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A. Obama’s approach to military decision-making upholds good civil-military relations 

CNAS 10 [Center for a New American Security, Civil-Military Relations in the Obama Era,” May 17, 2010, DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2010/05/civil-military-relations-obama-era.html]

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

1NC (2/4)

B. Reducing foreign military presence leads to massive backlash destroying civil-military relations
Kohn 8 [Richard H., Professor of History at the University of North Carolina, Winter 2008, “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations,” World Affairs, DA: 7-17-2010, http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html]
Yet imagine the outcry any one of these proposals would provoke, and the resistance it would generate from the services, agencies, and congressional committees whose ox was being gored. The delegation or defense company about to lose a base or a weapons contract would certainly howl—and mobilize. Organizational change in any bureaucracy provokes enormous and almost always successful resistance. In the Pentagon, the battles have been epic. The world has a say in all this, too. The next administration will take office nearly twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Yet the American military establishment is essentially the same one created in the 1940s and 1950s to deter the Soviet Union. The United States today boasts four independent armed services with the same weapons, upgraded and more capable to be sure, as those known to George Marshall, Dwight Eisenhower, Chester Nimitz, and Curtis LeMay. Not only are the ships, planes, tanks, vehicles, and guns similar, but they are organized similarly, performing virtually the same roles and missions assigned them in the late 1940s. The United States after 1989 did not demobilize. It “downsized.” Successive administrations cut the budget by ten percent and the size of the force by about 25 percent, while the Pentagon substituted regional threats for the Soviet menace in its planning. Even in the midst of a “Global War on Terrorism,” neither the generals nor their bosses in the White House and Congress have been able to rethink the purpose, organization, command and control, or even operation of the armed forces. Two decades is a long time. The decades between 1895 and 1915, 1935 and 1955, and 1975 and 1995 all involved paradigm shifts in America’s role in the world and in its national security requirements. Today’s security situation differs no less radically from the Cold War for which today’s military establishment was devised. Are these the armed forces we really need? Bitter fights over strategy, budgets, weapons, and roles and missions dating back sixty-plus years suggest the question may not be answerable in any practical sense. To understand fully just how difficult it will be to raise fundamental concerns about defense policies, consider the recent confusion over what exactly the role and purpose of the National Guard and reserves ought to be. A week before 9/11, I participated in a roundtable discussion of the subject for the Reserve Forces Policy Board. There was general agreement that reserve forces should concentrate more on homeland defense and less on backstopping active duty forces on the battlefield. Yet the former head of the National Guard Bureau insisted, without evidence and in the face of great skepticism, that the Guard and reserves could do both. The past five years have proved him wrong; reserve forces are underequipped and stretched thinner than the active duty army and Marine Corps. Today, a congressionally chartered commission on the National Guard and reserves still struggles with how to shape and organize the reserves (particularly the National Guard, which reports to each state governor unless summoned for federal service). Admittedly, the National Guard and reserves possess unusual political power and since 1789 have been more resistant to rational military policy than any other part of the national security community. Robert McNamara, who transformed American defense more than any other Pentagon leader, failed utterly to budge the Guard and reserve. None of his successors possessed the nerve even to try. But the problem cannot be avoided. As the commission wrote in bureaucratic understatement, in March 2007, “the current posture and utilization of the National Guard and Reserve as an ‘operational reserve’ is not sustainable over time, and if not corrected with significant changes to law and policy, the reserve component’s ability to serve our nation will diminish.” All the more so because Iraq and Afghanistan compose the first substantial, extended military conflicts the United States has fought with a volunteer force in more than a century. Today’s typical combat tour of fifteen months is the longest since World War II. Expensive procurement programs are underway, but sooner or later they will be robbed to pay for other costs, such as war operations, the expansion of ground forces, or medical and veterans costs. Already, the Project on Defense Alternatives has proposed cutting two Air Force wings, two Navy wings, and two aircraft carriers for a total savings of more than $60 billion over the next five years. Eventually, the bill comes due, either in blood, defeat, or political crisis. As the old Fram oil filter advertisement put it, “Pay me now, or pay me later.”
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C. Impact – U.S. CMR key to prevent Pakistan collapse – improve ability to respond. 

Barton and Unger 9 [Frederick Barton and Noam Unger, ‘9. Barton is Codirector, Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project and Senior Adviser, International Security Program at the CSIS. Unger is fellow and policy director of the Foreign Assistance Reform project at Brookings. “civil-military relations, fostering development, and expanding civilian capacity,” http://csis.org/publication/civil-military-relations-fostering-development-and-expanding-civilian-capacity] 

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. 
2. Pakistan instability draws in India and leads to nuclear WWIII. 

Ricks 1 [Thomas E., Pulizter Prize winner, member of Harvard’s Senior Advisory Council on the Project on US Civil-Military Relations.  Worries Over War’s Costs, Consequences Some Fear Regional Destabilization, Retribution Against US.  The Washington Post.  October 21, 2001]

The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games. Having both the United States and India fighting Muslims would play into the hands of bin Laden, warned Mackubin Owens, a strategist at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. "He could point out once again that this is the new crusade," Owens said. The next step that worries experts is the regional effect of turmoil in Pakistan. If its government fell, the experts fear, other Muslim governments friendly to the United States, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, might follow suit. "The ultimate nightmare is a pan-Islamic regime that possesses both oil and nuclear weapons," said Harlan Ullman, a defense analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Ullman argued that the arrival of U.S. troops in Pakistan to fight the anti-terrorism war in Afghanistan could inadvertently help bin Laden achieve his goal of sparking an anti-American revolt in the country. Andrew Bacevich, a professor of international relations at Boston University, said it is possible "that we are sliding toward a summer-of-1914 sequence of events" -- when a cascading series of international incidents spun out of control and led to World War I. Eliot Cohen, a professor of strategy at Johns Hopkins University, agreed. "We could find ourselves engaged in a whole range of conflicts, from events you can't anticipate now," he said. 
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3. Nuclear war between India and Pakistan causes global extinction. 

Fai 1 [Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8/2001, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/...uly/13/05.html]

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.
***Uniqueness***
Uniqueness – CMR High

CMR on the brink – restructuring of Cold War ideology and unilateral action creates conflict. 

Connelly and Kohn 9 [Dr. Donald, an associate professor in the Command and General Staff College's Department of Joint, Interagency and Multinational Operations. Dr. Richard, professor of history at UNC Chapel Hill, and author of “Coming soon: A crisis in civil-military relations?” Panel discusses civil-military relations at Fort Leavenworth 2009, DA: 7-17-2010 http://www.army.mil/-news/2009/03/27/18852-panel-discusses-civil-military-relations-at-fort-leavenworth/] 

Connelly said budgets, force structure, veterans affairs and conscription are just some of the issues that could affect civil-military relations. Kohn said in his paper he believes a conflict in civil-military relations is coming soon, and is not a result of the presidential election. The Obama administration has taken dramatic steps to avoid a fight with the military," Kohn said, noting that first lady Michelle Obama's first official visit outside Washington, D.C., was to Fort Bragg, N.C. He highlighted the retention of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and nomination of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Adm. Michael Mullen for a second term, both holdovers from former President George W. Bush's administration, as a sign to the rest of the military of respect for the senior military leadership and continuity during difficult wartime conditions. However, Kohn said President Barack Obama purposely sought out other former senior military leaders for his administration, including National Security Advisor retired Marine Corps Gen. James Jones, Secretary of Veterans Affairs retired Gen. Eric Shinseki, and Director of National Intelligence retired Navy Adm. Dennis Blair. "The president has 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, "and at the same time demonstrates that he has been reaching out to the military and wants to have military judgment." The four areas where Kohn sees potential civil-military problems in the future are in Afghanistan, the budget, gays in the military and the restructuring of military forces away from Cold War structure. He said budgetary issues would create the most problems of those four areas. "The overlapping roles and missions, combat capability, organizational change and rethinking of personnel policies all lie just over the horizon," Kohn said. "If the Obama administration steps up to these challenges, there will be considerable civil-military conflict." 

CMR high now – Afghanistan proves
Yahoo News 10, [“Holbrooke: No US Civilian-Military split in Kabul,” July 14, 2010, DA: 7-16-2010,
http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20100714/pl_afp/afghanistanunrestusdiplomacy]

WASHINGTON (AFP) — Top US diplomats and military leaders in Afghanistan are "absolutely on the same page" in the wake of General Stanley McChrystal's removal, special envoy Richard Holbrooke said on Wednesday. "We are absolutely on the same page when it comes to the overall strategy and working together," Holbrooke told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee at a hearing focused on the civilian front of the faltering campaign. The veteran diplomat had been asked by Democratic Senator Robert Menendez about a Rolling Stone magazine profile in which McChrystal and his aides heaped scorn on US diplomats and decisionmakers in Washington, including Holbrooke. The article led US President Barack Obama to fire McChrystal, replacing him with General David Petraeus, while some Republican US senators pressed the White House to clean house completely on the civilian side of the war effort. Holbrooke said the attacks on him in Rolling Stone -- an unnamed McChrystal aide said the general viewed the diplomat as a "wounded animal" fearful for his job and therefore "dangerous" -- "made no difference" to how he did his job. He called the article "extraordinarily unfortunate" in that it led to the end of McChrystal's career, while praising Obama's dismissal of the general as "a completely correct decision" that "was necessary to do.” Holbrooke said he has "worked seamlessly" with Petraeus in the past despite some "tactical disagreements" and that the current civilian-military partnership in Kabul "is the best one I've ever seen." "We're in good shape here and I am fully satisfied about it," Holbrooke told the panel.

Uniqueness – CMR High

CMR is on the brink of collapse. Obama’s initial policymaking decisions and his approach to military policy will determine its fate
Kohn 8 [Richard H, Professor of History and Peace, War, and Defense at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He was Chief of Air Force History for the USAF, 1981-1991, “COMING SOON: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations”, World Affairs. Washington: Winter 2008. Vol. 170, Iss. 3; pg. 69, DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html]
However it begins, a clash between the next administration and the armed forces need not metastasize into a full-blown crisis. Military leaders should start to consider how they will react to civilian demands, and which of their traditions they will choose. Will they acquiesce after due advice and consultation, as the Constitution and our tradition of civilian control suggests? Or will they resist, employing techniques borne of decades of inside-the-beltway maneuvering? Will they confine dissent to the appropriate channels? Or will they go public, enlisting their allies in Congress, industry, and veterans groups? Will they collaborate with their new civilian superiors? Or will they work to thwart every recommendation harmful to their service? Much will depend on the capacity of military leaders to establish a workable relationship with their civilian superiors and to embrace their own tradition of professionalism. Civilians have equal obligations. Will they tackle thorny defense issues in a serious, nonpartisan way, or will they succumb to their own posturing? Will they box themselves in with their campaign promises? Will they apply Band-Aids to the Pentagon budget, or will they address the more fundamental problem of reorganizing a Cold-War military for an age of asymmetric threats? Will they consider seriously, if not always heed, the counsel of military expertise? A crucial intermediary here will be the next secretary of defense. Someone in the mold of Melvin Laird or James Schlesinger or William Perry will be indispensable—that is, someone knowledgeable and politically skilled who can gain and keep the confidence of the military, Congress, and the president. Whoever wins the job must wear his or her authority without bluster or arrogance, and lead firmly while holding the military to account. Above all, the secretary must act with courtesy, fairness, and decisiveness. A new administration might even ask Robert Gates to stay on; he has presided over the Pentagon with a calming, steady hand after Rumsfeld’s departure. 

Generals cooperating with Obama Now
LA Times 9 [“Obama redefines White House relationship with top field commander,” 10-28-2009, DA: 7-18-2010 http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-obama-generals28-2009oct28,0,7342501.story] 
Senior military officials have pushed for a more traditional relationship between Obama and his field commander than existed between President Bush and his field commanders, in particular Petraeus. Whether that approach will succeed in persuading the White House to endorse McChrystal's plan for Afghanistan is not yet clear. McChrystal has made recommendations on strategy and troop levels for Afghanistan that are the subject of intense debate within the administration. Obama is expected to decide over the next two weeks whether to approve his general's strategy and request for 40,000 additional troops. Some in the Pentagon think that with strong backing from Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Michael G. Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, much of McChrystal's request will be approved. Others worry that the lack of a personal connection between McChrystal and Obama may have made it more difficult for the commander to explain his proposal and answer concerns. "There is no division" between Obama and McChrystal, said a Defense official, one of several speaking on condition of anonymity when discussing the relationship. "It is just an absence of a relationship." Officials close to Mullen and Gates say the two men have been forceful in presenting McChrystal's views to Obama and are comfortable with how the president prefers to be briefed on the war. "There is a general comfort level with the manner with which the president has chosen to get his military advice," said a military officer in Washington.
Uniqueness – CMR High

CMR increasing now
Desch 9 [Michael, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-making at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University, “Do the troops love Obama or hate him?”

3/25/2009, DA: 7-19-2010, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/03/25/obamas_civil_military_relations]
Despite the pessimistic tone of Kohn's article, he was surprisingly up-beat at our panel. The root of this optimism was his belief that both the senior military leadership and the Obama administration are eager to reestablish better relations after the acrimony of the last sixteen years. Kohn was impressed with Obama's pragmatism on this front: The new President had taken steps to cover his flank by appointing a number of retired senior officers to his cabinet and other high-level positions, including General James Jones as National Security Advisor, General Shinseki as Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and Admiral Dennis Blair as Director of National Intelligence. Also, Kohn thought that Obama's decision to keep on Robert Gates as Secretary of Defense was an astute move, not only given the secretary's success in rebuilding the bridges to the military that his predecessor burned, but also because having a Republican in this position will make it hard for Republicans to criticize Obama's draw-down in Iraq or conduct of the war in Afghanistan. Finally, at the purely atmospheric level, he commended the Obama for striking the right cord in dealing with the troops, sending the First Lady on her first official trip to visit Ft. Bragg and shying away from rekindling the military culture wars by taking a lower key approach to such hot-button issues as rescinding the gay ban. I agree with Kohn that both President Obama and the current military leadership have so far taken positive steps to try to heal the civil-military rupture. But I have an even simpler explanation for the apparent change in atmospherics: After the last eight years of the Bush administration's meddling in, and mismanagement of, military affairs, even a Democrat doesn't look too bad these days to our men and women in uniform. That's at least one thing for which we can thank the last administration.

Uniqueness – CMR High (AT: McChrystal)
Despite multiple blows and McChrystal, CMR remains high
Bacevich 10 [Andrew, International relations and history professor at BU, graduate of West Point, and PhD on American Diplomatic History from Princeton, New York Daily News, “Fire Gen. Stanley McChrystal? Not yet: Obama should wait -- then assess the Afghanistan surge,” 7-22-10, DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/06/22/2010-06-22_fire_gen_mcchrystal_not_yet_obama_should_wait_until_december__then_assess_his_co.html]
Although the principle of civilian control, the cornerstone of the American system of civil-military relations, has sustained more than its share of blows in recent years, it remains largely intact. Even if McChrystal's understanding of that principle obviously leaves much to be desired, he and his subordinates pose a negligible threat to the established constitutional order. They simply require additional instruction regarding the chain of command, along with a tutorial in the fundamentals of military professionalism. 

McChrystals resignation slows the decline of CMR
Washington Post 10 [“After McChrystal, time to change course in Afghanistan,” by Katrina vanden Heuvel, June 23, 2010, DA: 7-18-2010, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/postpartisan/2010/06/after_mcchrystal_time_to_chang.html]

Gen. Stanley McChrystal has submitted his resignation. Or he's been fired. In any case, it was time for him to go. His departure will help slow the increasing erosion in civil-military relations -- aided by both political parties over the last 20 years -- which has threatened civilian control of the military.
CMR high despite McChyrstal
Penza 10 [Logan, Commentator of The Moderate Voice, “McChrystal No Threat to American Civil-Military Relations”, The Moderate Voice, 6-23-2010, DA: 7-18-2010, http://themoderatevoice.com/77600/mcchrystal-no-threat-to-american-civil-military-relations/]
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. President Obama would be ill-served to let wounded egos force the replacement of a battlefield commander in the midst of extended operations. Also, McChrystal is the only American official with a viable working relationship with the Karzai government in Afghanistan. Replacing him out of pique would be strategically foolish. Of course, if President Obama determines that the apparent loss of judgment inherent in McChrystal’s remarks indicate a deeper and broader lack of judgment that could impact McChyrstal’s effectiveness as a theater commander, replacement would be justified. But the President would need to make that particular justification, as differentiated from the personal one, crystal-clear (no pun intended).
***Links***
Link - Afghanistan

Enforcing a withdrawal date on U.S. forces in Afghanistan sparks military backlash 
Carter 10 [Sara A., National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, May 4, 2010, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” DA: 7-19-2010, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html]
The Obama administration's plan to begin an Afghanistan withdrawal in 2011 is creating growing friction inside the U.S. military, from the halls of the Pentagon to front-line soldiers who see it as a losing strategy. Critics of the plan fear that if they speak out, they will be labeled "pariahs" unwilling to back the commander in chief, said one officer who didn't want to be named. But in private discussions, soldiers who are fighting in Afghanistan, or recently returned from there, questioned whether it is worth the sacrifice and risk for a war without a clear-cut strategy to win. Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight." Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring." A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided.

"Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion."

Link Magnifier – Perception

The link is off perception – even the appearance of micromanagement will cause massive military backlash 

Johnson and Metz 95 [Douglas and Steven, Strategic studies Institute, American Civil-Military Relations: New Issues, Enduring Problems, 1995]

The military must also recognize that it can inadvertently intimidate civilians. This is a common phenomenon in the world of politics. Americans, for instance, are often perplexed when friendly or allied nations are alarmed by U.S. influence in world affairs. This can be called the “paradox of unintended intimidation” as the ability to impose power receives greater attention that statements of good intent or even benign behavior. The same paradox applies to military involvement in policymaking. While military leaders fully know they have no intention of seizing power or playing a praetorian role in politics, the fact that they could is sometimes a source of anxiety. The warfighter ethos amplifies this distrust. The military professional is a useful but alien being to mainstream America. He not only dresses, talks, and behaves differently, but also seems driven by unusual goals and values. Steps to foster communication and understanding between military professionals and the civilian mainstream – outreach programs, the reserve system, civilian education for commissioned and noncommissioned officers, military involvement in domestic disaster relief, the Army’s emphasis that it is “America’s Army” – are useful, but not ultimate solutions to the problem of unintended intimidation. Promoting the image of obedience to civilian authorities is a never-ending task. Damage from even murmurs of disobedience is disrespect, much less what historian Richard Kohn depicted as the “ridicule and contempt expressed openly” about President Clinton within the officer corps, takes years to repair.45This suggests another important dilemma of American civil military relations perception and appearances often matter more than reality. Formal institutional arrangements are often less important than attitudes.46 During his initial meeting with the JCS, Nixon’s first Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird, accorded the chief’s great esteem-something McNamara had not come. According to Mark Perry, this “stands out as the primary example of just how a civilian leader can both dampen military mistrust and gain military allegiance” by according its leaders respect. 47 Public appearances are also vital. When Air Force Chief of Staff Larry Welch began espousing a plan for upgrading the ballistic missle force somewhat at odds with the Bush Adminstration’s position, new Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, who “understood the symbolic importance of first impressions,” publicly rebuked him, leaving Welch “stunned.”48 The general’s major lapse was forgetting the symbolic content of civil-military relations and the frequent need for exaggerated acquiescence.

Gates Agenda Internal Link Scenario (1/2)

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

Desch 7 [Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-Making at Texas A&amp;M's George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, Michael, Foreign Affairs, “Bush and the Generals”, May/June 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20070501faessay86309/michael-c-desch/bush-and-the-generals.html]
The new secretary of defense therefore has a lot on his plate. In the short term, Gates must play out the endgame of a war in Iraq that he admits the United States is "not winning" but that he and the president do not want to "lose" either. He must continue the efforts to transform the U.S. military while repairing a ground force that has been nearly "broken" by almost four years of continuous combat in Afghanistan and Iraq. But Gates can hope to succeed at those tasks only if he manages to rebuild a cooperative relationship between civilian leaders and the U.S. military. He must both rethink how civilian officials oversee the military and clarify the boundaries of legitimate military dissent from civilian authority. The key is that Gates needs to recognize that Rumsfeld's meddling approach contributed in significant measure to the problems in Iraq and elsewhere. The best solution is to return to an old division of labor: civilians give due deference to military professional advice in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete military subordination in the grand strategic and political realms. The success of Gates' tenure in the Pentagon will hinge on his reestablishing that proper civil-military balance.

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”, 4-15-2009, http://www.thenation.com/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.  The similarities between Gates's proposals and the strategy adopted by the Kennedy administration are too great to ignore. Kennedy assumed office at a time when all-out war with the Soviet Union was the military's primary concern, and he rapidly ordered a shift in focus toward unconventional conflict in the Third World. Subversive insurgency poses a new and growing threat, Kennedy declared at West Point in 1962. "It requires...a whole new kind of strategy, a wholly different kind of force and therefore a new and wholly different kind of military training."  After the tragedy of Vietnam, officers purged military thinking of its counterinsurgency leanings and refocused on conventional war strategy--a posture seen most conspicuously in the 1991 Gulf War and in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. More recently, under the prodding of Gen. David Petraeus, counterinsurgency has made a comeback. Gates aims to institutionalize that shift and make it, once again, the centerpiece of US strategy. "I want to get that capability"--to fight irregular conflicts--"into the base budgets so that it will continue and we don't forget, as we did after Vietnam, how to do what we're doing right now so successfully in both Iraq and Afghanistan," he said.  The ghosts of Vietnam are everywhere in Gates's budget request and in his accompanying statements. He wants more helicopters, as Kennedy and Johnson sought during Vietnam. He wants an 

[Author Continues…]

Gates Agenda Internal Link Scenario (2/2)

[Author Continues…]

additional 2,800 Special Operations troops and "more special-forces-optimized lift mobility and refueling aircraft." The LCS, intended for anti-piracy and counterinsurgency operations in coastal areas, brings to mind the Swift boat operations in the Mekong Delta. Again recalling Vietnam, high priority is to be placed on training and equipping foreign soldiers to engage in counterterror and counterinsurgency operations.  The most immediate requirement for these initiatives, Gates says, is to be found in Afghanistan, where the Obama administration plans to deploy up to 30,000 additional troops. The first increment, 17,000 soldiers, was announced February 17, and thousands more will likely be sent following a review of the war effort this summer. It is clear, though, that Gates is looking beyond Iraq and Afghanistan to a future in which low-intensity wars are the principal arenas in which US forces will be engaged.  Gates has not said where, exactly, he sees troops fighting what could be termed the "next Afghanistans." A careful review of the strategic literature suggests, however, that officials are worried about the spread of Al Qaeda-linked formations to other countries in Central Asia and to "ungoverned" spaces in Africa. The recent establishment of the US Africa Command (Africom) and the growing presence of Special Operations forces in places like Mali, Chad and Somalia hint at what might be in store.  Gates is too careful to speak in public of such scenarios. But by optimizing capabilities for combat in these settings, he risks inculcating a predisposition to engage in more wars of this type. It is essential, then, that Congress and the public devote as much attention to the strategic implications of Gates's focus on counterinsurgency as to the economic and jobs implications of eliminating certain big-ticket weapons systems. 

[INSERT OR CROSS - APPLY BENNETT 08 FROM THE IRREGULAR WARFIGHTING IMPACT SCENARIO]

***Modeling*** 
CMR Modeled

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

Perry 96 [William, former secretary of defense, Federal News Service, 5/13/1996]
America has long understood that the spread of democracy to more nations is good for America's national security. It has been heartening this past decade to see so many nations around the world come to agree with us that democracy is the best system of government. But as the nations of the world attempt to act on this consensus, we are seeing that there are important steps between a world-wide consensus and a world-wide reality. Democracy is learned behavior. Many nations today have democracies that exist on paper, but, in fact, are extremely fragile. Elections are a necessary but insufficient condition for a free society. It is also necessary to embed democratic values in the key institutions of nations. The Defense Department has a key role to play in this effort. It is a simple fact that virtually every country in the world has a military. In virtually every new democracy -- in Russia, in the newly free nations of the Former Soviet Union, in Central and Eastern Europe, in South America, in the Asian Tigers -- the military represents a major force. In many cases it is the most cohesive institution. It often contains a large percentage of the educated elite and controls key resources. In short, it is an institution that can help support democracy or subvert it. We must recognize that each society moving from totalitarianism to democracy will be tested at some point by a crisis. It could be an economic crisis, a backslide on human rights and freedoms, or a border or ethnic dispute with a neighboring country. When such a crisis occurs, we want the military to play a positive role in resolving the crisis, not a negative role by fanning the flames of the crisis -- or even using the crisis as a pretext for a military coup.  In these new democracies, we can choose to ignore this important institution, or we can try to exert a positive influence. We do have the ability to influence, indeed, every military in the world looks to the U.S. armed forces as the model to be emulated. That is a valuable bit of leverage that we can put to use creatively in our preventive defense strategy. 

US civil military relations are modeled worldwide

Cairo 1 [Michael, phD,University of Virginia, “Civilian Control of the Military,” State Department Documents, 2001]
The American experience may provide valuable lessons to countries struggling with the challenges of an emerging democracy. Perhaps the most obvious of these challenges is the treat of military commanders seizing power. There aer two important principles that can reinforce civilian control. First, a newly emerging democracy would do well to establish solid constitutional foundations as the basis for civilian control of the military. Despite some ambiguities the U.S. Constitution divides military power between the legislature and the executive, a division aimed to preventing abuses of power. Also, the Constitution clearly establishes the president, a popularly elected civilian leader, as commander in chief of the armed forces.  The curcial element here is that the president’s powers are defined and limited as a whole. And that Congress, the U.S. courts, and the electorate, have substantial power. Thus, the president’s command of the military does not lead to command of other sectors. The president’s primarily civilian status has been home out through the country’s history. Only four presidents – Washington, Jackson, Grant, and Eisenhower – had significant careers in the military prior to becoming president. Each of them understood the need to keep military and political functions separate and distinct. General Dwight Eisenhower carried the principle so far while he was commanding Allied forces in Europe during World War II that he did not vote. The second key principle requires that the military serve in an administrative, not a policy-making, role. Eisenhower’s refusal to vote while in the army is representative of his belief that military decisions must not be clouded by political decisions. Generals should not be involved in the political decision-making process. Instead, they should prefer advice regarding the use of the military in achieving policy-makers’ goals, and as to the probable success of the military outcome. It should be left to the political leaders to decide if the military option should be pursued.

Studies show that the us is modeled for civil-military policy

Feaver and Gelpi 4 [Peter, Political Science Professor at Duke, and Christopher, Assistant Political Science Professor at Duke, Choosing Your Battles, 2004]

The study is focused on the United States, looking at civilian and military options there and how those opinions affect U.S. uses of force. Obviously, our finding having implications for other countries, not only for how they might interact with the United States but more profoundly for how similar dynamics may be at work in their own civil-military policymaking milieu. But we note these implications in passing, and since we have only U.S. data, we can only speculate about how applicable our analysis might be to other countries.

***CMR Decline Spills Over***

CMR Collapse 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, 10/30/1996, pgs. 16-17]
As we shrink the size of the armed forces while maintaining the high quality of our forces, and at the same time encourage them to turn inward, how can we ensure that they will not see themselves as superior to the American people they serve? We need to think hard about this because the more those in the ranks think of themselves as elite, the less likely they are to be concerned with the attitudes, needs, and demands of the nation. There is a real problem when the armed forces do not respect the values of the society at large. The recent troubles with hate groups and skinheads could be, in part, attributable to this dynamic. Superficial remedies, like banning Nazi flags or watching for certain kinds of tatoos, address symptoms more than causes. The problem occurs more at the lower levels of the service hierarchy than with the leadership. But if allowed to develop, it will inevitably migrate upward. People are aware of the culture of promotions and education in the military and what will and will not be tolerated. If these attitudes develop among the privates and lieutenants, they will inevitably develop among sergeants and majors, and then among sergeants major and colonels. When they reach the flag officer levels, there is potentially a threat to civilian control. 
***Impacts***
Democracy

CMR is key to global democracy
Perry 96 [Former Secretary of Defense, Foreign Affairs, December, pg. 64, 1996]

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 want 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 present for a military coup. This administration has sought to exert a positive influence on these important institutions through regular working contacts with the U.S> military and civilian degense 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. Multinational training exercises in peacekeeping, disaster relief, and search-and-rescue operations are an invaluable tool in promoting trust and reducing tensions among nations that have been at odds. In addition, they enable forces from different countries to operate together more effectively, a vital benefit given the increasing frequency of combined peacekeeping operations.

Democracy prevents wars, WMDs, and extinction 

Diamond 95 [Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution – “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm]

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

Hegemony

Civil-military relations are key to U.S. hegemony

Kohn 99 [Richard, U.S. Commission on National security, FDCH, 11-4-1999]

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

US leadership prevents global nuclear war 

Khalilzad 95 [Zalmay, Senior Analyst at RAND, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 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.

Irregular Warfare, Iraq and Afghan Stability (1/3)
Strong CMR is key to irregular warfare, Iraq and Afghanistan stability
Cronin 8 [Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, September 2008, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” DA: 7-16-2010, http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf]

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

Irregular Warfare, Iraq and Afghan Stability (2/3)

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

Bennett 8 [John T. Bennett, Defense News, December 4, 2008, “JFCOM Releases Study on Future Threats,” DA: 7-16-2010, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3850158]

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

Iraq instability causes World War III
Corsi 7 [Jerome R., author of numerous political science books, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, January 08, 2007, DA: 7-17-2010, 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.

Irregular Warfare, Iraq and Afghan Stability (3/3)

Afghanistan stability is key to central Asian stability.

Lal 6 [Rollie, Central Asian and its Asian Neighbors: security and commerce at the crossroads, pg. 22, 2006, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi/GetTRDoc?AD=A450305&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.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 Thurs, 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 in Central Asia leads to nuclear war.

Ahrari 1 [Dr. M. Ehsan, Professor of national security and strategy @ Armed Forces Staff College, Jihadi groups, nuclear Pakistan, and the new great game, August 2001, pg. 41www.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.

CMR Key to Irregular Warfare Ext.
Success in irregular conflict requires productive civil-military relations 

Cronin 8 [Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, September 2008, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” DA: 7-17-2010, http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf]

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

Military Coups
A collapse of CMR causes coups and endless wars
Feaver 3 [Peter D., prof. of pol. science and pub. policy, Duke University, Armed Servants: Agency, Oversight, and Civil-Military Relations, pgs. 203-04, 2003]

On the other hand, the military must conduct its own affairs so as not to destroy or prey upon the society it is intended to protect. Because the military must face enemies, it must have coercive power, the ability to force its will on others. But coercive power often gives the holder the capability to enforce its will on the community that created it. A direct seizure of political power by the military is the traditional worry of civil-military relations theory and has been consistent pattern in human history. Less obvious but just as sinister is the possibility that a parasitic military could destroy society by draining it of resources in a quest for ever greater strength. Yet another concern is that a rogue military could involve the polity in wars and conflicts contrary to society’s interests or expressed will. And, finally, there is the simple matter of obedience: even if the military does not destroy society, will it obey its civilian masters, or will its latent strength allow it to resist civilian direction and pursue its own interests?
Nuclear War
Cimbala 98 [Stephen, prof. of polisci at Penn State, "The Past and Future of Nuclear Deterrence", pg. 21, 1998]

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 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.

Military Intel (1/2)
Strong civil-military relations is key to effective military intelligence

Boraz and Bruneau 6 [Steven C. and Thomas C., , US Naval Intellegence officer and Department of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, “Reforming Intelligence DEMOCRACY AND EFFECTIVENESS,” Journal of Democracy  Volume 17,  Number 3,  July 2006]

Because of the secrecy that necessarily surrounds intelligence activities and budgets, the third question borrowed from the field of CMR is hard to answer with anything like a credible analysis of costs and benefits. The first two questions, however, may be usefully asked not only about militaries but about civilian intelligence agencies. Whether the spies answer to elected civilians is often fairly easy to say. From our personal observations we know that they do in Argentina, Brazil, El Salvador, and Romania, to mention just a few countries. The question of whether the spies are good at what they do will usually be murkier (with the lion’s share of case data coming from established democracies), but there are usually enough leaks and failures to offer reasonable insights into the matter across a range of countries. While it is regrettable that only two-thirds of the CMR framework applies to matters of intelligence, CMR remains more useful than any competing alternative with which we are familiar, and hence is still the best choice as an intellectual guide to the problem of democratic intelligence control.
Intel is key to fighting terrorism

Dahl 5 [Erik J., Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 2005, DA: 7-16-2010, http://www.ccmr.org/public/library_file_proxy.cfm/lid/5527]
Scholars and analysts of terrorism generally agree that good intelligence is critical: the National Commission on Terrorism, for example, concluded that ‘no other single policy effort is more important for preventing, preempting, and responding to attacks’ than intelligence.17 But terrorism analysts tend to share several assumptions regarding intelligence that are not all held by traditional scholars of intelligence failure. First, there is agreement that terrorism presents a particularly difficult problem for intelligence (as well as for policy and operations). Because terrorist groups are often small, dispersed and do not rely on the large infrastructure of a conventional state-based threat, intelligence is limited in its ability to use traditional tools and techniques to gain insight on terrorist intentions and capabilities. The Failure of Intelligence Against Terror 35 Second, the primary limitation for intelligence is believed to be its lack of Humint capability. For example, terrorism experts still today frequently complain that decades ago, then-Director of Central Intelligence Stansfield Turner turned the community away from Humint and toward technical intelligence. The importance of Humint in the fight against terror, in fact, is one assumption that unites analysts of intelligence, such as Richard Betts, and of terrorism, such as Paul Pillar.18 Third, terrorist attacks are not likely to be preceded by tactical warning. This has been the finding of several official investigations following terrorist attacks, such as the Crowe Commission that studied the Kenya and Tanzania US Embassy bombings and criticized the intelligence and policy communities for having relied too much on tactical intelligence to determine threat levels.19 And fourth, in a point related to the stress on human intelligence, writers on terrorism tend to pay relatively little attention to the importance of intelligence analysis. They focus instead on the need for better collection, particularly from human sources, and for increased counter-terrorist operations in the form of counter-intelligence and covert action.
Military Intel (2/2)

Terrorism causes extinction

Alexander 3 (Yonah, Director, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Jerusalem Post, 8-25-2003, Lexis)

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically the international community's failure, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threat to the survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than as a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned to witness the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al-Qaida terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military centers. Likewise Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Accords of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack.  Why are the US and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism, continually shocked by terrorist surprises? There are several reasons: * A misunderstanding of the manifold factors contributing to the expansion of terrorism, such as the absence of a universal definition of terrorism; * The religionization of politics; * Double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear that we have entered an Age of Super-Terrorism - biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear, and cyber - with its serious implications for national, regional, and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism strategy can be developed; for example, strengthening international cooperation. THE FIRST illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social, and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism used by "oppressed" people seeking to achieve their goals is justified. Consequently, the argument advanced by so-called freedom fighters - "give me liberty and I will give you death" - is tolerated, if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals the fact that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinian religious movements, such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad, and secular entities, such as Fatah's Tanzim and the Aksa Martyrs Brigade, wish not only to resolve national grievances such as settlements, the right of return, and Jerusalem, but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq; its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that initiating strong action against the terrorist infrastructure - leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control - will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law enforcement efforts and military retaliation will inevitably fuel more brutal revenge acts of violence. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, the danger is that such thinking will paralyze governments into inaction, thereby encouraging further terrorist attacks. Past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic strategy. The prudent application of force has demonstrated that it is an effective tool in deterring terrorism in the short and long terms. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a ticking bomb. The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab, a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip, directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem, disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the US military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Sir Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror”.

 
Nuke War

Loss of civil-military relations sparks global nuclear war

Cohen 2 [Eliot, Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2002, DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.fpri.org/americavulnerable/06.CivilMilitaryRelations.Cohen.pdf]
Left uncorrected, the trends in American civil-military relations could breed certain pathologies. The most serious possibility is that of a dramatic civil-military split during a crisis involving the use of force. In the recent past, such tensions did not result in open division. For example, Franklin Roosevelt insisted that the United States invade North Africa in 1942, though the chiefs of both the army and the navy vigorously opposed such a course, favoring instead a buildup in England and an invasion of the continent in 1943. Back then it was inconceivable that a senior military officer would leak word of such a split to the media, where it would have reverberated loudly and destructively. To be sure, from time to time individual officers broke the vow of professional silence to protest a course of action, but in these isolated cases the officers paid the accepted price of termination of their careers. In the modern environment, such cases might no longer be isolated. Thus, presidents might try to shape U.S. strategy so that it complies with military opinion, and rarely in the annals of statecraft has military opinion alone been an adequate guide to sound foreign policy choices. Had Lincoln followed the advice of his senior military advisers there is a good chance that the Union would have fallen. Had Roosevelt deferred to General George C. Marshall and Admiral Ernest J. King there might well have been a gory debacle on the shores of France in 1943. Had Harry S. Truman heeded the advice of his theater commander in the Far East (and it should be remembered that the Joint Chiefs generally counseled support of the man on the spot) there might have been a third world war. Throughout much of its history, the U.S. military was remarkably politicized by contemporary standards. One commander of the army, Winfield Scott, even ran for president while in uniform, and others (Leonard Wood, for example) have made no secret of their political views and aspirations. But until 1940, and with the exception of periods of outright warfare, the military was a negligible force in American life, and America was not a central force in international politics. That has changed. Despite the near halving of the defense budget from its high in the 1980s, it remains a significant portion of the federal budget, and the military continues to employ millions of Americans. More important, civil-military relations in the United States now no longer affect merely the closet-room politics of Washington, but the relations of countries around the world. American choices about the use of force, the shrewdness of American strategy, the soundness of American tactics, and the will of American leaders have global consequences. What might have been petty squabbles in bygone years are now magnified into quarrels of a far larger scale, and conceivably with far more grievous consequences. To ignore the problem would neglect one of the cardinal purposes of the federal government: “to provide for the common defense” in a world in which security cannot be taken for granted.
Readiness

Loss of Civil Military Relations kills readiness
Col. Philbrick 3 [LTC Christopher R. Philbrick, Civil-Military Relations: Has the Balance Been Lost?, Strategy Research Project, 3/31/03, DA: 7-18-2010 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA415730&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The TISS study offered that when the civil-military balance is lost and the military develops a culture that is distinctly unique from the society at large, military readiness will be influenced. The baseline requirements to recruit quality members into the force could suffer as a result of this shift in balance. Taken to an extreme, this culture could lead to a questioning of civilian decisions, possibly leading to outright disobedience. While the likelihood of a military coup is dismissed by the authors of the TISS study, it is a possible that military leaders may disobey or disregard directives or weaken enforcement of those policies in question. The public opposition to President Clinton’s homosexual policy by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Colin Powell brought this issue center stage.15 While there were a host of reasons behind the timing and questioning of this civilian decision, one explanation is that military leaders were not prepared to live within the letter and spirit of the policy. This conclusion is supported by the TISS survey, where nearly one fifth of the military population surveyed stated they would expect the military to attempt to avoid compliance with orders they disagreed with “some” of the time”; with five percent increasing that assessment to “most” or “all” of the time.16

Loss of readiness leads to failure and global conflict

Feaver 99 [Professor of Political Science at Duke, Peter D., Armed Services: Agency, Oversight, and Civil-Military Relations, pg. 213, 1999,  DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.uni-potsdam.de/u/rkraemer/lehre/Lehre%20SS_10/Feaver%20civil%20military%20relations.pdf]
The civil-military problematique is so vexing because it involves balancing two vital and potentially conflicting societal desiderata. 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 by others. Like an automobile.s airbag, the military primarily exists as a guard against disaster. It should be always ready even if it is never used. Moreover, military strength should be sized appropriately to meet the threats 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.

CMR Key to Military Effectiveness

CMR breakdowns undermine military effectiveness - Clinton administration proves 

Guttieri 3 [Karen Guttieri, Assistant Professor in the Global Public Policy Academic Group at the Naval Postgraduate School, August 2003, “Homeland Security and US Civil-Military Relations,” Strategic Insights, Vol. II, No. 8, DA: 7-16-2010, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2003/aug03/homeland.html]
Military confidence in civilian leadership is particularly vital during war. Likewise, civilian leaders must be confident in the quality of military advice. President Bill Clinton inherited a humanitarian assistance mission in Somalia from his predecessor that crept into an enforcement mission and went to hell October 1993, culminating in an ambush that killed eighteen American soldiers in Mogadishu. After this debacle, Clinton reaffirmed the Weinberger doctrine in a Presidential Decision Directive, and subsequently avoided becoming involved in the genocidal conflict in Rwanda, despite several warnings and clear evidence of an impending disaster there. The Clinton administration also stalled for years on taking action in the latest Balkan wars. Political officials ultimately included separate military and civilian annexes in the Dayton Accords to end the war in Bosnia, and then argued with the uniformed services over how to conduct the fight for Kosovo.

***Aff Answers*** 

Non - Unique – CMR Low

CMR down now – McChrystal circumventing Obama
Cohen 9 [Michael, Senior Research Fellow in the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation, “Afghanistan Mission Creep Watch - The Civil Military Relations Version,” 10/1/2009, DA: 7-18-2010, http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2009/10/afghanistan-mission-creep-watch-the-civil-military-relations-version.html]
It seems that a lot of folks are up in arms about the fact that President Obama has only spoken to General Stanley McChrsytal once since he took command. As far as I'm concerned this is a mountains out of molehill story. There are several layers of command between the President and McChrystal, which should be more than appropriate to keep the president informed about what is happening in Afghanistan. I'm not clear why bypassing that well constructed command structure is necessary or even appropriate. But when it comes to talking perhaps General McChrystal might want to do less of it publicly. First there was Sunday's 60 Minutes valentine to population centric COIN now this from a speech McChrystal delivered this week in London: General McChrystal was asked by a member of an audience that included retired military commanders and security specialists whether he would support an idea put forward by Mr. Biden to scale back the American military presence in Afghanistan to focus on tracking down the leaders of Al Qaeda, in place of the current broader effort now under way to defeat the Taliban. “The short answer is: no,” he said. “You have to navigate from where you are, not where you wish to be. A strategy that does not leave Afghanistan in a stable position is probably a short-sighted strategy.” Look I understand that General McChrystal believes counter-insurgency is the only way forward in Afghanistan - and certainly that is pretty clear from reading this review - but this airing of views in public and denigration of alternative strategies (including one that may be forced upon him by his civilian commanders) is really over the top. Shouldn't the correct answer here be 'no comment' or something along the lines of 'the US military will carry out whatever strategy is decided upon by the civilian leadership'? McChrystal is continuing to put President Obama in the difficult position of either adhering to his strategy or publicly breaking with their military commander on the ground. And this brings up another issue that Pat Lang raised recently: In all the Army schools that I attended (Infantry Officer Basic Course to the US Army War College), it was more or less customary to present the commander with several options in the way of "courses of action." If you do not do that then you are clearly seeking to limit the freedom of action of the commander. This is insubordinate in spirit. I'm not going to get into the issue of insubordination, but Lang has a point. The first page of the McChrystal review says this, "Success demands a comprehensive counter-insurgency (COIN) campaign" and offers no other possible military option to the President. That in itself is problematic. Even more problematic is the public leak of this review and then the continued public commentary by McChrystal that no other strategy in Afghanistan can possibly succeed. McChrystal is welcome to his views; he's not welcome to go public with his views in such a way to put pressure on the Obama Administration to accept them. 

CMR low – leaks and Iraq prove 
Wong 9 [Dr. Leonard, Strategic Studies Institute,”Civil-Military Relations in a Post-9/11 World.” 

Colloquium Breif, Strategic Studies Institute, No date, July 16 2010]

The panel considered several factors as to why the current civil-military relationship may be different from the relationship in the past. First, there may be more acrimony and perceptions of disagreement. These perceptions result from changes in technology with blogs and emails providing faster access to leaks and disagreements. Or, it could be that the military is viewing its role as not only giving military advice, but also as setting things right. Finally, more civil-military tension may exist simply because of the increased politicization of the Iraq War.

Afghan report
Haddick 9 [Robert, Managing Editor – Small Wars Journal, “This Week At War: McChrystal Plays Defense”, Foreign Policy, 9-4 2009, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/04/this_week_at_war_mcchrystal _plays_defense]
Gen. Stanley McChrystal's report on the situation in Afghanistan is likely to strain relations between the Obama administration and the uniformed military. The arrival of McChrystal's report in Washington is likely to spark its own low-level war of finger-pointing and blame-shifting between civilian policymakers in the White House and McChrystal's staff and defenders in the Pentagon. This strain in civil-military relations could last through the duration of the U.S. military's involvement in Afghanistan and beyond.

Non – Unique – CMR Low

CMR low – multiple reasons

Wong 9 [Dr. Leonard, Strategic Studies Institute,”Civil-Military Relations in a Post-9/11 World.” 
Colloquium Breif, Strategic Studies Institute, No date, July 16 2010]

The third panel began by describing the recent changes in the national security arena. Currently there is a lack of consensus on what the threats, opportunities, and appropriate missions are for the military. This is partly due to an unprecedented degree of challenge with two ongoing wars, major shifts in power, nuclear weapons, global warming, growing debt, and soaring defense costs. The nation is contending with a form of warfare that seems to compress the strategic and tactical resulting in a blurring of lines between military expertise and civilian oversight. Recent civil-military clashes that occurred during the buildup to the Iraq War add to the complex environment. The high visibility of these experiences provides the potential for overcorrection in balancing the civil-military relationship.

Non-Unique – McChrystal and mission in Afghanistan

The Telegraph 9 [“Barack Obama furious at General Stanley McChrystal speech on Afghanistan,” 10/5/2009,DA: 7-17-2010, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/barackobama/6259582/Barack-Obama-furious-at-General-Stanley-McChrystal-speech-on-Afghanistan.html#article]
Bruce Ackerman, an expert on constitutional law at Yale University, said in the Washington Post: "As commanding general, McChrystal has no business making such public pronouncements." He added that it was highly unusual for a senior military officer to "pressure the president in public to adopt his strategy". Relations between the general and the White House began to sour when his report, which painted a grim picture of the allied mission in Afghanistan, was leaked. White House aides have since briefed against the general's recommendations. The general has responded with a series of candid interviews as well as the speech. He told Newsweek he was firmly against half measures in Afghanistan: "You can't hope to contain the fire by letting just half the building burn." As a divide opened up between the military and the White House, senior military figures began criticising the White House for failing to tackle the issue more quickly. They made no secret of their view that without the vast ground force recommended by Gen McChrystal, the Afghan mission could end in failure and a return to power of the Taliban. "They want to make sure people know what they asked for if things go wrong," said Lawrence Korb, a former assistant secretary of defence. Critics also pointed out that before their Copenhagen encounter Mr Obama had only met Gen McChrystal once since his appointment in June.

Non-Unique/Emp. Denied – Withdrawing From Iraq Now

Iraq withdrawal is happening now, with Pentagon support 

AFP  9 [“Pace of US Drawdown from Iraq on Schedule: Pentagon,” 5/11/2009]
WASHINGTON — The Pentagon said Tuesday the pace of a drawdown of US troops from Iraq was on schedule and had not been pushed back because of violence or delays in forming a new Iraqi government. The US military has about 94,000 troops in Iraq now and is on track to reduce the force to 50,000 by September as promised by President Barack Obama, Pentagon press secretary Geoff Morrell told reporters. Another 3,000 troops would be withdrawn this month, putting the US force at 91,000, he said. "The plan was always to be at about 91,000 by the end of May, after which point the more accelerated drawdown would begin," he said. He was responding to an Associated Press report saying the drawdown schedule had been pushed back due to concerns over political stalemate and recent violence. Morrell acknowledged that an earlier, more gradual schedule for the US withdrawal had been revised because Iraq's parliamentary elections were pushed back from December to March. But he said that even if the pace of the planned drawdown had been adjusted, "I don't think it is a dramatic development." The current troop levels meant the US military would need to pull out 41,000 troops over three months, but Morrell said commanders were confident they could meet the September deadline. "They clearly believe they can do that," he said. 

No Link – Alt Causes to CMR Collapse

Alt causes – Afghanistan, budget, DADT, restructuring 

King 9 [“Panel discusses civil-military relations at Fort Leavenworth, March 2009]
"The president has 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, "and at the same time demonstrates that he has been reaching out to the military and wants to have military judgment." The four areas where Kohn sees potential civil-military problems in the future are in Afghanistan, the budget, gays in the military and the restructuring of military forces away from Cold War structure. He said budgetary issues would create the most problems of those four areas. 

No Link – Plan Not Key, Afghanistan Is

Plan doesn’t matter – Afghanistan leak is the biggest CMR challenge possible 
Feaver 9 [Peter, professor of political science at Duke University, “Woodward Discloses Troops Needed,” 9/21/2009, DA: 7-16-2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=113022583]
The Obama Administration has been Woodwarded again, this time with a major scoop: Bob Woodward has a major front-page story that is more or less a summary precis of General McChrystal's confidential Initial Assessment of the Afghan situation. Remarkably, the Post makes this document also available, with slight excisions, here. Obviously, there is much to chew over here and I trust my Shadow Government colleagues will be chewing. I have a few initial assessments of my own: 1. It is not good to have a document like this leaked into the public debate before the President has made his decision. Whether you favor ramping up or ramping down or ramping laterally, as a process matter, the Commander-in-Chief ought to be able to conduct internal deliberations on sensitive matters without it appearing concurrently on the front pages of the Post. I assume the Obama team is very angry about this, and I think they have every right to be. 2. A case could be made that the Obama team tempted fate by authorizing Bob Woodward to travel with General Jones (cf. "whisky, tango, foxtrot") in the first place and then sitting on this report for nearly a month without a White House response. You cannot swing a dead cat in Washington without meeting someone who was briefed on at least part of the McChrystal assessment, and virtually every one of those folks is mystified as to why the White House has not responded as of yet. The White House will have to respond now, but I stand by my first point: leaks like this make it harder to for the Commander-in-Chief to do deliberate national security planning. 3. Without knowing the provenance of the leak, it is impossible to state with confidence what the motives were. For my part, I would guess that this leak is an indication that some on the Obama team are dismayed at the White House's slow response and fear that this is an indication that President Obama is leaning towards rejecting the inevitable requests for additional U.S. forces that this report tees up. By this logic, the leak is designed to force his hand and perhaps even to tie his hands. 4. The leak makes it harder for President Obama to reject a McChrystal request for additional troops because the assessment so clearly argues for them. The formal request is in a separate document, apparently, but it is foreshadowed on every page of the Initial Assessment. Presumably, the McChrystal assessment and request is shared by Petraeus and, I am told, also by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. That does not make it irrefutably correct, but it does make this issue now the defining moment in civil-military relations under President Obama's watch. Obama has the authority and the responsibility to make a decision that runs counter to what his military leaders are requesting, but it is a very difficult thing for him to do. 5. The toughest part in the report from the point of view of the Obama White House is the twin claim that (i) under-resourcing the war could cause the war to be lost, and (ii) the resources need to show up in the next year. The former puts the responsibility for success/failure squarely on the desk of the President and the latter, because of the long lead times needed to send additional resources into the theater, says that failure could result from choices made or not made in the next few weeks. And it said that a few weeks ago. 6. Paradoxically, however, the report does not make it impossible for President Obama to reject the likely military request for additional forces. Because the report is so candid about all of the challenges we face in Afghanistan, many of the arguments against additional forces are substantiated somewhere in the report: the myriad failures of the Afghan government, the self-defeating restrictions imposed on NATO forces, etc. The only anti-surge argument that I have not seen substantiated (though I read this quickly, so I may have missed something) is the extraordinarily seductive one that suggests we can afford to simply walk away from Afghanistan and conduct "off-shore-counter-terrorism-operations" indefinitely. 7. This document will remind anyone who worked on the issue of the internal debate over the surge strategy in Iraq circa Fall 2006. While the Bush administration Iraq Strategy Review did not produce a 66-page report that leaked, we covered much this same terrain and wrestled with many of the same thorny trade-offs and uncertain bets. The report is basically calling for an Iraq-type surge gambit, asking President Obama to do more or less what President Bush did in 2007: (i) change the strategy, (ii) adequately resource the new strategy, and (iii) overcome the strong domestic political opposition to doing (i) and (ii). If successful, the McChrystal assessment claims that this will buy time to allow for a safer eventual shift back to a train and transition strategy. It will not win the war in the short-run, but it will shift the trajectory of the war and allow for the possibility that our side can prevail in the long run. This is eerily similar to how the pro-surge group within the Bush team thought of the Iraq surge. The domestic political-military stakes have been ramped up considerably with this leak. It is not quite a 3-AM-phone-call crisis, but it is probably the most serious national security test the Obama team has confronted thus far. I trust they will address it with the same care and candor that characterizes the McChrystal assessment itself. We will know very soon if that is the case. Update: After I sent in this blogpost, I read the companion article, "Changes Have Obama Rethinking War Strategy" By Rajiv Chandrasekaran and Karen DeYoung, in the Washington Postthat appears, to me at least, to tip Woodward's hand on the backstory to the leak. Here is the crucial bit: "... But Obama's deliberative pace — he has held only one meeting of his top national security advisers to discuss McChrystal's report so far — is a source of growing consternation within the military. 'Either accept the assessment or correct it, or let's have a discussion,' one Pentagon official said. 'Will you read it and tell us what you think?' Within the military, this official said, 'There is a frustration. A significant frustration. A serious frustration.'" The civil-military dimensions of the challenge confronting President Obama could hardly be more clearly spelled out. This is significant and serious.
No Impact - General
No impact to decreased CMR 

Desch 1 [Michael C., “Civilian control of the military: the changing security environment,” pg. 38, 2001]
A state facing a significant external threat and few internal threats is likely to have firm civilian control of the military: the military will regularly do what civilian leaders want it to do. In contrast, a state facing a diminishing external threat and few internal threats is likely to have less firm civilian control of the military. The danger is not that the military will launch a coup or engage in outright insubordination; it will simply be harder for civilians to get the military to do what they want when civilian and military preferences are in conflict. During World War II and the Cold War, the United States faced a relatively challenging external security environment and was able to maintain relatively firm civilian control of the military. As it entered the less challenging threat environment of the post-Cold War era, controlling the military became more difficult. Things have not been all bad: though civilian leaders have had trouble getting the military to undertake significant social changes and to think seriously about changing roles and missions, they have succeeded in obtaining deep cuts in force postures and spending levels. In short, post-Cold War civilian control of the military has been a mixed bag, as my structural theory predicts.
CMR resilient
Schake 9 [Kori, “So far so good for civil-military relations under Obama,” Foreign Policy, 9-4-2010, DA: 7-18-2010, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for_civil_military_relations_under_obama]

It should go without saying that it is not the National Security Advisor's job to intimidate military commanders into dialing down their requests to politically comfortable levels, although that is what Jim Jones is reported to have done when visiting Afghanistan during the McChrystal review. Such politicization of military advice ought to be especially noxious to someone who'd been both the Commandant of the Marine Corps and a Combatant Commander. When the Bob Woodward article recounting Jones' attempted manipulation as published, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen commendably defended McChrystal's independence. It is also curious that the one person invisible in this debate, as in the debate about relieving General McKiernan, is the CENTCOM commander, General Petraeus. But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.

No Impact – Coups Empirically Denied

Coups won’t form – history proves

Bureau of Information US Information Agency 97 [Issues of Democracy: Electronic Journals of the US Information Agency, “Civil Military Relations in a Democracy,” 07/97, DA: 7-17-2010, http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/ej/ijde0797.pdf] 

The United States has never known military coups nor arbitrary military rule, a rarity among the nations of the world. Some might say that George Washington set the precedent in refusing to back his troops in a mutiny over unpaid wages, shortly after the Revolution. Others might argue that it is the resolve of the American people, who, in good times and bad, always have been committed to civilian control of their armed forces. Whatever the reason, this uniquely American tradition of the citizen-soldier has worked for more than 200 years. 

No Impact – Deterrence Checks Indo-Pak Conflict

Deterrence checks Indo-Pak escalation 

Malik 3 [Mohan, Professor of Security Studies at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Asian Affairs, An American Review, “The Stability of Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: The Clash between State and Antistate Actors”, Volume 30, Issue 3, Fall, Proquest, 2003]

India and Pakistan's past behavior shows that there is little or no danger of either side firing a nuclear weapon in anger or because of miscalculation. "Gentlemanly wars" is the primary term used to describe past Indian-Pakistani wars. In all three wars, both sides avoided wars of attrition or deliberate targeting of population and industrial centers. Despite their penchant for inflammatory and bellicose rhetoric, no sane leader willingly would commit national suicide. The leaders in both capitals insist that nuclear weapons are only for deterrence and are not weapons of war. History shows that nuclear weapons are usable only against an opponent that does not have the ability to retaliate in kind-such as the United States against Japan in 1945. The only exception to this rule might be the case of a state that faced total imminent destruction. It is conceivable that Pakistan could use nuclear weapons if faced with total defeat by India. Indians argue, however, that they have no interest in destroying the Pakistani state and incorporating another 140 million Muslims into the Indian state. One Indian analyst argues, "Since the 1980s, Indian military doctrine has moved away from the seizure of Pakistani territory in recognition of the less significant role played by landmass in modern estimates of strategic strength. Not only does India not have any territorial ambitions on Pakistan, [India is] prepared to permanently concede Pakistan-occupied Kashmir to Islamabad, and would accept the 'line of control' in Kashmir as the international boundary."22 If New Delhi goes to war with Islamabad, the war will be over Kashmir, not the existence of Pakistan. Many Indians claim that the West consistently and deliberately has promoted the idea of a nuclear flashpoint to get India and Pakistan to establish a nuclear risk reduction regime concurrently with a sustained dialogue on Kashmir and their nonproliferation agenda. Pakistan long has subscribed to this idea and publicly articulated its intention to use nuclear weapons if India launches a conventional attack across the line of control in Pakistani Kashmir. The presence of nuclear weapons certainly makes states exceedingly cautious; notable examples are China and Pakistan's postnuclear behavior. The consequences of a nuclear war are too horrendous to contemplate. Policymakers in New Delhi and Islamabad have a sound understanding of each other's capabilities, intentions, policies, and, more important, red lines, which they are careful not to cross. This repeatedly has been demonstrated since the late 1980s. Despite the 1999 Kargil War and the post-September 11 brinkmanship that illustrate the "stability-instability" paradox that nuclear weapons have introduced to the equation in South Asia,23 proponents of nuclear deterrence in Islamabad and New Delhi believe that nuclear deterrence is working to prevent war in the region. They point to the fact that neither the 1999 Kargil conflict nor the post-September 11 military standoff escalated beyond a limited conventional engagement due to the threat of nuclear war. So the stability argument is based on the reasonable conclusion that nuclear weapons have served an Important purpose in the sense that India and Pakistan have not gone to an all-out war since 1971.24 just as nuclear deterrence maintained stability between the United States and the USSR during the cold war, so it can induce similar stabilizing effects in South Asia. 

Impact Turn - Democracies => War
Turn - Democracies start more wars than non-democracies
Henderson 2 [Errol Henderson, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, pg. 146, 2002]
Are Democracies More Peaceful than Nondemocracies with Respect to Interstate Wars? The results indicate that democracies are more war-prone than non-democracies (whether democracy is coded dichotomously or continu​ously) and that democracies are more likely to initiate interstate wars. The findings are obtained from analyses that control for a host of political, economic, and cultural factors that have been implicated in the onset of interstate war, and focus explicitly on state level factors instead of simply inferring state level processes from dyadic level observations as was done in earlier studies (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997). The results imply that democratic enlargement is more likely to increase the probability of war for states since democracies are more likely to become involved in—and to ini​tiate—interstate wars.
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