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CMR DA 1NC [1/2]

A. Uniqueness & Link

CMR is at a crossroads – decisions of the past now coming to light under Obama. Civilian decisions over withdrawal timeframes trigger backlash

Yoo, 6/24

John, professor of law at the University of California, Berkeley & deputy assistant attorney general in the Office of the Legal Counsel of the U.S. Department of Justice from 2001 to 2003, “Democrats and the McChyrstal Fiasco”, http://www.aei.org/article/102227

Military resistance reached a crescendo under President George W. Bush. Fueled by Democrats eager to add kindling, generals openly feuded with Defense Department officials over the number of troops needed for the invasion and occupation of Iraq. In 2006, in what has come to be known in the American military as the "revolt of the generals," dozens of senior retired officers publicly called for the resignation of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. Military lawyers publicly opposed the administration over the use of military commissions to try al Qaeda leaders and whether the Geneva Conventions governed counterterrorism operations.  Liberals in the media and Congress eagerly joined the chorus for Mr. Rumsfeld's head. They manipulated the generals' revolt to support their opposition to the administration's Iraq and terrorism policies. They undermined the president's ability to receive forthright, confidential military advice. Presidents won't trust generals who may run to Congress or the press at the first sign of disagreement with the military's consensus advice. They traded short-term political gains against Mr. Bush for the Constitution's promise of long-term political stability.  Now the bill is coming due, and it will cost Democrats more dearly than Republicans. Scholars have observed that the officer corps has become increasingly conservative in the last few decades, the result of self-selection and the end of the draft, Republican Party outreach, and the disappearance of the national security wing of the Democratic Party. Soldiers who have risked their lives for their nation on the fields of Afghanistan and Iraq do not like to hear elected politicians calling their wars unjust or devising the fastest way to withdraw.  The nation, of course, is nowhere near a military coup. But it has witnessed the growing independence of the military from political control, accelerated by a Congress and media opposed to an unpopular president. His party's political myopia has forced Mr. Obama to choose between battlefield progress and the constitutional authority of the commander in chief.
B. Impact – Obama will succeed in Afghanistan now due to his deference to the military- slighting them ensures backlash and failure causing instability 
Feaver 09 (Peter D. Feaver, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 12-19-09, The good and the bad news on the prospects for Obama's Afghanistan policy, Foreign Policy) 

Those who urged Obama to give McChrystal what he asked for must line up in support of the president today, even if he dithered and tinkered with the request. The best thing Republicans in Congress can provide is a demonstration of how a responsible opposition party acts and that involves giving Obama's surge time and support to succeed.This is good news for Obama and means that his job of building the political support he needs to wage the war successfully is well within his means. In the bad news basket, I would put this snippet from Joe Klein's story on the Afghanistan decision: “But, you might reasonably ask, did the strategy review really have to take so long and be so public? Obama had no choice about the public part of the program; he is privately furious about the leaks, especially those from the military. "We will deal with that situation in time," an Obama adviser told me.” If Klein's reporting is accurate, this is an ominous sign that some Chicago politics payback is in the offing. Of course, every administration complains (rightly) about leaks. But this White House is unusually politicized (they describe their own White House team as a bunch of "campaign hacks"), and so while other White House's complained about it, one gets the sense that this team means actually to do something about it (cue the plumbers?) Their target appears not to be the White House leakers but rather the military leakers. This is fully appropriate and consistent with civilian control. But it is a risky business to declare war on one's own military in the midst of a larger war. The military is not without ammunition of its own. So far, the on-the-record statements by the senior brass could not be more helpful to or respectful of Obama and the new strategy. If the leak-plumbing turns into witch-hunting, the civil-military fall-out could be profound.  Already, the left has edged a bit closer to the "General Betray-us" type of attacks on the military that characterized some of their opposition to the Iraq surge. How else to code the curious commentary that called the West Point venue "enemy territory" or that mocked Obama's military advisors as petulant 12-year-olds?  It would not take much to fan these embers into a real civil-military fire. 

CMR DA 1NC [2/2]
That sparks global nuclear war

Starr ‘1 (THE WAR AGAINST TERRORISM AND U.S. BILATERAL RELATIONS WITH THE NATIONS OF CENTRAL ASIA. U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus 13 December 2001 S. Frederick Starr Chairman Central Asia-Caucasus Institute Nitze School of Advanced International Studies Johns Hopkins University) 

For a decade, the Central Asian states have faced the threat of Islamic radicalism, terrorism, and drug trafficking, with which the first two are closely linked. All of the Central Asian states have identified these issues as their main security threat, and Afghanistan as the locus of that threat. So has Russia, which has used the issue to justify the stationing of troops in four of the five countries of the region. To address this threat, Central Asian governments have arrested countless suspects, abrogating the civil rights of many who are doubtless innocent. All of the countries have resorted to the same primitive policies, the differences among them being only of degree, not of kind. Some commentators have argued that these measures are largely responsible for the growth of terrorism in the first place. There is some truth in this, but we must be careful in levying this charge. When we demand that Messers, Musharraf, Arafat, or Mubarrak crack down hard on jihhadist groups, Palestinian terrorists, or Muslim brotherhoods, are we not asking them to do exactly what we criticize Central Asian governments for doing? Americans bridle when our critics abroad blame September 11 on the US actions, yet we come close to doing the same thing with respect to the Central Asians. Both the Central Asians and the Russians, who have claimed a special role in the region, have been notably unsuccessful in their campaigns against terrorism. But now the situation is changing, thanks to the United States. We are risking American soldiers lives and expending billions of our citizens resources to address a threat that hangs over their countries as much as ours. The fact that we have our own interests at heart in no way qualifies this truth. Early signs of progress in the war on terrorism already exceed what has been accomplished locally in a decade. And so let us cease all talk of some payment owed Central Asians (or Russians) for their cooperation. If anything, it is they who should thank us. However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This imperial hangover is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin’s soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their backyard as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore. 

Uniqueness – CMR High

Firing McChyrstal prevents civil military relations from being undermined; Petraeus will bring a fresh start.

Hasan, July 5th, 2010 

(Mehdi, senior politics editor at the New Statesman, deputy executive producer on Sky's Sunrise, political writer, Rise of the four-star deities, http://www.newstatesman.com/north-america/2010/07/iraq-military-war-petraeus )

In announcing the dismissal of McChrystal, the president said he had made his decision not on the basis of "any difference in policy" nor out of "any sense of personal insult", but because the article had eroded trust and undermined "the civilian control of the military that's at the core of our democratic system". Could this be the end of the love affair between the US political and military classes? In an age in which the citizenry is disillusioned with politicians and repulsed by the bankers, America's top generals, notably McChrystal and his celebrated mentor David Petraeus, have become the subjects of awe and reverence, not to mention the repositories of wide-ranging policymaking powers. Douglas Macgregor, a retired colonel, decorated Gulf war veteran and adviser to the ​Pentagon until 2004, says he is disturbed by the "modern deification" of generals. "Most Americans have no military experience," he tells me. "They tend to impute to anyone wearing stars a degree of competence and courage associated with battle-hardened leaders of the Second World War or the Korean conflict. Nothing could be further from the truth." According to this view, the Rolling Stone debacle is an example not just of a single general exercising bad judgement, but a microcosm of how the top brass as a whole - arrogant, hubristic, overmighty - have overreached themselves. It illustrates the urgent need to recalibrate the relationship between democratic politicians and military commanders. “Certainly, if President Obama had not fired McChrystal, our civil-military relations problems would have become significantly worse," says one former Pentagon official who served under George W Bush. "But what few people recall is that when the Bush administration first came in, they were determined to rectify what they saw as very serious problems with civilian control, and determined to redress the imbalance. Ironically, because of how the Iraq war turned out, Bush left office with civil-military relations arguably in a far worse state than when he came in. General Petraeus had become the face not only of the military campaign, but of the strategy and policy of the war in Iraq."  Petraeus stands out above the rest. A West Point graduate with a PhD in international relations from Princeton, he co-authored the US army's much-lauded manual on counter-insurgency, or "Coin", in 2006. Coin theory disinters the Vietnam-era language of "clear, hold and build", and describes soldiers and marines as "nation-builders as well as warriors". It ​empha​sises a "population-centric" over an enemy-centred approach, and demands large numbers of troops. The Iraq surge was built on the ideas contained in ​Petraeus's Coin manual and the general himself implemented these ideas as Bush's commander on the ground.

Uniqueness – CMR High

Civil military relations are functional, Representative Hollbrooke states media is the cause of false representations.

Rogin, July 1st, 2010 

(Josh, graduate of George Washington University's Elliott School of International Affairsworked at the House International Relations Committee, the Embassy of Japan, and the Brookings Institution, Holbrooke: Everybody on the Afghanistan team gets along great, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/01/holbrooke_everybody_on_the_afghanistan_team_gets_along_great )
In an interview Wednesday with PBS NewsHour's Gwen Ifill, Holbrooke said he has seen some truly dysfunctional administrations in his storied, multi-decade diplomatic career -- and this administration isn't one of them.  "I have worked in every Democratic administration since the Kennedy administration, and I know dysfunctionality when I see it. We have really good civil-military relations in this government," he said.  Holbrooke touted his close working relationship with new Afghanistan commander, Gen. David Petraeus, and pushed back against Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-SC, and others who have pointed to quotes from officials and the Rolling Stone article that led to the firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal as evidence that U.S. leaders in Washington and Kabul are not on the same page.  "This is one [administration] which is absent of any ideological differences, as occurred in the last administration and several I served in. We work closely together," he said. "There are always personal differences and ambitions, but this is just not true. It's not a dysfunctional relationship."  Holbrooke, who happened to be in Afghanistan when the Rolling Stone story broke, revealed that McChrystal woke him up in the middle of the night to apologize for quotes attributed to the general's aides that called him a "wounded animal," and an anecdote that portrayed McChrystal as irritated at getting emails from Holbrooke.  "I was appalled that they said those things, but I don't take it personally. These things happen," Holbrooke said.   So who's to blame for the perception that Obama's Afghanistan team is in disarray, according to Holbrooke? The media. "The press then created a narrative out of an isolated incident," he said, referring to the McChrystal story. "Honestly, it just isn't true."  The press is also apparently to blame for the confusion over President Obama's July 2011 timeline for beginning the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan.  "Well, I have got be honest with you. If there's a misunderstanding, it may be because the issue has not been correctly represented in the media," Holbrooke said. He declined to blame the confusion on leading senators like Graham and John McCain, R-AZ, who have repeatedly said they are still confused as to what exactly what will happen next summer.   Holbrooke finished off the interview by arguing that the Obama administration's relationship with the Afghan government shouldn't be judged on the ups and downs between the U.S. and Afghan President Hamid Karzai.  "So, this is a very tough situation in Afghanistan. No one denies that. But the important thing to underscore is that it's not a government of one person," he said. 

Uniqueness – CMR High

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

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

President Barack Obama enjoys a cordial relationship with the armed forces despite his lack of military experience, but his decision on an Afghanistan policy will test that. Obama comes into Veterans Day with the respect of the rank and file, thanks to his choices for Cabinet posts and military aides along with the gestures he’s made as commander in chief. But what Obama decides to do in Afghanistan and, just as importantly, how he explains that decision will do more to define his relationship with the men and women in uniform than anything he has done so far. The president has received high marks for his visits to injured troops at Walter Reed hospital; his trip to Dover, Del., to meet the bodies of Americans killed in Afghanistan; and for traveling to Fort Hood, Texas, after the shootings there. But Afghanistan remains a major factor. Raymond DuBois, a senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and former undersecretary of the Army in the Bush administration, said Obama’s Afghanistan decision “is the most important decision this president can make.”  “If it turns out to be the wrong decision, it will be his burden to bear,” DuBois said. It will be equally important how he frames his decision, said Paul Rieckhoff, the executive director and founder of Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America, who served as a first lieutenant in Iraq. Obama needs to explain his Afghanistan policy in such fashion that people in the military understand that it is not just their “burden to bear,” but that they are part of a comprehensive strategy in which other agencies such as the State Department play a critical role, Rieckhoff said.  “He has got to explain that success [in that region] is not solely dependent in the military,” he added.  “Let’s understand all sides here and most importantly how we are going to rally our country around this decision,” Rieckhoff said. “He has to prepare the country. He has to manage expectations.” And Rieckhoff noted: “Obviously, he has some learning to do. There is always a steeper learning curve for someone who has not served in the military.” Obama also will have to show “willingness to go out to the American public and make the case for the war,” said Pete Hegseth, the chairman of Vets for Freedom, a nonpartisan organization representing Iraq and Afghanistan veterans. The organization is pressing Obama to heed the troop requests made by the senior commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal. McChrystal has recommended a menu of options, including a request for about 40,000 additional troops. Obama also enjoys the military’s respect in large part because of his decision to keep Defense Secretary Robert Gates at the Pentagon, and the good relationship he enjoys with Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen. Mullen and Gates enjoy immense popularity within the ranks, and some of that has trickled down to Obama. Ross Baker, a professor at Rutgers University and an expert on the White House, said Obama and the highly educated career soldiers share the same sense of thoughtfulness. “I think he’s more likely to have a meeting of the minds with people like that,” Baker said. The military has a great deal of confidence and respect for the president in large part because he has put a lot of effort into promoting transparency and fostering debate, said a senior Defense Department official who works closely with the military on Afghanistan issues. Another factor in Obama’s popularity is that he has not gone against the military leadership so far, said Jon Soltz, the co-founder of VoteVets.org, who served in Iraq as an Army captain. “The president has been very deferential to the military leadership, absolutely,” Soltz said. Obama agreed to the first troop increase in Afghanistan, requested by the former commander there, Gen. David McKiernan; he did not release pictures from the Abu Ghraib prison at the request of the military leadership; and he has not pressed strongly to repeal the policy that prevents openly gay people from serving in the military, despite indicating that it is one of his goals, Soltz said.  Former President Bill Clinton got off to a rocky start with the military when he stated he was going to allow gays in the military before instituting “Don’t ask, don’t tell.” Obama already has taken some significant steps that have encouraged military members and veterans, said Rieckhoff. He has established the Wounded Warrior office at the White House that is especially designated to hear the issues brought up by wounded veterans of wars. Obama has strongly supported and signed into law the new GI Bill that provides educational benefits for those who served in Iraq and Afghanistan. He also has backed advanced appropriations for the veterans’ healthcare budget to achieve some predictability and continuity. Obama also promised to end homelessness among veterans, and it will be important to see how he follows through with that vow, said Rieckhoff.  On his first defense budget, Obama made some bold symbolic moves, such as terminating the new presidential helicopter program because of ballooning costs and delays and capping the production of the F-22 fighter jet at 187 planes.
Uniqueness – CMR High

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

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

Despite the pessimistic tone of Kohn's article, he was surprisingly up-beat at our panel. The root of this optimism was his belief that both the senior military leadership and the Obama administration are eager to reestablish better relations after the acrimony of the last sixteen years.  Kohn was impressed with Obama's pragmatism on this front: The new President  had taken steps to cover his flank by appointing a number of retired senior officers to his cabinet and other high-level positions, including General James Jones as National Security Advisor, General Shinseki as Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and Admiral Dennis Blair as Director of National Intelligence.  Also, Kohn thought that Obama's decision to keep on Robert Gates as Secretary of Defense was an astute move, not only given the secretary's success in rebuilding the bridges to the military that his predecessor burned, but also because having a Republican in this position will make it hard for Republicans to criticize Obama's draw-down in Iraq or conduct of the war in Afghanistan.  Finally, at the purely atmospheric level, he commended the Obama for striking the right cord in dealing with the troops, sending the First Lady on her first official trip to visit Ft. Bragg and shying away from rekindling the military culture wars by taking a lower key approach to such hot-button issues as rescinding the gay ban. I agree with Kohn that both President Obama and the current military leadership have so far taken positive steps to try to heal the civil-military rupture. But I have an even simpler explanation for the apparent change in atmospherics: After the last eight years of the Bush administration's meddling in, and mismanagement of, military affairs, even a Democrat doesn't look too bad these days to our men and women in uniform. That's at least one thing for which we can thank the last administration.

Uniqueness – CMR High – Post McChyrstal Incident

Civil Military relations are quite encouraging despite McChyrstal’s comments

Archer, 7/1

Col. Stuart K, US Air Force Command Pilot in Southwest Asia LA Times, 7/1, http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/opinionla/la-oew-0701-archer-20100701,0,7151409.story
Contrary to Dr. Ackerman's assessment, the future for civil-military relations is actually quite encouraging. The nation's military colleges, especially our senior service schools, offer significant educational opportunities on civil-military relations and the proper role of the officer within modern society. All senior service schools are congressionally mandated to adhere to Joint Professional Military Education standards which dictate instruction in national security decision-making, security policy formulation, and strategy development. These areas of study all involve civil-military relations, the preeminence of civilian control, and detail the negative ramifications of the officer intruding into political affairs. Since the early 1990s, all military schools have expanded not only their curriculum on civil-military relations, but also broadened their student bodies to include interagency civilians and other governmental representatives, which further enlightens the officer corps on their proper role within the governmental hierarchy.  America should be absolutely confident that its military officer corps is committed to avoiding partisanship and meddling in political affairs. The mild ranting and frustrations of a senior officer should not deter them in that confidence. In fact, Gen. McChrystal's apology and acknowledgement of responsibility for inappropriate conduct, combined with the rapid acceptance by the officer corps of his removal, should serve to reinforce that fact. Dr. Ackerman's call for a presidential commission on civil-military relations might well be welcomed by the military because it would undoubtedly show that all the services' officers corps clearly recognize their subordination to civilian control and the importance of avoiding partisan political affairs.
Uniqueness – CMR High – Petraeus

Petraeus- Obama military relations are high now

Washington Independent 2008  

 “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.

Uniqueness – CMR High – A2: Petraeus Hurts CMR
General Petraeus is committed to renewing civil military relations.

Fox news , July 4th, 2010 

(Petraeus Appeals for Military-Civilian 'Unity' in Afghanistan, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/petraeus-appeals-military-civilian-cooperation-afghanistan/ )

Gen. David Petraeus, in a July 4 message to troops and diplomats in Afghanistan, called for a "team effort" between the military and civilian sides of the war as Sen. John McCain continued to question whether that's possible.  Petraeus formally took command in Afghanistan Sunday after Gen. Stanley McChrystal resigned over divisive comments he and his aides made in a magazine article last month. The comments underscored the tension that exists between the military and civilian teams -- something the incoming general is aiming to smooth over immediately.  "This endeavor has to be a team effort. We must strive to contribute to the 'Team of Teams' at work in Afghanistan and to achieve unity of effort with our diplomatic, international civilian and Afghan partners as we carry out a comprehensive, civil-military counterinsurgency campaign," he wrote Sunday. Petraeus made a similar plea in remarks to troops upon taking command.  "Cooperation is not optional," he said.  "We didn't talk about civil-military relations at this point, except that General Petraeus talked about how committed he was to a unity of effort among Americans here in Kabul," Lieberman said.  "Our enemies will do all that they can to shake our confidence and the confidence of the Afghan people," he wrote. "In turn, we must continue to demonstrate our resolve to the enemy. We will do so through our relentless pursuit of the Taliban and others who mean Afghanistan harm, through our compassion for the Afghan people and through our example and the values that we live."

Uniqueness – CMR Stable
Civil military relations remain stable, and the departure of McChrystal proves they will remain.

Heuvel, June 23rd, 2010 

(Katrina vanden, editor, publisher, and part-owner of the magazine The Nation. studied politics and history at Princeton University, writing her senior thesis on McCarthyism and serving as editor-in-chief of The Nassau Weekly. She graduated summa cum laude from Princeton in 1981, After McChrystal, time to change course in Afghanistan, The Washington Post, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/postpartisan/2010/06/after_mcchrystal_time_to_chang.html )
Gen. Stanley McChrystal has submitted his resignation. Or he's been fired. In any case, it was time for him to go. His departure will help slow the increasing erosion in civil-military relations -- aided by both political parties over the last 20 years -- which has threatened civilian control of the military. It also means we can now turn to a more fundamental exit debate: How do we change course and craft a responsible strategy to end the war in Afghanistan? It is critical we have this debate. Here's one good reason: McChrystal's top aide believes this war is unwinnable. In the most important quote in Rolling Stones' fascinating article, Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville argues that the only way we win in Afghanistan is to redefine failure as victory: "It's not going to look like a win, smell like a win or taste like a win. This is going to end in an argument." There is no erosion in civil military relations. So, instead of redefining failure as victory, shouldn't we be debating how to fundamentally change course? More than six months after the implementation of the Obama/McChrystal strategy, and with one year to go before the beginning withdrawal of U.S. forces, it's clear that the strategy is failing on nearly all fronts. Can we wait until July, 2011 to alter course? I don't believe -- and, according to recent polls, Americans agree -- we can justify the shedding of U.S. and Afghan lives and the spending of billions on a misguided and counterproductive strategy that lacks a clear, achievable mission, and isn't in our national security interest.
Uniqueness – CMR on Brink (McChyrstal Specific)

The McChrystal controversy has eroded civilian military relations
Hasan July 5 
(2010, [Mehdi is the New Statesman’s Senior Editor in politics]“Rise of the four-star deities”; http://www.newstatesman.com/north-america/2010/07/iraq-military-war-petraeus)
On 23 June, the president of the United States, Barack Obama, sacked his top commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal. The general and his aides were quoted making disparaging remarks about their commander-in-chief, and other senior colleagues, in a now famous article in Rolling Stone magazine. In announcing the dismissal of McChrystal, the president said he had made his decision not on the basis of "any difference in policy" nor out of "any sense of personal insult", but because the article had eroded trust and undermined "the civilian control of the military that's at the core of our democratic system". Could this be the end of the love affair between the US political and military classes? In an age in which the citizenry is disillusioned with politicians and repulsed by the bankers, America's top generals, notably McChrystal and his celebrated mentor David Petraeus, have become the subjects of awe and reverence, not to mention the repositories of wide-ranging policymaking powers. Douglas Macgregor, a retired colonel, decorated Gulf war veteran and adviser to the ​Pentagon until 2004, says he is disturbed by the "modern deification" of generals. "Most Americans have no military experience," he tells me. "They tend to impute to anyone wearing stars a degree of competence and courage associated with battle-hardened leaders of the Second World War or the Korean conflict. Nothing could be further from the truth." According to this view, the Rolling Stone debacle is an example not just of a single general exercising bad judgement, but a microcosm of how the top brass as a whole - arrogant, hubristic, overmighty - have overreached themselves. It illustrates the urgent need to recalibrate the relationship between democratic politicians and military commanders.

Uniqueness – CMR on Brink

Civil military relations are on the brink.

Collins, 2010 

(Joseph J., a retired Army colonel, teaches strategy at the National War College. From 2001 to 2004, he was deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations, Armed Forces Journal, What civil-military crisis?, http://www.afji.com/2010/02/4419089 )

Are we in or headed for a crisis in civil-military relations? I don’t think so. Webster defines a crisis as, among other things, a “crucial or decisive point or situation,” an unstable state of affairs, or a turning point. In my view, we are not at such a point in civil-military relations. Rather, we are in a protracted, multicontingency national security crisis. During a recession, fighting two wars — both of which are at crucial or decisive points — qualifies as a crisis. In such crises, it is normal for there to be relatively high levels of civil-military friction, problems and differences of opinion, but these things are not indicative of anything approaching a crisis.  The classic theory of civil-military relations outlined by Samuel Huntington, in “The Soldier and the State,” tells us that the civilians should do politics and policy while the military carries out orders and executes operational plans with professional autonomy. But this is an impossible dream. At the highest level, politics, policy, military strategy and operations are often twisted together like the strands of a rope. A new book on civil-military relations, “American Civil-Military Relations: The Soldier and the State in a New Era,” edited by Suzanne Nielsen and Don Snider of the West Point faculty, concluded that “a separation between political and military affairs is not possible — particularly at the highest levels of policymaking.” One hundred and eighty years ago, Clausewitz recognized the same phenomenon. He wrote that the most senior generals had to have “a thorough grasp of national policy,” and that they must become “statesmen” without ceasing to be generals. 
Presidents and defense secretaries, however, can’t simply bow to claims of military’s expertise, or exclusive military domains. It is they, and not the generals, who are ultimately responsible for national security. The people hold the president and, indirectly, his Cabinet accountable through elections, not the generals. Only the president can balance all of the national interests and political tradeoffs involved in a strategic decision. 

As Eliot Cohen wrote in “Supreme Command: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in Wartime,” statesmen must actively and, if need be, relentlessly question their top generals on operational issues and defense management, challenging their responses and holding them accountable for results. Civil-military relations are thus an “unequal dialogue” with the civilian superior establishing the boundaries between executive authority and military expertise, a difficult and delicate task. Where that boundary line lies is exclusively a civilian decision, but one fraught with risk for the statesman who descends too far into the management of military affairs or, conversely, allows military authorities the latitude to damage the national interest. 

The results of experienced soldiers giving advice to engaged civilian decision-makers under wartime circumstances will always be problematic. Civilians and military officials will misspeak. Assessments will be leaked before decisions are made. Congress and the president, which share responsibility for national security, will vie for power. Each may attempt to use the military to make its points. Military officers, who work for the defense secretary and the president but are also beholden to the Congress, will be caught between the branches. At times, an administration may push the military out front, making a general or admiral the de facto spokesman for the administration, as President George W. Bush did with Petraeus. 

All of these examples are normal situations in a democratic republic at war. The Constitution features built-in checks and balances and is a virtual invitation to struggle over national security affairs. The examples noted above are not indicative of a crisis in civil-military relations. They are well within the norm for the abnormal situation that we find ourselves in. 

A crisis in civil military relations is certainly possible. Open disrespect, disobedience, clear meddling in politics, subversion of administration policy, unlawful behavior, wholesale lying to superiors or other inappropriate behaviors by senior military officers could cause a crisis — or more likely, a serious, single-point problem — in civil-military relations. Civilians could also help to bring on such a problem by excessive micromanagement, abject neglect, attempts to politicize the military, or disregarding appropriate military advice and incurring obvious ill effects. 
In times such as these, the most important task for the scholar and senior officials is to find ways to keep normal friction from becoming a serious problem or a crisis in civil-military relations. Here are some recommendations: 

First, presidents should hear real policy options, not just the ready-to-wear policy package decided on (and papered over) by his or her Cabinet officers. The president should hear what the principals think on the options and hear also the unvarnished advice of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the director of National Intelligence. On matters of war and peace, the president should also hear from the service chiefs and combatant commanders directly and, as often as possible, as individuals, not just in the group sessions that take place a few times a year. These tasks all need to be approved by an engaged president and managed by his or her national security adviser. 

Uniqueness – CMR on Brink

CMR relations always on brink

Owens April 2010 

(Mackubin Thomas; American military historian, Professor of Strategy and Force Planning for the Naval War College, and National Review contributor; “Renegotiating the Civil-Military Bargain after 9/11;” page 63; pdf.)

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been involved in a painful renegotiation of the civil-military bargain. There is no question that this renegotiation has been exacerbated by war and the imperative to transform the U.S. military in order to better fight that war and future wars. Maintaining balanced civil-military relations is difficult in the best of times, and harder still during a period of war and transformation, both of which are inherently disruptive. It is no surprise that civil-military tensions increase during wartime. Nevertheless, reducing these tensions should remain an enduring goal of both civil and military leaders. Right now the American people hold the U.S. military in high esteem. But the public animosity that has characterized the civil-military nexus since 9/11 (e.g., the “revolt of the generals”) may well cause Americans to lose confidence and trust in the military. The high regard for the U.S. military may decline if the public comes to view the military as just another special interest group vying for more resources as it seeks to restrict how the civilian authorities use the military instrument,76 or if retired soldiers are perceived to be no different from the political appointees who, having just left the administration, go on topeddle tell-all books intended to settle scores with adversaries.77
Uniqueness – Afghanistan Specific

Civil-military cooperation on Afghanistan high 

Petraeus 10 

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

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

Civil-military cooperation on Afghanistan policy now 

PR Newswire 10 

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

General David Petraeus, commander of U.S. Central Command, spoke this evening about how important our nation's civilian efforts, particularly development and diplomacy, are alongside defense in keeping the United States safe and prosperous.  In a conversation moderated by CNN contributor and Director of the School of Media and Public Affairs at the George Washington University Frank Sesno, Petraeus interacted withFlorida leaders on how the country can best meet the global challenges we face in the post-9/11 world.   "Maintaining a close civil-military partnership is a critical part of a comprehensive counterinsurgency campaign," saidGeneral Petraeus.  "In fact, tens of thousands of civilians are working closely with their military counterparts in the Central Command region to achieve the conditions we hope to establish, and this is obviously a hugely important aspect of our operations." 
A2: NU – McChyrstal Kills CMR

McChyrstal comments didn’t affect CMR – the result of the comments actually have worked to strengthen the foundation that protects these relations

The Moderate Voice, 6/23

Logan Penza, “McChrystal No Threat to Civil Military Relations”, Moderate Voice, http://themoderatevoice.com/77600/mcchrystal-no-threat-to-american-civil-military-relations/

Fallout continues in the wake of mocking comments by U.S. Afghanistan commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal regarding several senior members of the Obama administration.  While most public officials have carefully limited their condemnations to leave open the question of whether McChyrstal should be fired, reactions among media and bloggers have often strayed into the hyperbolic.  For example, civil-military relations expert Eliot Cohen writes in the Wall Street Journal  that McChrystal’s comments represent a threat to the “fundamental imperative of maintaining order and discipline”, as if ill-advised comments in Rolling Stone will cause officers and enlisted throughout the military to suddenly lose control of themselves and start refusing orders to take the next hill.  A deep, calming breath is in order.  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?), McChrystal’s 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 “contemptuous 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 McChyrstal’s 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 President’s command authority.  The comments do not wound the institutional fabric of American civil-military relations, they only wound a few egos.  Also, his comments do not warrant the hyperbolic interpretation of disdain or contempt for civilian control of the military.  If anything, McChrystal’s quick apology and tail-between-the-legs pilgrimage to the White House tends to reaffirm civilian control dramatically, in marked contrast to MacArthur’s historic refusal to travel any further than Guam to meet Truman.
Speculations over McChyrstals comments destroying CMR are outlandish – our soldiers/officers are well trained to overcome these types of comments

LA Times, 7/1

http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/opinionla/la-oew-0701-archer-20100701,0,7151409.story
A June 23 op-ed by Bruce Ackerman that portrayed civil-military relations against the backdrop of the Gen. McChrystal affair is wildly off the mark. Dr. Ackerman's commentary presumes a rapid politicization of the U.S. military and a foreboding future of a biased officer corps involved in political partisanship. To the contrary, the vast majority of military officers are well disciplined in the principle of civilian control of the military. Modern military officers are purposefully educated on its tenets and governed by strict codes of conduct. Gen. McChrystal's regrettable actions are in no way symptomatic of a politicized officer corps.  Civilian control of the military is a concept that is widely understood, shared among service members, and taught to each new generation of officers. From the very moment of their induction, military officers assume subordination to civilian control through an oath of allegiance. This oath directs that officers "support and defend" the Constitution. From that, the concept of civil control of the military is inherent in the very foundation of each officer's authority and his raison d'être. Officers know this concept, understand it, and are legally compelled to support it through service regulations and the Uniform Code of Military Conduct. When an officer fails to adhere to the standards set forth in these regulations, he or she is immediately disciplined.  Adhering to civilian control of the military, however, doesn't inhibit an officer from holding opinions or engaging in discourse on political or current events. Officers have always carried a sense of public duty and, as such, have opinions and positions that may be critical of governmental policies or changing social behaviors. The myth of an early 20th century officer corps without political affiliation and faithfully abdicating the right to vote was perpetuated by Gen. George Marshall during and after World War II. The fact that many early 20th century officers had no party affiliation simply reflects the larger rural society that was decidedly more independent and less affiliated with structured national political parties. Certainly it's ludicrous to believe that early 20th century officers held no political opinion or refused to exercise their right to vote.

A2: NU – McChyrstal Kills CMR

McChyrstal has no effect on civilian military relations

AFP, 7-5-10, Andrew Gully: Biden defends Afghan war strategy, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gFBdt6ryt5E_yvJu2558uXSrGjWw

His comments to MSNBC came the day after General David Petraeus formally took over command of the Afghan war. His predecessor was sacked by Obama for a scathing interview in which Biden was mocked and referred to as "Bite Me!" General Stanley McChrystal's remarks about the vice president and other senior members of Obama's administration were seen as sowing division between the war's civilian and military leadership.But Biden insisted on Monday that Obama and his generals were united, saying: "The president's strategy is General Petraeus's strategy, the defense department's strategy, and a unified strategy."

Link – Reducing Presence

Reducing foreign military presence sparks massive backlash that undermines CMR

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

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

Link – Reducing Presence

Obama agreed on his military strategy with top military officials, changing it now would kill civil-military relations

Spencer Ackerman, November 14 2008 

(Spencer Ackerman, a reporter on American National Security, who has worked for many publications reporting on national secutirity concerns and politics, “Military experts to Obama: Don’t get rolled by top brass”, The Colorado Independent http://coloradoindependent.com/15149/military-experts-to-obama-dont-get-rolled-by-top-brass)

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.”  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 was 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.”
Link – Reducing Presence

Military doesn’t want civilian meddling in their affairs – hurts CMR
Gregory D. Foster, Fall 1997 
(Gregory Foster, a professor at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University, in Washington, D.C., The Brookings Institute website, “Failed Expectations: The Crisis of Civil-Military Relations in America”, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/1997/fall_defense_foster.aspx)

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.
Link – Civilian Interference

Military expects civilians not to interfere in their affairs 

Gregory Foster 1997,  Industrial College of the Armed Forces, 1997The Brookings Review Fall 1997 Vol.15 No.4pp. 42-45 www.brookings.edu /press/ review/fall 97 /foster.htm  

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. 

Civilian interference undermines the military, therefore creating a lack of good relations
Richard Kohn Triangle Institute for Security Studies 1997 
"An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military" http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html 
The paradox of Huntington's formulation is that the greater a military's autonomy, the less control civilians actually exercise; while " objective" civilian control might minimize military involvement in politics, it also decreases civilian control over military affairs. And in the end, there will always be disagreement over how and where to draw the line between military and civilian responsibility. With war increasingly dangerous and destructive, where to divide the authority and assign the responsibility have become increasingly situational, and uncertain. 
Link – Afghanistan

Withdrawing before July 2011 risks upsetting civil-military relations

Alter, 5/18

Jonathan, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/05/15/secrets-from-inside-the-obama-war-room.html
Obama was trying to turn the tables on the military, to box them in after they had spent most of the year boxing him in. If, after 18 months, the situation in Afghanistan had stabilized as he expected, then troops could begin to come home. If conditions didn’t stabilize enough to begin an orderly withdrawal of U.S. forces (or if they deteriorated further), that would undermine the Pentagon’s belief in the effectiveness of more troops. The commanders couldn’t say they didn’t have enough time to make the escalation work because they had specifically said, under explicit questioning, that they did.  It wasn’t a secret that someone in the military would likely have been fired had Biden been president. But the vice president admitted to other advisers that it was better that Obama was in charge and showing more mercy toward the Pentagon. The generals thought they were working him over, Biden said privately, but the president had the upper hand. He was a step ahead of them, and as much as some of them thought they had obliterated the July 2011 deadline for beginning a withdrawal, they were mistaken.

Enforcing a withdrawal date on U.S. forces in Afghanistan sparks military backlash 
Carter 10 

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

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

Digital Journal 9
Digital Journal, September 27, 2009, “Pentagon opposes timetable to withdraw troops from Afghanistan,” online: http://www.digitaljournal.com/article/279780

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

Link – Afghanistan

Unilateral executive meddling over Afghanistan hurts CMR

Feaver 10/21/09 

(Peter D.; Special advisor for strategic planning and institutional reform on the National Security Council for the Bush administration; “Obama’s military problem is getting worse;” Foreign Policy; http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/21/obamas_military_problem_is_getting_worse)

President Obama is presiding over a slow-motion civil-military crash occasioned by his meandering Afghanistan strategy review. The crash has not yet happened and is avoidable, but it also foreseeable. Of concern, the latest reports out of the White House suggest that Obama's team is not yet fully aware of the dangers. If it happens, it will be a problem entirely of Obama's own making and it could have a lasting impact on the way his administration unfolds. And insofar as the Afghan strategy review goes, it is a narrative string that is thoroughly played out because the current civil-military problem confronting the Obama Administration is entirely of its own making. The problem is not that Afghanistan is a difficult combat theater, nor that Karzai is an inconvenient Afghan ally, nor even that President Obama is taking time to review his strategic options. All of that and more is true and, I suppose, some of it can be "blamed" on President Bush. The problem that cannot be blamed on Bush is that the way President Obama is reviewing his strategic options is generating needless civil-military friction and, unless the Obama team gets it under control, could generate a genuine civil-military crisis.
Withdrawal of troops has typically caused CMR to die

Frost 9/4/09
( Patrick; Recent graduate with MA thesis analyzed the capabilities and objectives of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in Central Asia and beyond and explored how these affected U.S. interests and policy; “Laboring on Afghanistan;” http://afghanistan.foreignpolicyblogs.com/tag/us-presence/)

Peter Feaver lists some of the scariest things he’s read about Afghanistan, and concludes that what caused him the most concern was a McClatchy Report that featured a senior Pentagon official stating that he believed the Obama administration, and possibly the President himself, was not ‘fully committed’ to the Afghanistan war.  Feaver is rightfully concerned that if this is true than will be many troubled waters ahead, specifically involving civil-military relations and domestic support for the war effort.  Say what you want about President Bush, one knew where he stood on Iraq, he was full bore.  Does Obama have the same conviction about America’s military presence in Afghanistan?  This is a very important question.
Rapid Afghan withdrawal harms civil military relations

NewStateman, 7-5-10, Mehdi Hasan: Rise of the four-star deities, http://www.newstatesman.com/north-america/2010/07/iraq-military-war-petraeus
“He is extremely intelligent and very charming. But he's also extremely driven and his charm and intellect cloak a competitive streak," says a US diplomat who knows the general. Petraeus, goes the conventional wisdom, is the scholar-soldier: intellectually robust, media-savvy and politically astute. He can be trusted to carry out the president's orders and end the war while not crossing the line. Such a view, however, ignores the general's recent testimony to the Senate, in which he downplayed the significance of Obama's Afghan policy review, scheduled for December, declaring that he "would not make too much of it", and claimed the July 2011 deadline set by the president for withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan is a date "when a process begins, not the date when the US heads for the exits". The relationship between a commander-in-chief and his top military officer can be horribly complex. "Everyone pays lip-service to the principle of civilian control, but the truth of the matter is that the principle is highly contested," says Bacevich, author of The New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seduced By War. "It would be a great mistake to assume that civil-military relations were simply a matter of generals advising, civilians deciding, and soldiers loyally and obediently implementing." Bacevich argues that the US has become addicted to the idea of global military supremacy sustained by "the collective mindset of the officer corps", as well as to the glorification of the military and the "normalisation of war".
Link – Afghanistan – A2: Withdrawal Now

Current withdrawal plans don’t link

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

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he opposed setting deadlines for U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan as he defended President Barack Obama’s new war strategy. Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Mike Mullen on Wednesday made their first rounds on Capitol Hill to publicly sell Obama’s Afghanistan war plan to conflicted lawmakers still trying to digest the president’s announcement. Obama announced on Tuesday he will send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, some as early as the next few weeks. The president also announced his goal of beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal by the summer of 2011. Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal. “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.”

Military and Obama agree on gradual withdrawal from Afghanistan

Adam Entous and Phil Stewart 6/24, staff writers for Reuters, “Pentagon: We'll try to meet Afghan pullout goal”, MSNBC, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37902707/ns/world_news-south_and_central_asia/
Obama stressed that July 2011 was only the start of a gradual process. "We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said. "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us." Gates said Petraeus and the military as a whole supported the timeline for the gradual withdrawal. But Mullen noted that July 2011 was still more than a year off, adding "we don't know the pace and we don't know the place." McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy aims to take on the Taliban where it is strongest -- in its Kandahar spiritual homeland in the south -- and boost security simultaneously with a push for improved civilian governance and development. Mullen said he expected a long slog. Securing Kandahar, the linchpin of Obama's war effort, would be "an extraordinarily complex challenge."

Link – Iraq

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

Kohn 8 

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

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

Link – Iraq

Civilian control over Iraq strategy causes collapse of CMR

Cronin 8
Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, September 2008, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” online: http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf

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

The military’s united in support for presence in Japan 

McCormack 9
Gavan McCormack, emeritus professor at Australian National University, coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan Focus, November 16, 2009, “The Battle of Okinawa 2009: Obama vs Hatoyama,” online: http://www.japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/3250

As the year wore on and as the new agenda in Tokyo became apparent before and after the August election, the confrontation deepened. Warnings became more forceful. Kurt Campbell told the Asahi there could be no change in the Futenma replacement agreement. Michael Green, formerly George W. Bush’s top adviser on East Asia, though moved under Obama to the private sector at the Centre for International and Strategic Studies, warned that “it would indeed provoke a crisis with the US” if the Democratic Party were to push ahead to try to re-negotiate the military agreements around the Okinawa issue.” Gregson, for the Pentagon, added that the US had “no plans to revise the existing agreements. Ian Kelly, for the State Department, stated that there was no intention on its part to allow revision. Kevin Maher (also at State) added a day later that there could be no reopening of negotiations on something already agreed between states.  A “senior Department of Defense spokesperson” in Washington said it would be a “blow to trust” between the two countries if existing plans could not be implemented.  Summing up the rising irritation in Washington, an unnamed State Department official commented that “The hardest thing right now is not China. It’s Japan.” The drumbeats of “concern,” “warning,” “friendly advice” from Washington that Hatoyama and the DPJ had better not implement the party’s electoral pledges and commitments rose steadily leading up to the election and its aftermath, culminating in the October Tokyo visit by Defense Secretary Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Michael Mullen. Gates is reported to have insulted his Japanese hosts, refusing to attend a welcoming ceremony at the Defense Ministry or to dine with senior Japanese Defense officials.
Military doesn’t want to give up Okinawa key to East Asian strategy

Issei Kato, 6/18, staff writer for Reuters, “Why the U.S. and Japan Can’t Live Without Okinawa”,  Times.com, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html
That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy.(See TIME's photo-essay on the political life of Yukio Hatoyama.) The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement." Indeed, under the world's only pacifist constitution, Japan spends about 1% of its gross domestic product on defense. But the Japanese — and especially the Okinawans, whose island was under U.S. control until 1972 and which currently hosts 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan — have expressed growing irritation at what they perceive as their junior status in the relationship. Japan, they noted, has paid some $30 billion to the U.S. to support the U.S. military presence in Japan since 1978. The reason for the 2006 agreement to move Futenma to a new facility in a less-populated part of Okinawa is that the city of Ginowan now encroaches on the the current facility from all sides. The $26 billion deal, to be largely funded by Japan, also calls for shifting 8,000 Marines from Okinawa to Guam by 2014. For many in Okinawa, Futenma and its 2,000 American personnel have been a perpetually noisy and polluting symbol of continuing U.S. dominance. But U.S. military leaders insist that as long as the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force is based on Okinawa, they need the air base, which allows them to rapidly deploy Marines throughout the region. Stalder uses the analogy of a baseball team to explain why the force can't do without its aircraft: "It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another and the third baseman somewhere else."

Link – Japan

Military sees troop presence in Japan as key

AP 5/28 , “US, Japan to keep US military base in Okinawa”, GMA.news, http://www.gmanews.tv/story/192074/us-japan-to-keep-us-military-base-in-okinawa
TOKYO – Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base on the Japanese island of Okinawa, reaffirming the importance of their security alliance and the need to maintain American troops in the country. In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, a less crowded part of the southern island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal, but represents a major broken campaign promise on the part of Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama came to office in September promising to move the Marine base off the island. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister said the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision has angered tens of thousands of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime. U.S. military officials and security experts argued it is essential that Futenma remain on Okinawa because its helicopters and air assets support Marine infantry units based on the island. Moving the facility off the island could slow the Marines' coordination and response in times of emergency. The two countries said an environmental impact assessment and construction of the replacement facility should proceed "without significant delay." The statement called for a logistical study to be completed by the end of August. The U.S. and Japan "recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in Japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability," said the statement, which was issued by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Japanese Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. Okinawa hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops in Japan, and the two countries acknowledged the need to address local complaints. "The Ministers recognized the importance of responding to the concerns of the people of Okinawa that they bear a disproportionate burden related to the presence of U.S. forces, and also recognized that the more equitable distribution of shared alliance responsibilities is essential for sustainable development of the alliance," they said.  They said they would consider moving military training facilities off of Okinawa, possibly to the nearby island of Tokunoshima, or out of Japan completely. The Futenma move is part of a broader plan to reorganize American troops in Japan that includes moving 8,000 Marines to the U.S. territory of Guam by 2014. But U.S. officials had said that the other pieces could not move forward until the Futenma issue was resolved. – AP

The pentagon expects the current agreement to stand

Telegraph, 6/2

Pentagon Expects Okinawa Military Base to Stay Even If Japanese Prime Minister Quits”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/japan/7795471/Pentagon-expects-Okinawa-military-base-to-stay-even-if-Japanese-prime-minister-quits.html
Japanese media, said the premier and Ichiro Ozawa, the ruling party's powerful chief election strategist, would discuss whether Mr Hatoyama should resign ahead of an election for the upper house of parliament slated for July 11. "This is an agreement between governments, not between politicians," Pentagon press secretary Geoff Morrell said. "We expect agreements to be respected ... that whoever is in power will respect the agreements that have been forged by previous administrations," he added.
Link – Japan

Japan is key to military strategy

Rajesh Kapoor 6/10,   Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies, “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa”, Institute for Defense Studies and Analysis, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610
In the post-Occupation period, US troops and military bases in Japan have been instrumental in ensuring peace and stability within Japan as well as in East Asia. The geo-strategic location of Okinawa makes it the preferred site for hosting US military bases both in terms of securing Japan as well as for US force projection in the Far East. Okinawa’s distance from the rest of Japan and from other countries of East Asia makes it an ideal location to host military bases and thus extend US military outreach considerably. In the case of an eventuality, it is easier for the US marines, who act as first responders to exigencies, to take appropriate action well before the rest of Japan is affected. In addition, Japan cannot ignore the potential threat it faces from its nuclear neighbours including China, North Korea and Russia. The Russian and Chinese threats, as of now, can be ruled out. However, the North Korean threat is very much real and Japan has been building up its Ballistic Missile Defence system in collaboration with the US to cater for it. Okinawa Prefecture includes a chain of hundreds of small islands. The midpoint of this chain is almost equidistance from Taiwan and Japan’s Kyushu Island. During the Vietnam War, the USFJ military bases particularly in Okinawa were among the most important strategic and logistic bases. In addition, strategists in Japan note that despite the country’s three non-nuclear principles, some bases in Okinawa were used for stockpiling nuclear weapons during the Cold War. Even today, US nuclear-armed submarines and destroyers operate in the vicinity of Japan, facilitated by a secret deal between the governments of the US and Japan. Moreover, having military bases in Japan also helps the US to have easy access to the strategically important five seas –the Bering Sea, the Sea of Okhotsk, the Japan Sea, the East China Sea and the South China Sea.1 
The military sees presence in Japan as key to East Asian Strategy

David Axe 6/28 , international reporter for The Diplomat, “Why Allies Need US Base”, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/28/why-allies-need-okinawa-base/
Aside from US forces in South Korea (which are exclusively focused on the North Korean land threat) there are just two significant concentrations of US troops in East Asia: in Okinawa and on the Pacific island of Guam. Okinawa lies just an hour’s flight time from both the Korean Peninsula and Taiwan; Guam, by contrast, is 1000 miles from any potential theatre of war. ‘It may be easier for us to be there [in Guam], as far as the diplomatic issue is concerned,’ says Air Force spokesman John Monroe. ‘But if we’re in Guam, we’re out of the fight’ due to the distance. For combat forces to be capable of reacting quickly to the most likely crises, Okinawa is the only realistic option. Without its 2 Okinawan air bases and their 3 roughly 10,000-foot runways, the US military—and by extension, US allies—would depend almost entirely on a handful of US aircraft carriers for bringing to bear aerial firepower in East Asia. That might be a realistic option, except that China has lately deployed several new classes of anti-ship weaponry specifically meant for sinking US carriers, including the widely-feared DF-21 ballistic missile and a flotilla of stealthy fast-attack vessels. In recognition of Okinawa’s growing importance, the Pentagon has spent billions of dollars in the past decade modernizing forces and facilities on the island. The US Army deployed Patriot air-defence missiles capable of shooting down enemy aircraft as well as ballistic missiles, a favourite weapon of both China and North Korea. Kadena got extensive new storage bunkers for bombs, missiles and spare parts, allowing the base to support potentially hundreds of aircraft flown in from the United States during an emergency. In 2007, the US Air Force began stationing Global Hawk long-range spy drones and F-22 Raptor stealth fighters at Kadena. The Raptors represent perhaps the greatest improvement. Indeed, in the minds of US planners, in many ways Okinawa’s most important function is to support the F-22s. In a 2009 study examining a simulated air war pitting the United States and Taiwan against China, the California-based think-tank RAND concluded that a wing of F-22s could shoot down 27 Chinese fighters for every Raptor lost in the air. F-22s flying from Okinawa could also clear the way for air strikes on ground targets in China or North Korea, according to Lieutenant Colonel Wade Tolliver, commander of the 27th Fighter Squadron, an F-22 unit based in Virginia that routinely sends Raptors to Kadena. ‘There are a lot of countries out there that have developed highly integrated air-defence systems,’ Tolliver says. ‘What we need to do is take some of our assets that have special capabilities…and we need to roll back those integrated air defence systems so we can bring in our joint forces.’ The base’s ability to host F-22s and follow-on aircraft is ‘probably the most important thing about Kadena,’ Monroe says. ‘Because of our capability to stage forces out of here—this is a huge runway—we do believe we have unmatched air power.’ All this planning for air wars with China and North Korea doesn’t mean that planners in the United States, Japan or anywhere else believe such conflict is inevitable. Pyongyang remains predictable only in its volatility, but Washington, Tokyo and Beijing are all working hard to forge peaceful and lasting ties. The strategic uncertainty is in the margins. ‘There’s no question you want to engage China, but (we should) hedge against an uncertain future,’ Nicholas Szechenyi of the Center for Strategic and International Studies says.  It’s as a hedge that Okinawa remains indispensable to the US and its allies—so much so that the shared international need for the island’s bases must trump any Japanese domestic political calculations. Hatoyama ignored that truth at the expense of his job. The question now is will Kan?
Link – Japan

Top US commander in Japan opposes withdrawal

MASAMI ITO, 2/18, Staff writer for The Japan Times, “Top Marine Says Okinawa Bases are Vital”, The Japan Time Online, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100218a3.html
The U.S. bases in Okinawa are strategically necessary and marines are prepared to die to protect Japan, the commander of the U.S. Marine Corps of the Pacific said Wednesday in Tokyo. During a speech hosted by the Tokyo American Center in Minato Ward, Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder said the U.S. understands that the alliance is not symmetrical, as Japan bears no responsibility to protect the United States, but it does shoulder the obligation of providing bases to U.S. forces. "I want to make this clear — all of the marines standing in this room, all of my marines on Okinawa are willing to die if necessary for the security of Japan," Stalder said. "That is our role in the alliance. Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." Marking the 50th anniversary of the Japan-U.S. security treaty, top Japanese and U.S. officials have been engaged in a series of discussions to deepen bilateral ties. But at the same time, the Hatoyama administration's decision to review the relocation of U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from Ginowan, Okinawa, has strained relations. "Foreign governments are watching to see whether the United States-Japan alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues again and ensure that the awesome deterring power of the U.S. Marine Corps remains based on Okinawa for decades to come," Stalder said. "Potential enemies of Japan and the U.S. are watching . . . because if (the alliance) can be weakened today, perhaps it can be weakened further tomorrow." Japan agreed with the U.S. in 2006 to move the Futenma aircraft operations, mainly chopper, to Camp Schwab in farther north on Okinawa Island, in the Henoko district of Nago. Stalder declined comment on alternative plans that have been floated, including moving Futenma's operations to Guam, but he stressed the importance of the bases in Okinawa and said marine helicopters must remain close to the ground forces. "In order to fulfill our alliance responsibilities to defend Japan, the Marine Corps, the expeditionary, rapidly deployable branch of the U.S. military and the only forward-deployed and available U.S. ground force between Hawaii and India, must be based on Okinawa and must have its helicopters near its ground forces," he said. Stalder also pointed out that the presence of U.S. forces in Okinawa is about more than deterrence because it also involves disaster relief missions. He estimated hundreds of thousands of lives were saved in the last 50 years because of the U.S. bases in Okinawa. "Okinawa is in the center of an earthquake-cyclone region. There is probably nowhere better in the world than which to dispatch marines to natural disasters," he said. "Hours matter during such tragedies. Time saved means lives spared in the aftermath of these terrible events." 
Link – Japan (Okinawa Specific)

Withdraw from Okinawa is difficult for the military

Jet Jaguar 09, “Top U.S. Military Commander in Japan Says Kadena Option Dificult", Breitbart, http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D9BKNAQO0&show_article=1&catnum=0
TOKYO, Oct. 29 (AP) - (Kyodo)—The top commander of U.S. forces in Japan told Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada on Thursday it would be difficult to realize his suggested plan of transferring the U.S. Marine Corps' Futemma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture to the nearby U.S. Kadena Air Base, a Japanese government source said.

U.S. Forces Japan Commander Lt. Gen. Edward Rice cited difficulties with the plan from the viewpoint of military operations during talks with Okada and others in Tokyo.
Link – South Korea

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

Carden, 10/23

Army Sgt. 1st Class Michael J., American Forces Press Release, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56375
As South Korea’s military transitions to full operational control, it’s important to remember the past 60 years of U.S. commitment to the country and to not waver in that support, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said.  (Transcript I Video I Pictures) Navy Adm. Mike Mullen talked yesterday with servicemembers and defense civilians at U.S. Army Garrison Yongsan in Seoul, Korea. He spoke about his earlier meetings with his South Korean counterpart, citing “tremendous change” on the horizon. The Korean military is expected to assume a larger defense responsibility there in April 2012. The alliance will only get stronger, the chairman said, with continued commitment from the United States. The U.S.-South Korea alliance dates to the Korean War in 1950. An armistice was signed in July 1953 with North Korea, unofficially ending the war. The United Nations and U.S. military have maintained a presence in South Korea since then.  “Sometimes you don’t think about this, but you are here as a part of that, and sometimes we don’t think about how significant that alliance is in terms of preserving the freedom, preserving the democracy that is here in the Republic of Korea,” Mullen said. “We are very much supportive of executing and sustain that alliance.” Mullen spent the previous two days with his Korean counterparts reviewing the changes and specifics of their alliance. For the U.S. military stationed there, that means a smaller U.S. footprint. Within the next 10 years, the 28,000 servicemembers that make up U.S. Forces Korea will be cut roughly by 14,000. However, there will be more command-sponsored families and new infrastructure to accommodate them, he said.
Top Brass support South Korean deployment

Wall Street Journal 09 

(Wall Street Journal, October 23, 2009, “U.S., Seoul Say Links Are Strong,”http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125623781567801883.html)
Though such assurance may seem unnecessary for an alliance of nearly 60 years, some South Koreans have become unnerved after seeing the U.S. reduce its troop level here earlier this decade and their own military leaders prepare to take control in wartime rather than follow the U.S., a change that will occur in 2012. Later Thursday, Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, told a gathering of U.S. troops that the transition was going well, but he also said South Korea needs to improve some capabilities, such as its long-range artillery. "They are a very capable fighting force and they are capable of doing this," Adm. Mullen said. n response to a soldier's question, Adm. Mullen said eventually the U.S. would like to be able to deploy South Korea-based troops to combat zones elsewhere. But he acknowledged that is something that also makes South Korean officials and people nervous and, as a result, won't happen in the near future.
Link – Turkey (TNW Specific)

Top officials support the presence of TNWs, removal causes large backlash

Warren 9

(Scott L., executive director Generation Citizen, Catherin Keller – college park prof of public policy univ Maryland and senior fellow Watson institute Brown univ, “Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons”, Oct, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher) 
Yet, these weapons also represent one of the more complex components of reaching complete nuclear disarmament and serve as an effective microcosm of the challenges in securing U.S.-Russian agreement and eventually a global consensus on how and why to get to zero. This issue goes to the heart of what a U.S. nuclear umbrella entails, especially in Europe, in the 21st century. The United States must take the lead by setting the pace and orchestrating the multiple bargains involved. The principal issues with the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons are political and conceptual, rather than straightforwardly military, with the single but critical exception of the risk of terrorist seizure. The notion of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, with tactical weapons serving as a real or potential down payment on a security commitment, particularly in Europe, still has significant traction within the Obama administration. Key factions in the Pentagon and perhaps in the Department of State argue that the United States must still provide allies substantial security support, especially with Iran and North Korea deeply engaged in nuclear programs. 
2NC Impact Module – RMA

CMR key to military transformation agenda.

Michael C. Desch, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-Making at Texas A&M's George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, 5-29-07, Bush and the Generals, real clear politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/05/bush_and_the_generals.html
The new secretary of defense therefore has a lot on his plate. In the short term, Gates must play out the endgame of a war in Iraq that he admits the United States is "not winning" but that he and the president do not want to "lose" either. He must continue the efforts to transform the U.S. military while repairing a ground force that has been nearly "broken" by almost four years of continuous combat in Afghanistan and Iraq. But Gates can hope to succeed at those tasks only if he manages to rebuild a cooperative relationship between civilian leaders and the U.S. military. He must both rethink how civilian officials oversee the military and clarify the boundaries of legitimate military dissent from civilian authority. The key is that Gates needs to recognize that Rumsfeld's meddling approach contributed in significant measure to the problems in Iraq and elsewhere. The best solution is to return to an old division of labor: civilians give due deference to military professional advice in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete military subordination in the grand strategic and political realms. The success of Gates' tenure in the Pentagon will hinge on his reestablishing that proper civil-military balance.
Key to irregular warfighting 

Michael T. Klare, Nation defense correspondent, is professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College, 4-15-09, The Gates Revolution, the nation, http://www.thenation.com/doc/20090504/klare
After the tragedy of Vietnam, officers purged military thinking of its counterinsurgency leanings and refocused on conventional war strategy--a posture seen most conspicuously in the 1991 Gulf War and in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. More recently, under the prodding of Gen. David Petraeus, counterinsurgency has made a comeback. Gates aims to institutionalize that shift and make it, once again, the centerpiece of US strategy. "I want to get that capability"--to fight irregular conflicts--"into the base budgets so that it will continue and we don't forget, as we did after Vietnam, how to do what we're doing right now so successfully in both Iraq and Afghanistan," he said. The ghosts of Vietnam are everywhere in Gates's budget request and in his accompanying statements. He wants more helicopters, as Kennedy and Johnson sought during Vietnam. He wants an additional 2,800 Special Operations troops and "more special-forces-optimized lift mobility and refueling aircraft." The LCS, intended for anti-piracy and counterinsurgency operations in coastal areas, brings to mind the Swift boat operations in the Mekong Delta. Again recalling Vietnam, high priority is to be placed on training and equipping foreign soldiers to engage in counterterror and counterinsurgency operations. The most immediate requirement for these initiatives, Gates says, is to be found in Afghanistan, where the Obama administration plans to deploy up to 30,000 additional troops. The first increment, 17,000 soldiers, was announced February 17, and thousands more will likely be sent following a review of the war effort this summer. It is clear, though, that Gates is looking beyond Iraq and Afghanistan to a future in which low-intensity wars are the principal arenas in which US forces will be engaged. Gates has not said where, exactly, he sees troops fighting what could be termed the "next Afghanistans." A careful review of the strategic literature suggests, however, that officials are worried about the spread of Al Qaeda-linked formations to other countries in Central Asia and to "ungoverned" spaces in Africa. The recent establishment of the US Africa Command (Africom) and the growing presence of Special Operations forces in places like Mali, Chad and Somalia hint at what might be in store. Gates is too careful to speak in public of such scenarios. But by optimizing capabilities for combat in these settings, he risks inculcating a predisposition to engage in more wars of this type. It is essential, then, that Congress and the public devote as much attention to the strategic implications of Gates's focus on counterinsurgency as to the economic and jobs implications of eliminating certain big-ticket weapons systems.
Irregular warfighting key to prevent escalation from inevitable conflicts.
John T. Bennett, Defense News, 12-4-08, JFCOM 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, counterinsurgency and stability operations. Leaders must avoid "the failure to recognize and fully confront the irregular fight that we are in. The requirement to prepare to meet a wide range of threats is going to prove particularly difficult for American forces in the period between now and the 2030s," the study said. "The difficulties involved in training to meet regular and nuclear threats must not push preparations to fight irregular war into the background, as occurred in the decades after the Vietnam War."Irregular wars are likely to be carried out by terrorist groups, "modern-day militias," and other non-state actors, the study said. It noted the 2006 tussle between Israel and Hezbollah, a militia that "combines state-like technological and war-fighting capabilities with a 'sub-state' political and social structure inside the formal state of Lebanon." One retired Army colonel called the study "the latest in a serious of glaring examples of massive overreaction to a truly modest threat" - Islamist terrorism. "It is causing the United States to essentially undermine itself without terrorists or anyone else for that matter having to do much more than exploit the weaknesses in American military power the overreaction creates," said Douglas Macgregor, who writes about Defense Department reform at the Washington-based Center for Defense Information. "Unfortunately, the document echoes the neocons, who insist the United States will face the greatest threats from insurgents and extremist groups operating in weak or failing states in the Middle East and Africa." Macgregor called that "delusional thinking," adding that he hopes "Georgia's quick and decisive defeat at the hands of Russian combat forces earlier this year [is] a very stark reminder why terrorism and fighting a war against it using large numbers of military forces should never have been made an organizing principle of U.S. defense policy."

Impact – CMR k2 Tech Advancement/Heg
CMR has a large effect on the advancement of military technologies

Zirkle and Biddle 96 

(Stephen Biddle and Robert Zirkle are Research staff members at the Institute for Defense Analyses, Alexandria, Virginia, 

“Technology, civil-military relations, and warfare in the developing world”, p.199) Overall, then, the evidence of these two case studies would appear to convey at least a degree of initial plausibility to an explanation based on civil-military relations. Although these results are necessarily quite tentative in nature, there may nevertheless be some reason to believe that a pattern of highly conflictual civil-military relations can substantially reduce a state's effectiveness in using advanced military technology. Where civil-military relations are less pathological in nature, on the other hand, even states with very limited human capital may be able to make effective use of even very sophisticated weapons. What, then, do these conclusions mean for scholarship and for national security policy? Perhaps the primary implication is that the use of civil-military relations as an explanatory variable - rather than simply as an outcome to be explained — may offer a fruitful avenue for the development of improved theory in international security affairs. In particular, the use of this variable could be unusually profitable in issues involving conflict in the developing world, where variance in the patterns of civil-military relations can be particularly great. As the importance of military problems involving the developing world grows in the aftermath of the Cold War, the value of such a research agenda may grow accordingly.
Tech advancement is inextricably linked to hegemony

Drezner 01

( Daniel, currently a professor of international politics at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, the author of several books, the author of many Op-Ed pieces in major publications, a blogger, and a commentator, “State structure, technological leadership and the maintenance of hegemony”)

Long-cycle theorists have paid the most attention to the link between technological innovation, economic growth, and the rise and fall of hegemons.9 They argue that the past five hundred years of the global political economy can be explained by the waxing and waning of hegemonic powers. Countries acquire hegemonic status because they are the first to develop a cluster of technologies in leading sectors. These innovations generate spillover effects to the rest of the lead economy, and then to the global economy. Over time, these ‘technological hegemons’ fail to maintain the rate of innovations, leading to a period of strife until a new hegemon is found. While this literature has done an excellent job at describing the link between innovation, economic growth, and global stability, it cannot explain why technological hegemons lose their lead over time.
2NC Impact Module – Irregular Warfighting

CMR key to effective irregular warfighting.

Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies, October 2008, Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/94054/.../D70BCC63.../SF234.pdf

Recent developments in the war in Iraq suggest that professional relationships, not organizational fixes, are essential to succeeding in an irregular war. This supposition has been borne out by the productive collaboration between General Petraeus and Ambassador Crocker. Their offices were on the same hallway, and their physical proximity reflected a close partnership between the two leaders that produced a breakthrough in U.S. efforts to stabilize the country, quell extremist activity, and restore a functioning government and society in the fifth year of the war. The importance of skillful integration of effort between the senior American official in country and the top military commander in theater has likewise been demonstrated in Afghanistan. Why the importance of civil-military relationships is elevated in an irregular war goes back to the mosaic nature of counterinsurgency operations. According tothe Army’s Counterinsurgency field manual, “Political, social, and economic programs are usually more valuable than conventional military operations in addressing the root causes of conflict and undermining an insurgency.”16 Participants in a COIN operation include not only military personnel but also diplomats, politicians, medical and humanitarian aid workers, reconstruction workers, security personnel, narcotics officers, contractors, translators, and local leaders. All these diverse players must share common overall aims and effectively communicate as they perform complementary and sometimes conflicting tasks.bThe interaction and coordination that must take place in irregular warfare require mutual respect and leadership from the top down, both in the field and in Washington. Achieving this level of cooperation between two fundamentally different cultures is one of the challenges of an irregular war. Following are some of the issues that are in various stages of discussion and resolution.
Irregular warfighting is key to solve modern conflicts.

Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies, October 2008, Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, se1.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/94054/.../D70BCC63.../SF234.pdf

The war that “we are in and must win” (to paraphrase Secretary of Defense Robert Gates) pits us against nonstate groups that seek to advance extremist agendas through violence. Accordingly, irregular warfare will be the dominant form of conflict among adversaries in the early years of the 21st century. To succeed in these messy and profoundly political wars, the United States needs a framework that appropriately and effectively balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the best use of their unique and complementary portfolios.
2NC Impact Module – Terrorism

CMR key to effective war on terrorism.

Karen Guttieri, naval post graduate school, august 2003, Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations, Strategic Insights, Volume II, Issue 8, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html

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

Patrick Speice, JD Candidate, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, February 2006, Lexis
Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including " steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways. " 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. Moreover, there would b e immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full- scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
2NC – Impact Module – National Security Agenda

Good civil military relations are essential to Obama’s agenda

Park Forest, July 1st, 2010 (Press Conference by NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen and General David Petraeus, http://www.enewspf.com/index.php/latest-news/latest-national/17292-press-conference-by-nato-secretary-general-anders-fogh-rasmussen-and-general-david-petraeus-01-july-2010 )
Similarly there has been a substantial build-up, the additional pledging of course of some well over 9000 – non US troops as part of this build-up – the pledge of additional funding from the US and other countries for the 100,000 additional Afghan national security force members and then also the substantial increases in the civilian effort in Afghanistan and of course on the NATO side, as represented by my future NATO diplomatic wing man, Ambassador Mark Sedwill. I reaffirmed the importance of the civil-military partnership that is essential in the conduct of a comprehensive approach. That being the appropriate term – the NATO term for the strategy being pursued in Afghanistan. We must all work together, within the US structure we must work together, within the greater ISAF structure we must work together, and then with our Afghan partners, without question, we must work together. We must achieve unity of effort in what is clearly an effort to achieve mutual objectives. I reminded the group today as I reminded the Senate Armed Services Committee several days ago of the reasons why we are in Afghanistan. It is important periodically for all of our populations to recall that the Coalition went into Afghanistan in late 2001 because the 9/11 attacks were planned in Southern Afghanistan, the initial training of the attackers was carried out in training camps in Afghanistan by Al Qaeda before they moved on to Western Europe and then ultimately to US flight schools to carry out their terrible attacks. Many of the other nations represented by Ambassadors around the table this morning have also suffered attacks that were originally planned or linked to Al Qaeda or other trans-national extremist elements that are still resident in that rugged border region of Pakistan and Afghanistan. And therefore there is a very important – as President Obama has put it – a vital national security interest in ensuring that these organisations not be allowed to re-establish a sanctuary or safe-haven in Afghanistan and that they be pursued wherever it is that they are located. Over the course of the past week or so since the announcement of my nomination by President Obama, we have reached out very widely, have talked to the members of the Afghanistan Government, three phone calls with President Karzai alone, also with the Minister of Defense, Minister of the Interior, Ambassador and others, reached out to the NATO Headquarters, even prior to this to the NATO Secretary General, the Chairman of the Military Committee, Supreme Allied Commander Europe, Commander of JFC Brunssum, and so forth, reached out to Chiefs of Defense Staff in a number of the different troop contributing countries and reached out to civilian colleagues across the board, again including Ambassador Sedwill, Special Representative, United Nations Special Representative Staffan de Mistura, the EU Senior Rep in Kabul and again obviously the various senior US civilians with whom I will partner in Kabul. All of us again recognize the imperative of linking arms and of making way together, as we say in America, of achieving unity of effort and that is something that we are determined to accomplish as we carry out this comprehensive approach in a mission of such importance to all of our countries.
2NC Impact Module – Hegemony

A. CMR Key to Hegemony

Dr. Richard H. Kohn, the national security study group, 11-4-99, trends in the U.S. domestic future and implications for national security—a report of the national security study group, united states commission on national security/21st century, http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/security/has308020.000/has308020_0f.htm

Among the assumptions underlying the report ''New World Coming'' is that the security of a nation depends not only on its human and material resources but on the ability of the state to translate those into military power and apply that power in ways appropriate to defend the country's existence, territory, values, and interests. Therefore we believe it essential to consider some of the domestic factors that relate to national security. My focus is on the relationship of the military to society. Civil-military relations are critical to national defense. If the armed forces diverge in attitude or understanding beyond what is expected of the military profession in a democratic society, have less contact, grow less interested in or knowledgeable about each other, the consequences could be significant. Each could lose confidence in the other. Recruiting could be damaged. Military effectiveness could be harmed. The resources devoted to national defense could decline below what is adequate. Civil-military cooperation could deteriorate, with impact upon the ability of the United States to use military forces to maintain the peace or support American foreign policy.

B. Loss of Hegemony results in global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND policy analyst, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, “Losing the Moment?”

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world’s major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Impact – CMR k2 Hegemony

Crumbling civil-military relations kills American hegemony

Gregory D. Foster, Fall 1997 

(Gregory Foster, a professor at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University, in Washington, D.C., “Failed Expectations: The Crisis of Civil-Military Relations in America”, the Brookings institute website, http://www.brookings.edu/articles/1997/fall_defense_foster.aspx )

The people, finally—increasingly disenchanted, cynical, and alienated, and captive still of the Cold War mentality that convinced them they endanger the republic by knowing too much about or questioning the methods or motives of their military and its civilian masters—evince varying degrees of apathy, hostility, and distrust, all of which undermine national will, societal civility, and the very life of democracy itself. Congress, in turn, far from fulfilling the republican ideal, has generally set itself above the people and repeatedly shown its cultivated incapacity as a deliberative body, as an effective check on presidential excess, and as a representative voice for popular sovereignty.  In their totality, these conditions call to mind the facetious Cold War aphorism that under communism the workers pretend to work, and the state pretends to pay them. Similarly might it be said that under post Cold War American democracy, civilians pretend to control the military, and the military pretends to be controlled.  The implications of this are profound. In the final analysis, the very viability and vitality of the institutions that make up the civil-military triad—their capacity, that is, to cope with and act purposefully on their governing domestic and international environments—depend fundamentally on their ability to measure up to the expectations they have of one another. When these expectations are met, the social glue of trust and confidence that results produces bona fide moral authority. The attendant mutual credibility, acceptance, and legitimation thus engender the unity—of purpose, effort, and action—so essential to executive energy, able governance, and overall strategic effectiveness.  Conversely, when these mutual expectations go unmet, the result almost invariably is alienation, distrust, disunity—and, ultimately, strategic debilitation. We are at that point today—notwithstanding our self-absorbed, chest-thumping claims to Lone Superpower status. If we don't act quickly to reverse the situation, we will pay the price in ways that will leave us to reminisce about the glory we once enjoyed.

Civil-Military relations are key to the effectiveness of the US military and American hegemony  

Richard Kohn 11/4/1999 

(Richard Kohn, professor of history and peace, and professor of defense at the University of North Carolina, US commission on National Security, FDCH 

http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/security/has308020.000/has308020_0f.htm) 

Among the assumptions underlying the report ''New World Coming'' is that the security of a nation depends not only on its human and material resources but on the ability of the state to translate those into military power and apply that power in ways appropriate to defend the country's existence, territory, values, and interests. Therefore we believe it essential to consider some of the domestic factors that relate to national security.  My focus is on the relationship of the military to society. Civil-military relations are critical to national defense. If the armed forces diverge in attitude or understanding beyond what is expected of the military profession in a democratic society, have less contact, grow less interested in or knowledgeable about each other, the consequences could be significant. Each could lose confidence in the other. Recruiting could be damaged. Military effectiveness could be harmed. The resources devoted to national defense could decline below what is adequate. Civil-military cooperation could deteriorate, with impact upon the ability of the United States to use military forces to maintain the peace or support American foreign policy. 

Impact – CMR k2 Hegemony

Civil military relations key to military success

Mackubin T. Owens 6/13, Professor of Strategy and Force Planning at the Naval War College, “Civil-Military Relations and The U.S. Strategy Deficit”, Eurasia Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006133105/civil-military-relations-and-the-us-strategy-deficit.html
The primary focus of those who have examined civil-military relations since the 1990s has been on the issue of civilian control of the military. Of course, civilian control is important, especially in the case of a liberal society such as the United States. But civilian control is only one part of the civil-military equation. The effectiveness of the military is equally important because failure on the battlefield threatens the very existence of the polity the military is sworn to defend. The issue of civilian control means very little if the military instrument is unable to ensure the survival of the state. Unfortunately very little has been written on the relationship between civil-military relations and success in war. But difficulties in Iraq and Afghanistan have brought the issue to the fore. Writing in the spring 2009 issue of World Affairs, Richard Kohn observed that: Nearly twenty years after the end of the Cold War, the American military, financed by more money than the entire rest of the world spends on its armed forces, failed to defeat insurgencies or fully suppress sectarian civil wars in two crucial countries, each with less than a tenth of the U.S. population, after overthrowing those nations’ governments in a matter of weeks. He attributes this lack of effectiveness to a decline in the U.S. military’s professional competence with regard to strategic planning. In effect, in the most important area of professional expertise—the connecting of war to policy, of operations to achieving the objectives of the nation—the American military has been found wanting. The excellence of the American military in operations, logistics, tactics, weaponry, and battle has been manifest for a generation or more. Not so with strategy. He echoes the claim of Colin Gray: “All too often, there is a black hole where American strategy ought to reside.” Is there something inherent in current US civil-military affairs that accounts for this failure of strategy?

CMR is key to defeat challenges to US hegemony

Eliot A. Cohen, Professor of Strategic Studies at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, THE NATIONAL INTEREST, Fall 2000, p.38-48 (proquest) 

For the moment, the United States dominates the globe militarily, as it does economically and culturally. It is doubtful that such predominance will long go unchallenged; were that to be the case it would reflect a change in the human condition that goes beyond all human experience of international politics over the millennia. Already, some of the signs of those challenges have begun to appear: increased tension with the rising power of China, including threats of force from that country against the United States and its allies; the development of modes of warfare-from terrorism through the spread of weapons of mass destruction designed to play on American weaknesses; the appearance of problems (peacemaking, broadly defined) that will resist conventional solutions. None of these poses a mortal threat to the Republic, or is likely to do so anytime soon. Yet cumulatively, the consequences have been unfortunate enough; the inept conclusion to the Gulf War, the Somalia fiasco, and dithering over American policy in Yugoslavia may all partially be attributed to the poor state of American civil-military relations. So too may the subtle erosion of morale in the American military and the defense reform deadlock, which has preserved, to far too great a degree, outdated structures and mentalities.

Impact – CMR k2 Hegemony

CMR is key to hegemony

Ole R. Holsti, George V. Allen Professor of International Affairs, Department of Political Science, Duke University, winter 1998/1999, A Widening Gap between the U.S. Military and Civilian Society?: Some Evidence, 1976-96, International Security, Vol. 23, No. 3, pp. 5-42 0

Yet even if we dismiss these two extreme scenarios, tempestuous civilian-military relations can give rise to very real policy problems. Three examples of increasing severity illustrate but do not exhaust these costs: (1) a loss of policy coherence, especially if it is deemed necessary to adopt “lowest common denominator” options in order to resolve differences or, more generally, if a pathological variant of bureaucratic politics governs decisionmaking; (2) a narrowing of options for dealing with major issues as, for example, when the military dig in their heels against using force in some situations; and (3) reduced U.S. credibility in the eyes of adversaries if they believe, correctly or not, that deep divisions within the top American leadership may rule out implementation of some foreign and defense policy options. Debates surrounding the Gulf War and interventions in Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia provide illustrations of each of these costs. Controversies about when, where, and under what circumstances U.S. armed forces should be deployed abroad constitute on of the enduring legacies of Vietnam. Even before the end of the Cold War, differences among top leaders quickly became public, as illustrated by the open disagreement between Secretary of State George Shultz and Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger in 1984 over differences on the conditions necessary for deployment of American forces abroad. Each of the post-Cold War interventions generated similar public differences, often pitting highly visible military officers against civilian leaders. General Colin Powell, for example, spoke out twice against military intervention in Bosnia during the 1992 presidential campaign. An intriguing question that lies beyond the scope of this article is whether Saddam Hussein, the junta in Haiti, or the various parties in the Bosnia conflict may have miscalculated whether and how the U.S. government would fulfill its stated commitments as a result of perceived differences in Washington. 

Impact – CMR k2 Hegemony

CMR key to hegemony 

Mazur, Diane H., Law Professor University of Florida, 2003, Hofstra Law Review, Winter, 32 Hofstra L. Rev. 553, p. 615 (HARVNS0310)

Research on the civil-military gap suggests the real explanation for Rumsfeld’s irrational reaction to a proposal to resurrect the draft. His reaction had little to do with the arguments about racial and economic disparity that quickly captured the debate. Those demographic concerns simply served as diversions from other issues of representativeness and diversity that are much more fundamental for civil-military relation sunder the Constitution. The civil-military gap as it exists today, after a generation of an all-volunteer force, is a gap based in ideological and political partisanship, at odds with the constitutional assumption of apolitically neutral military. By definition, a draft that imposes shared obligation for military service ensures a military that is more representative of the society from which it draws its members, and the kind of representativeness that contemporary opponents of the draft fear most is an ideological representativeness. Today we have a military that is built instead on a foundation of ideological self-selection, which is conveniently consistent with, and is abetted by, the Court’s view of the military as an institution necessarily separate from the society around it. How does this recruited military sell itself? It sells itself as a place where constitutional separatism is reinforced; it sells itself as a place where constitutional resistance is a necessity for military effectiveness. Unfortunately, an offer of constitutional immunity can be a dangerous intoxicant, particularly in a time of popular and partisan disagreement over constitutional interpretation and evolution.32 The civil-military gap has consequences for civilian control of the military in the operational sense of whether the military will follow the direction of its civilian leaders in using military force. Most political science research in civil-military relations has focused on relative decision making authority between civilian and military leaders in specific contexts. However, this is not the only consequence of the civil- military gap. Thirty years after the advent of the all-volunteer force, a confluence of trends threatens civil-military relations more comprehensively. The gap of knowledge and experience between military and civilian societies is increasing as the military draws its members from an increasingly narrow and self-selected slice of America. The gap of constitutional values between military and civilian societies is increasing as the Court continues to reinforce the notion that constitutional values are inconsistent with military effectiveness. No one is questioning the Court’s conclusions about constitutional values and military effectiveness because civilian society has lost its base of experience with which to do so. As a result, the military is increasingly selling itself, consciously or unconsciously, as a haven of constitutional immunity, drawing disproportionate numbers of recruits who enlist for ideological reasons. And the circle continues.

CMR key to hegemony

Tomas Ricks, Military Sociologist, July 1997, The widening gap between the military and society, atlantic monthly, http://www.theatlantic.com/past/docs/issues/97jul/milisoc.htm

Mutual distrust between the nation's political elites and military leaders could ultimately undercut U.S. foreign policy, making it more difficult to use force effectively. Indeed, this unease may in part explain why the Army was reluctant to take a more activist stance in the Haiti and Bosnia missions, and instead fretted publicly about "mission creep." To begin to repair the relationship, several steps could be taken.
Impact – CMR k2 Readiness

Loss of CMR kills readiness

Lieutenant Colonel Christopher R. Philbrick, United States Army, 3-31-03, Civil-Military Relations: Has the Balance Been Lost?, usawc strategy research project, http://www.dtic.mil/cgibin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA415730&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

The TISS study offered that when the civil-military balance is lost and the military develops a culture that is distinctly unique from the society at large, military readiness will be influenced.  The baseline requirements to recruit quality members into the force could suffer as a result of this shift in balance. Taken to an extreme, this culture could lead to a questioning of civilian decisions, possibly leading to outright disobedience.  While the likelihood of a military coup is dismissed by the authors of the TISS study, it is a possible that military leaders may disobey or disregard directives or weaken enforcement of those policies in question.  The public opposition to President Clinton’s homosexual policy by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin Powell brought this issue center stage.15 While there were a host of reasons behind the timing and questioning of this civilian decision, one explanation is that military leaders were not prepared to live within the letter and spirit of the policy. This conclusion is supported by the TISS survey, where nearly one fifth of the military population surveyed stated they would expect the military to attempt to avoid compliance with orders they disagreed with “some” of the time”; with five percent increasing that assessment to “most” or “all” of the time.16
2NC Impact Module– Democracy

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

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

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

Democratic consolidation prevents extinction 

Diamond 95 

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

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

Impact – CMR k2 Democracy

CMR is key to democracy promotion. 

Richard Kohn, Professor History, UNC, NAVAL WAR COLLEGE REVIEW, Summer 2002, p. http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/nwcrlisting.htm

Civilian control ultimately must be considered in broad context. In the long history of human civilization, there have been military establishments that have focused on external defense—on protecting their societies—and those that have preyed upon their own populations. The American military has never preyed on this society. Yet democracy, as a widespread form of governance, is rather a recent phenomenon, and our country has been fortunate to be perhaps the leading example for the rest of the world. For us, civilian control has been more a matter of making certain the civilians control military affairs than of keeping the military out of civilian politics. But if the United States is to teach civilian control—professional military behavior—to countries overseas, its officers must look hard at their own system and their own behavior at the same time. Our government must champion civilian control in all circumstances, without hesitation. In April 2002 t he United States acted with stupefying and self-defeating hypocrisy when the White House initially expressed pleasure at the apparent over throw of President Hugo Chavez in Venezuela by that country’s military, condoning an at tempted coup while other nations in the hemisphere shunned the violation of democratic and constitutional process. “No one pretends that democracy is perfect or all-wise,” Winston Churchill shrewdly observed in1947.“Indeed, it has been said that democracy is the 

Worst form of Government except all those other forms that have been tried.” Churchill certainly knew the tensions involved in civil-military relations as well as any democratic head of government in modern history. Both sides—civilian and military—need to be conscious of these problems and to work to ameliorate them. 

Impact – CMR k2 International Relations/Solve Wars

CMR critical to solve force posture and international relations

Eliot A. Cohen, Robert E. Osgood Professor of Strategic Studies at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) at the Johns Hopkins University, Spring 1997, Civil-Military Relations, orbis, http://www.fpri.org/americavulnerable/06.CivilMilitaryRelations.Cohen.pdf

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

2NC Impact Module – Iraq Strategy

Civil military relations are crucial to Iraqi and Afghani stability

Cronin 08(Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies, October 2008, Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University) 

Persistent irregular conflict poses difficult new challenges for command and leadership and civil-military relations in general. Wars in Afghanistan and Iraq amply demonstrate these challenges. The Iraq engagement began with a short, conventional war that aimed massive military power to defeat a hostile state and depose its leader. The Commander in Chief, with the approval of civilian leaders in Congress, authorized the action, and military commanders carried it out successfully. But after the initial goals were achieved, the engagement in Iraq rapidly devolved into a counterinsurgency. Similarly, as conflict in Afghanistan shows, in an irregular war against an asymmetric, nonstate threat, the traditional lanes of authority no longer clearly separate the activities of the political leaders responsible for managing the engagement, the military commanders responsible for executing it, and the civilian officials responsible for diplomacy, humanitarian assistance, and reconstruction. As the war in Iraq progressed beyond the initial stage of regime removal, civil-military relationships began to break down as the war transmogrified into a counterinsurgency operation. Beginning in 2007 with the so-called surge, a dramatic rapprochement occurred that featured greater collaboration between U.S. civilian and military authorities and a more constructive melding of military, political, and diplomatic means to achieve stability.

Iraqi instability sparks nuclear war                                                                                                     Corsi 07 (Jerome R. Corsi, Jerome R. Corsi is a staff reporter for WND. He received a Ph.D. from Harvard University in political science in 1972, “War with Iran is imminent” January 08, 2007)
If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began. 

Impact – Iraq Module – Uniqueness Iraq Stability

Iraqi stability improving now

The Hill, 7-4-10, J. Taylor Rushing: Biden says stability approaching in Iraq, http://thehill.com/homenews/administration/107141-biden-says-stability-near-in-iraq

Biden is in Iraq on an unannounced trip, which he called "among the biggest kicks I've gotten since I've been vice president." He addressed the military in a palace that formerly belonged to Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein, finding "delicious irony" in the occasion. "This nation, once embroiled in sectarian strife and violence is moving toward a lasting security and prosperity with a government that represents the interest of every member of the community in Iraq, because until they get that straight -- and they’re getting it straight -- there’s no real shot they can become what they’re capable of," he said. "And the United States is committed, we’re committed to cement that relationship through economic, political and diplomatic cooperation."
Impact – Iraq Module – Iraq Instability Impacts

US success in Iraq is key to prevent a broad Middle East war and global economic collapse

Nagl ‘9 (After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq About the Authors Dr. John A. Nagl is President of the Center for a New American Security. Brian M. Burton is a Research Assistant at the Center for a New American Security. By John A. Nagl and Brian M. Burton June 2009) 

The United States has enduring interests in preserv​ing regional stability in the Middle East, countering transnational terrorism, and advancing responsible governance. These objectives are advanced by a stable Iraq that can serve as a constructive partner. An Iraq without the capacity to govern effectively and mechanisms to resolve internal conflicts peace​fully would be a destabilizing presence that would harm U.S. interests in the Middle East. Conflict in the Persian Gulf, whether within or between states, disrupts normal access to the region’s energy resources and threatens the functioning of the global economy, with poten​tially devastating consequences for the economic well-being of the United States and its allies.9 The Middle East contains an estimated 61 per​cent of global oil reserves.10 With an estimated 115 billion barrels, Iraq alone holds 9.3 percent of global oil reserves—only Saudi Arabia and Iran control more.11 Thus, the primary objective and guiding principle of U.S. Middle East policy must be to keep the region politically stable and secure in order to protect American allies in the region and avoid sudden disruptions in the supply of energy resources. To prevent major conflict and reduce insecurity, the United States must preserve its long-standing security partnerships with key states in the region, including Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia. These delicate partnerships require sub​stantial U.S. attention, but provide critical points of leverage for the United States to secure its interests when they are challenged and forestall the spread of conflict without direct intervention on the ground. The United States must also address attempts by Iran to change the strategic balance in the Middle East.12 Key U.S. allies repeatedly voice fears that Iran now exercises undue influence over Iraqi affairs, and express alarm over its presumed nuclear weapons program and support for Arab Islamist militant groups like Hezbollah and Hamas. King Abdullah II of Jordan warned in 2004 of a “cres​cent” of Iranian influence spreading through Iraq to Lebanon, while Saudi Arabian Foreign Minister Saud al-Faisal asserted in 2005 that U.S. policy was “handing [Iraq] over to Iran without reason.”13 The toppling of Saddam Hussein and the emergence of a Shiite-majority government in Iraq removed a strategic check on Iran. Though religious affinity  and a shared border make substantial Iranian influence in Iraq inevitable, the United States should aim to limit Iran’s control of Iraqi political affairs and its efforts to use Iraq as a platform to extend its regional influence, dominate additional oil resources, and threaten U.S. allies. While the Shiite-majority Iraqi government may not offer the same counterweight against Iran as Saddam Hussein’s government, it need not be a puppet of Tehran. Historic rivalries between Iraq and Iran and Arabs and Persians suggest that Iraq will resist Iranian control of its affairs. The United States can help bolster that resistance by helping to develop Iraq’s ties with other regional powers like Turkey and Saudi Arabia to balance, but not replace, the powerful influence of Iran. Finally, the United States must mitigate the consequences of violent internal conflict within Middle Eastern states. Civil strife and commu​nal violence have the potential to spill over into neighboring states or provoke those states to inter​vene, overtly or by proxy, in order to manipulate internal political dynamics to their own advan​tage. Both spillovers and interventions have the potential to escalate one country’s internal strife into a wider war that engages multiple countries and destabilizes the entire region. A failed-state scenario in Iraq, which nearly occurred in 2006, would risk spillover and interventions involv​ing Iraq’s neighbors, including key U.S. partners like Saudi Arabia and Turkey, and threaten the security of Iraq’s strategic resources. In a renewed Iraqi civil war, Iran would also be tempted to assert its power more forcefully, either through its militia proxies or perhaps directly, and attempt to advance its objectives by attacking U.S. allies in the region.14 Proactive U.S. coordination and support for allies and international organizations will be necessary to prevent or respond to regional crises. The United States must also commit to improving stability by helping Iraqis resolve their internal disputes, supporting efforts to develop governance and economic capacity, and engaging diplomatically with key international development organizations and potential regional adversaries.

Middle East instability causes global crisis and nuclear war

John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, “Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability.”(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel’s current President said “The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional.”(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard’s spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, “... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.” (44)
Nuclear war results from economic decline

Walter Russell Mead, NPQ’s Board of Advisors, New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer 1992, p.30 

What if the global economy stagnates-or even shrinks? In the case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor, Russia, China, India-these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s.
Impact – Iraq Module – Iraq Collapse = War

Iraq collapse leads to Middle East war

Gulf News, 7-5-10, Abdullah Al Shayji: Middle East at crossroads of prosperity and instability, http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/middle-east-at-crossroads-of-prosperity-and-instability-1.650123

Add to this the stalemated Iraqi political scene in a year when the US will start its long-awaited military withdrawal of its combat troops, a prelude to full military withdrawal by December 2011. Iraq's politicians, unfortunately, are posturing, horse-trading and jockeying for power and posts four months after the parliamentary election. With foreign powers, especially Iran, meddling in Iraqi affairs, the leading figure in the Iraqi National coalition and former Iraqi national security adviser Mowaffak Al Rubaie said that Iran is a major player in Iraq. In a revealing statement, he admitted that an Iranian Islamic Revolutionary Guards officer called Qasim Sulaimani is in charge of the Iraqi file and is calling the shots in Iraq. Meanwhile, political groups continue to lobby for power and posts to form the long overdue cabinet. The Iraqi political system continues to experience the pangs and pain of the transition to a normal state. The last failed state index put Iraq at number six out of 177 countries, a ranking Iraq has been holding on to for the past few years. Another survey, Mercer's 2010 Quality of Living Survey, which ranks 221 cities, with Vienna at the top, places Baghdad at the bottom of its list in terms of quality of life.Considering these ominous crises and challenges, along with the absence of any real breakthrough in any of the pressing issues, we are excused if we do not feel optimistic. We are at a critical crossroads in the region, we are even lucky if we could dodge any escalation or war. As long as there is no breakthrough, and the US fails to play the role of a responsible mediator, and as long as regional players continue to take advantage of the situation and act irrationally based on greed and miscalculations, we can only expect sobering and chilling outcomes with far-reaching consequences. In the end, we could all be losers!
2NC Impact Module – Afghanistan Strategy

Obama will succeed in Afghanistan because of his deference to the military- slighting them ensures backlash and failure 
Feaver 09 (Peter D. Feaver, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 12-19-09, The good and the bad news on the prospects for Obama's Afghanistan policy, Foreign Policy) 

Those who urged Obama to give McChrystal what he asked for must line up in support of the president today, even if he dithered and tinkered with the request. The best thing Republicans in Congress can provide is a demonstration of how a responsible opposition party acts and that involves giving Obama's surge time and support to succeed.This is good news for Obama and means that his job of building the political support he needs to wage the war successfully is well within his means. In the bad news basket, I would put this snippet from Joe Klein's story on the Afghanistan decision: “But, you might reasonably ask, did the strategy review really have to take so long and be so public? Obama had no choice about the public part of the program; he is privately furious about the leaks, especially those from the military. "We will deal with that situation in time," an Obama adviser told me.” If Klein's reporting is accurate, this is an ominous sign that some Chicago politics payback is in the offing. Of course, every administration complains (rightly) about leaks. But this White House is unusually politicized (they describe their own White House team as a bunch of "campaign hacks"), and so while other White House's complained about it, one gets the sense that this team means actually to do something about it (cue the plumbers?) Their target appears not to be the White House leakers but rather the military leakers. This is fully appropriate and consistent with civilian control. But it is a risky business to declare war on one's own military in the midst of a larger war. The military is not without ammunition of its own. So far, the on-the-record statements by the senior brass could not be more helpful to or respectful of Obama and the new strategy. If the leak-plumbing turns into witch-hunting, the civil-military fall-out could be profound.  Already, the left has edged a bit closer to the "General Betray-us" type of attacks on the military that characterized some of their opposition to the Iraq surge. How else to code the curious commentary that called the West Point venue "enemy territory" or that mocked Obama's military advisors as petulant 12-year-olds?  It would not take much to fan these embers into a real civil-military fire. 

Instability in Afghanistan sparks global nuclear war

Starr ‘1 (THE WAR AGAINST TERRORISM AND U.S. BILATERAL RELATIONS WITH THE NATIONS OF CENTRAL ASIA. U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee on Central Asia and the Southern Caucasus 13 December 2001 S. Frederick Starr Chairman Central Asia-Caucasus Institute Nitze School of Advanced International Studies Johns Hopkins University) 

For a decade, the Central Asian states have faced the threat of Islamic radicalism, terrorism, and drug trafficking, with which the first two are closely linked. All of the Central Asian states have identified these issues as their main security threat, and Afghanistan as the locus of that threat. So has Russia, which has used the issue to justify the stationing of troops in four of the five countries of the region. To address this threat, Central Asian governments have arrested countless suspects, abrogating the civil rights of many who are doubtless innocent. All of the countries have resorted to the same primitive policies, the differences among them being only of degree, not of kind. Some commentators have argued that these measures are largely responsible for the growth of terrorism in the first place. There is some truth in this, but we must be careful in levying this charge. When we demand that Messers, Musharraf, Arafat, or Mubarrak crack down hard on jihhadist groups, Palestinian terrorists, or Muslim brotherhoods, are we not asking them to do exactly what we criticize Central Asian governments for doing? Americans bridle when our critics abroad blame September 11 on the US actions, yet we come close to doing the same thing with respect to the Central Asians. Both the Central Asians and the Russians, who have claimed a special role in the region, have been notably unsuccessful in their campaigns against terrorism. But now the situation is changing, thanks to the United States. We are risking American soldiers lives and expending billions of our citizens resources to address a threat that hangs over their countries as much as ours. The fact that we have our own interests at heart in no way qualifies this truth. Early signs of progress in the war on terrorism already exceed what has been accomplished locally in a decade. And so let us cease all talk of some payment owed Central Asians (or Russians) for their cooperation. If anything, it is they who should thank us. However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This imperial hangover is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin’s soul does not change this reality. The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their backyard as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore. 

Impact – Afg Module – Uniqueness – Strategy Now
Afghanistan strategy set now

AFP, 7-2-10, No change in Afghanistan strategy: NATO chief, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gVdGHkWTB0dy29u9BH-DHkBiRTJA

The change of top commander in Afghanistan will not bring a change in strategy of NATO-led forces fighting the Taliban insurgency, alliance secretary general Anders Fogh Rasmussen said Friday. He was speaking following the appointment of US General David Petraeus as top Afghan war commander in place of General Stanley McChrystal, fired by President Barack Obama for disparaging remarks about administration officials. "It has been a change of command but it will not be a change of strategy," Rasmussen said at a press conference in Lisbon with Portuguese Foreign Minister Luis Amado. "I can assure the Afghan people that we'll stay as long as it takes to secure their country," he added, noting that Petraeus had given a similar message. "Obviously that's not forever," he said. "Our mission we'll end when the Afghans are capable to secure their own country themselves." Rasmussen was on his first visit to Portugal as NATO chief to discuss with local officials, including Prime Minister Jose Socrates, the summit of the alliance to be held in Lisbon at the end of November. "I hope that we will be able to make an announcement at the summit that transition can start in some provinces (of Afghanistan) but of course conditions must be fulfilled." he said. "This is a reason why our training mission in Afghanistan is so important. We have to train and educate Afghan soldiers and Afghan police." Speaking after his talks with Socrates, Rasmussen described the summit of the alliance's 28 member states on November 19 and 20 as one of the most important in NATO's history. "We're going to approve a new strategic concept, a document which will describe the core tasks of NATO in the next 10 years," he said. "The core functions will remain collective defence of our populations and our territories, but we also have to make sure that we can protect our populations against the new threats like cyber-attacks and missile attacks."

Impact – Afg Module – CMR k2 Afg Strategy

Good civil military relations are key to our presence in Afghanistan.

Lawrence, July 1st, 2010 

(Monica, WireUpdate, Gen. Patraeus says "civil-military partnership" key for mission in Afghanistan, http://wireupdate.com/wires/7163/gen-patraeus-says-civil-military-partnership-key-for-mission-in-afghanistan/ )

Petraeus began the press conference in Brussels by recognizing the “enormous contributions” that Gen. McChrystol made to the mission in Afghanistan, as he mentioned the importance of “civil-military partnership.” “We must all work together, within the US structure we must work together, within the greater ISAF structure we must work together, and then with our Afghan partners, without question, we must work together. We must achieve unity of effort in what is clearly an effort to achieve mutual objectives. I reminded the group today as I reminded the Senate Armed Services Committee several days ago of the reasons why we are in Afghanistan,” Patraeus explained.  Patraeus coincided with the Obama administration in their fight against terrorism, which is “a vital national security interest in ensuring that these [trans-national extremist elements] not be allowed to re-establish a sanctuary or safe-haven in Afghanistan and that they be pursued wherever it is that they are located.”  The fight against counter-insurgency in Afghanistan and the expansion of security could be used to measure the level of success of the mission, Patraeus said.  “We will be looking at the performance of the Afghan National Security Forces at their growth, not just in terms of numbers but also in terms of quality and their contribution in the fighting and where they are in the lead.”  “The Afghan forces actually are in the lead now in Kabul. Certainly supported magnificently by a tremendous Turkish contingent that is the major element there […] They are the leaders of the security effort. We want obviously to see that more in other areas,” he added.  NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen agreed, stating that their “mission will end when the Afghans are capable to secure and govern the country themselves and this is the reason why a key element in our strategy is to train and educate Afghan soldiers and Afghan police so that the Afghan security forces eventually can take responsibility for the security themselves.” 

Impact – Afg Module – k2 Hegemony

Afghanistan strategy key to Global American strategy and hegemony

Stratfor, 7-5-10, George Friedman: The 30-Year War in Afghanistan, http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=12342

Therefore, the problem is to define how important Afghanistan is to American global strategy, bearing in mind that the forces absorbed in Iraq and Afghanistan have left the United States vulnerable elsewhere in the world. The current strategy defines the Islamic world as the focus of all U.S. military attention. But the world has rarely been so considerate as to wait until the United States is finished with one war before starting another. Though unknowns remain unknowable, a principle of warfare is to never commit all of your reserves in a battle — one should always maintain a reserve for the unexpected. Strategically, it is imperative that the United States begin to free up forces and re-establish its ground reserves. Given the time frame the Obama administration’s grand strategy imposes, and given the capabilities of the Taliban, it is difficult to see how it will all work out. But the ultimate question is about the American obsession with Afghanistan. For 30 years, the United States has been involved in a country that is virtually inaccessible for the United States. Washington has allied itself with radical Islamists, fought against radical Islamists or tried to negotiate with radical Islamists. What the United States has never tried to do is impose a political solution through the direct application of American force. This is a new and radically different phase of America’s Afghan obsession. The questions are whether it will work and whether it is even worth it.

Impact – Afg Module – k2 ME Stability

Afghan strategy collapse leads to Middle East instability, and loss of American hegemony

The Washington Post, 6-24-10, Henry A. Kissinger: America needs an Afghan strategy, not an alibi, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wpdyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062302193.html

Yet America needs a strategy, not an alibi. We have a basic national interest to prevent jihadist Islam from gaining additional momentum, which it will surely do if it can claim to have defeated the United States and its allies after overcoming the Soviet Union. A precipitate withdrawal would weaken governments in many countries with significant Islamic minorities. It would be seen in India as an abdication of the U.S. role in stabilizing the Middle East and South Asia and spur radical drift in Pakistan. It would, almost everywhere, raise questions about America's ability to define or execute its proclaimed goals. A militant Iran building its nuclear capacity would assess its new opportunities as the United States withdraws from both Iraq and Afghanistan and is unable to break the diplomatic stalemate over Iran's nuclear program. But an obtrusive presence would, in time, isolate us in Afghanistan as well as internationally.

America’s Iraqi strategy key to Iraqi and Middle East stability

LA Times, 6-25-10, Ned Parker: Iraqi officials see U.S. as neglecting the country, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/25/world/la-fg-iraq-drift-20100626

The Iraqis describe U.S. Embassy officials in Baghdad as obsessed with bringing an end to the large-scale U.S. troop presence in Iraq. They believe the embassy's single-mindedness has often left the United States veering from crisis to crisis here. Some U.S. military officers and Western analysts have also criticized what they see as a failure to think beyond the planned drawdown to 50,000 noncombat troops by the end of August. The lack of focus may leave an opening for Iraq's neighbor and the United States' rival — Iran. Petraeus made his name crafting the strategy that helped calm Iraq's sectarian strife, and was then promoted to head of U.S. Central Command, overseeing American military operations throughout the region. His reassignment to focus exclusively on Afghanistan, which the Obama administration regards as the most daunting conflict it faces, could hasten a further downgrading of attention to Iraq. "Afghanistan is heating up. With such a high [profile] U.S. general, he will be sucking all resources to Afghanistan that he brought to Iraq," said a senior U.S. military officer who spoke on condition of anonymity. "It does affect the balance of things in Iraq right now." Iraqi officials are eager to take back control of their country. But some worry that the U.S. administration is blinding itself to the need for continued engagement. "They deal with and treat Iraq as an ordinary country," said a senior Iraqi official said, who also spoke on condition of anonymity. "This is all wishful."

Impact – Afg Module – ME Instability = War

Middle East Instability Leads to Nuclear War.

Mauro, Analyst for the Northeast Intelligence Network, 5/7/2007 

[Ryan, The Consequences of withdrawal from Iraq, http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-Iraq, 6/24/2010]

Withdrawal would lead to a collapse of the elected Iraqi government, who all would then have to flee outside the region or be executed by terrorists. All the work done to bring about elections and representation for all the people of Iraq would vanish. In southern Iraq, the “Islamization” process would move full throttle, stripping away individual rights, particularly that of women. As Islamic extremist rule increases, and Iran grows more powerful, a radical Shiite state will be created that will oppress not only its own citizens, but seek to oppress others. Sectarian violence will spiral out of control, killing millions of Iraqis, both Sunni and Shia. Even more will be forced to flee their homes as radical militias seek to create homogenous regions. Shiite terrorist groups like Hezbollah will likely find safe haven and support. Sunni territory will become home to an assortment of terrorist organizations that will use it as a base to fund and plan attacks on the United States and nearby moderate Muslim nations. Al-Qaeda, who will certainly not hesitate to attack us again, will have access to safe harbor, recruits, and oil revenue. The Kurds of northern Iraq will likely declare independence, but will probably see a tremendous amount of violence and despair. Turkey will invade northern Iraq to stop the emergence of a Kurdish state, leading to yet another war. Iran will almost certainly join in. The voices of those who want freedom and justice will be silenced. While the movement for democratic change will continue, its prospects for victory will diminish and come at a much higher cost. The Middle Eastern countries, faced with the threat of Iranian interference, will probably increase the oppression of its dissidents in order to stifle any attempt at foreign subversion. Iran, the #1 sponsor of terrorism and home to several Al-Qaeda leaders, will grow in power and become the leader of the region. It will become easier for Iran’s government, who denies the holocaust has ever happened and has repeatedly cited the destruction of Israel and the United States as its goal, to obtain nuclear weapons. The West will find its options to deter isolate and affect Iran’s behavior very limited. In response to the growth of Iran’s power, countries in the region like Egypt, Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and the states in the Gulf will obtain nuclear weapons. Iran’s leadership has expressed willingness to share its nuclear technology with other rogue states like Syria and Venezuela. Saudi Arabia will increase its support to Sunni jihadists and Wahhabists (which spawned Osama Bin Laden) in order to counter Iran’s influence. There may very well be a bloody civil war inside Saudi Arabia, causing oil prices to hit a new spike and possibly bringing the American economy into a deep recession. The growth in power of terrorist elements will lead to a complete breakdown in the Middle East Peace Process, and renewed fighting between Israeli and militant Palestinian groups. Israel will have to take an even more hawkish stance towards Iran, quite possibly leading to a nuclear showdown. One of the problems the United States has had among Iraqis is that they don’t believe we will stay to protect them, so they sit on the sidelines and won’t stand up to the terrorists. A premature withdrawal would forever eliminate any goodwill and trust between America and the people of the Middle East, instead replaced by bitterness and hatred as its people watch their family members die due to American selfishness. Any hope of having a foreign ally would diminish, as no one would trust the United States to stand by them in tough times.

Impact – Afg Module – Indo/Pak War

Failure in Afghanistan causes India Pakistan nuclear conflict

Twining ‘9 (The stakes in Afghanistan go well beyond Afghanistan Wed, 09/30/2009 - 4:51pm  By Dan Twining 

As Chris Brose and I recently argued, it is vital for the West to prevail in Afghanistan because of its effect in shaping Pakistan's strategic future. Proponents of drawing down in Afghanistan on the grounds that Pakistan is the more important strategic prize have it only half right: if Pakistan is the strategic prize, it should be unthinkable not to press for victory in Afghanistan given the spillover effects of a Western defeat there. All of Pakistan's pathologies -- from terrorist sanctuary in ungoverned spaces, to radicalized public opinion that creates an enabling environment for violent extremism, to lack of economic opportunity that incentivizes militancy, to the (in)security of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, to the military's oversized role in political life in ways that stunt the development of civilian institutions -- all of this will intensify should Afghanistan succumb to the Taliban as the West withdraws. These dynamics, in turn, will destabilize India in ways that could torpedo the country's rise to world power -- and the strategic dividends America would reap from India's success. New Delhi is now a truer proponent of Washington's original objectives in Afghanistan -- the Taliban's decisive defeat by military force rather than reconciliation and the construction of a capable Afghan democracy -- than some American leaders are now. Afghanistan is in India's backyard -- they shared a border until 1947 -- and the collapse of its government would destabilize Pakistan in ways that would quickly cost Indian dearly. Indian strategists fear that the spillover from a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would induce Pakistan's "Lebanonization," with the Pakistani Taliban becoming a kind of South Asian Hezbollah that would launch waves of crippling attacks against India. India cannot rise to be an Asian balancer, global security provider, and engine of the world economy if it is mired in interminable proxy conflict with terrorists emanating from a weak or collapsing state armed with nuclear weapons on its border. The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?
Indo-Pak nuclear conflict from Afghanistan collapse sparks World War Three

Wallis ‘9 (Paul, writer and author, Opinion: Pakistan - Failed state in the making, or the new war zone?, Digital Journal, February 26, http://www.digitaljournal.com/article/268047)

Afghanistan and Pakistan are mutually suspicious of each other. Afghanistan doesn’t trust Pakistan because of Pakistan’s support of the Taliban. Pakistan believes Afghanistan to be too friendly with India, according to some sources, although there doesn’t seem to be a lot of evidence of any overt alliance. Which is the setting for the “failed state” scenario. The Atlantic Council, which has been the voice for US international leadership, has stated that Pakistan will require at least twice the amount of aid currently being proposed.  Aid, however, isn’t likely to be the answer to the social dysfunction. You can’t glue a country back together with the equivalent of a Social Security check. Some sort of workable relationship among the factions, and de-polarization of the country, has to occur, before any normality can be achieved. Having done which, Pakistan can start trying to undo the damage done by the Taliban and Al Qaeda. The north is likely to become a desert, with these forces now at work enforcing their bogus Islam on the inhabitants, some of whom are already starving. The Taliban have already demolished many schools in the province of Swat, where “Sharia for peace” is the basis of the agreement. Have a look at the Australian documentary by Four Corners, to see how well Swat is doing under its new owners. The administration is talking about “limited” objectives in simply making sure Afghanistan isn’t used as a base for attacks on the US.  I would suggest that only if you apply the standards of 2002 does that objective makes sense. If you apply the facts of 2009, it’s far more likely that a failed Pakistan would be a base for any future attacks. I doubt if it really matters where an attack comes from, if it hits.  The Taliban are using the tried and trusted “Border War” scenario, which has protected criminals and terrorists for centuries. It’s a well known tactic, where guerrillas make raids and then scuttle back across a border, any border. The only cure for that is action on both sides of the border. Pakistan is theoretically protecting its own most likely destroyers. If Pakistan becomes a failed state, the Taliban and Al Qaeda have all the materials they need, including nukes. Which would mean total failure of the War on Terror, and perhaps a major war, in the event of an attack on the US or India. This is the scenario to avoid at all costs.
Impact – Afg Module – NATO Collapse

Failure in Afghanistan collapses NATO and destroys US leadership

Twining ‘9 (The stakes in Afghanistan go well beyond Afghanistan Wed, 09/30/2009 - 4:51pm  By Dan Twining 

A NATO defeat in Afghanistan would call into question the future of the alliance and the credibility of American leadership with it, possibly creating a new and lasting transatlantic breach and intensifying concerns about the alliance's ability to protect weak European states against a resurgent Russia. China has no interest in Afghanistan's collapse into a sanctuary for Islamist extremists, including Uighers who militate against China's rule in Xinjiang. But a Western defeat in Afghanistan, which if historical precedent holds would be followed by a bout of U.S. isolationism, would only create more space for China to pursue its (for now) peaceful rise. And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other. By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values.
NATO prevents multiple nuclear wars

Duffield 94 (John S. Duffield, 94, assistant professor of government and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, Winter 1994, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 109, No. 5, “NATO's functions after the Cold War,” p. infotrac

NATO still serves to secure its members against number of actual or potential dangers emanating  from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institutional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling militarized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively promoting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain relevant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe - as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies-remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.ll In sum, although NATO now lacks a single compelling raison d'etre, as it had in the past, the alliance continues to perform a number of valuable security functions for its members. As a result, all of the allies have found it in their interest to preserve NATO, notwithstanding differences in the importance they may attach to each of these purposes. The most significant of the alliance's external and internal functions are described in the next two sections.
Impact – Afg Module – Central Asian War
CENTRAL ASIAN WAR CAUSES ACCIDENTAL NUCLEAR WAR BETWEEN THE US AND RUSSIA. 

SHORR 1. [Ira, An Analyst with the Institute for Policy Studies “Greatest Peril is still Nuclear” 10-14-01, The Record]

While these actions helped the nuclear superpowers back away from using weapons of mass destruction at a precarious time, it's sobering to note that the United States and Russia are still courting nuclear disaster. Despite no longer being strategic foes they still maintain thousands of nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert -- poised for a quick launch. This is a threat that no missile defense system will ever be able to protect us from. This process of keeping nuclear weapons on a hair-trigger means that leaders on both sides have just minutes to assess whether a warning of an attack is real or false. And while the threats we faced during the Cold War came from Soviet strength -- the danger today comes more from Russia's weakness. For example, Russia's troubled economy has led to the profound decay of its early warning satellite system. A fire last May that destroyed a critical facility used to control Russian warning satellites has made things even worse. "Russia has completely lost its space-based early warning capabilities," says Bruce Blair of the Center for Defense Information. "In essence, the country's ability to tell a false alarm from a real warning has been nearly crippled. " False alarms on both sides have already brought us to the brink of nuclear war. What will happen now if there is a war in the volatile neighborhood of Central Asia -- a region that includes nuclear powers India ,Pakistan, and Russia? Former Sen. Sam Nunn brought the point home in a recent speech: "The events of Sept. 11 gave President Bush very little time to make a very difficult decision -- whether to give orders to shoot down a commercial jetliner filled with passengers. Our current nuclear posture in the United States and Russia could provide even less time for each president to decide on a nuclear launch that could destroy our nations. " Nunn called on Presidents Bush and Putin to "stand-down" their nuclear forces to "reduce toward zero the risk of accidental launch or miscalculation and provide increased launch decision time for each president. " Inthe spirit of the courageous steps his father took to decrease the nuclear threat 10 years ago, President Bush should take action now to remove nuclear weapons from hair-triggeralert. This would send a signal to the world that in this volatile time, the U.S. is serious about preventing the use of nuclear weapons, and Russia? Former Sen. Sam Nunn brought the point home in a recent speech: "The events of Sept. 11 gave President Bush very little time to make a very difficult decision -- whether to give orders to shoot down a commercial jetliner filled with passengers. Our current nuclear posture in the United States and Russia could provide even less time for each president to decide on a nuclear launch that could destroy our nations. " Nunn called on Presidents Bush and Putin to "stand-down" their nuclear forces to "reduce toward zero the risk of accidental launch or miscalculation and provide increased launch decision time for each president. " Inthe spirit of the courageous steps his father took to decrease the nuclear threat 10 years ago, President Bush should take action now to remove nuclear weapons from hair-triggeralert. This would send a signal to the world that in this volatile time, the U.S. is serious about preventing the use of nuclear weapons.
2NC – Plan = Rollback

Angering the military cause the plan to be rolled back

Glenn Sulmasy, Judge Advocate, Associate Professor of Law, U.S. Coast Guard Academy, and John Yoo, Professor of Law, Boalt Hall School of Law, University of California, Berkeley, august 2007, Constitutional "Niches": The Role of Institutional Context in Constitutional Law: Challenges to Civilian Control of the Military: A Rational Choice Approach to the War on Terror, UCLA Law Review, 54 UCLA L. Rev. 1815, ln
Military resistance to civilian policies with which military leaders disagree could take several forms short of an outright refusal to obey orders. Military officers can leak information to derail civilian initiatives. They could “slow roll” civilian orders by delaying implementation. They could inflate the estimates of the resources needed, or the possible casualties and time needed to achieve a military objective. And perhaps a relatively unnoticed but effective measure is to divide the principal—if the number of institutions forming the principal increases, it will be more difficult to monitor the performance of the agent and to hold it accountable. Deborah Avant argues, for example, that civilians exercise greater control of the military in Great Britain than in the United States, because the parliamentary system merges the executive and legislative branches of the government.61 Greater agency slack may result from information asymmetries that may favor the military, such as information and expertise about warfare, adverse selection that may cause the promotion of officers resentful of civilian meddling, and moral hazard in which the inability of civilians to directly observe the performance of the military may allow the

military to pursue its own preferences.
NU – CMR Low (Obama Specific)

Obama has yet to solidify Civil-Military relations
Feaver 6/22/2010

(Obama and his generals, Peter Feaver, Tuesday, June 22, 2010 - 10:03 AM, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/category/topic/military)
Good civil-military relations and the unity of command and effort they engender may not be sufficient to win. But in a war this complex, they may be a necessary condition for success. President Obama has not yet achieved good civil-military relations in the conduct of his wars and he does not have much time to get it right.  Let us hope that he finally heeds the wake-up call, however discordant and unfortunate it is.
Obama’s lack of control over his officials has caused civil military relations to reach an all time low.

Schulz, June 25th, 2010 (Nick, DeWitt Wallace Fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and editor-in-chief of THE AMERICAN, The Unprecedented Acrimony in Civil-military Affairs, (blog), http://blog.american.com/?p=15970 )

When President Obama announced General Stanley McChrystal’s resignation as commander of U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan, he said, “I welcome debate among my team, but I won’t tolerate division.”

But division is nothing new, according to Naval War College Professor Mackubin Thomas Owens, and is not likely to disappear anytime soon. In Lessons for a Long War: How America Can Win on New Battlefields (AEI Press, 2010), Owens observes an “unprecedented level of public acrimony in civil-military affairs since the beginning of the Iraq war.” He identifies a pattern of “shirking” by top military officials beginning in the Clinton administration and culminating in the fraught relationship between President Obama and General McChrystal:

Obama, perhaps inadvertently, sowed the seeds of the current civil-military discord with his campaign rhetoric, which used Afghanistan as a club to beat the Republicans in general and the party’s presidential candidate, John McCain, in particular over the head about Iraq … The perception that the president’s actions regarding Afghanistan were motivated by political factors rather than strategic ones—a perception that undermined healthy civil-military relations—was reinforced by several clumsy missteps by the administration. These included the naked attempt by retired Marine General James Jones, the national security adviser, to intimidate military commanders in Afghanistan into reducing their troop requests to a politically acceptable level, and a White House directive to the Pentagon not to forward a request for more troops. The most serious mistake, reported in the Wall Street Journal, was that the White House ordered General McChrystal not to testify before Congress. This move furthered the perception that the administration was trying to muzzle the military …

It is easy to see … that a clumsy step by the administration would sow distrust on the part of the soldiers, thereby increasing civil-military tensions, but the steps taken by some in the military have made the situation worse. First someone leaked General McChrystal’s strategic assessment to Bob Woodward of the Washington Post. Then an article published by McClatchy quoted anonymous officers to the effect that McChrystal would resign if the president did not give him what he needed to implement the announced strategy. Such actions on the part of the uniformed military are symptoms of a continuing civil-military relations problem: they reflect the widespread belief among military officers that they should be advocates of particular policies rather than simply serving in their traditional advisory role.

NU – CMR Low

US civilian-military relations are low now
Veterans Today June 27th 
(2010, [Asif Haroon Rajais a retired Brig and a security and defence analyst] “Nothing is going right for USA in final phase in Afghanistan”; http://www.veteranstoday.com/2010/06/27/nothing-is-going-right-for-usa-in-final-phase-in-afghanistan/)
Morale of US troops is low and ill-discipline and desertion cases very high. Frequent redeployments in combat zones, like recently arrived 101 Airborne Division in Afghanistan, which had previously got deployed four times since 2002, have taxed the nerves of soldiers to maximum. US Army VCOAS Gen Peter Chiarelle revealed that percentage of American soldiers who are unavailable for combat has risen sharply during the last three years from11% of each brigade in 2007 to 16%. Repeated deployments, health and traumatic stress disorder problems have driven much of increase in soldiers listed as non-deployable. Sarah Lazre says that US Army is overstretched and exhausted. Many from within ranks are openly declaring that they have had enough, allying with anti-war veterans and activists calling for an end to US led wars, with some active duty soldiers publicly refusing to deploy.  While grappling with mounting problems in Afghanistan and trying to lessen Washington-Kabul strains, US leadership was faced with yet another challenge of civil-military relations within USA . Gen Stanley McChrystal whom Obama had chosen for Afghanistan ruffled the feathers of Obama and other high officials in his administration as a consequence to his scathing interview he gave to a magazine. He and his aides didn’t mince their words in censuring Obama and top US officials. Some among Obama’s administration as well as US Ambassador in Kabul Eikenberry differed with McChrystal’s policies in Afghanistan. 

NU – Military Strategy Fights

Disagreement over ground strategy prove CMR still turbulent

Owens April 2010 (Mackubin Thomas; American military historian, Professor of Strategy and Force Planning for the Naval War College, and National Review contributor; “Renegotiating the Civil-Military Bargain after 9/11;” page 36; pdf.)

With Rumsfeld’s departure and the apparent success of the “surge” in Iraq, some expressed hope that harmony might return to U.S. civil-military relations. And to be sure, his successor as secretary of defense, Robert Gates, has done much to improve the civil-military climate. But recent events, including the decision by Gates to fire two service secretaries and a service chief and to force the retirement of a combatant commander, as well as a public disagreement on military strategy between President Obama and the ground commander in Afghanistan, General Stanley McChrystal—make it clear that the state of U.S. civil-military relations remains turbulent.
NU – Public Acrimony

Public acrimony over military affairs has already hurt CMR

Owens April 2010 (Mackubin Thomas; American military historian, Professor of Strategy and Force Planning for the Naval War College, and National Review contributor; “Renegotiating the Civil-Military Bargain after 9/11;” page 36; pdf.)

The first of these characteristics is the unprecedented level of public acrimony in civil-military affairs since the beginning of the Iraq War. The clearest example of this public acrimony was the so-called revolt of the generals in 2006, during which six retired army and marine generals publicly criticized the Bush administration’s conduct of the Iraq War and called for the resignation of Secretary Rumsfeld.6 Much of the language they used was 36 LESSONS FOR A LONG WAR intemperate, and some was downright contemptuous. For instance, Marine General Anthony Zinni, the former commander of U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), described the actions of the Bush administration as ranging from “true dereliction, negligence, and irresponsibility” to “lying, incompetence, and corruption.”7 Army Major General Paul Eaton called Rumsfeld “incompetent strategically, operationally, and tactically.”8 These public charges by uniformed officers, active or retired, are unprecedented in recent civil-military debates. While there are no legal restrictions that prevent retired members of the military—even recently retired members—from criticizing public policy or the individuals responsible for it, such public denunciation of civilian authority by soldiers, retired or not, undermines healthy civil-military relations. It is clear that many believed that these retired flag officers were speaking not only on behalf of themselves, but on behalf of active-duty officers as well. As Kohn once suggested, retired general and flag officers are comparable in status to the cardinals of the Roman Catholic Church. Whatever they say carries weight.
NU – McChyrstal/Rolling Stone Article

Civil military relations have taken a serious blow in the past few weeks due to the McChrystal incident. 

MacKenzie, July 6th, 2010 (Jean, Common Dreams(blog), Published by Global Post, program director for the Institute for War & Peace Reporting in Kabul, War by Other Means: Aid as a Weapon, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/06/28-6  )
"Warfighters at brigade, battalion, and company level in a counterinsurgency (COIN) environment employ money as a weapons system to win the hearts and minds of the indigenous population to facilitate defeating the insurgents," says the handbook.

It continues, "Money is one of the primary weapons used by war fighters to achieve successful mission results in COIN and humanitarian operations."

With the U.S. military escalating troops in Kandahar this summer, a development offensive is part of the strategy.  In fact, the "civilian surge," as it is being called, is already well under way.

But civilian-military relations have taken a beating over the past few weeks, which is sure to have an impact on the efficacy of aid delivery.

The resignation of Gen. Stanley McChrystal [5], commander of U.S. and NATO troops in Afghanistan, in the wake of remarks he and his aides made to Rolling Stone magazine [6], exposed profound fault lines between the Pentagon and the rest of the administration's Afghanistan team.

There seems to be mistrust and at times even contempt on the khaki, or military side, for their civilian counterparts, and a feeling the civilian side doesn't understand the reality of war. The civilian crowd often see the military as a machine that needs to be controlled or it can end up working against the goals of rebuilding Afghanistan.

In a June 24 meeting with reporters in Kabul, Karl Eikenberry, the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan who also served two tours in the country including one as a lieutenant general heading up the Combined Forces Command, was at some pains to downplay any possible rift between the civilian side and the military.

The Afghan government has documented an upsurge in civilian deaths, many due to the new military offensives that have accompanied the increase in U.S. troop figures.

It sometimes seems that the harder the United States tries to make things better in Afghanistan, the more quickly the situation deteriorates.

In large part, say diplomats, analysts and longtime observers of Afghanistan, this is due to a lack of strategy - there has from the outset been little clarity in what the United States is trying to achieve.

"Policy? What policy?" fumed a Western diplomat, speaking on background. "The United States has never had the slightest idea what its goals are in Afghanistan."

Therefore, U.S. assistance efforts have fallen victim to a series of stop-gap measures that have sometimes produced results that are worse than useless - they can be downright counterproductive.

NU – McChyrstal/Rolling Stone Article
McChyrstal comments violates civil military relations

Cohen, 6/23

Eliot, Expert in Civil Military Relations, Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704853404575322800914018876.html#printMode
Gen. McChrystal's just-published interview in Rolling Stone magazine is an appalling violation of norms of civilian-military relations. To read it is to wince, repeatedly—at the mockery of the vice president and the president's special representative to Afghanistan and Pakistan, at the sniping directed toward the U.S. ambassador, at a member of his staff who, when asked whom the general was having dinner with in Paris said, "Some French minister. It's so [expletive deleted] gay." The quotes from Gen. McChrystal's underlings bespeak a staff so clueless, swaggering and out of control that a wholesale purge looks to be indicated.

Rift between obama and the military establishment is widening. 

Abdel Bari Atwan 6/28/2010 http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=222088
McChrystal's overtly disrespectful pronouncements on his commander-in-chief, President Barack Obama (and his administration) highlighting a widening rift between the U.S. military establishment and the White House.  One of McChrystal's aides told Rolling Stone that the General had been ‘pretty disappointed' when he met Obama for the first time. He told colleagues that Obama seemed ‘intimidated' by the room full of ‘military brass' and that he ‘didn't seem very engaged'.   In the course of a series of jokes about Vice-President Joe Biden, McChrystal pretended not to know who he was, and one of his aides described National Security Adviser, James Jones, as a ‘clown'.   Retaliation was swift. McChrystal was personally sacked by Obama before the magazine even hit the news stands and has been replaced by General David Petraeus who masterminded the counterinsurgency (Coin) strategy in Iraq.   McChrystal first incurred the ire of the White House as he assumed command in Afghanistan in June 2009, making a ‘bullying' speech demanding that President Obama immediately deploy 40,000 extra troops or face ‘mission failure'. Bowing to McChrystal's (and the Military establishment's in general) insistence that an Iraq-style Coin offensive was the only way to go, Obama obliged with an additional 30,000 soldiers.   The appointment of General Petraeus may refocus America's efforts and place more emphasis on the second stage of the Coin strategy — an ‘Awakening'-style project, which has been ongoing for some time, whereby influential war-lords are recruited to the ‘counterinsurgency' camp.
NU – McChyrstal/Rolling Stone Article

McChrystal dispute has already soured civilian- military relations

Feaver, June 22

is a professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies] 2010 “Obama and his generals”; http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/22/obama_and_his_generals)
President Obama's awkward relations with his senior military commanders have just taken a turn for the worse - much worse.  A new article for the Rolling Stone, released in advance to reporters, dishes all sorts of gossipy dirt on what General McChrystal - or more precisely, what McChrystal's staff - really thinks about the key principals on Obama's National Security Council team.  Alas, McChrystal and his staff do not think very highly of them, and they were foolishly willing to share their low opinions with an obliging reporter. The put-downs are remarkably sophomoric -- "Biden? Did you say: Bite me?" -- and the entire affair reads like a bad high school feud (cue the writers of Glee looking for material for next season). Like a petty high school feud, this new flare-up is just the latest round in a back-and-forth that has gone on for a long time; it is following a script that was predictable long ago.  I do not know whether the reporting timelines support this inference, but it sure seems to me like the Rolling Stone story was McChrystal's staff retaliating for the equally disturbing attacks on McChrystal and Petraeus by White House political advisors in Jonathan Alter's semi-authorized account of the Afghan Strategy Review. McChrystal has already apologized and his apology seems sincere. But it may not be enough to save his head from this famously thin-skinned White House. The last time a senior military commander spoke this unwisely to a reporter, he quickly resigned, and rightly so because his bad behavior thoroughly squandered whatever confidence his chain of command had in him by that point. McChrystal has a stronger battlefield record and so may have started with a bit more confidence to squander.  Moreover, President Obama may not want the painful confirmation hearings for McChrystal's successor that a hasty departure would generate. And the McChrystal interview accurately notes that other members of the Obama AfPak team are already on beltway insiders' short-lists to leave, opening up the possibility of widespread chaos at the top during the most critical year of the war so far. Obama might be wiser to bring McChrystal in for a tongue lashing and send him back into the fight as quickly as possible. If Obama takes that course, he should also tongue-lash the other participants in this feud, namely his closest circle of White House advisors and his country team in Kabul. The Americans seem to be preoccupied with Washington enemies when they should be directing their fire at the real enemy -- the one that is firing bullets, not insults, at them.  Indeed, the dissension and back-biting that has characterized the Obama administration is precisely the sort of divide-and-conquer confusion we are trying to foster among the Taliban and Al Qaeda foes we are confronting in the AfPak theater. It is a tragic irony that we have proven more capable of sowing it among our own ranks than among the ranks of the enemy. Good civil-military relations and the unity of command and effort they engender may not be sufficient to win. But in a war this complex, they may be a necessary condition for success. President Obama has not yet achieved good civil-military relations in the conduct of his wars and he does not have much time to get it right.  Let us hope that he finally heeds the wake-up call, however discordant and unfortunate it is.
The McChyrstal controversy has pushed civilian military relations to the brink- pulling out of Afghanistan  pushes the relations over
Veterans Today June 27th 
(2010, [Asif Haroon Rajais a retired Brig and a security and defence analyst] “Nothing is going right for USA in final phase in Afghanistan”; http://www.veteranstoday.com/2010/06/27/nothing-is-going-right-for-usa-in-final-phase-in-afghanistan/)
Disagreements surfaced after McChrystal asked for additional troops in September 2009 to recapture southern and eastern Afghanistan . His opponents who were not in favor of troop surge and risky stretching out strategy became more vocal once McChrystal failed to show results. Other grouses against him were his inability to rein in Karzai who of late had become belligerent, and to train Afghan National Army (ANA) to takeover security duties from coalition troops. Most weaknesses pointed out are command failures, but these could have been over looked and he retained despite his diatribe had he been a winning General.Although Gen McChrystal has been sacked and replaced with Gen David Petraeus but not without creating tension in civil-military relations. In case the situation in Afghanistan spins out of control and coalition forces are forced to hurriedly exit in disgrace, or fatalities mount up, it is bound to further aggravate civil-military relations in USA. However, prompt action by Obama has dispelled the lingering impression that Pentagon has become more powerful than White House. He has reasserted his authority by this act and demonstrated that he is in full command. Replacement of military commanders is not the solution to the problem particularly when Petraeus and McChrystal were on one frequency. At no stage there was any difference of opinion between the two. Petraeus task will be more arduous since he will have to hop between his two offices of CENTCOM and US-NATO Command HQ in Kabul . Unless the US leadership undertakes some revolutionary and well meaning steps to get rid of weak areas, the US will not be able to overcome its host of problems and final phase will end up in complete disaster.
NU – Inevitable CMR Decline

CMR crisis inevitable under Obama due to Bush military policies

Yoo, 6/24

John, professor of law at the University of California, Berkeley & deputy assistant attorney general in the Office of the Legal Counsel of the U.S. Department of Justice from 2001 to 2003, “The Growing Crisis in Civil-military Relations”,  The American, http://blog.american.com/?p=15927
I ran an op-ed today in the Wall Street Journal on the firing of General McChrystal. Over on the Ricochet.com website, I blog about the growing crisis in civil-military relations since the end of the Cold War. Another point to make is that it was almost predictable that there would be such a crisis under President Obama, not because of Obama’s obviously uncomfortable attitude toward national security matters, but because of the serious harm done to civil-military relations by Congress during the last half of the Bush years. Congressional Democrats encouraged and fed upon the resistance by officers and retired generals to Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and the Iraq war. This blurred lines of accountability in civilian control over the military, and led to greater military independence. The wider the policy differences between the military brass and the president, the more you will see appeals to Congress and efforts to undermine direct presidential control—and this should happen more often under a Democratic president than a Republican, for many reasons. This sort of thing happens all the time with regulatory agencies, which are only too happy to play off the White House against the Congress to create freedom for themselves—but the Constitution, I believe, is meant to prevent this from happening to an institution as dear as the presidency.

CMR has been on the decline since the Cold War – new Democrat president proves inevitability of the collapse

Yoo, 6/24

John, professor of law at the University of California, Berkeley & deputy assistant attorney general in the Office of the Legal Counsel of the U.S. Department of Justice from 2001 to 2003, “The Deeper Meaning of McChrystal”, http://www.ricochet.com/conversations/The-Deeper-Meaning-of-McChrystal
Just ran an op-ed today in the Wall Street Journal trying to plumb the more important meaning behind the firing of General McChrystal (I can't let Robinson hog all the space in the nation's papers). One issue is that civilian-military relations have been very poor, perhaps even in a crisis (though the media overuse that word these days), since the end of the Cold War. This began with Colin Powell's time as chairman of the Joint Chiefs and Bill Clinton's hostile relationship with the military. McChrystal's alleged misdeeds are nothing compared to Powell's publishing a New York Times op-ed opposing intervention in Bosnia while the administration was considering it or the open resistance to gays in the military. Clinton's troubles continued throughout his administration, but I really lay the blame for the poor state of things at the feet of the congressional Democrats, who encouraged the revolt of the generals and other military resistance to the Bush administration's strategies in Iraq and the war on terrorism. It was predictable that a similar, maybe even worse outbreak, would occur once a Democrat again was President.
Uniqueness Overwhelms

Despite civil military relation status, officials will continue to side with Obama.

Catalinotto, July 5th, 2010 (John, Managing editor of Workers World, Spokesman for the International Action Center, McChrystal fired after exposing rifts in U.S. war policy, http://www.workers.org/2010/us/mcchrystal_0708/  )
Some 36 hours after the article appeared, Obama accepted McChrystal’s resignation. By offering no excuse or denial, McChrystal appeared almost relieved to be relieved of his command. Given the infighting among U.S. officials directing the war; the near collapse of the announced offensive in Kandahar; the announcement by the Netherlands and Poland that their troop withdrawals would proceed; growing war opposition in Germany and Britain; increased deaths among U.S.-NATO forces; and the instability of the puppet President Hamid Karzai, one can see why the general might have wanted to quit. Much of the discussion in the corporate media was on civilian-military conflicts, on the problems with the Afghan occupation and on the differing strategies to obtain a U.S. victory. None come close to exposing the central truth that U.S. intervention in Afghanistan is based not on “ending terror” but on expanding U.S. imperialism’s geopolitical interests. Washington first supported groups like al-Qaida in the 1980s against the Soviet troops invited in by a progressive Afghan government. Later it allowed the Pakistan military regime to place the Taliban in power. The U.S. then invaded Afghanistan in 2001 using an alleged “war on terror” as the pretext. Now the war has gone on longer than the war against Vietnam, with more than 1,000 U.S. troops dead and more coming. The Taliban has gone from being a reactionary and unpopular government to being the leading force in a resistance war of the Afghan people. Both civilian and military officials here are committed to pursuing U.S. imperialist interests. In front of the Rolling Stones writer, McChrystal and his gang attacked Eikenberry and Jones even though the two are former top generals. They attacked Biden, a civilian official, who is the author of the strategy of dividing Iraq with ethnic and religious-based militias, a strategy that has brought untold hardships upon millions of ordinary Iraqis. 

No Link – CMR is Resilient

Military personnel will continue to back Obama, civil military relations will maintain resilience. 

Schake, of 09 (Kori, research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor international security studies at the United States Military Academy, So far so good for civil-military relations under Obama, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for_civil_military_relations_under_obama  )
Afghanistan was always going to be a central national security issue, because President Obama had campaigned and carried over into governance his argument that it was the "right" war and negligently under-resourced during the Bush administration. Even with domestic anti-war sentiment on the rise and a potential rebellion by Congressional Democrats against funding the Afghan mission, Obama is seemingly trapped into supporting the military commander's troop requests. Hard to imagine the Houdini contortion that lets him sustain his claim that his predecessor neglected the most important war and then refuse troops to a commander who you put into position and who is supported by a well-respected Defense Secretary. 

Yet the President may -- and perhaps should -- do exactly that, and for reasons that are laudable in our system of civil-military relations. The American way of organizing for warfare has distinct responsibilities for the leading military and civilian participants. To work up the ladder, it's the military commander's job to survey the requirements for success and make recommendations. It's the job of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the military judgment of that strategy and resourcing, advising the Secretary and the President on its soundness and other possible courses of military action. It's the Secretary of Defense's job to figure out how to provide those resources from a limited pool of people and equipment, to identify and manage the risk it creates for other operations and objectives (e.g., Iraq, managing China's rise, deterring North Korea, etc). It is the Commander in Chief's job to establish the war's objectives and determine whether they merit the resources it would require to be successful. He may determine the objectives are too costly in themselves, or that achieving them would distract too much effort from other national priorities, or that we do not have the necessary partners in the Karzai government to achieve our objectives.

But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.


No Link – Turkey – TNW’s

No concern or debate over removal/presence of nuclear weapons in turkey.

ALEXANDRA BELL AND BENJAMIN LOEHRKE 11/23/2009 

http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey

For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements. Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella.
Link Turn – Military Presence Collapses CMR

Military presence collapses CMR

Weisbrode, June 28th, 2010 (Kenneth, Kenneth Weisbrode is a fellow at the Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies, European University Institute, and the author of Central Eurasia – Prize or Quicksand, The Presidents and the McGenerals, http://www.hnn.us/articles/128405.html  )
Now that President Obama has relieved Gen. McChrystal of command in Afghanistan, it remains to be seen how both of these men and the mission they designed will fare.

History is likely to take into account much more than the two men's personalities and actions.  Their clash speaks to a larger issue, namely, the hopelessness of managing a global foreign policy militarily.  How many more times will we ask the military to do the impossible?

As Gen. George C. Marshall, the great World War II chief of staff, once put it, if you assign a problem to the military to solve, don't be surprised if you get a military solution.

The nation's founders never intended the country's military forces to be global peacemakers or a foreign policy "tool" of first resort.  The military’s deficiencies in this regard are especially apparent when warriors are given highly calculated and politically sensitive missions requiring delicacy and nuance.

The nation's involvement in Afghanistan is a good example of this mismatch.  That country's politics are so complex as to seem unfathomable. Its terrain—physical, cultural and human—is well beyond difficult. And American and NATO resources​—financial and political—are limited.

Yet many Americans still expect our soldiers not only to hunt down the enemies of the United States there but also to pacify the country sufficiently to justify a departure not far in the future.

America's over-reliance on the military is the product of long-standing ambivalence.  On the one hand, soldiering is among the most honored professions, certainly far more so than journalism, politics or even diplomacy.

On the other hand, Americans historically have been loath to see their generals get too political or to disregard the chain of command.  Civilian control over the military remains sacred to many people.

Americans therefore turn to the military to get things done that others aren't trusted to do.  Yet the military too is constrained by training and tradition.  Generals McClellan, MacArthur, and now McChrystal, all once considered to be brilliant military men, asserted themselves too much for their civilian bosses to stomach.  Though the stakes were different for each one, each paid a high price for egotism.

No Internal Link – Military Strategy/War Planning

CMR doesn’t solve military strategy/war planning

Owens, 6/13

Mackubin T., Associate Dean of Academics for Electives and Directed Research and Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College, “Civil-Military Relations And The U.S. Strategy Deficit”, Eurasia Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006133105/civil-military-relations-and-the-us-strategy-deficit.html
The failure of American civil-military relations to generate strategy can be attributed to the confluence of three factors. The first of these is the continued dominance within the American system of what Eliot Cohen has called the “normal” theory of civil-military relations, the belief that there is a clear line of demarcation between civilians who determine the goals of the war and the uniformed military who then conduct the actual fighting. Until President George W. Bush abandoned it when he overruled his commanders and embraced the “surge” in Iraq, the normal theory has been the default position of most presidents since the Vietnam War. Its longevity is based on the idea that the failure of President Lyndon Johnson and Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara to defer to an autonomous military realm was the cause of U.S. defeat in Vietnam.  The normal theory can be traced to Samuel Huntington’s The Soldier and the State, in which he sought a solution to the dilemma that lies at the heart of civil-military relations: how to guarantee civilian control of the military while still ensuring the ability of the uniformed military to provide security. His solution was a mechanism for creating and maintaining a professional, apolitical military establishment, which he called “objective control.” Such a professional military would focus on defending the United States but avoid threatening civilian control.  But as Cohen has pointed out, the normal theory of civil-military relations has rarely held. Indeed, storied democratic war leaders such as Winston Churchill and Abraham Lincoln “trespassed” upon the military’s turf as a matter of course, influencing not only strategy and operations but also tactics. The reason that civilian leaders cannot simply leave the military to its own devices during war is that war is an iterative process involving the interplay of active wills. What appears to be the case at the outset of the war may change as the war continues, modifying the relationship between political goals and military means. The fact remains that wars are not fought for their own purposes but to achieve policy goals set by the political leadership of the state.  The Iraq case reinforces Cohen’s argument. Former secretary of defense Donald Rumsfeld may have been wrong on a number of issues but the uniformed military was no more prescient than he. For instance, while Rumsfeld did not foresee the insurgency and the shift from conventional to guerrilla war, neither did his critics in the uniformed services, who remained wedded to operational doctrines focused on conventional war rather than counterinsurgency.  Critics also charged that Rumsfeld’s Pentagon shortchanged the troops in Iraq, in part by failing to provide them with armored “humvees.” Yet a review of Army budget submissions makes it clear that the service did not immediately ask for the vehicles; the Army’s priority, as is usually the case with the uniformed services, was to acquire “big ticket” items. It was only after the insurgency began and the threat posed by improvised explosive devices (IEDs) became apparent that the army began to push for supplemental spending to “up-armor” the utility vehicles.  And while it is true that Rumsfeld downplayed the need to prepare for post-conflict stability operations, it is also the case that in doing so he was merely ratifying the preferences of the uniformed military. Only recently has the uniformed military begun to shed the “Weinberger Doctrine,” a set of principles long internalized by the U.S. military that emphasize the requirement for an “exit strategy.” But if generals are thinking about an exit strategy they are not thinking about “war termination”—how to convert military success into political success, which is the purpose of post-conflict planning and stability operations. This cultural aversion to conducting stability operations is reflected in the fact that operational planning for Operation Iraqi Freedom took eighteen months, while planning for postwar stabilization began half-heartedly only a couple of months before the invasion.  The second factor, strongly reinforced by the normal theory of civil-military relations, is the influence of the uniformed services’ organizational cultures. Each military service is built around a “strategic concept,” which according to Samuel Huntington constitutes “the fundamental element of a military service,” the basic “statement of [its] role . . . or purpose in implementing national policy.” A clear strategic concept is critical to the ability of a service to organize and employ the resources that Congress allocates to it.  It also largely determines a service’s organizational culture. Some years ago, the late Carl Builder of the RAND Corporation wrote a book called The Masks of War, in which he demonstrated the importance of the organizational cultures of the various military services in creating differing “personalities,” identities, and behaviors. His point was that each service possesses a preferred way of fighting and that “the unique service identities . . . are likely to persist for a very long time.”  The organizational culture of a service, in turn, exerts a strong influence on civil-military relations, frequently constraining what civilian leaders can do and often constituting an obstacle to change and innovation. The critical question here is this: who decides whether the military instrument is effective, the civilian policymakers or the military itself?  An illuminating illustration of this phenomenon at work has been the recent attempt to institutionalize counterinsurgency doctrine within the U.S. Army, a difficult task, given the service’s focus on the “operational level of war,” which manifests itself as a preference for fighting large-scale conventional war—despite the fact that throughout most of its existence, the conflicts in which the U.S. Army engaged were actually irregular wars.  Beginning in the late 1970s, the Army embraced the idea of the operational level of war as its central organizing concept. As Hew Strachan has observed, “the operational level of war appeals to armies: it functions in a politics-free zone and it puts primacy on professional skills.” And herein lies the problem for civil-military relations: the disjunction between operational excellence in combat and policy, which determines the reasons for which a particular war is to be fought. The combination of the dominant position of the normal theory of civil-military relations in the United States and the U.S. military’s focus on the non-political operational level of war means that all too often the conduct of a war disconnected from the goals of the war.  As an essay published by the U.S. Army War College’s Strategic Studies Institute puts it, the operational level of war has become an “alien” that has devoured strategy.  Rather than meeting its original purpose of contributing to the attainment of campaign objectives laid down by strategy, operational art—practiced as a “level of war”—assumed responsibility for campaign planning. This reduced political leadership to the role of “strategic sponsors,” quite specifically widening the gap between politics and warfare. The result has been a well-demonstrated ability to win battles that have not always contributed to strategic success, producing “a way of battle rather than a way of war.  The political leadership of a country cannot simply set objectives for a war, provide the requisite materiel, then stand back and await victory. Nor should the nation or its military be seduced by this prospect. Politicians should be involved in the minute-to-minute conduct of war; as Clausewitz reminds us, political considerations are “influential in the planning of war, of the campaign, and often even of the battle.  The task of strategy is to bring doctrine—concerned with fighting battles in support of campaigns—into line with national policy. But instead of strategy, we have Gray’s “black hole.”  The third factor contributing to the perseverance of the American strategic black hole is one that was, ironically, intended to improve U.S. strategic planning: the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986. In passing Goldwater-Nichols, Congress sought to address two central concerns: 1) the excessive power and influence of the separate services; and 2) the mismatch between the authority of the combatant commanders and their responsibilities. The act increased the authority of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff while reducing that of the Joint Chiefs themselves and increased the authority of the theater commanders. Congress expected that such reorganization would, among other things, improve the quality of military advice to policymakers.  The Joint Chiefs of Staff are responsible for integrating theater strategy and national policy. But if they are marginalized, as they were during much of the time during the Bush administration, such integration does not occur. This is an institutional problem illustrated by the case of Gen. Tommy Franks, the commander of US Central Command, who in directing the war in Afghanistan after 9/11 and the first phase of the war in Iraq, was able to bypass the Joint Chiefs of Staff. His justification is found in his memoirs, An American Soldier: “Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan had been nitpicked by the Service Chiefs and the Joint Staff, and I did not intend to see a recurrence of such divisiveness in Iraq.” He sent a message: “Keep Washington focused on policy and strategy. Leave me the hell alone to run the war.”  Of course, such an attitude is a dysfunctional consequence of the well-intentioned institutional arrangement created by Goldwater-Nichols reinforcing the idea that there is an autonomous realm of military action within which civilians have no role. The result of such a disjunction between the military and political realms is that war plans may not be integrated with national policy and that strategy, despite lip service to its importance, in practice becomes an orphan. And in the absence of strategy, other factors rush to fill the void, resulting in strategic drift.
No Impact – Afghan Strategy

Current rifts in civil military relations send the signal that Afghanistan policies are failing.
Usher, July 6th, 2010 (Graham, Palestine correspondent for The Economist and Middle East International, Ducking the Issue, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2010/1005/in2.htm )
America's losing war in Afghanistan lost its main military strategist on 23 June, when Barack Obama fired General Stanley McChrystal, chief United States and NATO Commander in Afghanistan. The General and his aides had made disparaging comments about the president and other civilian US leaders in Rolling Stone magazine. McChrystal was replaced by his boss and mentor, General David Petraeus, ex-head of the US Central Command and the man whose "surge" strategy in Iraq in 2007 is credited in Washington with turning round another losing war. The White House hopes he will do the same in Afghanistan. The quick-fire appointment signalled "a change in personnel, but not a change in policy", assured Obama, anxious to soothe foreign and Afghan allies and an American public jittery over a war that seems to go only from bad to worse.  The handover is unlikely to reassure anyone, save perhaps the Taliban, who described Obama's firing of McChrystal as a "political defeat" for American policies in Afghanistan. "Surge", "governance", "momentum" and "heartland" are keywords from the McChrystal manual. They were taken more or less wholesale from the counterinsurgency strategy Petraeus pursued in Iraq and embraced less than enthusiastically by Obama after a four-month review of Afghan policy last year. He finally dispatched 30,000 more US troops to give them teeth.  They are all failing. Yet it is the animus in military-civil relations revealed by McChrystal and his aides in the Rolling Stone article that has most shocked American opinion.  One refers to National Security adviser James Jones as a "clown". McChrystal feigns to have never heard of Vice-President Joe Biden, chief domestic critic of the surge strategy.  More damaging, McChrystal suggests Obama is "uncomfortable and intimidated" in his presence and "didn't seem very engaged" with Afghanistan when they met for a key Oval office meeting last year. He describes Obama's long review of Afghan policy as "painful", making little difference to his views on strategy. In fact, many observers think McChrystal leaked to The Washington Post a demand for 30,000-50,000 extra troops precisely to bounce the president into a decision he was reluctant to take. Yet the president has placed strategy back in the hands of a general. And for many it is the failing military strategy -- the brainchild of Petraeus even more than McChrystal -- that lies at the heart of US and NATO woes in Afghanistan. Like McChrystal, Petraeus is opposed to political negotiations with the Taliban. He believes an influx of foreign forces is necessary to build up an indigenous police and army so that a future, US-backed Afghan government can negotiate from strength.
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