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1NC CMR DA
A- Civil-military relations are being boosted by Petraeus’s new leadership but remain on the brink after the McChrystal crisis.

AP 6/29 [Associated Press, “Petraeus Vows Long-Term Commitment In Afghan War,”  6/29/10,  http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=103363131]

Gen. David Petraeus is on a mission to convince a war-weary Congress that he's the man to turn around the war in Afghanistan and mend the military's tattered relations with civilian leaders. Lawmakers say he's a shoo-in to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who was fired last week by President Barack Obama after he and his aides were quoted in a Rolling Stone magazine article disparaging the administration. Petraeus, who goes to Capitol Hill on Tuesday for a hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee, will probably be confirmed as early as this week. Petraeus is expected to continue McChrystal's strategy in Afghanistan in large part because it is based on Petraeus' own ideas about beating an insurgency. That plan calls for increasing troops to bolster security, while limiting the use of firepower in order to win the support of the local population. While congressional leaders will praise Petraeus for his work in Iraq and his acumen for fighting a complex counterinsurgency, they also will want to know how soon it will be before there's good news on the war. "On the Democratic side, there is solid support. But there's also the beginnings of fraying of that support" for the war, said Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., chairman of the Armed Services Committee. Petraeus is seen as someone who could convince lawmakers the war is worth fighting and who could salvage relations between uniformed personnel fighting the war and their civilian counterparts. "This is a chance to start over completely," said Sen. Lindsey Graham, a South Carolina Republican who is influential on military issues. Graham said he would be "very concerned if nothing changes on the civilian side" because the civilian-military relationship has grown "dysfunctional." Lawmakers will also question Petraeus about whether he will be as strict as McChrystal was about the military's rules of engagement. Some troops have charged that the restrictions on firepower have hurt their effectiveness and put them at risk. Democrats say they are willing to back Obama's ordered troop buildup of 30,000 for now, but they want to start seeing results by the end of the year. They also want assurances from Petraeus that troops will start leaving in July 2011, as Obama has promised. Levin, who has raised doubts about committing more troops to the fight, says all eyes are on planned operations in the Taliban stronghold of Kandahar this fall. "That more than anything else will have a short-term impact on the American public's mood," he said. Republicans say they want assurances that troops will only leave next year if security has improved. Obama has said troops will begin to leave, but the pace and size of the withdrawal will depend upon conditions. Most agree Petraeus is the best person to replace McChrystal as head of the Afghanistan war. As chief of U.S. Central Command, he was McChrystal's boss and kept tabs on operations by traveling to Afghanistan and neighboring Pakistan. 
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B- Plan steamrolls military opinion by decreasing presence without consulting them– this destroys civil-military relations.

The Washington Independent 8 [Spencer Ackerman; 11/13/08; “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible”; http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible]

During his July trip to Iraq, Sen. Barack Obama met with a man who represents both an opportunity and an obstacle to his presidency: Army Gen. David H. Petraeus. Petraeus, a hero to many Americans for his management of the war in Iraq, argued in a private briefing that military commanders should be given wide latitude in handing the future course of the war — though Obama was running for president on a platform calling for a withdrawal of combat troops in 16 months.  The meeting offered a test for a relationship that might help define Obama’s term in office. Though he’s talked about governing in a bipartisan fashion, Obama ran for office as a progressive opposed to the Iraq war. The uniformed military, typically wary of liberals in general, is unsure what to think about Obama — and the last Democratic president, Bill Clinton, stumbled early in his relationship with the military.  Yet Obama struck a balance in the Petraeus meeting. “If I were in his shoes, I’d probably feel the same way” about preserving flexibility for military operations, Obama said of Petraeus after the meeting ended. “But my job as a candidate for president and a potential commander in chief extends beyond Iraq.”  To Peter Feaver, one of the leading scholars of civil-military relations, that comment was auspicious. “Obama had it pitch-perfect,” said Feaver, a professor of political science at Duke University and a national-security staffer for both Clinton and George W. Bush. “Obama was right to signal to the military, ‘I want your military advice, and I will factor it into my strategic decisions, where military advice is one of my concerns.’”  Whether a Commander-in-Chief Obama can continue the tone that Candidate Obama sounded in July remains to be seen. According to interviews with active and retired military officers, Obama and the military can have a productive relationship, provided that Obama operates along some simple principles. Consult, don’t steamroll — and don’t capitulate. Be honest about disagreements, and emphasize areas of agreement. Make Petraeus a partner, not an adversary. Similarly, the uniformed military will have to keep certain principles in mind as well. There’s only one commander in chief, and you’re not him. Don’t substitute military judgment for strategic judgment.  Obama enters office without some of the impediments to healthy civil-military relations that hindered Clinton. Clinton, a baby boomer, had to deal with the legacy of not serving in Vietnam, while Obama, born in 1961, doesn’t have the baggage of the Vietnam era weighing him down. “He didn’t serve, but he didn’t serve with distinction,” said Feaver, laughing.  Similarly damaging to Clinton was his early misstep with gays in the military. During Clinton’s transition from candidate to president, he seemed to suggest lifting the ban on gays serving openly, an implication seized on by conservatives and met with furor from the armed services. His response was to back down — which set a tone to the military that an uncertain Clinton could be rolled.  Defense Dept. officials today still believe Clinton’s early capitulation set a troublesome precedent. “If Clinton has simply ordered the military to lift the ban on gays in the military — as Truman did with racial integration against near universal opposition,” said one Pentagon official who requested anonymity, “he would have been much better off in dealing with the military for the rest of his administration. There would have been a big fuss, but they would have respected him more.”  The lesson for Obama, this official continued, is “not to get rolled or railroaded by the top brass, as Clinton and his civilian team were by Colin Powell,” who was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the time. “Obama and his team need to be respectful and solicitous of senior military advice, but leave no doubt about who is in charge.”  Yet Obama doesn’t wish merely not to be railroaded. Much as with the Petraeus meeting in July, Obama’s team has signaled an openness to the military since coming to Washington. One of Obama’s first foreign-policy aides in the Senate, Mark Lippert, deployed to Iraq in 2007 as a Naval reservist. Several of his principle advisers today command widespread Pentagon respect.  Former Sen. Sam Nunn, who served as a longtime chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee and is now an influential military reformer, is advising Obama’s Pentagon transition. Michele Flournoy, a former deputy assistant secretary of defense in the second Clinton term and prominent authority on counterinsurgency, is helping run Obama’s Pentagon headhunting process. Most important, Obama’s aides have flirted in the past week with asking Bob Gates, the current defense secretary, to stay on for an extra year.  In addition to benefiting from succeeding a widely-disliked defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, Gates’s brief tenure at Defense has earned plaudits from around the military, especially as he worked closely with Petraeus in implementing the troop surge in Iraq last year.  “Keeping Gates is a huge gesture to the military,” said Ian Moss, a Marine corporal who recently left active duty. “Simply put, from my conversations with military personnel, there is much respect for Gates. By retaining Gates, Obama instantly communicates to military personnel that he values their assessment of Gates.”  Feaver said the Gates trial balloon indicated that Obama doesn’t intend to govern in an “Anything But Bush” manner — rigidly rejecting every aspect of the Bush legacy as a matter of principle. “The very fact that they want send that signal is a positive from the point of view of civil-military relations,” he said. “If it’s not a trial balloon, and they actually do it, it would further cement an emerging view of Obama as a pragmatist.”  One early decision that many in the military likely look to is whether Obama holds to his position on withdrawing from Iraq according to a fixed timetable. As with the country as a whole, there is no unanimity of opinion on Iraq within the military. But at the very least, the war is more personal to the military than it is to the civilian population. Many view this withdrawal with anxiety.  Feaver said it would be useful for Obama to blur the difference between his withdrawal proposals and Petraeus’ plan to shift the U.S. footprint to “strategic overwatch” functions, like training Iraqi troops — though Petraeus’ plan has no timetable associated with it.  “If what he’s describing is a target, a goal that’s desirable, that he’ll shoot for, and work to make conditions on the ground consistent with… then that’s not really much of a problem,” Feaver said. But if, on the other hand, Obama really does intend to withdraw two combat brigades every month — as he indicated during the Democratic presidential primaries, “then that would spark a civil-military — I won’t say crisis, but a challenge to manage,” Feaver pointed out.  Some members of the military community are more sanguine. Several say that if they disagree with the decision, they respect Obama’s authority to make it.  “In the end, we are not self-employed. And after the military leadership provides its best military advice, it is up to the policy-makers to make the decision and for the military to execute those decisions,” said a senior Army officer recently back from Iraq, who requested anonymity because he is still on active duty. “Now, if those in the military do not like the decision, they have two choices. One, salute smartly and execute the missions given them to the best of their ability. Or, the other, leave the military if they do not feel they can faithfully execute their missions. That is one way the military does get to vote in an all-volunteer force.”  Moss agreed. “The military will just follow the order,” he said. “The great majority of Americans want U.S. forces out of Iraq. This is part of the reason Obama was sent to the White House.”  Much as with Obama’s pick for secretary of defense, many in the military will watch how Obama and Petraeus interact as a barometer for civil-military harmony. To some degree, there could be an invisibility to the relationship — as the senior Army officer said, “most will not know about or see” what the president says to his Central Command chief — but it could still be closely scrutinized.  Not everyone is convinced that there will be tension between Obama and Petraeus. “I am certain Gen. Petraeus will fulfill the mission as tasked by the [secretary of defense] and the [chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff] without question,” said Malcolm Nance, a former instructor of Navy special forces who has spent extensive periods in Iraq and Afghanistan. “I am certain as a combat officer of great intellect, a superlative battle staff and open mindedness, his real mission is singular: break Al Qaeda and kill the Al Qaeda senior leadership. He did it in Iraq and he intends to do it in Afghanistan if given the chance.  “There will be no MacArthurs here,” Nance continued, referring to the legendary Army general whom President Harry S Truman fired for insubordination during the Korean War. And for their part, Nance predicted, “the phrase ‘pleasantly surprised’ should come to the lips of all military personnel who meet with Obama,” judging from the inclusiveness Obama showed in his campaign.  Robert Mackey, a retired Army officer, said that both Petraeus and the new Iraq commander, Gen. Ray Odierno, can work with Obama despite disagreements on Iraq. “I think that both are pretty good thinkers, more than able to understand that change is going to occur and that their job is to complete whatever mission [Obama] orders them to do,” Mackey said. “They don’t have to be Obama’s buddies to do the job. In fact, that would most likely reflect poorly on the administration within the military.”  Indeed, the differences between Obama and Petraeus or Odierno on Iraq might turn out to be healthy for civilian-military relations. Judging from how the July meeting with Petraeus in Baghdad went, “Obama should be in good shape,” said the Pentagon official. “It will be a refreshing change from recent years, when civilian political leaders have shirked off tough questions about — and responsibility for — their war policies by claiming, in effect, that they’re just taking directions from the commanders on the ground, in effect, hiding behind the skirts of the military.”  Moss agreed. Institutional pushback is “not a bad thing” necessarily, he said. “If anything, the major lesson from the past decade should be that the solutions to the challenges we face must be approached from multiple angles, and that is what Obama has signaled as his intention.”  Like Feaver, the anonymous senior Army officer expected Obama to make Petraeus a partner on Iraq and other issues. “Once President-elect Obama is in office,” the officer said, “he can very easily shift his view based on advice he has received, as well as the situation on the ground at the time, since he has left himself an out or two over time. It would be surprising to see him go completely against Gen. Petraeus, since I would think [Obama] would rather have him in uniform than out — where he would then be free to provide commentary on the decisions that have been made.”Another challenge for Obama, beyond Petraeus and Iraq, would be senior officers’ desire “to get back to preparing –and procuring — for the big, conventional Russia-China scenario the U.S. military institutionally prefers,” the anonymous Pentagon official said. But the current financial crisis and massive budget deficits create their own pressures on defense spending. All interviewed said there were no shortage of potential pitfalls in the new Obama-military relationship. Two wars, a persistent threat from Al Qaeda, an overstretched ground force and a likely Pentagon budget crunch guarantee difficult decisions in the next four years.  “The single biggest mistake Obama could make would be to “completely discount the advice of the military senior leadership and those of his combat commanders who have the most experience dealing with the issues,” said the anonymous senior Army officer. “Even if he does not discount it, but is perceived to discount it, the relationship will be largely going back to the Clinton era, and will take years to repair. That’s not something you want to do in a time of war, which most of the nation has forgotten.” 
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C- CMR is key to Gates’ military transformation agenda

Desch 7 - 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, (Michael, Foreign Affairs, “Bush and the Generals”, May/June) http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/05/bush_and_the_generals.html 

It is no secret that the relationship between the U.S. military and civilians in the Bush administration has deteriorated markedly since the start of the Iraq war. In 2006, according to a Military Times poll, almost 60 percent of servicemen and servicewomen did not believe that civilians in the Pentagon had their "best interests at heart." In its December 2006 report, the bipartisan Iraq Study Group -- of which Robert Gates was a member until President George W. Bush tapped him to replace Donald Rumsfeld as secretary of defense last year -- explicitly recommended that "the new Secretary of Defense should make every effort to build healthy civil-military relations, by creating an environment in which the senior military feel free to offer independent advice not only to the civilian leadership in the Pentagon but also to the President and the National Security Council." But the tensions in civil-military relations hardly started with Iraq; the quagmire there has simply exposed a rift that has existed for decades. During the Vietnam War, many military officers came to believe that their unquestioning obedience to civilian leaders had contributed to the debacle -- and that, in the future, senior military leaders should not quietly acquiesce when the civilians in Washington start leading them into strategic blunders. For a time after Vietnam, civilian and military elites avoided a direct confrontation as military leaders focused on rebuilding the armed forces to fight a conventional war against the Warsaw Pact and civilian officials were largely content to defer to them on how to do so. But the end of the Cold War uncovered deep fissures over whether to use the military for operations other than foreign wars and how to adapt military institutions to changing social mores. The Bush administration arrived in Washington resolved to reassert civilian control over the military -- a desire that became even more pronounced after September 11. Rumsfeld vowed to "transform" the military and to use it to wage the global war on terrorism. When they thought military leaders were too timid in planning for the Iraq campaign, Bush administration officials did not hesitate to overrule them on the number of troops to be sent and the timing of their deployment. And when the situation in Iraq deteriorated after the fall of Baghdad, tensions flared again. Retired generals called for Rumsfeld's resignation; there is reportedly such deep concern among the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) about the Bush administration's plans to use nuclear weapons in a preemptive attack against Iran's nuclear infrastructure that some of them have threatened to resign in protest; and the Bush administration's "surge" now has tens of thousands of more troops going to Iraq against the advice of much of the military. 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. 
1NC CMR DA
D- Irregular warfighting is key to preventing escalation from inevitable global conflicts – accesses every impact
Bennett 8 (John T., Defense News, “JFCOM Releases Study on Future Threats”, Dec. 4, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3850158, The study = U.S. Joint Forces Command study)

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

***UNIQUENESS***
Uniqueness – Petraeus
Petraeus’s new military leadership will boost civil-military relations, but after the McChrystal crisis relations are fragile. 
AP 6/29 [Associated Press, “Petraeus Vows Long-Term Commitment In Afghan War,”  6/29/10,  http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=103363131]

Gen. David Petraeus is on a mission to convince a war-weary Congress that he's the man to turn around the war in Afghanistan and mend the military's tattered relations with civilian leaders. Lawmakers say he's a shoo-in to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who was fired last week by President Barack Obama after he and his aides were quoted in a Rolling Stone magazine article disparaging the administration. Petraeus, who goes to Capitol Hill on Tuesday for a hearing of the Senate Armed Services Committee, will probably be confirmed as early as this week. Petraeus is expected to continue McChrystal's strategy in Afghanistan in large part because it is based on Petraeus' own ideas about beating an insurgency. That plan calls for increasing troops to bolster security, while limiting the use of firepower in order to win the support of the local population. While congressional leaders will praise Petraeus for his work in Iraq and his acumen for fighting a complex counterinsurgency, they also will want to know how soon it will be before there's good news on the war. "On the Democratic side, there is solid support. But there's also the beginnings of fraying of that support" for the war, said Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., chairman of the Armed Services Committee. Petraeus is seen as someone who could convince lawmakers the war is worth fighting and who could salvage relations between uniformed personnel fighting the war and their civilian counterparts. "This is a chance to start over completely," said Sen. Lindsey Graham, a South Carolina Republican who is influential on military issues. Graham said he would be "very concerned if nothing changes on the civilian side" because the civilian-military relationship has grown "dysfunctional." Lawmakers will also question Petraeus about whether he will be as strict as McChrystal was about the military's rules of engagement. Some troops have charged that the restrictions on firepower have hurt their effectiveness and put them at risk. Democrats say they are willing to back Obama's ordered troop buildup of 30,000 for now, but they want to start seeing results by the end of the year. They also want assurances from Petraeus that troops will start leaving in July 2011, as Obama has promised. Levin, who has raised doubts about committing more troops to the fight, says all eyes are on planned operations in the Taliban stronghold of Kandahar this fall. "That more than anything else will have a short-term impact on the American public's mood," he said. Republicans say they want assurances that troops will only leave next year if security has improved. Obama has said troops will begin to leave, but the pace and size of the withdrawal will depend upon conditions. Most agree Petraeus is the best person to replace McChrystal as head of the Afghanistan war. As chief of U.S. Central Command, he was McChrystal's boss and kept tabs on operations by traveling to Afghanistan and neighboring Pakistan. 
Patraeus is making good CMR a top priority. 
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/03/AR2010070300921.html 
Gen. David Petraeus formally assumed command of the 130,000-strong international force in Afghanistan on Sunday, telling NATO and Afghan officials "we are in this to win" despite rising casualties and growing skepticism about the direction of the nearly 9-year-old war. Petraeus received two flags - one for the U.S. and the other for NATO - during a ceremony marking the formal assumption of command. "We are in this to win," he told a crowd of several hundred NATO and Afghan officials at the ceremony at a grassy area just outside coalition headquarters. "We are engaged in a contests of wills," he said. "We have arrived at a critical moment." Petraeus succeeded Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who was fired last month for intemperate remarks he and his aides made to Rolling Stone magazine about Obama administration officials who were mostly on the civilian side. "Upfront I also want to recognize the enormous contributions of my predecessor, Gen. Stanley McChrystal," Petraeus said. He said the progress made reflects McChrystal's "vision, energy and leadership. Speaking before Petraeus, Gen. Egon Ramms, German army commander for the Allied Joint Force Command, also praised the work of McChrystal, saying he took the coalition "forward at a very difficult time." "We wish Stanley McChrystal well," Ramms said. Ramms lamented the deaths of civilians due to military operations by coalition forces, but said people should not forget the Afghan citizens who died at the hands of insurgents whose actions are "unlawful." June was the deadliest month for the allied force since the war began in October 2001 with 102 deaths, more than half of them Americans. Britain's Ministry of Defense reported that a Royal Marine was killed Thursday in southern Afghanistan - the fifth international service member killed this month. Petraeus has sought to make cooperation between the civilian and military parts of the international mission a top priority. "Civilian and military, Afghanistan and international, we are part of one team with one mission," Petraeus told about 1,700 invited guests, including Afghan government and military and police officials gathered at the U.S. Embassy for a pre-Fourth of July celebration marking American independence. 
Uniqueness – Obama

Obama has brought civil-military relations back in line under a stable model. 
CNAS 10 [Center for a New American Security, May 17, 2010, “Civil-Military Relations in the Obama Era,” online: http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2010/05/civil-military-relations-obama-era.html]
 This article by Jonathan Alter in Newsweek on how Obama tamed his generals is great and worth reading -- although not necessarily for the reasons the author intended. I'm going to offer up my bottom line conclusion up front and then use the article as a starting point to consider some other issues. BLUF: President Obama has brought civil-military relations back into line in a way that would have made Samuel Huntington proud. There are problems with this, as I will note later on in this post, but overall, this is a really good thing. Alter: Deputy national-security adviser Tom Donilon had commissioned research that backed up an astonishing historical truth: neither the Vietnam War nor the Iraq War featured any key meetings where all the issues and assumptions were discussed by policymakers. In both cases the United States was sucked into war inch by inch. I have spent a little time recently with Paul Pillar, a man whose intellect and record of service I really respect. Paul has made a point similar to Tom Donilon's regarding the Iraq war -- that there never really was a coherent governmental decision-making process. Obama's decision-making process on Afghanistan, by contrast, is to be applauded for the way in which it differed from the "decision-making process" (if you can even call it that) of 2002 and 2003. Why? First, do what Dick Betts does when writing about Huntington's so-called "normal theory" for civil-military relations and draw a big triangle on a sheet of paper. Now draw three horizontal lines on the triangle, dividing it into four levels -- political, strategic, operational and tactical. In the normal model, civilians have responsibility for the top section. They decide the policy aims. Then civilians and the military decide on strategic goals and resources. (Betts adds a fifth layer, actually, for ROE.) The military has responsibility for everything else under Huntington's model. If you look at the decision-making process in 2009 on the war in Afghanistan, things more or less proceeded according to the normal theory. The president commissioned a review of policy and strategic goals in the winter of 2009, which resulted in this white paper. Gen. McChrystal then thought about how to operationalize the president's policy and strategic goals and submitted his own assessment along with a request for more resources. That assessment, combined with a corrupt Afghan presidential election, caused the administration to re-think its assumptions and prompted another strategic review. This was, on balance, a good thing that made me feel good about the president. The president then re-affirmed his policy aims, articulated new strategic goals, and committed more resources to the war in Afghanistan. (I write more about this process here.) The good news in all of this is that whether or not you agree with the decisions made by the president and his team in 2009, the national security decision-making process more or less worked, and the civilians were in charge every step of the way. This is as both Sam Huntington and the U.S. Constitution intended. 

Uniqueness – Obama

Obama has maintained a good relationship with the military.
The Hill ‘9 [“Afghanistan Presents Test for Obama,” November 11, 2009, 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 – Obama

Obama restoring CMR – civilian control of military is core of democratic system

Hadar 6/26 [Leon Hadar, research fellow in foreign policy studies, June 26, 2010. “No Quick Way out of Afghanistan.”]
Washington has been riveted in recent days by a bureaucratic infighting inside the Obama administration that ended with the abrupt relief on Wednesday of General Stanley McChrystal of his command in Afghanistan. Gen McChrystal's boss, General David Petraeus, commander of the US forces across the Middle East and the former leader of the American troops in Iraq, replaced him. While Gen McChrystal had established a good relationship with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, he antagonised some of the leading US civilian leaders, including the commander-in-chief, President Barack Obama. His dismissal came after the publication of a profile of the 55-year-old general in Rolling Stone magazine in which Gen McChrystal and his top aides criticised President Obama and mocked Vice-President Joe Biden and some members of the White House's national security team. While Mr Obama  had provided the additional 30,000 troops that Gen McChrystal had requested in preparation for a major anti-Taliban campaign in Afghanistan's Kandahar province, the US military leaders have expressed reservations about the White House's self-imposed deadline to start drawing down US forces next July. Moreover, against the backdrop of rising American casualties - 76 international troops, including 46 Americans, have died in June - and the failure to defeat the Taliban, there have been clear signs of erosion in public support for the military campaign in Afghanistan. The earlier US-led offensive in Helmand and Marjah had very limited success, forcing the military leader to delay the planned offensive in Kandahar. The anti-war sentiment around the country and in Washington has also reflected growing disenchantment with the performance of the Afghan political and military leaders. They are seen as both incompetent and corrupt. Reports suggested that close to half of the US economic aid ends up in the hands of Mr Karzai and members of his clan and the many warlords who control the countryside. Mr Obama told reporters on Wednesday that his decision to fire Gen McChrystal was based on his conclusion that the latter's conduct 'undermines the civilian control of the military that is at the core of our democratic system' and 'erodes the trust that's necessary for our team to work together to achieve our objectives in Afghanistan'. But Mr Obama insisted that his decision did not mark a change in the current US strategy in Afghanistan. In fact, by selecting the more popular and politically savvy Gen Petraeus, who has been the architect of the COIN (counter-insurgency) strategy in Iraq, to replace Gen McChrystal, the White House has demonstrated its renewed commitment to a military victory. For all practical purposes, the war in Afghanistan has become Mr Obama's War now.

Uniqueness – Concessions

Obama making concessions – restoring CMR and including military judgment in agenda.
Owens ‘9 [Mackubin T. Owens, Professor of Strategy and Force Planning at the Naval War College, 2009, “Advisors, Not Advocates.” http://www.ashbrook.org/publicat/oped/owens/09/advisers.html]
Writing before the 2008 election, Richard Kohn, a prolific writer on civil-military relations, penned a piece titled "Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations?" for the Winter 2008 issue of World Affairs. He predicted that "the president elected in November will inherit a stinking mess, one that contains the seeds of a civil-military conflict as dangerous as the crisis that nearly sank the Clinton team in 1993. Whether the new president is a Republican or Democrat makes only a marginal difference. The issues in military affairs confronting the next administration are so complex and so intractable that conflict is all but inevitable." He continued: "[T]he new administration, like its predecessors, will wonder to what extent it can exercise civilian ’control.’ If the historical pattern holds, the administration will do something clumsy or overreact, provoking even more distrust simply in the process of establishing its own authority." Subsequently, during a panel discussion on the topic of civil-military relations at the Army’s Command and General Staff College in Fort Leavenworth in March 2009, Kohn was a bit more optimistic, arguing that "the Obama administration has taken dramatic steps to avoid a fight with the military." He noted that First Lady Michelle Obama’s first official visit outside Washington, D.C., was to Fort Bragg, N.C. He also highlighted Obama’s retention of two holdovers from the Bush administration: Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Adm. Michael Mullen, who was nominated for a second term as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The president kept Gates and Mullen, Kohn argued, to show respect for the senior military leadership and to ensure continuity during difficult wartime conditions. Kohn also noted President Obama’s cleverness in seeking out other former senior military leaders for posts in his administration, including retired Marine Corps general James Jones (as national security adviser), retired Army general Eric Shinseki (as secretary of veterans’ affairs), and retired Navy admiral Dennis Blair (as director of national intelligence). In selecting these individuals for his administration, the president "arranged it so that he is free to ignore the advice of his uniformed chiefs and field commanders because he will have cover of General Jones by his side, and other senior military in his administration," Kohn said. "At the same time," Obama demonstrated "that he has been reaching out to the military and wants to have military judgment."

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

Ricks, Pulitzer Prize winner, B. A. from Yale, 5/14 [Thomas E. Ricks; “Obama: twice rolled by his generals”; Foreign Policy; http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/14/obama_twice_rolled_by_his_generals]

I am told that General Odierno's objections to the timing of the release of a new round of photos of detainees being abused in Iraq were decisive to President Obama's decision Wednesday to reverse himself and decide against the release of those photos.  I am surprised by Obama's reversal. I wasn't so taken back in February when he went along with his generals and abandoned his campaign promise to withdraw a brigade a month from Iraq this year, and instead endorsed a plan that kept troop levels there pretty steady this year. But to get rolled twice -- well, he must think he is running up some pretty big chits with them. I know he is trying to do the right thing but at some point he is going to have to say, My way or the highway. 

Uniqueness – AT: McChrystal

McChrystal’s behavior doesn’t destroy civil-military relations.

Penza 6/23 [Logan Penza, reporter for politics and war for the Moderate Voice, “McChrystal No Threat to American Civil-Military Relations,” June 23, 2010, 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. 
***LINKS***
Link – Generic
Basic expectations of CMR include political support of military views – the plan ruins this fundamental relationship.

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

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

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

Link – No Consultation
CMR are good now, Obama has made concessions based off military advice, but failure to consult the military risks a CMR crisis

Feaver ‘9 (Peter, prof. of political science Duke, May 15, “Is Obama really getting rolled by the U.S. military?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/05/15/is_obama_really_getting_rolled_by_the_us_military)

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

Military hates being told what to do

US Newswire 5, March 17, “Kansas State Professor's New Book Discusses Finding a Balance Between Presidential Power and 'Military Culture'”, LexisNexis

Dale Herspring, now a Kansas State University professor of political science, spent much of his career in Washington, D.C. Now he has written "The Pentagon and the Presidency: Civil- Military Relations from FDR to George W. Bush," which takes an in-depth look at these relationships, many of which he observed first-hand. His is the first study to look at the relationship between the president and the military. "One of the critical components of civil-military relations in Washington is the way the country's senior military officers interact both with the president and his civilian appointees," Herspring said. "How that relationship evolves is extremely important – it can produce conflict or it can lead to a more cooperative relationship. The nature of that relationship impacts heavily not only on U.S. domestic politics, but on American foreign policy as well. "Civilians -- and that includes presidents -- often ignore what I call 'military culture,'" Herspring said. "They simply don't understand the world the military lives in, and that creates conflict." According to Herspring, most of the literature on civil- military relations in the United States has focused on civilian efforts to "control" the military. Herspring argues that this is only half of the equation and as a result looks at the problem from the military's standpoint -- a part of the relationship that is seldom analyzed. In his new book he focuses on key characteristics of military culture, focusing on key aspects ranging from civilian respect for military expertise to a clear chain of command. "The military leadership is well aware that it is not always right. Having said that, they do not want to be treated like robots. The military strives for respect from civilians and does not like to be told how to do their jobs especially on the tactical and operational levels," Herspring said. "What is important is not that the military gets its way," Herspring said. "They know that will not happen. But if you respect them, you will have less conflict and a more symbiotic relationship. It is that simple."
Link – Civil Authority Kills Relations
Civil authority giving military orders kills civil-military relations.
Ari ‘7 [Leman Basak, “Civil-Military Relations in Turkey” Texas State University-San Marcos, Dept. of Political Science http://ecommons.txstate.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1250&context=arp]
Huntington’s normative theory is a cornerstone of traditional civil-military relations theories. His institutional approach model is known as the most “ambitious” and “important” statement about civil-military relations (Feaver 2003, 7). The key theme underlying Huntington’s theory is objective civilian control. This policy suggests that civilian leaders should command the military’s security policy, but should not interfere with the armed forces’ independence in determining “what military operations were required to secure the policy objectives” (Burk 2002, 10). Huntington argues that with the achievement of “objective civilian control” there would be a balancing “distribution of political power” between the civilian and military spheres (Huntington 1957, 83). He explains that objective control establishes a civil-military system that will maximize the security of military “at the least sacrifice of other social values” (Huntington 1957, 2). Objective civilian control insures the “recognition of autonomous military professionalism” (Huntington 1957, 83). In a system of objective civilian control the military is able to have autonomy in carrying out the wishes of the state while the civilians set the political goals. In other words, the military is obliged to carry out the orders of the civilians, but the civilians make sure the military has autonomy in military matters; for example, the civilians do not give orders to the military about how many soldiers are needed in an operation. As military professionals, the soldiers accept their subordination to the civilians. Thus, military officers would remain politically neutral as a part of their professional ethos.

The military needs autonomy – it’s key to CMR.
Owens ‘8 [Mackubin Thomas, December 29, editor of Orbis and professor of national-security affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. He is writing a history of U.S. civil-military relations, and his study of Lincoln’s wartime leadership will be published in early 2009 by the Foreign Policy Research Institute, “Scholar & Gentleman : Sam Huntington, R.I.P.” http://article.nationalreview.com/381736/scholar-gentleman/mackubin-thomas-owens]
Huntington’s theory has survived numerous challenges over the decades, as Peter Feaver has argued in Armed Servants (itself one such challenge). Huntington’s core claims are that 1) there is a meaningful difference between civilian and military roles; 2) the key to civilian control is military professionalism; and 3) the key to military professionalism is military autonomy. These assertions persevere “while the challengers drift into obscurity.” Why is this? First, Huntington grounded his theory in a “deductive logic derived from democratic theory while his critics did not.” Second, despite the claims of many of those who look at U.S. civil-military relations through the lens of sociology, analytically distinct military and civilian spheres do appear to exist. Even while arguing that a separation of the two spheres is theoretically and empirically flawed, advocates of a “concordance” theory of civil-military relations maintain the analytical distinction between the military and civilians. Finally, The Soldier and the State has had a great and lasting effect within the military itself. Indeed, the U.S. armed forces have come to endorse many of Huntington’s general conclusions, and have made the arguments central to their education on civil-military relations.

Link – Iraq 
Iraq withdrawal sparks intense backlash

Kohn 8, Richard, Ph.D., Profressor of History and Peace, War, and Defense, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations”, 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.
Iraq withdrawal unpopular with military – Odierno proves

Jarrar & Leaver 10 (Raed and Erik, March 3, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?” http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/03/03-7)

Last week, President Obama's out-of-control military brass once again leaked a statement contrary to the president's position. This time the statement came from Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, who officially requested to keep a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond the August 2010 deadline. Floating this idea just two weeks before the Iraqi national elections is dangerous for Iraqi democracy, for U.S. soldiers on the ground, and for the future of U.S.-Iraqi relations.

Odierno opposes Iraq withdrawal – he needs continued presence for success

Ricks 6/30, Thomas, covered the US military for the Washington Post from 2000 to 2008 and is writer for Foreign Policy, June 30 2010, “Odierno requests more combat forces in Iraq -- beyond the Obama deadline”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/25/odierno_requests_more_combat_forces_in_iraq_beyond_the_obama_deadline

In a move that could force President Obama to break his vow to get all combat troops out of Iraq by August of this year, his top commander in Iraq recently officially requested keeping a combat brigade in the northern part of the country beyond that deadline, three people close to the situation said Wednesday. Gen. Raymond Odierno asked for a brigade to try to keep the peace in the disputed city of Kirkuk, but only got a polite nod from the president when the issue was raised during his recent meetings in Washington, according to two of the people familiar with the discussions. If the brigade in northern Iraq is indeed kept in Iraq past the deadline, there will be a fan dance under which it no longer will be called a combat unit, but like the six other combat brigades being kept past the deadline, will be called an advisory unit. I can imagine the press releases that will follow-"Three U.S. Army soldiers were killed last night in an advisory operation . . . ." 
Link – Iraq 
Odierno demands troop presence for Iraqi stability

Alaaldin 10, Ranj, Middle East political and security risk analyst based at the London School of Economics and Political Science, February 26, “Leaving Iraq troops on standby”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/feb/26/iraq-us-troops-standby

Yesterday came the first signs of the inevitable in Iraq: a prolonged presence of US troops beyond the status of forces agreement deadline of 2011. President Obama has promised to get all combat troops (ie most of those still in the country) out of Iraq by August this year. But Thomas Ricks of Foreign Policy magazine has revealed that the top US military commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, has asked Obama to keep a combat force in the north for longer than that. Odierno's request suggests that a somewhat flexible approach will be taken towards the remaining 40,000 to 50,000 troops. The general has asked for a combat brigade to remain in Kirkuk, the ethnically mixed, oil-rich and volatile disputed territory. But the problem of Kirkuk will not be resolved by the end of 2011 and it may never be peacefully resolved at all (see the Falklands, the other oil-rich disputed territory that has had historic battles fought over it, where disputes exist over the rights to its oil and also where the UN, as with Kirkuk, has been called to look into). If Obama does indeed give his approval then it is likely to be a reflection of the US troop presence in Iraq over the next five, possibly 10, years. Yet, we may well be seeing the South Korea-style permanent military presence taking root here, both as a counter-measure against the impenetrable Iranian influence in the country as well as a measure to keep the peace; since Kirkuk could decide whether Iraq collapses or survives, a prolonged military presence in Iraq focused around the province, as well as other northern areas like Mosul and Diyala – where joint US-Kurd-Arab military patrols have been initiated – can be justified.

Withdrawal sparks a massive disagreement between the Pentagon and Obama

Jarrar 10, Raed is a political analyst and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action in Washington DC, February 25, “The Iraq Withdrawal: Obama vs. the Pentagon”, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/25-0

This Monday, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, asked officials in DC to approve contingency plans to delay the withdrawal of US combat forces. The next day, the New York times published an op-ed asking president Obama to delay the US withdrawal and keep some tens of thousands of troops in Iraq indefinitely. Both the Pentagon and NY times article argue that prolonging the occupation is for Iraq's own good. According to these latest attempts to prolong the occupation, if the US were to leave Iraqis alone the sky would fall, a genocidal civil war will erupt, and Iran will takeover their nation and rip it apart. Excuses to prolong the military intervention in Iraq have been changing since 1990. Whether is was liberating Kuwait, protecting the region from Iraq, protecting the world from Iraq's WMDs, punishing Iraq for its role in the 9/11 attacks, finding Saddam Hussien and his sons, fighting the Baathists and Al-Qaeda, or the other dozens of stories the U.S. government never ran out of reasons to justify a continuous intervention in Iraq. Under President Bush, the withdrawal plan was linked to conditions on the ground, and had no fixed deadlines. Bush only promise what that "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down". But Iraqis never managed to stand up, and the US never had to stand down. Obama came with a completely different doctrine that thankfully makes prolonging the occupation harder than just making up a new lame excuse. He has promised on the campaign trail to withdraw all combat troops by August 31st of this year bringing the total number of US troops down to less than 50,000. Obama has also announced repeatedly that he will abide by the binding bi-lateral agreement between the two governments that requires all the US troops and contractors to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 without leaving any military bases behind. Both these promises are time-based, and not linked to the conditions on the ground. In addition, President Obama announced last week his intention to call an end to Operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31st, and to start the new non-combat mission as of September 1st this. The new mission, renamed "Operation New Dawn", should end by December 31st 2011 with the last US soldier and contractor out of Iraq. Conditions on the ground in Iraq are horrible. After seven years under the US occupation, Iraqis are still without water, electricity, education, or health care. Iran's intervention and control of the Iraqi government stays at unprecedented levels. Iraq's armed forces are still infiltrated by the militias and controlled by political parties. But so far, the Obama administration has not attempted to use any of these facts as a reason to change the combat forces withdrawal plan, or to ask the Iraqi government to renegotiate the bi-lateral security agreement. This week's calls to prolong the occupation are surprising because they expose a conflict between the Pentagon on the one hand and the White House and Congress on the other hand. In fact, the executive and legislative branches in both the US and Iraq seem to be in agreement about implementing the time-based withdrawal, but the Pentagon is disagreeing with them all.
Link – Afghanistan

Withdrawal from Afghanistan sparks military backlash.

Carter 10, Sara, National Security Correspondent, May 4, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy”, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html

The Obama administration's plan to begin an Afghanistan withdrawal in 2011 is creating growing friction inside the U.S. military, from the halls of the Pentagon to front-line soldiers who see it as a losing strategy. Critics of the plan fear that if they speak out, they will be labeled "pariahs" unwilling to back the commander in chief, said one officer who didn't want to be named. But in private discussions, soldiers who are fighting in Afghanistan, or recently returned from there, questioned whether it is worth the sacrifice and risk for a war without a clear-cut strategy to win. Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight." Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring." A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided. "Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion." The former defense official said the Obama administration's policy can't work. "It is the kind of war that is best fought with a small number of elite troops, not tens of thousands trying to continually take villages, leave, then take them again," he added. NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal's rules of engagement, which emphasize protecting civilian lives, even if that means putting troops at greater risk, are adding to the anxiety of troops in Afghanistan. That strategy is contradicted by a policy that sets an early withdrawal date, said some soldiers with combat experience in Afghanistan. "I think McChrystal's strategy is probably right, it is just not the strategy I want to fight under," said one officer who recently returned from a combat tour in the Helmand province of Afghanistan.

The Pentagon openly opposes Afghanistan withdrawal.

Moran 9, Andrew, Journalist for Digital Journal, “Pentagon opposes timetable to withdraw troops from Afghanistan”, 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. Gates further stated that any additional US troops wouldn't happen until early 2010. The Obama administration is starting to reassess the mission in Afghanistan, especially after General Stanley McChrystal gave his final assessment of the war and his conclusion is that it needs more military personnel or the conflict will result in "mission failure." Earlier this month, Democratic Senators Russ Feingold and Dianne Feinstein told CNN that the war in Afghanistan needs to be “time-limited” and added, “I think the Congress is entitled to know, after Iraq, exactly how long are we going to be in Afghanistan.” By the end of this year, US troop levels in Afghanistan will rise to 68,000, which is a plan that Pres. Obama already approved upon his arrival as Commander-in-Chief. 

Petraeus opposes Afghanistan withdrawal.

Mulrain 6/30, Molly, writer for ExecutiveGov, “Petraeus Begins Confirmation Process at Senate Hearing”, http://www.executivegov.com/2010/06/petraeus-begins-confirmation-process-at-senate-hearing/

The newly appointed U.S. Commander in Afghanistan Gen. David Petraeus appeared yesterday before the Senate Armed Services Committee and gave his remarks on the situation in Afghanistan. The testimony was part of the confirmation process for the general after he was nominated by President Barack Obama to replace Stanley McChrystal following his resignation. Petraeus explained that while there has been enormous success in U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, any immediate withdrawal seems unlikely. “It is important to note the president’s reminder in recent days that July 2011 will mark the beginning of a process, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits and turns out the lights,” Petraeus said. “As he explained this past Sunday in fact, we’ll need to provide assistance to Afghanistan for a long time to come.” His speech much reflected many points discussed in the recent address from the president, stating that Afghanistan remains high on the nation’s interests. However, Petraeus mentioned while it is important, it will not be easy. “Further progress will take even greater partnering, additional training improvements, fuller manning of the training and mentoring missions, and expanded professional education opportunities,” said the general, “and initiatives are being pursued in each of these areas.” 

Link – Afghanistan

Afghanistan withdrawal destroys delicate civil-military relations

Raja 6/28, Asif Haroon, defense and policy analyst for the Asian Tribune which is a subset of the World Institute for Asian Studies, 2010, “Nothing is going right for USA in final phase in Afghanistan”, http://www.asiantribune.com/news/2010/06/28/nothing-going-right-usa-final-phase-afghanistan

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. 

Afghanistan withdrawal unpopular – Gates, Clinton, and Joint Chiefs of Staff oppose

Quinn and Stewart 9, Andrew is a Reuters Journalist and Phil is a Pentagon Correspondent, December 2 2009, “Obama aides defend ambitious Afghan scale-up”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5B05PK20091202

Top U.S. officials said the first of 30,000 new U.S. troops will arrive in Afghanistan in two to three weeks, but also made clear on Wednesday that plans to start bringing the soldiers home in 18 months could slip. One day after President Barack Obama unveiled his high-risk strategy for the Afghan troop surge, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton faced skepticism from lawmakers of a big escalation of the unpopular and expensive war. "This is a huge commitment. It's the right commitment. And it gives us the forces to turn this thing around," Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the military Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the House of Representatives Foreign Affairs Committee. Obama's plan will bring the U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan to almost 100,000 in a buildup officials hope will secure the country after eight years of war and allow U.S. soldiers to start pulling out by the summer of 2011. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, testifying at the Senate Armed Services Committee, said the first new U.S. forces would be sent in 2-3 weeks, starting an 18-24 month "extended surge".
Link – South Korea
The military has an unwavering commitment to Korea – Gates has worked to guarantee this alliance into the future.
Miles ‘9 [Donna Miles, American Forces Press Service, Oct. 22, 2009  “Gates Reaffirms Commitment to South Korea,” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56342]
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today reaffirmed the United States’ “unwavering commitment” to its alliance with the South Korea, assuring it will continue to provide extended deterrence against North Korea and other threats. Meeting here for the 41st Annual Security Consultative Meeting, which he is co-chairing with South Korean Defense Minister Kim Tae Young, Gates offered assurances that the United States will use “the full range of military capabilities, including the nuclear umbrella,” to protect South Korea’s security.  Kim cited in his opening statement the ever-present threat to the north, exacerbated by North Korea’s recent missile launches.  “Although on the surface there are signs of some change from North Korea, including its recent willingness to talk, in reality, the unstable situation, such as the nuclear program and a ‘military first’ policy remains unchanged,” he told Gates.  Today’s talks focused heavily on the challenges North Korea poses, Gates told reporters during a joint news conference with Kim after the session. “In addition to the traditional military threat, North Korea’s ballistic missiles and emerging nuclear weapons programs have a destabilizing effect, both regionally and internationally,” he said.  For that reason, he said, the United States stands together with South Korea and other allies and partners toward achieving “the complete and verifiable denuclearization of North Korea.”  Gates called the U.S. force presence here a key to the strong combined deterrent capability in place. “I believe, Mr. Kim, our alliance is strong and healthy today and on a solid course for the future,” he said. “I look forward to our discussions to build on this strength.” 

New U.S. general in Korea ensures long-term commitment. 

Miles ‘9 [Donna Miles, American Forces Press Service, June 3, 2008 “Unwavering U.S. Commitment Provides Backdrop to Korean Command Change” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=50084]
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates hailed newly promoted Army Gen. William “Skip” Sharp as “the right man” to advance the close U.S. alliance with South Korea today, as Sharp took on the top U.S. military post on the Korean peninsula. Sharp assumed command of United Nations Command, Combined Forces Command and U.S. Forces Korea from Army Gen. Burwell “B.B.” Bell, who has held the post since February 2006, during ceremonies marked by gun salutes, drum rolls and pageantry. The ceremony at Yongsan Garrison’s Knight Field followed Gates’ breakfast meeting this morning with South Korean Defense Minister Lee Sang-hee to discuss strides in the two countries’ 50-plus-year alliance and changes ahead to ensure it continues fostering peace and prosperity in Asia. Gates declared the alliance “strong and healthy” and said the Republic of Korea “remains a faithful friend and stalwart partner.” The South Korean military under Lee’s leadership is “one of the best-trained, best-equipped, best-led military forces in the world,” and is on track to take over wartime command of its troops in 2012 for the first time in nearly six decades, Gates said. Noting mutual support for the change, Gates assured South Koreans in the audience the change won’t diminish U.S. interest or commitment. “The planned transition has in no way altered -- nor will it, in the future, alter -- the closeness of our alliance,” he said. “The United States has an unshakeable commitment to the Republic of Korea and our alliance, which has served both our nations and the world so well.” Gates extended praise to Bell for his leadership here that has left U.S. Forces Korea “ready to fight and prevail in any contest on the peninsula in support of our South Korean ally.” He cited Bell’s aggressive work to ensure the U.S.-South Korean alliance has remained strong by implementing realignment agreements and overseeing the developing of Camp Humphreys to support hose agreements. Bell’s work to prepare for the transfer of wartime command authority to the South Koreans for their forces has laid an important foundation toward that 2012 goal, he said. Gates also hailed Bell’s promotion of interaction between U.S. and South Korean citizens through his Good Neighbor Program, which has built closer, longstanding relationships. 

Link – South Korea
The Joint Chiefs support status quo troop levels in South Korea – draw-downs are postponed until after the OPCON transfer 
Carden ‘9 [Army Sgt. 1st Class Michael J. Carden, American Forces Press Service, Oct. 23, 2009 “Mullen Vows Continued Support for Korean Military” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56375]

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

Link – Turkey (Incirlik)

Military hates the plan 

Kapinos ‘9 (Joseph, Tech Sgt., 5/28, "AMC commander visits Incirlik Air Base", Air Mobility Command, http://www.amc.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123151388)

5/28/2009 - INCIRLIK AIR BASE, Turkey -- General Arthur J. Lichte, commander of Air Mobility Command, visited Airmen and toured facilities during a visit to Incirlik Air Base May 20-22. The visit was part of an 11-country tour inspecting air mobility operations across Europe and the Middle East, including a new North Atlantic Treaty Organization C-17 operations base in Papa, Hungary. General Lichte said he was impressed with what he saw during his visit, but was most impressed with the Airmen moving cargo and troops and conducting air refueling missions every day. "Incirlik is absolutely vital to the warfighter downrange," General Lichte said. "For us in Air Mobility Command, this is the major hub. Everything that goes on in Iraq and Afghanistan usually is affected by what happens here. "So it's is absolutely essential we get it right," he added. "And from what I have seen, meeting the people who do the mission, I am confident we have the right people here; they are doing the right things and are saving lives every day." Also during the visit, the AMC commander formally presenting the award of best AMC Air Mobility Control Center to members of the 728th AMCC. The center here was named the best en route system command and control center in AMC earlier this year, an event which came as no surprise to the command's senior leader. "From meeting the folks here this morning, I can tell you they are the best and have proved that day in and day out," said General Lichte. "For me to come here and personally shake their hands was a real honor. This award is well deserved as they are doing a very good job in a tough and demanding environment." During the two-day visit, General and Mrs. Lichte toured the base and met with Airmen supporting the AMC mission, including the 385th Air Expeditionary Group and the 728th Air Mobility Squadron. The group is comprised of aircrews that fly the KC-135 Stratotanker and C-17 Globemaster III, while the mobility squadron handles command and control, maintenance, and aerial port operations for AMC tasked aircraft missions. General Lichte also had the opportunity to participate in one of the air refueling missions that depart Incirlik on a daily basis. After returning to the base and touring the maintenance facility and meeting the hard working maintainers, he remarked on how well the base is able to handle the different mission sets. "This is what Air Mobility Command is all about," said General Lichte. "This base has airlift and air refueling. Couple that with our third core competency, aeromedical evacuation, and you can see that everything AMC does on a daily basis is taking place right here at Incirlik."." 
U.S. depends on Turkey bases.

CNN ‘7 [http://www.cnn.com/2007/WORLD/meast/10/31/iraq.turkey/index.html]
Turkey -- which shares its Incirlik air base with U.S. forces -- is a key member of NATO and acts as a vital conduit for U.S. military supplies. Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell confirmed Wednesday that U.S. military and intelligence communities are sharing information with Turkey to help them fight members of the Kurdistan Workers' Party, or PKK, who have made cross-border attacks. [image: image1.png]


See location of key U.S.-Turkish air base » "We are assisting by supplying them, the Turks, with intelligence, lots of intelligence," said Morrell. "There has been an increased level" of intelligence sharing.
Incirlik is key to military goals across the Middle East and Asia. 

World Tribune ‘7 (Feb 26, "U.S. military banking on Turkey for Iran, Iraq access ")

The U.S. military has sought to significantly expand operations at a key Turkish air base. Officials said the Defense Department has been negotiating for an increase in U.S. air operations at the Incirlik air force base in southern Turkey. They said Incirlik would be used for operations in northern Iraq as well as reconnaissance in neighboring Iran. "I wouldn't say that we have to [use] Incirlik to conduct operations in Iraq," U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Michael Moseley said. "I would say we are honored to be able to operate from Incirlik with our NATO partners because it makes all operations easier and it maintains that strategic partnership that we all value so much." At a briefing on Feb. 20, Moseley said Incirlik has been a key asset for Central Command, Middle East Newsline reported. He said Incirlik could facilitate U.S. operations throughout the Middle East, Persian Gulf and South Asia. "Incirlik is a key installation for us," Moseley said. "To be able to operate out of Incirlik in and out of Iraq or in and out of the Central Command's AOR [area of responsibility] makes things much easier and more effective." Over the last few months, the Pentagon has been funding a project to expand and enhance Incirlik. In February, the U.S. Air Force conducted its first air combat exercise in Turkey since 2002 in what officials said reflected improving military ties with Ankara.

Link – Turkey (Generic)
Turkey key to military goals.
NYT ‘7 (David S. Cloud, 10/12, staff writer, "Military Seeks Alternatives in Case Turkey Limits Access")

Loss of access to military installations in Turkey would force the United States to send more supplies for Iraq through other countries and could cause short-term backups in fuel shipments and deliveries of critical equipment, senior officers said Thursday. The officials said they had a contingency plan in case Turkey followed through on threats to shut off the United States military’s use to its territory if the full House approved a resolution condemning the mass killings of Armenians during World War I as an act of genocide. That could mean the loss at least temporarily of Incirlik Air Base in southeastern Turkey, a key resupply hub for Iraq, and the closing of the Turkish-Iraq border to fuel trucks for the American military. It could take months to increase operations in other logistical hubs, including Jordan, Kuwait and at the Iraqi port of Umm Qasr in the northern Persian Gulf, the officials said. “Turkey has been a tremendous hub for us, and if we didn’t have it that would increase time lines and distances,” said a senior military officer involved in logistical planning and operations. “But it would be a short-term impact.” The officer spoke on condition of anonymity, as did other officials, because he was discussing matters of military planning.  Turkey signaled its displeasure by recalling its ambassador to Washington on Thursday, the day after the House Foreign Affairs Committee endorsed the resolution. Meanwhile, Bush administration officials stepped up their warnings that passage of the measure by the full House could have dire consequences. For the second day in a row, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates warned about the “enormous implications” for American military operations in Iraq if Turkey limited flights over its territory or restricted access to Incirlik Air Base. 

Link – Japan

Military hates the plan

Allen 10 (David, 2/20, staff writer Stars and Stripes, "General: Marine air presence on Okinawa vital", http://www.stripes.com/news/general-marine-air-presence-on-okinawa-vital-1.99047)

GINOWAN, Okinawa — The commander of Marines in the Pacific said the Corps’ air operations should remain on Okinawa to support Marines who will not be among those relocating to Guam. Speaking at the Tokyo American Center on Wednesday, Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder said basing Marines on Okinawa is essential to regional security and the defense of Japan. Stalder described the Marine Corps as a "rapidly deployable branch of the U.S. military and the only forward-deployed and available U.S. ground force between Hawaii and India" and said it "must be based on Okinawa and must have its helicopters near its ground forces," according to a U.S. embassy video recording of his speech posted online. About 17,000 Marines currently serve at 10 installations on Okinawa, with 3,000 assigned to Marine Corps Air Station Futenma units. About 8,600 Marines are to be relocated to Guam under a 2006 U.S.-Japan agreement to reduce the military footprint on Okinawa. The island lies about 1,450 miles southeast of Okinawa. Stalder said removing Marine air units from Okinawa, as has been suggested by some Japanese officials, would pose serious problems to a rapid response by remaining ground units to contingencies in the Far East. "Geography matters," Stalder said.

Generals feel troops in Japan key to regional security 

AP 10 (Eric Talmadge, 2/19, "general: Okianwa troops a benefit, not a burden")

TOKYO — The U.S. troop presence on Okinawa should not be seen as a burden but as a benefit, a senior Marine Corps general said Friday, despite calls from some Japanese leaders to move a major American base off the crowded southern Japan island. Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, commander of the U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, said the more than 13,000 Marines on Okinawa play a key role in securing the region from threats such as North Korea, and said the presence should continue. “I’m frequently concerned when I hear the word burden used as a description,” Stalder said. “I suggest that it is an obligation under the alliance to do the hosting and basing of U.S. forces. And for that, the government of Japan gets the services of one of the best and biggest militaries in the world.” The U.S. troops on Okinawa — and particularly the future of the sprawling Marine Corps Air Station Futenma — have become a contentious issue between Washington and Tokyo. Under a post World War II pact, the United States has about 50,000 troops in Japan. Most of the U.S. bases are concentrated on the island of Okinawa, which was a bloody battlefield during the war and was under U.S. jurisdiction until 1972. To lighten Okinawa’s load, both sides have agreed the Futenma base should be closed and about 8,000 Marines shifted to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. But Japan’s new coalition government is divided over calls that a replacement for Futenma should be located off Okinawa or outside of Japan altogether. Washington wants Japan to stick to an agreement made with the previous administration in Tokyo to relocate the base farther north on a less populated part of Okinawa, and says the transfer of the 8,000 Marines to Guam cannot move forward until the new site on Okinawa is finalized. Stalder, in an interview with The Associated Press, said the issue should not be looked at as a local problem, but should be seen from the regional strategic perspective. He said the troops on Okinawa continue to serve a key deterrent and stabilizing role, need to be close to potential hot spots like North Korea and Taiwan and are now well positioned to deal with other humanitarian or security contingencies in the region. “You’ve got to have forward-deployed ground forces. In our case, that happens to be the Marines,” he said. “Okinawa, if you look at the map, is strategically in maybe the perfect place in the region. From there, you deter a lot of potentially bad events, and you can get everywhere you need to get very quickly.” He said that moving the Marines off Okinawa completely would compromise the U.S. military’s ability to respond to crises because troops would have to be called in from Hawaii or the west coast of the United States. Days lost truly equate to lost lives,” he said. “If you are trying to deploy from farther away, people are going to die because it took you too long to get there.”

Link – Japan

Military Leaders love the base

Guardian ‘9 (Justin McCurry, staff writer, "US warns Japan over relocation of Futenma airbase", 12/22,  http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/dec/22/japan-us-futenma-airbase)

Discussions about the relocation began well over a decade ago amid mounting opposition to the US military presence on Okinawa, which hosts more than half the 47,000 US troops in Japan. The bases are routinely blamed for noise and air pollution, and residents live with the threat of a catastrophic accident. Although serious crimes are relatively uncommon, attitudes changed after three US servicemen were convicted of raping a 12-year-old Okinawan girl in 1995. The Japanese defence minister, Toshimi Kitazawa, said Tokyo had set itself a May 2010 deadline to decide the base's future, but added that he hoped an agreement would be reached sooner. Japan's decision to postpone a decision has been met with an exasperated reaction by US military officials. Last week, General James Conway, the commandant of the US marine corps, said the delay was "unfortunate", adding, "The Futenma replacement facility is absolutely vital to the defence that we provide for the entire region."

Military Leaders like US-Japan Alliance – plan perceived as desecrating it.
Powell 10 (Capt. Will, 5th Air Force Public Affairs, 1/22, USAF, "U.S., Japan forces celebrate as alliance reaches half-century mark", http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123186925)

"I don't think we can say it enough about how much the relationship between the U.S. and Japan means to our two countries," said Lt. Gen. Herbert J. "Hawk" Carlisle, 13th Air Force commander, who represented U.S. Pacific Command and U.S. Pacific Air Forces at the event as the senior-ranking U.S. military member. "In the past 50 years the growth of the relationship between the U.S. and Japan, and the incredible ascending of Japan to its place as a world leader, has been nothing short of extraordinary. President Eisenhower called this an 'indestructible partnership.' I would add it's an indestructible and indispensible partnership for both countries." Members from each branch of the Japan Self-Defense Forces and U.S. military attended the event, which underscores the nature of the joint environment and the importance of each service component in maintaining peace and security in the region. Although Japan's constitution restricts their military force to self-defense only, since the signing of the treaty the Japan Self-Defense Forces have played an increasingly global role in providing security, stability and humanitarian assistance. Japan forces supported operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom for years with maritime refueling and reconstruction assistance.  Maritime forces are helping anti-piracy efforts in the Horn of Africa. And now, Japanese Airmen are delivering supplies and medical experts to Haiti to help with disaster relief efforts following the devastating earthquake there.  "I think all of those events are a direct result of the cooperative planning and training that is a result of our very strong alliance," said Navy Capt. Jim White, U.S. Embassy defense and naval attaché. The treaty, signed during the height of the Cold War, gives the U.S. access to bases, infrastructure and other support in Japan in exchange for the U.S.' commitment to aid in the cooperative defense of Japan should an armed attack occur here. The Cold War ended two decades ago, but both countries pledge to continue the long-standing partnership. "We face new challenges now with the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and regional nuclear threats," said Rear Adm. Tsutomu Anzai, Maritime Self-Defense Force director general of administration. "To overcome these new challenges, we'll need a very good relationship and strong alliance between Japan and the United States." The admiral believes the two nations can strengthen the alliance with more top-level military and political dialogue, by integrating operations and communication between all ranks in counterpart and joint services, and through bilateral exercises. The two defense departments will get the chance to demonstrate and enhance the alliance's strength during a major bilateral, joint exercise known as Keen Edge, which runs Jan. 22 to 28. All U.S. and Japanese services are involved in the command post exercise, and this year even the PACOM commander and his staff are participating. The security treaty makes bilateral exercises like Keen Edge possible and successful because the treaty is what authorizes U.S. forces to be based in Japan. Building mutually beneficial relationships here requires frequent personal and professional, face-to-face engagements, which is one of the key reasons for U.S. forward presence in Japan.  Those relationships are built on a "shared vision of peace, prosperity, democracy and regional stability," said Lt. Gen. Edward A. Rice Jr., commander of U.S. Forces Japan and 5th AF, which combined with 13th AF Detachment 1, serve as the U.S. Air Force's "face" in Japan.

***INTERNAL LINKS***
Internal Link – Snowballs

Disruptions in CMR snowball – the plan causes complete meltdown. 

Arthur 96 [Stanley, retired Admiral of the US Navy, “The American Military: Some Thoughts on Who We Are and What We Are”, Civil Military Relations and the Not-Quite Wars of the Present and Future, 10/30, p. 16-17] 

As we shrink the size of the armed forces while maintaining the high quality of our forces, and at the same time encourage them to turn inward, how can we ensure that they will not see themselves as superior to the American people they serve? We need to think hard about this because the more those in the ranks think of themselves as elite, the less likely they are to be concerned with the attitudes, needs, and demands of the nation. There is a real problem when the armed forces do not respect the groups and skinheads could be, in part, attributable to this dynamic. Superficial remedies, like banning Nazi flags or watching for certain kinds of tattoos, address the symptoms more than causes. The problem occurs more at the lower levels of the service hierarchy than with the leadership. But if allowed to develop, it will inevitably migrate upward. People are aware of the culture of promotions and education in the military and what will and will not be tolerated. If these attitudes develop among the privates and lieutenants, they will inevitably develop among sergeants and majors, and then among sergeants major and colonels. When they reach the flag officer levels, there is potentially a threat to civilian control. 

Internal Link – Modeling
US CMR modeled globally

Perry 96 [William J. U.S. Secretary of Defense “Defense in an Age of Hope” Foreign Affairs November/December 1996; Lexis]
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.

***IMPACTS***
Impact – Irregular Warfare
Gates’ acquisition reform strategy will transform the military for irregular warfighting

Klare 9 (Michael, Defense Correspondent and Prof. Peace and World Security @ Hampshire College, The Nation, “The Gates Revolution”, 4-15, http://www.thenation.com/print/article/gates-revolution

The preliminary Defense Department budget announced by Defense Secretary Robert Gates on April 6 represents the most dramatic shift in US military thinking since the end of the Vietnam War. Gates merely hinted at the magnitude of the proposed changes, claiming only that he seeks to "rebalance" the department's priorities between conventional and irregular warfare. But the message is clear: from now on, counterinsurgency and low-intensity conflict will be the military's principal combat missions, while other tasks, such as preparing for an all-out war with a well-equipped adversary, will take a decidedly secondary role. The budget message does not lay out this shift in broad strategic language. Rather, it is articulated in terms of the weapons systems Gates has chosen to terminate or cancel and those he has chosen to retain or augment. Most media attention has focused on the former--the big-ticket items he rightly says are no longer needed or too costly and "exquisite" to meet the Pentagon's requirements. These include the F-22 Raptor, a $143 million supersonic jet fighter originally designed to shoot down Soviet aircraft; the DDG-1000 Zumwalt-class destroyer, a $3.3 billion stealth combat vessel; and the Army's Future Combat System, an ensemble of futuristic tanks and armored vehicles. The proposed cancellation or termination of these and other multibillion-dollar programs has provoked a firestorm of criticism from lobbyists, promilitary organizations, Congressional hawks and members of Congress whose districts will suffer manufacturing losses if the systems are cut. Major media outlets have fed the flames by portraying Gates's overhaul as a set of massive spending cuts, even though spending would increase by 4 percent. As the debate proceeds, the cancellations will no doubt generate most of the Congressional skirmishes and headlines. But far more important from a strategic perspective are the programs Gates wants to add or augment. These include Predator drones, sensor-equipped turboprop planes, conventional helicopters, the littoral combat ship (LCS) and expanded Special Operations capabilities--mostly low-tech systems intended for use in counterinsurgency or low-intensity environments. These programs are far less costly than the super-sophisticated weapons Gates seeks to eliminate but far more useful, he argues, in the irregular, small-scale operations that US troops are conducting in Iraq and Afghanistan and are likely to encounter in future conflicts. "We must rebalance this department's programs in order to institutionalize and enhance our capabilities to fight the wars we are in today and the scenarios we are most likely to face in the years ahead," he declared.

Irregular conflict will be the dominant form of conflict for the 21st century. Success in irregular conflict requires balanced civil-military relations 
Cronin 8 (Patrick M., Strategic Forum, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations”, Sept 2008; http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2008/09/irregular-warfare-new-challeng/

Success in the highly political and ambiguous conflicts likely to dominate the global security environment in the coming decades will require a framework that balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the most effective use of their different strengths. These challenges are expected to require better integrated, whole-of-government approaches, the cooperation of host governments and allies, and strategic patience. Irregular warfare introduces new complications to what Eliot Cohen has called an “unequal dialogue” between civilian and military leaders in which civilian leaders hold the true power but must modulate their intervention into “military” affairs as a matter of prudence rather than principle. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that irregular warfare - which is profoundly political, intensely local, and protracted—breaks from the traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should contribute to the overall effort.

Irregular warfare will target the most powerful places in the world causing nuclear war. Our impact encompasses the aff 
Bennett 8 (John T., Defense News, “JFCOM Releases Study on Future Threats”, Dec. 4, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3850158, The study = U.S. Joint Forces Command study)

The study predicts future U.S. forces' missions will range "from regular and irregular wars in remote lands, to relief and reconstruction in crisis zones, to sustained engagement in the global commons." Some of these missions will be spawned by "rational political calculation," others by "uncontrolled passion." And future foes will attack U.S. forces in a number of ways. "Our enemy's capabilities will range from explosive vests worn by suicide bombers to long-range precision-guided cyber, space, and missile attacks," the study said. "The threat of mass destruction - from nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons - will likely expand from stable nation-states to less stable states and even non-state networks." The document also echoes Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and other U.S. military leaders who say America is likely in "an era of persistent conflict." During the next 25 years, it says, "There will continue to be those who will hijack and exploit Islam and other beliefs for their own extremist ends. There will continue to be opponents who will try to disrupt the political stability and deny the free access to the global commons that is crucial to the world's economy."

Impact – Recruitment
Poor civil-military relations will lead to collapse of military recruitment and commitment.
Feaver and Kohn 2k [Peter D. Feaver, Professor political science, Duke University; Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History and Peace, War, and Defense; October 1; “The gap: Soldiers, civilians and their mutual misunderstanding”; The National Interest; http://www.allbusiness.com/government/3583819-1.html]
THREE MAIN critiques have been offered by those who think that the civil-military gap is much ado about nothing. First, divides of this sort have been around since the beginning of the Republic. Second, the principal challenges facing national security today are recruiting, retention, modernization, organization, and the growing mismatch between military missions and the resources devoted to defense-none of which is chiefly caused by this gap. Third, such divergences do not really matter because, at the highest policy levels, civilian and military elites have "fused"-that is, suppressed their differences to cooperate and work together amicably.17 But the gap and the tensions related to it are real, and they may have serious and lasting consequences for U.S. national security-consequences that could shackle future administrations. To begin with, the post-Cold War era is the first period in American history in which a large professional military has been maintained in peacetime. The lack of an urgent and immediate threat to the nation's existence, of the kind that during the Cold War forced military and civilian elites to reconcile their differences, may now foster a much higher level of civilmilitary conflict.lg And if, as we foresee, support for the armed forces and understanding of their needs diminish, they will be less capable and effective.  Then, too, while the gap is not the principal cause of recruiting and retention problems, it is likely to exacerbate them in the future. The public's respect and admiration for the military no longer translates into a willingness to join the armed forces. The narrowing of personal connections to the military means that recruiters today must persuade doubtful prospects with less help from family and friends who have served themselves. Moreover, since expressions of support for the armed forces derive partly from personal connections to them, the reservoir of public confidence may shrink as the war generations die off.  Finally, the fusion between civilian and soldier at the most senior policymaking levels will not compensate for the distrust of civilians expressed in the lower ranks of the services. In fact, the divergence of opinion between the senior and junior ranks has created a troubling divide within the officer corps itself. In suggesting that the military has a responsibility not merely to advise but to insist on policy, field grade officers believe that their leaders, under certain circumstances, should resist civilian direction or resign in protest. In our follow-on exchanges with hundreds of military officers, a two-part rationale has been offered: civilian leaders are increasingly ignorant about military matters and so cannot be trusted to make wise decisions; and, in any case, the greatest disasters in U.S. history Vietnam being the exemplar) could have been averted had senior officers spoken out against misguided, even duplicitous, politicians.19 Mid-level officers who endorse this thesis express frustration with their senior leaders for not resisting more vigorously political pressure and perceived civilian mismanagement. Many complain about readiness, gender integration and declining standards of discipline and training. Nearly half of the officers we surveyed said they would leave the service if "senior uniformed leadership [did] not stand up for what is right in military policy."20 

Decreasing recruitment destroys overall US leadership

Batschelet 94 [Master Of Military Art And Science Candidate At US Army Command And General Staff College, Allan, “National Service And Its Effect On The Army's Ability To Recruit Quality Soldiers,” June 3, STINET]

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

U.S. Hegemony is key to solve stability, foreign aggression, proliferation, nuclear terrorism and nuclear war

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

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

Impact – Recruitment Ext.

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

Kohn ‘2 (Richard H., Professor of History, University of North Carolina, Naval War College Review, Summer, “The erosion of civilian control of the military in the United States today”

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_55/ai_92745784/pg_6/?tag=content;col1)

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

Impact – Hegemony

CMR key to heg
Kohn 99 [Dr. Richard; testimony at a hearing before the Military Personnel Subcommittee of the House Committee on Armed Services; “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” November 4, 1999; http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/security/has308020.000/has308020_0f.htm]
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 knowledgeab le 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.

Heg decline creates a power vacuum and nuclear war
Ferguson 4 [Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution [Niall, “A World Without Power,” Foreign Policy, Jul/Aug, Academic Search Elite]

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous-roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai-- would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of aids and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder

Impact – Readiness
Low readiness causes entanglement and global conflict

Feaver 3, Professor of Political Science at Duke, Peter D., Armed Services: Agency, Oversight, and Civil-Military Relations, p.5

The civil-military problematique is so vexing because it involves balancing two vital and potentially conflicting societal desiderate. On the one hand, the military must be strong enough to prevail in war. One purpose behind establishing the military in the first place is the need, or perceived need, for military force either to attack other groups or to ward off attacks. The military primarily exists as a guard against disaster and should be always ready even if it is never used. Moreover, its strength should be sized appropriately to meet the threats of confronting the polity. It serves no purpose to establish a protection force and then to vitiate it to the point where it can no longer protect. Indeed, an inadequate military institution may be worse than none at all. It could be a paper tiger inviting outside aggression: strong enough in appearance to threaten powerful enemies, but not strong enough in fact to defend against their predations. Alternatively, it could lull leaders into a false confidence, leading them to rash behavior and then failing in the ultimate military contest.
Impact – Global Conflict

Breakdown of CMR leads to global conflict

Cohen 97 (Eliot, “Civil-military relations – Are U.S. Forces Overstretched”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0365/is_n2_v41/ai_19416332/?tag=content;col1)

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

Impact – Modeling
US CMR is modeled globally – collapse domestically would result in disruption globally and simultaneous military coups.

Garamone 96- Jim, Writer for the American Forces Press Service, quoting former Secretary of State William Perry (American Forces Press Service Perry Pushes Preventive Defense, 5/29/1996 http://www.defenselink.mil/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=40811)

Engaging military and defense establishments around the world is also a big part of preventive defense. Perry sees U.S. military contacts with other nations as helping spread democracy. "Democracy is learned behavior," Perry said. "Many nations today have democracies that exist on paper, but in fact are extremely fragile." He said it is important the United States help embed the value of democracy in these nations. The example of the U.S. military is extremely important in many of these countries, because their military establishments are often the most cohesive institutions in the countries. "In short, [these militaries] can either support democracy or subvert it," Perry said. The United States wants the militaries of these countries to be under civilian control. If a country enters a crisis, the United States wants the military in that country to play a positive role in helping solve the crisis and not look at the emergency as an excuse for a military coup, he said.  Educating foreign officers and NCOs is one tool DoD uses to build faith in democracy. "Over 200 officers from the former Warsaw Pact countries are right now studying at U.S. military institutions, and another 60 are this very week about to complete a special course we have set up at the Marshall Center in Germany," Perry said. "These officers are the future military leaders of their countries, and they are all coming together to learn how a military functions in a democratic society."  DoD also sends teams into nations to help them build modern professional military establishments under civilian control. Working together, in exercises and on the battlefield, are other confidence-building measures that help forge understanding and cooperation. Perry cited U.S. and Russian forces working together in Bosnia, Polish, Russian and Ukrainian exercises set in June in Ukraine and many other exercises as examples of military-to-military contacts helping build trust between nations.
Those coups result in humanitarian crises and nuclear war. 

Cimbala 98 [Stephen, prof. of polisci at Penn State, “The Past and Future of Nuclear Deterrence”, p. 21 http://books.google.com/books?id=Zhi5zXI1RVYC&printsec=frontcover&dq=%22The+Past+and+Future+of+Nuclear+Deterrence”&source=bl&ots=9SimzkvvFw&sig=bVaJBOBVkneaHbIPkHH1I3HGsAs&hl=en&ei=Q4QzTMbgDZSlngfuqLz5Aw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBYQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false

In particular, the quality of political regimes and the extent to which they successfully hold their military establishments accountable will do much to determine whether a world without nuclear superpowers is more or less stable than the world we are now leaving behind. Unaccountable praetorian governments holding small nuclear arsenals could provide scary moments, visions of hell at the regional level with ethnic, religious, and national wars abetted by weapons of mass destruction. To avoid this, the United States, Russia, and other major powers will have to take strong stands against horizontal proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Washington, Moscow, and other capitals of nuclear-armed states will also have to contain their own vertical proliferation or buildup of potlatch forces of competitive discard for relative advantage. The connection between the U.S. and Russian self-denial and international collaboration against nuclear proliferation is not always obvious, but it is real, as perceived by potential proliferators and by other states that fear the consequences of proliferation. 

Impact – Terrorism

Robust civil- military relations are critical to effectiveness in preventing terrorism

Guttieri 3 (Karen, Strategic Insights, Volume II, Issue 8 (August)). Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations. Retrieved from http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html)

The American strategic policy community—for example, the US Commission on National Security in the 21st Century—was concerned with homeland defense prior to 9/11. After that fateful day, the Bush administration began using a new, more proactive sounding term: homeland security. The Pentagon, however, treated this new term not as a replacement for, but as separate from, homeland defense. A seemingly simple matter of semantics reveals a great deal about US civil-military relations. America's post-9/11 obsession with securing the "homeland" shifted the domestic political landscape, including American civil-military relations. The American model of civil-military relations has been characterized by a contract according to which the military defends the nation's borders while domestic police keep order at home. "On September 11," in the words of DoD Transformation "czar" Arthur K. Cebrowski, "America's contract with the Department of Defense was torn up and a new contract is being written."[1] This Strategic Insight describes some of the forces compelling military changes in the historical context of US civil-military relations. Although the military itself may resist change, institution-building (outside and within that organization) and attitudinal changes in response to massive terrorist attacks at home cannot but alter American civil-military relations. Much of the shift in American politics since 9/11 has to do with the nature and requirements of homeland security: it is both public and private, interagency (involving a number of government elements) and civil-military. Implementing the new national security strategy will require cooperation across sectors of activity and jurisdictions of authority.[2] Government-private sector coordination is vital to critical infrastructure protection. Agency-to-agency coordination is the foundation of any national response to security threats involving multiple levels of government in a nation consisting of more than 87,000 government jurisdictions.[3] Civil-military coordination is indispensable for ensuring adequate military support to civilian agencies responsible for homeland security. The quality of America's civil-military relations will be a factor in the effectiveness of America's "war on terror," while by the same token, the conduct of the war will irrevocably shape those relations. Given the US military's lead in homeland defense, civilian control of the military should be a topic of particular interest to anyone concerned with the function of democracy in wartime.

Extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 [Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, Extinction! http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Impact – Credibility
Poor CMR undermines US foreign policy in three ways: loss of policy coherence; narrowing of options; and reduced international credibiltiy

Holsti 98 [Ole R; George V. Allen Professor of International Affairs, Department of Political Science, Duke University, “A Widening Gap Between the U.S. Military and Civilian Society?” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, v. 23 no. 3, Winter 1998/1999, p. 5 “A Widening Gap Between the U.S. Military and Civilian Society?” http://www.irchina.org/en/xueren/foreign/view.asp?id=167]

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 dominator” options in order to resolve differences or, more generally, if a pathological variant of bureaucratic politics governs decision making; (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 one 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 the 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 the 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.

Ruined credibility ends in Nuke War

Khalilzad 95 [Zalmay, Ambassador to the U.N., Spring, The Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War.” Lexis] 

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 – Militarism

Civilian authority over the military is critical to sustaining democracy and preventing militarism

Foster 5 [Gregory; professor at the College of the Armed Forces; World Affairs, 12/22/05 http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2393/is_3_167/ai_n8691802]

It is a fundamental premise of democratic civil-military relations that civilian control of the military is clearly possible without democracy, but democracy isn't possible without civilian control of the military. (3) Civilian control is, in fact, the governing concept most familiar to those who concern themselves with civil-military relations, but there are two other related notions that warrant explication here: civilian supremacy and civilian subjugation. Civilian control is the provision of oversight and the issuance of direction to the military by duly elected and appointed civilian officials. Oversight implies supervisory vigilance, to be sure, but it also is an essentially responsive activity. Direction gives the concept of control a more proactive managerial connotation in which the military is strictly the executor of decisions issuing properly from civilian superiors. Why is such control necessary and desirable? Because, considering the many instruments of coercion available to the state (the military, police, internal security and paramilitary forces, intelligence services, and the like), it is absolutely essential that the possession of such coercive means in the hands of those in power be given the authority and legitimacy that can only be conferred by the civilians who represent the people and deliberate on their behalf and that the use of such instruments be subject to rigorous restraint and justification. At least, that is the design.

Civilian control is key to prevent mass militarism

Kohn 97 [Richard, Triangle Institute for Security Studies "An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military" 1997 http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html ]
Sometimes, where civilian control is weak or nonexistent, military influence laps over into other areas of public policy and social life. Even in mature democracies that have long practiced civilian control, the balance between military and civilian varies with time and place, with the personalities involved, with the personal or political ambitions of senior military officers and leading politicians, and with the circumstances that give the military prestige and weight in public opinion. Even in those democracies with rich traditions of unbroken civilian dominance, war and security can (and have) become so important in national life and so central to the definition of the state, that the military, particularly during or after a crisis or war, can use its expertise or public standing to limit civilian influence in military affairs. In the wake of World War II, senior American generals and admirals possessed great influence in government. Nearly every American war has produced a heroic commander who emerges to run for president or consider doing so, Colin Powell being only the most recent example.

Militarism paves the way for inevitable war and genocide

Carlton 1 [Eric, Research fellow at the Dept. of Sociology and social policy, University of Durham, “Militarism: Rule Without Law” p. 195-6]

But in the militaristic system things are rather different. There are forms of direct and indirect indoctrination, and this constitutes a kind of conditioning. The militaristic rationale may emphasize the superiority of the system over other systems. The focus of aggression, often a neighbouring state, may not only be regarded as ripe for conquest, but ‘deserving’ to be taken over. This was certainly the nazi mentality. Other European states, especially Slavic states, were seen as degenerate, bastardized people of no pure ethinic stock who were fit for nothing except as slaves in the service of the Greater German Reich. There was nothing really new in this. In fifth century Greece, the political leader, Perikles, held similar views about the superiority of the Athenians and their justification in seeking an empire. And various colonial powers have been like-minded in relation to the indigenes of their conquered states. It is just that the Nazis took conquest to its ‘logical’ conclusion. Many colonial powers did, at least, embark upon educational schemes which might one day bring the conquered up to European statndards. But in the early 1940s, the Germans had no such intentions. As Hitler once cynically put it, the Slavs (namely Russians and Poles) were to have just enough education to enable them to read the road signs so as not to get themselves rrun over. Those that were allowed to live were to be a leaderless labour force, uneducated, unenfranchised and unrepresented. Indeed, in 1940, Himmler, the Reichsfuhrer SS, reckoned that within ten years the rump Polish state known during the occupation as the Government-General, would consist of a mere remnant of substandard beings (Carlton: 1992, p. 154). The irony was that before the war ended, the Reich was so desperate for manpower that the SS were recruiting from many of the occupied territories (mainly in Western Europe) and the Wehrmacht actually raised a contingent of Ukranian volunteers under General Vlaslov, a Russian defector. Perhaps, after all, when the need is urgent enough, the influence of ideology will sometimes break down under the force of necessity. 

Impact – National Security
Low CMR causes military reduction, making the US vulnerable to attack.
Megorden 1 [Kima, Cadet of the USAF  “Epistemology Of Nuclear Deterrence: Manifestations In Civil-Military Relations” United States Air Force Academy, http://isme.tamu.edu/JSCOPE01/Megorden01.html]

Among these differences is the changing and uncertain role of the military in a multipolar post-Cold War environment, without a clear and monolithic enemy against which to posture forces, determine policy, and base structural decisions.  This environment has lead to the maintenance of a large, peacetime standing army.  A large military establishment was acceptable during the Cold War because of the large and immediately apparent threat posed by the Soviet Union.  With the disappearance of America’s “best enemy,” however, the American populace and civilian leadership has reverted, to some extent, to its traditional discomfort with a large standing army.  This discomfort can be historically traced to the Founding Fathers and their determination to avoid a large, tyrannical, British style army that oppressed the citizenry rather than serving and protecting it.  For two centuries Americans heeded George Washington’s advice in his Farewell Address: it is not necessary or prudent to maintain a large standing army in non-wartime situations, as it could be threatening to the republican form of government.  However, if cut back to the citizen-soldier militia, a dominant model that often has constituted America’s peacetime defenses, the U.S. would be woefully unprepared to meet or defeat any of the challenges in the post-Cold War security environment.  This, in turn, would leave American citizens vulnerable not only abroad but also at home.  In the uncertain world the U.S. now faces, an undersized, under equipped, and out muscled military establishment might be unable to adequately protect the government and nation it is sworn to defend.  This could be far more hazardous to the U.S. government, security, and society than the perceived costs of or threats from maintaining a larger-than-usual peacetime army.
CMR key to solidify national security and solve terrorism globally.
Department of State 7 [US Department of State; “Teaching Civil-Military Relations Enhances Democracy”; 25 May 2007; http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/May/200705251109161EJrehsiF0.5813562.html]  

A central tenet of American democracy is civilian control of the U.S. armed forces, which is embodied in the U.S. Constitution.  Helping other nations develop the critical relationship between the civilian leadership and its armed forces not only enhances a country's democratic institutions, but also strengthens its national security, Hoffman said. The center’s faculty of 15 professors, all of whom hold graduate degrees in area studies and foreign affairs, travels abroad as part of mobile education teams (METs) at the invitation of host governments. Hoffman said that within the past year, 100 METS have given short courses to more than 3,500 foreign officials and military officers in 100 countries. CCMR offers courses on such topics as establishing democratic civil-military relations and the rule of law, intelligence and democracy, defense restructuring, civil-military cooperation and combating terrorism, building linkages between the legislature and the military and preparing for peacekeeping deployments. Teaching is done through presentations by the MET faculty and through simulations "where we propose various civil-military scenarios, which are then acted out, discussed and analyzed,” Hoffman explained. “We’re teaching courses in Jordan, Ukraine, Mongolia and Indonesia. And questions we’re raising ask: ‘How do you organize a force to conduct peacekeeping operations in support of the United Nations, respond to disasters and combat terrorism?” Hoffman said.  Peacekeeping is very important, he said, because “it can’t be done efficiently by a military that does not have a democratic relationship with its own civilian authorities.” In October 2006, Hoffman joined a MET that traveled to Guatemala for a course with 40 military officers and government officials. The Guatemalan military has worked hard to reform itself and now is interested in peacekeeping, he said, in part because its leaders believe that peacekeeping demonstrates to the world that the military "can be a force for good and not a repressive force within their own country,” he said. “The fact is a military going on a peacekeeping operation needs to adhere to human rights, rule of law -- and they need to be disciplined about it, or they’re going to get into trouble," Hoffman said. So by helping militaries prepare themselves for peacekeeping, "we’re actually helping them become more professional and a force for good within the international community, which hopefully will lead to them being more democratic at home,” he said. 

Impact – Democracy

CMR key to democracy.

B.I.I.P. 8 (Department of State's Bureau of International Information Programs. July 2008. “Principal of Democracy: Civil-Military Relations” http://usinfo.state.gov/products/pubs/principles/civil.htm 

Issues of war and peace are the most momentous any nation can face, and at times of crisis, many nations turn to their military for leadership. Not in democracies. In democracies, questions of peace and war or other threats to national security are the most important issues a society faces, and thus must be decided by the people, acting through their elected representatives. A democratic military serves its nation rather than leads it. Military leaders advise the elected leaders and carry out their decisions. Only those who are elected by the people have the authority and the responsibility to decide the fate of a nation. This idea of civilian control and authority over the military is thus, fundamental to democracy. Civilians need to direct their nation's military and decide issues of national defense not because they are necessarily wiser than military professionals, but precisely because they are the people's representatives and as such are charged with the responsibility for making these decisions and remaining accountable for them. The military in a democracy exists to protect the nation and the freedoms of its people. It does not represent or support any political viewpoint or ethnic and social group. Its loyalty is to the larger ideals of the nation, to the rule of law, and to the principle of democracy itself. Civilian control assures that a country's values, institutions, and policies are the free choices of the people rather than the military The purpose of a military is to defend society, not define it. Any democratic government values the expertise and advice of military professionals in reaching policy decisions about defense and national security. Civilian officials rely upon the military for expert advice on these matters and to carry out the decisions of the government. But only the elected civilian leadership should make ultimate policy decisions -- which the military then implements in its sphere.  Military figures may, of course, participate fully and equally in the political life of their country just like any other citizens - but only as individual voters. Military people must first retire from military service before becoming involved in politics; armed services must remain separate from politics. The military are the neutral servants of the state, and the guardians of society.  Ultimately, civilian control of the military ensures that defense and national security issues do not compromise the basic democratic values of majority rule, minority rights, and freedom of speech, religion, and due process. It is the responsibility of all political leaders to enforce civilian control and the responsibility of the military to obey the lawful orders of civilian authorities.
Democracy prevents extinction

Diamond 95 (Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution & Co-Editor of the Journal of Democracy , “Promoting Democracy In The 1990s, Stanford University, December, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html//)

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. 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.

Impact – Iraqi Stability

Strong CMR key to Iraqi stability 

Cronin 8 [Patrick M., Strategic Forum, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations”, Sept 2008;

http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2008/09/irregular-warfare-new-challeng/]
rregular warfare introduces new complications to what Eliot Cohen has called an “unequal dialogue” between civilian and military leaders in which civilian leaders hold the true power but must modulate their intervention into “military” affairs as a matter of prudence rather than principle. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that irregular warfare - which is profoundly political, intensely local, and protracted—breaks from the traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should contribute to the overall effort. One of the key challenges rising from irregular warfare is how to measure progress. While there is disagreement about the feasibility or utility of developing metrics, the political pressure for marking progress is unrelenting. Most data collection efforts focus on the number of different types of kinetic events, major political milestones such as elections, and resource inputs such as personnel, money, and materiel. None of these data points serves easily in discerning what is most needed - namely, outputs or results. A second major challenge centers on choosing leaders for irregular warfare and stability and reconstruction operations. How to produce civilian leaders capable of asking the right and most difficult questions is not easily addressed. Meanwhile, there has been a general erosion of the traditional Soldier’s Code whereby a military member can express dissent, based on legitimate facts, in private to one’s superiors up to the point that a decision has been made. Many see the need to shore up this longstanding tradition among both the leadership and the ranks. A third significant challenge is how to forge integrated strategies and approaches. Professional relationships, not organizational fixes, are vital to succeeding in irregular war. In this sense, the push for new doctrine for the military and civilian leadership is a step in the right direction to clarifying the conflated lanes of authority.

Conflict in Iraq escalates to World War III

Corsi 7 [Jerome R; author of numerous political science books, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, January 08, 2007, <http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669>

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 Ext. – Iraq

Successful end to the Iraq war depends on civil-military relations 

Benamon 6 (Felicia, Political military writer for Renew America “Are we slitting our own throats in the war on terror?” 4/24/06 Renew America, http://www.renewamerica.us/columns/benamon/060424) 

Now to talk about the war in Iraq. I'm not going to bash President Bush on his handling of the war, he is getting enough of that already, with low poll numbers and all. But since the option to engage Iran militarily looks like a possibility, we should think about taking care of one issue at a time. Step lightly on the Iran issue while we are in Iraq. President Bush should engage the American public more, letting us know of his plans. Not in full detail, but just to keep Americans focused and in agreement with his agenda to help Iraq become self-sufficient. I would hope, that if Iraqis want to be self-sufficient, and they want to see less of an American presence, they MUST play their part to help U.S. soldiers get rid of the radical terrorist thugs running amuck, creating mayhem in Iraqi streets. Instead of being dissatisfied at times over the job the U.S. is doing, protesting in the streets. Why not express displeasure over the evil people who are bombing innocents? I do think that the U.S. needs to put its foot down. We are definitely trying to help as best we can, but I do not think that our time in Iraq should be prolonged much longer. The cycle of trying to establish a democracy while fighting suicide bombers and terrorists will continue...on and on, and on...unless the U.S. establishes a plan to deal with it, and a plan to help our servicemen be completely successful, and on their way out of Iraq. Our military must have the FULL backing of American citizens. That means the media and those politicians who are badmouthing the Iraq war, and showing only negative footage of the war, need to cease and think of what it will do to our troops overseas. They are doing the hardest job, and for them to hear that the war is a quagmire and that Bush is a bad leader, it totally destroys morale. I believe we as Americans, are slitting their own throats when the full truth isn't reported in the media, and when we bicker amongst each other. We then miss the real threat to this country. We must stay united, we have an enemy who wants us dead, no matter how nice or accommodating we try to be. Some of us may disagree on the war in Iraq for example, but no one should have to step down because of perceived misjudgments in the handling of the war. Instead, stand behind our leaders, but if need be, express your feelings on their performance and give suggestions on what they could do better. To attack our leadership will only divide us further and embolden our enemies. We shouldn't give them the pleasure of seeing the U.S. in political turmoil. So...stay safe, smart, and alert! 

Impact – Afghanistan

Strong CMR key to Afghanistan

Cronin 8 [Patrick M., Strategic Forum, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations”, Sept 2008;

http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2008/09/irregular-warfare-new-challeng/]

Irregular warfare introduces new complications to what Eliot Cohen has called an “unequal dialogue” between civilian and military leaders in which civilian leaders hold the true power but must modulate their intervention into “military” affairs as a matter of prudence rather than principle. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that irregular warfare - which is profoundly political, intensely local, and protracted—breaks from the traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should contribute to the overall effort. One of the key challenges rising from irregular warfare is how to measure progress. While there is disagreement about the feasibility or utility of developing metrics, the political pressure for marking progress is unrelenting. Most data collection efforts focus on the number of different types of kinetic events, major political milestones such as elections, and resource inputs such as personnel, money, and materiel. None of these data points serves easily in discerning what is most needed - namely, outputs or results. A second major challenge centers on choosing leaders for irregular warfare and stability and reconstruction operations. How to produce civilian leaders capable of asking the right and most difficult questions is not easily addressed. Meanwhile, there has been a general erosion of the traditional Soldier’s Code whereby a military member can express dissent, based on legitimate facts, in private to one’s superiors up to the point that a decision has been made. Many see the need to shore up this longstanding tradition among both the leadership and the ranks. A third significant challenge is how to forge integrated strategies and approaches. Professional relationships, not organizational fixes, are vital to succeeding in irregular war. In this sense, the push for new doctrine for the military and civilian leadership is a step in the right direction to clarifying the conflated lanes of authority.

Afghanistan is key to central Asian stability.

Lal 6 [Rollie, researcher for the RAND Corp, a nonprofit research organization providing objective analysis and effective solutions that address the challenges facing the public and private sectors around the world; “Central Asia and its Asian Neighbors: security and commerce at the crossroads” p. 22; http://www.randproject.com/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG440.pdf]

The U.S. interest in preventing a return of militant training camps and groups such as the Taliban and al Qaeda indicates that a continued U.S. military presence in Afghanistan is necessary in the near term to help maintain stability. The government of Hamid Karzai has repeatedly requested a larger U.S. and international presence to assist in maintaining security and in the rebuilding of Afghanistan. As stability of the central government in Kabul is critical to the security of its neighbors, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan have also emphasized that a continued international presence in Afghanistan would be beneficial, and an early withdrawal disastrous.16 While problems persist in the region despite U.S. presence and assistance, the countries of Central Asia have noted that they would be even less capable of preventing the growth of illegal trade and extremist groups throughout the region in the absence of a U.S. role in Afghanistan.17 Thus, it is likely that these states, the United States, and other countries such as Russia and Iran, who share an interest in promoting peace and security in Afghanistan, will have reasons and arenas in which to cooperate.

Instability leads to nuclear war.

Ahrari 1 [Professor of national security and strategy @ Armed Forces Staff College, M. Ehsan, Jihadi groups, nuclear Pakistan, and the new great game, August, online p. 41 www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/Pubs/display.cfm?pubID=112]

South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence-building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles, and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned

Impact – Iran Strikes
Backlash of political and military hawks forces Obama to first-strike Iran

Dreyfuss 8 [Contributing editor at the Nation magazine 12/20/08, Robert, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/bob-dreyfuss/still-preparing-to-attack_b_147876.html]

A familiar coalition of hawks, hardliners, and neoconservatives expects Barack Obama's proposed talks with Iran to fail -- and they're already proposing an escalating set of measures instead. Some are meant to occur alongside any future talks. These include steps to enhance coordination with Israel, tougher sanctions against Iran, and a region-wide military buildup of U.S. strike forces, including the prepositioning of military supplies within striking distance of that country. Once the future negotiations break down, as they are convinced will happen, they propose that Washington quickly escalate to war-like measures, including a U.S. Navy-enforced embargo on Iranian fuel imports and a blockade of that country's oil exports. Finally, of course, comes the strategic military attack against the Islamic Republic of Iran that so many of them have wanted for so long. It's tempting to dismiss the hawks now as twice-removed from power: first, figures like John Bolton, Paul Wolfowitz, and Douglas Feith were purged from top posts in the Bush administration after 2004; then the election of Barack Obama and the announcement Monday of his centrist, realist-minded team of establishment foreign policy gurus seemed to nail the doors to power shut for the neocons, who have bitterly criticized the president-elect's plans to talk with Iran, withdraw U.S. forces from Iraq, and abandon the reckless Global War on Terrorism rhetoric of the Bush era. When it comes to Iran, however, it's far too early to dismiss the hawks. To be sure, they are now plying their trade from outside the corridors of power, but they have more friends inside the Obama camp than most people realize. Several top advisers to Obama -- including Tony Lake, UN Ambassador-designate Susan Rice, Tom Daschle, and Dennis Ross, along with leading Democratic hawks like Richard Holbrooke, close to Vice-President-elect Joe Biden or Secretary of State-designate Hillary Clinton -- have made common cause with war-minded think-tank hawks at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy (WINEP), the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and other hardline institutes. Last spring, Tony Lake and Susan Rice, for example, took part in a WINEP "2008 Presidential Task Force" study which resulted in a report entitled, "Strengthening the Partnership: How to Deepen U.S.-Israel Cooperation on the Iranian Nuclear Challenge." The Institute, part of the Washington-based Israel lobby, was founded in coordination with the American-Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), and has been vigorously supporting a confrontation with Iran. The task force report, issued in June, was overseen by four WINEP heavyweights: Robert Satloff, WINEP's executive director, Patrick Clawson, its chief Iran analyst, David Makovsky, a senior fellow, and Dennis Ross, an adviser to Obama who is also a WINEP fellow. Endorsed by both Lake and Rice, the report opted for an alarmist view of Iran's nuclear program and proposed that the next president set up a formal U.S.-Israeli mechanism for coordinating policy toward Iran (including any future need for "preventive military action"). It drew attention to Israeli fears that "the United States may be reconciling itself to the idea of 'living with an Iranian nuclear bomb,'" and it raised the spurious fear that Iran plans to arm terrorist groups with nuclear weapons. There is, of course, nothing wrong with consultations between the United States and Israel. But the WINEP report is clearly predisposed to the idea that the United States ought to give undue weight to Israel's inflated concerns about Iran. And it ignores or dismisses a number of facts: that Iran has no nuclear weapon, that Iran has not enriched uranium to weapons grade, that Iran may not have the know-how to actually construct a weapon even if, sometime in the future, it does manage to acquire bomb-grade material, and that Iran has no known mechanism for delivering such a weapon. WINEP is correct that the United States must communicate closely with Israel about Iran. Practically speaking, however, a U.S.-Israeli dialogue over Iran's "nuclear challenge" will have to focus on matters entirely different from those in WINEP's agenda. First, the United States must make it crystal clear to Israel that under no circumstances will it tolerate or support a unilateral Israeli attack against Iran. Second, Washington must make it clear that if Israel were indeed to carry out such an attack, the United States would condemn it, refuse to widen the war by coming to Israel's aid, and suspend all military aid to the Jewish state. And third, Israel must get the message that, even given the extreme and unlikely possibility that the United States deems it necessary to go to war with Iran, there would be no role for Israel. Just as in the wars against Iraq in 1990-1991 and 2003-2008, the United States hardly needs Israeli aid, which would be both superfluous and inflammatory. Dennis Ross and others at WINEP, however, would strongly disagree that Israel is part of the problem, not part of the solution. Ross, who served as Middle East envoy for George H.W. Bush and then Bill Clinton, was also a key participant in a September 2008 task force chaired by two former senators, Daniel Coats (R.-Ind.) and Chuck Robb (D.-Va.), and led by Michael Makovsky, brother of WINEP's David Makovsky, who served in the Office of the Secretary of Defense in the heyday of the Pentagon neocons from 2002-2006. Robb, incidentally, had already served as the neocons' channel into the 2006 Iraq Study Group, chaired by former Secretary of State James Baker and former Representative Lee Hamilton. According to Bob Woodward's latest book, The War Within: A Secret White House History 2006-2008, it was Robb who insisted that the Baker-Hamilton task force include an option for a "surge" in Iraq. The report of the Coats-Robb task force -- "Meeting the Challenge: U.S. Policy Toward Iranian Nuclear Development" -- went far beyond the WINEP task force report that Lake and Rice signed off on. It concluded that any negotiations with Iran were unlikely to succeed and should, in any case, be short-lived. As the report put the matter, "It must be clear that any U.S.-Iranian talks will not be open-ended, but will be limited to a pre-determined time period so that Tehran does not try to 'run out the clock.'" Anticipating the failure of the talks, the task force (including Ross) urged "prepositioning military assets," coupled with a "show of force" in the region. This would be followed almost immediately by a blockade of Iranian gasoline imports and oil exports, meant to paralyze Iran's economy, followed by what they call, vaguely, "kinetic action." That "kinetic action" -- a U.S. assault on Iran -- should, in fact, be massive, suggested the Coats-Robb report. Besides hitting dozens of sites alleged to be part of Iran's nuclear research program, the attacks would target Iranian air defense and missile sites, communications systems, Revolutionary Guard facilities, key parts of Iran's military-industrial complex, munitions storage facilities, airfields, aircraft facilities, and all of Iran's naval facilities. Eventually, they say, the United States would also have to attack Iran's ground forces, electric power plants and electrical grids, bridges, and "manufacturing plants, including steel, autos, buses, etc." This is, of course, a hair-raising scenario. Such an attack on a country that had committed no act of war against the United States or any of its allies would cause countless casualties, virtually destroy Iran's economy and infrastructure, and wreak havoc throughout the region. That such a high-level group of luminaries should even propose steps like these -- and mean it -- can only be described as lunacy. That an important adviser to President-elect Obama would sign on to such a report should be shocking, though it has received next to no attention.

Iran strikes escalate and cause extinction

Hirsch 6 [Professor of physics at the University of California San Diego 2006 (Jorge, “America and Iran: At the Brink of the Abyss,” http://www.antiwar.com/orig/hirsch.php?articleid=8577) ]

The United States is preparing to enter a new era: an era in which it will enforce nuclear nonproliferation by the threat and use of nuclear weapons. The use of tactical nuclear weapons against Iran will usher in a new world order. The ultimate goal is that no nation other than the U.S. should have a nuclear weapons arsenal. A telltale sign that this is the plan is the recent change in the stated mission of Los Alamos National Laboratory, where nuclear weapons are developed. The mission of LANL used to be described officially as "Los Alamos National Laboratory's central mission is to reduce the global nuclear danger" [1] [.pdf], [2] [.pdf], [3] [.pdf]. That will sound ridiculous once the U.S. starts throwing mini-nukes around. In anticipation of it, the Los Alamos mission statement has been recently changed to "prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction and to protect our homeland from terrorist attack." That is the present and future role of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, to be achieved through threat (deterrence) and use of nuclear weapons. References to the old mission are nowhere to be found in the current Los Alamos documents, indicating that the change was deliberate and thorough. It is not impossible that the U.S. will succeed in its goal. But it is utterly improbable. This is a big world. Once the U.S. crosses the nuclear threshold against a non-nuclear country, many more countries will strive to acquire nuclear weapons, and many will succeed. The nuclear abyss may turn out to be a steep precipice or a gentle slope. Either way, it will be a one-way downhill slide toward a bottomless pit. We will have entered a path of no return, leading in a few months or a few decades to global nuclear war and unimaginable destruction. But there are still choices to be made. Up to the moment the first U.S. nuclear bomb explodes, the fall into the abyss can be averted by choices made by each and every one of us. We may never know which choices prevented it if it doesn't happen. But if we make the wrong choices, we will know what they were. And so will future generations, even in a world where wars are fought with sticks and stones.

Impact – Pakistan
Strong CMR key to prevent Pakistani collapse

Barton and Unger 9 [Frederick and Noam, *Fellow at the Center for Strategic International Studies; **Fellow at the Brookings Institution; “Civil-Military Relations, Fostering Development, and Expanding Civilian Capactiy” April 2009; http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/reports/2009/04_development_unger/04_development_unger.pdf]
The security rationale for stability and development in poor and fragile states is based on the understanding that strengthening the economy of states and ensuring social equity are in the short and long term interests of the United States. Stable states pose the United States with far fewer security challenges than their weak and fragile counterparts. Indeed, stable states with healthy economies offer the United States opportunities for trade and represent potential partners in the fields of security and development. In contrast, weak and failing states pose serious challenges to the security of United States, including terrorism, drug production, money laundering and people smuggling. In addition, state weakness has frequently proven to have the propensity to spread to neighboring states, which in time can destabilize entire regions. While the group acknowledged that the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan are particular in scope and complexity (and may not be repeated in the near future by the U.S.), participants broadly concurred that the lessons of these challenges are that the United States must improve and expand its stabilization and development capabilities. In particular, cases such as Pakistan and Nigeria, huge countries with strategic importance, make clear that a military response to many internal conflicts will be severely limited. As such, increased emphasis on civilian capacity within the U.S. government and civil-military relations in general, will greatly improve the United States’ ability to respond to such crises in the future.

Pakistani instability risks nuclear terrorism and war

Kagan and O’Hanlon 7 [Frederick W. & Michael- *resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute think tank; ** senior fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution, member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies and the Council on Foreign Relations; “Pakistan’s Collapse, America’s Problem” New York Times; November 19, 2007, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/11/19/opinion/19iht-edkagan.1.8390200.html]
As the government of Pakistan totters, we must face a fact: The United States simply could not stand by as a nuclear-armed Pakistan descended into the abyss. Nor would it be strategically prudent to withdraw our forces from an improving situation in Iraq to cope with a deteriorating one in Pakistan. We need to think - now - about our feasible military options in Pakistan, should it really come to that. We do not intend to be fear mongers. Pakistan's officer corps and ruling elites remain largely moderate and more interested in building a modern state than in exporting terrorism or nuclear weapons to the highest bidder. But then again, Americans felt similarly about the shah's regime in Iran until it was too late. Moreover, Pakistan's intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries. The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism. All possible military initiatives to avoid those possibilities are daunting. With 160 million people, Pakistan is more than five times the size of Iraq. It would take a long time to move large numbers of U.S. forces halfway across the world. And unless we had precise information about the location of all of Pakistan's nuclear weapons and materials, we could not rely on bombing or using Special Forces to destroy them. The task of stabilizing a collapsed Pakistan is beyond the means of the United States and its allies. Estimates suggest that more than a million troops would be required for a country of this size. Thus, if we have any hope of success, we would have to act before a complete government collapse, and we would need the cooperation of moderate Pakistani forces. One possible plan would be a Special Forces operation with the limited goal of preventing Pakistan's nuclear materials and warheads from getting into the wrong hands. Given the degree to which Pakistani nationalists cherish these assets, it is unlikely the United States would get permission to destroy them. Somehow, American forces would have to team with Pakistanis to secure critical sites and possibly to move the material to a safer place. For the United States, the safest bet would be shipping the material to some place like New Mexico; but even pro-American Pakistanis would be unlikely to cooperate. More likely, we would have to settle for establishing a remote redoubt within Pakistan, with the nuclear technology guarded by elite Pakistani forces backed up (and watched over) by crack international troops. It is realistic to think that such a mission might be undertaken within days of a decision to act. The price for rapid action and secrecy, however, would probably be a very small international coalition. A second, broader option would involve supporting the core of the Pakistani armed forces as they sought to hold the country together in the face of an ineffective government, seceding border regions and Al Qaeda and Taliban assassination attempts against the leadership. This would require a sizable combat force - not only from the United States, but ideally also other Western powers and moderate Muslim nations. Even if we were not so committed in Iraq and Afghanistan, Western powers would need months to get the troops there. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. So, if we got a large number of troops into the country, what would they do? The most likely directive would be to help Pakistan's military and security forces hold the country's center - primarily the region around the capital, Islamabad, and the populous areas like Punjab Province to its south. We would also have to be wary of internecine warfare within the Pakistani security forces. Pro-American moderates could well win a fight against extremist sympathizers on their own. But they might need help if splinter forces or radical Islamists took control of parts of the country containing crucial nuclear materials. The task of retaking any such regions and reclaiming custody of any nuclear weapons would be a priority for our troops. If a holding operation in the nation's center was successful, we would probably then seek to establish order in the parts of Pakistan where extremists operate. Beyond propping up the state, this would benefit America efforts in Afghanistan by depriving terrorists of the sanctuaries they have long enjoyed in Pakistan's tribal and frontier regions. The great paradox of the post-Cold War world is that we are both safer, day to day, and in greater peril than before. There was a time when volatility in places like Pakistan was mostly a humanitarian worry; today it is as much a threat to our basic security as Soviet tanks once were. We must be militarily and diplomatically prepared to keep ourselves safe in such a world. Pakistan may be the next big test. 

Impact Ext. – Pakistan

US influence key to stabilize Pakistan CMR – solves stability

Carnegie Endowment 08- “Engaging Pakistan- What Political Strategy to Create Stability?” 10/1/08

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=1197

Ongoing violence in Pakistan serves as a constant reminder of the immense challenges facing President Asif Ali Zardari. U.S. efforts to effectively balance security and policy imperatives in this volatile region have not succeeded. The U.S. and Europe can develop a successful new strategy if they engage directly with Pakistan’s civil society while continuing to recognize the military’s importance. Ashley J. Tellis explained that the U.S. can succeed in stabilizing Pakistan if it engages with the country in contexts outside of the War on Terror. Tellis emphasized the importance of addressing the complex civil-military relations that govern domestic politics. The military has too much power in Pakistan, and the current pattern of U.S. engagement only serves to strengthen its position. Tellis advised balanced strategy that engages and strengthens civil leadership while recognizing the military’s continuing importance. This two-fold approach will allow the U.S. to articulate security imperatives more effectively, and help achieve long-term political stability.

Impact – Nigeria
Strong CMR key to Nigerian democracy

Taiwo and Obi 10 [Juliana And Paul, writers for “This Day” (Lagos) “Dike Calls for Effective Military, Civilian Relationship” March 13, 2010; Lexis]
The Chief of Defence Staff, Air Marshal Paul Dike has called for effective military-civilian relationship as Nigeria's democracy advance to a greater level. He stated this yesterday at the Shehu Musa Yar'Adua Centre, Abuja during the launch of the book, "Winning Hearts and Minds: A Community Relations Approach for the Nigerian Military" published by the Defence Headquarters as a strategy to mainstream military-civilian relations in its operations. Dike observed: "As Nigeria moves toward stabilizing its democracy, the military requires a more proactive and responsive measures. This entails a robust and engaging strategy for the military in community relationship approach, the importance of military civilian relation is therefore necessary". He further stated that, "even the exploit and success in peace keeping operations of the Nigerian military abroad, there is still distrust among the citizens about the Armed Forces." He stressed: "All over the world, hardly has this success resonates; this unpalatable situation cannot be allowed to persist, because of its negative effect on the reputation of the military. In order to gain citizens' confidence, the committee through consultation was able to distill the core conceptual elements for the community relations approach."The approach, according the Chief of Defence Staff, "underscore the fundamentality of human rights, rule of law, transparency, accountability and effective communication. Equally, it emphasizes the importance of negotiation and conflict management in community relations and military-civilian relationship in general." Meanwhile, the Minister of Defence, Maj. Gen. Godwin Abbe (Rtd) has assured that the federal government will look into the Jos crisis in which about 500 people were said to have been murdered last Sunday. When asked by Journalists to comment on the allegation by the Plateau State Governor, Jonah Jang and the denials by the Army Headquarters, Abbe declined, asking, "what reaction do you expect from me? The Defence Minister continued: "Both of them have their positions and we are studying both, the government will of course look into the crisis." Earlier, the Minister reiterated the exigency of launching the book, stating that, "the presentation of the book is timely considering the challenges confronting our nascent democracy as a consequence of our socio-political evolution as a nation, as with all young democracies, one of the biggest challenges to democracy consolidation has been the establishment of a proper balance between civilian and military sectors. The global trend is to cultivate vibrant civil-military relations with emphasizes on civil control of the military, while at the same time, adequately ensuring the effectiveness of the latter".

Nigerian Democracy key to prevent African war

BBC NEWS 2K, Barnaby Phillips and Eniwoke Ibagere “Nigeria's year of turmoil” 5/25/2000 http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/africa/763818.stm

While still celebrating the new freedoms associated with the restoration of democracy, Nigerians have been forced to think long and hard about the country's future. In most parts of the country there is a now a clamour for a greater devolution of power to the regions, and to the many ethnic groups which were carelessly thrown together by the British colonialists to form modern-day Nigeria. Since May 1999, several ethnic and pressure groups have emerged or gained prominence in Nigeria. They include Odua Peoples Congress (fighting for the south-western Oduduwa States), Arewa Peoples Congress (protecting the interest of ethnic northern Nigeria) and Middle Belt Forum (canvasing for their geographical identity which is distinct from northern Nigeria). Among others are Egbesu Boys and Ijaw Youth Council (seeking increased share in Nigeria's wealth for the impoverished oil-rich Niger Delta region), Movement for the Actualisation of Sovereign States of Biafra (fighting for the separatist eastern Biafra State which had resulted in the 1967-70 Nigerian civil war) and Bakassi Boys (fighting against social ills in Nigeria). "It's as if there is no cartilage between the bones; for as long as we are thrown together in this way the painful friction is bound to continue" argues Ayo Obe, a leading Lagos human rights activist.

African conflict goes nuclear

Deutsch 02, Dr. Jeffrey founder of the Rabid Tiger Project, a political risk consulting and related research firm, 11-18-02, “THE RABID TIGER PROJECT'S MAJOR PREDICTION FOR 2025” http://users.rcn.com/jeff-deutsch/rtn/newsletterv2n9.html

The Rabid Tiger Project believes that a nuclear war is most likely to start in Africa. Civil wars in the Congo (the country formerly known as Zaire), Rwanda, Somalia and Sierra Leone, and domestic instability in Zimbabwe, Sudan and other countries, as well as occasional brushfire and other wars (thanks in part to "national" borders that cut across tribal ones) turn into a really nasty stew. We've got all too many rabid tigers and potential rabid tigers, who are willing to push the button rather than risk being seen as wishy-washy in the face of a mortal threat and overthrown. Geopolitically speaking, Africa is open range. Very few countries in Africa are beholden to any particular power. South Africa is a major exception in this respect - not to mention in that she also probably already has the Bomb. Thus, outside powers can more easily find client states there than, say, in Europe where the political lines have long since been drawn, or Asia where many of the countries (China, India, Japan) are powers unto themselves and don't need any "help," thank you. Thus, an African war can attract outside involvement very quickly. Of course, a proxy war alone may not induce the Great Powers to fight each other. But an African nuclear strike can ignite a much broader conflagration, if the other powers are interested in a fight. Certainly, such a strike would in the first place have been facilitated by outside help - financial, scientific, engineering, etc. Africa is an ocean of troubled waters, and some people love to go fishing.
Impact Ext. – African Stability
Balanced CMR key to stabilize Africa

Refugees International 8 [“U.S. Civil Military Imbalance for Global Engagement: Lessons from the Operational Level in Africa” 8/17/2008; http://www.refugeesinternational.org/policy/in-depth-report/us-civil-military-imbalance-global-engagement-lessons-operational-level-afric]
Nowhere is this more of a challenge than in Africa. There is broad agreement that combating today’s global threats requires a balanced, integrated approach with coordinated defense, diplomacy and development efforts. In practice, the Pentagon is largely dictating America’s approach to foreign policy. The nation’s foreign aid budget is too low; its civilian capacity to construct and carry out effective, long-term policies to rebuild states is too weak; interventions abroad are often unilateral when multilateral solutions could be more effective; and the military, which is well trained to invade countries, not to build them up, is playing an increasingly active and well-funded role in promoting development and democracy. Even Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted that U.S. soldiers conducting development and assistance activities in countries where they frequently don’t speak the language is “no replacement for the real thing – civilian involvement and expertise.” The rising military role in shaping U.S. global engagement is a challenge to the next president. Foreign assistance represents less than one percent of the federal budget, while defense spending is 20%. The U.S. military has over 1.5 million uniformed active duty employees and over 10,100 civilian employees, while the Department of State has some 6,500 permanent employees. Although several high-level task forces and commissions have emphasized the urgent need to modernize our aid infrastructure and increase sustainable development activities, such assistance is increasingly being overseen by military institutions whose policies are driven by the Global War on Terror, not by the war against poverty. Between 1998 and 2005, the percentage of Official Development Assistance the Pentagon controlled exploded from 3.5% to nearly 22%, while the percentage controlled by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) shrunk from 65% to 40%. This civil-military imbalance has particular ramifications for Africa, where Global War on Terror imperatives do not address the continent’s biggest needs for security assistance. The U.S. is only helping four African countries transform their armies and security agencies into professional organizations that protect citizens rather than abuse them. Resources are allocated in a manner that does not reflect the continent’s most pressing priorities. For example, the U.S. has allocated $49.65 million for reforming a 2,000-strong Liberian army to defend the four million people of that country. In contrast, it only plans to spend $5.5 million in 2009 to help reform a 164,000-strong army in the DR Congo, a country with 65 million people where Africa’s “first world war” claimed the lives of over five million people

Impact – Russia
Democratizing Russia Models US CMR

Huntington 95, Eaton Professor of the Science of Government and director of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard University, 1995 (Samuel, “Reforming Civil Military Relations”, Journal of Democracy 6.4; MUSE

Comparable changes have taken place in the new democracies in Southern Europe, Latin America, East Asia, and elsewhere. Incoming democratic governments have purged top military leaders almost across the board. Limitations on political involvement and other constraints have been imposed on the military. Organizational relationships have been restructured with the creation of defense ministries and central staffs to exercise control over the military. The defense portfolio is not held everywhere by a civilian--Russia and some other important places remain exceptions--but the trend is in that direction. Special military bodies exercising political power such as the Council of the Revolution in Portugal have been eliminated. Civilians have replaced military officers in high political office, such as the presidencies of Turkey and Portugal. Overall, there are fewer serving officers in positions that one would normally think of as political. In the postcommunist countries, communist-party control of the military has ended and major efforts have been made to depoliticize the military.

CMR is key to prevent Russian civil war- escalates to global nuclear conflict

David 99, Prof of Political Science @ Johns Hopkins University, 1999 (Steven, Jan/Feb, “Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars”, Foreign Affairs, pg. 103) Lexis

A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.
Impact – Value to Life

CMR ensures value to life 

Kohn 97 [Richard H; Triangle Institute for Security Studies. The University of North Carolina of Chapel Hill. American Diplomacy. “An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military” http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html#a 
Because their most fundamental purpose is to wage armed conflict, military institutions are designed for violence and coercion, and over the centuries have developed the organizational structure, operating procedures, and individual values needed to succeed in war. Authority in the military emphasizes hierarchy so that individuals and units act according to the plans and decisions of commanders, and can succeed under the very worst of mental and physical circumstances. While many of the military's personal values--courage, honesty, sacrifice, integrity, loyalty, service--are among the most respected in human experience, the norms and processes intrinsic to these institutions so diverge from the premises of democratic society that the two exist in what is often an uneasy partnership. Military behaviors are functional imperatives. Military law, for example, endeavors first to promote discipline, and secondarily to render justice. If society were to be governed by the personal ideals or institutional perspectives of the military, developed over centuries to support service to the state and sacrifice in war, then each individual citizen and the national purpose would become subservient to national security, to the exclusion, or at least the devaluation, of other needs and concerns.

Impact U – Now Key for CMR
Now is the key time for civil-military relations 

Sewall & White ‘9 [teachers at the Harvard Kennedy School, 2009 (Sarah & John P, Boston Globe, “The civil-military challenge”, Jan. 29, 2009 http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/01/29/the_civil_military_challenge?mode=PF]
Building an effective partnership between the president's civilian appointees and senior US military leaders has never been more important - or more challenging. We spent the last year unpacking the relationship's subtle complexities and identifying the assumptions and practices that have come to hobble national security decision-making, and found that the civil-military partnership needs repair. President Obama has inherited a compounding set of problems - ongoing global military operations, long-deferred strategy and budget choices, and stark new economic realities. Anticipating the end of expanding budgets and unquestioned supplemental funding, the services will begin circling the wagons to defend programs and budget shares. All parties in the defense community will face enormous institutional pressure to protect their equities in the Pentagon and in the field with the help of allies in Congress. This is hardly an auspicious environment for building trust and cooperation. Obama must not only fortify a relationship that has accumulated significant strains and endured occasional malpractice, he must make it strong enough to withstand inherent frictions and tough decisions. Several problems require attention from senior leaders - and are key barriers to restoring strategic and fiscal discipline within the Pentagon. The changes needed will only be manifested if the senior leadership, military and civilian, work together. We interviewed several dozen former secretaries and deputy secretaries of defense, chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, service chiefs, and combatant commanders. While their views differed significantly depending upon their experiences, several themes emerged across six former administrations. One finding is that senior civilian and military leaders often lack a common understanding of roles and reciprocal responsibilities within the partnership. The traditional shorthand that "civilians make policy and the military executes" is overly simplistic, masking the intricate mutual dependence of the parties. For example, civilians may not see their policymaking role as accompanied by a responsibility to ensure that military concerns about policy implementation have been fully addressed. Military leaders may define their substantive advising role narrowly and perform it only in response to civilian inquiry. These misunderstandings have proven costly in national security decision-making. In addition, the parties largely fail to harness the inherent frictions in the relationship. The roles of various civil and military actors abut and overlap in practice, particularly when multiple civilian authorities (including members of Congress) are engaged. Managing the inevitable tensions without rancor or overreaction is a key responsibility of the civilian leadership. Transparent and consistent decision-making processes would also help clarify roles and build trust in civil-military relations, particularly in terms of reinforcing the importance and scope of military advice. When that process is inclusive, it is viewed by military actors as more satisfactory - even if the outcomes are not preferred by military actors. Still, there are no good options for military leaders who disagree with civilian decisions. Expressing professional views to civilians is part of the military's responsibility. But once decisions have been made, continued expressions of disagreement undercut civilian authority. At the same time, civilian leaders must publicly assume accountability for their policy decisions. Hiding behind military advice undermines the military's professional independence and is an abdication of civilian responsibility. Our research highlighted both the importance and fragility of the military's apolitical and nonpartisan status. Civilians should refrain from viewing military officers as "part of" or "loyal to" the administration during which they were appointed. The military participants found their most difficult challenge to be fulfilling their constitutional responsibilities to serve both the administration and the Congress objectively and professionally. We found that partisan political activities of retired senior officers fueled civilian distrust of currently serving military officers. Retaining trust that the uniform military serve in an apolitical capacity is vital for a healthy civil-military dynamic. The retired community should carefully consider its public involvement in partisan activity.The most recent defense reorganization, the Goldwater-Nichols Act, largely enhanced the quality of military advice through such innovations as creating a single chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Yet the reforms deserve a fresh examination in light of the expanding roles of regional combatant commanders and the potential diminution of the corporate military voice embodied by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Finally, the relative imbalance of resources and expertise - whether between DOD and civilian agencies or between the military Joint Staff and the civilian staff of the Office of the Secretary of Defense - was an increasing source of concern. The comparative strength of military actors risks overreliance upon military perspectives and capabilities in all aspects of policymaking and execution. An important recommendation for strengthening civil-military relations is a rebalancing of relative civilian and military capacity and authority. We found that the character and relationships of senior officials are considered the single most important factor affecting civil-military relations. Policymakers should devote attention to civilian Pentagon appointments and the military should better prepare officers to assume senior roles in the partnership. Leadership transitions are a particularly challenging time for civil-military relations. Personal relationships are embryonic, and interactions can be rife with missteps and misunderstandings as new partners begin their work together. A significant joint program of orientation to build relationships and clarify expectations is critical. The Obama administration must invest early in setting the right tone, clarifying expectations and process, and building the relationships that will ensure both civilian and military leaders can fulfill their common oaths to protect and defend the Constitution.

***AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS***
Non-Unique – Relations Bad
Civil-military relations are at an unprecented low – Obama has increased tensions by putting political considerations over strategy. 
The American 6/25 [The American, The Journal of the American Enterprise Institute, The Editors, “The Unprecedented Acrimony in Civil-military Affairs,”  June 25, 2010, 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.

Civil-military relations are in a crisis – and Patraeus doesn’t solve. 

Yoo 6/24 [John Yoo,  professor of law at the University of California at Berkeley School of Law, June 24, 2010, “The Deeper Meaning of McChrystal,” Ricochet, http://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. There are other important issues worth exploring, such as whether this really compares with MacArthur or McClellan, what this means for the Afghanistan war, how independent we want the military to be in its judgments, whether the military should want generals with political saavy, and so on. It seems to me that Petraeus may be an excellent political general, but do we really want our warfighters to worry about these qualities at the expense of the sheer expertise at killing the enemy brought to the table by a McChrystal? 

Non-Unique – Relations Bad
Civil-military relations low now – the public doesn’t trust or understand the military.

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

Non-Unique – McChrystal
Military relations low – McChrystal’s behavior proves. 
Feaver 6/22 [Peter, professor of Political Science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, June 22, 2010 “What Happened in Paris…” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/]
How could he be so dumb? That question has nagged at me ever since I read the original story. McChrystal already knew that the White House thought he undermined them in public last fall (he didn't, really, but they thought he did); and he already knew that his boss was very thin-skinned. How then, could he get himself in this situation?  I think I have figured it out. If you read the Rolling Stone article carefully, you can see that the reporter, Michael Hastings, has woven three stories together. One story is the story of General McChrystal trying to keep up morale in a tough war with his troops thinking he is too worried about civilian casualties and he is forcing them to accept too many risks as consequence. This is also the story of McChrystal feeling under time pressure from Washington. I bet this is the story Hastings pitched to McChrystal's staff and the story McChrystal thought was being reported. It is, indeed, sprinkled throughout the Rolling Stone article, and in this thread McChyrstal is pretty careful about what he says and generally comes off pretty well.The second story is Hastings's rather tendentious reporting on what McChrystal's enemies and critics say against him -- their complaints, and their doubts about the war. While assessing reporter's motivations is always a dodgy business, I suspect that this is the story Hastings pitched to his editor. The whole thing has the feel of a hungry guy hoping to hunt a big trophy kill: taking down a four-star hero and showing that his war plan (note how Hastings describes the strategy as McChrystal's, not the president's) is fatally flawed and doomed to failure.If those were the only two stories in the article, people would only be talking about the Rolling Stone cover. The problem for McChrystal is that there is a third story woven through the article. This is the story of McChrystal and his staff on an unexpected layover in Paris when a plane is grounded because of the volcano. This part of the story has a "weekend in Vegas" feel to it. The staff get drunk. The French get dissed. Holbrooke gets dissed. McChrystal and his staff joke about how they would answer a tough question about Vice President Biden's theories about the war. Without having access to Hastings' notes, I can't be sure, but I am willing to wager that 95 percent of the really objectionable material comes from that layover.  This third story was an accident - serendipity for the reporter and a train-wreck for McChrystal.  The underlying facts are not surprising or accidental at all. Anyone who has interacted with the military, especially the special ops community from which McChrystal hails, will recognize the swagger. More to the point, we have known for over a year that Obama's national security team is plagued with serious internal bickering and that many of the principals, and especially the staffs, do not like each other. In short, it is not surprising that they talked this way. The only surprising bit is that McChrystal and his staff talked this way in front of a reporter, though less surprising when you factor in the "sailors on unexpected shore leave" aspect.  Now, of course, none of this excuses McChrystal's behavior, nor the more egregious behavior and comments of his staff. There is no "what happens in Paris, stays in Paris exception" to civil-military relations. Clearly, he allowed an unhealthy command climate to percolate and then bubble to the surface in unguarded moments. And it was reckless in the extreme to talk this way in front of a reporter who clearly was on a scalp-hunt (giving this particular reporter this much access was a monumental blunder and the person responsible was the first casualty of the day). Those are mistakes enough to justify McChrystal submitting his resignation, though I am not sure accepting it is the right call for the President. Civil-military norms demand better behavior from senior commanders.
McChrystal gone but problems remain – Petraeus doesn’t fully support administration’s timeline.
Schake 6/23 [Kori, research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor of international security studies at the United States Military Academy. “The McChrystal Problem May be Solved, But Others Remain,” June 23, 2010 http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/]
But the President managed the firing shrewdly, selecting General Petraeus to replace McChrystal. This will minimize the turbulence of transition and be good for the war effort.  Petraeus is good at counterinsurgency warfare, being both an architect of the surge strategy in Iraq and an author of the Marine Corps Army Counterinsurgency Manual. As McChrystal's immediate superior, he is intimately familiar with the plans and their resourcing requirements. As CENTCOM commander, he has a regional perspective and regional relationships that will give continuity to the policy, perhaps even improve on its execution.  And there is little question that General Petraeus is more graceful than General McChrystal in dealing with his civilian counterparts. Moreover, the president's Rose Garden statement was properly austere and commanding, emphasizing agreement on the strategy and the need for unity in the war effort.  But most of the nasty things recounted in the Rolling Stone article about the disfunctionality of the Obama administration's AFPAK team or their strategy are not contested by most journalists or even participants in the policy process. It is a searing indictment of both Ambassador Holbrooke and Ambassador Eikenberry that General McChrystal had to carry the burden of political relationships with President Karzai and regional leaders, and a sad reflection of how isolated President Karzai feels from the administration that he and other Afghan politicians released letters supporting General McChrystal.The White House has lots of reasons to try and make this look like a McChrystal problem, but the problems remain. Their objectives do not match their timeline, as the delay in commencing operations in Kandahar or consolidating the "hold" part of operations in Marja once again remind.  General Petraeus was raked over the coals last week by the Senate Armed Services Committee for tepidly supporting the administration's withdrawal timeline. Both Senator McCain and Senator Levin challenged his evasiveness. Levin even called on him to give the committee his best military advice -- directly suggesting General Petraeus had politicized his answer. General Petraeus can expect Congress to continue to batter away on that inconsistency in confirmation hearings, because they've rightly identified a crucial mismatch in the administration's approach to the war.The president said today that "I welcome debate among my team, but I won't tolerate division." He ought to use the opportunity General McChrystal's mistakes afford him to actually make that true. He has never held his civilians to the same high standard at which our military has performed in developing and executing a strategy for achieving the president's political objectives in Afghanistan. Obama needs to put people in place who are capable of getting the political and economic pieces of the strategy into alignment so that our military effort is a supporting arm rather than carrying a disproportionate amount of the weight.

Non-Unique – McChrystal

Replacing McChrystal not enough – problems remain.
Feaver 6/24 [Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, June 24, 2010, “The Petraeus move was a good step, but what's the game plan?” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/]
Replacing General McChrystal with General Petraeus was a shrewd tactical move by President Obama, but I worry about its larger operational and strategic implications.  Tactically, it cauterized the Afghanistan wound that the Rolling Stone interview had opened (or, perhaps more accurately, opened up to public scrutiny). It replaced one war hero with another war hero; one general who had contributed to a successful surge with another general who had led that successful surge; one general who had pledged support for Obama's timeline with another general who had pledged support (albeit with caveats) to the timeline;  the only person on the team that our local partners trusted with the only other person on the team who might earn their trust.  It also reaffirmed some essential democratic principles: civilian supremacy, military respect for higher authority, and the awkward truth that no one is indispensable. In delivering the blow, President Obama offered some gracious words of praise for McChrystal's heroic record of service, and some very well-crafted remarks about the nature of healthy civil-military relations. It was, in short, a high-water mark for Obama as commander in chief.  If President Obama's only problem was how to deal with a great fighter who cultivated a poor command climate and was careless in his media relations, then the problem is solved - and deftly so.  But operationally, I fear Obama's problems are greater and that the Petraeus-for-McChrystal swap is an insufficient step. Operationally, the problem is that McChrystal's intemperate statements about his colleagues were impolitic but accurate. The occasion called for a more extensive housecleaning than Obama performed.  Obama punished the one guy caught on tape, not the others on the team that were underperforming.   Yes, Obama in his statement reaffirmed the importance of unity of effort.  Yes, Obama said he "won't tolerate division."  But so far as we know, nothing else was done to fix the other problems.  Petraeus may well prove a more deft and diplomatic bureaucratic operator than McChrystal, but Obama did not set him up for success with the clean sweep that was warranted. And strategically, I worry that Obama has robbed Peter to pay Paul -- increased the risks in Iraq and Iran in order to reduce the risks in Afghanistan. As Centcom commander, Petraeus was the senior military officer watching Iraq. Given the administration's rush to declare mission accomplished there, one might say that Petraeus was the only senior member of the Obama national security team who seemed to understand just how fragile was the hard-won progress in that critical country. Likewise, Petraeus' reputation probably bought us a non-trivial margin of credibility on the pressure track with Iran. Weakening the pressure track weakens our diplomatic leverage and hastens the day we will confront an Iranian nuclear weapon. Viewed this way, the appointment of Petraeus may be less important than the appointment of Petraeus' successor.  These operational and strategic concerns could all be addressed in future action by the administration. Obama has bought himself some time to take those steps. Whether or not the Petraeus gambit was brilliant or merely shrewd will depend on whether he takes those steps.

Obama swap not enough – structural problems remain.
Volker 6/27 [Kurt Volker, ambassador to NATO from 2008 to 2009; managing director of the Center for Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies; senior adviser at the Atlantic Council and McLarty Associates, June 27, 2010, lexisnexis]
Two problems arose with the Stanley McChrystal flameout: First is the challenge to presidential leadership, which President Obama dealt with swiftly and effectively by firing McChrystal and replacing him with David Petraeus. The second -- and bigger -- problem is that many inside and outside the military believe what McChrystal and his aides said. They feel our commitment lacks teeth: that they are not given the resources, time, rules of engagement and political/civilian backing necessary to succeed. The July 2011 pullout date -- even if it is explained away in clarifying comments -- remains an albatross on the whole operation. Enemies, allies and, apparently, our own military doubt our commitment to winning. The lack of trust between and among military and civilian implementers reveals that we lack the unity of effort needed for success. This is a huge rift in the execution of a vital U.S. strategy. Putting Petraeus in place can help tighten up the military side of the equation, including its cooperation with the civilians. But regaining the confidence of the military will require changes on the civilian side as well. Most important, we must end the mismatch between strategy and timeline. The president and every senior American official below him must convey an unshakable resolve to win. No qualifiers, no timelines: just determination.

Non-Unique – McChrystal

Replacing McChrystal will not fix CMR – his outburst displays deeper structural issues

Zalewski 6/24 [Jan Zalewski, analyst at Global Insight). June 24, 2010, “New NATO Commander Stresses Continuity in Afghan but Strategy in Doubt.”]
While increasing casualty numbers and an apparent lack of progress have undermined already weak domestic public support for the war effort in Afghanistan, the Rolling Stone article has also highlighted significant tensions between military commanders in the field and the U.S. civilian administration. The lack of cohesion between key policy makers essentially puts in question implementation and co-ordination capabilities and therefore jeopardises the viability of the entire strategy. This specific spat was arguably only symptomatic of existing deeper structural fissures, suggesting that the replacement of McChrystal is not necessarily enough to fix this problem.

Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link

CMR is high now – it isn’t even close to a crisis. 

Collins 5/30 (Joseph J.,  retired Army colonel, strategist National War College, former 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. 

No Link – Theory Flawed
The negative’s theory of CMR are flawed – the military doesn’t know the politics of war. 
Owens ‘8 [Mackubin Thomas, December 29, editor of Orbis and professor of national-security affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. He is writing a history of U.S. civil-military relations, and his study of Lincoln’s wartime leadership will be published in early 2009 by the Foreign Policy Research Institute, “Scholar & Gentleman : Sam Huntington, R.I.P.” http://article.nationalreview.com/381736/scholar-gentleman/mackubin-thomas-owens]
There are a number of flaws in Huntington’s theory, though. First, as Feaver points out, elegant as it may be, it doesn’t always fit the evidence of the Cold War. Second, my own research for a forthcoming history of U.S. civil-military relations has led me to question some of Huntington’s historical generalizations concerning the alleged isolation of the military during the late 19th century. Finally, the line of demarcation mandated by Huntington’s theory is not as clear as some would have it. As Sam’s student Eliot Cohen has shown in Supreme Command, storied democratic war leaders such as Winston Churchill and Abraham Lincoln impinged upon the military’s turf as a matter of course, influencing not only operations but also tactics. The reason that civilian leaders cannot simply leave the military to its own devices during war is that wars are fought to achieve policy goals set by the political leadership of the state. As the war continues, situations tend to change, modifying the relationship between these political goals and military means.

Link Turn – Iraq
Top military commanders want Iraq withdrawal immediately

Ackerman 9, Spencer, Writer for The Washington Independent, “Senior Military Official: U.S. Should Withdraw From Iraq Next Year”, http://washingtonindependent.com/53243/senior-military-official-u-s-should-withdraw-from-iraq-next-year

A recent memo authored by a senior U.S. military official questions the basic rationale for keeping U.S. troops in Iraq until 2011 as the Obama administration has decided, arguing that U.S. troops have reached a point of “diminishing returns” in training the Iraqi security forces and risk jeopardizing both a future positive relationship with Baghdad by staying for another two and a half years and the safety of U.S. forces. The short memo, written by Army Col. Timothy R. Reese, chief of the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team for Multinational Division-Baghdad, argues that all U.S. troops “smell bad to the Iraqi nose,” and accordingly suffer under laborious operational restrictions placed upon them by the Status of Forces Agreement signed by the U.S. and Iraq in late 2008. In particular, since the June 30 pullback of U.S. forces from Iraqi towns and cities, Reese, a high-ranking liaison to Iraqi security forces, writes that the Iraqi forces have placed “unilateral restrictions on U.S. forces that violate the most basic aspects” of the accord, including a “forcible takeover” of an entry point within the so-called Green Zone. “The security of U.S. forces are at risk,” he writes. As a result, Reese contends, “we should declare our intentions to withdraw all U.S. military forces from Iraq by August 2010,” a schedule that he says represents not “a strategic paradigm shift, but an acceleration of existing U.S. plans by some 15 months.” There are currently 130,000 troops in Iraq, a number scheduled to remain fairly static until early next year, after which the Obama administration and Reese’s senior theater commander, Gen. Raymond Odierno, intend to remove all combat brigades, leaving between 30,000 and 55,000 troops in Iraq as advisers until December 2011, as allowed in the SOFA. 

Odierno supports Iraq withdrawal

National Security Network 6/14, “Amidst political maneuvering, Iraq withdrawal on pace”, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1626
Pentagon affirms U.S. drawdown will take place on schedule, but military withdrawal "doesn't mean ignoring Iraq."  In a June 1 letter to "the Soldiers, Airmen, Marines, Coast Guardsmen and Civilians of United States Forces-Iraq," U.S. Commander in Iraq General Ray Odierno wrote that "we will end combat operations and establish a transition force of Advisory and Assistance Brigades by September 1, 2010."   Odierno continued, saying, "Because of our success, Iraq is able to take the next steps of forming the next national government.   We expect security challenges as extremist organizations attempt to thwart Iraq's progress.  With our Iraqi partners in the lead, we will remain vigilant and prevail.  Throughout the remainder of 2010, we will support the national transition, engaging with new national leaders while simultaneously supporting ongoing provincial and local good-governance efforts aimed at improving the lives of all Iraqis...The time is right; the Iraqi Security Forces are ready to assume full responsibility for their internal defense.  This by no means suggests we are finished.  After September 1, 2010, we will continue to conduct partnered counter-terrorism operations and provide combat enablers to help the Iraqi Security Forces maintain pressure on the extremists networks."

Link Turn – Afghanistan
Petraeus supports Afghanistan withdrawal

Spiegel 6/29, Peter, writer for the Wall Street Journal, “Petraeus Backs Afghan Pullout Plan”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704103904575337133877334748.html
Gen. David Petraeus, nominated to be the new military commander in Afghanistan, faced blistering Republican criticism of the Obama administration's decision to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan next July, but insisted he supported the timeline because it lent "greater urgency" to the campaign. Testifying at his Senate confirmation hearing, Gen. Petraeus acknowledged that neither he nor any other senior military officer had recommended beginning the withdrawal in July 2011. But he said he agreed with the policy and insisted there were no divisions within the administration over the timeline. At the same time, Gen. Petraeus said his decision to support the conditions-based withdrawal was based on projections made in December and that he would not shy from recommending another course next year if his military assessment changed.

Link Turn – South Korea
The negative has it wrong – claims of “unwavering commitment” are just political posturing – the military alliance is under stress and eroding as fundamental issues have not been resolved, and the U.S. wants to leave. 

Halloran ‘9 [Richard Halloran, military correspondent for The New York Times, and free lance writer in Honolulu, March 22, 2009,  “Whither US Commitment in South Korea?” http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2009/03/whither_us_commitment_in_south.html]
When General Walter Sharp, commander of US military forces in South Korea, testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee in Washington on Thursday, he was fervent in asserting that the US was committed to its alliance with South Korea. The general's testimony, however, was less reassuring on South Korea's commitment to the pact with the US. As American officers in South Korea and the US have said in quiet conversations, the turbulence that afflicted the alliance in recent years has calmed down but the underlying issues have not been resolved. Sharp and other Americans credited President Lee Myung Bak, who came to office in Seoul a year ago, for making a genuine effort to put new life into the alliance. And they and Korean officials have been intent on seeing what sort of new policies would come from President Barack Obama in Washington. Much of the fault for the strain in the alliance has been laid at the feet of two former presidents, Roh Moo Hyun in Seoul and George W. Bush in Washington. Roh came to office in 2003 with an explicitly anti-American posture. Bush made little attempt to hide his contempt for Roh. Said a report from academic and other civilian specialists on Korea gathered at Stanford University in California: "It is no secret that the alliance has been under stress during the presidencies of George W. Bush and Roh Moo Hyun." Further, the specialists pointed to differences over responding to North Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons; Bush officials took a hard line in negotiations with North Korea while Roh saw the North Koreans as brothers who would not use nuclear arms against South Koreans. Another issue has been the transfer of wartime command of South Korean forces from the US to Seoul, scheduled for 2012. The US commanded South Korean forces during and after the Korean War of 1950-53 but shifted peacetime control to South Korea 15 years ago. Still another issue has been the negotiation of a free trade agreement that has been signed but not ratified by either government. While an economic rather than a military issue, the ill feelings it has generated have spilled over into realm of security. Thus, the report said, "support for the U.S.-ROK alliance, so long an unchallenged part of the foreign policy of both countries, has been eroding." An analyst at the US Naval War College in Rhode Island, Jonathan Pollack, has written that South Korea today has three options: To revitalize a strategy centered on the US; to pursue an autonomous strategy of self-reliance; or to devise a "hedged" strategy in which Seoul would retain loose ties with Washington but forge new security posture in Asia. President Lee evidently favors a stronger alliance with the US but lacks a national consensus behind him. A scholar at Chung Ang University, Hoon Jaung, has written: ""South Korea is now a highly divided society between pro-American conservatives and anti-American liberals." General Sharp acknowledged the difficulties: "The realignment of U.S. forces on the Korean peninsula has frequently been contentious between the ROK and US governments," referring to South Korea's formal name, Republic of Korea. The US has insisted on turning over wartime control of South Korea's troops to make South Koreans responsible for defending themselves-and freeing US forces for expeditions elsewhere. General Sharp was firm: "It is both prudent and the ROK's sovereign obligation to assume primary responsibility for the lead role in its own defense."

No Link – Turkey (Incirlik)
No link – Incirlik is viewed as being dispensable.

Turkish Daily News ‘7 ("İncirlik not vital for Iraq operations, says US general")
The United States' use of Turkey's İncirlik airbase in the south greatly facilitates Iraq-related military activities, but the base's role is not indispensable for American forces' operations in Iraq, a top U.S. commander said. "I wouldn't say that we have to [use] İncirlik to conduct operations in Iraq," U.S. Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Michael Moseley told a briefing at the Foreign Press Center on Wednesday. "I would say we are honored to be able to operate from İncirlik with our NATO partners because it makes all operations easier and it maintains that strategic partnership that we all value so much." Moseley said that the U.S. Air Force was already using three main operating bases inside Iraq as well as the Baghdad airport. During a visit here early this month, Foreign Minister Abdullah Gül warned that the passage of an Armenian genocide resolution in the U.S. House of Representatives would poison U.S.-Turkish relations in a lasting way. Turkish diplomats said Ankara's Iraq cooperation with the United States could also suffer. But visiting the U.S. capital after Gül, Chief of General Staff Gen. Yasar Büyükanıt declined to mention any of the foreign minister's warnings, only saying, "The resolution's passage would hurt us." Büyükanıt also indirectly criticized Gül, saying, "I will not get into the polemics of 'if you do this, we will do that.'" 
No Internal Link – No Spill-Over

Policy disagreements don’t undermine overall CMR and don’t spill over 
Hansen ‘9 – Victor Hansen, Associate Professor of Law, New England Law School, Summer 2009, “Symposium: Law, Ethics, And The War On Terror: Article: Understanding The Role Of Military Lawyers In The War On Terror: A Response To The Perceived Crisis In Civil-Military Relations,” South Texas Law Review, 50 S. Tex. L. Rev. 617, p. lexis 

According to Sulmasy and Yoo, these conflicts between the military and the Bush Administration are the latest examples of a [*624] crisis in civilian-military relations. n32 The authors suggest the principle of civilian control of the military must be measured and is potentially violated whenever the military is able to impose its preferred policy outcomes against the wishes of the civilian leaders. n33 They further assert that it is the attitude of at least some members of the military that civilian leaders are temporary office holders to be outlasted and outmaneuvered. n34 If the examples cited by the authors do in fact suggest efforts by members of the military to undermine civilian control over the military, then civilian-military relations may have indeed reached a crisis. Before such a conclusion can be reached, however, a more careful analysis is warranted. We cannot accept at face value the authors' broad assertions that any time a member of the military, whether on active duty or retired, disagrees with the views of a civilian member of the Department of Defense or other member of the executive branch, including the President, that such disagreement or difference of opinion equates to either a tension or a crisis in civil-military relations. Sulmasy and Yoo claim there is heightened tension or perhaps even a crisis in civil-military relations, yet they fail to define what is meant by the principle of civilian control over the military. Instead, the authors make general and rather vague statements suggesting any policy disagreements between members of the military and officials in the executive branch must equate to a challenge by the military against civilian control. n35 However, until we have a clear understanding of the principle of civilian control of the military, we cannot accurately determine whether a crisis in civil-military relations exists. It is to this question that we now turn.

No risk of a spillover---many checks exist even after explicitly overruling the military  
Hooker ‘4 [Colonel Richard D. Hooker, Jr., Ph.D. from the University of Virginia in international relations and is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, served in the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Winter 2004, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,” Parameters, p. 4-18]
Clearly there have been individual instances where military leaders crossed the line and behaved both unprofessionally and illegitimately with respect to proper subordination to civilian authority; the Revolt of the Admirals and the MacArthur-Truman controversy already have been cited. The increasingly common tactic whereby anonymous senior military officials criticize their civilian counterparts and superiors, even to the point of revealing privileged and even classified information, cannot be justified. Yet civilian control remains very much alive and well. The many direct and indirect instruments of objective and subjective civilian control of the military suggest that the true issue is not control—defined as the government’s ability to enforce its authority over the military—but rather political freedom of action. In virtually every sphere, civilian control over the military apparatus is decisive. All senior military officers serve at the pleasure of the President and can be removed, and indeed retired, without cause. Congress must approve all officer promotions and guards this prerogative jealously; even lateral appointments at the three- and four-star levels must be approved by the President and confirmed by Congress, and no officer at that level may retire in grade without separate approval by both branches of government. Operating budgets, the structure of military organizations, benefits, pay and allowances, and even the minutia of official travel and office furniture are determined by civilians. The reality of civilian control is confirmed not only by the many instances cited earlier where military recommendations were over-ruled. Not infrequently, military chiefs have been removed or replaced by the direct and indirect exercise of civilian authority.
Impact Defense – Won’t Cause Crisis
Their impact claims are hype that have been consistently empirically disproven .
Feaver and Kohn ‘5 [Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 339]
Concerns about a troublesome divide between the armed forces and the society they serve are hardly new and in fact go back to the beginning of the Republic. Writing in the 1950s, Samuel Huntington argued that the divide could best be bridged by civilian society tolerating, if not embracing, the conservative values that animate military culture. Huntington also suggested that politicians allow the armed forces a substantial degree of cultural autonomy. Countering this argument, the sociologist Morris Janowitz argued that in a democracy, military culture necessarily adapts to changes in civilian society, adjusting to the needs and dictates of its civilian masters.2 The end of the Cold War and the extraordinary changes in American foreign and defense policy that resulted have revived the debate. The contemporary heirs of Janowitz see the all volunteer military as drifting too far away from the norms of American society, thereby posing problems for civilian control. They make tour principal assertions. First, the military has grown out of step ideologically with the public, showing itself to be inordinately right-wing politically, and much more religious (and fundamentalist) than America as a whole, having a strong and almost exclusive identification with the Republican Party. Second, the military has become increasingly alienated from, disgusted with, and sometimes even explicitly hostile to, civilian culture. Third, the armed forces have resisted change, particularly the integration of women and homosexuals into their ranks, and have generally proved reluctant to carry out constabulary missions. Fourth, civilian control and military effectiveness will both suffer as the military—seeking ways to operate without effective civilian oversight and alienated from the society around it—loses the respect and support of that society. By contrast, the heirs of Huntington argue that a degenerate civilian culture has strayed so far from traditional values that it intends to eradicate healthy and functional civil-military differences, particularly in the areas of gender, sexual orientation, and discipline. This camp, too, makes four key claims. First, its members assert that the military is divorced in values from a political and cultural elite that is itself alienated from the general public. Second, it believes this civilian elite to be ignorant of, and even hostile to, the armed forces—eager to employ the military as a laboratory for social change, even at the cost of crippling its warfighting capacity. Third, it discounts the specter of eroding civilian control because it sees a military so thoroughly inculcated with an ethos of subordination that there is now too much civilian control, the effect of which has been to stifle the military's ability to function effectively Fourth, because support for the military among the general public remains sturdy, any gap in values is inconsequential. The problem, if anything, is with the civilian elite. The debate has been lively (and inside the Beltway, sometimes quite vicious), but it has rested on very thin evidence—(tunneling anecdotes and claims and counterclaims about the nature of civilian and military attitudes. Absent has been a body of systematic data exploring opinions, values, perspectives, and attitudes inside the military compared with those held by civilian elites and the general public. Our project provides some answers.

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

Hooker ‘4 [Colonel Richard D. Hooker, Jr., Ph.D. from the University of Virginia in international relations and is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, served in the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Winter 2004, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,” Parameters, p. 4-18]
The arguments advanced herein attempt to show that the dynamic tension which exists in civil-military relations today, while in many cases sub-optimal and unpleasant, is far from dangerous. Deeply rooted in a uniquely American system of separated powers, regulated by strong traditions of subordination to civilian authority, and enforced by a range of direct and indirect enforcement mechanisms, modern US civil-military relations remain sound, enduring, and stable. The American people need fear no challenge to constitutional norms and institutions from a military which—however aggressive on the battlefield—remains faithful to its oath of service. Not least of the Framer’s achievements is the willing subordination of the soldiers of the state.

Impact Defense – AT: Readiness Impact
No readiness impact – explicit tension over goals and missions just causes the military to give in to civilian commands. 
Yoo ‘9 [John Yoo, Fletcher Jones Distinguished Visiting Professor of Law, Chapman University School of Law; Professor of Law, School of Law, University of California, Berkeley; Visiting Scholar, American Enterprise Institute, May 2009, “Thirty-Ninth Annual Administrative Law Issue: Administrative Law Under The George W. Bush Administration: Looking Back And Looking Forward: Article: Administration Of War,” Duke Law Journal, 58 Duke L.J. 2277, p. lexis ]

Applied to the military context, it is worth identifying how the Bush and Clinton administration and civilian preferences may have diverged from those of the armed forces. Unlike the Clinton administration, both the civilian and military leadership were on the same page in the area of budget and personnel. Under the Bush administration, military spending rose sharply, both in absolute terms and as a share of the federal budget. As a percentage of the federal budget, Defense Department spending rose from 15.6 percent in 2001 ($ 290 billion) to 21 percent in 2008 ($ 651 billion). n104 Civilian and military leaders may very well have disagreed, however, over how that money should be spent. As noted earlier, President Bush and Secretary Rumsfeld favored a restructuring of the Army to emphasize smaller, lighter, and more lethal units that could deploy more quickly [*2296] to fight in smaller conflicts. n105 Army officers may well have favored keeping the focus on the large armored units designed for a broad conflict against a major power such as Russia or China n106 - hence the conflict over the Crusader artillery system and the Comanche attack helicopter. n107 This tension signaled a larger difference over the nation's strategic goals in the wake of the Cold War's end. Civilians wanted a force shaped for the smaller conflicts, civil wars, nation building, and humanitarian missions that characterized the 1990s. Military leaders preferred the conflicts envisioned by the "Powell doctrine," n108 which emphasized defeating an enemy quickly with overwhelming force, defined goals, and a clear exit strategy. n109 The pressure of external events may have exacerbated these differences. The actual combat phases of both the Afghanistan and Iraq wars were relatively short and involved few casualties for American forces. Whereas the latter was a regular international conflict between two conventionally armed forces, the former involved special forces, covert units, air power, and irregular allies fighting a mixture of loosely organized militia units and terrorist groups. Afghanistan required the United States to pivot quickly from defeating the Taliban and al Qaeda units to rebuilding a national government in cooperation with the Northern Alliance victors - a task still unfinished. Nation building is at odds with the Powell doctrine, because it requires military units to perform a police function over the civilian population, with goals that are hard to measure and difficult to achieve, and with no preset exit date. Iraq called for yet a different kind of strategy, that of counterinsurgency, which also deviated from the preferred focus on high-technology weapons systems, armored units and air superiority fighters, and [*2297] large-scale conventional warfare. Instead, the armed forces eventually had to surge in large numbers of ground troops who patrolled in urban environments, cooperated with local leadership structures, and relied on intelligence to defeat al Qaeda operatives and Sunni resistance fighters. The Army had engaged in counterinsurgency operations in South Vietnam, sometimes to great effect, but had since lost its expertise in favor of the tactics and strategies needed for a conventional conflict. n110

Impact Defense – AT: Budget Cuts
Civil-military gap has no effect on the defense budget or Congressional voting patterns.
Feaver and Kohn ‘5 [Peter Feaver, professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University, and Richard H. Kohn, Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, 2005, “The Gap: Soldiers, Civilians, and Their Mutual Misunderstanding,” in American Defense Policy, 2005 edition, ed. Paul J. Bolt, Damon V. Coletta, Collins G. Shackelford, p. 341]
Unquestionably, this gap in viewpoints affects national defense, but not always in the way observers of civil-military relations seem to believe. So far, the defense budget has not been hurt by the gap and the divide does not appear to be the principal factor driving the current crisis of recruiting and retaining people in uniform.10 Yet even though much is made of the publics respect for and confidence in the military, this confidence is brittle and shallow, and may not endure.11 Personal connections to the military among civilians are declining. And because the gap in opinion tracks closely with the presence of such contacts, support for national defense could diminish in the future. For the first 75 years of the twentieth century, there was always a higher percentage of veterans in Congress than in the comparable age cohort in the general population. This "veterans advantage" preceded the introduction of the draft but began to decline with the end of conscription. Indeed, beginning in the mid-1990s, the percentage of veterans in Congress has dropped below that in the population at large. Thus far, this has not affected congressional voting patterns, but, if the general gap is indicative, the change in veterans* representation will diminish congressional understanding of the military and may affect agenda-setting and support.12 

Alt Cause
Alt causes to decline

Owens 10 (Mackubin T., Associate Dean of Academics for Electives and Directed Research and Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, editor of Orbis and a Senior Fellow at FPRI's Program on National Security, former Marine Colonel.  February, Foreign Policy Research Institute, "Civil-Military Relations and the U.S. Strategy Deficit")

 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- 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 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? 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. Unfortunately, the failure of the current civil-military framework to provide strategic guidance for integrating the operational level of war and national policy is obscured by the myopic focus of students of civil-military relations on the issue of civilian control. Rectifying this situation requires that both parties to the civil-military bargain adjust the way they do business. On the one hand, the military must recover its voice in strategy-making while realizing that politics permeates the conduct of war and that civilians have a say, not only concerning the goals of the war but also how it is conducted. On the other, civilians must understand that to implement effective policy and strategy requires the proper military instrument. They must also insist that soldiers present their views frankly and forcefully throughout the strategy-making process.

