism; between firmness and truculence; between a thoughtfully calculated goal and spasmodic reaction to the stimulus of emergencies.

As the United States approaches the next century, two principles should remain constant: protecting American interests and providing American leadership. The end of the Cold War has provided us with a historic opportunity. Such an opportunity should not be forfeited in favor of the pursuit of utopian multilateralism or abandoned through intentional isolationism. We have seen the danger to America's interests, prestige, and influence posed by both of these approaches. Instead, we must look to the lessons of the Cold War to guide our future foreign policy: Put American interests first and lead the way. The future will not wait for America, but it can be shaped by an America second to none.
Uniqueness – Concessions (1/2)

Civil-military relations are high now. Obama is making concessions for civil-military relations—he has reversed two of his decisions to satisfy generals.

Ricks, Pulitzer Prize winner, B. A. from Yale, 5/14 [Thomas E. Ricks; “Obama: twice rolled by his generals”; Foreign Policy; http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/14/obama_twice_rolled_by_his_generals]
I am told that General Odierno's objections to the timing of the release of a new round of photos of detainees being abused in Iraq were decisive to President Obama's decision Wednesday to reverse himself and decide against the release of those photos.  I am surprised by Obama's reversal. I wasn't so taken aback in February when he went along with his generals and abandoned his campaign promise to withdraw a brigade a month from Iraq this year, and instead endorsed a plan that kept troop levels there pretty steady this year. But to get rolled twice -- well, he must think he is running up some pretty big chits with them. I know he is trying to do the right thing but at some point he is going to have to say, My way or the highway. 

CMR are good now- Obama consulted the military on DADT

AP, 09 (Associated Press, “Obama consults advisers on military gay ban”

<ahref="http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Obama+consults+advisers+on+military+gay+ban-a01611807911">Obama consults advisers on military gay ban</a>)

The White House says President Barack Obama has begun consulting his top defense advisers on how to lift a ban on gays serving openly in the military.  But the administration won't say how soon that might happen or whether a group of experts will be commissioned to study the issue in-depth, as some Democrats have suggested.  The move enables Obama to say he's making good on his campaign promise to reverse the law, but doesn't lock him into doing so anytime soon. The carefully calculated statement, released this week by White House spokesman Tommy Vietor, leaves enough wiggle room wiggle room n. Flexibility, as of options or interpretation: ambiguous wording that left some wiggle room for further negotiation. "The president supports changing 'Don't Ask, Don't Tell," Vietor said in the e-mailed statement.  "As part of a long-standing pledge," Obama has begun consulting closely with Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Adm. Michael Mullen.  Hill support repealing the ban but did not immediately promise to press the issue.  "We got a lot of very big issues, and I think the Department of Defense will be engaging that as well in terms of considering the viability of that policy going forward," House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, D-Md., said Tuesday.  In 1993, President Bill Clinton sought to open the military to gays as one of his first acts as president. The issue quickly divided Democrats and helped GOP critics cast Clinton as a social liberal out of touch with the military.

. 

Uniqueness – Concessions (2/2)
Obama making concessions – restoring CMR but also wants to include military judgement in plan

Mackubin T. Owens (Professor of Strategy and Force Planning at the Naval War College). 2009. “Advisors, Not Advocates.” http://www.ashbrook.org/publicat/oped/owens/09/advisers.html

Writing before the 2008 election, Richard Kohn, a prolific writer on civil-military relations, penned a piece titled "Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations?" for the Winter 2008 issue of World Affairs. He predicted that "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." He continued: "[T]he new administration, like its predecessors, will wonder to what extent it can exercise civilian ’control.’ If the historical pattern holds, the administration will do something clumsy or overreact, provoking even more distrust simply in the process of establishing its own authority." Subsequently, during a panel discussion on the topic of civil-military relations at the Army’s Command and General Staff College in Fort Leavenworth in March 2009, Kohn was a bit more optimistic, arguing that "the Obama administration has taken dramatic steps to avoid a fight with the military." He noted that First Lady Michelle Obama’s first official visit outside Washington, D.C., was to Fort Bragg, N.C. He also highlighted Obama’s retention of two holdovers from the Bush administration: Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Adm. Michael Mullen, who was nominated for a second term as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The president kept Gates and Mullen, Kohn argued, to show respect for the senior military leadership and to ensure continuity during difficult wartime conditions. Kohn also noted President Obama’s cleverness in seeking out other former senior military leaders for posts in his administration, including retired Marine Corps general James Jones (as national security adviser), retired Army general Eric Shinseki (as secretary of veterans’ affairs), and retired Navy admiral Dennis Blair (as director of national intelligence). In selecting these individuals for his administration, the president "arranged it so that he is free to ignore the advice of his uniformed chiefs and field commanders because he will have cover of General Jones by his side, and other senior military in his administration," Kohn said. "At the same time," Obama demonstrated "that he has been reaching out to the military and wants to have military judgment."

Uniqueness – McChrystal (1/2)

Obama helping CMR with McChrystal-Petraeus swap, but CMR still lacks unity

Kurt Volker (ambassador to NATO from 2008 to 2009; managing director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies; senior adviser at the Atlantic Council and McLarty Associates). June 27, 2010. https://www.lexisnexis.com:443/us/lnacademic/results/docview/ docview.do?risb=21_T9641988576&treeMax=true&sort=BOOLEAN&docNo=1&format=GNBFULL&startDocNo=1&treeWidth=0&nodeDisplayName=&cisb=22_T9641988585&reloadPage=false

Two problems arose with the Stanley McChrystal flameout: First is the challenge to presidential leadership, which President Obama dealt with swiftly and effectively by firing McChrystal and replacing him with David Petraeus. The second -- and bigger -- problem is that many inside and outside the military believe what McChrystal and his aides said. They feel our commitment lacks teeth: that they are not given the resources, time, rules of engagement and political/civilian backing necessary to succeed. The July 2011 pullout date -- even if it is explained away in clarifying comments -- remains an albatross on the whole operation. Enemies, allies and, apparently, our own military doubt our commitment to winning. The lack of trust between and among military and civilian implementers reveals that we lack the unity of effort needed for success. This is a huge rift in the execution of a vital U.S. strategy. Putting Petraeus in place can help tighten up the military side of the equation, including its cooperation with the civilians. But regaining the confidence of the military will require changes on the civilian side as well. Most important, we must end the mismatch between strategy and timeline. The president and every senior American official below him must convey an unshakable resolve to win. No qualifiers, no timelines: just determination
Despite fallout from McChrystal’s resignation, civil-military relations remain stable—it is nothing compared to the challenges of MacArthur

The Moderate Voice, 6/23 [Logan Penza; “McChrystal No Threat to American Civil-Military Relations”; Lexis]
From what appears in the Rolling Stone piece (and since when did Rolling Stone become a serious news outlet worthy of extended top-level access to field commanders in a war zone?), McChrystals behavior and that of his staff comes across as smug and unprofessional, as well as remarkably clueless about the pop-culture reporter in their midst.  But their words, while sophomoric, are far short of a MacArthur-type crisis in American civil-military relations.  With the sole possible exception of comments regarding Vice-President Biden (the most significant of which was spoken by an unnamed staffer, not McChrystal), the comments do not appear to fall under the cover of UCMJ Article 88, which bars œcontemptuous words towards the President, Vice-President, Defense Secretary, service secretaries, and, inexplicably, the Secretary of Transportation.  Ambassadors and lower-level national security officials who were the primary objects of McChyrstals apparent contempt are not covered.  More importantly, the objectionable comments are personal, not about policy.  They do not represent any kind of move ala MacArthur to challenge the Presidents command authority.  The comments do not wound the institutional fabric of American civil-military relations, they only wound a few egos. President Obama would be ill-served to let wounded egos force the replacement of a battlefield commander in the midst of extended operations.  Also, McChrystal is the only American official with a viable working relationship with the Karzai government in Afghanistan.  Replacing him out of pique would be strategically foolish.
McChrystal’s resignation has kept civil-military relations high

Roston, 6/23/10 (Michael, Politics Reporter at The Huffington Post, “Obama relieves General Stanley McChrysta of his command, David Petraeus to Afghanistan,” Lexis)

President Obama  hasnt yet made his statement, but big read breaking news banner at MSNBC says that General Stanley McChrystal  is on his way out as commander of US forces in Afghanistan.  AP is confirming it, and word on MSNBC at this hour is that General David Petraeus, former commander of US forces in Iraq, is going to leave his post at US Central Command and shift to Afghanistan to fill McChrystals role.  Word had it that General McChrystal, who along with his staff made some unsavory remarks about President Obama, Vice President Biden, and other senior officials in the administration in a Rolling Stone profile by Michael Hastings, tendered his resignation last night, although 
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he denied this fact this morning.  There are some reasons to expect that it will turn out well. If McChrystal is General Douglas MacArthur, perhaps General Petraeus will be as effective as General Matthew Ridgway, the general who succeeded MacArthur and is generally credited with turning back the Korean War in favor of the anti-Communist side. Moreover, the re-assertion of civilian primacy in our militarys chain of command will only send a good message to the world.  Of course, given that Petraeus passed out in a hearing last week, questions will arise about whether hes healthy enough to manage this task. Additionally, Petraeus is catnip to Obamas progressive base, who disdain the counterinsurgency tactics that Petraeus executed in Iraq. This will aggravate the MoveOn.org wing of the Democratic Party.  Obama  should be at the podium soon “ more to come.   in his remarks at the White House, backed up by a dour looking Vice President Biden,  Admiral Mullen and General Petraeus, expressed œconsiderable regret at his decision to accept McChrystals resignation, but called it œthe right thing¦for our military and country.  Obama  made it clear that he did not differ from McChrystal on policy in Afghanistan, and that he considered the general œone of our nations finest soldiers. However, the priority in removing McChrystal from Afghanistan was the necessity to preserve the American conception of civil-military relations.  œOur democracy depends on institutions that are stronger than individuals, he said. œThats why as commander-in-chief I believe this decision is necessary to hold ourselves accountable to standards that are at the core of our democracy.  Noting that in choosing General Petraeus he was signaling that, œthis is a change in personnel but not a change in policy, the president closed and did not take questions.  I am happy to see the president standing up to preserve civilian control over our military. Its a good moment for our Constitution and our form of government. And if Petraeus succeeds in Afghanistan, it will be interesting to see if it cements his role as the next Eisenhower.
Obama trying to restore CMR with McChrystal-Petraeus swap

Daniel Korski (senior fellow at the European Council on Foreign Relations)  June 24, 2010. “Hail to the Chief.” http://www.spectator.co.uk/coffeehouse/6100798/hail-to-the-chief.thtml

How wrong I was. President Obama, lambasted by his critics for being ponderous, has acted with lightening speed: less than 24 hours after that Rolling Stone article, General Stanley McChrystal was forced out of his job in place of the only person that could pick up where he left off, namely General David Petraeus. In acting swiftly, the US president has moved to restore the authority and respect his position as Commander-in-Chief deserves; and he has begun to re-establish the kind of civil-military relations that need to exist in militarily-capable liberal democracies like the United States. What effect the change of commander will have in Kabul remains unclear. But it will have a long-term positive effect on US democracy. The last ten years of warfare has thrust America’s top soldiers into the limelight. First it was Paetreus, then it was McChrystal. Both were lionised by the politicians and the media. Indeed, in 2007 it looked as if General Petraeus not George W Bush ran Iraq policy. This is nothing new. Generals Grant, Pershing, Marshall, Eisenhower, and MacArthur were also feted in their time and celebrated afterwards. But President Obama has from the beginning of his administration sought to restore the appropriate relationship that ought to exist between a civilian leader and his military subordinates. Generals need to be respected, and given the tools for any job they are asked to undertake; but they need to understand who they work for – the civilian leadership.
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The 9/11 attacks strengthened civil-military relations in America’s righteous fight against terrorism. 

Crane and Ulrich, ‘2 [Conrad C. Crane, B.S. from the U.S. Military Academy and an M.A. and Ph.D. from Stanford University; Lieutenant Colonel in the Air Force Reserve, international political military affairs officer, B.S. from the U.S. Air Force Academy, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Illinois; "Potential Changes in U.S. Civil-Military Relations”; Strategic Issue Anlysis; http://ics.leeds.ac.uk/papers/pmt/exhibits/872/potentl.pdf]

The role of the military in the post-September 11 policymaking process may pose particular challenges for both civilian and military participants. Many of the parameters that regulated civil-military relations in the policymaking realm have changed since the attacks. Budget constraints that limited the demands of the Services have been lifted to some extent, Congress and the Executive are united to an unprecedented degree, and the nation as a whole is focused on national security in general and the war on terrorism specifically. Such an environment calls for strict adherence to traditional standards of military professionalism in policy councils. The present process relies heavily on military expertise relevant to the application of force in the attainment of stated political objectives. Military professionals must be careful in their presentation of options to include all potential applications of the military instrument of power without limiting choices to those options consistent with a particular preferred doctrine, e.g., the Powell Doctrine. The current strategic challenge does not appear to have a short-term exit strategy and may not be conducive to the application of overwhelming military force, as required by that doctrine. The civilian leadership should not deny military leaders the right to argue in favor of particular options, but they must demand presentation of comprehensive military options on ways and means to achieve political ends. Media reports suggest that Secretary Rumsfeld has been disappointed by the lack of innovative military advice he has received. In general, the military leadership should stay within their roles as expert advisors to the President and the Secretary of Defense, even when greater influence may be solicited by other forces— particularly congressional—in the policymaking process. The leadership must still think “out-of-the box” to meet the needs of this new war. Restraint on the part of military professionals also will be needed especially on the budget front. More monies are available to fight the war on terrorism, but military leaders must subordinate institutional interests to national interests. Some might be tempted to take advantage of the environment to fund other service desires that might not be consistent with the national interest of limiting deficit spending, or which might not be sustainable when public, congressional, and administration support for increased defense spending inevitably declines. Service chiefs must also not become so focused on current needs that they forget about transforming for the future, and must not allow their civilian masters to develop similar myopic views. While the pre-attack clashes between the Services and Secretary of Defense over his vision of transformation have been muted, the issues still remain. Secretary Rumsfeld’s position in Washington, though, has been strengthened by both his own strong leadership and the unified national support for the military that has accompanied the war on terrorism. The media reports that he wants to revise the Unified Command Plan because of the global nature of the current conflict to create a central command structure more responsive to direction from Washington. This might create new friction with the CINCs as well as the Services. 

Civilian society is already focused on the military—proves civil-military relations are high

Crane and Ulrich, ‘2 [Conrad C. Crane, B.S. from the U.S. Military Academy and an M.A. and Ph.D. from Stanford University; Lieutenant Colonel in the Air Force Reserve, international political military affairs officer, B.S. from the U.S. Air Force Academy, and a Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Illinois; "Potential Changes in U.S. Civil-Military Relations”; Strategic Issue Anlysis; http://ics.leeds.ac.uk/papers/pmt/exhibits/872/potentl.pdf]
Additionally, there may be challenges related to congressional oversight of covert operations. One of the primary objectives of the war on terrorism is to conduct it in such a way that democratic institutions remain intact and that American democratic values are not undermined. The military and the administration must fulfill their responsibilities to be accountable to the American people via complete cooperation with the requisite oversight committees in Congress. On the positive side, American society is unusually focused on national security issues. The heightened visibility of the military and an appreciation that the armed forces will play an ongoing and crucial role in a protracted war presents opportunities for recruitment, reenlistment, and—more importantly— the general reconnection of American society with the military. Military experts can also play an important part in exercising the information element of U.S. national power through an educational role that explains the national security challenges at hand and publicizes its myriad successes and challenges in an effort to sustain public support.
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Obama restoring CMR – civilian control of military is core of democratic system

Leon Hadar (research fellow in foreign policy studies). June 26, 2010. “No Quick Way out of Afghanistan.” 

Washington has been riveted in recent days by a bureaucratic infighting inside the Obama administration that ended with the abrupt relief on Wednesday of General Stanley McChrystal of his command in Afghanistan. Gen McChrystal's boss, General David Petraeus, commander of the US forces across the Middle East and the former leader of the American troops in Iraq, replaced him. While Gen McChrystal had established a good relationship with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, he antagonised some of the leading US civilian leaders, including the commander-in-chief, President Barack Obama. His dismissal came after the publication of a profile of the 55-year-old general in Rolling Stone magazine in which Gen McChrystal and his top aides criticised President Obama and mocked Vice-President Joe Biden and some members of the White House's national security team. While Mr Obama  had provided the additional 30,000 troops that Gen McChrystal had requested in preparation for a major anti-Taliban campaign in Afghanistan's Kandahar province, the US military leaders have expressed reservations about the White House's self-imposed deadline to start drawing down US forces next July. Moreover, against the backdrop of rising American casualties - 76 international troops, including 46 Americans, have died in June - and the failure to defeat the Taliban, there have been clear signs of erosion in public support for the military campaign in Afghanistan. The earlier US-led offensive in Helmand and Marjah had very limited success, forcing the military leader to delay the planned offensive in Kandahar. The anti-war sentiment around the country and in Washington has also reflected growing disenchantment with the performance of the Afghan political and military leaders. They are seen as both incompetent and corrupt. Reports suggested that close to half of the US economic aid ends up in the hands of Mr Karzai and members of his clan and the many warlords who control the countryside. Mr Obama told reporters on Wednesday that his decision to fire Gen McChrystal was based on his conclusion that the latter's conduct 'undermines the civilian control of the military that is at the core of our democratic system' and 'erodes the trust that's necessary for our team to work together to achieve our objectives in Afghanistan'. But Mr Obama insisted that his decision did not mark a change in the current US strategy in Afghanistan. In fact, by selecting the more popular and politically savvy Gen Petraeus, who has been the architect of the COIN (counter-insurgency) strategy in Iraq, to replace Gen McChrystal, the White House has demonstrated its renewed commitment to a military victory. For all practical purposes, the war in Afghanistan has become Mr Obama's War now.
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Basic expectations of CMR include political support of military views- the plan ruins this fundamental relationship

Foster, 97 (Gregory D., professor at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, Fall, “Failed Expectations: The Crisis of Civil-Military Relations in America,” The Brookings Institution

http://www.brookings.edu/articles/1997/fall_defense_foster.aspx)

What are these expectations? To the practiced observer, they are obvious. For their part, civilian officials, presidents in particular, expect two things above all else from the military. The first is operational competence—the ability to accomplish assigned missions, whatever they may be. The second is sound advice. Of course, there are no clearly objective bases for determining what constitutes either. Both are inherently subjective and depend ultimately on the powers of discernment possessed by those who make such judgments. An uninformed observer—whether political appointee or average citizen—devoid of military understanding, especially of the strategic ramifications of military affairs, is fundamentally ill-equipped to distinguish a military that is doing well what it should be doing from one that is doing either the right thing badly or the wrong thing satisfactorily. We see and hear much of this today from those in authority who, wishing to establish their bona fides, incessantly mouth the platitudes of militarese—"readiness," "op tempo," "warfighting"—without having the first demonstrable clue as to what militaries actually do or ought to do, much less how.  Soundness of advice similarly may have much—or little—to do with how broad (strategic) or narrow (purely military) the advice is, whether it reinforces or runs counter to what its recipients want to hear, or whether it truly determines results that are subject to so many other intervening influences. Success or failure, in other words—whether in policy or operations, whether in Bosnia or Aberdeen Proving Ground, whether concerned with NATO expansion or the treatment of homosexuals—may bear little direct relationship to the soundness of advice that precedes action (or inaction).  Beyond expecting operational competence and sound advice, civilian officials give ample evidence that they expect three other things from their uniformed charges. First, they expect generally unquestioning obedience, not merely to legitimate political direction, but to the full range of civilian dictates and desires (however frivolous, ill-conceived, or self-serving). By this line of reasoning, even responsible dissent is considered disobedience. And no task—ushering at the White House, for instance—is considered too inconsequential to direct dutiful military personnel to perform. Second, they expect a measure of political sensitivity that takes the form, if not of outright docility, at least of responsible enough conduct to avoid becoming a political liability. And finally, they expect sufficient affordability not to visibly drain resources from other political priorities.  The military, in turn, expects several things from civilian officials generally and presidents specifically. The most important, executive competence, reflects the degree to which civilian decisionmakers demonstrate the cardinal leadership traits of courage, decisiveness, integrity, and vision in sufficient measure to earn the deference the military expects, and is expected, to give.  No less, though, does the military seek from its civilian masters clear strategic guidance—an unambiguous articulation of national purpose, direction, and priorities that charts the country's course into the future. Such guidance, when available, transcends and provides an antidote to the momentary imperatives of expediency that pervade the policy process. It also establishes a rational basis for allocating national resources, preventing constant crisis, determining military requirements, and justifying the use or nonuse of the military under particular circumstances. It thereby assures the military and the public that those in charge know what they are doing, understand the complexities of the world around them, and are motivated by something more consequential than self-interest.  Executive competence and clear strategic guidance represent the high end of the military's expectations of civilian officials and are only rarely delivered. Politics doesn't ensure competence in actual governing—as many in office regularly demonstrate. Moreover, politicians typically show little inclination, even if they are able, to produce the sort of specific blueprint for action that opponents could use to hold them accountable for their performance.  Accordingly, the military generally is content to limit its expectations of civilian officials to two minimal obligations. The first is appreciation and support—if not understanding—of the military's purposes and uses, its capabilities and limitations, its needs and concerns, and its value to society. The second is sufficient political acumen to get things done, properly and effectively, in the messy, frustratingly pluralistic worlds of domestic and international politics.  The military's expectation that civilian officials show appreciation and support is, in a deeper sense, a desire that the civilians who command its allegiance display enough reciprocal loyalty and familiarity with military affairs to give them empathetic license for exercising the martial prerogatives of the state. And if the military, socialized as it is to prize order and efficiency, is rightly to stay out of politics—at least of the low, partisan variety—the least politicians can do is to practice the requisite statesmanship to make the system work the way civic indoctrination has convinced us it can and should.
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Military commanders are used to being consulted, civilian commands breed resentment

Cohen, 02 (Eliot A., Summer, Professor of Strategic Studies at John Hokins University, dtic.mil, “Supreme Command in the 21st Century”) 

Unified commanders have become  proconsuls, and it should come as no  surprise that they move easily in the  realm of diplomacy—sometimes for-  mally. A former general is Secretary of  State; in the last administration two  important diplomatic posts, Great  Britain and China, were held by retired  flag officers; and when the President re-  cently needed a special envoy to the  Middle East, he turned to a retired four-  star general. There is nothing sinister in  the rising influence and participation  of active duty and retired officers in  foreign affairs. It reflects their experi-  ence and abilities. But with the gradual  extension of the roles of military offi-  cers in policymaking has come an un-  healthily blurred outlook. When gener-  als, active or retired, speak out on  national security issues, they now do so  less as military experts than as mem-  bers of a broader policy elite. Pro-  nouncements by senior officers on  China, Yugoslavia, or the Persian Gulf  contain considerably more on politics  than military operations.  Active civilian control can always  breed resentment, and the situation  today is no exception. Surely the pres-  ent Secretary of Defense is one of the  more assertive in recent memory, par-  ticularly (as far as one can tell) in  terms of managing the actual conduct  of operations. Yet stepping back, it is  admittedly difficult for civilians to get  their way in anything from major  changes in acquisition programs to op-  tions for military activities that involve  something less than a massive use of  force. The problems are exacerbated by  the slow pace with which administra-  tions are staffed, the relative weakness  of the Office of the Secretary of De-  fense compared to the Joint Staff, and  the demands of a political system that  keeps senior civilians on a treadmill of  congressional hearings and periodic re-  ports. But they also reflect the stability  of a system that has in many instances  shifted the terms of reference in civil-  military relations from a question of  military means and political ends to  policy in a much broader sense.

CMR are good now, Obama has made concessions based off military advice, but failure to consult the military risks a CMR crisis

Feaver, 09 (Peter, professor of political science Duke, May 15, “Is Obama really getting rolled by the U.S. military?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/15/is_obama_really_getting_rolled_by_the_us_military)

My FP colleague Tom Ricks claims that President Obama was "rolled" by the military -- specifically by General Odierno -- when he reversed himself on the decision to release old photos that allegedly show the military abusing detainees. Ricks further claims that this is the second time Obama got "rolled" by his generals, the first being when he reversed himself on his campaign pledge to withdraw troops from Iraq on an artificial "one-brigade-per-month" timeline rather than on the phased transition schedule favored by the military commanders in Iraq.  Obama undoubtedly reversed himself on these two policies. And since Ricks is a well-sourced reporter, I am prepared to accept his claim that it was the advice of generals that proved decisive in internal deliberations. I am not prepared to call this "getting rolled," however. Not yet, anyway. Ricks has to put up more evidence before I will code it that way.  Specifically, he has to show that Obama was not persuaded by the logic and evidence that comprised the military's advice but conceded to the military out of fear of what the military would do to his policies or out of a calculation that he lacked the political power to prevail over military preferences.  Such concessions that result in military preferences prevailing over civilian preferences do happen, and when they do, I call them shirking.  Arguably, that is what happened in 1993 when President Clinton reversed himself on the gays in the military issue. There was ample evidence that Clinton was not persuaded by General Powell's arguments and still believed gays should serve openly in the military but got rolled by the military (and by Congress, especially Senator Nunn) because he was in a politically weak position. (By the way, I was a bit surprised that Ricks did not list Obama's decision to delay any changes to don't-ask-don't-tell as another possible case of "getting rolled" -- it appears to meet the criteria that Ricks seems to embrace, though not the ones I would.)  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."  My own bet is that Obama was persuaded by the argument, though I confess to a bias here. I consider myself a reasonable person, and I was persuaded by the arguments in favor of both reversals. I find it plausible that Obama is a reasonable person, too, and that he came to see the wisdom of the other side of the argument.  If Ricks has more evidence that supports the "getting rolled" judgment, I would like to see it, because it is a very serious charge. There is certainly enough tinder and kindling out there for a really serious civil-military crisis. A military capable and willing to roll the president could be a sufficient spark to light that fire.
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If generals are not consulted, civil-military relations will collapse—trust between the military and policymakers is necessary

Colonel Lewis R. Snyder, United States Army National Guard, ‘9 [11 May 2009; “The Generals’ Revolt and Civil-Military Relations”; http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508321&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
Beginning in March 2006, at least seven retired Army and Marine general officers departed from normal military behavior by criticizing the handling of the Iraq War effort by civilian leaders of the Pentagon and calling for the resignation of Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld. Such a public display of confrontation between the military – albeit from retired officers – and civil authorities is almost unprecedented and raises serious concerns about civil-military relations as well as constitutional questions concerning freedom of speech.1 In America, where freedom of speech is an inalienable right and civilian control of the military is a founding principle, generals understand they forfeit the right to criticize civilian leaders and their policies. With few exceptions, retired generals continue to follow the long-standing military tradition which discourages public dissent, especially during times of war. The Generals' Revolt resulted from a crisis in civil-military relations precipitated by a Secretary of Defense who discounted the experience and knowledge of key strategic leaders and refused to accept or even listen to divergent opinion. The gradual and continual politicization of the military along with a decline in military professionalism and ethical decision-making also contributed to setting the conditions for the revolt. As the nation moves forward under the direction of a new President it is time to mend civilmilitary relations, end the politicization of the military, and reemphasize the importance of military professionalism and ethical decision-making. These measures are necessary to protect the "trust" between the American people and its professional military.
Sound policy requires interaction between civilian and military leaders – failure to consult hurts CMR

Frank Hoffman (senior fellow at FPRI). November 2007. “Dereliction of Duty Redux?”. Foreign Policy Research Institute. http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200711.hoffman.derelictionofdutyredux.html

It is clear by now that the protracted war in Iraq uncovered fissures and dysfunctional elements involved in American civil-military relations. Indeed, there has been a dangerous undertow in civil-military discourse for some time. Before the war, Dr. Richard Kohn of UNC Chapel Hill concluded that relations were “extraordinarily poor” and that a tear in the national fabric existed.[1] One could argue that the fabric is now completely rent, but we can hope it is not beyond repair. The war has exacerbated the situation appreciably, enough to suggest that a sequel to Colonel H.R. McMaster’s classic book Dereliction of Duty is in order. The nation’s leadership, civilian and military, need to come to grips with the emerging “stab in the back” thesis in the armed services and better define the social compact and code of conduct that governs the overall relationship between the masters of policy and the dedicated servants we ask to carry it out. Our collective failure to address the torn fabric and weave a stronger and more enduring relationship will only allow a sore to fester and ultimately undermine the nation’s security. “Civil-military relations” is exactly what the term suggests, a relationship between two institutions or parties. Civil-military relations are not a function of power or about control. Civilian control is not at issue, but civil-military relations, properly understood, are. Civilian control is constitutionally, structurally, and historically well grounded in America, but civil-military relations and effective strategic performance are not. History is replete with cases of strategic defeat attributable to dysfunctional relationships between statespersons and their generals. Iraq adds another case study to a long history. Arriving at sound policy requires discipline, deliberate process, and interactive and continuous discourse. During recent conflicts, the climate or context for rigorous discourse was not established or maintained. Required and necessary inputs were ignored, muzzled, intimidated, or cut out of the debate. This has cost this country dearly in terms of lost standing among in the world, treasure wasted, and most importantly, by the ultimate sacrifice of many young Americans. The growing narrative in the military pins the blame solely on poor, if not arrogant, civilian planning. Most of the blame in this tragedy is saved for former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. He made it clear from his arrival in December 2000 that he wanted to be in control; in 
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fact, he is extremely sensitive to challenges to civilian authority. He came to the Pentagon armed with an agenda to transform the U.S. military, which struck at specific institutional interests of the Services. Secretary Rumsfeld challenged the status quo at every turn, insisting on applying his own theories to military operations. He challenged the Joint Staff’s planning efforts and its process for deploying military units during Operation Iraqi Freedom in March 2003. This micromanagement frustrated military commanders in Washington and at U.S. Central Command in Tampa and resulted in low troop levels and all the related occupation problems in Iraq. The flip side of the indictment involves the professional competence of senior military advisors, who failed to provide candid military counsel because they were intimidated “yes men,” or who failed to recognize the complexity of the war. General Tommy Franks, the commander of Central Command in 2003, is accused of having been too deferential to Secretary Rumsfeld. This deference allowed Rumsfeld’s perspectives on force levels to prevail, at odds with prevailing military doctrine of overwhelming force. The U.S. military is blamed for producing what Tom Ricks has described as “perhaps the worst war plan in American history.”[2] Senior generals are painted as pliable “yes-men,”[3] incapable of standing up to senior civilian masters, or incompetent officials who failed to plan past the initial battle and bring about the political end state sought by policymakers in the White House. Because we lack objective historical evidence, it is difficult to judge the indictment and allocate blame for a war that has appreciably hurt U.S. security interests far beyond Iraq. But we need to examine the interaction of viewpoints involved in the strategy development process and resolve longstanding but now widening fissures in the ethical foundation of the military establishment. The war has stimulated a needed debate on civil-military relations and the moral guidelines of our military. One scholar recently suggested that we return to the classical school of separate spheres. This compact, or division of labor, defined by Samuel Huntington in the seminal The Soldier and the State (1957), grants military professionals control over the operational and tactical sphere in return for their subordination and loyalty to policy and strategic decisions made by civilians. Michael Desch contends that separate spheres are “conducive to good civil-military relations as well as to sound policy decisions.”[4] Incessant and relentless questioning of “military policies” by civilians is seen as the problem, not the solution to effective strategic performance. He places the blame for the situation in Iraq today on the “willful disregard for military advice.” He also argues that the alternative approach, as advocated by Eliot Cohen in his Supreme Command (2002), is intrusive and bound to exacerbate friction. The problem with this is that is presumes away several egregious examples of narrow military perspectives and bad advice about U.S. interventions ranging from Vietnam, Panama, and Somalia to the endgame for Desert Storm. The bargain Desch advocates is counterproductive, as it separates a holistic appreciation for the nature of war and offers a linear and mechanistic alternative that has little relationship to the constant and iterative interaction between policy and strategy that should characterize the conduct of war. Worse, it continues the mythology and extends the American military’s greatest professional blind spot: operating in what Prof. Hew Strachan has called “a politics free zone.”[5] Separating policy from strategy is simply an extremely poor alternative to the intense and admittedly uncomfortable interaction of policy desires and military realities that Cohen called “the uneasy dialogue.”[6] The separate-spheres argument also distorts the provision of military advice during the invasion and rewrites the history of CENTCOM’s planning failures during 2002 and 2003, as well as the conduct of postconflict operations in 2003. Desch would have us believe that the Joint Chiefs, left entirely upon themselves, could have planned the drive to Baghdad, knocked off Hussein, and would have precluded the emergence of any insurgency. He rightfully believes that, left to their own, the Chiefs would have authorized more troops, but overemphasizes what those troops could have accomplished. He wrongly presumes that the Joint Chiefs would not have mishandled Phase IV postconflict planning by themselves. Additionally, he neatly overlooks how U.S. forces failed to combat disorder and looting in the aftermath of the conflict, and their utter lack of doctrine and preparation for any form of postconflict problems or the subsequent insurgency. There is little history to support Desch’s argument from the past, and his reading of the current conflict also falls short. Junior officers see this “stab in the back” thesis for what it is: a limp attempt to deflect blame. They have openly criticized their military leaders for trying to pin all the responsibility on Pentagon civilians “while we in uniform are depicted as the luckless victims of poor policy.”[7] We need to reject an outdated normal theory of civil-military relations to a more historically grounded model that accounts for the overlapping and reciprocal interrelationships of ends, ways and means that leads to strategic success. We need to establish new norms that set up expectations for a decision-making climate that encourages candid advice and the rigorous exchange of views and insights. It is the duty of civilian leaders, in all branches of government, to establish that climate, and it is the moral obligation of military professionals to honestly and clearly present their best advice. This “uneasy dialogue” needs to ensure a tight correlation between ends, ways, and means. When civilian policy masters will not establish the necessary conditions for strategic success, military officers can retire, resign, or request reassignment. Those who fail to provide candid advice, who fail in their duty to their immediate superiors, and stay in their posts are guilty of dereliction of duty to the president, the Congress, and their subordinates. We need to clarify these expectations for the future civilian leaders, the armed services, and their ultimate client, the American people, who sustain them and provide the resources.
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Consult military leaders to keep healthy CMR, but policy still passes regardless

Richard B. Myers (15th Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff). 2007. “Salute and Disobey?” Foreign Affais. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62843/richard-b-myers-and-richard-h-kohn-mackubin-thomas-owens-lawrenc/salute-and-disobey

The recommendations that Desch draws from his faulty analysis are dangerous. Certainly, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates should "encourage, rather than stifle, candid advice from the senior military leadership." But to imply that Rumsfeld stifled candid advice is misleading. Some may have been intimidated by him, but he insisted that General Myers, as chairman of the Joint Chiefs, provide advice -- and General Myers always did so, candidly. (If the chairman's advice differs from that of the service chiefs, he is obligated by law to state their advice as well.) Desch recommends returning to "an old division of labor" in which "civilians give due deference to military professional advice in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete military subordination in the grand strategic and political realms." In fact, that "old division of labor" never disappeared, even after nuclear weapons and limited and guerrilla war blurred the distinctions and injected civilians much more heavily into operations and tactics, largely through the setting of rules of engagement. But "due deference" does not mean automatic consent, as Desch implies: that clearly would negate civilian control of the military. Meanwhile, once military advice has been offered, automatic consent by the military in strategic and political matters is necessary -- regardless of whether or not the military advice is heard, listened to, and considered. Desch questions "salute and obey" as the norm for the U.S. military, but he seems to base this on a misinterpretation of H. R. McMaster's Dereliction of Duty: Lyndon Johnson, Robert McNamara, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Lies That Led to Vietnam. (Kohn supervised McMaster's master's and Ph.D. theses, which became the book.) This misinterpretation is common in the military. In reality, the book argues and implies nothing other than this: during the Vietnam War, the Joint Chiefs should have spoken up forcefully in private to their superiors and candidly in testimony to Congress when asked specifically for their personal views, and they should have corrected misrepresentations of those views in private meetings with members of Congress. Ultimately, there is no such thing as a "proper civil-military balance." What is necessary for effective policy, good decisions, and positive outcomes is a relationship of respect, candor, collaboration, cooperation -- and subordination. Nothing would undermine that relationship more than a resignation by a senior military officer. The role of the military is to advise and then carry out lawful policies and orders, not to make them. To threaten resignation -- taking disagreement public -- directly assaults civilian control of the military. Political and international strategic considerations are the responsibility of civilians, elected and appointed. No military officer, even at the very top, can know all that is involved in the highest levels of decision-making, which is inherently political (in the generic, not partisan, sense). In other walks of life, professionals can resign, but a military leader sworn to defend the country would be abandoning it, along with the people under his or her care or command.
Consulting military leaders is necessary for healthy CMR, but ultimate policy decision up to civilians

Mackubin Owens (Associate Dean of Academics and Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College in Newport). 2007. “Salute and Disobey?” Foreign Affairs. 

http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62843/richard-b-myers-and-richard-h-kohn-mackubin-thomas-owens-lawrenc/salute-and-disobey?page=3

Uniformed officers have an obligation to stand up to civilian leaders when they think a policy is flawed. They must convey their concerns to civilian policymakers forcefully and truthfully. If they believe the door is closed to them at the Pentagon or the White House, they also have access to Congress. But the U.S. tradition of civil-military relations requires that they not engage in public debate over matters of foreign policy, including the decision to go to war. And once a policy decision is made, soldiers are obligated to carry it out to the best of their abilities, whether their advice has been heeded or not.

Links – Consult (5/5)

Cornerstone of CMR – consult military but civilians carry out policy

Mackubin T. Owens (Professor of Strategy and Force Planning at the Naval War College). 2009. “Advisors, Not Advocates.” http://www.ashbrook.org/publicat/oped/owens/09/advisers.html

The cornerstone of U.S. civil-military relations is simple and straightforward: The uniformed military is expected to provide its best advice to civil authorities, who alone are responsible for policy. While reasonable people can disagree over the wisdom of military action, the decision to take such action lies with civilian authorities, not with a military commander.

Can’t form policy without involving military leaders

Leonard Wong (Research Professor of Military Strategy in the Strategic Studies Institute at the U.S. Army War College). 2008. “CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS IN A POST-9/11 WORLD”. 

http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub873.pdf

Another conclusion asserted is that we may not yet understand what is different in today’s civil-military relationship. Even when discussing civilian control, there is a tension about what in-timidation means and how it might appear from different perspectives. Additionally, an occasional erroneous belief is that stating policy without considering all the factors, to include military expertise, is acceptable. In a recurring theme of the colloquium, the suggestion was put forward that all parties involved in civil-military relations should be educated and equipped to participate in the relationship.
Links – Civilian control

Objective control is key to CMR – it keeps politics separate from business 

HANS BORN 2006 (“CHAPTER 9 Democratic Control of Armed Forces Relevance, Issues, and Research Agenda” http://www.springerlink.com/content/r143g2m070772615/fulltext.pdf)
In his classic book The Soldier and the State, Samuel Huntington (Huntington, 1957) perceives objective civilian control as the only proper type of democratic control. This type of control is aimed at the maximization of professionalism within the military by separating political and military decision making. The political leaders formulate the goals and some broad conditions for military operations and the military commanders carry out the military operations. The political leaders do not interfere in military operations, while military commanders do not influence policy. With this outlook, the military officer is a neutral and autonomous professional who carries out the political goals sine ira at studio. Given this separation, I call this model of political-military relations the divergence model.12 Huntington rejects subjective civilian control of the armed forces. Subjective control aims to maximize the power of a political party that is in government. Political leaders try to control the armed forces by appointing high-ranking generals who are political friends of the political party in power. The criterion for occupying a high military position is not so much military professionalism, but political loyalty. For example, the communist regimes practiced subjective civilian control since communist rule implies (1) definition of the military's mission by the central committee, (2) political apparatus in the military units from the regiment upwards, (3) party cells in the military units, and (4) penetration by the secret service.13 Huntington devaluated this type of control because it corrupts the professional quality of the armed forces. Huntington influenced how Americans think about civil-military relations to a large extent. For decades, officers of the U.S. armed forces had to learn Huntington's ideas by heart. As the United States is a global superpower, they influenced the way of thinking about civil-military relations in many other (Western) countries as well. It seems that objective civilian control is put forward as the only objective way of looking at civil-military relations. However, in his article on democratic control in Switzerland, Karl Haltiner showed that the Swiss civil-military relations model makes use of subjective control.

Links – Military autonomy

Civilians SHOULD NOT give military orders - It kills CMR

Leman Basak Ari 2007 (“Civil-Military Relations in Turkey”[Texas State University-San Marcos, Dept. of Political Science] http://ecommons.txstate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1250&context=arp)

Huntington’s normative theory is a cornerstone of traditional civil-military relations theories. His institutional approach model is known as the most “ambitious” and “important” statement about civil-military relations (Feaver 2003, 7). The key theme underlying Huntington’s theory is objective civilian control. This policy suggests that civilian leaders should command the military’s security policy, but should not interfere with the armed forces’ independence in determining “what military operations were required to secure the policy objectives” (Burk 2002, 10). Huntington argues that with the achievement of “objective civilian control” there would be a balancing “distribution of political power” between the civilian and military spheres (Huntington 1957, 83). He explains that objective control establishes a civil-military system that will maximize the security of military “at the least sacrifice of other social values” (Huntington 1957, 2). Objective civilian control insures the “recognition of autonomous military professionalism” (Huntington 1957, 83). In a system of objective civilian control the military is able to have autonomy in carrying out the wishes of the state while the civilians set the political goals. In other words, the military is obliged to carry out the orders of the civilians, but the civilians make sure the military has autonomy in military matters; for example, the civilians do not give orders to the military about how many soldiers are needed in an operation. As military professionals, the soldiers accept their subordination to the civilians. Thus, military officers would remain politically neutral as a part of their professional ethos.

Huntington’s theory states that the military needs autonomy – it is key to CMR

Mackubin Thomas Owens December 29, 2008 ([editor of Orbis and professor of national-security affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. He is writing a history of U.S. civil-military relations, and his study of Lincoln’s wartime leadership will be published in early 2009 by the Foreign Policy Research Institute] “Scholar & Gentleman : Sam Huntington, R.I.P.” http://article.nationalreview.com/381736/scholar-gentleman/mackubin-thomas-owens)
Huntington’s theory has survived numerous challenges over the decades, as Peter Feaver has argued in Armed Servants (itself one such challenge). Huntington’s core claims are that 1) there is a meaningful difference between civilian and military roles; 2) the key to civilian control is military professionalism; and 3) the key to military professionalism is military autonomy. These assertions persevere “while the challengers drift into obscurity.” Why is this? First, Huntington grounded his theory in a “deductive logic derived from democratic theory while his critics did not.” Second, despite the claims of many of those who look at U.S. civil-military relations through the lens of sociology, analytically distinct military and civilian spheres do appear to exist. Even while arguing that a separation of the two spheres is theoretically and empirically flawed, advocates of a “concordance” theory of civil-military relations maintain the analytical distinction between the military and civilians. Finally, The Soldier and the State has had a great and lasting effect within the military itself. Indeed, the U.S. armed forces have come to endorse many of Huntington’s general conclusions, and have made the arguments central to their education on civil-military relations.
Links – Iraq/Afghanistan

Debates over withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan fracture civil-military relations

Cohen, 10 (Raphael, a former active-duty Army intelligence officer, is a doctoral candidate at Georgetown University, March/April, “War Games: Civil-Military Relations, c. 2030,” World Affairs,

http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-MarApr/full-Cohen-MA-2010.html) 

Finally, there likely will be debates regarding an exit strategy. The outcomes of today’s wars will shape this debate. If the lessons from Iraq and Afghanistan are that with enough time, these campaigns are winnable, the military officers may push for a more flexible exit strategy (under the assumption that, once committed, there is no way out, except through victory). On the other hand, our politico, depending on the will of the president, may push for more rigid time limits—to get in and out before the next election cycle. Alternatively, if the lessons from Iraq and Afghanistan are that these campaigns at best amount to muddled stalemates that simply “degrade the force,” the roles may be reversed: the general officers may push for hard timelines, while our politico may want a more flexible policy to allow the United States to claim victory for his administration’s political gains. Our politico, recognizing the United States’ security commitment to South America dating to the Monroe Doctrine, also might argue that a set exit date runs counter to larger American strategic interests. In this case, our civilian-warrior functions as the wild card in the debate, torn between political and military necessity.  Who will ultimately win the debate at our table? It is hard to tell, but how it will be carried out is more foreseeable. It will be characterized by four very different personalities, each with strong institutional biases and sharing less common ground than in peacetime conditions. For a variety of political, strategic, and perhaps personal reasons, those who have sustained combat experience will have added clout and, hence, the upper hand in the discussion. No matter who wins, however, thanks to the complexity of these relationships, the divergence in career paths, and the hardening of personalities that comes with sustained combat experience, the chances for an even more contentious, acerbic, and fractured civil-military discussion will be greater in 2030 than it is today—or even, arguably, than it was for the Vietnam generation. here is no way out for our quartet. Despite the impending “withdrawal” from Iraq, there could still be American troops there, certainly in harm’s way if not in outright combat. With the present surge in Afghanistan, the total number of American forces committed to the war on terrorism will have declined only slightly since the time of the Bush administration. Thus, ground forces officers will rotate in and out of unconventional wars for the foreseeable future, as will our civilian warriors. Simultaneously, elements of the military, rightly, will focus on conventional threats. And, finally, our traditional partisan appointees will maneuver through the halls of Washington.

Links – Iraq

Failure to consult the military ruins the comprehensive civil-military plan for Iraq- that’s key to stability

Cordesman, 09 (Anthony H., holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, Aug 4, “The US Needs an Exit Strategy, Not Just an Exit,” http://csis.org/publication/iraq-time-stay)

There does seem to be too much country team focus on events up to the election. Both the country team and Washington needs to react to the "threat" posed by a combination of Iraqi politics, remaining internal tensions, and a combination of economic and budget pressures interacting with internal rivalries and rising expectations. Rather than a worst-case revival of violence, the US may face an election whose results are as divisive as unifying, pressures to make the Prime Minister a "president" or strong man, or a government too divided to be effective.  There is also some risk that the election will coincide with a "perfect storm" in the form of a continuing budget crisis and limited oil export income, the phase out of significant grant aid, problems in the quality of government services and budget execution, and the natural desire of Iraqis to improve their lives after years of violence and poverty.  If the election does move Iraq towards successful governance, unity, and development, the key to future US success will increasingly be diplomacy and civil programs, not the use of the US military or the ISF. It is critical, however, that we explicitly plan for other contingencies, and do not prematurely see the election as anything other than one more uncertain milestone in a process that will take a decade or so to complete. We need to preserve a sense of urgency in executing both our civil and military efforts well beyond 2011.  The key US mission is not responsible withdrawal, or to put the Iraqis in the lead, important as these elements of the US mission are. It is to execute a transition over the period up to 2011, and beyond, that will create as strong and independent an Iraq as possible and one that will be a strategic partner that serves both its own interests and the need to bring security and stability to the Gulf.  There will be nothing but "critical" periods for the US military advisory effort between now and the end of 2011 -- and for several years beyond. The ISF transition to both domestic peacetime security and rule of law and to being able to defend the country against foreign threats will require as much help as we can possible give them. This also is not a task we can dodge by claiming premature success or shifting the burden to NATO or any other allies. Either the US side of the effort will succeed, or the Iraqi side will fail. Our sustained success in Iraq will hinge on how well we replace massive US forces with an effective and lasting US advisory effort and the level of military aid we continue to provide once our combat forces are withdrawn in 2011 and after 2011.  This makes it critical to avoid focusing too much on managing the withdrawal of US forces, and the tasks the US face if everything goes well. It must have as good a set of contingency plans and options for dealing with serious crises -- particularly because our ability to intervene and our leverage will steadily diminish with time as our forces drop and Iraqi politics dominate events.  Once again, some of this planning is already underway in the US team in Iraq. What is not clear is how much of the planning is complete or its depth and priority. It also seems to be conducted in a climate where there is so much concern over asking for added aid resources from the Administration and Congress, or more strategic patience in sustaining the US civil and military advisory effort, that the need for a exit is consistently given priority over an exist strategy.  What the US needs is an integrated civil-military plan that is truly operational - one that clearly describes the actions to be taken, the time scales needed, the resources required, and the estimate benefits, risks, and measures of effectiveness that will give such a plan meaning. This requires a major modification in past joint campaign plans that shows how the State Department will take over the lead from the US military; and that shows how the US will deal with a shift to Iraqi leadership and control in every important aspect of civil-military plans.  It also requires a kind of leadership in the Obama Administration that so far has been as badly lacking as during the Bush Administration. Strategies are only meaningful to the extent they are actually made operational actually given resources, and demonstrate progress in terms of value measure of effectiveness. The Bush Administration never understood this in fighting either in Iraq or Afghanistan. In the case of Iraq, it was rescued by pressure and analysis from the outside the Administration, and by a unique country team effort led by Ambassador Crocker and General Petraeus.  The first 100 days of Obama are long over, and Iraq now seems to only have half a country team in the form of MNF-I and General Odierno. The State Department is strong on bluster, but remarkably silent on clear plans for action. It talked about reform of AID and the US aid effort and then fell silent. The Joint Chiefs, Secretary of Defense, and NSC have not even bothered to bluster. If they have clear policy goals, anything approach a strategy, and any real concern for providing the resources actually needed, they have achieved a far higher level of stealth than any of their predecessors. 
Commanders in the military are currently trying to reverse Obama’s withdrawal plan for Iraq- Obama’s failure to consult them hurts his relationship with the military

The Huffington Post, 09 (Gareth Porter, investigative historian and journalist specialising in U.S. national security policy, February 2,  “Generals Seek To Reverse Obama's Iraq Withdrawal Decision,” 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2009/02/02/generals-seek-to-reverse_n_163070.html)

WASHINGTON, Feb 2 (IPS) - CENTCOM commander Gen. David Petraeus, supported by Defence Secretary Robert Gates, tried to convince President Barack Obama that he had to back down from his campaign pledge to withdraw all U.S. combat troops from Iraq within 16 months at an Oval Office meeting Jan. 21.  But Obama informed Gates, Petraeus and Joint Chiefs Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen that he wasn't convinced and that he wanted Gates and the military leaders to come back quickly with a detailed 16-month plan, according to two sources who have talked with participants in the meeting.  Obama's decision to override Petraeus's recommendation has not ended the conflict between the president and senior military officers over troop withdrawal, however. There are indications that Petraeus and his allies in the military and the Pentagon, including Gen. Ray Odierno, now the top commander in Iraq, have already begun to try to pressure Obama to change his withdrawal policy.  A network of senior military officers is also reported to be preparing to support Petraeus and Odierno by mobilising public opinion against Obama's decision.  Petraeus was visibly unhappy when he left the Oval Office, according to one of the sources. A White House staffer present at the meeting was quoted by the source as saying, "Petraeus made the mistake of thinking he was still dealing with George Bush instead of with Barack Obama."  Petraeus, Gates and Odierno had hoped to sell Obama on a plan that they formulated in the final months of the Bush administration that aimed at getting around a key provision of the U.S.-Iraqi withdrawal agreement signed envisioned re-categorising large numbers of combat troops as support troops. That subterfuge was by the United States last November while ostensibly allowing Obama to deliver on his campaign promise.  Gates and Mullen had discussed the relabeling scheme with Obama as part of the Petraeus-Odierno plan for withdrawal they had presented to him in mid-December, according to a Dec. 18 New York Times story. Obama decided against making any public reference to his order to the military to draft a detailed 16-month combat troop withdrawal policy, apparently so that he can announce his decision only after consulting with his field commanders and the Pentagon.  The first clear indication of the intention of Petraeus, Odierno and their allies to try to get Obama to amend his decision came on Jan. 29 when the New York Times published an interview with Odierno, ostensibly based on the premise that Obama had indicated that he was "open to alternatives".  The Times reported that Odierno had "developed a plan that would move slower than Mr. Obama's campaign timetable" and had suggested in an interview "it might take the rest of the year to determine exactly when United States forces could be drawn down significantly".  The opening argument by the Petraeus-Odierno faction against Obama's withdrawal policy was revealed the evening of the Jan. 21 meeting when retired Army Gen. Jack Keane, one of the authors of the Bush troop surge policy and a close political ally and mentor of Gen. Petraeus, appeared on the Lehrer News Hour to comment on Obama's pledge on Iraq combat troop withdrawal.  Keane, who had certainly been briefed by Petraeus on the outcome of the Oval Office meeting, argued that implementing such a withdrawal of combat troops would "increase the risk rather dramatically over the 16 months". He asserted that it would jeopardise the "stable political situation in Iraq" and called that risk "not acceptable".  The assertion that Obama's withdrawal policy threatens the gains allegedly won by the Bush surge and Petraeus's strategy in Iraq will apparently be the theme of the campaign that military opponents are now planning.  Keane, the Army Vice-Chief of Staff from 1999 to 2003, has ties to a network of active and retired four-star Army generals, and since Obama's Jan. 21 order on the 16-month withdrawal plan, some of the retired four-star generals in that network have begun discussing a campaign to blame Obama's troop withdrawal from Iraq for the ultimate collapse of the political "stability" that they expect to follow U.S. withdrawal, according to a military source familiar with the network's plans.  The source says the network, which includes senior active duty officers in the Pentagon, will begin making the argument to journalists covering the Pentagon that Obama's withdrawal policy risks an eventual collapse in Iraq. That would raise the political cost to Obama of sticking to his withdrawal policy.  If Obama does not change the policy, according to the source, they hope to have planted the seeds of a future political narrative blaming his withdrawal policy for the "collapse" they expect in an Iraq without U.S. troops. 

Obama’s Iraq policy shows lack of respect for military – hurts CMR

George R. Mastroianni (Professor of Psychology in the Department of. Behavioral Sciences and Leadership, US Air Force Academy). 2008. “After Iraq: the politics of blame and civilian-military relations”. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_4_88/ai_n28048851/pg_7/?tag=content;col1

Tensions between the public and the military may grow after the war. The new administration may be Republican, and if so, a "stay-the-course" strategy will conflict with the weight of public opinion and the realities of an increasingly strained defense establishment. The ensuing disputes over Iraq policy will rekindle the debates that erupted over the surge. If the new administration is Democratic, right-wingers will probably attack its new Iraq policies as evidence of a lack of concern, support, and respect for military members and their sacrifices. Members of the military may be politically disposed to respond to such representations by adopting attitudes consistent with the seductive "stab-in-the-back" way of thinking. Such a development would be both divisive and destructive of the great progress in civil-military relations that has taken place since the Vietnam War. As the end game unfolds, there is every reason to think that the blame game will intensify. Once the war is over, the stakes will be the historical and cultural interpretation of what happened, an interpretation that has the potential to shape American political fortunes for years to come. On the surface, civil-military relations have never been better, but the underlying structural asymmetries between military and civil society could be crucial under certain conditions. Let us hope that our politicians and generals will resist the temptation to make good relations between our citizens and our Soldiers the last casualty of the Iraq war.

Impact Extensions – Recruitment

Loss of CMR paralyzes national security policy and kills recruitment and retention- empirics

Kohn, 02 (Richard H., Professor of History, University of North Carolina, Naval War College Review, Summer, “The erosion of civilian control of the military in the United States today”

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_55/ai_92745784/pg_6/?tag=content;col1)
Now, to discount the Clinton difficulties as atmospherics and thus essentially insignificant would be mistaken, for the toxicity of the civil-military relationship damaged national security in at least three ways: first, by paralyzing national security policy; second, by obstructing and in some cases sabotaging American ability to intervene in foreign crises or to exercise leadership internationally; and third, by undermining the confidence of the armed forces in their own uniformed leadership.  As a result, the Clinton administration never could match resources with commitments, balance readiness with modernization, or consider organizational changes that would relieve the stresses on personnel and equipment. (18) All of this occurred when the services were on the brink of, or were actually undergoing, what many believed to be changes in weaponry and tactics so major as to constitute a "revolution in military affairs." (19) One consequence of the insufficiency of resources in people and money to meet frequent operational commitments and growing maintenance costs was the loss of many of the best officers and noncommissioned officers, just as economic prosperity and other factors were reducing the numbers of men and women willing to sign up for military service in the first place.  The paralysis in military policy in the 1990s provoked the Congress to attempt by legislation at least four different times to force the Pentagon to reevaluate national security policy, strategy, and force structure, with as yet no significant result. (20) Perhaps the last of these efforts, the U.S. Commission on National Security/2lst Century (also called the Hart-Rudman Commission), which undertook a comprehensive review of national security and the military establishment, will have some effect. If so, it will be because the Bush administration possessed the political courage to brave the civil-military friction required to reorganize an essentially Cold War military establishment into a force capable of meeting the security challenges of the twenty-first century. (21) But the prospects are not encouraging when one considers Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's secrecy and lack of consultation with the uniformed military and Congress; the forces gathering to resist change; the priority of the Bush tax cut and national missile defense, which threaten to limit severely the money available and to force excruciating choices; and Rumsfeld's fudging of the very concept of "transformation." Even the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks have not broken the logjam, except perhaps monetarily. The administration has committed itself to slow, incremental change so as not to confront the inherent conservatism of the armed services or imperil the weapons purchases pushed so powerfully by defense contractors and their congressional champions. (22) The White House has done so despite its belief that the failure to exert civilian control in the 1990s left a military establishment declining in quality and effectiveness. Most RecentGovernment Articles   Second, the Clinton administration--despite far more frequent occasions for foreign armed intervention (which was ironic, considering its aversion to military matters)--was often immobilized over when, where, how, and under what circumstances to use military force in the world. The long, agonizing debates and vacillation over intervention in Africa, Haiti, and the former Yugoslavia reflected in part the weakness of the administration compared to the political power of the uniformed military. (23) The lack of trust between the two sides distorted decision making to an extreme. Sometimes the military exercised a veto over the use of American force, or at least an ability so to shape the character of American intervention that means determined ends--a roundabout way of exercising a veto. At other times, civilians ignored or even avoided receiving advice from the military. By the 1999 Kosovo air campaign, the consultative relationship had so broken down that the president was virtually divorced from his theater c ommander, and that commander's communications with the secretary of defense and chairman of the Joint Chiefs were corrupted by misunderstanding and distrust. The result was a campaign misconceived at the outset and badly coordinated not only between civilian and military but between the various levels of command. The consequences could have undone the Nato alliance, and they certainly stiffened Serbian will, exacerbated divisions within Nato councils, increased criticism in the United States, and prolonged the campaign beyond what almost everyone involved had predicted. (24) Last, the incessant acrimony--the venomous atmosphere in Washington--shook the confidence of the armed forces in their own leadership. Different groups accused the generals and admirals, at one extreme, of caving in to political correctness, and at the other, of being rigid and hidebound with respect to gender integration, war-fighting strategy, and organizational change. The impact on morale contributed to the hemorrhage from the profession of arms of able young and middle-rank officers. The loss of so many fine officers, combined with declines in recruiting (which probably brought, in turn, a diminution in the quality of new officers and enlisted recruits), may weaken the nations military leadership in the next generation and beyond, posing greater danger to national security than would any policy blunder. Certainly many complex factors have driven people out of uniform and impaired recruiting, but the loss of confidence in the senior uniformed leadership has been cited by many as a reason to leave the serv ice. (25)  Now, to attribute all of these difficulties to the idiosyncrasies of the Clinton administration alone would be a mistake. In fact, the recent friction in civil-military relations and unwillingness to exert civilian control have roots all the way back to World War II. Unquestionably Mr. Clinton and his appointees bungled civil-military relations badly, from the beginning. But other administrations have done so also, and others will in the future.  if one measures civilian control not by the superficial standard of who signs the papers and passes the laws but by the relative influence of the uniformed military and civilian policy makers in the two great areas of concern in military affairs--national security policy, and the use of force to protect the country and project power abroad--then civilian control has deteriorated significantly in the last generation. In theory, civilians have the authority to issue virtually any order and organize the military in any fashion they choose. But in practice, the relationship is far more complex. Both sides frequently disagree among themselves. Further, the military can evade or circumscribe civilian authority by framing the alternatives or tailoring their advice or predicting nasty consequences; by leaking information or appealing to public opinion (through various indirect channels, like lobbying groups or retired generals and admirals); or by approaching friends in the Congress for support. They can even fail to implement decisions, or carry them out in such a way as to stymie their intent. The reality is that civilian control is not a fact but a process, measured across a spectrum--something situational, dependent on the people, issues, and the political and military forces involved. We are not talking about a coup here, or anything else demonstrably illegal; we are talking about who calls the tune in military affairs in the United States today. (26)  Contrast the weakness of the civilian side with the-strength of the military, not only in the policy process but in clarity of definition of American purpose, consistency of voice, and willingness to exert influence both in public and behind the scenes. 

Impacts – National Security

Strong CMR important – ensures military support for civilian agencies and homeland security. Relations affected by war on terror

Karen Guttieri (assistant professor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS) and a former CISAC affiliate). 2003. “Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations”. http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html

America's post-9/11 obsession with securing the "homeland" shifted the domestic political landscape, including American civil-military relations. The American model of civil-military relations has been characterized by a contract according to which the military defends the nation's borders while domestic police keep order at home. "On September 11," in the words of DoD Transformation "czar" Arthur K. Cebrowski, "America's contract with the Department of Defense was torn up and a new contract is being written."[1] This Strategic Insight describes some of the forces compelling military changes in the historical context of US civil-military relations. Although the military itself may resist change, institution-building (outside and within that organization) and attitudinal changes in response to massive terrorist attacks at home cannot but alter American civil-military relations. 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.
Friction between civilians and the military undermines national security interests

Kohn 08 (Richard H., Professor of History, University of North Carolina, Winter, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” 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.  While civil-military relations at the beginning of the Republic involved real fears of a coup, for the last two centuries the concern has revolved around relative influence: can the politicians (often divided among themselves) really “control” the military? Can the generals and admirals secure the necessary resources and autonomy to accomplish the government’s purposes with minimal loss of blood and treasure? Until World War II, the influence of the regular military even in its own world was limited. After the war, the integration of foreign and military policies, the creation of the intelligence community, new weapons systems, and other elements of the Cold War national security establishment decidedly enhanced the military’s say in policy deliberations. The end of the Cold War and an operational tour de force in the first Persian Gulf War cemented the military’s position as the public’s most trusted and esteemed institution. During the Clinton administration, the military leadership had a virtual veto over military policy, particularly the terms and conditions of interventions overseas. The power of the military has waxed and waned since the 1940s, but not a single secretary of defense has entered office trusting the armed forces to comply faithfully with his priorities rather than their own.
Impacts – Irregular Wars

CMR relations challenging – need to untangle in order to fight irregular wars

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. 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 feasibil- ity 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.
US failure to succeed in irregular wars leads to continuing threats from insurgents and extremists

John T. Bennett. Defense News. 2008. “FCOM Releases Study on Future Threats”

 http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3850158

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, counter- insurgency 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."

Impact Extensions – Irregular wars (1/3)

Can’t look to history’s example for how to deal with CMRs – irregular warfare requires change in thinking

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

Irregular warfare is profoundly political and not winnable in the traditional sense. There is no distinct point at which surrender is accepted or victory is declared. Instead, success is recognized when military operations transition, often subtly, to law enforcement and reconciliation. This characteristic makes it difficult to measure progress. Irregular warfare is intensely local. When attempting to direct forces and resources, it is not possible to form a theater- wide perspective, as commanders were able to do in previous conventional wars. Afghanistan has been described by one military leader as a valley-by-valley war. Iraq, or Bos- nia in the previous decade, could be similarly described as a region-by-region, or even a town-by-town, war. Tactics are driven by local conditions, cultural and ethnic sensi- bilities, and the local religious leaders and other characters who wield their own peculiar brand of influence in a particular place. This characteristic makes it difficult to choose the right leaders and coordinate military and civilian tasks. Irregular warfare is of long duration. In fact, many military strategists view the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan as merely tactical fights in a larger, global insurgency that is likely to take decades to defeat. With such an open-ended time horizon, it is difficult for senior political leadership to keep a sus- tained and steady focus on the demands of the engagement. This was not the case when the United States entered the World Wars of the 20th century. For a relatively brief but intense period of time, the country mobilized to defeat the enemy, and a “wartime economy” supported the national effort. During an irregular war, many aspects of public life at home con- tinue as in peacetime. Senior political lead- ership is likely to be distracted by domestic issues unrelated to the war, such as eco- nomic dislocations, national crises, or cam- paigns for elective office. The long nature of irregular warfare makes it difficult to sustain leadership continuity and focus and raises a range of military and civilian manpower and training issues. These aspects of irregular warfare create a thorny set of challenges for both mil- itary and civilian leaders as they take up their respective, complementary responsibili- ties. The answers to these challenges are not found in studying past wars or even the Cold War. As shown in the following paragraphs, however, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan do reveal a number of challenges in civil- military relations whose solutions require fresh thinking.
Nature of irregular warfare exposed differences in civilian and military rhetoric – need to reconcile

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

The quality of leadership has always been a pivotal factor in the conduct of war. But in irregular warfare, the desired abili- ties and traits of military leaders may dif- fer from past understandings of the nature of wartime leadership. Some observe that, in conventional warfare, military leaders have needed something akin to engineer- ing “smarts” as they employ troops and the tools of war to systematically plan tac- tics, win battles, and build a victory. Irregular warfare, in contrast, puts a much higher premium on civil and political “smarts” in addition to the traditional skills of a military tactician. In the United States, top military officials and commanders on the ground serve at the pleasure of the President. The choice of those leaders is influenced by who is available in the chain of command as well as political, strategic, and personal considerations. As the demands of leadership in the Iraq War intensified, the Joint Chiefs of Staff briefly attempted to devise specific job descriptions for general officers and others in the high- est echelons of the uniformed Services, again mirroring a common practice in business. Although that effort was ultimately set aside in favor of more pressing concerns, the exercise yielded a deeper understanding about the personality characteristics and skill sets needed to successfully prosecute an irregular war, both from Washington and in theater. 
Impact Extensions – Irregular wars (2/3)

According to one top military leader, effective leadership comes down to one thing: trust. As noted in the Army’s COIN field man- ual, those leading a war effort need the ability to work together—both among themselves in the “unity of command” and with political and civilian officials in a “unity of effort.” A collaborative personality, flexibility, adaptive- ness, innovative thinking, willingness to lis- ten, and mutual respect are among the traits that come to the fore in the execution of an enterprise that is, in the end, more a political enterprise than a military one. Regardless of their respective talents, today’s military leaders up and down the ranks face a number of new pressures with which they must contend and that challenge the command and control structure on which an effective military force stands. These include the following: Politicization of War. How far politi- cal leaders should go to intervene in military matters is a question that becomes even more problematic in the uncertain environment of irregular warfare. Going back to Eliot Cohen’s notion of “prudence versus principle,” the question is raised whether prudence points in the direction of more or less civilian intervention in military decisionmaking. The most important function of civilian leadership is to ask the difficult questions. It is, however, rare for people to ask first-order questions that challenge underlying assumptions. Instead, there is a tendency to get dis- tracted by details. The President and senior defense officials should vigorously examine the conclusions and advice of military leaders, and Congress should ask hard questions as well. Unfortunately, during the multiple con- gressional hearings on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the level of discussion needed for serious analysis is often reduced to partisan wrangling. Visits to the theater by groups of elected leaders have been helpful in develop- ing perspective and providing an opportunity for more informed political debate. Although not a phenomenon unique to irregular war, elected leaders and civilian defense officials may believe that they have to use lofty rhetoric and articulate noble goals to “sell” the mission to a skeptical public. It then falls to military leaders to assume the role of pragmatists, putting events into per- spective and tamping down unrealistic expec- tations. During testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee, General Petraeus engaged in this sort of management of expec- tations when he answered a Senator’s question about U.S. goals. Petraeus stated, “Ambassa- dor Crocker and I, for what it’s worth, have typically seen ourselves as minimalists. We’re not after the Holy Grail in Iraq; we’re not after Jeffersonian democracy. We’re after conditions that would allow our soldiers to disengage.” In discussing an irregular war with polit- ical leaders and the public, the danger appears of a mismatch between the rationale stated by the President and civilian defense and national security officials and the pragmatic caution of military commanders. The result is confusion about whether the war is being “won” and an erosion of political resolve. The war in Iraq revealed a need for better articula- tion in the public forum that the military will help set the conditions for victory but will not win in the conventional sense—that a suc- cessful outcome depends on leveraging all the instruments of national power in a sustained effort that produces an enduring strategic partnership with the host country.
Impact Extensions – Irregular wars (3/3)

Irregular war includes diverse players – must cooperate, CMR increasingly important

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. 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 produc- tive collaboration between General Petra- eus and Ambassador Crocker. Their offices were on the same hallway, and their phys- ical proximity reflected a close partner- ship 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-mili- tary relationships is elevated in an irregular war goes back to the mosaic nature of counterinsurgency operations. According to the Army’s Counterinsurgency field man- ual, “Political, social, and economic pro- grams are usually more valuable than conventional military operations in addressing the root causes of conflict and undermin- ing 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 person- nel, narcotics officers, contractors, trans- lators, and local leaders. All these diverse players must share common overall aims and effectively communicate as they per- form complementary and sometimes con- flicting 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. Follow- ing are some of the issues that are in various stages of discussion and resolution.

Impacts – Iraq, Afghanistan

In the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan, civilian and military actors need to cooperate

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

Defining the types of engagements the United States is likely to face in the 21st century helps frame the discussion. An insurgency is generally defined as a drawn-out political-military campaign by an organized nonstate movement that seeks to displace a government and con- trol the population and resources of a coun- try or region. Effective counterinsurgency, therefore, requires in-depth local, political, and cultural knowledge and influence that enable the affected government to mobi- lize the support of its people and resist the insurgency. The Army’s revised Counterinsurgency field manual, whose preparation was over- seen by General David Petraeus, then U.S. commander of Multi-National Force–Iraq, and the Marine Corps’ counterpart pub- lication embody these notions and challenge the military to think differently about the conduct of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations. These operations require the “synchronized application of military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychological, and civic actions.”6 Prevailing in these types of engagements, according to the manual, requires integrating forces into the civilian population and using both controlled force to protect local nationals and soft tools such as street money, jobs, humanitarian assistance, and construction projects to gain trust and cooperation. Irregular, or asymmetric, warfare is an even wider phenomenon and may involve the notion of armed nationbuilding. It too requires a set of tools that combines mili- tary force with political and cultural influ- ence to stabilize a government or replace it with leaders and institutions that coexist more peacefully and successfully in the world community. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown that irregular warfare breaks from traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should each contribute to the overall effort.
Need to fix CMR – cooperation necessary for Afghan victory

Danielle Pletka (Vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute). June 27,2010.https://www.lexisnexis.com:443/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?risb=21_T9641988576&treeMax=true&sort=BOOLEAN&docNo=1&format=GNBFULL&startDocNo=1&treeWidth=0&nodeDisplayName=&cisb=22_T9641988585&reloadPage=false

U.S. strategy will doubtless change in the coming months -- because it was headed for failure. Too many in command -- and too many advising them -- believed that counterinsurgency strategy would not require clearing terrorists and establishing security first and foremost. Instead, they were obsessed with the intricacies of the Karzai family and details about corruption. Finally, even as professional and competent a general as David Petraeus cannot succeed if the president continues to tolerate the Shakespearean drama that is Washington Afghan policy. Special envoy Richard Holbrooke connives to undercut the military command; Ambassador Karl Eikenberry won't talk to International Security and Assistance Force leaders and connives to discredit his opponents at the Pentagon. Both should go because they have put politics above the mission and ego above all. Without them, and with a new command and a president committed to a serious, drama-free policy, we can begin down the road to victory in Afghanistan.
Impacts – Effectiveness

CMR gap hampers military effectiveness

Peter Feaver (professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies). 2003. “Choosing Your Battles: American Civil-Military Relations and the Use of Force”. http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s7662.html

This book is a follow-on project to a larger study of the so-called culture gap between civilians and the military in the United States and what that gap might mean for national security (Feaver and Kohn, 2001a; b). The earlier study responded to concerns that a gap was emerging between the military institution and civilian society that was harmful for military effectiveness and civil-military cooperation; it concluded that as the twenty-first century began, the gap between the military and society in values, attitudes, opinions, and perspectives presented no compelling need to act to avert an immediate emergency. However, there were problems that, if left unaddressed, would over time undermine civil-military cooperation and hamper military effectiveness. The earlier study identified the interface between differing civilian and military worldviews and the actual use of force as a priority for research--hence the need for the separate, sustained, and systematic analysis of the issue presented in this book.

Bad CMR ruin the effectiveness of peace support operations- coordinated planning and accurate interpretations

Egnell, 08 (Robert, senior researcher at the Swedish Defence Research Agency, February, “Civil-Military Aspects of Effectiveness in Peace Support Operations,” FOI, www2.foi.se/rapp/foir2480.pdf)

This report has emphasized the importance of civil-military relations as  necessary factor in understanding effectiveness in complex peace support  operations. The report outlined a theoretical framework of direct and indirect  civil-military impact on operational effectiveness, thereafter used in the analysis  of the cases of UK and US civil-military relations. The impact of the two  different patterns of civil-military relations was illustrated empirically by  analysing US and British operations in Iraq from 2003. The primary conclusion  is that the civil-military aspects of effectiveness in complex peace operations are  of such importance that estimates of effectiveness without reference to these  aspects are of little value. Understanding the direct and indirect impacts of  different patterns of civil-military relations on operational effectiveness is  therefore imperative in improving military and civilian conduct for mission  success in complex PSOs.  The report has argued that in complex peace support operations, structural  integration at the strategic level of the civil-military interface is imperative for  increased effectiveness. There are two main reasons why integrated civil-military  structures at the strategic level provide better results in complex PSOs. First, the  indirect impact means that integrated structures provide more accurate and up-to-  date interpretations and adjustment to the functional imperative of the armed  forces. This means that the instruments of national power, not least the military,  are better suited to the contemporary strategic context. Second, the direct impact  of integrated structures is that they provide more inclusive command and control  structures at the strategic level, which means that all relevant actors in complex  operations are co-ordinated through integrated planning and execution of opera-  tions – providing what is called a comprehensive approach to planning and  operations. The empirical cases have served to highlight how two different  patterns of civil-military relations affect operational effectiveness in the cases of  the US and the UK.   An important consequence of the conclusions of this report is that increasing the  effectiveness of armed forces in contemporary peace support operations is not  primarily a military endeavour. Instead, increased effectiveness requires compre-  hensive civil-military approaches, which in turn requires integrated and effective  civil-military relations – as an important level in the operational chain of  command, and as the arena in which the structure and culture of the armed forces  is decided. However, to change the very foundations of political institutions and  bureaucratic cultures is a cumbersome process, to say the least. Moreover, the  institutional arrangements of the civil-military interface in certain countries are part of unique political systems, which in turn are the results of long historical  processes and particular political cultures. The fact that all political systems are  different does not mean that lessons from other systems are impossible to learn  from, but lessons from across boarders must be adjusted and implemented in  accordance with the cultural circumstances of the system. With a sound  understanding of the fundamentals and peculiarities of each system, the  recommendations of this report, may well be implemented in very different  contexts.  
__________

***CP***

1NC Consult the Military Counterplan

Counterplan text: 

The United States Federal Government should engage in prior and binding consultation with the United States Military over the mandates of the plan.

The United States Federal Government should advocate the plan throughout the process of consultation.

The United States Federal Government should abide by the outcome of the consultation.

Observation One. Theory
The Counterplan is legitimate. Net Benefits make it a germane policy consideration and reason to vote negative. Its also grounded in the topic literature which makes it predictable and educational.
Observation Two. Net Benefits

Only consultation solves poor civil-military relations.
New Mexico Independent 11/13/08   (Spencer Ackerman, an American national security reporter, “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible” http://newmexicoindependent.com/9952/productive-obama-military-

relationship-possible)

WASHINGTON — During his July trip to Iraq, Sen. Barack Obama met with a man who represents both an opportunity and an obstacle to his presidency: Army Gen. David H. Petraeus. Petraeus, a hero to many Americans for his management of the war in Iraq, argued in a private briefing that military commanders should be given wide latitude in handing the future course of the war — though Obama was running for president on a platform calling for a withdrawal of combat troops in 16 months.  The meeting offered a test for a relationship that might help define Obama’s term in office. Though he’s talked about governing in a bipartisan fashion, Obama ran for office as a progressive opposed to the Iraq war. The uniformed military, typically wary of liberals in general, is unsure what to think about Obama — and the last Democratic president, Bill Clinton, stumbled early in his relationship with the military. Yet Obama struck a balance in the Petraeus meeting. “If I were in his shoes, I’d probably feel the same way” about preserving flexibility for military operations, Obama said of Petraeus after the meeting ended. “But my job as a candidate for president and a potential commander in chief extends beyond Iraq.”  To Peter Feaver, one of the leading scholars of civil-military relations, that comment was auspicious. “Obama had it pitch-perfect,” said Feaver, a professor of political science at Duke University and a national-security staffer for both Clinton and George W. Bush. “Obama was right to signal to the military, ‘I want your military advice, and I will factor it into my strategic decisions, where military advice is one of my concerns.’”  Whether a Commander-in-Chief Obama can continue the tone that Candidate Obama sounded in July remains to be seen. According to interviews with active and retired military officers, Obama and the military can have a productive relationship, provided that Obama operates along some simple principles. Consult, don’t steamroll — and don’t capitulate. Be honest about disagreements, and emphasize areas of agreement. Make Petraeus a partner, not an adversary.  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 Dept. officials today still believe Clinton’s early capitulation set a troublesome precedent. “If Clinton has 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 wou ld have been much better off indealing 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.”  Yet Obama doesn’t wish merely not to be railroaded. Much as with the Petraeus meeting in July, Obama’s team has signaled an openness to the military since coming to Washington. One of Obama’s first foreign-policy aides in the Senate, Mark Lippert, deployed to Iraq in 2007 as a Naval reservist. Several of his principle advisers today command widespread Pentagon respect.  Former Sen. Sam Nunn, who served as a longtime chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee and is now an influential military reformer, is advising Obama’s Pentagon transition.Michele Flournoy, a former deputy assistant secretary of defense in the second Clinton term andprominent authority on counterinsurgency, is helping run Obama’s Pentagon headhunting process. Most important, Obama’s aides have flirted in the past week with asking Bob Gates, the current defense secretary, to stay on for an extra year.  In addition to benefiting from succeeding a widely-disliked defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, Gates’s brief tenure at Defense has earned plaudits from around the military, especially as he worked closely with Petraeus in implementing the troop surge in Iraq last year.  “Keeping Gates is a huge gesture to the military,” said Ian Moss, a Marine corporal who recently left active duty. “Simply put, from my conversations with military personnel, there is much respect for Gates. By retaining Gates, Obama instantly communicates to military personnel that he values their assessment of Gates.”  Feaver said the Gates trial balloon indicated that Obama doesn’t intend to govern in an “Anything But Bush” manner — rigidly rejecting every aspect of the Bush legacy as a matter of principle. “The very fact that they want send that signal is a positive from the point of view of civil-military relations,” he said. “If it’s not a trial balloon, and they actually do it, it would further cement an emerging view of Obama as a pragmatist.”  

A2: Counterplan illegitimate

---Competition checks abuse---the counterplan test the unconditional nature of the plan. This is uniquely central on this years topic where core debates are happening over unconditional versus conditional withdrawal. 

---Literature supports. Extend our New Mexico Independence evidence from the INC. This proves the counterplan is both predictable and educational.

---Troop policy is distinct---If any issue justifies consulting the military it should be withdrawal policy which is both supported by literature and net benefits.

---Logic of Policymaking supports. Net Benefits check abuse and provide a germane warrant for choosing the counterplan over the plan.

---Process Counterplans serve a vital role in debate

A.  Implementation is a core issue on every topic and particularly on this topic where how we reduce the role of nuclear weapons is crucial to evaluating questions of solvency and negative disadvantage ground.

B. Their interpretation reduces all debates to presence good/bad which avoids real world debates over how such engagement should happen.

A2: Perm---Do Both

The permutation is theoretically illegitimate—EITHER

A.  The perm severs the unconditional and immediate implementation of the plan by allowing the military to veto the plan’s passage.  This is a voting issue because severance allows the affirmative to dodge all negative disad links and makes the aff a moving target, which destroys negative ground 

Or

B. The perm is intrinsic because it adds the element of nonbinding consultation which is not a part of the counterplan or the plan.  Intrinsicnes is a voting issue because it allows the aff to add an infinite number of planks to the plan that makes stable negative ground impossible.

3. Doesn’t solve the net benefit—extend the New Mexico Independent evidence from the 1NC, the appearance of true consultation is critical to change the perception that the government  doesn’t care about what the military thinks regarding military/police presence, the permutation would be perceived as simply informing the military of US policy action, which is the status quo.

4. Prior consultation key to genuine military participation 

John Garofano, Research professor of national security affairs, U.S. Army War College in Carlisle, Pennsylvania, NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW, Spring 2000, p.40

Finally, the timing of advice and counsel can be critical. Particularly for political leaders with fairly little knowledge of military fundamentals, early and frequent advice is important for setting the tone of deliberations and the parameters of possible military action. The longer national policy planning proceeds without strong and clear input from the military, the more difficult it will be to imbue any intervention with military realism, should that be lacking.  

A2: Perm---Do Both
5. Genuine consultation is critical to preserve civil-military relations

Feaver-professor of political science Duke-5/15/09

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/15/is_obama_really_getting_rolled_by_the_us_military

My FP colleague Tom Ricks claims that President Obama was "rolled" by the military -- specifically by General Odierno -- when he reversed himself on the decision to release old photos that allegedly show the military abusing detainees. Ricks further claims that this is the second time Obama got "rolled" by his generals, the first being when he reversed himself on his campaign pledge to withdraw troops from Iraq on an artificial "one-brigade-per-month" timeline rather than on the phased transition schedule favored by the military commanders in Iraq.

Obama undoubtedly reversed himself on these two policies. And since Ricks is a well-sourced reporter, I am prepared to accept his claim that it was the advice of generals that proved decisive in internal deliberations. I am not prepared to call this "getting rolled," however. Not yet, anyway. Ricks has to put up more evidence before I will code it that way.

Specifically, he has to show that Obama was not persuaded by the logic and evidence that comprised the military's advice but conceded to the mil

itary out of fear of what the military would do to his policies or out of a calculation that he lacked the political power to prevail over military preferences.  Such concessions that result in military preferences prevailing over civilian preferences do happen, and when they do, I call them shirking.

Arguably, that is what happened in 1993 when President Clinton reversed himself on the gays in the military issue. There was ample evidence that Clinton was not persuaded by General Powell's arguments and still believed gays should serve openly in the military but got rolled by the military (and by Congress, especially Senator Nunn) because he was in a politically weak position. (By the way, I was a bit surprised that Ricks did not list Obama's decision to delay any changes to don't-ask-don't-tell as another possible case of "getting rolled" -- it appears to meet the criteria that Ricks seems to embrace, though not the ones I would.)

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."

My own bet is that Obama was persuaded by the argument, though I confess to a bias here. I consider myself a reasonable person, and I was persuaded by the arguments in favor of both reversals. I find it plausible that Obama is a reasonable person, too, and that he came to see the wisdom of the other side of the argument.

If Ricks has more evidence that supports the "getting rolled" judgment, I would like to see it, because it is a very serious charge. There is certainly enough tinder and kindling out there for a really serious civil-military crisis. A military capable and willing to roll the president could be a sufficient spark to light that fire.
A2: Perm---Do Both
6. Genuine compromise necessary to preserve Civil-Military relations

Kohn-professor of History of Defense UNC-8  

Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations   Winter

http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/2008%20-%20Winter/full-civil-military.html
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.

7. MILITARY INPUT IN POLICY IS KEY TO RELATIONS.

Douglas L. Bland, Associate professor and Chair of Defence Management Studies at the School of Policy Studies, Queen's University, ARMED FORCES AND SOCIETY, Fall 1999, p. proquest

What seemed clear to Betts was that when military leaders are ignored by civilian decision-makers, they become "alienated from their administrative superiors." Alienation -- a rupture in civil-military relations -- is greatest in "indirect proportion to the decline in [the military's] direct influence and their perception of the gap between their rightful and actual authority" (emphasis added). At the top of any list of subjects that American officers prize and guard as their own are "autonomy over their internal organization and operations" and "the principle of tactical autonomy," the right to command forces in operations without civilian interference.

CP Solvency (1/2)

By nature military leaders deemphasize the necessary long-term commitment – US civilian leaders must consult military in order to better understand commitment in order to see success

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

The world is on a 24-hour news cycle, but an irregular war is a lengthy undertaking that requires strategic patience and steadiness of purpose. Political leaders naturally want to avoid explaining this fact to the citizenry, who generally prefer quick results with as few sac- rifices as necessary. Because of this tension between public expectations and operational reality, the President and civilian defense lead- ers may push military commanders beyond their comfort zone in terms of strategy, man- power, and equipment, creating internal fric- tion between the civilian and military leaders responsible for the war.

Even within the military, strategic patience is a virtue not completely mastered. Military leaders, with their ingrained will- ingness to shoulder difficult tasks, may de- emphasize how long it will take for counter-insurgency operations to bear fruit. They will also, quite naturally, be concerned about the opportunity costs that long-term employments impose on their ability to reset and adapt to meet other operational requirements. In their efforts to motivate troops to accomplish difficult and dangerous tasks, they may not effectively communicate the length of the commitment and the uneven progress military forces are likely to encounter. The realization that an irregular war is a long march creates gaps between expecta- tion and reality on the civilian side as well. Agency appointments in country are generally for a year or less, while efforts to restore stability within a traumatized and displaced population can go on indefinitely. Diplomatic and development personnel on overseas assignments may become frustrated unless they understand the long-term horizon under which they must necessarily labor. For exam- ple, a military justice law for Afghanistan, devised under the guidance of the U.S. Ambas- sador working with Afghan officials, took 4 years to legislate. Because of the complex nature of irregular war, it takes time to build a sense of progress, and we leave ourselves open to a sense of failure if we neglect to see the long-term horizon. It will take both stra- tegic success and political skill to explain the long-term nature of irregular war and develop a consensus that the United States and its allies have little choice but to make that commitment.

CP Solvency (2/2)
Civilian headquarters currently in control – results in unresolved issues. To solve, must consult and empower military leaders to make decisions

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

Both diplomatic and foreign assistance officials worry about the politicization of foreign aid and reconstruction programs overseas. Among the symptoms are the undue centralization of authority in Washington, excessive microman- agement from headquarters, and a shortfall of manpower and fiscal tools to support the Country Team. Overall, there is a tendency in a centralized structure to pursue high-level strategy changes to solve a problem in the field. This tendency is reinforced by bureaucratic sensitivi- ties to congressional oversight and Government Accountability Office standards that can be unforgiving when it comes to potential waste, fraud, and abuse, even in irregular conflicts. This only increases the illusion that headquarters is exercising control. In the end, policy issues are “resolved” and implementation issues remain unfixed. In particular, field staff has been constrained by its inability, first, to hire the right personnel who will have enough time in country to foster local relationships and an understanding of political, social, and eco- nomic needs; and, second, to sign contracts in the field to effectively “move money” to where it is needed. These procedural mechanisms need to be fixed in order to provide greater flexibility and responsiveness. In a critique of the development and current practice of U.S. security cooperation programs, Christopher Griffin and Thomas Donnelly wrote that many of the authorities and instruments for engagement already exist. However, “they may be more effectively har- nessed if leadership is devolved from Washington to the ‘frontline country team,’ in which the ambassador is responsible for coordinating and directing American policy.” In an irregular war, in which field staff must effectively interact with military forces, other civilian agencies, and host country and alliance organizations, attention should also be given to empowering midlevel staff closest to the issues and opportunities presented by the engagement. There is a pressing need for more expeditionary officers empowered to make decisions in the field.

Civilians and military need to communicate to ensure healthy CMR

Bruce Ackerman (professor of law and political science at Yale University). June 23, 2010. “A less political military; Gen. McChrystal's criticism of Obama administration officials symbolizes an accelerated partisanship of the officer corps.”

Defining the new canon cannot be the exclusive preserve of the military. The guidelines would have implications for civilian policymakers at the Pentagon, in the White House and on Capitol Hill. Real progress requires both civilian and military leaders to engage in a sustained effort at developing a realistic code of conduct. The best way forward is through a presidential commission on civil-military relations. Leadership from the White House would signal the importance of the project and encourage the recruitment of top people. It would also suggest the right time frame for action: not a few months, not a few decades, but a couple of years of sustained discussion leading to a concrete proposal -- which the president, as commander in chief, would then put into effect. This ongoing project would serve as a fundamental response to the accelerating politicization of the military. The canons would provide the officer corps with something more than a set of practical guidelines. It would provoke a deeper reorientation to the entire question of civilian control. Through its active participation, the officer corps would be working with civilian society to construct a new military ethos.

Failure to Consult Collapses CMR
CMR are good now, Obama has made concessions based off military advice, but failure to consult the military risks a CMR crisis

Feaver, 09 (Peter, professor of political science Duke, May 15, “Is Obama really getting rolled by the U.S. military?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/15/is_obama_really_getting_rolled_by_the_us_military)

My FP colleague Tom Ricks claims that President Obama was "rolled" by the military -- specifically by General Odierno -- when he reversed himself on the decision to release old photos that allegedly show the military abusing detainees. Ricks further claims that this is the second time Obama got "rolled" by his generals, the first being when he reversed himself on his campaign pledge to withdraw troops from Iraq on an artificial "one-brigade-per-month" timeline rather than on the phased transition schedule favored by the military commanders in Iraq.  Obama undoubtedly reversed himself on these two policies. And since Ricks is a well-sourced reporter, I am prepared to accept his claim that it was the advice of generals that proved decisive in internal deliberations. I am not prepared to call this "getting rolled," however. Not yet, anyway. Ricks has to put up more evidence before I will code it that way.  Specifically, he has to show that Obama was not persuaded by the logic and evidence that comprised the military's advice but conceded to the military out of fear of what the military would do to his policies or out of a calculation that he lacked the political power to prevail over military preferences.  Such concessions that result in military preferences prevailing over civilian preferences do happen, and when they do, I call them shirking.  Arguably, that is what happened in 1993 when President Clinton reversed himself on the gays in the military issue. There was ample evidence that Clinton was not persuaded by General Powell's arguments and still believed gays should serve openly in the military but got rolled by the military (and by Congress, especially Senator Nunn) because he was in a politically weak position. (By the way, I was a bit surprised that Ricks did not list Obama's decision to delay any changes to don't-ask-don't-tell as another possible case of "getting rolled" -- it appears to meet the criteria that Ricks seems to embrace, though not the ones I would.)  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."  My own bet is that Obama was persuaded by the argument, though I confess to a bias here. I consider myself a reasonable person, and I was persuaded by the arguments in favor of both reversals. I find it plausible that Obama is a reasonable person, too, and that he came to see the wisdom of the other side of the argument.  If Ricks has more evidence that supports the "getting rolled" judgment, I would like to see it, because it is a very serious charge. There is certainly enough tinder and kindling out there for a really serious civil-military crisis. A military capable and willing to roll the president could be a sufficient spark to light that fire.
Consult Solves CMR
Obama must address the concerns of the military to ensure effective civil-military relations.

Sewall & White, served in the Defense Department during the Clinton administration and on the Obama Presidential Transition Team, ‘9 [Sarah Sewall and John P. White; January 29, 2009; “The civil-military challenge”; http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/01/29/the_civil_military_challenge/?page=2]

BUILDING an effective partnership between the president's civilian appointees and senior US military leaders has never been more important - or more challenging. We spent the last year unpacking the relationship's subtle complexities and identifying the assumptions and practices that have come to hobble national security decision-making, and found that the civil-military partnership needs repair.  President Obama has inherited a compounding set of problems - ongoing global military operations, long-deferred strategy and budget choices, and stark new economic realities. Anticipating the end of expanding budgets and unquestioned supplemental funding, the services will begin circling the wagons to defend programs and budget shares. All parties in the defense community will face enormous institutional pressure to protect their equities in the Pentagon and in the field with the help of allies in Congress. This is hardly an auspicious environment for building trust and cooperation.  Obama must not only fortify a relationship that has accumulated significant strains and endured occasional malpractice, he must make it strong enough to withstand inherent frictions and tough decisions. Several problems require attention from senior leaders - and are key barriers to restoring strategic and fiscal discipline within the Pentagon. The changes needed will only be manifested if the senior leadership, military and civilian, work together.  We interviewed several dozen former secretaries and deputy secretaries of defense, chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, service chiefs, and combatant commanders. While their views differed significantly depending upon their experiences, several themes emerged across six

former administrations.  One finding is that senior civilian and military leaders often lack a common understanding of roles and reciprocal responsibilities within the partnership. The traditional shorthand that "civilians make policy and the military executes" is overly simplistic, masking the intricate mutual dependence of the parties. For example, civilians may not see their policymaking role as accompanied by a responsibility to ensure that military concerns about policy implementation have been fully addressed. Military leaders may define their substantive advising role narrowly and perform it only in response to civilian inquiry. These misunderstandings have proven costly in national security decision-making.  In addition, the parties largely fail to harness the inherent frictions in the relationship. The roles of various civil and military actors abut and overlap in practice, particularly when multiple civilian authorities (including members of Congress) are engaged. Managing the inevitable tensions without rancor or overreaction is a key responsibility of the civilian leadership.  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. 
Military Says Yes

Odierno would say yes on timeline

Peter Feaver (professor of Political Science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies) April 28, 2010. “What's dictating the Iraq withdrawal timeline?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/iraq

Of course, the article also includes on-the-record denials that Odierno wanted those extra troops and notes that Odierno recently gave the timeline a fairly strong endorsement. And, lest there be any doubt, the president's foreign policy speechwriter confidently stated, "We see no indications now that our planning needs to be adjusted..."  
____________

****AFF****

Nonunique – General (1/3)
The war on terror has already destroyed civil military relations

Kohn, Professor of History and Chair, Curriculum in Peace, War, and Defense, ‘5 [Richard Kohn; October 12; Security Studies Program Seminar; “Civil-Military Relations in the United States Today”; http://web.mit.edu/ssp/seminars/wed_archives_05fall/kohn.htm]
One the oldest fears in civil military relations is militarism, the displacement of civilian government by the military and the imposition of military values, perspectives and ideals on the rest of society. This fear is rooted in the fear of standing armies and embedded in the US Constitution. The word militarism was invented by European leftist opponents of their government in the eighteen sixties. Militarism came to be seen in the United States as a threat to freedom and democracy.  The fear of militarism was articulated in academia and Congress in the nineteen thirties. In the United States, this fear was expressed primarily toward internal problems, but after World War I, it was also seen as having caused German aggression and thus as a force that created foreign threats.  In 1941, Harold Laswell wrote on the garrison state. Charles Beard, the historian, expressed similar fears about the dangers of centralized power in a Republic and its threat to civil liberties. These fears did not materialize however. American victory in World War II and the Cold War were achieved with heavy military spending but not a total capitulation to military values. After the Cold War, around the world, democracy not only survived but expanded, along with individual liberty and human rights, and military budgets declined. Military regimes declined in number. War became more an internal than international problem.  Yet the global war on terror brings back the problem of militarization and the threat of militarism. Most people accept that this war is indefinite. It is a war against an ill-defined enemy, without a way to measure success or victory. It has already produced domestic stresses common to other American wars. Moreover, because of the internal nature of the terrorist threat, the impact of the war on American society could well exceed those of previous conflicts.  The danger today is not militarization. The United States has already experienced a high degree of militarization. The danger is that further militarization will lead to militarism. The question is to what extent American values and institutions will become militaristic and change the character of the country into one our founders would abhor.  What is the difference between militarization and militarism? Militarization comes from the organization of the state for war. It is the degree to which societal institutions, values, and thoughts are shaped by war. Militarism is the reification of military power as an end in itself. 
Civil-military relations low now—the public doesn’t trust or understand the military

Captain B. J. Gorman, ‘9 [20 FEB 2009; “The Importance of Civil-Military Relations and the Future of the United States as a World Superpower”; EWS Contemporary Issues Paper; http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA511265&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
According to many scholars, relations between the armed forces and the public have deteriorated to the lowest levels in U.S. history. Undoubtedly, civil distrust created by the handling of the Vietnam War and the establishment of the all volunteer force (AVF) in 1973, served as catalysts in dissolving civil-military relations.3 As a consequence, cultural beliefs and values held by the military and society divided further. Scholars Gronke and Feaver note that this relationship reached a tipping-point in the 1990’s when it was strained beyond sustainable levels by the growing separation. They also point out that the public’s overwhelming support of the troops, as distinguished from U.S. military policy, is misleading.4 Unfortunately, at no time in history has the governing public understood the military less than it does today.
Nonunique – General (2/3)
Civilian control is declining in the status quo and risks undermining national security

Kohn, 02 (Richard H., Professor of History, University of North Carolina, Naval War College Review, Summer, “The erosion of civilian control of the military in the United States today”

My subject is the civil-military relationship at the pinnacle of the government, and my fear, baldly stated, is that in recent years civilian control of the military has weakened in the United States and is threatened today. The issue is not the nightmare of a coup d'etat but rather the evidence that the American military has grown in influence to the point of being able to impose its own perspective on many policies and decisions. What I have detected is 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.  While I do not see any crisis, I am convinced that civilian control has diminished to the point where it could alter the character of American government and undermine national defense. My views result from nearly four decades of reading and reflection about civilian control in this country; from personal observation from inside the Pentagon during the 1980s; and since then, from watching the Clinton and two Bush administrations struggle to balance national security with domestic political realities. So poisonous became the relationship that two Marine officers in 1998 had to be reprimanded for violating article 88 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice, the provision about contemptuous words against the highest civilian officials. The assistant commandant of the Marine Corps felt constrained to warn all Marine generals about officers publicly criticizing or disparaging the commander in chief. (6) The next year, at a military ball at the Plaza Hotel in New York City, a local television news anchor, playing on the evening's theme, "A Return to Integrity," remarked that he "didn't recognize any dearth of integrity here" until he "realized that President Clinton was in town"--and the crowd, "which included 20 generals" and was made up largely of officers, went wild. (7) During the election of 2000, the chief legal officers of two of the largest commands in the Army and Air Force issued warnings lest resentment over Gore campaign challenges to absentee ballots in Florida boil over into open contempt. (8)

Greater civilian control is necessary for healthy CMR

Russell 04 (Richard L, Professor of National Security Affairs National Defense University, “Civilian Masters and Military Servants: A Review Essay” Political Science Quarterly Volume 119 Number 1 2004)
Although the Wilsonian call for active export of democracy appears in the  post–Cold War to resonate strongly with both Democrats and Republicans,  Americans have forgotten that strong civilian control over the military is a load-  bearing pillar of democracy at home. The imbalance in civil-military relations,  moreover, is probably poised to grow worse as fewer and fewer Americans  have either direct or indirect personal contact with or knowledge of military  affairs. Priest puts her ﬁnger on the heart of the problem: “Predictably, the mili-  tary learned to operate in civilian realms, while their civilian counterparts in  every agency grew more isolated, less knowledgeable, and less comfortable  with the military world” (p. 46). If the United States is to reap the beneﬁts of  healthy civil-military relations, civilians need to balance the military’s growing  inﬂuence in policy and deliberately study political-military affairs to be more  effective, responsible, assertive, and unapologetic masters of military servants.  And the reading and study of the books of Cohen, Feaver, Boot, and Priest  would be steps in the right direction.

Nonunique – General (3/3)

Political oversight and decision making is key to good security policies, the military rarely comes to a consensus

Freedman, 02 (Lawrence D., Professor of War Studies at King's College London, September/October, “Calling the Shots: Should Politicians or Generals Run Our Wars?” Foreign Affairs,

http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58256/lawrence-d-freedman/calling-the-shots-should-politicians-or-generals-run-our-wars?page=show) 

The moral of Cohen's story for a wartime leader is to pick your generals wisely, treat none as indispensable, and immerse yourself in the details of their trade. Learn about new technologies and logistical problems, follow debates on tactics, read intelligence reports, and reflect on past military experience. The point is not to second-guess your generals or to plan campaigns yourself, but to be able to engage them in dialogue, keep them on their toes, and deny them opportunities to blind you with science or avoid oversight by arrogantly asserting a superior professionalism. And then there are some decisions, Cohen reminds us -- often involving your own side and not the enemy's -- that are so difficult that only a politician can make them. No purely military analysis could have led Ben Gurion to order the attack on the arms ship Altalena, for example, because his reason for doing so was to deny the Irgun the ability to wage war autonomously from the main Israel Defense Forces. And although the British military understood the need to destroy the French fleet at Oran after France's surrender to Germany in 1940, only a politician such as Churchill could have given such a fateful order.  From Cohen's perspective, then, a civilian vow of noninterference in military affairs is tantamount to a dereliction of duty. War management is political through and through, not only in setting objectives but also in handling allies, isolating enemies, tapping national resources, and setting conditions for peace. It is a political responsibility to assess the burdens a society can accept and the harm it can legitimately impose on others, and where necessary, to lead a people up to these limits or away from them. And even when it comes to the conduct of operations, situations change and generals and admirals often disagree among themselves. A single, constant military consensus is the exception rather than the rule, and the reasons for preferring one course to another are often at least as political as they are technocratic

Nonunique – McChrystal (1/4)

McChrystal’s behavior demonstrates low CMR

Peter Feaver (professor of Political Science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies) June 22, 2010. “What Happened in Paris…” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/

How could he be so dumb? That question has nagged at me ever since I read the original story. McChrystal already knew that the White House thought he undermined them in public last fall (he didn't, really, but they thought he did); and he already knew that his boss was very thin-skinned. How then, could he get himself in this situation?  I think I have figured it out. If you read the Rolling Stone article carefully, you can see that the reporter, Michael Hastings, has woven three stories together. One story is the story of General McChrystal trying to keep up morale in a tough war with his troops thinking he is too worried about civilian casualties and he is forcing them to accept too many risks as consequence. This is also the story of McChrystal feeling under time pressure from Washington. I bet this is the story Hastings pitched to McChrystal's staff and the story McChrystal thought was being reported. It is, indeed, sprinkled throughout the Rolling Stone article, and in this thread McChyrstal is pretty careful about what he says and generally comes off pretty well.The second story is Hastings's rather tendentious reporting on what McChrystal's enemies and critics say against him -- their complaints, and their doubts about the war. While assessing reporter's motivations is always a dodgy business, I suspect that this is the story Hastings pitched to his editor. The whole thing has the feel of a hungry guy hoping to hunt a big trophy kill: taking down a four-star hero and showing that his war plan (note how Hastings describes the strategy as McChrystal's, not the president's) is fatally flawed and doomed to failure.If those were the only two stories in the article, people would only be talking about the Rolling Stone cover. The problem for McChrystal is that there is a third story woven through the article. This is the story of McChrystal and his staff on an unexpected layover in Paris when a plane is grounded because of the volcano. This part of the story has a "weekend in Vegas" feel to it. The staff get drunk. The French get dissed. Holbrooke gets dissed. McChrystal and his staff joke about how they would answer a tough question about Vice President Biden's theories about the war. Without having access to Hastings' notes, I can't be sure, but I am willing to wager that 95 percent of the really objectionable material comes from that layover.  This third story was an accident - serendipity for the reporter and a train-wreck for McChrystal.  The underlying facts are not surprising or accidental at all. Anyone who has interacted with the military, especially the special ops community from which McChrystal hails, will recognize the swagger. More to the point, we have known for over a year that Obama's national security team is plagued with serious internal bickering and that many of the principals, and especially the staffs, do not like each other. In short, it is not surprising that they talked this way. The only surprising bit is that McChrystal and his staff talked this way in front of a reporter, though less surprising when you factor in the "sailors on unexpected shore leave" aspect.  Now, of course, none of this excuses McChrystal's behavior, nor the more egregious behavior and comments of his staff. There is no "what happens in Paris, stays in Paris exception" to civil-military relations. Clearly, he allowed an unhealthy command climate to percolate and then bubble to the surface in unguarded moments. And it was reckless in the extreme to talk this way in front of a reporter who clearly was on a scalp-hunt (giving this particular reporter this much access was a monumental blunder and the person responsible was the first casualty of the day). Those are mistakes enough to justify McChrystal submitting his resignation, though I am not sure accepting it is the right call for the President. Civil-military norms demand better behavior from senior commanders.

Nonunique – McChrystal (2/4)

Reason for McChrystal-Petraeus switch. McChrystal demonstrates low CMR – the Soldier’s code, differences in civilian and military leader opinions

Patrick Cronin (senior vice president and director of studies, CSIS) 2008. “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

The Soldier’s Code embodies the common ethos that a military member expresses dissent, based on legitimate facts, in private to one’s superiors and away from the public eye. Once a tactical or other decision is made, the soldier must desist and implement the decision to the best of his abil-ity, regardless of whether it reflects his dissent. Thus, the code provides an avenue for constructive dissent, but it is not open-ended. Many experienced military officers believe that the Soldier’s Code may need to be revitalized among both the leadership and the ranks. Seasoned military professionals believe the code is essential to maintaining discipline and is just as relevant in irregular warfare as in a conventional war or peace- time. If dissent is expressed openly, especially in the media, or is pursued beyond recognized boundaries, force morale and discipline may quickly break down.
McChrystal gone but problems remain – Petraeus doesn’t fully support administration’s timeline

Kori Schake (research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor of international security studies at the United States Military Academy. “The McChrystal Problem May be Solved, But Others Remain.” June 23, 2010. http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/

But the President managed the firing shrewdly, selecting General Petraeus to replace McChrystal. This will minimize the turbulence of transition and be good for the war effort.  Petraeus is good at counterinsurgency warfare, being both an architect of the surge strategy in Iraq and an author of the Marine Corps Army Counterinsurgency Manual. As McChrystal's immediate superior, he is intimately familiar with the plans and their resourcing requirements. As CENTCOM commander, he has a regional perspective and regional relationships that will give continuity to the policy, perhaps even improve on its execution.  And there is little question that General Petraeus is more graceful than General McChrystal in dealing with his civilian counterparts.Moreover, the president's Rose Garden statement was properly austere and commanding, emphasizing agreement on the strategy and the need for unity in the war effort.  But most of the nasty things recounted in the Rolling Stone article about the disfunctionality of the Obama administration's AFPAK team or their strategy are not contested by most journalists or even participants in the policy process. It is a searing indictment of both Ambassador Holbrooke and Ambassador Eikenberry that General McChrystal had to carry the burden of political relationships with President Karzai and regional leaders, and a sad reflection of how isolated President Karzai feels from the administration that he and other Afghan politicians released letters supporting General McChrystal.The White House has lots of reasons to try and make this look like a McChrystal problem, but the problems remain. Their objectives do not match their timeline, as the delay in commencing operations in Kandahar or consolidating the "hold" part of operations in Marja once again remind.  General Petraeus was raked over the coals last week by the Senate Armed Services Committee for tepidly supporting the administration's withdrawal timeline. Both Senator McCain and Senator Levin challenged his evasiveness. Levin even called on him to give the committee his best military advice -- directly suggesting General Petraeus had politicized his answer. General Petraeus can expect Congress to continue to batter away on that inconsistency in confirmation hearings, because they've rightly identified a crucial mismatch in the administration's approach to the war.The president said today that "I welcome debate among my team, but I won't tolerate division." He ought to use the opportunity General McChrystal's mistakes afford him to actually make that true. He has never held his civilians to the same high standard at which our military has performed in developing and executing a strategy for achieving the president's political objectives in Afghanistan. Obama needs to put people in place who are capable of getting the political and economic pieces of the strategy into alignment so that our military effort is a supporting arm rather than carrying a disproportionate amount of the weight.

Nonunique – McChrystal (3/4)

Replacing McChrystal not enough – problems remain

Peter Feaver (professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies) June 24, 2010. “The Petraeus move was a good step, but what's the game plan?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/

Replacing General McChrystal with General Petraeus was a shrewd tactical move by President Obama, but I worry about its larger operational and strategic implications.  Tactically, it cauterized the Afghanistan wound that the Rolling Stone interview had opened (or, perhaps more accurately, opened up to public scrutiny). It replaced one war hero with another war hero; one general who had contributed to a successful surge with another general who had led that successful surge; one general who had pledged support for Obama's timeline with another general who had pledged support (albeit with caveats) to the timeline;  the only person on the team that our local partners trusted with the only other person on the team who might earn their trust.  It also reaffirmed some essential democratic principles: civilian supremacy, military respect for higher authority, and the awkward truth that no one is indispensable. In delivering the blow, President Obama offered some gracious words of praise for McChrystal's heroic record of service, and some very well-crafted remarks about the nature of healthy civil-military relations. It was, in short, a high-water mark for Obama as commander in chief.  If President Obama's only problem was how to deal with a great fighter who cultivated a poor command climate and was careless in his media relations, then the problem is solved - and deftly so.  But operationally, I fear Obama's problems are greater and that the Petraeus-for-McChrystal swap is an insufficient step. Operationally, the problem is that McChrystal's intemperate statements about his colleagues were impolitic but accurate. The occasion called for a more extensive housecleaning than Obama performed.  Obama punished the one guy caught on tape, not the others on the team that were underperforming.   Yes, Obama in his statement reaffirmed the importance of unity of effort.  Yes, Obama said he "won't tolerate division."  But so far as we know, nothing else was done to fix the other problems.  Petraeus may well prove a more deft and diplomatic bureaucratic operator than McChrystal, but Obama did not set him up for success with the clean sweep that was warranted. And strategically, I worry that Obama has robbed Peter to pay Paul -- increased the risks in Iraq and Iran in order to reduce the risks in Afghanistan. As Centcom commander, Petraeus was the senior military officer watching Iraq. Given the administration's rush to declare mission accomplished there, one might say that Petraeus was the only senior member of the Obama national security team who seemed to understand just how fragile was the hard-won progress in that critical country. Likewise, Petraeus' reputation probably bought us a non-trivial margin of credibility on the pressure track with Iran. Weakening the pressure track weakens our diplomatic leverage and hastens the day we will confront an Iranian nuclear weapon. Viewed this way, the appointment of Petraeus may be less important than the appointment of Petraeus' successor.  These operational and strategic concerns could all be addressed in future action by the administration. Obama has bought himself some time to take those steps. Whether or not the Petraeus gambit was brilliant or merely shrewd will depend on whether he takes those steps.

Nonunique – McChrystal (4/4)

Obama swap not enough

Kurt Volker (ambassador to NATO from 2008 to 2009; managing director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies; senior adviser at the Atlantic Council and McLarty Associates). June 27, 2010. https://www.lexisnexis.com:443/us/lnacademic/results/docview/ docview.do?risb=21_T9641988576&treeMax=true&sort=BOOLEAN&docNo=1&format=GNBFULL&startDocNo=1&treeWidth=0&nodeDisplayName=&cisb=22_T9641988585&reloadPage=false

Two problems arose with the Stanley McChrystal flameout: First is the challenge to presidential leadership, which President Obama dealt with swiftly and effectively by firing McChrystal and replacing him with David Petraeus. The second -- and bigger -- problem is that many inside and outside the military believe what McChrystal and his aides said. They feel our commitment lacks teeth: that they are not given the resources, time, rules of engagement and political/civilian backing necessary to succeed. The July 2011 pullout date -- even if it is explained away in clarifying comments -- remains an albatross on the whole operation. Enemies, allies and, apparently, our own military doubt our commitment to winning. The lack of trust between and among military and civilian implementers reveals that we lack the unity of effort needed for success. This is a huge rift in the execution of a vital U.S. strategy. Putting Petraeus in place can help tighten up the military side of the equation, including its cooperation with the civilians. But regaining the confidence of the military will require changes on the civilian side as well. Most important, we must end the mismatch between strategy and timeline. The president and every senior American official below him must convey an unshakable resolve to win. No qualifiers, no timelines: just determination.

Replacing McChrystal will not fix CMR—His outburst shows deepr structural issues

Jan Zalewski (nalyst at Global Insight). June 24, 2010. “New NATO Commander Stresses Continuity in Afghan but Strategy in Doubt.” 

While increasing casualty numbers and an apparent lack of progress have undermined already weak domestic public support for the war effort in Afghanistan, the Rolling Stone article has also highlighted significant tensions between military commanders in the field and the U.S. civilian administration. The lack of cohesion between key policy makers essentially puts in question implementation and co-ordination capabilities and therefore jeopardises the viability of the entire strategy. This specific spat was arguably only symptomatic of existing deeper structural fissures, suggesting that the replacement of McChrystal is not necessarily enough to fix this problem.

No Link

Huntington’s theory is flawed – the military doesn’t know the politics of the war

Mackubin Thomas Owens December 29, 2008 ([editor of Orbis and professor of national-security affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. He is writing a history of U.S. civil-military relations, and his study of Lincoln’s wartime leadership will be published in early 2009 by the Foreign Policy Research Institute] “Scholar & Gentleman : Sam Huntington, R.I.P.” http://article.nationalreview.com/381736/scholar-gentleman/mackubin-thomas-owens)
There are a number of flaws in Huntington’s theory, though. First, as Feaver points out, elegant as it may be, it doesn’t always fit the evidence of the Cold War. Second, my own research for a forthcoming history of U.S. civil-military relations has led me to question some of Huntington’s historical generalizations concerning the alleged isolation of the military during the late 19th century. Finally, the line of demarcation mandated by Huntington’s theory is not as clear as some would have it. As Sam’s student Eliot Cohen has shown in Supreme Command, storied democratic war leaders such as Winston Churchill and Abraham Lincoln impinged upon the military’s turf as a matter of course, influencing not only operations but also tactics. The reason that civilian leaders cannot simply leave the military to its own devices during war is that wars are fought to achieve policy goals set by the political leadership of the state. As the war continues, situations tend to change, modifying the relationship between these political goals and military means.
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