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1AC – Inherency

Contention one is Inherency - 

Obama has increased use of targeted drone attacks however there is little transparency

Banks 4/28/10  (William C., Banks is a Board of Advisers Distinguished Professor Syracuse University. “UNMANNED SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY” ebsco, accessed 6/25/10)

During his campaign, President Obama promised to pursue terrorists around the world, including in their refuges in Pakistan. In 2009, President Obama ordered more drone strikes than President Bush ordered in two terms as President. In the first months of 2010, the pace quickened, as more than a dozen strikes were carried out in the first six weeks of the year, killing up to ninety suspected militants. The administration`s legal position was outlined by State Department Legal Adviser Harold Koh in a March 25 speech. Koh offered a vigorous defense of the use of force against terrorists, including the targeting of persons ``such as high-level al Qaeda leaders who are planning attacks.``9 Koh indicated that each strike is analyzed beforehand based on ``considerations specific to each case, including those related to the imminence of the threat, the sovereignty of the states involved, [and] the willingness and ability of those states to suppress Koh indicated that the operations conform to ``all applicable law,``and are conducted consistent with the principles of distinction and proportionality. Just what constitutes ``all applicable law`` in the use of drones in targeted killing? the threat the target poses.``10 11 Regardless of the policy efficacy of the drone strikes, it is never sufficient under the rule of law that a government policy is wise. It must also be supported by law, not just an absence of law violations, but positive legal authority. Indeed, where the subject is intentional, premeditated killing by the government, the need for clearly understood legal authority is paramount. After all, legal authority is what distinguishes murder from lawful policy.  

1AC – Inherency

And the attacks are committed in places like Iraq and Afghanistan, fostering instability

Thalif 6/30/10 (Deen, UN Correspondent. “Unmanned Drones - Targeted Killing vs. "Collateral Murder” http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article25849.htm) MFR

June 30, 2010 "IPS" -- UNITED NATIONS - When a Pakistani-U.S. national pleaded guilty last week to a failed attempt to detonate explosives packed in a vehicle in the heart of New York City, he admitted that one of the reasons he targeted the busy Times Square neighbourhood was to "injure and kill" as many people as possible. The presiding judge, Miriam Goldman Cedarbaum, asked the suspect, Faisal Shahzad, 30, whether he was conscious of the fact he would have killed dozens of civilians, including women and children. "Well, the (U.S.) drone-hits in Afghanistan and Iraq don't see children; they don't see anybody. They kill women, they kill children. They kill everybody. And it's war," he said, at his arraignment last week. Describing himself as a "Muslim soldier", Shahzad also told the judge one of the reasons for his abortive act of terrorism was his anger at the U.S. military for recklessly using drones, which have claimed the lives of scores of innocent civilians, along with suspected insurgents, in Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia, Yemen and in the tribal areas of Pakistan. The United States calls the inadvertent killing of civilians "collateral damage" while critics describe it as "collateral murder". A New York Times columnist last week quoted the outgoing U.S. military commander in Kabul, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, as defining the "insurgent math" in Afghanistan: for each innocent you kill, you make 10 enemies. But whether they needlessly kill civilians or not, the remote-controlled drones, being guided mostly by computers located at the far-away headquarters of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in Langley, Virginia, are the weapons of the future, say military analysts. Since they are unmanned, they are weapons that the U.S. military can deploy to kill without any risk to its own forces. Also known as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), drones are being increasingly used to patrol the Texas-Mexico border to prevent drug trafficking and stem the flow of illegal immigrants into the United States. Siemon Wezeman, a research fellow at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), told IPS that more and more countries are acquiring UAVs, either from national sources or imported. "It has been a market with significant growth in the last decade and that growth is widely expected to remain in the coming years," said Wezeman, who also did research on UAVs for a report to the European Parliament in 2007-2008. He pointed out that a recently released U.N. report correctly mentions that over 40 countries currently have UAVs in service. As the report states, the main appeal of using UAVs to carry out targeted killings in hostile territory is the lack of risk to the forces of the state doing the killing - there is no pilot or other personnel anywhere near the hostilities; no dead troops to explain; no dangerous rescues to think of; no embarrassing capture of assassins. As a secondary appeal - and the report doesn't mention this - one can count plausible deniability, Wezeman said. In case things go as planned, there is very little evidence of who did the deed - no immigration papers; no fingerprints; and no television footage, (unlike the recent killing of a Hamas leader, Mahmoud al-Mahboub, in a Dubai hotel by a Mossad hit squad that was captured on closed circuit TV). "And if things go wrong, at worst the 'enemy' can show the remains of a UAV - ownership of which can be denied by the actor that used it (no captured pilot or dead pilot to show)," Wezeman said. Lastly, there is no need for expensive logistics and training to carry out long-range assassinations in hostile territory, nor does one have to organise and explain (or cover) special forces doing dirty work. Oxford Analytica, an independent strategic-consulting firm which draws on a network of more than 1,000 scholar-experts at Oxford and other leading educational institutions, says the market for unmanned aircraft systems "has surged over the last decade, driven by proven operational successes in Iraq and Afghanistan and by Israel's extensive usage". The worldwide market for such systems is expected to be worth about 55 billion dollars through 2020. The United Nations, which released a report last month criticising the use of drones for "targeted killings" by U.S. military forces, has warned that more than 40 countries either possess UAVs or are armed with the technology to manufacture it. These include Israel, Russia, Turkey, China, India, Iran, Britain and France. Authored by the special rapporteur on extra-judicial killings, Philip Alston, the study said the first "credibly reported" CIA drone killing took place in Nov. 2002 when a Predator UAV fired a missile at a car in Yemen. That attack killed Ali Qaed Senyan al-Harithi, an al Qaeda leader allegedly responsible for the bombing of the U.S. warship 'Cole' in Yemeni waters. Since then, said the study, there have reportedly been over 120 drone strikes, "although it is not possible to verify this number". According to the U.N. report, drones were originally developed to gather intelligence and conduct surveillance and reconnaissance. But the use of drones for "targeted killings" has generated significant controversy. "Some have suggested that drones as such are prohibited weapons under international humanitarian law because they cause, or have the effect of causing, necessarily indiscriminate killings of civilians, such as those in the vicinity of the targeted person," the report said. "The appeal of armed drones is clear: especially in hostile terrain, they permit targeted killings at little to no risk to the state personnel carrying them out, and they can be operated remotely from the home state." It is also conceivable that non-state armed groups could obtain this technology. SIPRI's Wezeman told IPS there is a strong possibility that non-state groups could also acquire such systems, noting that Hezbollah, the militant Islamic group in Lebanon, has used UAVs against Israel. However, the killings by drones are not supposed to lead to increased civilian deaths and/or indiscriminate killings, but rather the opposite. As in all targeted killings, the idea is to get the enemy leadership and to decapitate enemy forces. He said targeting the enemy's leadership has almost never been a popular policy among states fighting other states or non-state groups - probably including for fear of retaliation and a sense of 'that is not done' - but the merits both for winning a fight and reducing the cost of the fight are obvious. Thus the potential for such attacks on the enemy's leadership may actually be a positive thing, he said. One alternative is to 'execute' specific persons that are out of reach or hiding in another country. Until now, Wezeman said, those targets have been labelled 'terrorist' and the actions were part of a 'war', and as such somehow defensible. However, one could imagine similar attacks on drug lords and other 'criminals' who are impossible to get at in another way. The trouble there, of course, is that the order for execution may not be given by a court after proper trial, he added. 

1AC – Plan

The United States federal government should substantially reduce all target killing and assassination forces from the topically designated countries. 

We’ll clarify 

1AC – Afghanistan

Contention two is Afghanistan - 

We’ll isolate two internal links – 

First, targeted killings destroy Afghan legal credibility 

Hentoff 11/24/09 (Nat, member of the Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “Obama’s Extra-Judicial Killers Subvert American Values”, Milford Daily News and www.cato.org, accessed June 25 2010)

As he has now continued other Bush-Cheney legacies, President Barack Obama, as I previously reported, has permitted the CIA to operate freely and fully, with its dread pilotless Predator drones in Pakistan and Afghanistan. With regard to Afghanistan, the Associated Press (Nov. 7) reported that "Although the U.N. says most civilian casualties have been at the hands of militants" — why doesn't the AP say it like it is, terrorists? — "deaths of men, women and children in NATO air strikes have raised tensions between Karzai's government and the U.S.-led coalition." Again, say it plain that the United States is very much involved in the NATO air strikes — in addition to drone planes — that murder children, women and men who are not even suspected to be "militants." Just as Mayer's "The Predator War" generated little follow-up in the press, so too has the Washington Post's Craig Whitlock's revelations on Obama-authorized extra-judicial killings not of suspected terrorists but of dealers in opium in Afghanistan. Without any system of accountability in U.S. courts or Congress, "The U.S. military," Whitlock writes, "and NATO officials have authorized their forces to kill or capture individuals on the list, which was drafted within the past year as part of NATO's new strategy to combat drug operations that finance the Taliban." What's wrong with that — aside from our Constitution's separation of powers? As Whitlock emphasizes, there is "fierce opposition from Afghan officials, who say it could undermine their fragile justice system and trigger a backlash against foreign troops." The Afghan family survivors of those inadvertently but terminally killed nonterrorist men, women and children in implementing this hit list are deeply angry at this lethal operation by foreign forces including us. Afghanistan's deputy foreign minister for counter-narcotics operations, Gen. Mohammad Daud Daud, says that he's grateful for this NATO-U.S. help "in destroying drug labs and stashes of opium," but about those killings, he adds the names on the hit list are not told to Afghan officials. Says Daud: "They should respect our law, our constitution and our legal codes," Daud said. "We have a commitment to arrest these people on our own." Note: Arrest, not kill instantly. But these allies of Afghanistan don't respect their own laws and legal codes. On Sept. 12, 2001, George W. Bush assured the world: "We will not allow this enemy to win the war by changing our way of life or restricting our freedoms." But haven't we changed our Constitution? Don't you know there's a war on? 

That undermines stability 

Durch 2 (William J., Co Director project on the future of the PKO @ Stimson Cent. “Afghanistan: Keeping the Peace Without Hardly Trying” http://www.stimson.org/fopo/pdf/Afghan_KeepingPeaceWithoutTryingrev112602.pdf)

In the Afghan context, al Qaeda and the Taliban are “total” spoilers who would wreck the peace process if they could. Many members of Afghanistan’s political elite are potential “greedy” spoilers looking to maximize personal or communal gain from the Bonn process, with some incentive to wreck what they cannot control. (Stedman, 2001) Afghanistan produced most of Europe’s heroin in recent years and may regain that position with an opium poppy crop harvested three times a year. Opium supports not only organized crime but local faction leaders’ resistance to the development of legitimate central authority. The tenuous state of governance in several of Afghanistan’s neighbors and their respective histories of support for co-ethnics or co-religionists in Afghanistan also pose threats to peace and stability there. As long as fighting forces from the old war remain intact, any breakdown in the political process risks a resumption of war. Their demobilization is a key element in “demilitarizing politics” and producing a stable peace. Demobilization usually entails a certain amount of factional disarmament but, in other contexts, secure cantonment of heavy weapons has contributed far more to a stable peace than have efforts to gather up light weapons -- prospects for which are, in Afghanistan, dim at best anyway. Finally, transitions as difficult as Afghanistan’s require continuing engagement and support from major external powers. Success is not assured with such support, but failure is basically guaranteed without it. 

1AC – Afghanistan

Second, special operations emboldens the insurgency

Dressler 9/1/09 (Jeff, Research Analyst at the Institute for the Study of War. “Surge in Afghanistan: A Response to George Will,” The Compass  http://www.realclearworld.com/blog/2009/09/surge_in_afghanistan_a_respons.html#more)

What’s really surprising about Will’s commentary is his trumpeting of a counterterrorism strategy as the new “revised” policy. This failed Rumsfeldian approach is one of the most glaring reasons for the strategic failures of the past several years. Will contends that this can be done alone from “offshore” drones, intelligence and missiles. Unfortunately, effective counterterrorism is predicated on effective intelligence, that which can only been garnered through an effective counterinsurgency strategy. Some would argue that “offshore counterterrorism” would have serious unintended consequences, some of which we have been privy to over the past several years. Collateral damage (the death of innocent civilians) is perhaps the surest way to turn the population against Afghan and coalition efforts. In short, we become the enemy while the real enemy, the Taliban, capitalize on local discontent. For this very reason, one of General McChrystal’s first orders was to restrict the use of airstrikes, “air power contains the seeds of our own destruction if we do not use it responsibly,” he said.

This also causes instability and draws the U.S. in 

Szayna and Oliker 2003 (Thomas S., and Olga, both RAND analysts. “Faultlines of Conflict In Central Asia and the South Caucasus” www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/RAND_MR1598.sum.pdf)

The situation in Afghanistan and Pakistan, as well as the troop presence of U.S., Russian, and other forces in the region may serve to catalyze state failure in a number of ways, perhaps making significant conflict more proximate than it might otherwise have been. Refugee flows into the region could strain the treasuries and stretch the capacities of states to deal with the influx. They can also potentially be a mechanism for countergovernment forces to acquire new recruits and assistance. This is of particular concern given the history of Al Qaeda and Taliban support to insurgent groups in Central Asia, as well as the ethnic links and overlaps between Afghanistan and the Central Asian states. To date, the rise of insurgencies linked to radical Islam has either caused or provided an excuse for the leadership in several states to become increasingly authoritarian, in many ways aggravating rather than alleviating the risk of social unrest, and it is entirely plausible that this trend will continue. Moreover, if the U.S.-Russian relationship improves, Russian officials may take advantage of the opportunity, combined with U.S. preoccupation with its counterterror campaign, to take actions in Georgia and Azerbaijan that these states will perceive as aggressive. Meanwhile, U.S. forces in the region may be viewed as targets by combatants in the Afghanistan war and by insurgent efforts against the Central Asian governments. The situation in Afghanistan will almost certainly have an impact on the faultlines in Central Asia and possibly those in the South Caucasus. While it remains too early to predict just what that impact might be, regardless of the situation in Afghanistan, there remains excellent reason to believe that over the next 15 years separatists will continue to strive to attain independence (as in Georgia) and insurgency forces to take power (as in Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan). This could spread from the countries where we see it currently to possibly affect Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Azerbaijan. It could also result in responses by states that see a neighboring insurgency as a threat, and by others that pursue insurgents beyond their own borders. Insofar as U.S. forces stay involved in the region, it could draw the United States into these Central Asian and South Caucasus conflicts. 

And the impact is nuclear war

Blank 2k (Stephen J., Exepert on Post-Soviet States @ Strat Stud Inst. “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region,” World Affairs.  www.findarticles.com/cf_dls/m2393/2_163/67046851/p1/article.jhtml?term)

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed,    The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious    instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3)    neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as    great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional    forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the    situation.(77)
1AC – Pakistan

Contention 3 is Pakistan - 

Drone attacks destroy Pakistani government credibility and increase the risk of Taliban activities on the Pakistan-Afghan border. 

Jones 09’(“Obama's Solution for Pakistan: Missile Strikes from Unmanned Drones”, by Larry Jones, staff writer,  The World Can’t Wait, The World Can’t Wait organizes people living in the United States to repudiate and stop the fascist direction initiated by the Bush Regime Tuesday, 03 February 2009 00:46

Three days after the alleged peace candidate Barack Obama was inaugurated as President and Commander-in-Chief, military forces under his command killed as many as 22 people in Pakistan, 6 Antiwar Obama supporters may have been disappointed with these attacks, but this is pure Obama carrying out a position he has long put forth. That Obama is continuing and carrying through with murderous missile attacks should not be surprising. On August 1, 2007 Obama said if elected in November 2008 he would be willing to attack inside Pakistan WITH OR WITHOUT APPROVAL FROM THE PAKISTANI GOVERNMENT. Reports at the time said such a move would anger the Pakistani people, and they were right. Following his statement, Obama received the lowest approval rating in Pakistan over any Muslim nation polled before the election.  Just a couple of months later Sarah Palin criticized Obama for advocating attacks from Afghanistan without Pakistani approval, saying that the U.S. should not engage in “invading the sovereign territory of a troubled partner in the war against terrorism.” This was after her alleged boss John McCain told her to reverse her earlier position in support of such unilateral action because he wanted the Republicans to appear to be more in favor of working through alliances. In the presidential “debate” last September Obama said clearly: "If the United States has al Qaeda, bin Laden, top-level lieutenants in our sights, and Pakistan is unable or unwilling to act, then we should take them out." And that is exactly what he is doing now.  Some observers claim there may be a tacit U.S.-Pakistani agreement that when such attacks occur, Pakistani leadership with allow them to take place, but issue protests. However, at the recent World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland, Pakistan's Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani stated that no such agreement exists. "I want to put on record that we do not have any agreement between the government of the United States and the government of Pakistan," Gilani told CNN's Christiane Amanpour. Pakistani leadership has continuously stated that such attacks do more harm than good. In November Zardari told Gen David Petraeus that "Continuing drone attacks on our territory, which result in loss of precious lives and property, are counterproductive and difficult to explain [for] a democratically elected government. It is creating a credibility gap.” Yet, after only a few days in office, that is exactly what Obama did. Continuing such attacks without Pakistan’s permission not only creates a credibility gap; it violates international law by attacking a sovereign country. It did not take long for Obama to become a war criminal. These missile attacks continually add to the number of newly recruited insurgents with al Qaida and the Taliban. When asked about the actions in a news conference on Tuesday, carry-over Defense Secretary Robert Gates replied, “Both President Bush and President Obama have made clear that we will go after al Qaida wherever al Qaida is and we continue to pursue that.” Many progressive people who supported Obama claimed that Obama’s war-like campaign statements were what he had to say in order to get elected and that he would change once in office. Tell that now to the Pakistani mother holding her dead child killed by an Obama-ordered missile.  CONDITIONS WORSEN FOR PAKISTANISThe rapid spread of the Taliban in Afghanistan has also greatly affected Pakistan. Many of the Taliban forces have been amassed along theAfghan-Pakistan border. As the New York Review of Books reports: “In less than eight months, Asif Ali Zardari’s new government has effectively lost control of much of the North-West Frontier Province to the Taliban’s Pakistani counterparts. … Woman have now been forced to wear the burqa, music has been silenced, barbershops are forbidden to shave beards, and over 140 girls’ schools have been blown up or burned down.” Eighty percent of the 10.8 billion US dollars that Washington has sent to Pakistan since Sep. 11, 2001 went to the military. And just three weeks before Bush left office, his Defense Department awarded a $498.2 million contract to Lockheed Martin to supply 18 F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. But has militancy decreased?  Of course not; it has increased, especially with members of the Taliban crossing over into Pakistan. Plus, with all the emphasis on the military and no money going into economic development many youth fall under the sway of the Taliban. In the January 30 Bill Moyers’ Journal show, he discussed the viability of the current U.S. approach of waging war to defeat the insurgents and then working to “fix” the government. Historian of foreign policy Marilyn Young said that: “The problem is the focus remains a military solution to what all the other information I have says is a political problem. So I don't care how you slice the military tactic, so long as your notion is that you can actually deal with this in a military way, you're just going to march deeper and deeper into what Pete Seeger used to call the Big Muddy…” A former Pentagon official, Pierre Sprey helped found the military reform movement risking his career by taking issue with a defense bureaucracy spending more and more money for often ineffective weapons. He told Moyers, speaking of the Pakistani-Afghan situation that “the more we try to fix the security situation, the more we will drive these people, particularly the Pashtun, into implacable opposition. And whether the military solution is more bombing from Predators or from F-16s or more special forces on the ground, you know, attacking villages and inadvertently killing lots of civilians, it doesn't matter. As long as security comes first, the mission will fail because these people are sick and tired of a government that's oppressing them and a foreigner who's killing them.  Is Obama’s military approach to the region in the interests of the Pakistanis or the Afghans or, indeed, of humanity? Obama is thinking like an American, but we must think about humanity. 
1AC – Pakistan

Removing presence in Afghanistan solves, there are cross border operations from Afghanistan to Pakistan

Murphy PhD in Law 10/27/08 (Sean D., Patricia Roberts Harris Research Professor of Law, George Washington University Law School. “The International Legality of U.S. Military Cross-Border Operations from Afghanistan into Pakistan” http://www.abanet.org/intlaw/spring09/materials/The%20International%20Legality%20of%20US%20Military%20Cross%20Border%20Operations.pdf) MFR 

An aspect of U.S. military involvement in Afghanistan since 2001 has been the conduct of cross-border U.S. operations from Afghanistan into Pakistan, undertaken for the purposes of striking at the camps, compounds, and convoys of Al Qaeda and Taliban elements based in Pakistan, and of defending against cross-border attacks and infiltration by those militants from Pakistan into Afghanistan. As a matter of scale, U.S. cross-border operations are far less momentous than operations that seek to topple a de jure government (as occurred when the United States intervened in Iraq in 2003, ousting the government of Saddam Hussein) or a de facto government (as occurred when the United States intervened in Afghanistan in 2001, displacing the largely-unrecognized government of the Taliban). Nevertheless, these smallerscale cross-border attacks on non-state actors, though they entail less intrusive and more temporary projections of force, implicate important issues of sovereignty, stability, and selfdefense, and raise difficult questions about the role of law in regulating low intensity conflict. 

Additionally this includes drones

Murphy PhD in Law 10/27/08 (Sean D., Patricia Roberts Harris Research Professor of Law, George Washington University Law School. “The International Legality of U.S. Military Cross-Border Operations from Afghanistan into Pakistan” http://www.abanet.org/intlaw/spring09/materials/The%20International%20Legality%20of%20US%20Military%20Cross%20Border%20Operations.pdf) MFR 

U.S. cross-border operations into Pakistan to date have taken three forms: missile strikes from Predator drones; defensive actions in immediate response to a cross-border raid from Afghanistan; and covert missions by special operations forces against militant targets located deeper in Pakistan. Each should be considered separately when analyzing their legality under the jus ad bellum. 

Pakistani instability results in Indo-Pak nuclear war 

Morgan 2007  (Stephen John, Former Member of British Labour Party Executive Committee; political psychologist; researcher of Chaos/Complexity Theory, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639)

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.  

1AC – Pakistan 

And extinction

Fai, 2001  (Dr. Ghulam, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, a non-profit organization dedicated to increasing knowledge; Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies; founding chairman of the UK-based Kashmir Press International; Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, and an M.A. from the Aligarh University in India; addressed the 46th thru 56th Sessions of the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) at Geneva; invited by the European Parliament to present a briefing paper for "Kashmir Round- Table," held in Brussels in October 1993, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, July 8th, 2001. Washington Times.)

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) toaggressive 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 entireglobe.  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. 
1AC – Iraq

Contention 4 is Iraq - 

Stability high – troops are maintaining the political process through good civilian relations

Wilson – Staffwriter 5/27/10 (Scott, Washpost “U.S. Withdrawal From Iraq Will Be On Time, Vice President Biden Says” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/26/AR2010052605349.html?hpid=topnews&sid=ST2010052605352) MFR

Biden said he feels largely vindicated today. But he acknowledges that Iraq has moved "beyond what I thought at the time" because, he said, the various ethnic and sectarian-based parties all see value in participating in politics."The glue that holds the country together is oil," Biden said. "There's a lot of oil, the promise of it is real, there's a lot of gas, and it's all over the country. Everyone has figured out that getting a legitimate share of a much bigger pie is a pretty good deal." Biden said he is confident that Iraqi leaders will agree to a government accepted by the electorate before the end of August. Even if the parties are unsuccessful, he said, Iraq's interim government is functioning well. He dismissed the predictions of escalating violence as the same "sky is falling" worries that accompanied the election-law stalemate and other issues that Iraqi leaders have resolved. Biden said Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, has never asked the administration to postpone the overall departure schedule. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates told reporters last Thursday that Odierno "delayed some withdrawals a little bit" after the Iraqi elections were rescheduled to March, but Gates said he has "every expectation we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September." "I don't see anything that's in the realm of probability -- I guess you could come up with a scenario, but I can't think of any rational one based on what's on the ground -- that would lead us to think we need" more time, Biden said. "And, by the way, 50,000 troops is a lot of troops." Next month, Biden will run a session focusing on the quickening shift of the relationship between the U.S. and Iraqi governments from a mostly military to a mostly civilian one, including stepped-up police training and other programs designed to strengthen the Iraqi state. "We're long-term invested in this working for them, not long-term invested in being able to be characterized as occupiers," Biden said. "This is not draw down and draw out; this is draw down the military, ramp up the civilian intercourse with the Iraqis." 

And Targeted Killings increase instability within Iraq 

FRANKEL ’10 (Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Why Killing Enemy Leaders Rarely Works”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_al_qaeda_frankel.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

Much has been made of Monday’s announcement of the recent killing of the number three man in all of Al Qaeda. The consensus seems to be that Mustafa Abu al-Yazid’s death will be a significant blow in the war on terror, but it’s much more likely to have no effect at all. If the past seven years in Iraq is any indication, the removal of enemy leaders has little to no impact on the group’s ability to conduct attacks against us. The recent killing of top two leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Ayub al-Masri and Abu Umar al-Baghdadi, is a perfect example. "The death of these terrorists is potentially the most significant blow to Al Qaeda in Iraq since the beginning of the insurgency," said General Ray Odierno, commander of US forces in Iraq, after the operation, which took place late last month. The good feeling lasted less than three weeks, however. A series of devastating jihadist-led coordinated attacks across Iraq, killing over 100 people, soon reduced Odierno’s comments to mere hyperbole. And the fact that Masri’s death didn’t mean the end of Al Qaeda in Iraq shouldn’t be a surprise to anyone who has followed Iraq closely since 2003. In the past, whenever officials have pronounced upon the significance of an enemy killing, it has always proven premature. 

1AC – Iraq 

Stabilization is necessary to prevent terrorism and broader regional stability

Nagl and Burton 09  [John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA]

America’s involvement with Iraq has been painful and controversial. The United States and Iraq have both suffered great human, financial, and moral costs. Americans will debate whether the war was justified or wise for years to come, and the desire to curtail U.S. involvement is strong. Yet neither the debate over how America came to this point nor a new strategic focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan changes the fact that America has a vital stake in Iraq’s success. American strategy should facilitate resolution of key internal impediments to Iraq’s stability and strengthen its development as a capable state that can defend itself, govern itself effectively and responsibly, and establish the foundations of a more resilient economy. These outcomes will not be achieved through force. Rather, they require persistent, long-term engagement that leverages diplomatic, economic, and cultural elements of national power effectively and affordably to assist Iraqis in rebuilding their country. This is a daunting challenge, but it is also an opportunity to cultivate Iraq as a strategic part​ner. By facilitating Iraq’s reintegration into the region, the United States can help ensure that the country reemerges as a constructive player in the Middle East, a development that would help advance long-term American national security goals of preserving stability, countering trans​national terrorism, and promoting responsible governance. The trauma and controversy sur​rounding the war, and the understandable desire of Americans to put Iraq behind them, should not distract from this opportunity. 

We also access the global economy 

Nagl 09  (John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American SecurityAnd has a p.h.d. in counter-insurgency, Burton is a graduate of Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program. After the Fire:Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq June 2009.) A.L.

The United States has enduring interests in preserv- ing regional stability in the Middle East, countering transnational terrorism, and advancing responsible governance. These objectives are advanced by a stable Iraq that can serve as a constructive partner. An Iraq without the capacity to govern effectively and mechanisms to resolve internal conflicts peace- fully would be a destabilizing presence that would harm U.S. interests in the Middle East.Conflict in the Persian Gulf, whether within or between states, disrupts normal access to the region’s energy resources and threatens the functioning of the global economy, with poten- tially devastating consequences for the economic well-being of the United States and its allies.9 The Middle East contains an estimated 61 per- cent of global oil reserves.10 With an estimated 115 billion barrels, Iraq alone holds 9.3 percent of global oil reserves — only Saudi Arabia and Iran control more.11 Thus, the primary objective and guiding principle of U.S. Middle East policy must be to keep the region politically stable and secure in order to protect American allies in the region and avoid sudden disruptions in the supply of energy resources.  

1AC – Iraq

Middle East instability will spillover and cause conflict

The Age 9/24/2007  “Tempers must remain cool as the Middle East heats up”, http://www.theage.com.au/news/editorial/tempers-must-remain-cool-as-the-middle-east-heats-up/2007/09/23/1190486129857.html
THE torturous road to peace in the Middle East becomes more excruciating every day and the cumulative effect of events in the region over the past week offer little hope for any reduction in what appear to be increasingly flammable tensions. If anything, the talk now is of war. The match that lights the flame may well be last Thursday's assassination of Lebanese MP Antoine Ghanem, a violent murder that pitched his divided nation further into turmoil. His death was the latest in a string of attacks against prominent critics of Lebanon's neighbour and former powerbroker Syria, the most notable being the 2005 killing of former prime minister Rafiq Hariri. Mr Ghanem's death introduces an unwelcome element of instability ahead of tomorrow's crucial presidential elections, especially if an anti-Syrian candidate is elected. More importantly, any instability could fan the flames of civil war in a country that has been a pivotal test-run for democracy in the region since September 11, 2001. The killing has been widely condemned by the international community and the finger pointed, once again, at Syria, and by implication its ally, Iran. Syria has, somewhat ingenuously, denied any involvement, as it has with the other high-profile assassinations of anti-Syrian leaders in Lebanon. Calls have been made for UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon to launch an international probe into the bombing, and this should be carried out with haste. Talk of war further intensified after the deputy commander of Iran's air force, General Mohammad Alavi, announced that Iran had already prepared a plan to attack Israel if it bombed his country. This war of words was further escalated when a senior commander of Iran's Revolutionary Guard chose to outline the capability of his country's ballistic missiles, which he threatened to use on American targets in the Middle East. These threats coincide with growing international pressure on Iran to abandon what is regarded by the West, and particularly by the US, as its clandestine nuclear arms program. The French also added fuel to the fire when Foreign Minister Bernard Kouchner warned the world to "prepare for the worst and the worst is war". The head of the UN's International Atomic Energy Agency, Mohamed ElBaradei, quickly entered the fray and warned against the use of force against Iran, a move UN officials described as an "out of control" drift to war. This pointed admonition coincides with a string of reports emanating from Washington that the Bush Administration is running out of patience with diplomacy and is intensifying its plans for air strikes against Iran. The events in Lebanon and the debate over Iran run parallel with Israel's declaration of the Gaza Strip as "hostile territory" and Israeli opposition leader Benjamin Netanyahu's confirmation that two weeks ago Israel carried out an air attack deep inside Syria, Iran's only Arab ally, on a site that it believed was being equipped for nuclear development by North Korea. Another suggestion is that the target was Iranian weapons destined for Lebanon's Hezbollah. There has also been speculation that the raid served as a "dry run" for a possible Israeli or US attack on Iran. Meanwhile, US efforts to ensure the success of a Middle East peace conference, planned for November, remain mired in political haggling over what is to be brought to the negotiating table. In the Middle East, every event, every tension, is connected to another, more so since the Iraq war, and it is this very mutuality that can make one act, such as the murder of a Lebanese MP, have dangerous consequences for the region as a whole. The Middle East is now overheated and potentially explosive, and Australia must impress upon its allies that, in a part of the world where every action can easily be met with a disproportionate reaction, there is more mileage in diplomacy than in any military solution. 
Middle East wars result in preemptive nuclear strikes and escalation. 

Burrows – Director of the National Intelligence Council 9  (Matthew J, “Revisiting the Future: Geopolitical Effects of the Financial Crisis,” The Washington Quarterly)MFR

The most dangerous casualty of any economically-induced drawdown of U.S. military presence would almost certainly be the Middle East. Although Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons is not inevitable, worries about a nuclear-armed Iran could lead states in the region to develop new security arrangements with external powers, acquire additional weapons, and consider pursuing their own nuclear ambitions. It is not clear that the type of stable deterrent relationship that existed between the great powers for most of the Cold War would emerge naturally in the Middle East with a nuclear Iran. Episodes of low intensity conflict and terrorism taking place under a nuclear umbrella could lead to an unintended escalation and broader conflict if clear red lines between those states involved are not well established. The close proximity of potential nuclear rivals combined with underdeveloped surveillance capabilities and mobile dual-capable Iranian missile systems also will produce inherent difficulties in achieving reliable indications and warning of an impending nuclear attack. The lack of strategic depth in neighboring states like Israel, short warning and missile flight times, and uncertainty of Iranian intentions may place more focus on preemption rather than defense, potentially leading to escalating crises.  

1AC – Iraq 

And economic collapse guarantees global nuclear war

Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/4/2009 (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed.  In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent.  At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception.  All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.  The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net.  The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and  property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops.  India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud.  If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.     It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy.  All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.     Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences.  This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.  But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives.  So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.  As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.  None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.  
1AC – Solvency 

Contention 5 is Solvency – 

No risk of turns – drones are the critical internal link to instability, terrorism, and the counterinsurgency

Rogan, March 29 2010 (Christopher, army cadet, “INCREASING THE COMBAT POWER OF THE SQUAD ON PATROL: THE POTENTIAL OF THE SOLDIER-PORTABLE DRONE AS A TACTICAL FORCE MULTIPLIER” , accessed June 24 2010)

Nonetheless, it is in the very nature of American military commanders to find every possible way to give the advantage to their troops in a firefight. William H. McRaven, a former Navy SEAL and special operations theorist, writes that even the some of the most physically fit and skilled warriors in the world can find themselves on the losing end of a firefight if they do not have some sort of force multiplier—whether it is surprise, speed or firepower—to achieve relative superiority in an engagement. US troops still need some sort of force multiplier; the new constraints of fighting in a counterinsurgency environment make the use of traditional combat support options such as indirect fire nearly impossible. David Kilcullen, a leading expert in counterinsurgency theory, says that too much firepower can be counterproductive in counterinsurgency. Any form of overreaching or collateral damage in a firefight does more to damage the counterinsurgent’s cause than to help him defeat the insurgent. Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedemann, building on recent comments from David Kilcullen and Andrew Exum, indicate that independent drone strikes have no place in counterinsurgency as they insult the local populace, kill innocent civilians, and subsequently help the insurgent more than the counterinsurgent. 

Decentralization prevents your terrorism turns

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

These reactions raise difficult questions about the policy’s efficacy. For one thing, the policy is less effective against decentralized groups. Killing the head of pij was useful because the group was small, Shikaki had no obvious successor, and his followers did not know what to do absent guidance from above. Many Palestinian terrorist groups, however, have since adapted to Israel’s tactics and now allow local operatives more initiative. Today’s pij and its counterparts are so loose in their organization that true decapitation is no longer possible. 
Aditionally the alternative to drones solves better

Byman 2006 (Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government “Foreign Affairs volume 85 no. 2” p.98)NB

Assessing whether Israel’s targeted killings have solved more problems than they have caused is difficult. Israeli officials are the first to say that killing is a tactic of last resort and that arresting terrorists, when possible, is a much better course. After an arrest, security forces can interrogate the suspect and learn about future plots and additional operatives, who can then be arrested too. Killing suspects prevents them from striking, but dead men also tell no tales.  

1AC – Solvency 

We solve globally 

Jonathan Manes, 6/12/10 (“U.N. and Human Rights Groups Challenge U.S. Use of Drones in Targeted Assassinations”, Manes is a legal fellow with the ACLU National Security project., google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

During his first 18 months in office, President Obama has increased the use of unmanned drone attacks on suspected terrorists in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen and other nations. The increase in the use of predator drones is a strategy reportedly advocated by Vice President Joe Biden, but which has caused friction between Washington and both the Afghan and Pakistani governments. Supporters of the use of drones boast that that these weapons have enabled the U.S. military and CIA to kill 34 out of the top 42 al Qaeda operatives in Iraq. U.S. officials have also recently claimed that a drone attack killed Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, Al-Qaeda's third-ranking operative in Pakistan.  But in a report made to the United Nation's Human Rights Council on June 3, Philip Alston, the U.N. special representative on extrajudicial executions, called on the U.S. to use greater restraint in using unmanned drones to commit targeted assassinations of terrorism suspects beyond the war zones in Afghanistan. There is growing concern among international human rights activists and military officials that Washington's use of drones, based on a questionable legal foundation, could lead to a chaotic situation where dozens of nations carry out their own drone attacks across borders against individuals they label as terrorists.
And only population centric approaches solve the counterinsurgency

Crane et. al 2009 [Keith, Martin C. Libicki, Audra K. Grant, James B. Bruce, Omar Al-Shahery, Alireza Nader,Suzanne Perry, Crane is Director of the RAND Corporation's Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program, Living Conditions in Anbar Province in June 2008, September 30, http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2009/RAND_TR715.pdf//HS]

Iraq’s Anbar Province in 2008 was a very different place than it was in 2006. Then, the likely outcome of the struggle between al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) on the one hand and Coalition forces, the local population, and the governing institutions of the province on the other was anything but clear. Since that period, the level of violence has dropped dramatically. Life is becoming more normal, and politics has begun to replace violence as a way to settle disputes. However, conditions in al-Anbar could cease to improve or could even deteriorate. AQI could recover enough strength to renew attacks, especially if it has sleeper cells in place waiting for propitious opportunities. The relationship between the mostly Sunni province and the Shia-dominated central government is tense. Recovery from years of violence is by no means complete. In al-Anbar, the local population is, as in any counterinsurgency campaign, the center of gravity. The first step toward winning the population is to understand it. For the forces of order to appeal to the people, security forces need to understand not just politics but also how the people live. 

1AC – Virtual War 

Contention ____ is Virtual War -

Targeted killing is biopolitical as we replace war with preemption

Goh ’06 [Irving, Fellow @ Harvard University, Fast Capitalism, 2.1 2006, http://fastcapitalism.com/]

At present, the time of the preemptive presents the targeted body without the chance, or the right, to offer a counter-hypothesis, so as to prove the preemptive erroneous. The targeted body of the preemptive is not offered, and cannot offer, a prophylaxis contra the preemptive so as to delay the elimination of the right to be alive. In other words, in the staging of the preemptive, there is no space for disagreement. His or her speech, phone or logos—the desperate cries (phone) of denial of any (future) wrongdoing; or the cries of injustice of a treatment towards another human being, articulated in a linguistic idiom rational and intelligible (logos); and the cries to surrender (including deferring one's own innocence for the sake of one's safety)—no longer matters. It is no longer heard, as in the case of the preemptive shooting in Miami. Even silence is not heard either, as in the case of the London shooting. The rush of a preemptive is a sonic barrage that drowns out any (silent) voice that seeks to defer it. The gap opened by a suspected body between itself and the law that promises the security of the territory is already too great. The law and its need to secure a terrifying peace cannot bear the widening or delaying of that interval by a further demand of a disagreeing counter-hypothesis or auto-prophylaxis. To allow the normalization of the fatal preemptive would be to institute the legitimization of an absolute or extreme biopolitics. According to Foucault, biopolitics is the control and management of individual bodies by the State through technics of knowledge (usually through surveillance) of those same bodies. In a biopolitical situation, the State holds the exceptional power to determine either the right to let live or make die the individual belonging to the State. Should the preemptive become a force of reason of contemporary life, one would terribly risk submitting the freedom of life and therefore an unconditional right to be alive to a biopolitical capture, handing over the right to let die to the State police and military powers. It would be a situation of abdicating the body as a totally exposed frontier of absolute war. For in the constant exposure of the imminent preemptive, the body at any time—when decided upon by military or police powers to be a security threat—becomes the point in which the space and time of conductibility of war collapse in a total manner. The preemptive reduces the body to a total space of absolute war. Virilio has suggested that the absolute destruction of an enemy in war is procured when the enemy can no longer hypothesize an alternate if not counter route or trajectory (of escape or counter- attack) from impending forces (1990: 17). In the sequence of executing the preemptive to its resolute end, the escaping body faces that same threat of zero hypothesis. There is no chance for that body to think (itself) outside the vortical preemptive. Preemptive bullets into the head would take away that chance of hypothesis. A spectral figure begins to haunt the scene now. And that is the figure of the homo sacer, who according to Agamben's analysis, is the one who in ancient times is killed without his or her death being a religious sacrifice, and the one whose killers are nonindictable of homicide. This figure is also the sign par excellence of the absolute biopolitical capture of life by the State, in which the decision to let live and make die is absolutely managed and decided by the State, and thereby the right to be alive is no longer the fact of freedom of existence for the homo sacer (Agamben 1998). For the right to be alive to be secured in any real sense from any political capture, for it to be maintained and guaranteed as and for the future of the human, the body cannot be allowed to return to this figure of the homo sacer. But victims of the preemptive irrepressibly recall the figure of the homo sacer. In the current legal proceedings of the London shooting, it has not been the fact that the police officers shot an innocent Brazilian that they will be charged. That charge remains absent. The charge of homicide against the officers remains elliptical. Instead, the plan has been to charge them for altering the police log book to conceal the fact that they had mistakenly identified the victim as a terror suspect. The possible turn of human life into the figure of homo sacer as decided by forces of the police or military under the overarching security measure of the preemptive divides the common space of existence. The space of existence becomes less than common now. The preemptive, as in the decision of a homo sacer, brings along with it a certain profiling of certain peoples, regardless of whether the force of law or the State would like to admit or not to such profiling measures. The law or the State would deny this unspoken profiling, but the evidence of its real imminence is felt by the peoples who would most likely fall under the category that the police or military would identify as a possible terror threat. And there is no denying that this profiling largely takes on an ethnic contour. And the fears of such a contouring are not unspoken. "Anyone with dark skin who was running for a bus or Tube could be thought to be about to detonate a bomb," expressed a concerned Labor peer Lord Ahmed for the U.K. Muslim community after the London shooting ("U.K. Muslims Feel 'Under Suspicion'" BBC News. 25 July 2005). The irreducible profiling in the culture of the preemptive is 
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happening in the United States too. A New York Times article reports of a police-speak of "M.E.W.C's" under its intense surveillance—"Middle Eastern with a camera—perhaps taking pictures of a bridge, a hydropower plant or a reservoir" (Kershaw, New York Times. 25 July 2005). The nonnative ethnic community senses a state of emergency that works against them, that restricts their freedom of living on without fear. Indeed, after the London shooting, the BBC carried a report that said "many young Muslims were reluctant to leave their homes" ("U.K. Muslims Feel 'Under Suspicion'" BBC News. 25 July 2005). Their right to be alive becomes under siege as they "believed they could become victims of mistaken identity by armed police" (ibid.). They simply cannot hypothesize, innocent as they are of the intent of terror, a way to disprove the charge of the deadly preemptive that (mis)identifies or profiles them as possible terror suspects. As a Muslim living in Manchester says, "How do I know I won't just be picked up and labeled as a terrorist?" (ibid.). The possibility of a counter-hypothesis against the preemptive, and the unconditional right to be alive, become for these peoples, the unthinkable. That is what Anderton in Minority Report feels too once the naming of himself as a criminal-to-be and the decision of the preemptive capture of him have been disseminated. Even with a counter-proof that he will not commit a crime, he resigns to the fact that nothing can be done to reverse the precession of the preemptive, nothing to stop "precrime" from believing that he has not "the remotest intention of killing" (Dick 1997:329). For a critical response to the preemptive, such that a counter-hypothesis to disprove the preemptive is thinkable, such that no profiling politics of homo sacer is resurrected, and such that a right to be alive unconditionally remains thinkable or remains open and free to thought, one needs to open the space of disagreement with it and resist it, even though the State cannot bear such an interval between its preemptive law for territorial security and the interruption of a disagreement. One nonetheless has to interrupt the preemptive in overdrive to allow the counter-hypothesis or its prophylaxis to surface or arrive; or, one has to interrupt the prophylaxis when it precipitates into a destructive preemptive. And one cannot allow this reserve of the prophylaxis in contradistinction with the deadly preemptive to be the sole domain or hidden property of exceptional power. It cannot be deferred to be the decision and the enclosed time of reading of power. That is in fact the aporia of the prophylaxis in the text of Minority Report. John Anderton comes to realize that the prophylaxis of him not being a criminal-to-come is possible only because only he, as a figure of sovereign power, as the chief of "precrime" operations, has access to this strategic information. It is a privileged access, exceptional only to him, and not to the others, the other common beings that do not personify the figure of law and therefore already arrested for a crime they have not (yet) commit. Only John Anderton can be offered the prophylaxis (provided he chooses to want to read it), and only he can offer a prophylaxis. As he admits at the end of the text, "My case was unique, since I had access to the [prophylaxis] data. It could happen again—but only to the next Police Commissioner" (Dick 1997:353). But the sending and the offering of the prophylaxis cannot remain as the exceptional reserve of figures of law. It must arrive from the other side of the law, arriving as the disagreement with the preemptive, and it must be listened to. This disagreement will be the time that holds back if not delays the preemptive so that a prophylaxis can come into negotiation with it.  
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Vote affirmative to break the confines of pre-emption and the state’s control over the right to live or die. The alternative brings about new democratic norms that break out of pre-emption

Goh ’06 [Irving, Fellow @ Harvard University, Fast Capitalism, 2.1 2006, http://fastcapitalism.com/]

The fact remains that the victim of the London police preemptive shooting had no link to terror—had no intent of terror. (neither had the victim of the Miami shooting.) There is nothing right about that preemptive act. It has been a wrong calculation, a wrong decision, executed in a method of resolute excess. This is not the first time intelligence fails the preemptive. It has failed in the case of the Iraq war of 2003, since no "weapons of mass destruction" have been found, while the hypothesis of stores of such weapons has been but evidence in absentia that "justified" the projectile of war against Iraq to preempt Iraq from disseminating the said weapons. But the remaining evidence, the only real verifiable evidence, is that there is an intelligence problem with the preemptive in overdrive. So there is in fact a double wrong to the entire sequence of the preemptive. The misidentification of an innocent being as a terror-suspect and denying that being the right to be alive, the intelligence let-down, is the second wrong. The first wrong is what has been discussed earlier—the tearing of the immanent collective of living beings into those that are likely to fall under the force of the preemptive act and those who do not. And as said earlier too, this partition is rather discernible. Basically, the different, the non-natives of the territory tend to belong to those whose right to be alive is now abdicated to the decision of the preemptive force of law. They have no part in articulating that right by themselves anymore. They have no part in voicing out their disagreement with the irreducible profiling force of the preemptive that separates them from others who will hardly be thought to be a suspect. Their voices are simply not heard. They cannot claim to a common collective of living beings insisting on the right to be alive simply by the fact of existence. That they are under the scope of the preemptive separates them from that common. And they are also denied the equality of thinking that any act of violence against civilians of terror is undesirable. For the preemptive to regard these peoples to be as against terror now or in the future is an impossibility. That is unthinkable to the preemptive and its profiling horizon. This is the wrong that one must recognize first and foremost. The space of wrong, in which those are wronged, must be given exposition. One must re-mark wrong, after the marking out of those who do not have equal right to be alive by the politics of preemptive. As Ranciére (1999) says, The concept of wrong is […] not linked to any theater of 'victimization.' It belongs to the original structure of politics. Wrong is simply the mode of subjectification in which the assertion of equality takes it political shape. […] Wrong institutes a singular universal, a polemical universal, by tying the presentation of equality, as the part of those who have no part, to the conflict between parts of society. (P. 39) In relation to the imminent preemptive, "the part of those who have no part" has to be articulated. The "part of those who have no part" is that assemblage of peoples—which is, contrary to the delimited perspective of the preemptive, certainly not limited to the migrant, the illegal immigrant, the asylum seeker, the ethnic peoples— who have no part in being presumed innocent or being without suspicion of intent of terror as demarcated by that politics; the peoples who disagree with the deadly force of the preemptive without agreeing with the ideologies and methods of terror; and the peoples who without crime and without intent of crime desire just a right to disappear and just run, from the force of law. It is a people to come, to use Deleuze and Guattari's term, who will say wait to the speed of the preemptive, who will disagree with the law of the preemptive, as long as the law refuses to allow the sending of the prophylaxis or the time of a counter-hypothesis. The beginning of the paper suggested that if one is to disagree with the preemptive, one needs to get outside of it. This assemblage of "the part of those who have no part" is precisely the people to come who are outside the consensus (the police chiefs, the State, the military complex) that seeks to normalize the preemptive. They are therefore the outside whose exposé must not be denied or deferred anymore. With them reserves the potentiality of what Ranciére calls "dissensus" that will break the politics of consensus, the politics of consensus on the preemptive. The voice of this assemblage might not be heard at present, blocked by the deafening speed of the preemptive, yet this assemblage nonetheless has to have a persistence in inscribing itself as an exposition that disagrees with the politics of the preemptive. And it will do so only to (re)claim that common fact of right to be alive without submitting to the decision of the preemptive, to (re)claim the common equality to be presumed innocent and be without profiling by the preemptive, and the common equality of sharing the common desire to resist the ideologies and methods of terror. The persistence of this assemblage inscribing itself is its force of disagreement. (Disagreement or mésentente for Ranciére is about the persistence of the exposition of wrong.) This disagreement is the prophylaxis the assemblage brings to the preemptive, displacing it, counter-checking it, counter-arguing it. The persistence this assemblage gives is also what Ranciére calls the "processing" of a wrong. It "passes through the constitution of specific subjects that take the wrong upon themselves, give it shape, invent new forms and names for it to conduct its processing in a specific montage of proofs" (Ranciére 1999:40). With regard to the preemptive, these proofs will be those that prove that a prophylaxis or counter-hypothesis may change the course the "suspect" takes and therefore maintaining every single possibility of the right to be alive, proofs that disarticulate the interpretation and judgment of the preemptive and therefore securing for the mistaken identity the right to be alive, and proofs that the profiling contours of the preemptive is wrong to deny them the equality of being presumed innocence and without suspicion of terror-intent. This persistence can be seen as an effective prophylaxis or counter-hypothesis because it is also an interval, an "opening up [of] the world where argument can be received and have an impact" (Ranciére 1999:56, my emphasis). This persistence is like the counter-hypothetic "minority report" in Philip K. Dick's text. And just as a "minority report" must be given an exposure to counter the deadly preemptive, so must this persistence.  If there is anything disappointing about the dénouement of the text of Minority Report, it is perhaps its reactionary turn at the end. There is the chance for Anderton to live out the possibility, the counter-hypothesis of him not being a murderer-to-be. It is the chance presented to him when Anderton's prospective victim according to the "precrime" vision of the future, Kaplan, invites Anderton onto an impromptu stage to 
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expose the flaw of "precrime," to expose the fact that "precrime" makes wrong judgment like the possible misidentifying of Andertonas a potential killer. That could have constituted the emergence of disagreement with the preemptive, as Anderton and Kaplan, "the killer and his victim," "standing side by side," exposes the wrong of "precrime." And the right to be alive, for both Anderton and Kaplan, would have been preserved. But the status quo of the preemptive "precrime" is reinstated instead. In a flash of "blind terror," (Dick 1997: 352) Anderton decides to fulfill the prophecy of "precrime" and fatally shoots Kaplan (One cannot help reading it as a foreshadowing of the "blind terror" of the London shooting in complete view of tube commuters). The exposure of the flaw of "precrime" is thereby short-circuited and the institution of the preemptive is maintained. "Precrime" is secured from any criticism, from any prophylaxis. But the right to be alive is compromised, not Anderton's at least, but Kaplan's. Aside from the politics between the police and the military of which Kaplan belongs, one finds it difficult to justify the exchange of Kaplan's right to be alive for the perpetuation of the preemptive "precrime" system. Anderton , by that time, had already acknowledged and experienced the flaw of "precrime," the flaw that "there've been other innocent people(1997: 333)" under the "precrime" directive. He was going to forcefully resist or disagree with the "precrime" system, for his right to be alive. He had said, "If the system can survive only by imprisoning innocent people, then it deserves to be destroyed. My personal safety is important because I'm a human being" (1997:342). But in the end, Anderton's thought of life is abdicated to a thought of the system. The moment Anderton decides to murder Kaplan is the moment when he "was thinking about the system" so that the "basic validity of the Precrime system" will not be shaken (1997:342, 350). At the end, all is normal with the preemptive "precrime" system. It returns to the terrifying normalcy of the preemptive condition. Life must not imitate fiction in this case. Once again, critical thought must resist any consensual normalization of the preemptive condition. But to be sure again, there is no disputing the good intentions and the possible good what a preemptive can deliver. One cannot ignore the fact that its point of departure is to be prophylactic. The question, perhaps, is about the question of the relative speeds of the preemptive itself. It would be a question of negotiating between its belatedness—so as to let arrive a possible counter-hypothesis, and its acceleration. To put it in another way, it would be a question of opening up a space of disagreement between its two speeds. Every policy seeks to be both a just act or an act of justice, and an act that serves a certain functionality. The problem with policies is that States assume an uninterrupted or noncontestable continuum between functionality and justice. But according to Ranciére, this continuum is but a "false continuity" (1999:21). For Ranciére, there is always a wrong that interrupts this continuum: "Between the useful and the just lies the incommensurability of wrong" (ibid.). The articulation of this wrong, which posits a disagreement with an act presumed to be both functional and just, or which proves the "false continuity" between functionality and justice of an act, cannot disappear, cannot be made to disappear. This articulation must surface. So there must be the persistence of exposition of disagreement with the preemptive as it is today, so as to (re)open thought to the unconditional right to be alive that the deadly preemptive is putting into danger, and to open the entire question of the preemptive to intensive critique and inquiry so as to prevent all thoughts of the preemptive to collapse into an uncritical consensus on its deadly speed. The force of persistence of disagreement would also put into question the undemocratic profiling and partitioning practices of the preemptive. Its exposition will only "presuppose the refutation of a situation's given assumptions" (assumptions like the deadly speed of the preemptive as the only necessity of contemporary security condition; the assumption that the ethnic different, the nonnative, the migrant, tends to incline towards a propensity of future terror) and "the introduction of previously uncounted objects and subjects" (like that of the assemblage of wrong) (Ranciére 2004:7). As Ranciére says, disagreement is "the invention of a question that no one was asking themselves until then" (1999:33). The time of invention of a question in disagreement with the preemptive is none other than but now.
***Inherency***

Inherency: Targeted Killings

Obama administration is increasing the number of targeted killings 

William C. Banks, 4/28/10 (“UNMANNED SYSTEMS TECHNOLOGY”, Banks is a Board of Advisers Distinguished Professor Syracuse University, ebsco, accessed 6/25/10)

During his campaign, President Obama promised to pursue terrorists around the world, including in their refuges in Pakistan. In 2009, President Obama ordered more drone strikes than President Bush ordered in two terms as President. In the first months of 2010, the pace quickened, as more than a dozen strikes were carried out in the first six weeks of the year, killing up to ninety suspected militants. The administration`s legal position was outlined by State Department Legal Adviser Harold Koh in a March 25 speech. Koh offered a vigorous defense of the use of force against terrorists, including the targeting of persons ``such as high-level al Qaeda leaders who are planning attacks.``9 Koh indicated that each strike is analyzed beforehand based on ``considerations specific to each case, including those related to the imminence of the threat, the sovereignty of the states involved, [and] the willingness and ability of those states to suppress Koh indicated that the operations conform to ``all applicable law,``and are conducted consistent with the principles of distinction and proportionality. Just what constitutes ``all applicable law`` in the use of drones in targeted killing? the threat the target poses.``10 11 Regardless of the policy efficacy of the drone strikes, it is never sufficient under the rule of law that a government policy is wise. It must also be supported by law, not just an absence of law violations, but positive legal authority. Indeed, where the subject is intentional, premeditated killing by the government, the need for clearly understood legal authority is paramount. After all, legal authority is what distinguishes murder from lawful policy.

U.S. PURSUES TARGETED KILLING DESPITE LEGAL RESTRICTIONS.


Cullen ’07 (Colonel Peter M. United States Army, Staff Judge Advocate, 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) at Fort Campbell, The Role of Targeted Killing in the Campaign Against Terror, March 13, 2007) BW

Targeted killing is “the intentional slaying of a specific individual or group of individuals  undertaken with explicit government approval.”  In recent years, targeted killing as a tactic in the  ongoing campaign against terrorism has generated considerable controversy.  Some  commentators view it as an indispensable tool in the fight against terrorism and argue for its  expanded use, while others question its legality and claim that it is immoral and ultimately  ineffective.  The tactic of targeted killing is most closely associated with Israel’s campaign  against the Second Palestinian Intifada, but since 11 September 2001 the United States has  consistently conducted targeted killing operations against terrorist personnel.  This paper  examines the legality, morality, and potential efficacy of a U.S. policy of targeted killing in its  campaign against trans-national terror.  The conclusion is that, in spite of the genuine  controversy surrounding this subject, a carefully circumscribed policy of targeted killing can be a  legal, moral, and effective tool in a counter-terror campaign.  Procedures to guide the  implementation of a U.S. policy of targeted killing are proposed.  
 
While the U.S. has not explicitly acknowledged pursuing a policy of targeted killing,  insights can be gleaned from published national security documents5 and official statements6  that shed light on the willingness of the U.S. to employ targeted killing as a tactic in the  campaign against terror.  This was most recently demonstrated by the use of a U.S. Air Force  AC-130 Spectre Gunship in January 2007 to target suspected al-Qaeda terrorists in Somalia.7   Based upon publicly available information, if the capture of designated terrorists is not deemed  to be feasible, the U.S. is prepared to use Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) or U.S. military  assets to target them in lethal operations.8  In addition to the recent operations in Somalia,  targeted killings attributed9 to the U.S. since 2001 have included attacks in the Federally-  Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) of Pakistan and in the Yemen.10  These operations resulted in  the deaths of numerous civilians,11 highlighting the grim reality of collateral damage that adds  greatly to the controversy surrounding targeted killing operations.

Inherency: U.S. Targeted Killings

U.S. targeted killings are being expanded and violate international law

Josh Meyer, 2006 (“CIA Expands Use of Drones in Terror War”, google, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey

Despite protests from other countries, the United States is expanding a top-secret effort to kill suspected terrorists with drone-fired missiles as it pursues an increasingly decentralized Al Qaeda, U.S. officials say. The CIA's failed Jan. 13 attempt to assassinate Al Qaeda second-in-command Ayman Zawahiri in Pakistan was the latest strike in the "targeted killing" program, a highly classified initiative that officials say has broadened as the network splintered and fled Afghanistan. The strike against Zawahiri reportedly killed as many as 18 civilians, many of them women and children, and triggered protests in Pakistan. Similar U.S. attacks using unmanned Predator aircraft equipped with Hellfire missiles have angered citizens and political leaders in Afghanistan, Iraq and Yemen. Little is known about the targeted-killing program. The Bush administration has refused to discuss how many strikes it has made, how many people have died, or how it chooses targets. No U.S. officials were willing to speak about it on the record because the program is classified. Several U.S. officials confirmed at least 19 occasions since Sept. 11 on which Predators successfully fired Hellfire missiles on terrorist suspects overseas, including 10 in Iraq in one month last year. The Predator strikes have killed at least four senior Al Qaeda leaders, but also many civilians, and it is not known how many times they missed their targets. Critics of the program dispute its legality under U.S. and international law, and say it is administered by the CIA with little oversight. U.S. intelligence officials insist it is one of their most tightly regulated, carefully vetted programs. Lee Strickland, a former CIA counsel who retired in 2004 from the agency's Senior Intelligence Service, confirmed that the Predator program had grown to keep pace with the spread of Al Qaeda commanders. The CIA believes they are branching out to gain recruits, financing and influence.
In status quo assassinations go unchecked and the United States abuses its power in the UN to justify questionable uses of force and avoid criticism by the international community

Roma 2’ (Amy C., “Assassinations: Executive Orders and World Stability” 2002 Suffolk University Suffolk University Law Review MJB)

More than any other country, the United States has tended to assert sophisticated legal justifications in an attempt to legitimize public action of aggression. n72 Despite some nations' interpretation of the Article in order to justify uses of force as self-defense, the U.N. is reluctant to expand its restrictive interpretation of the provision. n73 In fact, the Security Council has never explicitly labeled a specific use of force as self-defense. n74 In some cases, the Council's silence was interpreted to mean that the use of force had tacit  [*118]  approval. n75 Nations on the Security Council may use their veto power to prevent the Council from passing a resolution condemning an act. n76 This power has been an especially useful tactic for the United States, which holds a permanent seat on the Security Council. n77 The United States has increasingly used unilateral action as a pre-emptive force against a perceived aggressor, justified that use of force through Article 51, and then vetoed a Security Council resolution that would have condemned its action. n78

Inherency: Special Forces

U.S. special forces will still be present DESPITE the troop withdrawal 

UPI 10 (4/2/10, “U.S. Special Forces staying in Iraq”, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2010/04/02/US-Special-Forces-staying-in-Iraq/UPI-89491270224785/RA)

The number of U.S. Special Forces personnel in Iraq will remain static following an August drawdown date for combat troops, military leaders said in Washington. U.S. Navy Adm. Eric Olson, the head of U.S. Special Operations Command, told an audience at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington think tank, that his forces would stay active in Iraq. "The special operations forces are not experiencing a drawdown in Iraq," he said. "Supporting them is a continuing mission of the rest of the force." Iraqi political slates are in the process of forming alliances to pull together a new government following March 7 parliamentary elections. It could take several months for a nationalgovernment to develop, though it is largely expected to take place before the holy month of Ramadan starts in August. The numbers of U.S. forces are expected to drop from about 98,000 troops to 50,000 by the end of August. Olson said the 4,500 Special Forces personnel, however, would stay behind. "All indications, including my conversations with (Army Gen. David Petraeus, commander of U.S. Central Command, and Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq) is that the special operations forces will be sustained at about their current level," he said.

Inherency/Harms

The Affirmative is Not Inevitable more than 50,000 troops will still be there along with 4.500 spec ops 

King 10 (Christopher, Staff Writer, 4/20, “Leaving Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan: our education by collateral murder”, http://www.uruknet.de/index.php?p=m65230&hd=&size=1&l=e, RA)

The level of bombing in Baghdad has been increasing recently, just as the Americans are supposed to be getting ready to leave Iraq. Three bombs in civilian areas killed about 47 persons a few days ago. Bombs explode every day but we only hear about the worst cases. Violence is such that the US has developed contingency plans to keep a high level of troops in Iraq to "maintain security". The Washington Post regularly worries about the welfare of Iraqis after the US leaves. Leaves? Even when the US nominally leaves Iraq, 50,000 "trainers" will remain as well as 4,500 special forces and tens of thousands of para-military "contractors". Barack Obama’s pledge to leave Iraq was really a fraud to get elected. Let’s pause to think about the continuing violence and bombing in Iraq that is providing the excuse for the US to remain. Attacks against Americans are now very rare. Most of the bombs have been in Shi’i areas against Shi’i civilians or police. This doesn’t make sense for two reasons. Firstly, it gives the Americans an excuse to stay when everyone wants them to leave. Secondly, they serve no useful purpose to any Iraqi group. It can do the Sunnis no good whatever to provoke the majority Shi’ah into open civil conflict that they will lose. Al-Qaeda? Why should they attack Sunni civilians when the hated Americans are conveniently at hand to kill? There aren’t many Al-Qaeda in either Iraq or Afghanistan anyway. That’s official. And if Al-Qaeda or anyone else should have a plan to forment trouble as a prelude to taking over the country it would be best to let the Americans leave first. In short, there’s no advantage to be had by any Iraqi faction in bombing Shi’i areas.

Inherency: Drone Attacks Increasing

Drone attacks and assassinations are increasing in intensity with the Obama administration

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

For nearly four years, the United States has been using unmanned aerial vehicles, also known as “drones,” to repeatedly bomb targets in Pakistan.1 The drone strikes, operated primarily by the CIA, are reportedly launched with the intention of killing top al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders and holding the Pakistani government accountable. Since the Obama administration has taken office, the U.S. campaign of drone strikes in Pakistan has markedly intensified, consistent with the trends established in the final eight months President Bush’s second term. Although the bombings of Pakistan fall into a much broader strategic U.S. policy in the region, it is the purpose of this analysis to focus solely on the legal implications and human costs of the drone strikes in Pakistan. 

Inherency: U.S. Partaking in Targeted Killing

U.S. covert operations currently include the substantial use of targeted killings

RINF, 2009 (“U.S. carrying out “targeted killings”, google news, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey

Media reports recently exposed efforts by the Bush administration to create a CIA “assassination squad” so secret that former Vice President Dick Cheney ordered the agency to keep Congress in the dark about it. The Wall Street Journal called it a secret plan to “capture or kill al Qaida operatives”; on Thursday, the Washington Post said the program was about to be activated when CIA director Leon Panetta pulled the plug. But the blaring headlines, and the buzz in the blogosphere, are not just due to more evidence of the ex-veep’s addiction to executive power and behind-the-scenes machinations. It’s that word “assassinate.” Most observers assume that assassination is specifically proscribed by U.S. policy. Except it isn’t, exactly, and while the secret CIA assassination program canceled by Panetta may never have claimed a victim, the U.S. is already carrying out actions that look nearly exactly like assassinations, and doing so within the guidelines of domestic and international law. The United States has had plenty of legal latitude to carry out targeted killings during the so-called war on terror — and has been exercising that option vigorously for the past eight years. The United States, in fact, has been targeting and eliminating specific al-Qaida and Taliban operatives ever since Congress authorized the use of force against them in September 2001. Just the other day, what were probably unmanned CIA droneskilled 43 militants in Pakistan as part of the still unsuccessful effort to assassinate just one man, Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud. Early last year, Salon reported from the Middle East on targeted killings carried out by the U.S. Air Force in Iraq and Afghanistan. That article explored the sometimes-excruciating process, assisted by military attorneys, of trying to decide who could be killed from the air and under what circumstances, while simultaneously trying not to kill innocent civilians. The military officials at the installation Salon visited were definitely engaged in targeted killing — yet they objected to the use of the term “targeted killing,” much less “assassination.”

Inherency: Drone Attacks Increasing

Drone attacks and assassinations are increasing in intensity with the Obama administration

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

For nearly four years, the United States has been using unmanned aerial vehicles, also known as “drones,” to repeatedly bomb targets in Pakistan.1 The drone strikes, operated primarily by the CIA, are reportedly launched with the intention of killing top al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders and holding the Pakistani government accountable. Since the Obama administration has taken office, the U.S. campaign of drone strikes in Pakistan has markedly intensified, consistent with the trends established in the final eight months President Bush’s second term. Although the bombings of Pakistan fall into a much broader strategic U.S. policy in the region, it is the purpose of this analysis to focus solely on the legal implications and human costs of the drone strikes in Pakistan. 

Inherency: U.S. Partaking in Targeted Killing

U.S. covert operations currently include the substantial use of targeted killings

RINF, 2009 (“U.S. carrying out “targeted killings”, google news, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey

Media reports recently exposed efforts by the Bush administration to create a CIA “assassination squad” so secret that former Vice President Dick Cheney ordered the agency to keep Congress in the dark about it. The Wall Street Journal called it a secret plan to “capture or kill al Qaida operatives”; on Thursday, the Washington Post said the program was about to be activated when CIA director Leon Panetta pulled the plug. But the blaring headlines, and the buzz in the blogosphere, are not just due to more evidence of the ex-veep’s addiction to executive power and behind-the-scenes machinations. It’s that word “assassinate.” Most observers assume that assassination is specifically proscribed by U.S. policy. Except it isn’t, exactly, and while the secret CIA assassination program canceled by Panetta may never have claimed a victim, the U.S. is already carrying out actions that look nearly exactly like assassinations, and doing so within the guidelines of domestic and international law. The United States has had plenty of legal latitude to carry out targeted killings during the so-called war on terror — and has been exercising that option vigorously for the past eight years. The United States, in fact, has been targeting and eliminating specific al-Qaida and Taliban operatives ever since Congress authorized the use of force against them in September 2001. Just the other day, what were probably unmanned CIA droneskilled 43 militants in Pakistan as part of the still unsuccessful effort to assassinate just one man, Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud. Early last year, Salon reported from the Middle East on targeted killings carried out by the U.S. Air Force in Iraq and Afghanistan. That article explored the sometimes-excruciating process, assisted by military attorneys, of trying to decide who could be killed from the air and under what circumstances, while simultaneously trying not to kill innocent civilians. The military officials at the installation Salon visited were definitely engaged in targeted killing — yet they objected to the use of the term “targeted killing,” much less “assassination.”

***Stability – generic***

Targeted Killings = Instability

Targeted killings are expanding undermining national sovereignty and since countries do not receive notification of U.S. assassinations on there soil.

Josh Meyer, 2006 (“CIA Expands Use of Drones in Terror War”, google, accessed 6/26/10)-Wey

High-ranking U.S. and allied counter-terrorism officials said the program's expansion was not merely geographic. They said it had grown from targeting a small number of senior Al Qaeda commanders after the Sept. 11 attacks to a more loosely defined effort to kill possibly scores of suspected terrorists, depending on where they were found and what they were doing. "We have the plans in place to do them globally," said a former counter-terrorism official who worked at the CIA and State Department, which coordinates such efforts with other governments. "In most cases, we need the approval of the host country to do them. However, there are a few countries where the president has decided that we can whack someone without the approval or knowledge of the host government." The CIA and the Pentagon have deployed at least several dozen of the Predator drones throughout Iraq, Afghanistan and along the borders of Pakistan, U.S. officials confirmed. The CIA also has sent the remote-controlled aircraft into the skies over Yemen and some other countries believed to be Al Qaeda havens, particularly those without a strong government or military with which the United States can work in tandem, a current U.S. counter-terrorism official told The Times. Such incursions are highly sensitive because they could violate the sovereignty of those nations and anger U.S. allies, the official said, speaking on condition of anonymity.

Assassinations of national leaders do not stop the insurgency

Thomas 5’(Ward, is associate professor in the Political Science Department of the College of the Holy Cross, and an associate at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard, “The New Age of Assassination”, SAIS Review 25.1 (2005) 27-39, Project Muse, MJB) 

In practical terms, furthermore, it is not often clear that a particular individual’s death will bring about desired changes in state behavior. Events in Iraq since the end of major combat operations suggest that the importance of Saddam Hussein and his inner circle to Iraqi opposition was overstated, as the insurgency’s pace and lethality accelerated after Saddam’s capture in late 2003 and his sons’ death that summer. Forgoing attacks on national leaders may therefore cost the United States little while potentially gaining much.16 

Assassinations provoke terrorist attacks – Israel proves – 

Gross ’03 (Michael, Department of Political Science, Division of International Relations, University of Haifa, “Fighting By Other Means in the Mideast: a Critical analysis of Israel’s Assassination Policy”, Political Studies (2003) vol. 51. pp. 350-368, Ebsco) DM

On the other hand, it is easy to see that assassinations are often followed by waves of terrorist attacks on Israeli citizens. The connection is increasingly evident as the conflict continues. In late November 2001, after a relative lull in the fighting, Israeli forces assassinated Mahmoud Abu Hanoud, a high-ranking Hamas commander, on the grounds that he perpetrated and planned attacks against Israeli civilians. Palestinian leaders accused Israel of provoking militants so as to scuttle American mediation efforts and warned they could not be held accountable for Hamasbacked retaliation (Lahoud, 2001). Regardless of the merits of the Palestinian (or Israeli) claim about the motives of assassination, bloody terror attacks killing 40 civilians soon followed the assassination. The same scenario repeated itself a month later following the assassination of the Tanzim leader Raed Karmi. In the aftermath, ten civilians died in publicly announced retaliatory terror attacks that eventually led the Israeli army to reoccupy an entire Palestinian city, Tulkarm, for the first time since the outbreak of hostilities.9
Targeted killings = instability

Assassinations cause instability and radical leadership – Israel and Palestine proves – 

Eichensehr ’03  (Kristen, Writer for Harvard International Review, “On the Offensive: Assassination Policy Under International Law”, Harvard International Review, (Fall 2003). pp. 36-39) DM
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ASSASSINATIONS KILL PEACEFUL RELATIONS AND STABILITY

Proulx 2005 [Vincent-Joel Proulx, University of Ottawa, International Legal Studies at New York University, he is also a doctoral candidate at McGill University Institute of Comparative Law, If the Hat Fits, Wear It, If the Turban Fits, Run for your Life: Reflections on the Indefinite Detention and Targeted Killing of Suspected Terrorists, May 2005, https://litigation-essentials.lexisnexis.com/webcd/app?action=DocumentDisplay&crawlid=1&crawlid=1&doctype=cite&docid=56+Hastings+L.J.+801&srctype=smi&srcid=3B15&key=b77fa1105fbf136d086e4c1c0ab57e37, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

It is no secret that both the United States and Israel have been engaging in a policy of targeted killing of terrorists. n344 This policy has been sharply criticized as an impediment to peaceful relations and other initiatives conducive to stability, especially in the case of Israel. n345 In 2002, the High Court of Justice of Israel unanimously refused to intervene in the state's policy of targeted killing, n346 which it saw as a non-justiciable issue. n347 Under this policy, the military identifies a particular terrorist and proceeds to remove that person through an aerial strike n348 or other means of assassination. n349 Because this type of practice is incompatible with international law, which categorically prohibits extra-judicial executions, governments often dissimulate their actions. n350 Such is the case in Israel,  [*874]  where the death sentence has only been judicially imposed once, in the trial of Adolf Eichmann. n351 Nevertheless, senior Israeli officials have admitted that targeted killing is often used to thwart future terrorist attacks, to punish suspected terrorists, and to deter further terrorist activity. n352 Some scholars argue that Great Britain, too, although not resorting to capital punishment of suspected terrorists through judicial channels, might have engaged in extra-judicial execution of individuals involved in activities hostile to the security of the state. n353
Targeted Killings = Instability

The negative has got it all backwards – targeted killings hurt US credibility and provoke terrorist attack – 

Eichensehr ’03  (Kristen, Writer for Harvard International Review, “On the Offensive: Assassination Policy Under International Law”, Harvard International Review, (Fall 2003). pp. 36-39) DM
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Targeted killings causes an infinitely regressive cycle of assassinations by other nations – 

Eichensehr ’03  (Kristen, Writer for Harvard International Review, “On the Offensive: Assassination Policy Under International Law”, Harvard International Review, (Fall 2003). pp. 36-39) DM
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Instability – iraq 

U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IS ROOT CAUSE OF IRAQI EXTREMIST VIOLENCE-- NO END IN SIGHT

Riedel, April 20 2010 (Bruce, Senior fellow for foreign policy and the Sabaan Center for Middle East Policy with The Daily Beast, “The Terrorist We Keep Killing”, accessed June 21 2010) 

Start from the beginning. On September 11, 2001 there was no al Qaeda in Iraq and no connection between Saddam Hussein’s government and al Qaeda. Saddam had nothing to do with 9/11, despite what the Bush administration tried to make you believe. We invaded Iraq not because it had been a base for the most deadly attack on our country since 1814 when the British burned the White House. As Max Cleland, former U.S. Senator from Georgia and Vietnam veteran said “attacking Iraq after 9/11 was like attacking Mexico after Pearl Harbor.”  But al Qaeda was quick to see where Bush was going. Zarqawi moved into Iraq after he and the rest of al Qaeda’s network of terrorists were expelled from Afghanistan in late 2001. He worked carefully and successfully to prepare and build an infrastructure to attack the American occupation force once it overran Iraq in 2003—including networks of supporters in the Muslim diaspora in Europe and all over the Islamic world to funnel volunteers, many of them suicide bombers, into Iraq once the occupation began. In short, al Qaeda prepared for the occupation of Iraq far more effectively and efficiently than did the Pentagon.  On February 11, 2003, Osama bin Laden sent an open letter to the Iraqi people warning them that Bush was getting ready to attack their country. Bin Laden blamed the conspiracy on the Crusaders and Zionists who wanted to “install a stooge regime to follow its masters in Washington and Tel Aviv to pave the way for the establishment of Greater Israel.”  Within months of the occupation, al Qaeda in Iraq was assassinating senior Shia leaders and bombing Shia mosques to incite a Sunni-Shia civil war. It also moved rapidly to drive out of the country all those non-American players like the U.N. which would be crucial to post-invasion governance. The bombing of the U.N. headquarters on August 19, 2003 was an early indication of how carefully the terrorists had planned and prepared.  Then, al Qaeda overplayed its hand. Even by the tough standards of Iraq, Zarqawi was a brutal and sadistic murderer. Inside al Qaeda he was called “the stranger” for his extreme views. Attacking mosques and wedding parties, killing other insurgents and proclaiming a separate Sunni Arab state, the Islamic State of Iraq, he went too far and provoked a backlash. Bin Laden and Ayman Zawahiri tried to persuade Zarqawi not to go so far, but he did not listen. After his death, however, they lauded him as a great martyr for the jihad.  What he did do was buy them time. While America was focused on Iraq, bin Laden and Zawahiri rebuilt al Qaeda in Pakistan and staged a remarkable comeback in Afghanistan along with the Taliban. That disaster was what Barack Hussein Obama inherited from his predecessor a year ago. The Iraqi government’s announcement claimed bin Laden was communicating with al Masri and al Baghdadi directly—underscoring the fact that the al Qaeda core leadership is still very much alive and deadly, orchestrating a global jihad nine years after 9/11.  Al Qaeda always faced a difficult operating environment in Iraq. The majority of Iraqis are not Sunni Arabs and resent foreigners interfering in their country. If al Qaeda has been dealt another blow in Iraq this week that is an accomplishment, but probably not the end of the remarkable odyssey of al Qaeda in Iraq. 
Civil war escalates – iraq 

Tensions on ethnic conflicts will lead to an escalation in civil war, this is an Internal Link to rise of an even bigger war

Cordesman 06’ (“Iraq’s Evolving Insurgency and the Risk of Civil War”,  by Anthony H. Cordesman, the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Working Draft, Revised: April 26, 2006, Accessed 6.25.2010,  http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/060424_iraqinsurgrpt.pdf) 

The rising insurgency in Iraq has become a “war after the war” that threatens to divide Iraq and thrust it into full-scale civil war. It dominates the struggle to reshape Iraq as a modern state, has become a growing threat to the Gulf Region, and has become linked to the broader struggle between Sunni and Shi'ite Islamist extremism and moderation and reform throughout the Islamic world. In military terms, the insurgency has evolved into a “long war,” or war of attrition that has produced ten times as many Coalition casualties as the fight to topple the Regime and defeat Iraq’s army. It is a conflict with no clear end and which can either gradually fade if the Iraqi political process and development of Iraqi forces succeeds; or suddenly divide the country in ways that no amount of Coalition effort may be able to avoid. There is no clear or meaningful difference between insurgency and civil war, or between largely national terrorism and civil war for that matter. They are all forms of civil conflict. The insurgency in Iraq, however, has evolved over time in ways that increase the risk of intense or full-scale civil war. It is increasingly driven by sectarian and ethnic struggles, rather than national movements and causes. The forces in the insurgency include a number of different elements. Shi’ite and Kurdish groups now dominate the government. Their militias and Shi'ite and Kurdish dominated elements of the Iraqi forces do, however, play a role in what is already a low-level civil conflict. They would play a far greater role if Iraq drifts into the kind of civil war that divides the country. There are Sunni insurgency movements, most with Ba’ath origin, that are more secular and nationalist in character, and concerned with Sunni rights and preventing Shi’ite dominance. These groups probably have a large base of popular Sunni support, but have been increasingly overshadowed by the Islamist extremists. The current violence is dominated by Sunni Islamist extremists who oppose any negotiations or arrangement with the new Iraqi government and compromise with Coalition forces. These extremists now focus more on attacking Shi’ites, Kurds, and those Sunnis who support the new government or who might participate in the political process than on Coalition forces. Nonetheless, they still attack Coalition, diplomatic, NGO, and other non-Iraqi targets. They are seeking to force the US and its allies to withdraw from Iraq, and to defeat them through a war of attrition, but their primary goal is to prevent Iraq from emerging as unified national state dominated by a Shi’ite majority This report provides an overview of both how the Iraqi insurgency has moved towards civil conflict from its inception in the spring of 2003 through the first months of 2006, and of the ways in which insurgent tactics and methods have changed over time. It is divided into five general sections.

Iraq instability escalates 

Insurgent effective rates are increasing any increase in hostility towards America can throw this sustained conflict over the brink? 

Cordesman 06’ (“Iraq’s Evolving Insurgency and the Risk of Civil War”,  by Anthony H. Cordesman, the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, Center for Strategic and International Studies, Working Draft, Revised: April 26, 2006, Accessed 6.25.2010,  http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/060424_iraqinsurgrpt.pdf) 

The insurgency remains highly sectarian and highly regional. It not only is driven by a relatively small number of Sunni insurgents, it is concentrated in a limited portion of Iraq. Some 83% of the attacks from August 29, 2005 through January 20, 2006 occurred in only four of Iraq’s 18 provinces, although these provinces do include Baghdad and Mosul and have some 43% of the population. Twelve provinces, with over 50% of Iraq’s population, have been the scene of only 6% of the attacks. At the same time, the insurgents have shown a consistent capability to attack at two major levels of operations: First, through a wide range of constant low-level methods that have a serious cumulative effect. Second, through large attacks designed to capture media attention, intimidate and kill the government’s supporters, and prevent any form of normalization by provoking Shi’ite and Kurdish response and a more intense civil war. The attacks on Shi'ite targets have increasingly led to Shi'ite reprisals and broader Sunni anger and fear in response. If one looks at the cycles in the evolving struggle, there are no clear signs that the struggle isbeing lost or won. For example, the number of attacks peaked to some 700 per week in October 2005, before the October 15t  referendum on the constitution compared to 430 per week in mid- January. This was more a function of insurgent efforts to peak operations in sensitive periods than any outcome of the fighting. Similarly, the number of US killed has averaged some 65 per month since March 2003. The total of US killed was 96 in October 2005, 84 in November, 68 in December, and 63 in January 2006.1 This reflected shifts in the cycles of attacks and in their targets. US experts estimated that some 500 Iraqis were killed between the December 15, 2005 elections and mid-January 2006, an “average” period in US casualties.2 The key issue is not so much the intensity of the fighting, but whether the more extreme Sunni Islamists can paralyze or defeat the political process and intensify the level of civil conflict on all Sides. The December 15, 2005 election did no more to stabilize the situation and limited the insurgency than the transfer of power from the CPA to the Iraqi interim government in June 2004, or any of the other elections that followed. MNF-I intelligence estimates that the number of insurgent attacks on coalition forces, Iraqi forces, Iraqi civilians and acts of sabotage rose by 29% in 2005. The total rose from 26,496 in 2004 to 34,131 in 2005.These attacks have had a relatively consistent average success rate of 24% (attacks that cause damage or casualties.) Put differently, the average number of attacks per month in the Coalition count (which tended to sharply undercount attacks on Iraqi civilians) rose from an average of around 750 in late 2004 to a peak of nearly 3,000 in October 2005, and was 2,500 in December 2005. The average had been well over 2,000 per month from April 2004 onwards.6 At the same time, MNF-I data do reflect a continuing shift towards attacks on Iraqis, rather than Coalition troops. A total of 673 US troops were killed in 2005, versus 714 in 2004, and the number of wounded dropped from 7,990 to 5,639, a drop of 29%.7 US forces saw fewer casualties largely because more Iraqi forces were in the field and there were no major urban battles like the battle of Fallujah. The number of U.S. casualties also dropped because the insurgents shifted to Iraqi targets that were more vulnerable and had far more political impact at a point where it had become clear that the US and its coalition partners wanted to withdraw many of their forces. The GAO summarized the status of the insurgency as follows in testimony to Congress on February 6, 2006. 

Instability in Iraq risks destabilizing the entire Middle East Influence is Key

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

Finally, the United States must mitigate the consequences of violent internal conflict within Middle Eastern states. Civil strife and commu​nal violence have the potential to spill over into neighboring states or provoke those states to inter​vene, overtly or by proxy, in order to manipulate internal political dynamics to their own advan​tage. Both spillovers and interventions have the potential to escalate one country’s internal strife into a wider war that engages multiple countries and destabilizes the entire region. A failed-state scenario in Iraq, which nearly occurred in 2006, would risk spillover and interventions involv​ing Iraq’s neighbors, including key U.S. partners like Saudi Arabia and Turkey, and threaten the security of Iraq’s strategic resources. In a renewed Iraqi civil war, Iran would also be tempted to assert its power more forcefully, either through its militia proxies or perhaps directly, and attempt to advance its objectives by attacking U.S. allies in the region.14 Proactive U.S. coordination and support for allies and international organizations will be necessary to prevent or respond to regional crises. The United States must also commit to improving stability by helping Iraqis resolve their internal disputes, supporting efforts to develop governance and economic capacity, and engaging diplomatically with key international development organizations and potential regional adversaries.

Iraq instability escalates

Even a small conflict in Iraq has the potential to perpetuate terrorism and Al-Qaeda 

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

The primary American counterterrorism objec​tive in Iraq is to prevent the reemergence of al Qaeda or its affiliates and keep the country from serving as a safe haven that could be used to attack Americans or U.S. allies. The prin​cipal front in the campaign against al Qaeda is the Afghanistan-Pakistan theater, where the Obama administration has substantially increased attention and resources. However, it is important to remember that until recently Iraq was a focus of extremist attacks led by the al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) organization, which played a major role in provoking sectarian con​flict. The resulting chaos prompted fears that parts of the country would be controlled by AQI and become safe havens for al Qaeda to launch transnational attacks.15  Over the past two years, the likelihood of that scenario has declined dramatically. AQI, rejected by former insurgents and driven from nearly all of its former strongholds, is near defeat.16 While continuing terrorist bombing campaigns attempt to reignite Sunni-Shiite violence, the strategic significance of the attacks is negligible as long as the lack of Shiite retaliation prevents AQI from reasserting a claim to be the protector of the Sunni community. Thus far, Sunnis and Shiites have recognized AQI’s strategy and resisted falling back into a cycle of sectarian reprisals.17 However, as long as the country’s internal conflicts, includ​ing the disputes between Arabs and Kurds, remain unresolved al Qaeda and other extremist groups have an opportunity to foment disorder and reestablish a base from which to launch destabiliz​ing attacks on surrounding countries. The United States should pursue its interest in defeating al Qaeda by continuing direct actions against AQI and efforts to promote political reconciliation among Iraq’s communities. U.S. policy should also strengthen the counterterrorism capabilities of the Iraqi government and security forces in order to ensure that they can prevent transnational terrorist groups from gaining a foothold in their territory.
Reducing U.S. Influence in Iraq risks a dictatorship government – this makes instability inevitable

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

The United States has an interest in supporting governance structures that facilitate the peaceful and consensual resolution of political conflicts. Authoritarian leaders may protect regional stabil​ity for the time being, but they do not necessarily offer a sustainable basis for political stability and peaceful long-term U.S. relationships with countries of the Middle East. Restricted political opportunities for millions of people throughout the region result in the use of extremist politics and violence as a means of expressing opposition to government policy.18 American interests in regional stability and countering terrorism are better served if popular discontent over repres​sion can be expressed democratically, rather than bottled up until it explodes into revolutions or violence that targets the United States as a sup​porter of oppressive regimes. Consolidating democratic governance in Iraq is the best way to promote the country’s long-term stability. Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki’s perceived efforts to centralize state power under his command are a source of concern to some groups within Iraq, particularly Kurds and former Sunni insurgents, and could provoke resistance and renewed conflict.19 The problem, however, is not necessarily al-Maliki himself, but the fact that Iraq’s troubled history and weak institutions make the reemergence of authoritarianism a distinct possibility, whether by a power-centralizing prime minister or coup d’état.20 A dictatorship is likely to be unstable in the long run, with few safeguards for peaceful resolution of political disputes or orderly transfers of power. If only one man holds the country together, governing institutions are likely to remain weak under personalized control and battles over succession are as likely to be fought in the streets as in elections. Ultimately, authori​tarianism in Iraq may seem to support American interests in the short term, but will harm prospects for long-term stability. While U.S. efforts alone will not be sufficient to turn Iraq into a stable representative democracy, consigning the country to authoritarianism can only be regarded as a poor outcome. In order to avoid it, U.S. leaders should combine strong and public rhetorical commitments to Iraqi democracy with institutional capacity-building programs in Iraqi ministries and local governments that improve transparency and reduce corruption.
Iraq Stability IL

No Military Solution. Diplomatic and Economic Solutions the Only Way to Solve For Stability.

Nagl and Burton 09 [John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA]

“Tell me how this ends.”1 For the last six years, debates about America’s role in Iraq have focused on answering this pointed request made by then-Major General David Petraeus in 2003. Yet the search for an “end game” emphasizes a short-term objective—getting out of Iraq—and sidesteps the strategic imperative of establishing an enduring relationship with a key country in a region of vital importance to the United States. It is time for America to take the long view. Neither Iraq nor America’s stake in a stable, peaceful, secure Middle East will vanish when the last American combat brigade departs. U.S. policymakers must advance long-term, low-profile engagement that helps to resolve Iraq’s internal challenges, strengthens its government and economic institutions, and integrates it as a constructive partner in the region. Though Iraq still faces many significant challenges, America’s willingness to try to impose solutions and Iraq’s willingness to accept them has dwindled. This reality demands a new consideration of American objectives and a new approach to achieving them. 

Iraqi/U.S. Relations Key to Long Term Stability and The Stability of the Oil Market and Global Economy.

Nagl and Burton 09 [John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA]

The United States has enduring interests in preserv​ing regional stability in the Middle East, countering transnational terrorism, and advancing responsible governance. These objectives are advanced by a stable Iraq that can serve as a constructive partner. An Iraq without the capacity to govern effectively and mechanisms to resolve internal conflicts peace​fully would be a destabilizing presence that would harm U.S. interests in the Middle East. Preserving Regional Stability and Security Conflict in the Persian Gulf, whether within or between states, disrupts normal access to the region’s energy resources and threatens the functioning of the global economy, with poten​tially devastating consequences for the economic well-being of the United States and its allies.9 The Middle East contains an estimated 61 per​cent of global oil reserves.10 With an estimated 115 billion barrels, Iraq alone holds 9.3 percent of global oil reserves—only Saudi Arabia and Iran control more.11 Thus, the primary objective and guiding principle of U.S. Middle East policy must be to keep the region politically stable and secure in order to protect American allies in the region and avoid sudden disruptions in the supply of energy resources. To prevent major conflict and reduce insecurity, the United States must preserve its long-standing security partnerships with key states in the region, including Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia. These delicate partnerships require sub​stantial U.S. attention, but provide critical points of leverage for the United States to secure its interests when they are challenged and forestall the spread of conflict without direct intervention on the ground.

Iraq Instability I/L

U.S./Iraq Relationship Key To Redevelopment and Long Term Security.

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

Iraq’s economy will affect its ability to meet many current or future challenges. Unfortunately, the current economic crisis and the resulting collapse of global oil prices have impaired the government’s ability to fund essential services, modernize security forces, integrate the SOI, and reach revenue-sharing agreements crucial to cementing political stability. Over 90 percent of Iraqi revenue comes from oil. The drop in oil prices reduced Iraq’s 2009 budget from a projected $80 billion to an actual $59 billion. This year, Iraq is expected to run a budget deficit of approximately $15 billion.42 The Iraqi government has been forced to cut funding for reconstruction projects by about $6 billion, which decreases employment opportunities for Iraqis, including former insurgents, and reduces the resources available to incentivize power shar​ing and cooperation among competing factions.43
Though oil will remain the primary source of revenue for the foreseeable future, the United States should place a high priority on helping Iraq develop alternative sources of wealth and employment. Investing in Iraq’s human poten​tial is imperative. Even in the best of times, oil wealth and the public sector are insufficient to address the country’s unemployment problems and the attendant risk of jobless young men who seek fulfillment in extremist religious or politi​cal movements. Iraqis ultimately need more (and more varied) economic opportunities, as well as the education and skills training necessary to participate in the global economy.
Long Term U.S. Support is Necessary For Training, Redevelopment and Regional Security. Disengagement Undermines Stability and Vital U.S. Interests.

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

American interests in regional stability and security, counterterrorism, and the advancement of democratic governance require Iraq to stand on its own as an effective partner without relying on costly American intervention. Achieving this objective will require a concerted effort to sup​port Iraq’s developing institutions and economy. The United States and Iraq have signed a Strategic Framework Agreement that recognizes Baghdad’s continued need for assistance, particularly in the fields of security, democratic governance, and eco​nomic development.59 Yet effectively providing the necessary support that strengthens Iraq will be a challenge, particularly in the context of the declin​ing U.S. presence and the lack of American public support for committing more resources to Iraq. These conditions mandate a long-term, low-profile engagement with Iraq, supported by well-targeted and persistent aid. The best way to ensure that Iraq can secure itself, govern itself in a reasonably fair manner, and support a viable economy is to pro​mote effective, transparent institutional processes and professional cultures that reward merit. Rethinking the Emphasis on Security Force Assistance Preserving security and stability in Iraq and the broader region requires capable Iraqi security forces. Assisting Iraqi security forces has been a point of emphasis for years. Yet for much of that time, the U.S. military largely focused on a transi​tion strategy that required getting as many men under arms as quickly as possible, an approach that deemphasized the need for quality leadership in the forces and the importance of developing the Iraqi military and police as viable institutions.60 While continued technical assistance—including the development of logistical infrastructure and air and naval capabilities—for the Iraqi security forces is important, long-term U.S. security force assistance should prioritize professionalizing the Iraqi military and police through institutional and leader development programs. Much of the discussion on Iraqi security force assistance has centered on the structure of the U.S. military advisory mission in the field.61 American military advisors, in addition to training and serving as professional role models, enhance the capabilities of the Iraqi forces in critical ways, by providing links to American intelligence, surveil​lance, and reconnaissance assets and air power for combat or medical evacuation. They also pro​vide crucial technical assistance in key areas like logistics. The economic downturn has hindered the Iraqis’ current efforts to fully modernize their forces and develop supporting capabilities, making continued U.S. assistance even more crucial.62 This is particularly true in more technical arenas such as the development of the air and naval forces nec​essary to defend Iraq’s territory and Persian Gulf oil infrastructure. Developing such capabilities always required some level of American support beyond the SOFA deadline, but now the United States may need to provide continued air and naval protection for an extended period beyond 2011.

Iraq stability I/L

Economic, Political, and Cultural Influence Is Required to Stabilize Iraq. Failure Will Result in Transnational Terrorism and Regional Instability. 

Nagl and Burton 09 [John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA]

America’s involvement with Iraq has been painful and controversial. The United States and Iraq have both suffered great human, financial, and moral costs. Americans will debate whether the war was justified or wise for years to come, and the desire to curtail U.S. involvement is strong. Yet neither the debate over how America came to this point nor a new strategic focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan changes the fact that America has a vital stake in Iraq’s success. American strategy should facilitate resolution of key internal impediments to Iraq’s stability and strengthen its development as a capable state that can defend itself, govern itself effectively and responsibly, and establish the foundations of a more resilient economy. These outcomes will not be achieved through force. Rather, they require persistent, long-term engagement that leverages diplomatic, economic, and cultural elements of national power effectively and affordably to assist Iraqis in rebuilding their country. This is a daunting challenge, but it is also an opportunity to cultivate Iraq as a strategic part​ner. By facilitating Iraq’s reintegration into the region, the United States can help ensure that the country reemerges as a constructive player in the Middle East, a development that would help advance long-term American national security goals of preserving stability, countering trans​national terrorism, and promoting responsible governance. The trauma and controversy sur​rounding the war, and the understandable desire of Americans to put Iraq behind them, should not distract from this opportunity.
Iraq Stability Key to Global Economy

Iraq Instability Can Shut Down the Life Blood of the Global Economy

Nagl 09 (John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American SecurityAnd has a p.h.d. in counter-insurgency, Burton is a graduate of Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program. After the Fire:Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq June 2009.) A.L.

The United States has enduring interests in preserv- ing regional stability in the Middle East, countering transnational terrorism, and advancing responsible governance. These objectives are advanced by a stable Iraq that can serve as a constructive partner. An Iraq without the capacity to govern effectively and mechanisms to resolve internal conflicts peace- fully would be a destabilizing presence that would harm U.S. interests in the Middle East.Conflict in the Persian Gulf, whether within or between states, disrupts normal access to the region’s energy resources and threatens the functioning of the global economy, with poten- tially devastating consequences for the economic well-being of the United States and its allies.9 The Middle East contains an estimated 61 per- cent of global oil reserves.10 With an estimated 115 billion barrels, Iraq alone holds 9.3 percent of global oil reserves — only Saudi Arabia and Iran control more.11 Thus, the primary objective and guiding principle of U.S. Middle East policy must be to keep the region politically stable and secure in order to protect American allies in the region and avoid sudden disruptions in the supply of energy resources.
Afghanistan Stability IL

Increased civilian casualties against Pakistanis due to targeted killing, creates a greater hostility within the insurgency especially since, the attacks have not been consented by the Pakistani government, it destroys credibility 

Jones 09’(“Obama's Solution for Pakistan: Missile Strikes from Unmanned Drones”, by Larry Jones, staff writer,  The World Can’t Wait, The World Can’t Wait organizes people living in the United States to repudiate and stop the fascist direction initiated by the Bush Regime Tuesday, 03 February 2009 00:46

Three days after the alleged peace candidate Barack Obama was inaugurated as President and Commander-in-Chief, military forces under his command killed as many as 22 people in Pakistan, 6 Antiwar Obama supporters may have been disappointed with these attacks, but this is pure Obama carrying out a position he has long put forth. That Obama is continuing and carrying through with murderous missile attacks should not be surprising. On August 1, 2007 Obama said if elected in November 2008 he would be willing to attack inside Pakistan WITH OR WITHOUT APPROVAL FROM THE PAKISTANI GOVERNMENT. Reports at the time said such a move would anger the Pakistani people, and they were right. Following his statement, Obama received the lowest approval rating in Pakistan over any Muslim nation polled before the election.  Just a couple of months later Sarah Palin criticized Obama for advocating attacks from Afghanistan without Pakistani approval, saying that the U.S. should not engage in “invading the sovereign territory of a troubled partner in the war against terrorism.” This was after her alleged boss John McCain told her to reverse her earlier position in support of such unilateral action because he wanted the Republicans to appear to be more in favor of working through alliances. In the presidential “debate” last September Obama said clearly: "If the United States has al Qaeda, bin Laden, top-level lieutenants in our sights, and Pakistan is unable or unwilling to act, then we should take them out." And that is exactly what he is doing now.  Some observers claim there may be a tacit U.S.-Pakistani agreement that when such attacks occur, Pakistani leadership with allow them to take place, but issue protests. However, at the recent World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland, Pakistan's Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani stated that no such agreement exists. "I want to put on record that we do not have any agreement between the government of the United States and the government of Pakistan," Gilani told CNN's Christiane Amanpour. Pakistani leadership has continuously stated that such attacks do more harm than good. In November Zardari told Gen David Petraeus that "Continuing drone attacks on our territory, which result in loss of precious lives and property, are counterproductive and difficult to explain [for] a democratically elected government. It is creating a credibility gap.” Yet, after only a few days in office, that is exactly what Obama did. Continuing such attacks without Pakistan’s permission not only creates a credibility gap; it violates international law by attacking a sovereign country. It did not take long for Obama to become a war criminal. These missile attacks continually add to the number of newly recruited insurgents with al Qaida and the Taliban. When asked about the actions in a news conference on Tuesday, carry-over Defense Secretary Robert Gates replied, “Both President Bush and President Obama have made clear that we will go after al Qaida wherever al Qaida is and we continue to pursue that.” Many progressive people who supported Obama claimed that Obama’s war-like campaign statements were what he had to say in order to get elected and that he would change once in office. Tell that now to the Pakistani mother holding her dead child killed by an Obama-ordered missile.  CONDITIONS WORSEN FOR PAKISTANISThe rapid spread of the Taliban in Afghanistan has also greatly affected Pakistan. Many of the Taliban forces have been amassed along theAfghan-Pakistan border. As the New York Review of Books reports: “In less than eight months, Asif Ali Zardari’s new government has effectively lost control of much of the North-West Frontier Province to the Taliban’s Pakistani counterparts. … Woman have now been forced to wear the burqa, music has been silenced, barbershops are forbidden to shave beards, and over 140 girls’ schools have been blown up or burned down.” Eighty percent of the 10.8 billion US dollars that Washington has sent to Pakistan since Sep. 11, 2001 went to the military. And just three weeks before Bush left office, his Defense Department awarded a $498.2 million contract to Lockheed Martin to supply 18 F-16 aircraft to Pakistan. But has militancy decreased?  Of course not; it has increased, especially with members of the Taliban crossing over into Pakistan. Plus, with all the emphasis on the military and no money going into economic development many youth fall under the sway of the Taliban. In the January 30 Bill Moyers’ Journal show, he discussed the viability of the current U.S. approach of waging war to defeat the insurgents and then working to “fix” the government. Historian of foreign policy Marilyn Young said that: “The problem is the focus remains a military solution to what all the other information I have says is a political problem. So I don't care how you slice the military tactic, so long as your notion is that you can actually deal with this in a military way, you're just going to march deeper and deeper into what Pete Seeger used to call the Big Muddy…” A former Pentagon official, Pierre Sprey helped found the military reform movement risking his career by taking issue with a defense bureaucracy spending more and more money for often ineffective weapons. He told Moyers, speaking of the Pakistani-Afghan situation that “the more we try to fix the security situation, the more we will drive these people, particularly the Pashtun, into implacable opposition. And whether the military solution is more bombing from Predators or from F-16s or more special forces on the ground, you know, attacking villages and inadvertently killing lots of civilians, it doesn't matter. As long as security comes first, the mission will fail because these people are sick and tired of a government that's oppressing them and a foreigner who's killing them.  Is Obama’s military approach to the region in the interests of the Pakistanis or the Afghans or, indeed, of humanity? Obama is thinking like an American, but we must think about humanity.

Pakistan Stability I/L

First, instability in Afghanistan spreads to Pakistan

Khalilzad & Byman, Sr Fellows @ RAND, 2000 (Zalmay & Daniel, The Washington Quarterly, Winter)

Instability in Afghanistan has spread outside its borders. Many terrorists in Saudi Arabia and Muslim extremists in the West received training in Afghanistan. These extremists have caused violence and instability in Lebanon, the Balkans, the Persian Gulf, Central Asia, and other parts of the world where U.S. interests are engaged. They pose a threat to U.S. soldiers and civilians at home and abroad, to the Middle East peace process, and to the stability of our allies in the region. An alarming recent trend is the spread of “Talibanism” to Pakistan. Islamic societies espousing the Taliban’s extreme policies are gaining influence throughout Pakistan, including in the security services and armed forces. The Taliban hosts extremist Sunni groups that have killed hundreds of Pakistani Shi’a and even tried to assassinate moderate Pakistanileaders.1 Many of the militants who invaded Indian-controlled Kashmir in May 1999 were trained in Afghanistan. Although the Taliban does not control Pakistan today, the prospect of a nuclear-armed Pakistan adopting the credo of the Taliban, while unlikely, is simply too risky to ignore. Forces tied to the Taliban and to bin Laden are also gaining influence in Central Asia and are active in ongoing conflicts in Kashmir, Tajikistan, Chechnya, and Dagestan. Afghanistan also is a major exporter of drugs, to Europe and increasingly to the United States. Afghanistan is the world’s largest producer of opium—and the Taliban has done nothing to stop this. Money from the drug trade finances the Taliban, helping to ensure their control over the country. Drug money has also enabled the Taliban to gain influence in Pakistan and other neighboring countries, buying off local officials who might otherwise police the border. Legitimate commerce has suffered as the drug trade has undermined the authority of government and social institutions. Afghanistan has also become a major center for smuggling, particularly for arms. Such smuggling not only hinders the development of any legitimate economic activity in Afghanistan, it also destabilizes Afghanistan’s already troubled neighbors. Legitimate merchants in Pakistan in particular suffer from smuggling in Afghanistan. More ominously, Islamic extremists and other radicals can purchase a wide array of arms in Afghanistan and use it in their struggles in other parts of the region. In addition to these more immediate concerns, Afghanistan itself occupies a vital geostrategic position, near such critical but unstable regions as the Persian Gulf and the Indo-Pakistani border. Indeed, the importance of Afghanistan may grow in the coming years, as Central Asia’s oil and gas reserves, which are estimated to rival those of the North Sea, begin to play a major role in the world energy market. Afghanistan could prove a valuable corridor for this energy as well as for access to markets in Central Asia. In addition, Afghanistan can serve as a trade link between Central and South Asia. Instead, Afghanistan has proven an obstacle to the development of this region, as outside investors fear the strife that emanates from Afghanistan. Finally, the United States has deep humanitarian interests in Afghanistan. The infant mortality rate in Afghanistan is the highest in the world. More than two million Afghan refugees live in Pakistan and Iran, destabilizing Pakistan and constituting an ongoing tragedy in both of these countries. Afghanistan’s infrastructure has been destroyed. The educated classes for the most part have either been killed or have left the country. Because of the lack of modern schools and the Taliban’s policies, Afghan children receive little education, undermining the prospects for future economic development.

Pakistani Instability ( Nuclear War

Pakistani instability results in a coup and indo-pak nuclear war 

Stephen John Morgan, 2007 (Stephen John, former Member of British Labour Party Executive Committee; political psychologist; researcher of Chaos/Complexity Theory; wrote “The Mind of a Terrorist Fundamentalist – the Cult of Al Qaeda,”; lived and worked in more than 27 different countries including crisis situations in Northern Ireland and Yugoslavia, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639)

Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out. Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US. 

Pakistani coup causes radical takeover of there nuclear arsenal creating a scenario for short term nuclear exchange 

Rosenbaum, 2007 (Ron. “Talkin' World War IIIThe return of the repressed” Nov. 29,http://www.slate.com/id/2178792/pagenum/3/)

I don't want to be alarmist (actually I do, or rather I'd like you to share my sense of alarm), but I'm surprised there isn't a greater sense of concern about those Pakistani nukes. Forget Iran and Israel (Bush's hypothetical route to World War III). Pakistani nukes now represent the quickest shortcut to a regional nuclear war that could escalate to a global nuclear war. The instability of the Musharraf regime and uncertainty about its control of its "Islamic bomb"—actually an arsenal of nukes, including, reportedly, the long-range missiles they can be mounted on—has been a particular concern since 9/11. The key "unknown unknown" in the decision to invade Afghanistan was whether the considerable bloc of radical Islamist Taliban (if not al-Qaida) sympathizers within the Pakistani military and its notorious intelligence service, the ISI (which in fact helped create al-Qaida), would destabilize the Musharraf government. We dodged a bullet then. But now the once-shaky Musharraf regime is on the brink of collapse. Musharraf has survived assassination attempts before, and there is little likelihood that the forces behind those attempts have a diminished appetite for his demise, literal or political. And consider this: In recent years entire regions of Pakistan have become safe havens for al-Qaida and (quite likely) Osama. Is it not possible that instead of pursuing elaborate schemes to buy nukes on the black market or smuggle an improvised radioactive "dirty bomb" into the United States, al-Qaida has been biding its time, burrowing its way into Pakistan, waiting for the Islamic bomb to drop into Bin Laden's lap? (I know: not a great choice of metaphor.) Because he thinks long term, he doesn't have to try to scrounge up some "loose nuke" from the former Soviet "stans"; he can just wait. He's one coup—or one bullet—away from being handed the keys to an entire arsenal of nuclear weapons. Those keys: Throughout the years since 9/11, when Pakistan was supposedly our valiant ally against terrorism, various leaks and hints have offered false reassurances that the United States had in some way "secured" the Pakistani nuclear arsenal. That we were virtually in the control rooms with a hand on the switch. But then, in the wake of the new threats to Musharraf's precarious regime, came the New York Times front-pager on Nov. 18 (one month after Bush's "World War III" pronouncement in the White House) on the nature of U.S. "control" over Pakistani nukes. The Times had held this story for more than three years at the behest of the Bush administration. This time, when discussion of the issue in Pakistan became more public in the midst of the crisis and theTimes told the administration it wanted to publish, the White House withdrew its request for a hold. If people in the administration withdrew their request because they thought the story would be in any way reassuring, they are, to put it mildly, out of their minds. The rumors circulating that the United States was somehow in Pakistani launch control rooms, presumably exercising some control, turn out to be—theTimes story revealed—wishful thinking. In fact, the American efforts appear to have been aimed at preventing an "unauthorized" launch, a scenario in which al-Qaida or some terrorist group steals a weapon and tries to use it. But the real danger is not "unauthorized" launches but unwelcome "authorized" ones. The real worry is what happens when Musharraf falls, which seems at least a good possibility. What happens if the authority to authorize a launch falls into the hands of either al-Qaida-sympathizer elements in the military and intelligence service or, worst case, al-Qaida itself? After all, polls in Pakistan have consistently shown Bin Laden to be more popular than Musharraf. From a cave to a nuclear control room is not an utterly unforeseeable nightmare.
Pakistan Instability ( Indo Pak War

Pakistani coup results in Indian strikes to eliminate nuclear weapons and facilities  increasing chance of escalation 

David Albright, 2002 (David, President and Founder of the Institute for Science and International Security, http://www.isis-online.org/publications/terrorism/stanleypaper.html, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey 

Although such responses appear possible in theory, their implementation could be extremely difficult and dangerous. A U.S. military action to seize or cripple Pakistan's strategic nuclear assets may encourage India to take similar action, in essence to finish the job. Even if India does nothing, a new Pakistani government may launch any remaining nuclear weapons at U.S. forces or against India. In addition, removing the nuclear weapons would not be enough. The new government would inherit the facilities to make nuclear weapons. Extensive bombing would thus be required at several nuclear sites, including the relatively large Khushab reactor and New Labs reprocessing plant. These types of attacks risk the release of a large amount of radiation if they are to ensure that the facility is not relatively quickly restored to operation. For example, bombing the facility so as to bring the roof down on the reactor core or hot cells is unlikely to be sufficient. Such harsh contingencies may be important to consider in order to protect the vital interests of the United States and its allies. A better strategy, however, is to take appropriate steps to minimize the likelihood that such catastrophic scenarios materialize.

Political instability escalates into a regional nuclear war

Grant Guthrie,  2000, (“ Nuclear Testing Rocks the Sub-Continent: Can International Law Halt the Impending Nuclear Conflict Between India and Pakistan?  Hastings International and Comparative Law Review, Spring/Summer, 23 Hastings Int’l & Comp. L. Rev. 495, p. 503) 

There are strong political forces contending for control of Pakistan. n88 Pakistan has been ruled on and off by the military for half of its history. n89In October of 1999, Pakistan's democratically elected government was overthrown and traded for a military regime. n90 If Pakistan's political climate does not eventually stabilize, Pakistan may become divided and compartmentalized, like a warlord-ridden, nuclear Somalia. Each faction would control nuclear weapons and a nuclear civil war could ensue. The world could be at the mercy of a rogue nuclear state. The effect on the world could be incredibly destabilizing.

Indo Pak Nuclear = Extinction 

Indo-Pak Nuclear war results in extinction

Fai, 2001 (Dr. Ghulam, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, a non-profit organization dedicated to increasing knowledge; Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies; founding chairman of the UK-based Kashmir Press International; Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, and an M.A. from the Aligarh University in India; addressed the 46th thru 56th Sessions of the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) at Geneva; invited by the European Parliament to present a briefing paper for "Kashmir Round- Table," held in Brussels in October 1993, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, July 8th, 2001. Washington Times.)

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) toaggressive 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 entireglobe.  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.

Pakistan Instability( Iran/India Prolif, and Afghan Collapse

A extremist Pakistan causes Indian/Iranian prolif, collapse in Afghanistan, and a safe haven for terrorist 

Bruce Riedel, 2009 (“Pakistan’s Nuclear Scenarios, U.S. Solutions”, Bruce Riedel is a former C.I.A. officer, is a senior fellow in theSaban Center at the Brookings Institution. He was chairman of President Obama’s strategic review of United States policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan earlier this year., http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/05/pakistan-scenarios-us-solutions/, google, accessed 6/25/10)

Just before her murder in December 2007 former Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto said, “I now think Al Qaeda can be marching on Islamabad in two to four years.” Today her prophecy seems all too real. Al Qaeda’s allies in Pakistan, the Taliban, Lashkar e Tayyba, and other extreme jihadists, are becoming increasingly powerful. They are no longer confined to the tribal belt along the Afghan border but have built strong bases of support in the nation’s heartland, the Punjab, and in the major cities. The mayor of Karachi, a mega city of 18 million, tells me the Taliban alliance is now threatening to take over his city, the country’s only major port and NATO’s logistical supply line for the war in Afghanistan. A jihadist state in Pakistan is neither imminent nor inevitable, it may not be likely, but it is a real possibility. A jihadist Pakistan would be a strategic nightmare for America, south Asia and the world. It would provide al Qaeda and other terrorist groups with the ultimate sanctuary in the worlds’ second largest Muslim state, protected by nuclear weapons, with a global diplomatic presence and Pakistani Diaspora that could be used to support terror. A jihadist takeover would make the NATO mission in Afghanistan increasingly untenable. It would be a direct threat to both Hindu India and Shia Iran, encouraging both to expand and accelerate their own nuclear programs.
Pakistan Instability ( Nuclear Terrorism

Instability in Pakistan results in terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons

Karin von Hippel, 2009 (“Pakistan’s Nuclear Scenarios, U.S. Solutions”, is co-director of the Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project at the Center for Strategic and International Studies., http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/05/pakistan-scenarios-us-solutions/, accessed 6/25/10)

A Taliban and Al Qaeda takeover of Pakistan, along with its nuclear arsenal, pose the worst-case scenario for Western policymakers and far too many Pakistanis. But two other, less extreme scenarios also cause serious concern. The first would be yet another military coup, potentially led by junior officers with sympathy for the Islamist militants. Many of these junior officers are largely unknown to their counterparts in the West, unlike the senior military officers. This lack of familiarity is the result of U.S. sanctions placed on Pakistan between the end of the Cold War and Sept. 11, 2001, moves that were intended to punish the country for its nuclear program and, later, for a military coup. The second nightmare scenario would be continued state disintegration, resulting in competing militias, terrorist groups and criminal gangs in charge of most of Pakistan’s provinces and territories, with the government exercising only nominal control over parts of the capital city and — maybe — some of the nuclear weapons. Any of these scenarios will have enormous consequences for the South Asia region, home to nearly half the world’s population. Any of these formulations will have direct and enormous consequences not only for the people and governments in the greater South Asia region — home to nearly half the world’s population and several nuclear-armed states — but also further afield in Europe and North America.

Indo-Pak Most Likely Scenario 

Mistrust and rising Islamic extremism within Pakistan makes it the most likely scenario for nuclear escalation

Danielle Pletka, 2009 (“Pakistan’s Nuclear Scenarios, U.S. Solutions”, Danielle is vice president of foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute. http://roomfordebate.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/05/05/pakistan-scenarios-us-solutions/, google, accessed 6/25/10)

American South Asia policy is terminally afflicted by strategic attention deficit disorder (SADD). In the three decades since the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the United States has trusted the Pakistanis (and allowed the ISI to run mujahedeen operations), mistrusted the Pakistanis (and sanctioned them for developing the nuclear weapons they developed five years before the sanctions), trusted the Pakistanis (and climbed into bed with Pervez Musharraf as the terror fighting hero of the post 9/11 era), dumped Musharraf, embraced Benazir Bhutto and then her widower, and now we’re about to dump the widower. In light of the fact that successive American directors of the C.I.A. have labeled South Asia the world’s most dangerous nuclear flashpoint, the fact that 9/11 was plotted in the mountains between Afghanistan and Pakistan, that Islamists affiliated with al Qaeda now dominate significant swaths of Pakistani territory, and that we have two nuclear armed nations eying each other warily, the administration’s confusion is staggering. What’s the nightmare scenario? This is it. We have another president in Washington who believes that if he only finds the right president (of Pakistan, Afghanistan, whatever), the situation on the ground will improve. Another president who believes that more troops equals better strategy. Another president who believes that nuclear weapons and the creeping domination of territory is something that can be managed by better diplomacy. Another president that has been persuaded, as Secretary Gates said today, that Saudi Arabia can help manage our problems.

***WOT advantage***

Targeted Killings Fail (GWOT Adv)

TERRORIST GROUPS ARE DECENTRALIZED, AND DECAPITATION IS NO LONGER POSSIBLE

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

These reactions raise difficult questions about the policy’s efficacy. For one thing, the policy is less effective against decentralized groups. Killing the head of pij was useful because the group was small, Shikaki had no obvious successor, and his followers did not know what to do absent guidance from above. Many Palestinian terrorist groups, however, have since adapted to Israel’s tactics and now allow local operatives more initiative. Today’s pij and its counterparts are so loose in their organization that true decapitation is no longer possible.

TURN: TARGETED KILLING CREATES MARTYRS

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]]

Even when they are effective, targeted killings can create strategic complications. They create martyrs that help a group sell itself to its own community. Hezbollah now venerates figures such as Musawi and uses them to rally the faithful and demonstrate the group’s commitment to fighting Israel. And Khaled Hroub, a Cambridge University–based expert on Hamas, argues that Israeli counter- terrorism measures, including targeted killings, have only increased the movement’s popular legitimacy.

TURN: TARGETED KILLINGS ARE COUNTERPRODUCTIVE; YOU’RE DOING THE SAME THING YOU’RE TRYING TO PREVENT. 

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]]

Critics also level an even more damning moral charge: that the attacks inevitably lead to the death of innocents. Bouchiki was one such victim, and as the Shehada attack showed, even the most carefully planned strike—and one that actually accomplishes its goal—can produce a great deal of collateral damage. The costs of such mistakes go beyond the loss of lives and can call into question the legitimacy of the entire counterterrorism campaign. If terrorism is condemned because it kills the innocent, how can one justify counterterrorism tactics that kill them too?

UNDERMINING THE SUPPORT OF OTHER COUNTRIES RESULTS IN THE FAILURE OF THE WAR ON TERROR

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]]

It is true that the governments of some countries, such as Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan, and Yemen, do not exercise full control over their territory or lack the capacity or the will to arrest important suspects. In such areas, targeted killings should be an option since there is no “sovereignty” to violate. But even there the United States must consider the goodwill of its allies more than Israel does. International condemnation of U.S. actions directly affects U.S. counterterrorism efforts, since much of Washington’s “war on terrorism” is waged with or in cooperation with other countries’ police and security services. The capture of Khalid Sheik Mohammad (one of the masterminds of the 9/11 attacks) involved the intense cooperation of the security services of Germany, Pakistan, and Switzerland. A decision by Germany, Malaysia, Morocco, or other states with a major jihadist presence to stop actively cooperating with Washington could be devastating. Israel may not care what other countries think; in this effort, at least, the United States has to.

Targeted Killings Fail (GWOT Adv)

Solvency: Targeted killing prevents arrest and interrogation which is critical to uncovering the infrastructure of terrorist organizations. 

Byman 2006 (Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government “Foreign Affairs volume 85 no. 2” p.98)NB
Assessing whether Israel’s targeted killings have solved more problems than they have caused is difficult. Israeli officials are the first to say that killing is a tactic of last resort and that arresting terrorists, when possible, is a much better course. After an arrest, security forces can interrogate the suspect and learn about future plots and additional operatives, who can then be arrested too. Killing suspects prevents them from striking, but dead men also tell no tales. 

***Targeted killing bad***

Targeted Killing Illegal

Targeted killings are illegal in international law

Stein 03 (Yael, Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs, “By Any Name Illegal and Immoral”, Accessed June 24, 2010, RA)

The policy of “targeted killing,” as the Israeli government calls it, raises numerous questions concerning its legality and morality. Steven David admits that this policy suffers from several shortcomings but nevertheless considers it legal, moral, and effective and suggests only a few minor changes. Israel should, however, immediately forgo this policy, which is illegal according to international and Israeli law and based on shaky moral grounds. Its effectiveness—although irrelevant to a moral and legal debate—is also controversial. Even if this policy were legal, moral, and effective, the way Israel is implementing it provides, in and of itself, sufficient grounds for desisting from it. 

We are going for one internal link here – Civilian casualties 

Jahagirdar 08 (Om. M., University of Virginia School of Law, July 2008, “Targeted killing, not assassination: the legal case for the United States to kill terrorist leaders”, Accessed June 24, 2010, RA)

Thus far, this article has argued that the US can lawfully kill those foreign leaders who have authorized attacks against the US or pose a substantial threat to US interests. It is essential to explore exactly who can be killed because it is critical that any targeted killing policy not be capricious or whimsical. Being involved in war with a state or an entity does not justify the US in killing any individual, especially those who are in non-military roles and those who are civilians or non-combatants.111 The laws of war would still apply. The US could not target individuals if the attack were not proportional to the attack inflicted by the US, nor could the US target large numbers of civilians solely to kill one person. In determining whether the laws of war would apply, scholars have noted: Law-of-war criteria for combatancy are designed to determine when a person’s association with or activity related to a party to an armed conflict justifies subjecting that person to the consequences of combatant status under the laws of war….Two important criteria for membership in armed forces are self-identification through the wearing of a uniform or some other distinguishing characteristic, and participation within the command structure of a party to the conflict….Enemy organizations will include some individuals who assist the organization in carrying out attacks, even if they are not formal members of the organization. They would probably include, therefore, bin Laden’s driver, who is accused of picking up and delivering weapons and ammunition to al Qaeda fighters, and of driving bin Laden and other high-ranking al Qaeda members in protective convoys.112 

Targeted Killing Illegal

Assassinations are illegal – they would only be legal if done to official combatants, which is only possible if they were recognized as military personnel from their host country and if they are presently in combat; unfortunately, terrorists who are blindly assassinated do not fall within these guidelines

Stein 03 (Yael, Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs, “By Any Name Illegal and Immoral”, Accessed June 24, 2010, RA)

But even if the present situation were defined as armed conflict, it would not follow that the assassination policy is legal. International humanitarian law—the law of war—limits the actions of the participants in armed conflicts and the use of force. The law establishes only two categories of persons involved in a conflict, combatants and civilians, and makes no room for any middle definitions. Terms such as “illegal combat-ants,” “noncombatants,” and others of this type are not so far acknowledged in international law. Only persons defined as combatants are allowed to take part in war. Combatants are allowed, within explicit guidelines, to use force and perform acts that would be considered criminal in a civilian context, such as murder, assault, and damage to property, without being regarded as offenders. They are legitimate military targets and can be attacked until hostilities cease. Combatants held by the country against which they were fighting are entitled to prisoner-ofwar status but cannot be prosecuted under the penal code for the acts they committed during the war, unless they violated the laws of war. Under the 1949 Third Geneva Convention Relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War, anyone belonging to the armed forces of a party to a conflict is a “combatant.” This definition applies not only to combatants in a regular army, but also to combatants in militias belonging to one of the parties, provided they meet four conditions: being commanded by a person responsible for his subordinates, having a fixed distinctive sign recognizable at a distance, carrying arms openly, and conducting their operations in accordance with the laws and customs of war. The rationale behind these rules is to ensure the distinction between civilians and combatants. In order to encourage combatants to identify themselves, the law grants them immunity from prosecution. But if one side does not operate according to these rules, the other side does not have license to attack civilians when they are not engaged in conflict, since the principle of reciprocity is not valid in the laws of war. David’s assertion, therefore, stating that to establish if a person is a combatant, “what is critical is whether the objects of the targeted killings pose an armed threat to Israeli security” (p. 114), is mistaken. Armed Palestinians are not combatants since they do not fulfill the above conditions. Some Palestinians might be recognized as combatants under the 1977 First Additional Protocol to the Geneva Convention, which also applies to “armed conflicts which peoples are fighting against colonial domination and alien occupation and against racist regimes in the exercise of their right of self-determination.” Since Israel has not signed the protocol, however, this article is not applicable in the occupied territories. Israel itself does not view Palestinians as combatants but rather as civilians and therefore tries them and jails them for participating in the hostilities. If they were considered combatants, Israel would have to recognize the Palestinians as prisoners of war and view the killing of its own soldiers as legitimate. Civilians, unlike combatants, are not allowed to take part in hostilities. Civilians who participate in hostilities lose their immunity and become legitimate targets under Article 51 of the First Additional Protocol. Yet, this is only true for the time they take active part in the hostilities, and as soon as they cease to do so, they regain protection. They do not become combatants with a license to kill and do not become permanent legitimate targets. They maintain their civilian status. This is also the Israeli argument. In response to petitions filed at the High Court of Justice regarding the assassination policy, the state argued, “Generally, the laws of war grant civilians immunity. Nevertheless, a civilian who participates directly in hostilities loses this immunity, and can be harmed in order to thwart his intent to perpetrate hostile acts in the future. . . . The State of Israel abides by these principles of international law.”5 Although David seems to have taken Israel’s argument much further, the difference is not that extensive. Israel refuses to recognize Palestinians as combatants not only for legal but also for political reasons, fearing this might grant legitimation to them and to their struggle. To justify its policies, Israel interprets in broad terms the narrow exception available in the law. The Israeli claim is that once civilians take up weapons, they should be considered “civilians participating in hostilities” for all intents and purposes, thus becoming permanent legitimate targets. The exception, however, is far narrower, and refers only to current participation in combat activities. The International Committee of the Red Cross commentary on this article emphasizes this point: Thus a civilian who takes part in armed combat, either individually or as part of a group, thereby becomes a legitimate target, though only for as long as he takes part in hostilities . . . . It seems that the word “hostilities” covers not only the time that the civilian actually makes use of a weapon, but also, for example, the time that he is carrying it, as well as situations in which he undertakes hostile acts without using a weapon . . . . Thus “direct” participation means acts of war which by their nature or purpose are likely to cause actual harm to the personnel and equipment of the enemy armed forces. It is only during such participation that a civilian loses his immunity and becomes a legitimate target. Once he ceases to participate, the civilian regains his right to the protection under this Section, i.e., against the effects of hostilities, and he may no longer be attacked.6 The prohibition of killing, then, is valid as long as civilians are not literally participating in the hostilities, and they can only be attacked for as long as participation continues. Civilians may be prosecuted under the penal law of the country that arrested them, and they benefit from the protection of the 1949 Fourth Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War. Some rights granted to civilians under this convention might be denied, but only when granting the rights would significantly harm the security of the occupying state. Even where these rights are denied, the prisoner must be treated humanely, and, when prosecuted, the proceedings must be conducted in accordance with the convention. They cannot be hunted down and summarily executed. International law does not allow the killing of civilians who have participated in hostilities in the past. Given that the assassinations are carried out against civilians, Israel has to provide evidence that they were “participating in the hostilities” in the meaning detailed above. Since Israel has never provided such evidence, these killings must be considered illegal, and according to Article 147 of the Fourth Geneva Convention, a grave breach of the law of war. 

Targeted Killing Illegal

Assassinations violates human rights law

Stein 03 (Yael, Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs, “By Any Name Illegal and Immoral”, Accessed June 24, 2010, RA)

The assassination policy also violates human rights law, which applies even if one accepts the Israeli definition of the policy as targeted killing of combatants. The right to life, guaranteed in several international documents, may not be restricted even in times of emergency, and arbitrary deprivation of life remains prohibited in all circumstances.7 In the general comment to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the UN Human Rights Committee stated: The Committee considers that State parties should take measures not only to prevent and punish deprivation of life by criminal acts, but also to prevent arbitrary killing by their own security forces. The deprivation of life by the authorities of the State is a matter of the utmost gravity. Therefore, the law must strictly control and limit the circumstances in which a person may be deprived of his life by such authorities.8 Israel’s position, even before the current intifada, is that human rights law is inapplicable to the territories since they are not part of its sovereign territory.This position is not supported by many reputed jurists throughout the world or by the UN Human Rights Committee, a nonpolitical professional body of experts in international law: The Committee points to the long-standing presence of Israel in these territories, Israel’s ambiguous attitude towards their future status, as well as the exercise of effective jurisdiction by Israeli security forces therein. In response to the arguments presented by the delegation, the Committee emphasizes that the applicability of rules of humanitarian law does not by itself impede the application of the Covenant or the accountability of the State.9 In the case of Israel’s assassination policy, the state kills human beings without legal sanction, the legal opinion that allegedly permits such a policy is not made public, the decision to take such actions is made in the back rooms of the security services, and the assassination is carried out without judicial process. Such a policy constitutes an arbitrary violation of the right to life and a severe violation of international law. David’s reference to Israeli law is also inaccurate. Israeli law guarantees the right to life in its Basic Law:Human Dignity and Liberty. According to Article 2 of the law,“There shall be no violation of the life, body or dignity of any person as such.” Article 4 states that “All persons are entitled to protection of their life, body and dignity.”The Basic Law does permit violation of the rights it guarantees, but only “by a law befitting the values of the State of Israel, enacted for a proper purpose, and to an extent no greater than is required, or by regulation enacted by virtue of express authorization in such law.” Israel’s assassination policy does not comply with even one of the conditions included in this article and is therefore illegal. Since the Israeli parliament never legislated any law allowing this policy, it is not possible even to check whether this law,were it available, abides by the guidelines detailed in the article.
Targeted Killings > BioPol Racism

The use of targeted killings turns the “target” into a subject of extermination that is based on biopolitcal racism

Wilcox ‘9

(Lauren, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, Google Scholars, T.S.)

The use of targeted killings by missile or drone is generally framed as an alternative to the deployment of US troops kill or detain the suspect. While eliminating the risk to the potential captors, targeted assassinations also eliminate the option of taking suspects into custody, in which they might be questioned, held as a prisoner of war, or charged with a crime in order to stand trial. They occupy a different status than the prisoners held at Guantanamo Bay, whose are subject to torture, indefinite detention, and force-feeding to keep them alive, but subjugated.  The targets represent not an enemy who must be coerced into negotiating a surrender, or a fugitive who must be brought to justice, but the subject of extermination. This is the relationship that Foucault designates as racism, which is a way to mark the “break between what must live and what must die,” (Foucault 2003, 254) and also, of the necessity of the death of some to secure the lives of others. The health of one population (the cyborg warriors and those they ostensibly protect) is made possible by the death of another population (the terrorists). However, the terrorists are not figured as a population per se, but rather a set of individuals who are marked as those who have or would disregard the sovereign’s law, and must be publically, bodily punished as a means of re-establishing the presence of the sovereign (Foucault 1979). The use of drones continues the extension of the space of the battlefield as well as the time of war indefinitely.  By surpassing the limits of the ‘normal biopolitical body’ through the inculcation of cyborg subjectivities invested with sovereign power over life and death, precision warfare is a means of constituting the global reach of the panopticon: “the oldest dream of the oldest sovereign” (Foucault 2007, 66). Sovereign power over the individualized bodies of terrorists is exercised simultaneously with the biopolitical rationality of risk management that characterizes the ‘accidental’ deaths of civilians who are killed as a result of the high-tech targeting of terrorists. 

I/L to Grieve-able Lives

Targeted killings hide their civilian causalities from public discourse

Wilcox ‘9

(Lauren, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, Google Scholars, T.S.)

While the ‘terrorists’ are targeted for death, a large number of the people actually killed in precision warfare are civilians. The ‘spectacle’ of punishment in bombing is the destruction of buildings and non-human targets; the death of people, whether soldiers or civilians with some important exceptions, is hidden from view. Where the just war tradition sees death in war as glorious sacrifice on behalf of the nation, death is a mistake, an accident, in precision warfare (Elshtain 1995 [1987]). Apart from the much discussed ‘CNN effect,’ in which Western countries are seen to be reluctant cause civilian casualties or endure casualties of their own military forces due the supposed lack of political support for such missions, the avoidance or hiding of death can be seen as part of a broader process of liberal warfare. Challenging this vision of the perfectability of war, Beier argues “there is an indeterminacy inherent in the use of precision-guided munitions (PGMs), even when the weapons themselves perform as intended,” (Beier 2006, 267). While the military stresses the procedures used to distinguish civilians from the intended targets, drones reportedly kill ten civilians for every militant death (Byman 2009). 87 civilians were killed in 42 drone attacks in Israel’s Operation Cast Lead in the Gaza Strip between December 2008 and January 2009 (Human Rights Watch 2009).  

Targeted Killings > Bare Life i/L

Targeted killings turns civilian life into bare life

Wilcox ‘9

(Lauren, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, Google Scholars, T.S.)

The ‘unknowability’ of civilian deaths is related to their production as homines sacri, sacred men. Agamben’s figure of homo sacer is a person who can be killed without the death being considered a homicide (Agamben 1998). The homo sacer has been constituted by sovereign power as ‘bare life,’ biological life without political significance. This concept has different implications from the concept of ‘civilian’. Whereas civilians retain their status as persons whose right to life is to be protected under international law, the state of exception that characterizes war, and especially precision warfare, has made the civilian into a figure whose life has no political significance. ‘Bare life,’ however, has entered politics by the very nature of precision warfare that takes the protection of citizens on one hand, and the civilians in physical proximity to the enemy fighters on the other, to be major political concerns. To be relevant insofar as they live or die, to be enumerated in ‘body counts’ is to be sacred life, that is, killed without the religious overtones of sacrifice. To avoid killing civilians a key rationale for the development and use of precision weaponry, yet, it is due to the practices of precision warfare that that civilians are made killable in the first place.

A2: TARGETED KILLINGS KEY TO SOLVE IRAQ

TURN: IRAQ SOLVES YOUR OFFENSE: TARGETED ASSASINATIONS CARIED OUT BY IRAQ ARE EMPERICALLY SUCCESSFUL AND BOOST STATE CREDIBILITY.

The Washington Times 10 (Ashish Kumar Sen, 4/20/10, “U.S., Iraqi forces report killing two al Qaeda leaders”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/20/us-iraq-report-killing-two-al-qaeda-leaders/?page=2, RA)

Nobody thinks this is the end of their brand of extremism, but it's a setback for them. And it was the Iraqis who led the way on this operation, an example of their skill in the face of a deadly, resourceful foe," the official added. U.S. officials were quick to publicly credit Iraqi security forces with the mission's success. Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., describing the deaths of the terrorist leaders as "potentially devastating blows" to al Qaeda, said: "This action demonstrates the improved security, strength and capacity of Iraqi security forces. The Iraqis led this operation, and it was based on intelligence the Iraqi security forces themselves developed following their capture of a senior [al Qaeda] leader last month. "In short, the Iraqis have taken the lead in securing Iraq and its citizens by taking out both of these individuals," Mr. Biden said. "This counterterrorism operation is the culmination of a lot of cooperation and very hard work by Iraqi and U.S. forces to degrade [al Qaeda] over the past several months and years." Gen. David H. Petraeus, commander of U.S. Central Command, said the operation indicated the development of Iraqi capabilities. Two terrorist leaders were "responsible for barbaric attacks that killed thousands of innocent Iraqi citizens and Iraqi and Coalition Security Force members," Gen. Petraeus said. Congratulating U.S. and Iraqi troops, he said the terrorists' deaths were "another major milestone in the effort to defeat extremism in Iraq" and "significant blows against extremism in Iraq." Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki announced the deaths at a news conference in Baghdad where he showed reporters photographs of the terrorists' bloody corpses, the Associated Press reported. He said ground forces surrounded a house and used rockets to kill the two men, who were hiding inside. Mr. al-Maliki described the deaths as "a quality blow, breaking the back of al Qaeda." The intelligence firm Stratfor noted in an analysis that al-Zarqawi had alienated many Iraqi Sunnis with his ruthlessness. "Al-Baghdadi is thought to have been largely a figurehead intended to reverse that alienation by putting an Iraqi face on al Qaeda in Iraq's efforts, while al-Masri was considered the real brains and operational leadership behind [al Qaeda in Iraq]. It is his death that holds the most potential significance," according to the analysis. Stephanie Sanok, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, said the developments were significant for two reasons. "The first is that Iraqi intelligence and Iraqi security forces took the lead in this operation, with U.S. support," she said. "The success is a shot in the arm for the Iraqis. It shows a real maturity that they didn't have a little over a year ago." Ms. Sanok served until last year at the U.S. Embassy in Baghdad, where she developed policy options for the U.S. government's efforts to support a sovereign, stable and self-reliant Iraq.

***Drones bad***

Drones = Instability – generic 

Drone attacks cause an unprecedented level of resentment, anger, and intensify insurgency

SHAH 10

SIKANDER AHMED,University of Michigan Ann Arbor; Assistant Professor of Law and Policy, LUMS University, Lahore, Pakistan, War on Terrorism: Self Defense, Operation Enduring Freedom, and the Legality of U.S. Drone Attacks in Pakistan) A.L.

The use of force is unnecessary in self defense when, rather than diminishing the dangers involved, the gravity of the threat posed is augmented by the use of force. U.S. drone attacks exacerbate the threat of terrorism, both from a regional and global perspective, and intensely strengthen militancy and insurgency in the troubled Pak-Afghan region. The War on Terror that prompted U.S. military adventurism in the region has proven to be a blessing in disguise for extremist and militants groups. U.S. attacks have given birth to an unprecedented level of resentment and anger among the tribal populace, which has been craftily exploited by fanatical factions through organized propaganda to successfully recruit thousands of disillusioned and impressionable young fighters for their causes. Consequently, these burgeoning violent movements embedded in religious fanaticism have dangerously engulfed many parts of Pakistan propagating insurgency, civil unrest, and terrorism.

DESPITE SHORT TERM BENEFITS, DRONE ATTACKS ONLY FUEL INSURGENCY

Rogan, March 29 2010 (Christopher, army cadet, “INCREASING THE COMBAT POWER OF THE SQUAD ON PATROL: THE POTENTIAL OF THE SOLDIER-PORTABLE DRONE AS A TACTICAL FORCE MULTIPLIER” , accessed June 24 2010)

Nonetheless, it is in the very nature of American military commanders to find every possible way to give the advantage to their troops in a firefight. William H. McRaven, a former Navy SEAL and special operations theorist, writes that even the some of the most physically fit and skilled warriors in the world can find themselves on the losing end of a firefight if they do not have some sort of force multiplier—whether it is surprise, speed or firepower—to achieve relative superiority in an engagement. US troops still need some sort of force multiplier; the new constraints of fighting in a counterinsurgency environment make the use of traditional combat support options such as indirect fire nearly impossible. David Kilcullen, a leading expert in counterinsurgency theory, says that too much firepower can be counterproductive in counterinsurgency. Any form of overreaching or collateral damage in a firefight does more to damage the counterinsurgent’s cause than to help him defeat the insurgent. Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedemann, building on recent comments from David Kilcullen and Andrew Exum, indicate that independent drone strikes have no place in counterinsurgency as they insult the local populace, kill innocent civilians, and subsequently help the insurgent more than the counterinsurgent.

THE SEPERATION FROM COMBAT INVOLVED IN USING DRONES FUELS INSURGENT RHETORIC

Rogan, March 29 2010 (Christopher, army cadet, “INCREASING THE COMBAT POWER OF THE SQUAD ON PATROL: THE POTENTIAL OF THE SOLDIER-PORTABLE DRONE AS A TACTICAL FORCE MULTIPLIER” , accessed June 24 2010)

In various wars in recent history that have involved one participant using drones, the belligerent without any drones have used the technological disparity to their advantage with regards to the psychological aspect of war. Those who have fought against drone-wielding armies have claimed to be inherently braver or more honorable than their enemies; they have said that the enemy’s decision to engage in combat with robots from afar is an indicator of their cowardice and their lack of resolve. This narrative has been used by organizations such as Hezbollah, Iraqi insurgents, and the Taliban in their fights against the United States, and has been used as evidence that “if we just kill a few of their soldiers, the enemy will give up the fight.” Consequently, the combat drone has become a favored target of insurgent strategic narratives, being used to illustrate that the enemy is very often a cowardly imperialist trying to subjugate their people with technology.  Thus, a new counter-suppression, individually-portable drone must be evaluated with the understanding that the context and face of war has changed. Because drones are not new to the battlefield, the addition of a new tactical drone will not change this context very much. However, it may provide commanders with a new form of fire support—a type of indirect fire with loitering capability. Instead of having to wait for clearance to call for indirect fire or close air support, assuming those resources are even available, and then wait for the rounds to land on target, commanders will have a type of indirect fire that can be used effectively and immediately. But users of this new tool must understand the intangible consequences of adopting this technology, to include the dynamic that will develop between the soldiers and the drones and how the enemy may use this drone as a rallying cry for support against the “cowardly” enemy that uses it. 

Drones = Instability – Afghanistan 

DRONES FEED THE INSURGENCY– THIS IS DETRIMENTAL TO NATIONAL SECURITY

Gerges 2010 [Fawaz, Professor of Middle Easter Politics and International Relations at the London School of Economics and Political Science; he earned his doctorate from Oxford, “The Truth About Drones: They are Inspiring Homegrown Terror”, May 30, 2010, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/05/30/the-truth-about-drones.html, 6/25/2010, K.C.]

Failed Times Square bomber Faisal Shahzad says he was driven by anger over dozens of unmanned drone attacks that he witnessed during his most recent five-month visit to his home in Pakistan. That seems a plausible enough motive, particularly since he joins a growing list of homegrown U.S. terror suspects who have cited the escalation of U.S. military operations on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border in general, or in the drone attacks in particular. They include U.S. resident Najibullah Zazi, the Afghan immigrant who pleaded guilty in a plot to bomb the New York subway system; Maj. Nidal Malik Hasan, the U.S.-born army psychiatrist, charged with fatally shooting 13 people at Fort Hood, Texas, last year; and the five American Muslims from Virginia, accused of plotting attacks against targets in Pakistan and Afghanistan. So why isn’t the Obama administration listening? It has so far been unable, or unwilling, to acknowledge the link between the drone attacks and the rising incidence of homegrown terror. Instead, the administration has accused the Pakistani Taliban of directing and probably financing the Times Square plot, even though Shahzad has said he went to the Taliban for help, not the other way around. Obama’s top counterterrorism adviser, John Brennan, dismissed the reports that Shahzad was motivated by the drone strikes and, instead, said that the suspect was “captured by the murderous rhetoric of Al Qaeda and TTP that looks at the United States as an enemy.” The Obama team has its rationale for drone attacks. It stresses that the drone attacks have degraded the capabilities of the Pakistani Taliban and Al Qaeda, without putting U.S. troops in harm’s way on Pakistani soil. What this calculus ignores is the damage drone attacks inflict on America’s reputation in the Muslim world and the “possibilities of blowback,” about which the CIA, which leads the drone war, has rightly warned. The war on the AfPak border has replaced Iraq as the main source of homegrown radicalization. Qaeda’s effort to find and recruit terrorists has been replaced by a bottom-up flow of volunteers, a flow that is currently very weak, and extremely difficult to track. What these individuals had in common was that they were radicalized online, typically by coverage of the AfPak battles. The most controversial element of those battles is the use of CIA Predator drones on targets in Pakistan. The CIA currently wages a 24/7 Predator campaign against the Pakistani Taliban and Al Qaeda. In Pakistan, drone attacks are Obama’s weapon of choice. He has expanded the use of drones to include low-level targets, such as foot soldiers. According to an analysis of U.S. government sources, the CIA has killed around 12 times more low-level fighters than mid-to-high-level Qaeda and Taliban leaders since the drone attacks intensified in the summer of 2008. In the first four months this year, the Predators fired nearly 60 missiles in Pakistan, about the same number as in Afghanistan, the recognized war theater. In Pakistan, the pace of drone strikes has increased to two or three a week, up roughly fourfold from the Bush years. Although drone strikes have killed more than a dozen Qaeda and Taliban leaders, they have incinerated hundreds of civilians, including women and children. Predator strikes have inflamed anti-American rage among Afghans and Pakistanis, including first or second generation immigrants in the west, as well as elite members of the security services. The Pakistani Taliban and other militants are moving to exploit this anger, vowing to carry out suicide bombings in major U.S. cities. Drone attacks have become a rallying cry for Taliban militants, feeding the flow of volunteers into a small, loose network that is harder to trace even than shadowy Al Qaeda. Jeffrey Addicott, former legal adviser to Army Special Operations, says the strategy is “creating more enemies than we’re killing or capturing.” The Obama administration needs to at least acknowledge the dangers of military escalation and to welcome a real debate about the costs of the drone war. Because clearly, its fallout is reaching home.

Drones = Instability – Afghanistan 

Drones Undermine Counter-Insurgency By Creating A Siege Mentality.

Pakistan Patriot 5-17-10 ( Drone Escalation or ethical pause after the blowback?, http://www.pakistanpatriot.com/?tag=mary-ellen-oconnell, Date Accessed: June 25, 2010 ) CD

In 2004, Robert A. Pape, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago warned of the negative consequences of an over reliance on drone technology in a Foreign Affairs commentary. “Decapitating the enemy has a seductive logic. It exploits the United States’ advantage in precision air power; it promises to win wars in just days, with few casualties among friendly forces and enemy civilians; and it delays committing large numbers of ground troops until they can be welcomed as liberators rather than conquerors. But decapitation strategies have never been effective, and the advent of precision weaponry has not made them any more so.” According to counterinsurgency experts David Kilcullen and Andrew Exum, the strategy of predator drone strikes in Pakistan fails on all counts by creating a siege mentality among Pakistan’s civilian population, “exciting visceral opposition across a broad spectrum of Pakistani opinion,” while actually being only a “tactic,” masquerading as a “strategy,” which only “encourages people in the tribal areas to see the drone attacks as a continuation of [British] colonial-era policies.”

Drones are Unifying Insurgents behind a common hatred of the United States

Mary Ellen O’Connell 4-28-10 ( Robert and Marion Short Professor of Law andResearch Professor of International Dispute Resolution, Hearing: Rise of the Drones II: Examining the Legality of Unmanned Targeting, http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2010_hr/042810oconnell.pdf,
Date Accessed: June 25 2010) CD

The use of military force in counter-terrorism operations has been counter-productive. Military force is a blunt instrument. Inevitably unintended victims are the result of almost any military action. Drone attacks in Pakistan have resulted in large numbers of deaths and are generally seen as fueling terrorism, not abating it. In Congressional testimony in March 2009, counter-terrorism expert, David Kilcullen, said drones in Pakistan are giving “rise to a feeling of anger that coalesces the population around the extremists and leads to spikes of extremism well outside the parts of the country where we are mounting those attacks.”18
Another expert told the New York Times, ‘’The more the drone campaign works, the more it fails—as increased attacks only make the Pakistanis angrier at the collateral damage and sustained violation of their sovereignty.’”19
A National Public Radio Report on April 26, 2010, pointed out that al Qaeda is losing support in the Muslim world because of its violent, lawless tactics.20
We can help eliminate the last of that support by distinguishing ourselves through commitment to the rule of law, especially by strict compliance with the rules governing lethal force.

U.S. DRONE ATTACKS AGAINST WILL OF CERTAIN REGIONS VIOLATE THEIR NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY-- FUELS TALIBAN RECRUITMENTS AS FAR AS PAKISTAN

Huria, June 2009 (Sonali, Research officer with the IPCS, “War on Terrorism in South Asia: Af-Pak and Beyond”, accessed June 25 2010)

Obama administration has not only decided to carry on using drone attacks against alleged insurgent sanctuaries in the tribal region of Pakistan, but is reportedly also planning to expand the reach of the WoT by striking deeper, into the province of Balochistan, to which, the Taliban and al Qaeda operatives are believed to have fled, to escape air strikes in the tribal belt. Reports in the media regarding the impending attacks in Balochistan caused a great deal of alarm within the provincial assembly which unanimously passed a resolution on 21 March this year demanding that the federal government take immediate steps to prevent the drone attacks on the province. These attacks not only caused massive civilian deaths, but are also in flagrant violation of Pakistan’s territorial sovereignty. A news report in the News, stated that of the nearly sixty crossborder American drone attacks between January 2006 and April 2009, ‘only 10’ managed to hit their actual targets, leading to the death of 14 al Qaeda leaders and “perishing 687 innocent Pakistani civilians” with about 150 civilians having been killed in the first quarter of 2009 alone. Despite the visible opposition to their use, drone strikes seem to be a favourite with the Americans as they claim that these attacks have delivered significant body blows to the al Qaeda leadership. CIA Director Leon Panetta has described these airstrikes as "very precise and very limited in terms of collateral damage”. There is however, mounting concern not only within Pakistan, but also some quarters in the US, that such attacks are likely to prove counterproductive as these will continue to alienate an increasing number of people from the Pakistani state and result in more converts to the Taliban ideology.
Drones = Instability – terrorism 

Drones bad – increase terrorism and instability

Kashyap July 2009 (Aprajita, Research Intern Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies “Af-Pak Strategy” http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/IPCS_AfPakStrategy_SurveyLiterature.pdf) MFR 

Shahid Javed Burki16 writes that the Obama administration seems keen on human and physical development in economically and socially backward regions as a counter-insurgency method. Winning “hearts and minds” is on the agenda; however, using drones to hunt and eliminate suspected terrorists is only working in the opposite direction. The extent of collateral damage is extensive; 17 militants had been killed by the drone attacks while 700 civilians have also died. An interesting point the author brings out is that the use of air strikes “reminds the people of this area of the atrocities committed during colonial times.” He quotes historian Priya Satia’s view that “only a permanent end to the strategy will win the Pakistani hearts and minds back to their government and to its US ally”. Satia points out that aerial counter-insurgency was invented in these two regions – Iraq and the Pakistan-Afghanistan borderland - by the British in the 1920s. The ‘Af-Pak strategy review’, by spearheadresearch.org17 thoroughly derides US operations in the tribal areas because it undermines and disrespects Pakistan’s sovereignty. These strikes are a “major motivating factor” for new recruits in terrorist outfits and deepen public resentment. The review contends that an expansion of strikes beyond FATA or into Balochistan would be disastrous and plunge Pakistan into chaos. 

Drones = Instability – Pakistan 

Drone attacks in Pakistan violate its territorial sovereignty

SHAH 10 SIKANDER AHMED,University of Michigan Ann Arbor; Assistant Professor of Law and Policy, LUMS University, Lahore, Pakistan, War on Terrorism: Self Defense, Operation Enduring Freedom, and the Legality of U.S. Drone Attacks in Pakistan) A.L.

One must analyze the significance and legality of U.S. drone attacks in Pakistan in light of these circumstances. It is quite troubling to witness the United States consistently use force against and violate the territorial  [*82]  sovereignty of a nation that it officially proclaims to be an important ally in its declared fight against global terrorism, n37 especially when the Government of Pakistan has explicitly and repeatedly condemned such U.S. attacks as a violation of its territorial sovereignty and as a serious undermining of its own fight against curbing terrorism emanating from Pakistan. n38

Ineffective drone strikes results in blowback from Pakistan and causes terrorism as retribution for U.S. strikes 

David Sirota, 5/14/10 (“Terrorism: The inevitable blowback from drone attacks”, http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/feature/2010/05/14/terrorism_as_drones_blowback google, salon, accessed 6/25/10)-Wey

Though we don't like to call it mass murder, the U.S. government's undeclared drone war in Pakistan is devolving into just that. As noted by a former counterinsurgency advisor to Gen. David Petraeus and a former Army officer in Afghanistan, the operation has become a haphazard massacre. "Press reports suggest that over the last three years drone strikes have killed about 14 terrorist leaders," David Kilcullen and Andrew Exum wrote in 2009. "But, according to Pakistani sources, they have also killed some 700 civilians. This is 50 civilians for every militant killed." Making matters worse, Gen. Stanley McChrystal has, indeed, told journalists that in Afghanistan, U.S. troops have "shot an amazing number of people" and "none has proven to have been a real threat." Meanwhile, President Obama used his internationally televised speech at the White House Correspondents Dinner to jest about drone warfare — and the assembled Washington glitterati did, in fact, reward him with approving laughs. By eerie coincidence, that latter display of monstrous insouciance occurred on the same night as the failed effort to raze Times Square. Though America reacted to that despicable terrorism attempt with its routine spasms of cartoonish shock (why do they hate us?!), the assailant's motive was anything but baffling. As law enforcement officials soon reported, the accused bomber was probably trained and inspired by Pakistani groups seeking revenge for U.S. drone strikes. "This is a blowback," said Pakistan's foreign minister, Shah Mehmood Qureshi. "This is a reaction. And you could expect that ... let's not be naive." Obviously, regardless of rationale, a "reaction" that involves trying to incinerate civilians in Manhattan is abhorrent and unacceptable. But so is Obama's move to intensify drone assaults that we know are regularly incinerating innocent civilians in Pakistan. And while Qureshi's statement about "expecting" blowback seems radical, he's merely echoing the CIA's reminder that "possibilities of blowback" arise when we conduct martial operations abroad. We might remember that somehow-forgotten warning come the next terrorist assault. No matter how surprised we may feel after that inevitable (and inevitably deplorable) attack, the fact remains that until we halt our own indiscriminately violent actions, we ought to expect equally indiscriminate and equally violent reactions.
Drones Spillover/Prolif

U.S. drone attacks results in a slippery slope toward other countries justifying Drone attacks outside there borders 

Jonathan Manes, 6/12/10 (“U.N. and Human Rights Groups Challenge U.S. Use of Drones in Targeted Assassinations”, Manes is a legal fellow with the ACLU National Security project., google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

During his first 18 months in office, President Obama has increased the use of unmanned drone attacks on suspected terrorists in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen and other nations. The increase in the use of predator drones is a strategy reportedly advocated by Vice President Joe Biden, but which has caused friction between Washington and both the Afghan and Pakistani governments. Supporters of the use of drones boast that that these weapons have enabled the U.S. military and CIA to kill 34 out of the top 42 al Qaeda operatives in Iraq. U.S. officials have also recently claimed that a drone attack killed Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, Al-Qaeda's third-ranking operative in Pakistan.  But in a report made to the United Nation's Human Rights Council on June 3, Philip Alston, the U.N. special representative on extrajudicial executions, called on the U.S. to use greater restraint in using unmanned drones to commit targeted assassinations of terrorism suspects beyond the war zones in Afghanistan. There is growing concern among international human rights activists and military officials that Washington's use of drones, based on a questionable legal foundation, could lead to a chaotic situation where dozens of nations carry out their own drone attacks across borders against individuals they label as terrorists.

Other countries will model how the United States use drones- this could mean targeted killings in the United States.  

Horton 10 (Scott, A New York attorney known for his work in emerging markets and international law, especially human rights law and the law of armed conflict, Horton lectures at Columbia Law School, “The Trouble with Drones” May 3 2010, http://www.harpers.org/archive/2010/05/hbc-90006980, 06/25/10. HR)

No weapons system remains indefinitely the province of a single power. Drone technology is particularly striking in this regard, because it is not really all that sophisticated. It seems clear that other powers have this technology–Israel and Iran have each been reported to be working with it, Russia and China could obviously do so easily if they desired, and the same is probably true for Britain, France, and Germany, not to mention Japan and Taiwan, where many of the cutting-edge breakthroughs in robotics actually occur. The way America uses this technology is therefore effectively setting the rules for others. Put another way, if it’s lawful for America to employ a drone to take out an enemy in the desert of Yemen, on the coast of Somalia, in a village in Sudan or Mauretania, then it would be just as lawful for Russia, or China–or, for that matter, for Israel or Iran. What kind of world is this choice then creating? Doesn’t it invariably lead us closer to the situation in which a targeted killing will be carried out in a major metropolis of Europe or East Asia, or even the United States? And doesn’t that move us in the direction of a dark and increasingly lawless world? This is not idle speculation. The choices the United States has made are being studied very closely in capitals around the world. In Russia, for instance, national-security analysts have noted the American drone strikes with a measure of approbation, because they see such strikes as justifying lethal countermeasures of their own against perceived terrorist enemies. A number of enemies of the Russian government who were critical of policies or actions connected with the Second Chechen War have recently met violent death, often after Russian authorities linked them to Chechen terrorist groups. The Polonium poisoning of Aleksandr Litvinenko in London, for instance, or the assassination of Umar Israilov in Vienna, which Austrian prosecutors linked earlier this week to a Putin-protégé, the president of Chechnya, are two examples that suggest that Europe may have been cleared as a theater for targeted killings by a great power. The 2004 killing of former Chechen President Zelimkhan in Qatar is an example of another Russian targeted killing in the Gulf. The recent likely Israeli assassination of Mahmoud al-Mabhouh in Dubai is another instance. Targeted killings of this sort have always been with us, of course, but with the Bush-era “War on Terror” they are making a strong comeback and are gaining in claims of legitimacy and legality. The drone technology promises to take targeted killings to a whole new level. My point here is a simple one. The United States cannot assume exclusivity in this technology, and how it uses the technology will guide others. The United States has to decide now whether it wants to legitimize a broader right of sovereign states to assassinate their enemies using drones. The consequence of such a step to the world as a whole will be severe. This also points to the danger of the United States using drones for targeted killings and keeping silent about the process, which invites the view that the practice involves an arbitrary and capricious use of power. If the United States elects to continue on its current path, it also owes the world a clear accounting for its use of drones as a vehicle for targeted killings.

Drones Spillover/Prolif

OUR ENEMIES WILL INEVITABLY POSSESS OUR UNMANNED TECHNOLOGY-- THIS POSES A RISK TOO GREAT FOR OUR COUNTRY TO HANDLE NOW

Singer, [I can’t find the date!], (Peter, Director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution, with Newsweek, “Defending Against Drones”, accessed June 21 2010)

The unmanned spy plane that Lebanon's Hizbullah sent buzzing over Israeli towns in 2005 was loud and weaponless, and carried only a rudimentary camera. But the surprise flight by a regional terror group still worried U.S. analysts, who saw it as a sign that the unmanned vehicles were falling into the wrong hands. Today that concern appears to have been well founded. At least 40 other countries—from Belarus and Georgia to India, Pakistan, and Russia—have begun to build, buy, and deploy unmanned aerial vehicles, or UAVs, showcasing their efforts at international weapons expos ranging from the premier Paris Air Show to smaller events in Singapore and Bahrain. In the last six months alone, Iran has begun production on a pair of weapons-ready surveillance drones, while China has debuted the Pterodactyl and Sour Dragon, rivals to America's Predator and Global Hawk. All told, two thirds of worldwide investment in unmanned planes in 2010 will be spent by countries other than the United States. You wouldn't know it to hear U.S. officials talk. Jim Tuttle, the Department of Homeland Security official responsible for safeguarding America against nonnuclear weapons, downplays the idea that drones could be used against us. "What terrorist is going to have a Predator?" he scoffed at a conference last winter. More recently, The Wall Street Journal reported, the U.S. ignored a dangerous flaw in its UAV technology that allowed Iraqi insurgents to tap into the planes' video feeds using $30 software purchased over the Internet. Such arrogance is setting us up for a fall. Just as we once failed to imagine terrorists using our own commercial aircraft against us, we are now underestimating the threat posed by this new wave of technology. We must prepare for a world in which foreign robotics rivals our own, and terrorists can deliver deadly explosives not just by suicide bomber but also by unmanned machine. The ease and affordability of such technology, much of which is already available for purchase commercially, means that drones will inevitably pass into the wrong hands, allowing small groups and even individuals to wield power once limited to the world's great militaries. There is, after all, no such thing as a permanent, first-mover advantage—not in technology, and certainly not in war. The British may have invented the tank during World War I, but the Germans wielded it better in the blitzkrieg more than two decades later. For now, however, America remains at the forefront of the robotics revolution—superiority that has come at considerable effort and expense. We've channeled billions into UAVs, initiating what has been called the largest shift in military tactics, strategy, and doctrine since the invention of gunpowder. This year the Pentagon will buy more unmanned aircraft than manned, and train more UAV pilots than traditional bomber and fighter pilots combined. As Gen. David Petraeus, head of the U.S. Central Command, put it in January, "We can't get enough drones." But neither can our adversaries—who don't need their own network of satellites and supercomputers to deploy an unmanned plane. Wired magazine editor Chris Anderson built a version of the military's hand-tossed Raven surveillance drone for $1,000, while an Arizona-based anti-immigrant group instituted its own pilotless surveillance system to monitor the U.S.-Mexico border for just $25,000. Hitler's war machine may have lacked the ability to strike the American mainland during World War II. But half a century later, a 77-year-old blind man from Canada designed an unmanned system that in 2003 hopped the Atlantic from Newfoundland to Ireland. Today, the lag time between the development of military technology and its widespread dissemination is measured in months, not years. Industrial farmers around the world already use aerial drones to dust their crops with pesticides. And a recent U.S. Air Force study concluded that similar systems are "an ideal platform" for dirty bombs containing radioactive, chemical, or biological weapons—the type of WMDs that terrorists are most likely to obtain. Such technologies have the potential to strengthen the hand not only of Al Qaeda 2.0, but also of homegrown terror cells and disaffected loners like Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh. As one robotics expert told me, for less than $50,000 "a few amateurs could shut down Manhattan." The United States has not truly had to think about its air defenses—at home or abroad—since the Cold War. But it's time it did, because our current crop of weapons isn't well suited to dealing with these new systems. Smaller UAVs' cool, battery-powered engines make them difficult to hit with conventional heat-seeking missiles; Patriot missiles can take out UAVs, but at $3 million apiece such protection comes at a very steep price. Even seemingly unsophisticated drones can have a tactical advantage: Hizbullah's primitive planes flew so slowly that Israeli F-16s stalled out trying to decelerate enough to shoot them down. To succeed in this revolution, we need something many competitor countries already have: a national robotics strategy. That means graduate scholarships, lab funding, and a Silicon Valley–style corridor for corporate development. Otherwise we are destined to depend on the expertise of others. Already a growing number of American defense and technology firms rely on hardware from China and software from India, a clear security concern. Equally important, we need a military and homeland-security strategy that considers not only how we use these unmanned systems but how others will use them against us. That means widening the threat scenarios our agencies plan and train for. It also means new legal regimes to determine who should have access to such dangerous technologies—lest our greatest new weapon come back to bite us.

Drones Spillover/Prolif

Since there is no accepted definition of terrorism justifying targeted killing as being antiterrorist actions makes cross-border targeting run rampant.

Byman 2006(Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government, “Foreign Affairs: Do targeted killings work?” p.106-107)NB
The killings also raise normative problems. There is a general rule in foreign policy against the elimination of world leaders, and this norm has served the United States well. Neither the U.S. government nor the Israeli one, for that matter, would want targeted killings to become a widely used instrument, since this would make its own citizens and officials more vulnerable. Cuba, for example, could define exiles living in Miami as terrorists, as could Syria Lebanese leaders calling for an end to Syrian dominance of their country. The idea that such figures could be eliminated as terrorists may seem absurd on its face. But one need only remember the Chilean government’s killing of Orlando Letelier, a former official in Salvador Allende’s government, with a car bomb in Washington, D.C., in 1976 to realize that the policy could pose a real danger. That no commonly accepted international definition of terrorism exists makes it even harder to establish generally accepted rules about when targeted killings are permissible. 

DRONE USE LEADS TO EVEN MORE DRONE USAGE; SLIPPERY SLOPE

Mayer 10 (Jane; investigative journalist for The New Yorker and Wall Street Journal, award winning author; “The Predator War: What are the risks of the C.I.A.’s covert drone program?”; October 26, 2009; http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2009/10/26/091026fa_fact_mayer#ixzz0rsb2Mhvw
GM)

Many lawyers who have looked at America’s drone program in Pakistan believe that it meets these basic legal tests. But they are nevertheless troubled, as the U.S. government keeps broadening the definition of acceptable high-value targets. Last March, the Obama Administration made an unannounced decision to win support for the drone program inside Pakistan by giving President Asif Ali Zardari more control over whom to target. “A lot of the targets are nominated by the Pakistanis—it’s part of the bargain of getting Pakistani coöperation,” says Bruce Riedel, a former C.I.A. officer who has served as an adviser to the Obama Administration on Afghanistan and Pakistan. According to the New America Foundation’s study, only six of the forty-one C.I.A. drone strikes conducted by the Obama Administration in Pakistan have targeted Al Qaeda members. Eighteen were directed at Taliban targets in Pakistan, and fifteen were aimed specifically at Baitullah Mehsud. Talat Masood, a retired Pakistani lieutenant general and an authority on security issues, says that the U.S.’s tactical shift, along with the elimination of Mehsud, has quieted some of the Pakistani criticism of the American air strikes, although the bombings are still seen as undercutting the country’s sovereignty. But, given that many of the targeted Pakistani Taliban figures were obscure in U.S. counterterrorism circles, some critics have wondered whether they were legitimate targets for a Predator strike. “These strikes are killing a lot of low-level militants, which raises the question of whether they are going beyond the authorization to kill leaders,” Peter Bergen told me. Roger Cressey, the former National Security Council official, who remains a strong supporter of the drone program, says, “The debate is that we’ve been doing this so long we’re now bombing low-level guys who don’t deserve a Hellfire missile up their ass.” (In his view, “Not every target has to be a rock star.”) [Mayer continues] The Obama Administration has also widened the scope of authorized drone attacks in Afghanistan. An August report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee disclosed that the Joint Integrated Prioritized Target List—the Pentagon’s roster of approved terrorist targets, containing three hundred and sixty-seven names—was recently expanded to include some fifty Afghan drug lords who are suspected of giving money to help finance the Taliban. These new targets are a step removed from Al Qaeda. According to the Senate report, “There is no evidence that any significant amount of the drug proceeds goes to Al Qaeda.” The inclusion of Afghan narcotics traffickers on the U.S. target list could prove awkward, some observers say, given that President Hamid Karzai’s running mate, Marshal Mohammad Qasim Fahim, and the President’s brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, are strongly suspected of involvement in narcotics. Andrew Bacevich, a professor of history and international relations at Boston University, who has written extensively on military matters, said, “Are they going to target Karzai’s brother?” He went on, “We should be very careful about who we define as the enemy we have to kill. Leaders of Al Qaeda, of course. But you can’t kill people on Tuesday and negotiate with them on Wednesday.”

Drones Lead to Adventurism

WITH ROBOTIC WARFARE, WAR BECOMES EASY

Singer 2009 [Peter Warren Singer is an American Political Scientist and international relations scholar, he is currently a senior fellow at the Brookings institution, where he is the director of the 21st century Defense Initiative; “Robots at War: The New Battlefield’; Winter 2009; http://www.wilsonquarterly.com/article.cfm?aid=1313; 6/29/2010; K.C.]

Lawrence J. Korb is one of the deans of Washington’s defense policy establishment. A former Navy flight officer, he served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration. Now he is a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, aleft-leaning think tank. Korb has seen presidential administrations, and their wars, come and go. And, as the author of 20 books and more than 100 articles, and a veteran of more than a thousand TV news-show appearances, he has also helped shape how the American news media and public understand these wars. In 2007, I asked him what he thought was the most important overlooked issue in Washington defense circles. He answered, “Robotics and all this unmanned stuff. What are the effects? Will it make war more likely?” Korb is a great supporter of unmanned systems for a simple reason: “They save lives.” But he worries about their effect on the perceptions and psychologies of war, not merely among foreign publics and media, but also at home. As more and more unmanned systems are used, he sees change occurring in two ways, both of which he fears will make war more likely. Robotics “will further disconnect the military from society. People are more likely to support the use of force as long as they view it as costless.” Even more worrisome, a new kind of voyeurism enabled by the emerging technologies will make the public more susceptible to attempts to sell the ease of a potential war. “There will be more marketing of wars. More ‘shock and awe’ talk to defray discussion of the costs.” Korb is equally troubled by the effect that such technologies will have on how political leaders look at war and its costs. “It will make people think, ‘Gee, warfare is easy.’ Remember all the claims of a ‘cakewalk’ in Iraq and how the Afghan model would apply? The whole idea that all it took to win a war was ‘three men and a satellite phone’? Well, their thinking is that if they can get the Army to be as technologically dominant as the other services, we’ll solve these problems.” Korb believes that political Washington has been “chastened by Iraq.” But he worries about the next generation of policymakers. Technologies such as unmanned systems can be seductive, feeding overconfidence that can lead nations into wars for which they aren’t ready. “Leaders without experience tend to forget about the other side, that it can adapt. They tend to think of the other side as static and fall into a technology trap.” “We’ll have more Kosovos and less Iraqs,” is how Korb sums up where he thinks we are headed. That is, he predicts more punitive interventions such as the Kosovo strikes of 1999, launched without ground troops, and fewer operations like the invasion of Iraq. As unmanned systems become more prevalent, we’ll become more likely to use force, but also see the bar raised on anything that exposes human troops to danger. Korb envisions a future in which the United States is willing to fight, but only from afar, in which it is more willing to punish by means of war but less willing to face the costs of war. Immanuel Kant’s Perpetual Peace (1795) first expressed the idea that democracies are superior to all other forms of government because they are inherently more peaceful and less aggressive. This “democratic peace” argument (cited by presidents across the partisan spectrum from Bill Clinton to George W. Bush) is founded on the belief that democracies have a built-in connection between their foreign policy and domestic politics that other systems of government lack. When the people share a voice in any decision, including whether to go to war, they are supposed to choose more wisely than an unchecked king or potentate. Colonel R. D. Hooker Jr. is an Iraq veteran and the commander of an Army airborne brigade. As he explains, the people and their military in the field should be linked in two ways. The first is the direct stake the public has in the government’s policies. “War is much more than strategy and policy because it is visceral and personal. . . . Its victories and defeats, joys and sorrows, highs and depressions, are expressed fundamentally through a collective sense of exhilaration or despair. For the combatants, war means the prospect of death or wounds and a loss of friends and comrades that is scarcely less tragic.” Because it is their blood that will be personally invested, citizen-soldiers, as well as their fathers, mothers, uncles, and cousins who vote, combine to dissuade leaders from foreign misadventures and ill-planned aggression. The second link is supposed to come indirectly, through a democracy’s free media, which widen the impact of those investments of blood to the public at large. “Society is an intimate participant [in war] too, through the bulletins and statements of political leaders, through the lens of an omnipresent media, and in the homes of the families and the communities where they live. Here, the safe return or death in action of a loved one, magnified thousands of times, resonates powerfully and far afield,” Hooker says. The news media’s role in a free system, then, is not merely to report on a war’s outcome, as if reporting on a sporting event. The public’s perceptions of events on distant battlefields create pressures on elected leaders. Too much pressure can lead an elected leader to try to interfere in ongoing operations, as bad an idea in war as it would be in sports for the fans to call in the plays for their favorite team. But, as Korb and Hooker explain, too little public pressure may be worse. It’s the equivalent of no one even caring about the game or its outcome. War becomes the WNBA.

Drones Lead to Adventurism

UNMANNED TECHNOLOGY LEADS TO MORE WARS

Singer 2009 [Peter Warren Singer is an American Political Scientist and international relations scholar, he is currently a senior fellow at the Brookings institution, where he is the director of the 21st century Defense Initiative; “Robots at War: The New Battlefield’; Winter 2009; http://www.wilsonquarterly.com/article.cfm?aid=1313; 6/29/2010; K.C.]

Such changed connections don’t just make a public less likely to wield its veto power over its elected leaders. As Lawrence Korb observed, they also alter the calculations of the leaders themselves. Nations often go to war because of overconfidence. This makes perfect sense; few leaders choose to start a conflict thinking they will lose. Historians have found that technology can play a big role in feeding overconfidence: New weapons and capabilities breed new perceptions, as well as misperceptions, about what might be possible in a war. Today’s new technologies are particularly likely to feed overconfidence. They are perceived to help the offensive side in a war more than the defense, plus, they are improving at an exponential pace. The difference of just a few years of research and development can create vast differences in weapons’ capabilities. But this can generate a sort of “use it or lose it” mentality, as even the best of technological advantages can prove fleeting (and the United States has reasons for concern, as 42 countries are now working on military robotics, from Iran and China to Belarus and Pakistan). Finally, as one roboticist explains, a vicious circle is generated. Scientists and companies often overstate the value of new technologies in order to get governments to buy them, but if leaders believe the hype, they may be more likely to feel adventurous. James Der Derian is an expert at Brown University on new modes of war. He believes that the combination of these factors means that robotics will “lower the threshold for violence.” The result is a dangerous mixture: leaders unchecked by a public veto now gone missing, combined with technologies that seem to offer spectacular results with few lives lost. It’s a brew that could prove very seductive to decision makers. “If one can argue that such new technologies will offer less harm to us and them, then it is more likely that we’ll reach for them early, rather than spending weeks and months slogging at diplomacy.” When faced with a dispute or crisis, policymakers have typically regarded the use of force as the “option of last resort.” Unmanned systems might now help that option move up the list, with each upward step making war more likely. That returns us to Korb’s scenario of “more Kosovos, less Iraqs.” While avoiding the mistakes of Iraq certainly sounds like a positive result, the other side of the tradeoff would not be without problems. The 1990s were not the halcyon days some recall. Lowering the bar to allow for more unmanned strikes from afar would lead to an approach resembling the “cruise missile diplomacy” of that period. Such a strategy may leave fewer troops stuck on the ground, but, as shown by the strikes against Al Qaeda camps in Sudan and Afghanistan in 1998, the Kosovo war in 1999, and perhaps now the drone strikes in Pakistan, it produces military action without any true sense of a commitment,lash-outs that yield incomplete victories at best. As one U.S. Army report notes, such operations “feel good for a time, but accomplish little.” They involve the country in a problem, but do not resolve it. Even worse, Korb may be wrong, and the dynamic may yield not fewer Iraqs but more of them. It was the lure of an easy preemptive action that helped get the United States into such trouble in Iraq in the first place. As one robotics scientist says of the new technology he is building, “The military thinks that it will allow them to nip things in the bud, deal with the bad guys earlier and easier, rather than having to get into a big-ass war. But the most likely thing that will happen is that we’ll be throwing a bunch of high tech against the usual urban guerillas . . .. It will stem the tide [of U.S. casualties], but it won’t give us some asymmetric advantage.” Thus, robots may entail a dark irony. By appearing to lower the human costs of war, they may seduce us into more wars.

Adventurism Impacts

Adventurism Escalates to Great Power Nuclear Wars

Eugene Gholz and Daryl G. Press (doctoral candidates in the Department of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology) and Harvey M. Sapolsky (Professor of Public Policy and Organization in the Department of Political Science at M.I.T. and Director of the M.I.T. Defense and Arms Control Studies (DACS) Program Spring 1997 “come home America – the strategy of restraint in the face of temptation” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 

The larger long-term cost of selective engagement is the risk of involvement in faraway great power wars. Great power conflicts will continue to be a rare occurrence, but when they happen, the United States is much better off staying as far away from the combatants as possible. World War II resulted in the deaths of 400,000 Americans, many times that number wounded, and nearly 40 percent of GDP devoted to defense (compared to 4 percent today).76 A new great power conflict, with the possibility of nuclear use, might exact even higher costs from the participants. World War II was fought to prevent the consolidation of Europe and Asia by hostile, fanatical adversaries, but a new great power war would not raise that specter. The biggest cost of selective engagement is the risk of being drawn into someone else’s faraway great power war. The global economy may be disrupted by war, depending on who is involved, but even in the worst case, the costs would be manageable. Trade accounts for roughly 20 percent of the American economy,77 and sudden, forced autarky would be devastating for American prosperity. But no great power war could come close to forcing American autarky: essentially all goods have substitute sources of supply at varying marginal increases in cost. Furthermore, wars never isolate the fighting countries completely from external trade. Some dislocation is a real possibility, but these short-term costs would not justify the risks of fighting a great power war. The risk of nuclear escalation is a reason to worry about great power war, but it is a highly suspect reason to favor a military policy that puts U.S. forces between feuding great powers. Nuclear weapons may not be used in a future great power war; the fear of retaliation should breed great caution on the part of the belligerents.78 But the larger point is that the possibility of a faraway nuclear exchange is precisely the reason that America should keep its military forces out of other country’s disputes.79 An Indo-Pakistani nuclear war would be a terrible thing, but it makes no sense to get in the middle. Distant wars would be costly, but not nearly as costly as the solution that selective engagers propose.
U.S. Adventurism Leads to Imperial Backlash and an Unending Cylce of Wars for Savage Peace Collapsing Hege

Christopher Layne (Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University) 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 54-5

In this chapter, I argue that primacy and empire is a strategy that will leadto bad consequences for the United States. Rather than bringing the UnitedStates peace and security, the pursuit of primacy and empire will result in a geopolitical backlash against the United States. It already has. The 9/11 attacks were a violent reaction against America's primacy—and specifically against its imperial ambitions in the Middle East. Similarly, the quagmire in Iraq also is a direct consequence of U.S. imperial aspirations. And it will not end there. Because it is premised on the belief that the United States must embarkon assertive policies to bring about regime change by imposing democracyabroad, the pursuit of primacy and empire will drag the United States into otherwise avoidable wars—what one proponent of the strategy has termed"savage wars for peace." Looking ahead, if the United States continues to fol-low its current strategy of primacy and empire, it almost certainly will find itself on a collision course with Iran (and possibly North Korea and Syria)and—more importantly—China.

Adventurism Results in Imperial Overstretch

Jack Snyder May 12, 2003 “Imperial Temptations,” http://www.antiwar.com/rep/snyder1.html

Proponents of the new preventive strategy charge that such realists are out of touch with a world in which forming alliances to balance against overwhelming U.S. power has simply become impossible. It is true that small rogue states and their ilk cannot on their own offset American power in the traditional sense. It is also true that their potential greatpower backers, Russia and China, have so far been wary of overtly opposing U.S. military interventions. But even if America's unprecedented power reduces the likelihood of traditional balancing alliances arising against it, the United States could find that its own offensive actions create their functional equivalents. Some earlier expansionist empires found themselves overstretched and surrounded by enemies even though balancing alliances were slow to oppose them. For example, although the prospective victims of Napoleon and Hitler found it difficult to form effective balancing coalitions, these empires attacked so many opponents simultaneously that substantial de facto alliances eventually did form against them. Today, an analogous form of selfimposed overstretch – political as well as military – could occur if the need for military operations to prevent nuclear proliferation risks were deemed urgent on several fronts at the same time, or if an attempt to impose democracy by force of arms on a score or more of Muslim countries were seriously undertaken. Even in the absence of highly coordinated balancing alliances, simultaneous resistance by several troublemaking states and terrorist groups would be a daunting challenge for a strategy of universal preventive action. Highly motivated small powers or rebel movements defending their home ground have often prevailed against vastly superior states that lacked the sustained motivation to dominate them at extremely high cost, as in Vietnam and Algeria. Even when they do not prevail, as on the West Bank, they may fight on, imposing high costs over long periods.

***A2 Drones good***

Drones Illegal

There is a difference between self-defense and targeted killings, these named killings a suppose to be logistically planned and outweigh the risk of casualties 

Sperotto 3/17 Federico, Open Security, “Illegal and ineffective? Drone strikes and targeted killing in ‘the war on terror’” http://www.opendemocracy.net/opensecurity/federico-sperotto/illegal-and-ineffective-drone-strikes-and-targetted-killing-in-war-on 6/25/10 RCM)

The legality of drone strikes in the context of an armed conflict depends on interpretation of international humanitarian law, specifically those laws governing the conduct of hostilities. Unplanned and troops-in-contact interventions most risk contravening humanitarian law. To ensure legal conformity with the principles of discrimination, proportionality, necessity, and precaution, the rules of engagement require the positive identification of the target (PID). Although strikes on individuals carried out in self-defence, when troops come under attack or when terrorists are about to attack, are lawful, questions remain as to the use of excessive force and collateral damage, in terms of civilian casualties. Drones have also successfully targeted senior terrorist figures in so-called “named killing” operations. In those cases, strikes require a vast work of intelligence for the identification of the target and its constant surveillance. Ground-level information has proved extremely important. Thus, in numerous cases there was time to elaborate a plan for the strike as well as plan a special operation to arrest the target. The targeted killing option prevails when the costs and benefits of a ground operation are considered unfavourable. That evaluation must stand the proportionality test, weighing anticipated military advantage against civilian deaths, as well as the principle of necessity and distinction. Violations of these standards make the operation illegal.


The placement of the battlefield to the entirety of the state allows the unleashed ability to make targeted killings anywhere and is unjustified 

Sperotto 3/17 Federico, Open Security, “Illegal and ineffective? Drone strikes and targeted killing in ‘the war on terror’” http://www.opendemocracy.net/opensecurity/federico-sperotto/illegal-and-ineffective-drone-strikes-and-targetted-killing-in-war-on 6/25/10 RCM)
Collateral damage in the use of such sophisticated machines is one of their main constraints, even when their employment is formally consistent with international humanitarian law. Several reports have revealed a 1:50 casualties rate (for each targeted individual, there are 50 collateral casualties, not to speak of loss of property).[vi] Daniel Byman argued in Foreign Affairs that Predator attacks force the enemy to concentrate on defence rather than offense. Referring to operations conducted in the West Bank and Gaza, he observed that this positive outcome is confronted by the fact that Israel found it hard to kill terrorists only. [vii] According to the Israeli human rights organization B’Tselem, since the second Intifada (uprising) broke out in November 2000, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) killed more than 300 Palestinians in targeted operations, more than 130 of whom were bystanders. In 2004, Sheikh Ahmed Yassin, the leader of Hamas, was killed in Gaza by a missile fired from an Israeli helicopter, together with seven other persons. In the air strike against Salah Shehadeh, the leader of Hamas’ military wing Iz Adin al-Kassam, sixteen civilians died. Planners did not use feasible precautions to avoid harming civilians, violating combatant-civilian distinction, and/or considered the collateral damage an acceptable price for the killing of senior militants, violating the right to life of relatives, bystanders and neighbours. The extension of the battlefield beyond the effective zone of operations, implying a right to kill without warning the enemies of a state anywhere, seems to the Special Rapporteur for Extrajudicial Executions unjustified. In 2004, he defined the strike in Yemen as a clear case of extrajudicial killing.[viii] In the aftermath of the killing, The New York Times commented that “the missile strike represented a tougher phase of the campaign against terror and moved the Bush administration away from the law enforcement-based tactics of arrest and detention of al-Qaeda suspects that it had employed outside Afghanistan in the months since the fighting here ended.”[ix]

Drone Technology Fails

drones are illegal, faulty, and innacurate

Jordans 10 (Frank; writer, journalist, reporter; 6/02/10; “UN expert: 'Targeted killings' may be war crimes”; http://www.denverpost.com/world/ci_15210152; GM)

GENEVA—Governments must come clean on their methods for killing suspected terrorists and insurgents—especially when using unmanned drones—because they may be committing war crimes, a U.N. human rights expert said Wednesday. Philip Alston, the independent U.N. investigator on extrajudicial killings, called on countries to lay out the rules and safeguards they use when carrying out so-called targeted killings, publish figures on civilian casualties and prove they have attempted to capture or incapacitate suspects without killing them. His 29-page report to the U.N. Human Rights Council will put unwanted scrutiny on intelligence operations of the United States, Israel and Russia, who Alston says are all credibly reported to have used drones to kill alleged terrorists and insurgents. Alston, a New York University law professor, said the use of unmanned aerial vehicles by intelligence agencies such as the CIA to carry out targeted killings in Afghanistan, Pakistan and elsewhere is particularly fraught because of the secrecy surrounding such operations. "In a situation in which there is no disclosure of who has been killed, for what reason, and whether innocent civilians have died, the legal principle of international accountability is, by definition, comprehensively violated," Alston said. Although not illegal as such, CIA drone strikes are also more likely to breach the rules of war than similar operations carried out by armed forces, who are more familiar with international law and can resort to non-lethal means because they have troops on the ground, Alston said. "Unlike a state's armed forces, its intelligence agents do not generally operate within a framework which places appropriate emphasis upon ensuring compliance with international humanitarian law, rendering violations more likely and causing a higher risk of prosecution both for war crimes and for violations of the laws of the state in which any killing occurs," he wrote. In a March speech, U.S. State Department legal adviser Harold Koh said the administration's procedures for identifying lawful targets were "extremely robust, and advanced technologies have helped to make our targeting even more precise." The CIA, which refuses to discuss specific activities, claims all of its operations are lawful and subject to government oversight. A U.S. official, who spoke on condition of anonymity due to the sensitivity of intelligence matters, said lethal drones were an effective and legal means to target members of al-Qaida and the Taliban in far-flung areas where the United States or its allies have no military presence. The U.S. official cited Pakistan, which officially condemns drone strikes on its territory but is widely believed to share intelligence with Washington for at least some of the attacks, especially those that target Pakistani Taliban militants blamed for numerous attacks in the country. There was no evidence to prove large numbers of innocent lives have been lost due to drone strikes, the U.S. official said. This view has been challenged by human rights groups and independent observers, who say remotely operated drones risk ingraining a video game mentality about war and can never be as accurate as eyewitness confirmation of targets from the ground. "The point is that innocent people have been killed, this has been proved over and over again," said Louise Doswald-Beck, a professor of international law at the Geneva Graduate Institute. "If you don't have enough personnel on the ground, the chances of your having false information is actually quite huge," she told The Associated Press. Among the most sensitive recommendations in Alston's report is that governments should disclose "the measures in place to provide prompt, thorough, effective, independent and public investigations of alleged violations of law." Doing so could threatened counter-terror operations in countries such as Pakistan, said Michael Boyle, a lecturer in strategic studies at the University of St. Andrews, Scotland. "The drones program is effective in terms of getting terrorist operatives in places where there's limited reach or where, if you were to do it any other way, the political cost or the human cost would be too high," he said. Alston's report also warns that CIA personnel could be extradited to those countries where the targeted killing takes place and wouldn't have the same immunity from prosecution as regular soldiers. Alston claims more than 40 countries now have drone technology, with several seeking to equip them with lethal weapons. Doswald-Beck said the next step could be the development of fully autonomous drones and battlefield robots programed to identify and kill enemy fighters—but without human controllers to ensure targets are legitimate. "If that's the case you've got a major problem," she said.     

UAV's confuse commands, jam frequencies and are subject to mid-air collisions 

Peterson 06 (Mark Edward Peterson, Institute of Air and Space Law, Faculty of Law, McGill University, Montreal, Quebec, Southern Methodist University School of Law

Journal of Air Law and Commerce,THE UAV AND THE CURRENT AND FUTURE REGULATORY CONSTRUCT FOR INTEGRATION INTO THE NATIONAL AIRSPACE SYSTEM)LP 

The need for UAV integration is highlighted by the USAF's recent experiences in Iraq, which has literally become an on-site experimental test-bed for a number of UAV initiatives such as equipping soldiers with hand-launched micro-UAVs and placing different sensors and armaments on existing UAV platforms. n17 The United States has approximately 750 UAVs stationed in and around Iraq, and UAV operations have been confusing command and control elements and causing jammed radio frequencies. n18 In discussing the problems encountered in Iraq, the former USAF Chief of Staff, General John Jumper, stated, "We've already had two mid-air collisions between UAVs and other airplanes, we have got to get our arms around this thing." n19 According to General Jumper, the USAF and the United States Department of Defense ("DoD") need a system to coordinate the use of UAVs. N20
A2: Drones Good – comparative evd

No risk of offense-faulty information and lack of intelligence make strike ineffective all evidence to the contrary is the product of intentional media omissions 

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

The most cited and controversial report to date on the casualty results of U.S. drone strikes is the April 2009 report published by Pakistan’s leading English daily, The News.2 The report was authored by Amir Mir who is known by leading American strategic analysts as “a well-regarded Pakistani terrorism expert.”3 The report, relying on internal Pakistani government sources, alleges that from January 14, 2006 to April 8, 2009, U.S. drone bombings killed 687 civilians and 14 al-Qaeda operatives, amounting to a ratio of nearly 50 civilians killed for every al-Qaeda operative killed, or a 94% civilian death rate. Out of 60 total strikes, only 10 hit any al- Qaeda targets. The sources attributed the failed drone attacks to “faulty intelligence information” which resulted in the “killing [of] hundreds of innocent civilians, including women and children.” It goes on to detail the numbers of deaths, the statuses of the victims, and the dates of specific attacks, all within annual and monthly time frames. This report has since been cited and endorsed by several relevant and mainstream commentators, despite the fact that it has been largely ignored, or at best, marginalized and down-played, by the mainstream media in the United States. Most notably, in a meeting with Congress this past May, former senior counterinsurgency advisor to the U.S. Army, David Kilcullen, told the U.S. government to “call off the drones” noting that “since 2006, we've killed 14 senior Al Qaeda leaders using drone strikes; in the same time period, we've killed 700 Pakistani civilians in the same area.” In a New York Times article4 just weeks later, Kilcullen co- authored an editorial with Andrew Exum—a Fellow at the Center for a New American Security and a former Army officer who served in both Iraq and Afghanistan—in which they cited the casualty ratio and figures from The News’ April 2009 report as evidence of the lack of precision in the drone policy.5
Drones Ineffective-Studies

Studies have shown that statistically U.S. drone strike are ineffective

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

The Brookings Institution published an analysis of the U.S. drone policy in Pakistan last July.6 The analysis, written by Senior Fellow, Daniel Byman, concluded that despite the difficulty in determining exact numbers of civilian casualties, it was likely that “more than 600 civilians” have been killed by U.S. attacks at the time of writing. “That number suggests,” the report continued, “that for every militant killed, 10 or so civilians also died.” This assessment is highly significant for multiple reasons. The centrist Brookings Institution is arguably the most powerful and influential think tank in the United States, as noted by the authoritative Think Tank Index magazine. Brookings also routinely garners by far the most media citations annually.7 To say the least, it is quite noteworthy that the most mainstream and establishment think tank in the United States has gone on record saying that 90% of those killed in U.S. drone attacks in Pakistan have been innocent civilians.

Drones Ineffective-Counter-Terrorism Experts

U.S. Counterterrorism experts conclude that drones are ineffective in counterinsurgency operations and media reports are highly inaccurate in success rates

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

Two of America’s leading counterterrorism experts, Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedemann, are the authors of the most recent analysis of casualties resulting from U.S. drone strikes.8 In their analysis, Bergen and Tiedemann attempt to calculate the numbers of people killed by U.S. drone strikes from January 2006 to October 19, 2009. For documentation, the authors rely on “accounts from reliable media organizations with substantial reporting capabilities in Pakistan.”9 Bergen and Tiedemann ultimately conclude that between 757-1,012 people have been killed by U.S. drone attacks in Pakistan, of which 252-316 (33-31%) are thought to have been civilians. The Bergen-Tiedemann analysis, while ambitious and certainly of some limited value, does in fact contain multiple, glaring errors. The report cites two drone strikes (January and October) for the year 2006 and concludes that no known civilians were killed in either attack. For the January attack, the authors claim that 18 al-Qaeda/Taliban militants were killed by the drone strike and cite a CNN report to justify their conclusions.10 However, the CNN report cited by the authors is dated July 29, 2008 and explicitly states that the respective al-Qaeda operative—whom the article is about—was not killed in 2006 (despite inaccurate reports at the time) but rather is thought to have been killed over two years later in 2008.11 While the July 2008 CNN report cited by Bergen and Tiedemann in fact makes no mention of civilian deaths nor does it provide a casualty total for the January 2006 attack, it has long since been conceded that each of the 18 killed in the January 2006 strike have been identified as civilians and no al-Qaeda operatives were among the dead.12

Drones Ineffetive-A2: high success rate

Numbers describing high success in Drone attacks have skewed statistics that drastically reduce the true amount of civilian casualties 

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

In regards to the October 2006 strike in Bajaur province, the only citation provided by the authors is either inaccessible or nonexistent; however, it’s irrelevant because the Pakistani newspaper, DAWN, covered the strike in detail at the time and it subsequently contradicts the authors’ assertions that the 80+ people killed were militants.13 When the Bergen-Tiedemann findings are adjusted to correct their mistakes for casualties in 2006, the civilian death toll becomes 352-416 or 46-41% (respectively) of the total body count. Furthermore, there appear to be significant gaps in the authors’ calculations of the range of civilians likely to have been killed in drone strikes launched in the year 2009. For example, in appendix 1, each drone strike documented details the number of people killed for each of the following groups: Al Qaeda/Taliban leaders, Al-Qaeda/Taliban (lower-level militants), and “others” which includes civilians and often times, the total number killed in the particular attack. In the list of strikes and casualties for the year of 2009, the total number of “others” exceeds considerably the range of civilian deaths cited by the authors for the same time period (see appendix 2) even when the total of the “others” is derived after subtracting the corresponding tallies of militants and militant leaders (when the distinction is made). This suggests that the authors are willing to, at times, assume that unconfirmed, or rather, unidentified victims14 may be included in the possible range of militants killed but not in the corresponding civilian totality. These assumptions undermine the validity of Bergen and Tiedemann’s calculations for the year 2009 (of militant-civilian ratios) and subsequently suggest that the number of civilian casualties in 2009 may be significantly higher than conveyed by the numbers produced by Bergen and Tiedemann. This problem is compounded by the fact that of the 43 drone strikes launched in 2009 (up to October 19) in 12 cases, the number of people killed, as well as the legal status of the victims, was “unknown”—due to no fault of the authors—and therefore could not be factored into the ratio calculations at all.

Drones ineffective-A2: There Studies

Studies citing drone success only cites those that have been effective and U.S. officials do not publish botched strikes

Max Kantar, 2009 (“International Law: The First Casualty of the Drone War”, google, accessed 6/25/10)-wey

Due to both the covert nature of the U.S. attacks as well as the difficulty of verifying testimonies, events, and reports from Pakistan’s often tumultuous tribal regions, it is virtually impossible to confirm or establish exact casualty numbers of militants and civilians. Many of the media reports cited in the Bergen-Tiedemann analysis, for example, are problematic due to the fact that reported casualty numbers and legal statuses of the victims are quite often derived solely from the statements of government officials who, as Bergen and Tiedemann openly concede, are more than likely to make sweeping claims that only militants, and no civilians, were killed in any given strike.15 Yet in spite of these difficulties, observers have every reason to suspect and reasonably conclude that, as all of the aforementioned reports suggest, civilians are being killed a rate close to that of suspected low-level militants, if not at a rate that greatly exceeds the numbers of suspected militants and leaders killed. Furthermore, it is a matter of zero controversy that the intended targets—high-level leaders of al-Qaeda/Taliban—are rarely killed; of the roughly 1,000 people killed by U.S. drone strikes in Pakistan, only about twenty were leaders of militant organizations. The U.S. government essentially has a policy of not speaking publicly about the drone attacks in Pakistan, except of course, when on extremely rare occasions, they hit their “high value” targets. Officials do routinely claim though, that the attacks are “very precise and [are] very limited in terms of collateral damage.”16 However when asked for evidence to back up their claims—perhaps just a list of civilian casualties to prove their assertions—officials always refuse. One of the leading investigative journalists in the U.S., Gareth Porter, writes that the government’s “refusal to share...even the most basic data on the bombing attacks...suggests that managers of the drone attacks programs have been using the total secrecy surrounding the program to hide abuses and high civilian casualties.”17 Indeed, if the attacks are in fact minimizing civilian casualties, why wouldn’t the government produce evidence to set the record straight? Surely releasing such information is not a matter of security; the government regularly brags about the fifteen or so al-Qaeda leaders they have killed. The truth is, of course, that by all informed and independent accounts, the drone attacks are killing a very significant number of innocent and defenseless civilians. Until the government—or anyone else for that matter— provides evidence to contradict the existing documentary record, interested parties will have to reject unqualified, unsubstantiated, and self-serving claims that the U.S. attacks are minimizing civilian killings.

***Hegemony***

Targeted Killing Decreases Hege

Continuing assassinations are bad because it kills international relations as well as shaping it as a legitimate form of violence

Ward 2001 [Thomas, Thomas, Associate Professor Department of Political Science College of the Holy Cross, Ph.D in Political Science from Johns Hopkins, Another tool against terror: revisiting the ban on assassination , The boston Globe, 10/28/2001, http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/011028thomas.html//HS]

Second, assassination runs counter to both international law and the norms of the international community. (The executive order is legally redundant; international customary and treaty law already outlaw assassination.) While it seems naive to worry about such matters at a time of crisis like this, failure to do so would likely prove shortsighted. Uprooting terrorist networks cannot be accomplished solely by military means, nor can that be accomplished quickly. This means that the success of US policy will continue to hinge heavily on winning and maintaining the backing of other nations, most critically Islamic states.  Third, and perhaps most important, the United States and its allies have a significant long-term stake in the stigma against assassination. In effect, the norm helps limit what is considered the legitimate practice of international violence to the methods at which these states excel: conventional military operations. By contrast, assassination is a classic ''weapon of the weak'': a low-tech, small-scale technique that places a premium on opaque secrecy and fanatical resolve.  Moreover, as an open society, the United States would probably be more vulnerable to assassination - and if history is a guide, less good at it - than those against whom it might be used. While some foes, including those the United States now confronts, will ignore norms anyway, it's prudent to think beyond current circumstances in deciding long-range policy. For this country to turn its back on the norm against assassination to eliminate a Saddam Hussein would amount to reshuffling a deck that was stacked in its favor. How, then, does the nation go after terrorists without doing irreparable harm to other interests? A first step should be to better define the terms of the debate over assassination.                       

Assassination Benefits the Weak Undermining Stability and U.S. Hegemony. Military Operations are Sufficient For Achieving The Same Goals without Undermining the Rules of The International System.

Thomas 5’(Ward, is associate professor in the Political Science Department of the College of the Holy Cross, and an associate at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard, “The New Age of Assassination”, SAIS Review 25.1 (2005) 27-39, Project Muse, MJB) 

Any discussion of policy options should start from two premises. The first is that the United States should not want the killing of national leaders to become an accepted international practice, even under exceptional circumstances. The effects of such an adoption would be destabilizing, and as an open society, the United States would be more vulnerable than most of its potential adversaries. Assassination is an often low-tech, small-scale technique that places a premium on secrecy and fanatical resolve rather than sophisticated conventional operations, and therefore plays away from American strengths. The second premise is that neither the United States nor any other state can or should renounce the right to target those individuals who, through non-state organizations, wield violence outside the purview of international law and pose significant threats to its interests or its citizens. Targeting such individuals, first of all, has a strong claim to legality. International law allows a state engaged in hostilities to kill any combatant as long as the means are lawful—a proviso that would forbid using poison or gaining access to a leader through false pretenses but would allow a broad range of more conventional tactics.15 In this sense, such killings would not be considered “assassination” (a term that does not appear in international law) but rather a part of military operations. 

Targeted Killing Decreases Hege

Because targeted killings are internationally condemned if the US continues them it could destroy cooperation amongst other nations for combating terrorism.

Byman 2006(Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government, “Foreign Affairs: Do targeted killings work?” p.107-108)NB

It is true that the governments of some countries, such as Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan, and Yemen, do not exercise full control over their territory or lack the capacity or the will to arrest important suspects. In such areas, targeted killings should be an option since there is no “sovereignty” to violate. But even there the United States must consider the goodwill of its allies more than Israel does. International condemnation of U.S. actions directly affects U.S. counterterrorism efforts, since much of Washington’s “war on terrorism” is waged with or in cooperation with other countries’ police and security services. The capture of Khalid Sheik Mohammad (one of the masterminds of the 9/11 attacks) involved the intense cooperation of

the security services of Germany, Pakistan, and Switzerland. A decision by Germany, Malaysia, Morocco, or other states with a major jihadist presence to stop actively cooperating with Washington could be devastating. Israel may not care what other countries think; in this effort, at

least, the United States has to.

STRONG CRITICISM OF TARGETED KILLINGS UNDERMINING GLOBAL ACCEPTANCE.

Cullen ’07 (Colonel Peter M. United States Army, Staff Judge Advocate, 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) at Fort Campbell, The Role of Targeted Killing in the Campaign Against Terror, March 13, 2007, p.7) BW

Opponents of targeted killing challenge the effectiveness of the policy on a number of grounds. The most frequent criticism is that successful targeted killings are counter-productive in that they create martyrs and generate a desire for revenge or retaliation. As such, they are viewed as motivating the terrorists and their base of support and thereby intensifying the cycle of violence. The counter-argument to this is that terrorists such as AQAM have demonstrated that they are already highly motivated and their terrorism needs no encouragement.  Another criticism is that the policy is strategically flawed. The U.S.-led global campaign against terror is fundamentally a battle of ideas36 in which a belief in freedom, democracy and the rule of law competes against terror, intolerance, and extremist ideology. In this context, critics argue that targeted killings severely diminish global support for the U.S. position among friends and allies. Unfortunately, targeted killings have yet to be broadly accepted as a legitimate exercise of a state’s right to defend itself against terrorism. Criticism of U.S. targeted killings has come from respected entities such as the United Nations Special Rapporteur,37 Amnesty International,38 and the U.S.-based Human Rights Watch.39 The U.S. must counter this position by doing more to promote the legitimacy of the policy. The U.S. must articulate the policy’s legal and moral bases to our international partners and the public-at-large and push for a formal updating of jus in bello to reflect a state’s legitimate right to defend itself against trans- national terrorism. 

Targeted killings can limit the number of coalition efforts which are key to such actions being viewed as legitimate in the international community.

Tinetti 04 (John, LCDR, US Navy, submitted to Naval War College in partial satisfaction of the requirements of the Department of Joint Military Operations, “Lawful Targeted Killing or Assassination: A Roadmap for Operators 

Because of today’s desire for action to be viewed as legitimate within the international community, U.S. forces will find themselves working within coalitions. As such, U.S. freedom of action may be constrained by limitations of coalition partners. Not all governments are party to the same treaties which can in some circumstances severely limit how their forces can be employed. For instance Great Britain, one of the U.S. greatest allies, is party to the Anti-Personnel Landmine (APL) treaty, of which the U.S. is not. If the U.S. wants to use a device which is banned by this treaty, they must forgo use of British forces in that particular operation. Some countries may not be able to participate at all in a coalition if the U.S. conducts operations that are forbidden by an agreement that a coalition partner is a party to. The same problems may arise if the U.S. decides to employ targeted killings in their operations against the enemy. Coalition partners, because of treaties or their governments’ political objectives may attempt to impose implicit or explicit constraints on U.S. actions.

Targeted Killing Decreases Hege

US Hege has allowed it to elude international law, making former allies into foes, and creating mutual mistrust

SHAH 10 SIKANDER AHMED,University of Michigan Ann Arbor; Assistant Professor of Law and Policy, LUMS University, Lahore, Pakistan, War on Terrorism: Self Defense, Operation Enduring Freedom, and the Legality of U.S. Drone Attacks in Pakistan) A.L.

For critics, the status of the United States as a hyper power has allowed it to consider itself as not effectively constrained by or subject to rules of international law, even when it has historically enjoyed a preferential status both legally and in practice within international governmental systems. n43 The United States, however, mandates that other nations be bound by the same norms of international law that it routinely violates. n44 This approach undermines the role and effectiveness of important multilateral systems both in the short and long term. n45 Critics maintain that U.S. foreign policy is, broadly speaking, blindly driven by a dangerous interplay of self-interest and short term objectives that encourages it to act paternalistically and also to unwarrantedly intrude into the domestic affairs of foreign nations. n46 These unholy alliances between the United States and foreign governments eventually give birth to mutual mistrust and may bring about radical regime changes or even ignite revolutions. n47 Frequently, U.S. allies transform into foes, or at the very best, the United States is dissatisfied with the performance of these governments and their inability to deliver on its mandate. n48 U.S. transgressions of international law in the form of reprisals are often a result of such processes taking a turn for the worse and are thus a consequence of its own creation. These observations are substantiated with regard to the use of force when the United States acts either preemptively or in the form of reprisals against governments or other actors who were created or supported by the United States, not far in the distant past, for the pursuit of ulterior motives. n49

THE US HAS MANIPULATED ITS OWN POLICIES TO ACHIEVE ITS GOALS, SUCH AS ASSASSINATIONS OF HEADS OF STATE

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

For several reasons, what works for Israel may not work for the United States. To begin with, Washington operates under an “assassination ban,” by which the U.S. executive branch has formally barred itself and its agents from engaging in assassination since Gerald Ford issued a presidential order to this eaect in 1976. The ban seems strict on its face. But Washington, while it does not conduct targeted killings often, has developed several important exceptions to the rule. For example, since the ban was promulgated, successive U.S. administrations have interpreted it not to apply to the use of military forces to attack enemy commanders, even those who also happen to be heads of state. Thus the U.S. military could try to kill Saddam Hussein with a missile strike at the onset of the Iraq war without violating the law.

US CREDIBILITY IS DIMINISHED BY ILLEGITMIATE ASSASSINATIONS

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

vYet because targeted killings are not widely accepted as a legitimate instrument of state, the United States risks diminishing its status as an upholder of the rule of law if it embraces them. The killings also raise normative problems. There is a general rule in foreign policy against the elimination of world leaders, and this norm has served the United States well. Neither the U.S. government nor the Israeli one, for that matter, would want targeted killings to become a widely used instrument, since this would make its own citizens and officials more vulnerable. Cuba, for example, could define exiles living in Miami as terrorists, as could Syria Lebanese leaders calling for an end to Syrian dominance of their country. The idea that such figures could be eliminated as terrorists may seem absurd on its face. But one need only remember the Chilean government’s killing of Orlando Letelier, a former o⁄cial in Salvador Allende’s government, with a car bomb in Washington, D.C., in 1976 to realize that the policy could pose a real danger. That no commonly accepted international definition of terrorism exists makes it even harder to establish generally accepted rules about when targeted killings are permissible.

Targeted Killing Decreases Hege

TECHNOLOGICAL WARFARE RUINS THE IMAGE OF THE U.S. MILITARY IN AFFECTED NATIONS AND COMES WITH AN UNCERTAIN SET OF RULES

Singer, March 23 2010 (Peter, Director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Unmanned Systems and Robotic Warfare”, accessed June 21 2010)

When the U.S. military went into Iraq in 2003, it only had a handful of unmanned systems in the air. The invasion force used zero unmanned ground vehicles. Today, we have over 7,000 of these unmanned systems in the air, ranging from 48-foot long Predators to micro-aerial vehicles that a single soldier can carry in their backpack. On the ground, we have over 12,000, such as the lawnmower-sized Packbot and Talon, which help find and defuse the deadly roadside bombs.  But we need to remember that while they often seem like they are straight out of science fiction, such PackBots and Predators are merely the first generation—the equivalent of the Model T Ford or the Wright Brothers’ Flyer. Even more, they are being armed with everything from Hellfire missiles to 50 caliber machine guns. So, the term "killer app” (short for “killer applications,” technologies that send massive bow waves onto industries, like what the I-Pod did to the music industry) is taking on an entirely new meaning.  The historic parallels that people make to where we stand now with robotics are instructive. Many scientists parallel unmanned systems today to where we were with “horseless carriages” back in 1909-1910, at the start of something so big we can only wrap our minds around what it is not. That is, automobiles and the resulting mechanization didn’t just become change industry and warfare, it also reshaped our cities through the creation of suburbia, gave power to Middle East potentates who lived above oil deposits, and led to the requirement of new laws, “traffic laws.”  Others, such as Bill Gates, have described robotics as being where computers were around 1980; if this is the case, think how the computer reshaped everything from our economy to our social relationships to how we fight wars and now even where we fight them (cyberwar). Finally, others make the parallel of robotics being much like the atomic bomb in the 1940s, a cutting-edge technology, of immense power and potential, but also a genie that we will not be able to put back into the box.  The point here is that every so often in history, the emergence of a new technology changes our world. Like gunpowder, the printing press, or even the atomic bomb, such “revolutionary” technologies are game-changers not merely because of their capabilities, but rather because the ripple effects that they have outwards onto everything from our wars to our politics. That is, something is revolutionary not so much because of what it can do, but rather the tough social, military, business, political, ethical, and legal questions it forces us to ask.  So, what are some of the key questions emerging in the growing field of robots and our wars?  1) Where Is The (Unmanned) Military Headed?  The US military has gone from barely using robotics to using thousands of them in a bureaucratic blink of an eye. Its current plans, as one 3 star general described are that it will soon be using “tens of thousands.” But as one USAF Captain put it to me out in CENTCOM, the problem is that “Its not “Let’s think this better, it’s only “Give me more.””  How do we ensure it buys the right ones and not over-priced, over-engineered, unwieldy systems that have gold-plated processors? How do we maintain competition and experimentation in an emerging sector in the defense industrial base? Knowing that having the right doctrine can be the difference between winning and losing wars, between committing America to the 21st century version of the Maginot Line vs. the Blitzkrieg, what are the proper organizational structures and doctrines for using these new systems? How do you ensure digital systems’ security, so that foes can’t tap into their communications, as insurgents in Iraq were able to do with a $30 software package they bought off the internet? How do we better support the men and women operating them, who may not be in the physical warzone, but are experiencing an entirely new type of combat stress? How do you ensure their future career prospects, so that organizational culture does not stymie change?  Another area is what is the proper division of warrior and civilian in this space? That is, if this area is the future of the force, is it proper that presently 75% of the maintenance and weapons loading of systems like the Predator have been outsourced to private contractors, including to controversial firms like Blackwater, while other Army systems operating in Iraq have been described as “government-owned-contractor operated?”  2) Are We Engaged In Three Wars?  As of March 12, 2010, American unmanned systems had carried out 118 known air strikes into Pakistan, well over double the amount we did with manned bombers in the opening round of the Kosovo War just a decade ago. By the old standards, this would be viewed as a war.  But why do we not view it as such? Is it because it is being run by the CIA, not by the military and thus not following the same lines of authority and authorization? Is it because Congress never debated it? Is it because we view the whole thing as costless (to us)? Or, are the definitions are changing, and what used to be war, isn’t anymore?  3) What Are The Perceptions Of Robots In War?  How do robots change the public’s and its representatives’ relationship with war? Does the ability to YouTube video clips of combat turn war into a form of entertainment? Does it lead to Monday Morning Quarterbacking of our troops? In turn, what about the perceptions of publics 7,000 miles away? Do they view our use of robots as “efficient” and “costless” as we report in our media, or as one newspaper editor described in Lebanon, “cruel and cowardly”? What does it mean when “drone” has become a colloquial word in Urdu and rock songs that Pakistani youth vibe to talk about America not fighting with honor? How does the reality of our painstaking efforts to act with precision emerge on the other side through a cloud of anger and misperceptions? Is America painting itself into the same corner that Israel did in Gaza, where it got very good at targeted strikes of Hamas leaders, but also good at unintentionally inducing 12 year old Palestinian boys to want to join Hamas?  4) Who Should Be Allowed To Use This Technology?  It is not just the military that is using unmanned systems. DHS is flying them for border security. But so are some of the civilian vigilante “border militias,” as well as criminals using them to scout targets. Local police departments like Miami Dade have gotten authorization to use them, and the FAA is exploring opening up the wider airspace, a crucial step to the continuation of the field. But, as one federal district court judge put it to me, the legal questions they raise in such areas as probable cause and privacy will likely reach to the Supreme Court. How about me, does the 2nd amendment cover my right to bear (robotic) arms? It sounds like a joke, but where does the line stop, and why?  5) Can The Laws Keep Up?  Robotics do not remove humans from the decision making, but they do move that human role geographically and chronologically. Decisions now made thousands of miles away, or even years ago, may have great relevance to a machine’s actions (or inactions) in the here and now. But while technology moves at an exponential pace, our institutions are struggling to keep up. For example, the prevailing laws of war, the Geneva Conventions, were written in a year in which people listened to 45rpm records and the average home cost $7,400. Is it too much to ask them to regulate all the nuances of a 21st century technology like a Reaper system, that is being used to target an insurgent, who knows he is not supposed to hide out in a home surrounded by civilians, and that is exactly why he does? That is, with the 20th century laws under siege from both sides, do the laws need to be updated, how and in what ways?  6) Will America Go The Way Of Commodore Computers?  If this is a growing industry along the lines of computing or automobiles, why does the US not have a national robotics strategy, unlike many other states? If this field is also crucial to national security, how will America fare, especially given that 43 other countries are also building, buying, and using military robotics, including allies like the UK and Germany, but also states like Russia, China, and Iran? Can we stay ahead, or will we fall behind like so many other historic first-movers in technologic revolutions?  We may need to think even more broadly about this. In which direction does the state of the American manufacturing economy, as well as the state of science and mathematics education in our schools, have us headed? What does it mean for US security that the number of American students graduating each year with a degree in IT or engineering is slightly less than in 1986, but we have had a more than 500% rise in "parks, recreation, leisure and fitness studies"? What does it mean to have soldiers whose hardware increasingly says “Made in China” on the back and whose software increasingly is being written by someone in places like India?  7) What Does The “Open Source” Revolution Hold For Us?  Robotics are not like aircraft carriers or nuclear bombs; much of the technology is off-the shelf, and even do-it-yourself. Hitler’s Luftwaffe may not have been able to fly across the Atlantic during World War II, but a 77 year old blind man has already done so with his own homemade drone. This technology will inevitably pass into the wrong hands, allowing small groups and even individuals to wield great power. Hezbollah flew four such weapons in its war with Israel.  As the 9-11 Commission warned, the tragedy that day was in part cause by a “failure of imagination.” Can we apply the same lesson here? Can we develop a military and homeland-security strategy that considers not only how to use technology but how others will use it against us? That means widening the threat scenarios our agencies plan and train for, and the potential equipment they might need for a new range of defense. It also means new legal regimes to determine who should have access to such dangerous technologies—lest our best new weapon come back to bite us.

***Modelling***

Assassination Policy Modeled

Targeted Killing Norms Are Modeled Globally Destabilizing the International System.

Thomas 5’(Ward, is associate professor in the Political Science Department of the College of the Holy Cross, and an associate at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard, “The New Age of Assassination”, SAIS Review 25.1 (2005) 27-39, Project Muse, MJB) 

Considerable evidence suggests that the norm has been losing strength in recent decades. Plots by governments against foreign leaders, almost unheard-of for centuries, have become more common. The 1960 murder of Jordanian Prime Minister Hazzah Majali was traced to Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser, who himself was the target of foreign plots, as were Libya’s Muammar Qaddafi, the Dominican Republic’s Rafael Trujillo, Congo’s Patrice Lumumba, Cuba’s Fidel Castro (the last three targeted by the CIA in the 1950s and 1960s), and possibly Rwanda’s Juvenal Habyarimana and Burundi’s Cyprien Ntaryamira, whose deaths in a 1994 plane crash have raised questions of possible French involvement.7 More generally, assassination is no longer off the table in policy debates; many public officials, academics, and media commentators have openly advocated targeting foreign adversaries.8 Moreover, the norm’s spillover effect of proscribing the legally permissible targeting of leaders during wartime seems tattered; witness the contrast between efforts to “take out” Hussein in the 2003 campaign and the rhetorical gymnastics U.S. leaders used in 1991 to deny that air strikes targeting presidential palaces and bunkers were aimed at the leader. What explains this change? How does a time-honored norm lose its hold on state behavior? Some of the answers occasionally suggested—that ours is a less civil, more bloodthirsty age, or that overseas adversaries pose more serious threats than in past eras—are historically short-sighted, to say the least. The norm against killing foreign leaders, or any powerful global norm, seldom rests on such ephemeral foundations but rather reflects deepseated realities of the international system. Changes in norms can be barometers for more fundamental structural changes. The most obvious and direct source of pressure on the norm has been the post-World War II rise of “non-traditional” (the term is necessarily relative) modes of political violence, including guerrilla warfare and terrorism. These methods, which reject many existing norms and eschew large-scale conventional warfare, play away from the strengths of powerful states and are difficult to defeat with conventional means. Indeed, guerrilla movements’ success against more powerful foes has been striking. Trans-national terrorist organizations present an even more difficult challenge: not only are there no easily identifiable armed forces to engage in combat, there are Assassination is no longer off the table in policy debates. 30 SAIS Review WINTER–SPRING 2005 seldom specific geographic locations around which the threat is centered. In both cases, the foe is likely to melt into the civilian population, creating significant political obstacles for a state using conventional force on a large scale. Perhaps out of frustration, states confronting non-traditional foes have proved more willing to employ non-traditional means, including targeted killings. 

Assassination Policy Modeled

If The U.S. Normalizes the assassination of National Leaders it will destabilize the international system.

Thomas 5’(Ward, is associate professor in the Political Science Department of the College of the Holy Cross, and an associate at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies at Harvard, “The New Age of Assassination”, SAIS Review 25.1 (2005) 27-39, Project Muse, MJB) 

Any discussion of policy options should start from two premises. The first is that the United States should not want the killing of national leaders to become an accepted international practice, even under exceptional circumstances. The effects of such an adoption would be destabilizing, and as an open society, the United States would be more vulnerable than most of its potential adversaries. Assassination is an often low-tech, small-scale technique that places a premium on secrecy and fanatical resolve rather than sophisticated conventional operations, and therefore plays away from American strengths. The second premise is that neither the United States nor any other state can or should renounce the right to target those individuals who, through non-state organizations, wield violence outside the purview of international law and pose significant threats to its interests or its citizens. Targeting such individuals, first of all, has a strong claim to legality. International law allows a state engaged in hostilities to kill any combatant as long as the means are lawful—a proviso that would forbid using poison or gaining access to a leader through false pretenses but would allow a broad range of more conventional tactics.15 In this sense, such killings would not be considered “assassination” (a term that does not appear in international law) but rather a part of military operations.
Exploiting international law risks other countries to justify targeted killing without any proof or evidence.

Eichensehr 03 (Kristen Eichensehr, Executive Editor, Yale Law Journal Harvard International Review, Vol. 25, 2003) A.L.

Black's Law Dictionary defines assassination as "the act of deliberately killing someone especially a public figure, usually for hire or for political reasons." If termed "assassination," then attacks on leaders have been construed as prohibited by Article 23b of the Hague Convention of 1899, which outlaws "treacherous" attacks on adversaries, and by the Protocol Addition to the Geneva Convention of 1949, and Relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflict (Protocol I), which prohibits attacks that rely on "perfidy." But in recent years, and especially since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, Israel and the United States have reframed such actions as "targeted killings," defining the victims as "enemy combatants" who are therefore legitimate targets wherever they are found. This redefinition has relied on and benefited from the work of some in the international law community who have long argued that in some instances, targeted attacks on leaders are not prohibited by international law. This reinterpretation of law is not a radical shift; the radical shift is US and Israeli willingness to engage in attacks openly, whatever may have occurred covertly in the past decades. Strong pragmatic reasons, such as sparing the lives of troops who would be killed in a large scale assault, justify targeting leaders if possible, but such a policy opens the employing country to reciprocal attacks, justified or not, on its own leaders. In some cases, killing militant leaders may do more harm than good by further inflaming an already tense situation and causing retributory attacks. Killing adversary leaders can fall within the bounds of international law and can provide enormous gains, but in employing this strategy, the United States and countries that follow its example must be prepared to accept the exploitation of the new policy by adversaries who will not abide by the standards of proof or evidential certainty adhered to by Western democracies.

When the U.S. absolves from international law, it develops into a snowball effect where other countries can justify people hunting.

Hentoff 2010 (Nat Hentoff,  He was a staff writer for The New Yorker, and his writing has also been published in The New York Times, Jewish World Review, The Atlantic, The New Republic and Commonweal. Nothing Funny about Predator Drones, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11806, May 13, 2010) A.L.

Moreover, Hakimullah Mehsud, a Pakistan Taliban leader, has proudly and chillingly warned of more lethal visitors: "Our fighters are already in the United States" (Wall Street Journal, May 6).With these non-human Predator planes having become one of President Obama's favorite weapons — raining death from the sky far more frequently than during the Bush-Cheney years, extinguishing more and more terrorists and non-terrorists — it's remarkable that all the continuing coverage of the fearsome Times Square attempt has omitted an important connection between Shahzad's blood-soaked vision and an April 28 letter to President Obama from the ACLU urging him to think hard and deeply about the consequences of his satisfaction with the unmanned Predators and Reapers."If the United States claims the authority," the ACLU told the president, "to use lethal force against suspected enemies of the United States anywhere in the world — using unmanned drones or other means — then other countries will regard that conduct as justified. The prospect of foreign governments hunting and killing their enemies within our borders or those of our allies is abhorrent."

Assassination Policy Modeled

Moving toward state action assassinations now-the political ideology that leaders are personally responsible for their actions justifies going after only them

Ward 2000 [Thomas, Associate Professor Department of Political Science College of the Holy Cross, Ph.D in Political Science from Johns Hopkins, “Norms and Security: The Case of International Assassination”, International Security 25, no.1, Summer 2000//HS]

The second structural change that threatens the norm against assassination has its basis in the immensely destructive nature of modern war. World Wars I and II brought death and hardship of a magnitude previously unimaginable, and the advent of nuclear weapons threatened even greater horrors. These material changes were accompanied by a closely related ideational change: the post— World War II transformation in international law' that outlawed aggressive war as a means of pursuing state goals.'" This development strikes at the heart of the Westphalian idea that war is a legitimate activity for sovereign states, and that national leaders should not be held personally accountable for it. The post—World War II judgment at Nuremberg stripped leaders of the shield of raison d'etat as a justification for war, making aggression a crime and exposing them to personal responsibility as war criminals." The idea that leaders can and should be held accountable for transgressions committed in the name of the state is a significant blow to the ideational foundation on which the assassination ban is based.           

TARGETED KILLINGS WOULD SPILL OVER TO OTHER COUNTRIES. PRETTY SOON, EVERYBODY’S DOING IT 

Byman 2006 [Daniel Byman, Byman is a Brookings Institute expert on counterterrorism and Middle Eastern Security He also directs Georgetown University’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, “Do Targeted Killings Work?”, March/April 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61513/daniel-byman/do-targeted-killings-work, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

Yet because targeted killings are not widely accepted as a legitimate instrument of state, the United States risks diminishing its status as an upholder of the rule of law if it embraces them. The killings also raise normative problems. There is a general rule in foreign policy against the elimination of world leaders, and this norm has served the United States well. Neither the U.S. government nor the Israeli one, for that matter, would want targeted killings to become a widely used instrument, since this would make its own citizens and officials more vulnerable. Cuba, for example, could define exiles living in Miami as terrorists, as could Syria Lebanese leaders calling for an end to Syrian dominance of their country. The idea that such figures could be eliminated as terrorists may seem absurd on its face. But one need only remember the Chilean government’s killing of Orlando Letelier, a former official in Salvador Allende’s government, with a car bomb in Washington, D.C., in 1976 to realize that the policy could pose a real danger. That no commonly accepted international definition of terrorism exists makes it even harder to establish generally accepted rules about when targeted killings are permissible.

A2: Assassination empirically proven successful

Targeted killing was not the only reason for Israel’s successful quelling of the terrorist attacks. Alt causes include: increased military ops in Palestinian areas, increased human intelligence efforts, increased arrests, forcing economic pressure, and building a wall around it’s perimeter.

Byman 2006(Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government, “Foreign Affairs: Do targeted killings work?” p.105)NB
Still, targeted killings do not deserve all the credit for the recent decline in Israeli deaths from terrorism. During the recent targeted killing campaign, Israel also launched military operations into Palestinian areas, improved its human intelligence capabilities, stepped up arrests, and put economic pressure on Palestinian communities. The incursions enabled Israeli security forces to arrest suspects previously beyond their reach, greatly increasing the intelligence available and disrupting many terrorist cells. Many suicide bombings were foiled just as the terrorists stepped out their front doors, which suggests that highly specific human intelligence played an important role in reducing the attacks. Another controversial step—the erection of a border fence separating Palestinian areas from Israeli territory—also helped.

The negs attempt to compare Israel’s success with targeted killing to the US situation is fatally flawed. The situations of these countries are very different, so no comparison can be made.  Israel is defending itself form terrorists that surround its’ borders, whereas the US is fighting distant enemies.

Byman 2006(Daniel, Ph.D in Political Science, Director for Security Studies Program and for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, Associate Professor in the School of Foreign Service, Senior Fellow with the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. Professional Staff Member for the Joint 9/11 Inquiry Staff of the House and Senate Intelligence Committees. Research Director of Middle East Public Policy @ RAND Corporation. Analyst on the Middle East for the U.S. government, “Foreign Affairs: Do targeted killings work?” p.107)NB
There are also more practical reasons why the United States should be wary of targeted killings. Because of profound differences between the Israeli and U.S. cases, were Washington to broadly adopt this particular Israeli policy, it would find it ineffective and ultimately unsustainable. One crucial distinction between the two countries lies in the nature and the location of their enemies. Israel faces Palestinian terrorists operating from the West Bank and the Gaza Strip—mere miles from Israel proper and territory that Israel has controlled off and on since 1967. The United States, in contrast, faces a far more distant and global threat. Al Qaeda and affiliated jihadists now operate throughout the Middle East, Central Asia, and Europe. It would be impossible for the United States to maintain a vast intelligence presence, not to mention a rapid-strike capability, in all or even a few of these places
***Counter-insurgency***

Counter-Insurgency Adv

Military strategy’s are failing- population centric strategies are key to combating terrorism.

Lord, Nagl, and Rosen 2009 (Kristin, John, and Seth, Kristin Lord is Vice President and Director of Studies at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American Security.  He is also a member of the Defense Policy Board and a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, writer for the Center for a New American Society, “Beyond Bullets: A Pragmatic Strategy to Combat Violent Islamist Extremism” 06/09/09, http://cnas.org/node/975, 06/21/10, HR.)

A pragmatic strategy will require greater use of non-military instruments of power to accom​plish American objectives, which will require the reallocation of U.S. government resources. The Defense Department’s spending is approximately 350 times that of the combined budgets of the State Department and the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), even though these agen​cies are equally central to the fight against violent extremism. 75 Perhaps counterintuitively, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has emerged as a leading advocate of devoting more resources to civilian agencies of government. During a 2007 speech at Kansas State University he said that, “having robust civilian capabilities available could make it less likely that military force will have to be used in the first place, as local problems might be dealt with before they become crises.” 76 When force is required, it must be used at the minimal level necessary to accomplish the task at hand. Additionally, because militaries always risk intimi​dating local populations by their mere presence, civilian organizations should play leading roles whenever possible. 4 Since ideology unites and strengthens violent extremists, an effective strategy must undermine that ideology’s appeal. A contest for “hearts and minds” lies at the cen​ter of a “population-centric” effort to cripple al Qaeda and suppress violent Islamist extremism. Countering the movement’s guiding narrative, discrediting its methods, and sapping it of popular support should be critical benchmarks of success in a new counterterrorism strategy. The United States cannot capture or kill every violent Islamist extremist. Therefore, limiting radicalization and preventing the recruitment of Muslim youths must be an overarching objective. 

American Leadership and Influence Must Replace Combat Missions to Solve the Insurgency In Iraq as well as prolif, transnational crime, influence and cyber security.

Lord, Nagl, and Rosen 2009 (Kristin, John, and Seth, Kristin Lord is Vice President and Director of Studies at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American Security.  He is also a member of the Defense Policy Board and a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, writer for the Center for a New American Society, “Beyond Bullets: A Pragmatic Strategy to Combat Violent Islamist Extremism” 06/09/09, http://cnas.org/node/975, 06/21/10, HR.)

America’s government and armed forces cannot and should not be at the center of every effort to combat violent extremism. They cannot be all places at all times and, in many instances, less direct measures are more effective. To kill and capture terrorists, foreign intelligence services, militaries, and police forces must often lead. To foster environments hostile to violent extremism, civilians and civilian organizations must assume greater responsibility and strengthen their capac​ity. To gain a more nuanced understanding of the communities in which violent extremists thrive, the U.S. must draw more effectively on experts outside of the government. In short, the United States must find a new way to combat violent extremism that more effectively engages foreign partners and actors outside of government. Some control will be lost. But that loss will be repaid, many times over, by increased effectiveness. The United States must adapt its role to circumstance, being sometimes a leader, sometimes a quiet supporter, sometimes the coordinator of diverse actors, and sometimes the determined projector of force. America needs all of these capacities to effec​tively confront violent extremism. In developing them, the U.S. government will create the expertise and networks necessary to protect America against a range of transnational challenges, from nuclear proliferation to transnational crime, pandemic influenza to cyber security. Despite the all-too-real menace posed by violent Islamist extremism, America must respond with​out overstating the threat, overspending national resources, reacting in ways that are ultimately counterproductive, or compromising core values. Violent extremism will not be the only threat to American security in the coming years. A reac​tion that compromises America’s moral authority undercuts its power. And, perversely, the threat will become all the more potent if it is exaggerated.

Counter-Insurgency Adv

Population centric counter-insurgency key to prevent re-eruption of violence

Crane et. al 2009 [Keith, Martin C. Libicki, Audra K. Grant, James B. Bruce, Omar Al-Shahery, Alireza Nader,Suzanne Perry, Crane is Director of the RAND Corporation's Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program, Living Conditions in Anbar Province in June 2008, September 30, http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2009/RAND_TR715.pdf//HS]

Iraq’s Anbar Province in 2008 was a very different place than it was in 2006. Then, the likely outcome of the struggle between al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) on the one hand and Coalition forces, the local population, and the governing institutions of the province on the other was anything but clear. Since that period, the level of violence has dropped dramatically. Life is becoming more normal, and politics has begun to replace violence as a way to settle disputes. However, conditions in al-Anbar could cease to improve or could even deteriorate. AQI could recover enough strength to renew attacks, especially if it has sleeper cells in place waiting for propitious opportunities. The relationship between the mostly Sunni province and the Shia-dominated central government is tense. Recovery from years of violence is by no means complete. In al-Anbar, the local population is, as in any counterinsurgency campaign, the center of gravity. The first step toward winning the population is to understand it. For the forces of order to appeal to the people, security forces need to understand not just politics but also how the people live.
Population centric counter-insurgency key to prevent re-eruption of violence

Crane et. al 2009 [Keith, Martin C. Libicki, Audra K. Grant, James B. Bruce, Omar Al-Shahery, Alireza Nader,Suzanne Perry, Crane is Director of the RAND Corporation's Environment, Energy, and Economic Development Program, Living Conditions in Anbar Province in June 2008, September 30, http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/2009/RAND_TR715.pdf//HS]

Iraq’s Anbar Province in 2008 was a very different place than it was in 2006. Then, the likely outcome of the struggle between al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) on the one hand and Coalition forces, the local population, and the governing institutions of the province on the other was anything but clear. Since that period, the level of violence has dropped dramatically. Life is becoming more normal, and politics has begun to replace violence as a way to settle disputes. However, conditions in al-Anbar could cease to improve or could even deteriorate. AQI could recover enough strength to renew attacks, especially if it has sleeper cells in place waiting for propitious opportunities. The relationship between the mostly Sunni province and the Shia-dominated central government is tense. Recovery from years of violence is by no means complete. In al-Anbar, the local population is, as in any counterinsurgency campaign, the center of gravity. The first step toward winning the population is to understand it. For the forces of order to appeal to the people, security forces need to understand not just politics but also how the people live.

IRAQ SHIFTING TOWARDS A RELGIOUS EXTEMIST GOVERNMENT NOW – CORRUPTION FUELS THE TRANSITION – FRANKEL ‘10

(Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Is Iraq the next Iran?”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0306_iraq_elections_frankel.aspx, March 6, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

Conventional wisdom suggests that a shift towards a greater role for religion is unlikely, given that these same parties were at the forefront after the 2005 elections and the result was a country more secular than some pundits expected. But much has transpired in the last five years, and the government that gets elected will be facing tremendous pressures to deliver. Studies of more radical Islamic groups find that their most notable characteristic is their dissatisfaction with political status quo. Extensive corruption—a major problem in Iraq—can lead to calls for a purer system as true Islamists argue that the government has corrupted the faith. The rise of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) in Algeria in the late 1980s was in large part due to the poor governance of the ruling party; the FIS political platform focused on reforms through implementation of Islamic law. Similarly in Turkey, recent polls indicate that a majority of Turks attribute the rise of religious extremism to the failings of secular society, especially in providing education and creating jobs. There are already hints of this in Iraq, as evidenced by complaints from religious leaders in the holy city of An Najaf last November regarding members of Parliament securing perks for themselves at the expense of important issues of state. ISCI also used the Shia holiday of Ashura as a platform for a massive anti-government rally attended by over 5,000 Shia last December.
This is not to say that Iraq is on a path to become the next Iran. The Iraqi Shia Islamist parties maintain a strong nationalist streak and are generally resistant to entreaties from Tehran. Iraq also has two important checks on the role of religion in the state-the Iraqi Army and tribes-that will prevent religious law from spreading too widely. But those that believe that Iraq is inexorably on a path to secularism are likely to wind up disappointed.

Counter-Insurgency Adv

The assassination insurgent leaders not only fails to stop violence but helps to make it worse – FRANKEL ‘10

(Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Why Killing Enemy Leaders Rarely Works”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_al_qaeda_frankel.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

Much has been made of Monday’s announcement of the recent killing of the number three man in all of Al Qaeda. The consensus seems to be that Mustafa Abu al-Yazid’s death will be a significant blow in the war on terror, but it’s much more likely to have no effect at all. If the past seven years in Iraq is any indication, the removal of enemy leaders has little to no impact on the group’s ability to conduct attacks against us.

The recent killing of top two leaders of Al Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Ayub al-Masri and Abu Umar al-Baghdadi, is a perfect example. "The death of these terrorists is potentially the most significant blow to Al Qaeda in Iraq since the beginning of the insurgency," said General Ray Odierno, commander of US forces in Iraq, after the operation, which took place late last month. The good feeling lasted less than three weeks, however. A series of devastating jihadist-led coordinated attacks across Iraq, killing over 100 people, soon reduced Odierno’s comments to mere hyperbole. And the fact that Masri’s death didn’t mean the end of Al Qaeda in Iraq shouldn’t be a surprise to anyone who has followed Iraq closely since 2003. In the past, whenever officials have pronounced upon the significance of an enemy killing, it has always proven premature.

American targeting operations fail – no incorporation of local forces or a centralized opponent – FRANKEL ‘10

(Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Why Killing Enemy Leaders Rarely Works”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_al_qaeda_frankel.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

So why hasn’t the removal of insurgent and terrorist leadership yielded more successful outcomes in Iraq? My research of twenty different high-value targeting campaigns from Algeria to Chechnya to Japan suggests that such operations have the greatest chance of success when conducted by local forces against a centralized opponent in conjunction with larger counterinsurgency operations. Until recently, American targeting efforts in Iraq failed to meet any of these criteria. One needs to go back in time only four years to understand this dynamic firsthand. In June 2006, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi was finally killed after a months-long manhunt. “Zarqawi's death is a severe blow to Al Qaeda. It's a victory in the global war on terror,” President Bush said at the time. But the “victory”—such as it was—proved to be short-lived. Weekly attacks against Coalition forces climbed from 950 in the week before Zarqawi’s death to 1400 just three months later. High-profile attacks nearly doubled over the next nine months, according to U.S. military data. And our struggles with high-value targeting operations in Iraq have hardly been limited to Sunni jihadist groups. Overemphasis on targeting operations plagued our efforts in the early years of the war. In the months following the fall of Saddam Hussein’s regime, U.S. forces made finding the fugitive leader, his sons, and other holdouts from the infamous “deck of cards” their top priority, ignoring the fact that anti-occupation sentiment had spread to tribal and non-Baathist Sunni figures and spawned a broad decentralized insurgency. Poorly-conceived and poorly-managed targeting efforts added fuel to the fire. Brazen midnight US military raids sometimes led to the capture of an insurgent, but often created a new generation of enemies as a result of rough tactics and lack of sensitivity towards local customs. Furthermore, since the Sunni insurgency was decentralized, with local commanders holding large amounts of autonomy, the targeting campaign did little to stem the levels of violence. The eventual capture of Saddam, and the deaths of his sons, had no effect on the growing insurgency. Instead, it took a combination of persistent attacks by Shia militias and the rise of the Anbar Awakening to defeat the bulk of the Sunni insurgency. 

Counter-Insurgency Adv

US MILITARY FORCES FIGHTING INSURGENTS IN IRAQ FAIL – INCORPORATING OCCUPYING FORCE AND HOST GOVERNMENTS KEY – FRANKEL ‘10

(Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Why Killing Enemy Leaders Rarely Works”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_al_qaeda_frankel.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

History has shown that a military force that fights insurgents far from its home turf, like American soldiers have done in Iraq, will have a severe disadvantage because troops don’t understand the local cultural dynamics and networks. Despite our technological superiority, the United States often falls short in the area of local intelligence collection, leading to poor target selection and unnecessary collateral damage as we have seen in both Iraq and Afghanistan. In these cases, it is essential that the goals and strategies of the occupying force and the host government are aligned. A U.S.-led targeting campaign against Shia militants didn’t succeed in reducing violence until the Iraqi government finally decided to turn its attention against the Sadrists after months of blocking U.S. efforts. This also gets to the larger point that targeting operations can’t succeed in a vacuum. The Sadrists weren’t defeated until the Iraqi government conducted large-scale operations—backed by U.S. forces—in Al Basrah, Al Amarah and Sadr City in 2008.

WORKING CLOSELY WITH IRAQI GOVERNEMNTS IS KEY TO SUCCESSFUL COUNTERINSURGENCY – FRANKEL ‘10

(Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “Why Killing Enemy Leaders Rarely Works”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_al_qaeda_frankel.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

This isn’t to say that the deaths of Masri and Baghdadi aren’t useful. Removing terrorist leaders from the battlefield will certainly have some positive impact, if only to demonstrate to the rest of al Qaeda that their leaders will continue to be in our crosshairs. But let’s not expect that their deaths will necessarily result in the demise of al Qaeda or even a reduction in high-profile attacks. Now that the number of U.S. troops in Iraq has dropped below the number in Afghanistan, it’s important to think about the implications of Iraq for other combat zones. For targeting efforts—such as drone strikes campaigns in Pakistan—to bear fruit, the U.S. must work more closely with local governments and must include any targeting efforts within a broader counterinsurgency framework to have any hope of success. Because if we continue to conduct targeting operations in a vacuum, as we did in Iraq after the fall of Saddam, we will be doomed to failure.


Defense of Counter-Insurgency Data

DEFENSE OF RESEARCH METHOD: Our Predictive Claims Are Base on Both On The Ground Wisdom and Quantitative Research To Verify Those Insights. The Combination of Qualitative and Quantatitve approach Is Superior. 

Connable and Libicki, ’10 (Ben and Martin C., Ben: International Policy analyst at RAND AND Martin C.: PhD in Economics and Senior Management Scientist at RAND “How Insurgencies End,” accessed 6/24/10, www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG965.pdfwww.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG965.pdf, SSD))

Our conclusions reflect both the intersection and dichotomy between quantitative and qualitative approaches to case-study research. While it would not have been possible to draw generalized conclusions about insurgency endings without a close examination of a sizable data set, the lack of control over the data necessitates educated interpretation to a degree that might bring discomfort to those familiar with strict scientific examination. This middle-of-the-road approach prevents us from offering conclusive or predictive findings: None of our quantitative analysis stands alone, while our broader analysis stands as a singular interpretation of the history of modern insurgency endings. Further, we recognize that our quantitative study failed to adequately address some critical elements of COIN, including, but not limited to, information operations, criminalization, force ratios, and CDFs. Our research should be compared and contrasted with other, similar studies, several of which we have cited herein.
With these final caveats in place, there are some generalized lessons on which counterinsurgents might draw when shaping individual campaigns. Each should be examined and, if found applicable, modified to fit specific conditions. So while a counterinsurgent should not look at the strong correlation between a loss of insurgent sanctuary and government victory and then put all efforts toward interdicting sanctuaries, it might be prudent to incorporate some form of interdiction operations into a comprehensive campaign plan when sanctuary is present. Some, if not most, of our findings are best considered during the planning stages of a COIN operation, but all should be reconsidered during periodic shifts in campaign emphasis and direction.
Counter-Insurgency I/L Int. Terrorism

Strengthening America’s moral authority is key to combating terrorism and maintaining power on the national stage.  

Lord, Nagl, and Rosen 2009 (Kristin, John, and Seth, Kristin Lord is Vice President and Director of Studies at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American Security.  He is also a member of the Defense Policy Board and a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, writer for the Center for a New American Society, “Beyond Bullets: A Pragmatic Strategy to Combat Violent Islamist Extremism” 06/09/09, http://cnas.org/node/975, 06/21/10, HR.)

In the eyes of many foreigners, the United States has lost moral authority. At least in part, these attitudes reflect displeasure with policies such as the treatment of prisoners at Guantanamo Bay, the maintenance of secret prisons, and the torture of captured al Qaeda members. Controversial within the United States, those policies drew even wider criticism abroad, rendering allies reluctant partners and garnering support and sympathy for extremists. America’s moral authority has been tarnished further by charges of hypocrisy. Arabs expressed disappointment that the United States promoted democracy only to reject the results of elections in Palestine, called for an end to human rights abuses only to stand by the authoritarian govern​ments that perpetrated them, and argued for press freedom only to pay journalists to write what the U.S. government wanted Iraqis to hear. Though these policies were contested efforts to balance competing interests, for many Muslims they wove a narrative that the United States did not live up to its own rhetoric and could not be trusted. Strengthening America’s moral authority will enhance U.S. power and undercut the appeal of violent extremists. Such authority confers legitimacy on the United States and U.S. policy, contravenes extremists’ ability to attract recruits, and facilitates American actions around the globe. At a tactical level, it enables more effective counterterrorism missions by giving partner governments political cover to cooperate with the United States. 78 And, in the area of intelligence gathering, moral authority can motivate individu​als to share information. During the Cold War, some of the best intelligence sources sought out the United States at great personal risk because they believed in American principles. To accomplish this objective, U.S. leaders must demonstrate through their words and deeds that America lives up to its values. These values are a source of power for the United States, as well as a moral imperative within our own society. By stay​ing true to values that have wide appeal around the world, the United States offers an enduring demonstration of pluralism and the rule of law. This is not always easy, as evidenced by current debates over declassifying documents relating to the American torture of al Qaeda prisoners. Yet America is a country that faces up to its own mistakes. However painful this may be in specific instances, it remains both the right thing to do and the prudent course, contributing to America’s long-term authority and influence.

Law enforcement and policing is key to combating terrorism. 

Lord, Nagl, and Rosen 2009 (Kristin, John, and Seth, Kristin Lord is Vice President and Director of Studies at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. John Nagl is the President of the Center for a New American Security.  He is also a member of the Defense Policy Board and a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, writer for the Center for a New American Society, “Beyond Bullets: A Pragmatic Strategy to Combat Violent Islamist Extremism” 06/09/09, http://cnas.org/node/975, 06/21/10, HR.)

Especially outside of war zones, law enforcement agencies should play a critical role in suppressing al Qaeda and marginalizing violent Islamist extrem​ism. First-rate policing and intelligence work not only disrupt plots but also lead to the dismantling of terrorist organizations. 95 Law enforcement is central to capturing weapons, monitoring suspi​cious activities and following up on tips, providing security to local populations, and developing rela​tionships of trust that lead communities to share valuable intelligence. There are no quick fixes; the law enforcement approach requires a sustained response with adequate funding and manpower. Much of the expanded policing efforts must focus on states such as Pakistan that lack robust law enforcement institutions. To be successful, policing methods must be imbued with legitimacy. If police and intelligence agencies do not uphold the rule of law in all endeavors, critical popular support and cooperation will dissipate. As in all elements of the strategy, the engagement of broader populations is essential.

***Virtual War***

Virtual War Advantage

THE SOVEREIGN TARGETING OF BODIES IS THE ABSOLUTE FACE OF VIOLENCE. ALL HUMANS BECOME TARGETABLE HOMO SACER WAITING TO BE KILLED OR SAVED AT THE WHIM OF THE BIOPOLITICAL ORDER AND ITS DECIDER. IN THIS MOMENT OF LETHAL DECISION POLITICS IS VAPORIZED AND REPLACED WITH THE ABSOLUTE WAR OF PREEMPTION.

Goh ’06 [Irving, Fellow @ Harvard University, Fast Capitalism, 2.1 2006, http://fastcapitalism.com/]

At present, the time of the preemptive presents the targeted body without the chance, or the right, to offer a counter-hypothesis, so as to prove the preemptive erroneous. The targeted body of the preemptive is not offered, and cannot offer, a prophylaxis contra the preemptive so as to delay the elimination of the right to be alive. In other words, in the staging of the preemptive, there is no space for disagreement. His or her speech, phone or logos—the desperate cries (phone) of denial of any (future) wrongdoing; or the cries of injustice of a treatment towards another human being, articulated in a linguistic idiom rational and intelligible (logos); and the cries to surrender (including deferring one's own innocence for the sake of one's safety)—no longer matters. It is no longer heard, as in the case of the preemptive shooting in Miami. Even silence is not heard either, as in the case of the London shooting. The rush of a preemptive is a sonic barrage that drowns out any (silent) voice that seeks to defer it. The gap opened by a suspected body between itself and the law that promises the security of the territory is already too great. The law and its need to secure a terrifying peace cannot bear the widening or delaying of that interval by a further demand of a disagreeing counter-hypothesis or auto-prophylaxis. To allow the normalization of the fatal preemptive would be to institute the legitimization of an absolute or extreme biopolitics. According to Foucault, biopolitics is the control and management of individual bodies by the State through technics of knowledge (usually through surveillance) of those same bodies. In a biopolitical situation, the State holds the exceptional power to determine either the right to let live or make die the individual belonging to the State. Should the preemptive become a force of reason of contemporary life, one would terribly risk submitting the freedom of life and therefore an unconditional right to be alive to a biopolitical capture, handing over the right to let die to the State police and military powers. It would be a situation of abdicating the body as a totally exposed frontier of absolute war. For in the constant exposure of the imminent preemptive, the body at any time—when decided upon by military or police powers to be a security threat—becomes the point in which the space and time of conductibility of war collapse in a total manner. The preemptive reduces the body to a total space of absolute war. Virilio has suggested that the absolute destruction of an enemy in war is procured when the enemy can no longer hypothesize an alternate if not counter route or trajectory (of escape or counter- attack) from impending forces (1990: 17). In the sequence of executing the preemptive to its resolute end, the escaping body faces that same threat of zero hypothesis. There is no chance for that body to think (itself) outside the vortical preemptive. Preemptive bullets into the head would take away that chance of hypothesis. A spectral figure begins to haunt the scene now. And that is the figure of the homo sacer, who according to Agamben's analysis, is the one who in ancient times is killed without his or her death being a religious sacrifice, and the one whose killers are nonindictable of homicide. This figure is also the sign par excellence of the absolute biopolitical capture of life by the State, in which the decision to let live and make die is absolutely managed and decided by the State, and thereby the right to be alive is no longer the fact of freedom of existence for the homo sacer (Agamben 1998). For the right to be alive to be secured in any real sense from any political capture, for it to be maintained and guaranteed as and for the future of the human, the body cannot be allowed to return to this figure of the homo sacer. But victims of the preemptive irrepressibly recall the figure of the homo sacer. In the current legal proceedings of the London shooting, it has not been the fact that the police officers shot an innocent Brazilian that they will be charged. That charge remains absent. The charge of homicide against the officers remains elliptical. Instead, the plan has been to charge them for altering the police log book to conceal the fact that they had mistakenly identified the victim as a terror suspect. The possible turn of human life into the figure of homo sacer as decided by forces of the police or military under the overarching security measure of the preemptive divides the common space of existence. The space of existence becomes less than common now. The preemptive, as in the decision of a homo sacer, brings along with it a certain profiling of certain peoples, regardless of whether the force of law or the State would like to admit or not to such profiling measures. The law or the State would deny this unspoken profiling, but the evidence of its real imminence is felt by the peoples who would most likely fall under the category that the police or military would identify as a possible terror threat. And there is no denying that this profiling largely takes on an ethnic contour. And the fears of such a contouring are not unspoken. "Anyone with dark skin who was running for a bus or Tube could be thought to be about to detonate a bomb," expressed a concerned Labor peer Lord Ahmed for the U.K. Muslim community after the London shooting ("U.K. Muslims Feel 'Under Suspicion'" BBC News. 25 July 2005). The irreducible profiling in the culture of the preemptive is happening in the United States too. A New York Times article reports of a police-speak of "M.E.W.C's" under its intense surveillance—"Middle Eastern with a camera—perhaps taking pictures of a bridge, a hydropower plant or a reservoir" (Kershaw, New York Times. 25 July 2005). The nonnative ethnic community senses a state of emergency that works against them, that restricts their freedom of living on without fear. Indeed, after the London shooting, the BBC carried a report that said "many young Muslims were reluctant to leave their homes" ("U.K. Muslims Feel 'Under Suspicion'" BBC News. 25 July 2005). Their right to be alive becomes under siege as they "believed they could become victims of mistaken identity by armed police" (ibid.). They simply cannot hypothesize, innocent as they are of the intent of terror, a way to disprove the charge of the deadly preemptive that (mis)identifies or profiles them as possible terror suspects. As a Muslim living in Manchester says, "How do I know I won't just be picked up and labeled as a terrorist?" (ibid.). The possibility of a counter-hypothesis against the preemptive, and the unconditional right to be alive, become for these peoples, the unthinkable. That is what Anderton in Minority Report feels too once the naming of himself as a criminal-to-be and the decision of the preemptive capture of him have been disseminated. Even with a counter-proof that he will not commit a crime, he resigns to the fact that nothing can be done to reverse the precession of the preemptive, nothing to stop "precrime" from believing that he has not "the remotest intention of killing" (Dick 1997:329). For a critical response to the preemptive, such that a counter-hypothesis to disprove the preemptive is thinkable, such that no profiling politics of homo sacer is resurrected, and such that a right to be alive unconditionally remains thinkable or remains open and free to thought, one needs to open the space of disagreement with it and resist it, even though the State cannot bear such an interval between its preemptive law for territorial security and the interruption of a disagreement. One nonetheless has to interrupt the preemptive in overdrive to allow the counter-hypothesis or its prophylaxis to surface or arrive; or, one has to interrupt the prophylaxis when it precipitates into a destructive preemptive. And one cannot allow this reserve of the prophylaxis in contradistinction with the deadly preemptive to be the sole domain or hidden property of exceptional power. It cannot be deferred to be the decision and the enclosed time of reading of power. That is in fact the aporia of the prophylaxis in the text of Minority Report. John Anderton comes to realize that the prophylaxis of him not being a criminal-to-come is possible only because only he, as a figure of sovereign power, as the chief of "precrime" operations, has access to this strategic information. It is a privileged access, exceptional only to him, and not to the others, the other common beings that do not personify the figure of law and therefore already arrested for a crime they have not (yet) commit. Only John Anderton can be offered the prophylaxis (provided he chooses to want to read it), and only he can offer a prophylaxis. As he admits at the end of the text, "My case was unique, since I had access to the [prophylaxis] data. It could happen again—but only to the next Police Commissioner" (Dick 1997:353). But the sending and the offering of the prophylaxis cannot remain as the exceptional reserve of figures of law. It must arrive from the other side of the law, arriving as the disagreement with the preemptive, and it must be listened to. This disagreement will be the time that holds back if not delays the preemptive so that a prophylaxis can come into negotiation with it. 

Virtual War Advantage

THE ATTEMPT TO USE TARGETED KILLING TO HUNT DOWN ROGUES RELIES ON TWO DEADLY ASSUMPTIONS: 1. THAT WE KNOW WHO THE BAD GUYS ARE 2. THAT USABLE, FAST, CONVENTIONAL RESPONSE DETERS BETTER. THEY ADVOCATE DETERRENCE THROUGH SPECTACULAR MURDER. THE RESULT IS THE NORMALIZATION OF PREEMPTION AS THE PREFERABLE STRATEGY OF WAR. THE IMPACT IS WEAPONS SHIFT, NUCLEAR ESCALATION AND THE COLLAPSE OF U.S. HEGEMONY FROM A GLOBAL BACKLASH TO U.S. KILLINGS. 

Goh ’06 [Irving, Fellow @ Harvard University, Fast Capitalism, 2.1 2006, http://fastcapitalism.com/]

The articulation of wait cannot be more urgent today. It must be pronouncedly reiterated, in disagreement with the deadly preemptive, before the latter becomes a "necessary" global security condition of living in the world today. The deadly preemptive without chance for a counterhypothetic prophylaxis being offered must be resisted against its gaining momentum to procure a global consensual, legal status. And even if it is already in the process of being legalized or normalized as a contemporary fact or "necessity" of life in this twenty-first century of insecurity, it still has to be disagreed with. According to Rancière, consensus is arrived at from a striated observation of the real. The real today is a situation in which terror is surprising major cities and cities thought to be defensible against if not impenetrable to such surprises in ever greater media visibility and spectacle. To prevent more of these terrifying surprises (mediatising themselves) elsewhere, or such that second surprises will not tear apart the same city, the determination has been to short-circuit the possible dissemination of such terror at whatever cost. And this is where the preemptive has come in, the only possible measure to erase the slightest shadow of the next surprise. It cannot take chances. There is no chance for the counter-hypothesis. The real "is the absorption of all reality and all truth in the category of the only thing possible" (Rancière 1999:132). This is the real through which the consensus on the preemptive is or will be reached. The consensus is that "which asserts, in all circumstances, that it is only doing the only thing possible to do" (ibid.). The aggregation of the striated observation of the real, the "only thing possible to do," and consensus, is the final collapse of thinking of another trajectory of the future of the real, the erasure of the exposition of what is unthinkable or impossible that will falsify the future of "the only thing possible to do." The singular fatal preemptive cannot become a consensus of the "only thing possible to do." It cannot be thought as a necessity of security, a "perceptible given of common life" (Rancière 2004:7). Furthermore, consensus tends to fail to solve the problem it seeks to address. According to Rancière, in the political scene of the late 1990s, "'Consensus' was presented as the pacification of conflicts that arose from ideologies of social struggle, and yet it brought about anything but peace" (2004:4). Instead, there has been but the "re-emergence and success of racist and xenophobic movements" (ibid.). One can hardly imagine that a different outcome will indeed arise with the consensus of the deadly preemptive today. While policies are being put in place to rid a territory of hatred or hate-mongers, as in the United Kingdom today, the normalization of the preemptive, which brings along with it its unspoken profiling contours, would only serve to undermine if not contradict the former, since the profiling contour of the preemptive has been known elsewhere to have "produced tremendous resentment and hostility" [3] (Kershaw, New York Times. 25 July 2005). And as the American State war-machine leads the world in the global "war on terror," conducting war in countries like Iraq to preempt the spread of terror, not only is the right to be alive of innocent civilians in Iraq denied by military collateral damage there, but any homeland in America or elsewhere has not the sense that it has procured a better security. Instead, there remains the constant fear of further terror carried out under the pretext of retaliation against the preemptive like the one in Iraq. This worry has been exactly the same sentiment echoed recently in response to the Bush Administration's engineering of its next preemptive military measure, the Prompt Global Strike (PGS): "[PGS] may push potential hostile nations to be prepared to launch nuclear-armed missiles with even less notice than before in order to avoid them being destroyed in any preemptive U.S. first strike. Therefore, […] far from making the American people and homeland safer, the development of such weapons could put them at even greater risk from thermonuclear attack" (Sieff, United Press International. 09 February 2006). More than exorcizing the past trauma, the preemptive only perpetuates more trauma as more lives are lost and the right to be alive severely striated by the force of law. The global legal consensus on the singular deadly preemptive is therefore nothing short of terrifying either. One is reminded of Minority Report here, in which "rule by terror" is also the name given to the "precrime" methods of preemptively "arresting innocent men—nocturnal police raids, that sort of thing" (Dick 1997:348). And in turn, does that not remind one of all those rendition operations of the CIA, in which terror suspects, some of them arrested preemptively, and some of them already proven innocent in yet another case of mistaken identity or intelligence let-down of the preemptive, are rendered to prisons outside the United States where they can get no legal help and where they may more likely than not be tortured, in clear violation of international law? These preemptive renditions are now beginning to be slowly unveiled to have some sort of consensus from some European nations like the United Kingdom and Germany, and nations that have had supported these prisons such as Poland, Romania, Morocco, and Thailand. There is something not very democratic about the preemptive, to say the least. And the more consensus it gathers around it, the more undemocratic its practice will become. This is at least Rancière's argument of the consensus. For Rancière, consensus is nothing short of the erasure of politics or democracy. The aura of democratic practice that surrounds the politics of consensus is but a false illusion. Politics or democracy should be that primary irreducible gesture of disagreement with any injustice that is at work against an individual or a collective, especially the injustice that detaches the individual or a certain collective from an immanent fact of common freedom by denying them the right to partake of that common. But consensus does not open a space for such a gesture. Instead, according to Rancière, consensus is only "the dissolution of all political differences and juridical distinctions," the "erasing [of] the contestatory, conflictual nature of the very givens of common life" (Rancière 2004:8/7). It would only be in the spirit of democracy to disagree with the consensus, the consensus of the preemptive in all its forms.

Virtual War Advantage

VOTE AFF AGAINST ANY ATTEMPT TO IMPROVE THE PREEMPTIVE CAPABILITIES OF STATES. PREEMPTION MUST BE REJECTED IN ALL FORMS TO BREAK THE RISING CONSENSUS ON SPEED AND PREEMPTIVE WAR. THE ALTERNATIVE CREATES DEMOCRATIC RESISTANCE AND THE POSSIBILITY TO GENERATE NEW NORMS.

Goh ’06 [Irving, Fellow @ Harvard University, Fast Capitalism, 2.1 2006, http://fastcapitalism.com/]

The fact remains that the victim of the London police preemptive shooting had no link to terror—had no intent of terror. (neither had the victim of the Miami shooting.) There is nothing right about that preemptive act. It has been a wrong calculation, a wrong decision, executed in a method of resolute excess. This is not the first time intelligence fails the preemptive. It has failed in the case of the Iraq war of 2003, since no "weapons of mass destruction" have been found, while the hypothesis of stores of such weapons has been but evidence in absentia that "justified" the projectile of war against Iraq to preempt Iraq from disseminating the said weapons. But the remaining evidence, the only real verifiable evidence, is that there is an intelligence problem with the preemptive in overdrive. So there is in fact a double wrong to the entire sequence of the preemptive. The misidentification of an innocent being as a terror-suspect and denying that being the right to be alive, the intelligence let-down, is the second wrong. The first wrong is what has been discussed earlier—the tearing of the immanent collective of living beings into those that are likely to fall under the force of the preemptive act and those who do not. And as said earlier too, this partition is rather discernible. Basically, the different, the non-natives of the territory tend to belong to those whose right to be alive is now abdicated to the decision of the preemptive force of law. They have no part in articulating that right by themselves anymore. They have no part in voicing out their disagreement with the irreducible profiling force of the preemptive that separates them from others who will hardly be thought to be a suspect. Their voices are simply not heard. They cannot claim to a common collective of living beings insisting on the right to be alive simply by the fact of existence. That they are under the scope of the preemptive separates them from that common. And they are also denied the equality of thinking that any act of violence against civilians of terror is undesirable. For the preemptive to regard these peoples to be as against terror now or in the future is an impossibility. That is unthinkable to the preemptive and its profiling horizon. This is the wrong that one must recognize first and foremost. The space of wrong, in which those are wronged, must be given exposition. One must re-mark wrong, after the marking out of those who do not have equal right to be alive by the politics of preemptive. As Ranciére (1999) says, The concept of wrong is […] not linked to any theater of 'victimization.' It belongs to the original structure of politics. Wrong is simply the mode of subjectification in which the assertion of equality takes it political shape. […] Wrong institutes a singular universal, a polemical universal, by tying the presentation of equality, as the part of those who have no part, to the conflict between parts of society. (P. 39) In relation to the imminent preemptive, "the part of those who have no part" has to be articulated. The "part of those who have no part" is that assemblage of peoples—which is, contrary to the delimited perspective of the preemptive, certainly not limited to the migrant, the illegal immigrant, the asylum seeker, the ethnic peoples— who have no part in being presumed innocent or being without suspicion of intent of terror as demarcated by that politics; the peoples who disagree with the deadly force of the preemptive without agreeing with the ideologies and methods of terror; and the peoples who without crime and without intent of crime desire just a right to disappear and just run, from the force of law. It is a people to come, to use Deleuze and Guattari's term, who will say wait to the speed of the preemptive, who will disagree with the law of the preemptive, as long as the law refuses to allow the sending of the prophylaxis or the time of a counter-hypothesis. The beginning of the paper suggested that if one is to disagree with the preemptive, one needs to get outside of it. This assemblage of "the part of those who have no part" is precisely the people to come who are outside the consensus (the police chiefs, the State, the military complex) that seeks to normalize the preemptive. They are therefore the outside whose exposé must not be denied or deferred anymore. With them reserves the potentiality of what Ranciére calls "dissensus" that will break the politics of consensus, the politics of consensus on the preemptive. The voice of this assemblage might not be heard at present, blocked by the deafening speed of the preemptive, yet this assemblage nonetheless has to have a persistence in inscribing itself as an exposition that disagrees with the politics of the preemptive. And it will do so only to (re)claim that common fact of right to be alive without submitting to the decision of the preemptive, to (re)claim the common equality to be presumed innocent and be without profiling by the preemptive, and the common equality of sharing the common desire to resist the ideologies and methods of terror. The persistence of this assemblage inscribing itself is its force of disagreement. (Disagreement or mésentente for Ranciére is about the persistence of the exposition of wrong.) This disagreement is the prophylaxis the assemblage brings to the preemptive, displacing it, counter-checking it, counter-arguing it. The persistence this assemblage gives is also what Ranciére calls the "processing" of a wrong. It "passes through the constitution of specific subjects that take the wrong upon themselves, give it shape, invent new forms and names for it to conduct its processing in a specific montage of proofs" (Ranciére 1999:40). With regard to the preemptive, these proofs will be those that prove that a prophylaxis or counter-hypothesis may change the course the "suspect" takes and therefore maintaining every single possibility of the right to be alive, proofs that disarticulate the interpretation and judgment of the preemptive and therefore securing for the mistaken identity the right to be alive, and proofs that the profiling contours of the preemptive is wrong to deny them the equality of being presumed innocence and without suspicion of terror-intent. This persistence can be seen as an effective prophylaxis or counter-hypothesis because it is also an interval, an "opening up [of] the world where argument can be received and have an impact" (Ranciére 1999:56, my emphasis). This persistence is like the counter-hypothetic "minority report" in Philip K. Dick's text. And just as a "minority report" must be given an exposure to counter the deadly preemptive, so must this persistence.  If there is anything disappointing about the dénouement of the text of Minority Report, it is perhaps its reactionary turn at the end. There is the chance for Anderton to live out the possibility, the counter-hypothesis of him not being a murderer-to-be. It is the chance presented to him when Anderton's prospective victim according to the "precrime" vision of the future, Kaplan, invites Anderton onto an impromptu stage to expose the flaw of "precrime," to expose the fact that "precrime" makes wrong judgment like the possible misidentifying of Andertonas a potential killer. That could have constituted the emergence of disagreement with the preemptive, as Anderton and Kaplan, "the killer and his victim," "standing side by side," exposes the wrong of "precrime." And the right to be alive, for both Anderton and Kaplan, would have been preserved. But the status quo of the preemptive "precrime" is reinstated instead. In a flash of "blind terror," (Dick 1997: 352) Anderton decides to fulfill the prophecy of "precrime" and fatally shoots Kaplan (One cannot help reading it as a foreshadowing of the "blind terror" of the London shooting in complete view of tube commuters). The exposure of the flaw of "precrime" is thereby short-circuited and the institution of the preemptive is maintained. "Precrime" is secured from any criticism, from any prophylaxis. But the right to be alive is compromised, not Anderton's at least, but Kaplan's. Aside from the politics between the police and the military of which Kaplan belongs, one finds it difficult to justify the exchange of Kaplan's right to be alive for the perpetuation of the preemptive "precrime" system. Anderton , by that time, had already acknowledged and experienced the flaw of "precrime," the flaw that "there've been other innocent people(1997: 333)" under the "precrime" directive. He was going to forcefully resist or disagree with the "precrime" system, for his right to be alive. He had said, "If the system can survive only by imprisoning innocent people, then it deserves to be destroyed. My personal safety is important because I'm a human being" (1997:342). But in the end, Anderton's thought of life is abdicated to a thought of the system. The moment Anderton decides to murder Kaplan is the moment when he "was thinking about the system" so that the "basic validity of the Precrime system" will not be shaken (1997:342, 350). At the end, all is normal with the preemptive "precrime" system. It returns to the terrifying normalcy of the preemptive condition. Life must not imitate fiction in this case. Once again, critical thought must resist any consensual normalization of the preemptive condition. But to be sure again, there is no disputing the good intentions and the possible good what a preemptive can deliver. One cannot ignore the fact that its point of departure is to be prophylactic. The question, perhaps, is about the question of the relative speeds of the preemptive itself. It would be a question of negotiating between its belatedness—so as to let arrive a possible counter-hypothesis, and its acceleration. To put it in another way, it would be a question of opening up a space of disagreement between its two speeds. Every policy seeks to be both a just act or an act of justice, and an act that serves a certain functionality. The problem with policies is that States assume an uninterrupted or noncontestable continuum between functionality and justice. But according to Ranciére, this continuum is but a "false continuity" (1999:21). For Ranciére, there is always a wrong that interrupts this continuum: "Between the useful and the just lies the incommensurability of wrong" (ibid.). The articulation of this wrong, which posits a disagreement with an act presumed to be both functional and just, or which proves the "false continuity" between functionality and justice of an act, cannot disappear, cannot be made to disappear. This articulation must surface. So there must be the persistence of exposition of disagreement with the preemptive as it is today, so as to (re)open thought to the unconditional right to be alive that the deadly preemptive is putting into danger, and to open the entire question of the preemptive to intensive critique and inquiry so as to prevent all thoughts of the preemptive to collapse into an uncritical consensus on its deadly speed. The force of persistence of disagreement would also put into question the undemocratic profiling and partitioning practices of the preemptive. Its exposition will only "presuppose the refutation of a situation's given assumptions" (assumptions like the deadly speed of the preemptive as the only necessity of contemporary security condition; the assumption that the ethnic different, the nonnative, the migrant, tends to incline towards a propensity of future terror) and "the introduction of previously uncounted objects and subjects" (like that of the assemblage of wrong) (Ranciére 2004:7). As Ranciére says, disagreement is "the invention of a question that no one was asking themselves until then" (1999:33). The time of invention of a question in disagreement with the preemptive is none other than but now.

Virtual War Advantage

DRONE ASSASSINTATIONS BLUR THE LINES OF WAR, UN WARNS

Koring 2010 [Paul Koring, Foreign correspondent for Globe and Mail, “U.S. Drone Attacks Blur the Lines of War”, 6/4/2010, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/americas/us-drone-strikes-blur-the-lines-of-war-un-warns/article1591920/, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

Reapers and Predators – the grimly-named missile-firing drones remotely piloted by American agents with `Playstation mentalities' – blur the laws of war and threaten a new era of assassinations without accountability, warns the United Nations special rapporteur on extrajudicial killings. President Barack Obama's escalating war against Islamic extremists inside Pakistan is increasingly reliant on drones – flown by CIA agents often half a world away from computer consoles – and missile strikes by pilot-less drones now average more than two a week. “Intelligence agencies, which by definition are determined to remain unaccountable except to their own paymasters, have no place in running programs that kill people in other countries,” said Philip Alston, the author of the report on drone use. Mr. Alston, an international law scholar and human rights expert, concluded there was nothing inherently criminal about firing missiles from drones, but warned that without clear rules and accountability, it could usher in a new era of chaotic, long-distance and anonymous warfare.

RISK OF DEVELOPING PLAYSTATION MENTALITY TO KILLING

Koring 2010 [Paul Koring, Foreign correspondent for Globe and Mail, “U.S. Drone Attacks Blur the Lines of War”, 6/4/2010, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/americas/us-drone-strikes-blur-the-lines-of-war-un-warns/article1591920/, 6/24/2010, K.C.]

Mr. Alston, an international law scholar and human rights expert, concluded there was nothing inherently criminal about firing missiles from drones, but warned that without clear rules and accountability, it could usher in a new era of chaotic, long-distance and anonymous warfare. Russia, Israel and Sri Lanka have all used drones to launch air strikes, but the United States – with hundreds of drones ranging from high-flying jets capable of patrolling for days to hand-launched, short-range versions little larger than toys – has more combat power in its burgeoning drone fleet than most countries have with manned warplanes. The CIA, chosen to fly drone U.S. missions over Pakistan to preserve a veneer of deniability for the uniformed military, claims its targeted assassinations of known extremists are legal and carefully monitored. Although the Obama administration doesn't openly announce strikes, its officials do quietly confirm successful killings, such as the claimed assassination earlier this week of a senior al-Qaeda operational planner. More than 40 countries – including Canada – either have or plan to buy large drones capable of firing air-to-ground missiles. ``The appeal of armed drones is clear: especially in hostile terrain, they permit targeted killings at little to no risk to the State personnel carrying them out, and they can be operated remotely,” Mr. Alston's report said. The report – the most critical yet of the fast-growing use of drones – doesn't conclude the missile-firing Reapers and Predators are outside the laws of war. “A missile fired from a drone is no different from any other commonly used weapon, including a gun fired by a soldier or a helicopter or gunship that fires missiles. “The critical legal question is the same for each weapon: whether its specific use complies with IHL (International Humanitarian Law.) However, the nature of the weapons system, with remote targeting, no consideration of proportionate force or how to deal with an intended victim who attempts to surrender and the vexed questions of the use of armed force on the sovereign terror Tory of states – such as Pakistan – which publicly claim to oppose them, raises difficult new questions. “Furthermore, because operators are based thousands of miles away from the battlefield, ... there is a risk of developing a ‘Playstation' mentality to killing,” warned Mr. Alston, in his 29-page report to the to the UN Human Rights Council. 

Virtual War Advantage

DRONES WREAK HAVOK UPON THEIR OPERATORS; THEY ALSO REMOVE THE REALITIES OF WAR

Mayer 10 (Jane; investigative journalist for The New Yorker and Wall Street Journal, award winning author; “The Predator War: What are the risks of the C.I.A.’s covert drone program?”; October 26, 2009; http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2009/10/26/091026fa_fact_mayer#ixzz0rsb2Mhvw
GM)

The seeming unreality of the Predator enterprise is also felt by the pilots. Some of them reportedly wear flight suits when they operate a drone’s remote controls. When their shifts end, of course, these cubicle warriors can drive home to have dinner with their families. Critics have suggested that unmanned systems, by sparing these combatants from danger and sacrifice, are creating what Sir Brian Burridge, a former British Air Chief Marshal in Iraq, has called “a virtueless war,” requiring neither courage nor heroism. According to Singer, some Predator pilots suffer from combat stress that equals, or exceeds, that of pilots in the battlefield. This suggests that virtual killing, for all its sterile trappings, is a discomfiting form of warfare. Meanwhile, some social critics, such as Mary Dudziak, a professor at the University of Southern California’s Gould School of Law, argue that the Predator strategy has a larger political cost. As she puts it, “Drones are a technological step that further isolates the American people from military action, undermining political checks on . . . endless war.”

***A2 w/d good***

A2 Withdrawal = Chaos

IRAQ IS RECOVERING WITHOUT MAJOR U.S. INTERVENTION

O’Hanlon 2010 (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institute, “May 2010 Index Update: Afghanistan Picture is Troubling”, accessed June 21 2010)
Iraq is the more straightforward of the two countries. At the risk of sounding Panglossian, it is still worth saying that in statistical and quantitative terms, the country continues its remarkable progress. Indeed, with apologies to colleagues in the news media, the impression commonly created of Iraq in recent months—of a country teetering on the edge of a return to large-scale violence—has not been particularly accurate. While Iraq remains troubled and politically fragile in the aftermath of the March 7 elections, the security scene looks fairly good. There were several moderate-scale attacks in May, to be sure, but the overall toll was not huge by Iraq's own standards. Recent months have been reasonably acceptable too, averaging around 200 fatalities a month—still a tragic number to be sure, but down a factor of 15 from the peak of 2006-2007, and down at least modestly from the same period in 2009 (when U.S. forces were still actively helping Iraqi forces in Iraq's cities).
Afghanistan is more complex and on balance much less reassuring. (Indeed, with 15 NATO soldiers killed in just two days the first week of June, the situation may get worse before it gets better.) Security incidents continue to climb, averaging almost 100 a day in May. (By contrast, at the worst of the violence in Iraq, there were about 200 such "incidents" of all types daily, though in Iraq they were typically more lethal.) That is only modestly worse than the rate for the same period last year but twice as bad as 2008 and three times as bad as 2007, roughly. Some of the increase is due to the greater presence of ISAF (and Afghan) forces, who are now seeking and making contact with insurgents more frequently. Indeed, the number of security events initiated by insurgent forces is up only modestly over the last three years. Unfortunately, the overall picture is troubling; while civilian fatalities from violence have grown only modestly, security forces are absorbing many more casualties than before 2009. No corner has yet been turned.


The threat for instability has lessened, moderate regional security states will fill in for a more stable Iraq, and increases dialogue in the region to solve middle eastern stability. 

Wehrey ET AL 10 

(Frederic, Frederic Wehrey is a senior policy analyst with RAND. D.Phil. student in international relations, St. Antony's College, Oxford University; M.A. in Near Eastern studies, Princeton University; B.A. in history, Occidental College. * Dalia Dassa Kaye is is associate director of the RAND Center for Middle East Public Policy and a faculty member at the Pardee RAND Graduate School. Ph.D., M.A. and B.A. in political science, University of California, Berkeley * Jessica Watkins is a doctoral student in War Studies at the ICSR, BA in Oriental Studies “The Iraq Effect – The Middle East After the Iraq War” Accessed from the RAND Corporation) MFR

However, improved security conditions in Iraq in 2008–2009 reduced such Israeli concerns about the negative effects of a drawdown, particularly with respect to U.S. credibility. Some analysts also question whether a U.S. drawdown will significantly damage American credibility because the U.S. presence in Iraq has already eroded it. As one analyst put it, “what has happened in the last six years has created the perception of U.S. failure; withdrawal itself is not the test of the pudding, as the pudding is already sour.”74 Some Israelis also see potential opportunities emerging from a U.S. drawdown from Iraq. For example, an Israeli official suggested that the Saudis could play a more-constructive role in regional security in the context of a U.S. drawdown, including supporting stabilizing steps for Iraq. Because Israel increasingly views itself as tacitly aligned with “moderate” Arab states, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, in a common concern about growing Iranian influence, Israelis view an expanded regional role for U.S. allies in the wake of a U.S. drawdown as potentially beneficial.75 Israelis also view a U.S. drawdown as providing opportunities to enhance dialogue with Syria. For example, some Israeli officials believe that a U.S. withdrawal may help lead Syria away from Iran, at least in the context of a different U.S.–Syrian relationship, because Syria’s concerns over Iranian dominance in Iraq could increase once the Americans leave.76 Most Israelis expected some sort of U.S. engagement and dialogue with Iran in the Obama administration. An Israeli official believes that the U.S. drawdown will allow a serious U.S. attempt at engagement with Iran, or at least improve U.S. leverage in such a dialogue.77 But Israelis, regardless of their political perspective, do not want to see talks with Iran drag out in a way that would allow the nuclear issue to remain unresolved. 

A2 Withdrawal = Chaos

THE ISSUE IN IRAQ IS PURELY POLITICAL – DRAWDOWN DOESN’T THREATEN ANY SECURITY MEASURE – O’HANLON, LIVINGSTON AND MESSERA ‘10

(Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Ian, Researcher, Foreign Policy , 21st Century Defense Intiative, and Heather, Researcher, Foreign Policy, 21st Century Defense Initiative, “The States of War”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0601_index_update_ohanlon.aspx, June 1, 2010, Accessed June 21, 2010) DM

So far in 2010, the story from the battlefields is one of continued gradual progress in Iraq, some headway in Pakistan and uncertainty in Afghanistan. The other big headline is that United States force totals in Afghanistan now exceed those in Iraq for the first time since early 2003. Iraq is of course still complex, but mostly in regard to the political situation, not the military one. Despite incidents like the coordinated bombings last month that killed more than 100 Iraqis around the country, security trends are improving even as United States forces accelerate their drawdown.  In Pakistan, the army continues its “silent surge,” having moved more than 100,000 troops from the eastern border with India to the western tribal regions over the last few years. Pakistan has largely cleared several key areas of “miscreants,” as its officials like to describe extremists and insurgents. Still, Pakistan’s economic and demographic trends remain shaky at best, casting doubt on prospects for longer-term stability. In Afghanistan, the American and NATO buildup is well under way, with 25,000 coalition troops now in Helmand Province alone. Additional forces are being sent to clear the Taliban from the key southern city of Kandahar. Corruption and the weakness of the Afghan government continue to be the Taliban’s key advantages. More promising are efforts to strengthen the Afghan Army and police, whose training and mentoring programs have been revamped under the American commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal.

LOWER CONCENTRATION OF TROOPS INDICATE THAT WITHDRAWAL IS AN OPTION FOR IRAQ 

O’Hanlon, April 26 2010 (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy with the Brookings Institution, “The Crossover Point: US Forces in Afghanistan Soon to Outnumber Those in Iraq” accessed June 21 2010)

Probably sometime in late May or early June, American military forces in Afghanistan will outnumber those in Iraq for the first time since 2003. This is a significant development. While an artificial milestone in some ways, it is worth noting, since it tells us a good deal about the two wars and where our efforts stand in each. 

As of this writing in late April, we now have nearly 90,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan and just under 100,000 in Iraq. Contractors employed by American firms and the American military roughly double these numbers in both places (though most of those hires are not Americans). The U.S. buildup in Afghanistan continues, as does the drawdown in Iraq, at the pace of a couple thousand GIs per month in Afghanistan and more than 5,000 a month in Iraq. 

The total U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan is expected to total about 100,000 by summer's end, at which point our military presence in Iraq will have declined further to 50,000. (Total international forces in Afghanistan already outnumber those in Iraq; that particular crossover occurred a couple months ago.)

At the peak of the surge in Iraq in 2007, there were about 170,000 uniformed Americans in Iraq (and a grand total of about 180,000 international forces). At that time there were just 25,000 GIs in Afghanistan (and almost as many additional foreign forces from other countries). So the shift has been very large over the last three years. When Barack Obama was inaugurated as president, U.S. troop tallies were about 140,000 in Iraq and 35,000 in Afghanistan. 

Casualties for Americans are not comparable in the two places, however. They are much greater in Afghanistan now than in Iraq, by a ratio of roughly 5 to 1, and that imbalance will likely increase over the course of the year. 

The crossover point also reminds us that the cumulative stress on our military forces from these two conflicts has not yet declined relative to recent years. Only late this summer and fall will the combined deployments really decline.

A2: Withdrawel = Al Qaeda/Terroist Attacks on Troops

Not true, it would drain their resources from focusing on other opposing groups

Gompert M.A. in Public Affairs - Et Al 2010 

( David C., Terrence K. Kelly, Jessica Watkins. Senior Fellows for Rand, David Gompert has an MA from Princeton University, served as Vice President of RAND and Director of the National Defense Research Institute. Terrence Kelly is a senior researcher at RAND with a M.A in strategic studies and Ph.D in mathematics. Jessica Watkins is a doctoral student in War Studies at the ICSR, BA in Oriental Studies. “Security in Iraq - A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” Accessed from the RAND Corporation URL - http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG911.pdf) MFR 
While AQI may have some tactical success against departing U.S. troops and remaining U.S. military and civilian personnel, it is unlikely to be able to sustain repeated attacks indefinitely. Suicide terrorism, in particular, depends on a steady stream of disposable recruits, and this stream could run dry. Moreover, it has other targets in Iraq, such as the GoI, the ISF, SoI, and Shi’as in general. AQI is thus unlikely to (FOOTNOTE) ***45 Note that most U.S. soldiers will likely fly out of Iraq, and their equipment will be moved on flatbed trucks, so there will be few long tactical movements for AQI or other extremists to target.*** (FOOTNOTE) pose a major threat or to disrupt withdrawal operations. However, U.S. military and civilian personnel remaining in Iraq—e.g., in advisory and development roles—may be more exposed than departing forces, having less intelligence and protection than when U.S. troop levels were high. 

Unlikely – their resources are running out and the political system undermines their attacks 

Gompert M.A. in Public Affairs - Et Al 2010 ( David C., Terrence K. Kelly, Jessica Watkins. Senior Fellows for Rand, David Gompert has an MA from Princeton University, served as Vice President of RAND and Director of the National Defense Research Institute. Terrence Kelly is a senior researcher at RAND with a M.A in strategic studies and Ph.D in mathematics. Jessica Watkins is a doctoral student in War Studies at the ICSR, BA in Oriental Studies. “Security in Iraq - A Framework for Analyzing Emerging Threats as U.S. Forces Leave” Accessed from the RAND Corporation URL - http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG911.pdf) MFR 
Shi’a Special Groups. Iran-backed SGs pose the greatest direct threat from Shi’a extremists to U.S. forces in Iraq. Attacks on U.S. forces by SGs peaked in mid-2007. They rely on small arms, indirect fire, IEDs, explosively formed penetrators (EFPs), car bombs (known as vehicle-borne IEDs, or VBIEDs), assassinations, and indirect fire. The majority of their activities are concentrated in and around Baghdad, with substantial activity also noted in Al-Kūt, Al Hillah, Karbala, Dhi Qar, Maysan, and Al Basrah.46 They tend to consolidate their positions in rural areas outside of the cities as opposed to trying to control urban territory.47 SGs have suffered significantly from ISF offensives in Al Basrah, Dhi Qar, Maysan, Baghdad, and Karbala in 2007–2008. The Sadrists’ attempt to compete more or less non-violently in the political order further undercuts the SGs, which they originally spawned. A surge of anti-Iranian sentiment among Iraqis has led many Shi’as to abandon and inform on the SGs. Iran’s own motivation for funding and equipping SGs may also have fallen. Tehran may have calculated that its interests are now best served by an orderly withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. Yet, as already noted, Iran has the capability to re-activate SG violence in Iraq, and its behavior is as unpredictable as its motivations are opaque. The possibility cannot be excluded that events outside of Iraq—e.g., U.S.-Iran confrontation—could increase the danger that Iran would instigate violence against departing U.S. troops. 

Occupation Causes Refugee Crisis

Occupation in Iraq displaces 50,000 refuges a month

Rossen 07

[Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, The Flight from Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

At a meeting in mid-April in Geneva, held by António Guterres, the United Nations high commissioner for refugees, the numbers presented confirmed what had long been suspected: the collapse of Iraq had created a refugee crisis, and that crisis was threatening to precipitate the collapse of the region. The numbers dwarfed anything that the Middle East had seen since the dislocations brought on by the establishment of Israel in 1948. In Syria, there were estimated to be 1.2 million Iraqi refugees. There were another 750,000 in Jordan, 100,000 in Egypt, 54,000 in Iran, 40,000 in Lebanon and 10,000 in Turkey. The overall estimate for the number of Iraqis who had fled Iraq was put at two million by Guterres. The number of displaced Iraqis still inside Iraq's borders was given as 1.9 million. This would mean about 15 percent of Iraqis have left their homes.  Most of this movement has occurred in the last two years. An outflow began after the U.S.-led invasion in March 2003. But since the upsurge of violence following the bombing of a Shiite holy site in Samarra 14 months ago, the flight has been large and constant. It now reaches a rate of up to 50,000 people per month.

A2: Withdrawal > Civil War

You have it backwards – It’s the U.S. presence that has fueled the civil war

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

Would the withdrawal of U.S. troops ignite a civil war between Sunnis and Shiites? No. That civil war is already under way -- in large part because of the American presence. The longer the United States stays, the more it fuels Sunni hostility toward Shiite "collaborators." Were America not in Iraq, Sunni leaders could negotiate and participate without fear that they themselves would be branded traitors and collaborators by their constituents. Sunni leaders have said this in official public statements; leaders of the resistance have told me the same thing in private. The Iraqi government, which is currently dominated by Shiites, would lose its quisling stigma. Iraq's security forces, also primarily Shiite, would no longer be working on behalf of foreign infidels against fellow Iraqis, but would be able to function independently and recruit Sunnis to a truly national force. The mere announcement of an intended U.S. withdrawal would allow Sunnis to come to the table and participate in defining the new Iraq.
A2: Withdrawal > Sunnis seizing control of the city

The Sunni forces doesn’t have the ability to mount an attack – multiple warrants

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

But if American troops aren't in Baghdad, what's to stop the Sunnis from launching an assault and seizing control of the city?  Sunni forces could not mount such an assault. The preponderance of power now lies with the majority Shiites and the Kurds, and the Sunnis know this. Sunni fighters wield only small arms and explosives, not Saddam's tanks and helicopters, and are very weak compared with the cohesive, better armed, and numerically superior Shiite and Kurdish militias. Most important, Iraqi nationalism -- not intramural rivalry -- is the chief motivator for both Shiites and Sunnis. Most insurgency groups view themselves as waging a muqawama -- a resistance -- rather than a jihad. This is evident in their names and in their propaganda. For instance, the units commanded by the Association of Muslim Scholars are named after the 1920 revolt against the British. Others have names such as Iraqi Islamic Army and Flame of Iraq. They display the Iraqi flag rather than a flag of jihad. Insurgent attacks are meant primarily to punish those who have collaborated with the Americans and to deter future collaboration.
A2: Withdrawal -> Insurgency power

Insurgency is only here to fight occupation

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

Wouldn't a U.S. withdrawal embolden the insurgency? No. If the occupation were to end, so, too, would the insurgency. After all, what the resistance movement has been resisting is the occupation. Who would the insurgents fight if the enemy left? When I asked Sunni Arab fighters and the clerics who support them why they were fighting, they all gave me the same one-word answer: intiqaam -- revenge. Revenge for the destruction of their homes, for the shame they felt when Americans forced them to the ground and stepped on them, for the killing of their friends and relatives by U.S. soldiers either in combat or during raids.
A2: Withdrawal > Empowered Jihadi

U.S. withdrawal would undermine foreign Jihadi support, destroying the movement

Rossen 05

[Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

But what about the foreign jihadi element of the resistance? Wouldn't it be empowered by a U.S. withdrawal? The foreign jihadi element -- commanded by the likes of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi -- is numerically insignificant; the bulk of the resistance has no connection to al-Qaeda or its offshoots. (Zarqawi and his followers have benefited greatly from U.S. propaganda blaming him for all attacks in Iraq, because he is now seen by Arabs around the world as more powerful than he is; we have been his best recruiting tool.) It is true that the Sunni resistance welcomed the foreign fighters (and to some extent still do), because they were far more willing to die than indigenous Iraqis were. But what Zarqawi wants fundamentally conflicts with what Iraqi Sunnis want: Zarqawi seeks re-establishment of the Muslim caliphate and a Manichean confrontation with infidels around the world, to last until Judgment Day; the mainstream Iraqi resistance just wants the Americans out. If U.S. forces were to leave, the foreigners in Zarqawi's movement would find little support -- and perhaps significant animosity -- among Iraqi Sunnis, who want wealth and power, not jihad until death. They have already lost much of their support: many Iraqis have begun turning on them. In the heavily Shia Sadr City foreign jihadis had burning tires placed around their necks. The foreigners have not managed to establish themselves decisively in any large cities. Even at the height of their power in Fallujah they could control only one neighborhood, the Julan, and they were hated by the city's resistance council. Today foreign fighters hide in small villages and are used opportunistically by the nationalist resistance. When the Americans depart and Sunnis join the Iraqi government, some of the foreign jihadis in Iraq may try to continue the struggle -- but they will have committed enemies in both Baghdad and the Shiite south, and the entire Sunni triangle will be against them. They will have nowhere to hide. Nor can they merely take their battle to the West. The jihadis need a failed state like Iraq in which to operate. When they leave Iraq, they will be hounded by Arab and Western security agencies.

A2: Kurd succession

Kurd succession is inevitable and it’s good for the U.S.

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

What about the Kurds? Won't they secede if the United States leaves? Yes, but that's going to happen anyway. All Iraqi Kurds want an independent Kurdistan. They do not feel Iraqi. They've effectively had more than a decade of autonomy, thanks to the UN-imposed no-fly zone; they want nothing to do with the chaos that is Iraq. Kurdish independence is inevitable -- and positive. (Few peoples on earth deserve a state more than the Kurds.) For the moment the Kurdish government in the north is officially participating in the federalist plan -- but the Kurds are preparing for secession. They have their own troops, the peshmerga, thought to contain 50,000 to 100,000 fighters. They essentially control the oil city of Kirkuk. They also happen to be the most America-loving people I have ever met; their leaders openly seek to become, like Israel, a proxy for American interests. If what the United States wants is long-term bases in the region, the Kurds are its partners.
A2: Turkey Invades Kurdish Secession

Turkey won’t invade the Kurds – Multiple warrants

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

Would Turkey invade in response to a Kurdish secession? For the moment Turkey is more concerned with EU membership than with Iraq's Kurds -- who in any event have expressed no ambitions to expand into Turkey. Iraq's Kurds speak a dialect different from Turkey's, and, in fact, have a history of animosity toward Turkish Kurds. Besides, Turkey, as a member of NATO, would be reluctant to attack in defiance of the United States. Turkey would be satisfied with guarantees that it would have continued access to Kurdish oil and trade and that Iraqi Kurds would not incite rebellion in Turkey. 
A2: Iran invading Iraq

Iran is too Nationalist to invade and views Iraqi Shiiates as allies.

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

Would Iran effectively take over Iraq? No. Iraqis are fiercely nationalist -- even the country's Shiites resent Iranian meddling. (It is true that some Iraqi Shiites view Iran as an ally, because many of their leaders found safe haven there when exiled by Saddam -- but thousands of other Iraqi Shiites experienced years of misery as prisoners of war in Iran.) Even in southeastern towns near the border I encountered only hostility toward Iran.
A2: U.S. Key to Women and non-Muslims

The United States Will not be effective at Integrating Iraqi genders

Rossen 05 [Nir, is a journalist who has written extensively on American policy toward Afghanistan and Iraq. He spent more than two years in Iraq reporting on the American occupation, If America Left Iraq, newamerica.net, T.S.]

What about the goal of creating a secular democracy in Iraq that respects the rights of women and non-Muslims? Give it up. It's not going to happen. Apart from the Kurds, who revel in their secularism, Iraqis overwhelmingly seek a Muslim state. Although Iraq may have been officially secular during the 1970s and 1980s, Saddam encouraged Islamism during the 1990s, and the difficulties of the past decades have strengthened the resurgence of Islam. In the absence of any other social institutions, the mosques and the clergy assumed the dominant role in Iraq following the invasion. Even Baathist resistance leaders told me they have returned to Islam to atone for their sins under Saddam. Most Shiites, too, follow one cleric or another. Ayatollah al-Sistani -- supposedly a moderate -- wants Islam to be the source of law. The invasion of Iraq has led to a theocracy, which can only grow more hostile to America as long as U.S. soldiers are present.
A2: U.S. PRESENCE KEY TO IRAQI DEMOCRACY

FORCING SECULARISM AND DEMOCRACY FAIL IN U.S. OCCUPIED COUNTRIES

Frankel, March 6 2010 (Matthew, Federal Executive Fellow for Foreign Policy and the 21st Century Defense Initiative with The Daily Beast, “Is Iraq the Next Iran?”, accessed June 21 2010) 

Much has been made of the recent controversy surrounding the disqualification of hundreds of candidates from Iraq's general elections next month for their reputed links to the banned Ba'ath Party. Critics believe it could be a step toward civil war. But what has been overlooked in the mayhem is the potential for Islam to tighten its grip on the Iraqi state. Among the casualties of the decision were numerous Shia candidates, primarily from the more secular tickets headed by former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi and current Interior Minister Jawad al-Bulani. The clear beneficiaries of their disqualification are the two primary Shia electoral blocs, both of which have deep Islamic roots. Last year, Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki's State of Law ticket triumphed in provincial elections on a secular "security and services" message, but his government is still Islamist at its core. The founder of Maliki's Da'wa Party sought an Islamic state in which Shia clerics would play an influential role. Islamic law is cited as a source of legislation in the Iraqi constitution, which also prohibits the passage of laws that contradict Islam. More notably, the constitution walked back the comparatively-liberal 1959 Personal Status Law, returning control of family law back to the clerical establishment. Recent press articles have also highlighted the move, spearheaded by the Maliki government, to ban alcohol throughout the country. Maliki's main Shia rival is no better. The Iraqi National Alliance includes the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI) and elements of the Sadrists, both of which have strong Islamic roots. Muqtada al-Sadr, currently studying in Iran to become an ayatollah, has endorsed the institution of walayat al-faqih, or a state governed by Islamic law. Before the Iraqi government and the Coalition defeated them, the Sadrists often acted as religious enforcers and established shadow religious courts in areas they controlled, such as Sadr City.Conventional wisdom suggests that a shift towards a greater role for religion is unlikely, given that these same parties were at the forefront after the 2005 elections and the result was a country more secular than some pundits expected. But much has transpired in the last five years, and the government that gets elected will be facing tremendous pressures to deliver. Studies of more radical Islamic groups find that their most notable characteristic is their dissatisfaction with political status quo. Extensive corruption—a major problem in Iraq—can lead to calls for a purer system as true Islamists argue that the government has corrupted the faith. The rise of the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) in Algeria in the late 1980s was in large part due to the poor governance of the ruling party; the FIS political platform focused on reforms through implementation of Islamic law. Similarly in Turkey, recent polls indicate that a majority of Turks attribute the rise of religious extremism to the failings of secular society, especially in providing education and creating jobs.  There are already hints of this in Iraq, as evidenced by complaints from religious leaders in the holy city of An Najaf last November regarding members of Parliament securing perks for themselves at the expense of important issues of state. ISCI also used the Shia holiday of Ashura as a platform for a massive anti-government rally attended by over 5,000 Shia last December. This is not to say that Iraq is on a path to become the next Iran. The Iraqi Shia Islamist parties maintain a strong nationalist streak and are generally resistant to entreaties from Tehran. Iraq also has two important checks on the role of religion in the state-the Iraqi Army and tribes-that will prevent religious law from spreading too widely. But those that believe that Iraq is inexorably on a path to secularism are likely to wind up disappointed.

***2ac add-ons***

Human Rts. Credibility Add On

Extra-Judicial killings destroy human rights credibility

Qureshi 4/11/10 (Asim, Guardian Staffwriter. “The 'Obama doctrine': kill, don't detain” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/apr/11/obama-national-security-drone-guantanamo)MFR 

Worse still, a completely new trend has emerged that, in many ways, is more dangerous than the trends under Bush. Extrajudicial killings and targeted assassinations will soon become the main point of contention that Obama's administration will need to justify. Although Bush was known for his support for such policies, the extensive use of drones under Obama have taken the death count well beyond anything that has been seen before. Harold Koh, the legal adviser to the US state department, explained the justifications behind unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) when addressing the American Society of International Law's annual meeting on 25 March 2010: "[I]t is the considered view of this administration … that targeting practices, including lethal operations conducted with the use of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), comply with all applicable law, including the laws of war … As recent events have shown, al-Qaida has not abandoned its intent to attack the United States, and indeed continues to attack us. Thus, in this ongoing armed conflict, the United States has the authority under international law, and the responsibility to its citizens, to use force, including lethal force, to defend itself, including by targeting persons such as high-level al Qaeda leaders who are planning attacks … [T]his administration has carefully reviewed the rules governing targeting operations to ensure that these operations are conducted consistently with law of war principles …"[S]ome have argued that the use of lethal force against specific individuals fails to provide adequate process and thus constitutes unlawful extrajudicial killing. But a state that is engaged in armed conflict or in legitimate self-defense is not required to provide targets with legal process before the state may use lethal force. Our procedures and practices for identifying lawful targets are extremely robust, and advanced technologies have helped to make our targeting even more precise. In my experience, the principles of distinction and proportionality that the United States applies are not just recited at meeting. They are implemented rigorously throughout the planning and execution of lethal operations to ensure that such operations are conducted in accordance with all applicable law." The legal justifications put forward by Koh are reminiscent of the arguments that were used

HYPERLINK "http://blogs.nybooks.com/post/439011858/they-did-authorize-torture-but"
 by John Yoo and others in their bid to lend legitimacy to unlawful practices such as rendition, arbitrary detention and torture. The main cause for concern from Koh's statements is the implication that protective jurisdiction to which the US feels it is entitled in order to carry out operations anywhere in the world still continues under Obama. The laws of war do not allow for the targeting of individuals outside of the conflict zone, and yet we now find that extrajudicial killings are taking place in countries as far apart as Yemen, the Horn of Africa and Pakistan. From a legal and moral perspective, the rationale provided by the State Department is bankrupt and only reinforces the stereotype that the US has very little concern for its own principles. 

Human Rights Cred.: Central Asian wars

U.S. human rights credibility is key to prevent central Asian wars 

Fiona Hill, Policy Analyst, Brookings Institution, “The Caucasus and Central Asia,” POLICY BRIEF n. 80, May 2001, www.brookings.edu/comm/policybriefs/pb80.htm.

In the next two years, the Caucasus and Central Asian states could become zones of interstate competition similar to the Middle East and Northeast Asia. Economic and political crises, or the intensification of war in Chechnya or Afghanistan, might lead to the "Balkanization" of the regions. This, in turn, could result in military intervention by any of the major powers. Given the fact that both Turkey and Iran threatened intervention in the Caucasus at the peak of the Nagorno-Karabakh war in 1992-1993, this risk should be taken seriously. Unfortunately, the Caucasus and Central Asian states lack the capacity to tackle crises without outside help. Economic collapse has produced social dislocation and extreme poverty. Widespread corruption and the entrenchment of aging leaders and their families have eroded support for central governments and constrained the development of a new generation of leaders. The internal weakness of the Caucasus and Central Asian states, combined with brutal regional wars, makes them extremely vulnerable to outside pressure—especially from Russia. Although Russia itself is weak, it is far stronger than all the states combined, and while its direct influence over their affairs has declined since the collapse of the Soviet Union, it remains the dominant economic, political, and military force. The West will have to assist the states in bolstering their institutional capacity and in promoting cooperation among them. American engagement remains crucial given its weight on the international stage, the potential threats to its own security, and the fact that it has leverage in the regions. In spite of a few glitches, the Caucasus and Central Asian states have been receptive to the United States and are among its few potential allies in a zone where other states are not so amenable to U.S. activity. Regional countries need American moral and material support to maintain independence in the face of increasing pressures, and its guidance in dealing with presidential transition crises and addressing human rights abuses. Even with limited political and financial resources, U.S. leadership can do a great deal to defuse regional tensions and mitigate problems. However, this will only be possible if a policy is defined early and communicated clearly, if there is a particular focus on partnership with European allies in addressing regional challenges, and if Russia is encouraged to become a force for stability rather than a factor for instability

This Results in Nuclear War

Valery Tsepkalo, Ambassador to the United States, Belarus, “The Remaking of Eurasia,” FOREIGN AFFAIRS, March 1998, LN.

The scramble for the spoils of the Soviet heritage could cause serious conflict between major geopolitical players and threaten the very foundations of established security systems. When a tenant in a building falls ill or dies, if the tenants in the other apartments begin knocking down walls to expand their own space, they could end up destroying the entire building. Any "world order" is stable only when everyone knows his place in it and there is sufficient collective and individual power, and the willingness to use it, to maintain the whole. The challenge for Europe and the world in the post-Soviet space is averting further disintegration and keeping disorder and conflict from spilling out of the region and setting the globe ablaze. It is clearly to the West's advantage to promote certain kinds of regional integration in Eurasia. The rapid rise of any player, especially China or Iran, or a radical Islamic revolution could harm Western interests. Western unity would be shaken if one or more of its own, whether Germany, Turkey, or Japan, tried to secure its own zone of influence. The intervention of NATO forces in future conflicts in the region, probably at the request of the parties involved, could cause further disintegration, perhaps resulting in loss of control over weapons of mass destruction. The West has levers that it can push to help shape politics in Russia and other CIS states today, including influence over opposition leaders. With NATO expanding to the borders of Russia, Ukraine, and Belarus, and so long as Russia is weakened militarily and increasingly dependent on the West economically, Western influence is likely to grow. Economic integration supported by the West would be a powerful stabilizing factor in the region.

Human Rights Cred.: Middle East

U.S. Key to Mideast human rights and peace

Yemeni National Organization for Defending Rights and Freedoms (HOOD), Brief Amicus Curiae of the Yemeni National Organization for Defending Rights and Freedoms, in Support of Petitioner Salim Ahmed Hamdan, Lawrence D. Rosenberg, Counsel of Record, in Salim Ahmed Hamdan, Petitioner, v. Donald H. Rumsfeld, et al., Respondents, n. 05-184, 2005 U.S. Briefs 194, 2006 U.S. S. Ct. Briefs LEXIS 4, January 6, 2006, LN.

On issues of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law, the United States sets the example for the rest of the world. Especially since the September 11, 2001 attacks, the United States has challenged the Middle East to follow in its footsteps--to embrace the development of democratic institutions, to respect human rights, and to adhere to the rule of law. The Arab world has responded, and progress has been made throughout much of the Middle East. But progress is difficult, especially in the post-9/11 environment. For the Middle East to continue pursuing these ideals, it is critical that the United States continue to lead the way. The September 11 attacks worked a fundamental shift in United States policy in the Middle East. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice has acknowledged this change of direction: "For sixty years, . . . the United States[] [**10] pursued stability at the expense of democracy . . . in the Middle East, and . . . achieved neither. Now we are taking a different course. We are supporting the democratic aspirations of all people." Steven R. Weisman, Rice Urges Egyptians and Saudis to Democratize, N.Y. TIMES, June 21, 2005, at A1; see also Council on Foreign Relations, In Support of Arab Democracy: Why and How, Report of an Independent Task Force at 3-4 (2005), available at http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Arab_Democracy_TF.pdf (last visited Jan. 5, 2006).
In a seminal speech in November 2003, President George W. Bush described the United States' "new policy" as "a forward strategy of freedom in the Middle East." Remarks by the President at the 20th Anniversary of the National Endowment for Democracy, Nov. 6, 2003, available at http://www.caci.com/homeland_security/pres_address/pres_address_11-6-03.shtml [*5] (last visited Jan. 5, 2006). This strategy, the President emphasized, addresses the fundamental "freedom deficit" that exists in the region:

There's a great challenge today in the Middle East. In the words of a recent report by Arab scholars, the global wave of democracy has--and [**11] I quote--"barely reached the Arab states." They continue: "This freedom deficit undermines human development and is one of the most painful manifestations of lagging political development." The freedom deficit they describe has terrible consequences, [for] the people of the Middle East and for the world.

Id. To avert these consequences, the President called upon Middle East nations to embrace the ideals of free societies:

Successful societies limit the power of the state and the power of the military--so that governments respond to the will of the people, and not the will of an elite. Successful societies protect freedom with the consistent and impartial rule of law, instead of . . . selectively applying the law to punish political opponents. Successful societies allow room for healthy civic institutions--for political parties and labor unions and independent newspapers and broadcast media.

Id. As the world's oldest, strongest, and most important democracy, the United States sets a key guidepost for other nations when it clearly enunciates and applies the principles upon which free societies necessarily are based.

Arab nations pay heed to the United States' [**12] example and efforts. "The Arab world holds in high esteem . . . the ambitious American dream of attaining a more just, peaceful and tolerant human society." The League of Arab States Statement on the Occasion of the 1st Anniversary of the Tragic Events of 11/9/2001 (Sept. 11, 2002), available at http://www.arableagueonline.org/arableague/english/details_en.jsp?art_id=1298&level_id=219 (last visited Jan. 5, 2006). King Abdullah of Jordan, for example, has acknowledged [*6] that "the leadership of the United States is crucial in all our efforts to reach a just and lasting peace of the Middle East." President Bush, Jordanian King Discuss Iraq, Middle East (May 6, 2004), available at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2004/05/20040506-9.html (last visited Jan. 5, 2006). This recognition and admiration are derived from the United States' moral and political legitimacy.

Moreover, the United States has backed up its words with concrete efforts that "vividly demonstrate[] U.S. commitment to promoting democracy and respect for human rights." U.S. Dep't of State, Supporting Democracy and Human Rights: The U.S. Record 2004-2005, at 176 (Mar. 28, 2005), available at http://www.state. [**13] gov/g/drl/rls/shrd/2004/ (last visited Jan. 5, 2006). The United States has "promoted good governance and encouraged broad political participation," "pressed government representatives to take proactive approaches to democratization," and "promoted freedom of expression and press liberties." Id. In Yemen, for example, the United States has engaged the government directly, "urging the Government to enact social reforms, encourage respect for human rights and foster democratic development at the highest levels." Id. at 211. The United States also has worked with the Yemeni military and "addressed awareness of international norms of human rights and fostered greater respect for the principle of civilian control of the military and the rule of law." Id.

Most significantly, the United States has exhorted Middle East nations on many of the same types of issues as those presented in this case:

The United States supported rule of law and judicial reform efforts across the region, emphasizing greater independence and transparency and supporting development of judicial codes of conduct. Ensuring respect for due process and improving pretrial and trial procedures remained U.S. priorities. [**14] Torture, arbitrary arrest, prolonged incommunicado detention, excessive use [*7] of force and reliance on restrictive emergency laws remained problems in many countries. The United States supported improved training for security forces with specific human rights components, as well as greater accountability and drafting of new penal codes.

Id. at 177.

Arab nations have responded with notable progress on democracy and human rights. On January 6, 2005, U.S. Representative Ileana Ros-Lehtinen, together with 25 cosponsors, introduced a resolution in the U.S. House of Representatives commending several Arab nations, including Jordan, Morocco, Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Yemen, for their efforts at political and economic liberalization, and expressing the hope that these efforts will serve as a model for other nations in the Middle East. H.R. Res. 37, 109th Cong. (Jan. 6, 2005). The Resolution cited numerous indicia of progress, including the holding of parliamentary elections and the establishment of a National Center for Human Rights in Jordan, efforts to promote women's rights in Morocco, the legalization of political parties in Bahrain, greater political accountability [**15] in Kuwait, the adoption of a new constitution in Qatar, and the extension of voting rights to all citizens over 21 years of age in Oman. Id. at 2-9. Saudi Arabia also has exhibited signs of change with its recent holding of municipal elections. See The Economist Intelligence Unit, Special Report: The Dynamics of Democracy in the Middle East at 38 (2005), available at http://graphics.eiu.com/files/ad_pdfs/MidEast_special.pdf (last visited Jan. 5, 2006).

Moreover, the House Resolution included several specific examples of progress in democracy and human rights in Yemen. The Resolution quoted Yemen's President, Ali Abdullah Saleh, who stated: "Democracy is the choice of the modern age for all peoples of the world . . . . It is the way to achieve security, stability, development and better future for our countries . . . . Human rights are tightly [*8] connected to democracy and the state of law and order." See H.R. Res. 37, at 8. The Resolution also cited Yemen's holding of "free and fair" elections for its House of Representatives, the aggressive recruitment of women in the public sphere, the introduction of judicial reform, and the improvement in the quality of education for all [**16] Yemeni citizens. Id. at 8-9; see also, e.g., US Envoy Hails Yemen's Democracy, Efforts to Fight Terrorism, BBC Monitoring Middle East, May 18, 2005 (quoting U.S. Ambassador to Yemen Thomas Charles Krajeski's statement that "Yemen has been an advocate of democratic reform in the region, holding competitive elections and encouraging open debate in the press").

These are but a few examples of pronounced liberalization efforts in Yemen. In 2003, Yemen launched a three-year program sponsored by the United Nations Development Programme aimed at strengthening the ability of the government and civil society organizations to promote and protect human rights. See Yemen Moves to Put Human Rights Standards Into Practice, Al-Bawaba News, Apr. 23, 2003. A number of Yemeni organizations--including the Institute for the Advancement of the Democratic-Civic Trend, which implements projects intended to improve the electoral process, the Center for Information and Training on Human Rights, the Yemeni Institute for Advancement of Democracy, and the Yemeni National Organization for Defending Rights and Freedoms (HOOD)--work in concert with the Ministry of Human Rights and regional and international institutions. [**17] See Republic of Yemen, Ministry of Human Rights, National Human Rights Report 2004, at 39-40, available at http://www.mhryemen.org/reports/local_rep_en.php (last visited Jan. 5, 2006) [hereinafter "Yemen Human Rights Report"]. The mission of these organizations and institutions is to develop--through education and heightened accountability--the foundation for increased democracy and human rights in Yemen.

[*9] The progress in Yemen and elsewhere in the Middle East fulfills the first President Bush's vision that "America stands at the center of a widening circle of freedom--today, tomorrow and into the next century." George H.W. Bush, President, State of the Union Address (Jan. 31, 1990), available at http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/index.php?pid=18095 (last visited Jan. 5, 2006). As that "widening circle" illustrates, moreover,

Freedom, democracy and human rights all go hand in hand. . . . The promotion of democracy and freedom is a cornerstone of the foreign policy of the administration. And we can already see the results . . . .

Human Rights "Extremely Important" To U.S., Says Delegate to UNCHR, July 21, 2005 (statement of Goli Ameri, U.S. delegate to United [**18] Nations Commission on Human Rights), available at http://usinfo.state.gov/eur/Archive/2005/Jul/21-564409.html (last visited Jan. 5, 2006).

But "the experiment of human rights is still new in [Yemen]," and the difficult task still remains "to pay great and special attention to the principles of human rights, to consolidate them and surround them with the respect they deserve, to make them an ideal road to the flourishing of the democratic experiment . . . ." Yemen Human Rights Report at 8. As Yemen and other Middle East nations tackle that difficult task, it is essential to recall that "America[,] not just the nation[,] but an idea, [is] alive in the minds of people everywhere." George H.W. Bush, President, State of the Union Address. To foster continued progress on democracy, human rights, and the rule of law in the Middle East, the United States must continue to nurture and promote this "idea" that it has long represented throughout the world.

Human Rights Cred.: Middle East

Extinction 

John Steinbach, DC Iraq Coalition, Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A Threat to Peace, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm, accessed 4/19/04.

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

Human rights promotion is critical to democracy 

Malinowski ’04 [Tom. (Washington Advocacy Director: U.S. House of Representatives Committee on International Relations). “Promoting Human Rights and Democracy—Two Crises for the United States.” HUMAN RIGHTS PRACTICES AROUND THE WORLD: A REVIEW OF THE STATE DEPARTMENT'S 2003 ANNUAL REPORT. HEARING BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.” March 10, 2004. http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/hfa92499.000/hfa92499_0.HTM //

Whether we agree with the President's policies or not, Mr. Chairman, we have to take that warning seriously when it is coming from those on the front lines of the struggle for human rights and democracy in the Middle East. As we make decisions on these complex matters, we have to take into account the impact those decisions will have on America's ability to champion democratic values around the world. The fundamental point is that we need the moral clarity that is provided by these State Department human rights reports and by the efforts of the President and the State Department to condemn human rights abuses throughout the year. But the United States needs to project more than moral clarity—it must maintain moral authority to promote a more humane and democratic world. That requires consistent leadership abroad and a sterling example at home.

Democracy key to survival

Glen T. Martin, “Three States in the Dialectical Realization of Democracy-And the Constitution for the Federation of Earth,” ACROSS FRONTIERS, March-April & May-June 1999. Available from the World Wide Web at: www.radford.edu/~gmartin/three%20stages%20paper.htm, accessed 11/4/05.

Democracy as the movement for human emancipation has moved dialectically through the phase of bourgeois democracy to the phase of territorial socialism and is now confronted with the possibility of an expanded synthesis which can address the impending global cataclysms of the 21st century. This synthesis simultaneously eliminates many of the regressive features of present global capitalism, along with the regressive system of territorial sovereign nation states. It understands that democracy, human rights, and human liberation cannot be confined or limited to a territorial basis. It allows socialists to work freely within a democratic, worldwide political system to promote and further their vision of the ultimate goals of human liberation. The debate between capitalism and socialism then becomes centered on who has the best arguments, on who has the greatest wisdom, and no longer hinges on force of arms, propaganda, and coercion. Only within a planetary framework of the democratic rule of law can the ultimate meaning of human social existence be decided. Yet this global rule of law in a demilitarized world is not simply a visionary result of the dialectical enlargement of democracy. It is also absolute necessity if we are to survive on this planet. As the poet Holderlin wrote, "There where the greatest danger looms, there also lies our greatest hope." Faced with the cataclysms of the 21st century, we have at our fingertips a practical way out. Ratification of the Constitution for the Federation of Earth by the people and nations of the earth is the next concrete step in the dialectic of human liberation.

Multilateralism-Ikenberry

Multilateralism is key to non-proliferation

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
The most immediate problem is that the neoimperialist approach is unsustainable. Going it alone might well succeed in removing Saddam Hussein from power, but it is far less certain that a strategy of counterproliferation, based on American willingness to use unilateral force to confront dangerous dictators, can work over the long term. An American policy that leaves the United States alone to decide which states are threats and how best to deny them weapons of mass destruction will lead to a diminishment of multilateral mechanisms -- most important of which is the nonproliferation regime. The Bush administration has elevated the threat of WMD to the top of its security agenda without investing its power or prestige in fostering, monitoring, and enforcing nonproliferation commitments. The tragedy of September 11 has given the Bush administration the authority and willingness to confront the Iraqs of the world. But that will not be enough when even more complicated cases come along -- when it is not the use of force that is needed but concerted multilateral action to provide sanctions and inspections. Nor is it certain that a preemptive or preventive military intervention will go well; it might trigger a domestic political backlash to American-led and military-focused interventionism. America's well-meaning imperial strategy could undermine the principled multilateral agreements, institutional infrastructure, and cooperative spirit needed for the long-term success of nonproliferation goals.

Multilateralism Solves

Cooperation is key to free trade, the environment, preventing organized crime, and preventing Chinese aggression 

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
A third problem with an imperial grand strategy is that it cannot generate the cooperation needed to solve practical problems at the heart of the U.S. foreign policy agenda. In the fight on terrorism, the United States needs cooperation from European and Asian countries in intelligence, law enforcement, and logistics. Outside the security sphere, realizing U.S. objectives depends even more on a continuous stream of amicable working relations with major states around the world. It needs partners for trade liberalization, global financial stabilization, environmental protection, deterring transnational organized crime, managing the rise of China, and a host of other thorny challenges. But it is impossible to expect would-be partners to acquiesce to America's self-appointed global security protectorate and then pursue business as usual in all other domains.

Only cooperation can solve proliferation, protectionism and genocide

Richard Haass, VP and director of foreign policy studies at Brookings, and Sydney Stein Jr., chair in intl security, the Record, September 19, 1999
The other extreme, unilateralism, likewise has little appeal. On its own, the United States can do little to promote order. Too many of today's challenges -- protectionism, proliferation, genocide -- cannot be solved by one nation alone, either because cooperation is necessary to combat the problem, resources are limited, or both. The benefits of multilateralism outweigh its tendency to constrain American means and dilute American goals. In addition to distributing the burden of promoting order, multilateralism can restrain the impulses of others, reduce opposition to U.S. actions, and increase the chances of policy success. 

The U.S. can’t solve problems alone – cooperation is necessary

Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, September 8, 2002
Still, even the United States can't fight a war without others' help, if only because it needs political support and other countries' permission to base U.S. forces. "We can't go to war unilaterally on any scale," said a senior State Department official, requesting anonymity. Washington also needs foreign help to shut down terrorist financial networks, deny weapons technology to adversaries, and deal with a range of challenges from AIDS and the environment to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the official said. The United States may be pre-eminent, "but we are not a hegemonic power," he said.

China Add-On

China Perceives Offensive U.S. Military Action as a threat: 3 reasons

Medeiros 2009 

[Evan S., senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation in the Washington, DC office. He specializes in research on the international politics of East Asia, China’s foreign and national security policy, U.S.-China relations and Chinese defense industrial issues. He holds a Ph.D. in International Relations from the London School of Economics and Political Science, an M.Phil in International Relations from the University, China’s International behavior: Activism, Opportunism, and Diversification, RAND institute//HS]

China’s international behavior is influenced by at least three historically determined lenses that color and shade its perceptions of its security environment and its role in global affairs. First, China is in the process of reclaiming its status as a major regional power and, eventually, as a great power—although the latter goal is not well defined or articulated. Chinese policymakers and analysts refer to China’s rise as a “revitalization” and a “rejuvenation.” Second, many Chinese view their country as a victim of “100 years of shame and humiliation” at the hands of Western and other foreign powers, especially Japan. This victimization narrative has fostered an acute sensitivity to coercion by foreign powers and especially infringements (real or perceived) on its sovereignty. Third, China has a defensive security outlook that stems from historically determined fears that foreign powers will try to constrain and coerce it by exploiting its internal weaknesses. China’s international behavior is also informed by the longstanding diplomatic priorities of protecting its sovereignty and territorial integrity, promoting economic development, and generating international respect and status. These three priorities have been collectively driving China’s foreign and security policy since the founding of the People’s Republic of China in 1949. Yet, the policy manifestations of these three strategic priorities and the leadership’s relative emphasis on them have differed over the last 30 years. 

Uniqueness: China on rise now, laundry list

Medeiros 2009  [Evan S., senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation in the Washington, DC office. He specializes in research on the international politics of East Asia, China’s foreign and national security policy, U.S.-China relations and Chinese defense industrial issues. He holds a Ph.D. in International Relations from the London School of Economics and Political Science, an M.Phil in International Relations from the University, China’s International behavior: Activism, Opportunism, and Diversification, RAND institute//HS]

On balance, Chinese leaders have concluded that their external security environment is favorable and that the next 15 to 20 years represent a “strategic window of opportunity” for China to achieve its leading objective of national revitalization through continued economic, social, military, and political development. Chinese policymakers seek, to the extent possible, to extend this window of opportunity through diplomacy. China’s view of its security environment includes six mainstream perceptions: • No Major Power War: There is a low probability of large-scale war among major powers, and thus the next 15 to 20 years is a unique period for China to continue to develop and modernize. • Globalization: Globalization has redefined interstate economic and political interactions, bolstering China’s global economic importance and enhancing interdependence among states. Globalization has imposed some constraints on China.  • The Global Power Balance: Multipolarity is rapidly emerging; although the United States remains a predominant power in the world, it is declining gradually and in relative terms. The United States is both a potential threat to China’s revitalization as a great power and a central partner in China’s realization of this goal. • Nontraditional Security Challenges: China faces a variety of such challenges, including terrorism, weapons proliferation, narcotics and human trafficking, environmental degradation, the spread of infectious diseases, and natural disasters. These are redefining China’s relations with major powers in Asia and globally, including by creating opportunities for tangible cooperation.  • Energy Insecurity: China defines energy security in terms of two issues: price volatility and security of delivery. China feels vulnerable on both fronts. Such perceptions are increasingly driving its efforts to gain access to crude oil and natural gas resources, especially in the Middle East and Africa. • China’s Rise: Chinese policymakers see the “rise of China” as an influential factor in global economic and security affairs. China is increasingly confident in its diplomatic reach and influence and feels it has succeeded in dampening fears of a “China threat,” especially in Asia. 

China Add-on

China Is Not a Hegemonic Threat it has too many challenges to achieve it’s desired status

Medeiros 2009  [Evan S., senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation in the Washington, DC office. He specializes in research on the international politics of East Asia, China’s foreign and national security policy, U.S.-China relations and Chinese defense industrial issues. He holds a Ph.D. in International Relations from the London School of Economics and Political Science, an M.Phil in International Relations from the University, China’s International behavior: Activism, Opportunism, and Diversification, RAND institute//HS]

Beijing confronts several challenges that will constrain its ability to meet its diplomatic objectives and perhaps also skew the ability to understand China’s intentions. First, as China’s global presence and influence grow, China’s neighbors and other states will expect more of Beijing. It is unclear whether China is prepared to respond to these demands, fearing an accumulation of too many burdens; this is already raising questions about China’s predictability and its reliability. Second, China’s approach to the Taiwan question, which can be inflexible and aggressive at times, undermines its ability to appear moderate and benign. Third, China’s myriad and acute governance challenges limit the government’s ability to manage internal problems that could spill over onto its neighbors. This governance deficit complicates Beijing’s ability to comply fully with its commitments, making China appear as an unreliable actor. A fourth challenge involves weaknesses in China’s decision making system. The problems of excessive secrecy and the lack of coordination across the civilian, intelligence, and military bureaucracies hinder China’s ability to respond rapidly and effectively to crises with international dimensions.

A2 china too aggressive

A2: China is aggressive

Medeiros 2009  [Evan S., senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation in the Washington, DC office. He specializes in research on the international politics of East Asia, China’s foreign and national security policy, U.S.-China relations and Chinese defense industrial issues. He holds a Ph.D. in International Relations from the London School of Economics and Political Science, an M.Phil in International Relations from the University, China’s International behavior: Activism, Opportunism, and Diversification, RAND institute//HS]

China has been largely working within—indeed, deftly leveraging— the current international system to accomplish its foreign policy objectives. It sees more opportunities than constraints in using the current system to advance its interests. China’s international behavior is not ideologically driven, and China is not pursuing a revolutionary foreign policy that seeks to acquire new territory, forge balancing coalitions, or advance alternative models of economic development or global security. China is not trying to tear down or radically revise the current constellation of global rules, norms, and institutions. Rather, it has been seeking to master them to advance its interests—an approach that, to date, has proven quite productive for Beijing. China is also dissatisfied with certain attributes of the current status quo, such as the undetermined status of Taiwan and U.S. global predominance in both security and economic affairs. Beijing’s response has been to work within the system to address its concerns; this has included attempts to reduce the relative power and influence of the United States, especially U.S. actions directly affecting Chinese interests. China does not currently seek to confront the United States to erect a new international order. But China does challenge some U.S. interests, particularly in Asia. On balance, China has been occasionally assertive but seldom aggressive in pursuing this and other objectives. China’s approach has been geared toward attracting and binding others, rather than directly challenging their interests: It is more gravitational than confrontational. It seeks to create an environment in Asia in which states are drawn to, reliant on, and thereby deferential to Beijing, as a way to minimize constraints and maximize its freedom of action.

***2ac’s***

A2 politics – afghan w/d popular

Withdrawal from Afghanistan is popular 

Innocent 9 (Malou, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute. “A Costly Mistake” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11027) MFR 

Whether the rationale for prolonging the operation is to expunge al Qaeda, gain greater ease of access to Central Asia's energy reserves, or improve the fate of the Afghan people, Americans don't seem to buy it. A substantial portion of the American public is against sending more troops, the overwhelming majority of Democrats in Congress are against sending more troops, and a number of prominent conservatives are against sending more troops. Why? Partly because these patriotic Americans realize that our brave and highly-dedicated soldiers are not trained to be nation builders or policemen. But these critics also recognize, in lieu of the current economic recession, that the Taliban and al Qaeda cannot destroy the United States, but our own reckless spending can. 

A2 poliitcs – Iraq presence unpop

Military presence in Iraq is unpopular with the American public

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

After investing heavily in Iraq for six years, the United States needs to draw down its presence to address other pressing challenges, most notably the war in Afghanistan. Even though support for Iraq and support for Afghanistan are not mutu​ally exclusive, U.S. attention and resources are shifting from the former to the latter. Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, unequivocally stated this shift at a May 2009 news conference: “The main effort in our strategic focus from a military perspective must now shift to Afghanistan.”2 America lacks the resources to sustain a permanent large-scale presence to provide for Iraq’s internal security while simultaneously increasing its commitment to Afghanistan. American ground forces have been greatly strained by repeated deployments to Iraq, and the combination of maintaining that military presence and trying to rebuild Iraq’s infrastructure has been costly.   Additionally, the lack of U.S. public support for resource-intensive nation-building proj​ects imposes serious constraints on the U.S. commitment to Iraq, particularly in a time of economic distress. The American people are much more concerned about the state of America than the state of Iraq.3 For citizens worried about providing for their own families, appeals to reconstruct foreign countries in the name of abstract strategic interests ring hollow. President Barack Obama reflected the U.S. political climate when he asserted:  We cannot police Iraq’s streets until they are completely safe, nor stay until Iraq’s union is perfected. We cannot sustain indefinitely a commitment that has put a strain on our mili​tary, and will cost the American people nearly a trillion dollars. America’s men and women in uniform have fought block by block, province by province, year after year, to give the Iraqis this chance to choose a better future. Now, we must ask the Iraqi people to seize it.4  

Military presence in Iraq is unpopular with Iraq

Nagl and Burton 09 (John A, President of the Center for New American Security; Brian M, Research Assistant of the Center for New American Security; “After the Fire: Shaping the Future U.S. Relationship with Iraq” June 2009, Accessed June 21, 2010; RA)

The politics of Iraq reinforce America’s strategic and political need to play a supporting, rather than leading, role. The U.S. military’s free​dom of action in Iraq is now proscribed under the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), which stipulates that all operations be carried out only with the permission of and in coordination with the Iraqi government; that American troops leave Iraqi population centers for consolidated bases by the end of June 2009; and that all U.S. forces withdraw from Iraq by December 2011.5 The Iraqi government takes these deadlines seriously and shows no intent to modify them, despite American proposals to remain longer in less-secure cities like Mosul.6 The agreement reflects the clear Iraqi desire to reduce America’s role in their country. Iraqis tellingly refer to the SOFA as the “Withdrawal Agreement.”7 A cross-country poll conducted in February 2009 by international news services found that 81 percent of Iraqis want U.S. forces to depart no later than 2011, with a plurality of 46 percent preferring that U.S. troops “leave sooner.”8

A2 politics – drones unpop

There is growing public opposition to the use of drones- the only way to end the conflict is through actually engaging the enemy. 

Malick 10 (Ibrahim, is a Pakistani-American writer, technologist, and social entrepreneur. Mr. Malick graduated from New School for Social Research with a master’s degree in anthropology, “Civilian Murders: Those condoning illegal Drone Bombings are complicit in war crimes,” 6/8/2010, http://thedawn.com.pk/2010/06/08/cia-drone-murders-are-a-war-crime-those-condoning-it-are-complicit-in-a-war-crime/, 6/25/2010, HR) 

A 29 page report submitted today to the UN Human Rights Council, by special representative Philip Alston demanding an immediate suspension of drone attacks will not persuade Obama’s war cabinet to change course; but an ever growing domestic opposition appears promising. In categorical terms Philip Alston told journalists at the UN media stakeout today that those dropping bombs in Pakistan are so distant from the combat zone that they are “desensitised” – as though they were playing video games. Alston said: “because operators are based thousands of miles away from the battlefield, and undertake operations entirely through computer screens and remote audio-feed, there is a risk of developing a ‘Playstation’ mentality to killing.” Although this statement will be prominently displayed in Pakistani newspapers, this assertion is neither compelling nor novel. Brookings scholar and, author of “Wired for War”, PW Singer has been making similar arguments (watch my interview of Singer) for quite some time. However, there is a growing opposition to drone strikes from anti-war activists with journalists and powerful American think tanks now joining the fray. While the anti-war activists are viewed by the American media as irrelevant, one can hardly say that about elite think tank analysts. The Council on Foreign Relations, America’s most influential center-to-right think tank yesterday challenged the Obama administration to publicly debate the drone strategy. Mind you, CFR does not oppose the war on terror per se, but questions the claimed efficacy of unmanned armed drones to lead the effort. CFR’s Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Micha Zenko, questioned this strategy pointing out that in 8-9 years there have been over 125 drone strikes, but al Qaeda’s military leadership is still operative. Compare this to the Second World War when it took allied forces less than six years to destroy the German army – one of the greatest war machines the world has ever seen. The occupation of Afghanistan notwithstanding, the current centrality of drone operations has prohibited the US military from undertaking more comprehensive military operations – the kind where you walk on the ground and directly engage the enemy. However, American political will is not ready to deploy more young Americans in an unwanted war; so they keep on dragging their feet and using tactics like drones and cruise missiles from a safe distance. American defense experts now argue that a massive army operation that searches for militants from mountain to mountain and cave to cave is the only way to really end the al Qaeda menace. The Obama administration also faces legal challenges. Drones have been used extensively in Pakistan and that country is not a declared war zone. According to the Geneva Conventions, it is against international law and the laws of war to use force in a place that is not a war zone. 

Drones kill 10 civilians for every 1 enemy target Creating An Increasing Backlash by The Right and Left 

Malick 10 (Ibrahim, is a Pakistani-American writer, technologist, and social entrepreneur. Mr. Malick graduated from New School for Social Research with a master’s degree in anthropology, “Civilian Murders: Those condoning illegal Drone Bombings are complicit in war crimes,” 6/8/2010, http://thedawn.com.pk/2010/06/08/cia-drone-murders-are-a-war-crime-those-condoning-it-are-complicit-in-a-war-crime/, 6/25/2010, HR)
American think tanks agree that unmanned drones cause greater degrees of civilian casualties than directly human operated weapons of war. A report published by the Brookings Institution claimed that for every militant killed by a drone attack, ten civilians were killed. Precision drone attacks are never really very “precise,” because, first, this requires a level of intelligence about the target and the kill radius that is impossible to achieve, and second, because terrorists use human shields as a countermeasure to drones, and these human shields are almost always innocent civilians forced against their will to act as shields. This offsets the American argument that drones stop American soldiers from getting killed in war. If an American soldier is saved and ten civilians are killed in a country considered a US ally (Pakistan), sooner or later the ethical accounting of casualty statistics will show a shortfall. Until organised opposition began to grow against the drone attacks, it was easy for the US government to silence Pakistani opposition with diplomatic equivocations. But with the inclusion of American journalists and major military strategists in the opposition to drones, it is becoming challenging for Obama to continue with the drone attacks. While there are several strands of argument (some are anti-war, some are pro-war), all have one thing in common; they are all anti-drones. Given this growing opposition, Barack Obama will have to curb, if not stop altogether, his drone programme in the very near future.
A2 spending DA

Plan saves money and is on track for long term savings.

Hartung ’10 [William, is Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation. The project serves as a resource for journalists, policymakers, and citizen's organizations on the issues of weapons proliferation, the economics of military spending, and alternative approaches to national security strategy., Obama and the Permanent War Budget, T.S.]

Another area for savings would be to cut the size of the armed forces. But Obama campaigned on a promise to carry out a troop increase of 92,000, mirroring proposals made by the Bush administration. And his commitment of 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan might set the stage for even larger increases in the total U.S. forces at some point down the road. Finally, any real savings in U.S. military spending would need to be accompanied by a reduction in U.S. "global reach" — in the hundreds of major military facilities it controls in Africa, Asia, Europe and Latin America. But — in parallel to the war efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan— U.S. overseas-basing arrangements have been on the rise, not only in Iraq and Afghanistan themselves but in bordering nations.

A2 the K

the permutation is key to solvency: the alternative’s rejection of the state ignores the social and political influence the right has through the military. The Left cannot leave a power vacuum behind.

Thompson 2003 [Michael J., the founder and editor of Logos and teaches political theory at Hunter College, CUNY, http://www.logosjournal.com/thompson_iraq.htm Fall 2003 Accessed 6-25-10]

Simple resistance to American "imperial" tendencies is no longer enough for a responsible, critical and rational left. Not only does it smack of tiers-mondisme but at the same time it rejects the realities of globalization which are inexorable and require a more sophisticated political response. The real question I am putting forth is simply this: is it the case that hegemony is in itself inherently bad? Or, is it possible to consider that, because it can, at least in theory, consist of the diffusion of western political ideas, values and institutions, it could be used as a progressive force in transforming those nations and regions that have been unable to deal politically with the problems of economic development, political disintegration and ethnic strife?  It is time that we begin to consider the reality that western political thought provides us with unique answers to the political, economic and social problems of the world and this includes reversing the perverse legacies of western imperialism itself. And it is time that the left begins to embrace the ideas of the Enlightenment and its ethical impulse for freedom, democracy, social progress and human dignity on an international scale. This is rhetorically embraced by neoconservatives, but it turns out to be more of a mask for narrower economic motives and international realpolitik, and hence their policies and values run counter to the radical impulses of Enlightenment thought. Western ideas and institutions can find affinities in the rational strains of thought in almost every culture in the world, from 12th century rationalist Islamic philosophers like Alfarabi, Avicenna (Ibn Sinna) and Averroes (Ibn Rushd) to India's King Akbar and China's Mencius. The key is to find these intellectual affinities and push them to their concrete, political conclusions.  Clearly, the left's problem with the idea of the spread of western political ideas and institutions is not entirely wrong. There was a racist and violent precedent set by the French and English imperial projects lasting well into the 20th century. The problem is in separating the form from the content of western hegemonic motives and intentions. And it is even more incorrect to see the occupation of Iraq as a symptom of western ideas and Enlightenment rationalism. Nothing could be further from the case and the sooner this is realized, the more the left will be able to carve out new paths of critique and resistance to a hegemony that is turning into empire.  And it is precisely for this reason why, in institutional terms, the UN needs to be brought back in. Although there are clearly larger political and symbolic reasons for this, such as the erosion of a unilateralist framework for the transition from Hussein's regime, there is also the so-called "effect of empire" where Iraq is being transformed into an instrument of ideological economics. The current U.S. plan for Iraq, one strongly supported by Bremer as well as the Bush administration, will remake its economy into one of the most open to trade, capital flows and foreign investment in the world as well as being the lowest taxed. Iraq is being transformed into an neo-liberal utopia where American industries hooked up to the infamous "military-industrial complex" will be able to gorge themselves on contracts for the development of everything from infrastructure to urban police forces.  As time moves on, we are seeing that Iraq provides us with a stunning example of how hegemony becomes empire. It is an example of how the naïve intention of "nation building" is unmasked and laid bare, seen for what it truly is: the forceful transformation of a sovereign state into a new form suited to narrow western (specifically American) interests. Attempts to build a constitution have failed not from the lack of will, but from the lack of any political discourse about what form the state should take and about what values should be enshrined in law. Ruling bodies have become illegitimate almost immediately upon their appointment because there exists almost complete social fragmentation, and the costs of knitting it together are too great for America to assume.  In the end, America has become, with its occupation of Iraq and its unilateralist and militaristic posture, an empire in the most modern sense of the term. But we should be careful about distinguishing empire from a hegemon and the implications of each. And since, as Hegel put it, we are defined by what we oppose, the knee-jerk and ineffectual response from the modern left has been to produce almost no alternative at all to the imperatives that drive American empire as seen in places such as Iraq. To neglect the military, economic and cultural aspects of American power is to ignore the extent to which it provokes violent reaction and counter-reaction. But at the same time, to ignore the important contributions of western political ideas and institutions and their power and efficacy in achieving peace and mutual cooperation, whether it be between ethnic communities or whole nations themselves, is to ignore the very source of political solutions for places where poverty, oppression and dictatorships are the norm and remain stubbornly intact.  Western hegemony will not be seen as problematic once the values of the western political tradition and specifically those of the Enlightenment, from the liberal rule of law, the elimination of the arbitrary exercise of power and the value of political and social equality, are set in a cosmopolitan global framework. Only then will the words of Immanuel Kant take on any kind of concrete meaning for people the world over. "To think of oneself as a member of a cosmopolitan society in compliance with state laws is the most sublime idea that man can have about his predicament and which cannot be thought of without enthusiasm." 
A2 the K

Every deliberate target exists within the precision virtual mapping of intelligence and military calculations, but because of this technological event horizon the impacts of targeting ripple throughout the network in ways not perceived because the exactness of the attack distracts from these considerations

Gregory 2007 [Derek, Dept. of Geography University of British Columbia at Vancouver, ‘In another time-zone, the bombs fall unsafely…’ Targets, civilians and late modern war, Arab World Geographer 9 (2007): 88-112//HS] 

Late modern warfare has revised the concept of a target in three crucial ways. First, as Samuel Weber puts it, ‘every target is inscribed in a network or chain of events that inevitably exceeds the opportunity that can be seized or the horizon that can be seen.’ 27 Weber is most exercised by the incorporation of time as well as space into targeting – the transformation of ‘target’ into a verb – and in particular the taking of ‘targets of opportunity’ on the wing. Two years after the invasion of Iraq, for example, the United States Air Force switched from deliberative targeting, where targets are identified by air-operations centers, to adaptive targeting in which cruising aircraft are directed to emerging targets of opportunity by ground forces. According to one senior military planner, ‘the bulk of what we do today is adaptive, and it’s divorced from any operational planning.’ Ground troops call in targets that pilots are unable to verify and whose selection is not integrated into an overall view of the battle space, so that adaptive targeting may be a technical advance but it is rarely a logistical one: the same officer described it as a ‘reversion to the Stone Age.’ 28 It capitalizes on advanced telecommunications systems, on localized connections between ground troops and aircraft, but it fails to realize the wider network possibilities of late modern warfare. In contrast, deliberative targeting places a logistical value on targets through their carefully calibrated, strategic position within the infrastructural networks that are the very fibers of modern society. The complex geometries of these networks then displace the pinpoint coordinates of ‘precision’ weapons and ‘smart bombs’ so that their effects surge far beyond any immediate or localized destruction. Their impacts ripple outwards through the network, extending the envelope of destruction in space and time, and yet the syntax of targeting – with its implication of isolating an objective – distracts attention from the cascade of destruction deliberately set in train. In exactly this spirit, British and American attacks on Iraqi power stations in 2003 were designed to disrupt not only the supply of electricity but also the pumping of water and the treatment of sewage that this made possible, with predictable (and predicted) consequences for public health. 

A2 the K

Warfare has evolved into the destruction of “targets” through the soldiers median of the computer screen creates an optical detachment that makes any kind of ethical relation to the silhouettes of people seen in-between crosshairs impossible

Gregory 2007  [Derek, Dept. of Geography University of British Columbia at Vancouver, ‘In another time-zone, the bombs fall unsafely…’ Targets, civilians and late modern war, Arab World Geographer 9 (2007): 88-112//HS]

The second refinement of late modern war has been to produce an electronic disjuncture between ‘the eye’ and ‘the target’ that acts as meridian and membrane between ‘our space’ and ‘their space’. 31 But this electronic disjuncture is an extraordinarily labile medium that sustains both a radical separation – a sort of time-space expansion – and the most acute time-space compression. On one side, ‘their space’ is reduced to a space empty of people; the visual technology of late modern warfare produces the space of the enemy as an abstract space on an electronic screen of co-ordinates and pixels. These high-level abstractions sustain the illusion of an authorizing master-subject who asserts both visual mastery and violent possession through what Caren Kaplan calls the ‘cosmic view’ of air power. This is vertical geopolitics with a vengeance: ‘Outside the wire of Balad Air Base [north of Baghdad], the insurgency still rages and sectarian war looms,’ reported Michael Hirsh in May 2006, ‘but the sky above is a deep azure and, no small thing, wholly American-owned.’ These high-level abstractions deploy a discourse of objectivity – so that elevation secures the higher Truth – and a discourse of object-ness that reduces the world to a series of objects in a visual plane. As I have argued elsewhere, bombs and missiles then rain down on on K-A-B-U-L but not on the city of Kabul, its innocent inhabitants terrorised and their homes shattered by another round in the incessant wars choreographed by superpowers from a safe distance. And the IDF can render the landscape of southern Lebanon as a ‘kill-box’, so that during the night of 29 July 2006 its forces can attack only ‘structures, headquarters and weapon facilities’, ‘vehicles, bridges and routes’, and the combat zone is magically emptied of all human beings. The result, fervently desired and artfully orchestrated, is optical detachment. ‘Remote as they are far from “targets”,’ Zygmunt Bauman once observed, ‘scurrying over those they hit too fast to witness the devastation they cause and the blood they spill, the pilots-turned-computer-operators hardly ever have the chance of looking their victims in the face and to survey the human misery they have sowed.’ 33 Just like Mr Barrow venturing into ‘the land of the Bushmen’ in the early nineteenth century, who, according to Mary-Louise Pratt, recorded not the Bushmen but merely ‘scratches on the face of the country’, so these screen images reveal scars on the face of the country but never on the faces of those who have been injured and killed there. 
A2 the K

This technological war erases conceptions of space and time that designates the lives of targets and ‘unworthy’ and erases the frailty of the body

Gregory 2007 [Derek, Dept. of Geography University of British Columbia at Vancouver, ‘In another time-zone, the bombs fall unsafely…’ Targets, civilians and late modern war, Arab World Geographer 9 (2007): 88-112//HS]

On the other side, this erasure of corporeality is twisted into another dimension through late modern war’s annihilation of space through time. The United States has increasingly deployed Unmanned Aerial Vehicles as part of the so-called Revolution in Military Affairs. In both Afghanistan and Iraq extensive use is made of Predator drones that carry three cameras and two Hellfire missiles. Take-offs and landings are controlled by pilots from Expeditionary Reconnaissance Squadrons based at Bagram and Balad Air Bases, but once the drones are airborne the missions are flown by pilots from Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field, part of the Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada, some 7, 000 miles away. When Robert Kaplan visited Indian Springs, he saw the trailers from which the missions were flown. ‘Inside that trailer is Iraq; inside the other, Afghanistan,’ he was told. ‘Inside those trailers you leave North America which falls under Northern Command, and enter the Middle East, the domain of Central Command [CENTCOM]. So much for the tyranny of Geography.’ The irony of that last sentence evidently escaped its author, but the contortions of time and space that it conveys are given renewed force by a third refinement of late modern war: its mediatization. War reporting has a long history, but the emergence of a military-industrial-media-entertainment complex at the end of the twentieth century has sought to elevate late modern war from the virtual to what James Der Derian (fully conscious of the irony) calls the ‘virtuous’. By this, he means to signal both the priority attached to the visual and also the determination ‘to commute death, to keep it out of sight’: to produce war as a space of both constructed and constricted visibility. 36 News media and video games work hand-in-glove with the military to naturalize the reduction of the space of the enemy to a visual field through satellite photographs, bomb-sight views and simulations, and feed in to the staging of late modern war as spectacle. A public is produced that is made accustomed to seeing Baghdad and other ‘alien cities’ as targets; their people, their neighbourhoods, all the mundane geographies of everyday life are hollowed out. 37 These imaginative geographies work in the background to disable any critical politics of witnessing. Civilian casualties are rendered as unseen and uncounted (hence General Franks’ less than frank insistence that ‘We don’t do body counts’); as inevitable but irrelevant (‘collateral damage’, the unintended and unforeseen consequence of military action); or as legitimate targets through complicity or even ‘unworthiness’ (Agamben’s homines sacri). 38 In these ways the public is at once brought close to the action (the spectacle, the thrill) while being removed from its consequences. As Weber argues, this too involves a simultaneous reduction and maximization of distance. When a domestic audience watches video of a missile closing on its target, he writes, ‘The distance to the image, the target, is reduced and eliminated, and with it, the target-image is itself eliminated, vanishes from the screen. At the same time, everything is more distant than ever before. For we “know”, or think we know, that the target has been destroyed, and with it, everything that we have not seen: all the things and people presumably behind those walls. At the same time, we, who have followed this elimination of distance through the eyes of the camera, which is also the eyes of the missile, we are still whole, safe and sane in our homes. We are exhilarated at the sight of such power and control, we are relieved to be still in one piece, but we cannot entirely forget what we have seen without seeing it: enormous destruction and death…. This gnawing suspicion is what makes us relieved to be returned to the familiar and reassuring framework provided by what is aptly called media “coverage”; something is indeed being “covered”, the way a “carpet” covers a floor, or the way “carpet bombings” cover an area. What is being covered is ultimately that which technology has always potentially covered: the frailty and limitations of the human body.’ 39 It is time to turn to those frail bodies. 
A2 the K

Targeted assassination is a form of precision warfare that uses the logic of risk and probability that is inherently biopolitical.

Wilcox ‘9 (Lauren, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, Google Scholars, T.S.)

In discourse of precision warfare, the deaths of civilians occupy a substantial, if not crucial, role. The sparing of civilian lives is given as a key rationale (second only to protecting the lives of servicemen and women) for the development and use of precision munitions. In this way, precision warfare is a key component of the entry of biopolitical rationality into the sphere of war. Foucault considers biopower to be the power “to designate what brought life and its mechanisms into the realm of explicit calculation and made knowledge-power an agent of transformation of human life,” (Foucault 1978, 143).  Precision bombing, as part of the liberal way of war, may be said to operate as part of the network of biopower through surveillance and precision targeting on behalf of war ostensibly fought for humanitarian reasons. Along with discipline, biopower constitutes one of the “two poles around which the organization of power over life was deployed” (the other being discipline) (Foucault 1978, 139). Biopower concerns the supervision and intervention regarding the biological processes of birth, mortality, health, and life expectancy.  Liberal, high-tech wars embody biopolitical warfare, through which the logic and practice of precision bombing are emblematic.  The very nature of precision bombing is of calculated risk, of circular error probabilities, that the bomb will hit its target. Throughout the twentieth century, different technologies have allowed the CEP to decrease. Death is rendered calculable—that is, the destruction of the target. Death for civilians is also understood in this framework of risk and probability. As one proponent writes, “[Precision munitions] should be our weapon of choice because it is the most discriminate, prudent and risk-free weapon in our arsenal,” (Melinger 2001). This paper is a draft of the third chapter of my dissertation on bodies and international relations. In my dissertation, I argue that the body in IR serves as a ‘constituent outside,’ that is, it is a concept that is not explicitly theorized but an implicit theorization exists nonetheless that serves to define the parameters of IR.  This is not mere oversight; rather, the theoretical apparatus and practices we associated with international relations needs to deny the body in order to operate as they do. In other words, if we were to explicitly theorize bodies as manifestations of power, our theories and practices of IR would be much different than they are. Like the body, violence towards humans is more likely to be implicit rather than explicit in IR theories of war. Implicitly, the body is taken to be ‘biological’: a substance that is wounded or killed unless it is left alone to live.  Bodies are an inescapable component of our being, and this fact has many implications for the way in which we theorize core concepts of interest to International Relations scholars, such as violence, security, sovereignty and vulnerability.  Embodiment is our condition of possibility as subjects able to speak and act, but it is also the condition of possibility for violence and death.  Judith Butler writes, “the body implies mortality, vulnerability, agency: the skin and the flesh expose us to the gaze of others but also to touch and to violence,” (Butler 2004, 26). 

A2 the K – patriarchy 

The silencing of civilian deaths is rooted in patriarchal ideology

Wilcox ‘9 (Lauren, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, Google Scholars, T.S.)

In contrast to the masculine, cyborg subjectivity of the precision bomber and drone operator, ‘civilians’ are considered feminine figures. The gendering of the concept of ‘civilian’ has a long history, as war-fighting has remained an almost-exclusively male province.  Women, considered to be inherently weak and defenseless, served as the quintessential civilian as someone who not only is not, but cannot be a threat (Kinsella 2005). The phrase ‘women and children’ is often used synonymously with ‘civilian’ such that men who are not taking part in hostilities are often assumed to be combatants or at least potential combatants. The transformation of civilians into a population of homines sacri is aided by the historical linkage of the category of civilian with women and the feminine, as it builds upon the exclusion of women, slaves, and foreigners from politics, due, among other reasons, to the association of women and subordinate masculinities with the body and irrationality as opposed to the rational mind deemed essential for participation in politics. As a ‘feminized’ population, ‘civilians’ are in need of protection, as they are ‘innocent’ of the violence of war. Yet, the civilians of the enemy population are not afforded the same status of protection as ‘our’ civilians, on whose behalf the war is fought. The bodies of civilians are those who are ‘allowed to die’ rather than those who are made to live, or those who must die, in the terms of Foucault’s logic of biopolitics as a form of war. Their appearance politically as ‘mere bodies’ or ‘bare life’ not only reveals the political work needed to strip their bodies of subjectivity, but also the interconnection between the bodies of civilians and the bodies of cyborg soldiers. The bodies of civilians are produced in relation to the production of cyborg soldiers. order for the military personnel to commit violence from afar, from a nearly disembodied ‘video game’ manner, the bodies of civilians are produced as biopolitical bodies who live or die as a matter of rational calculation and risk management. Subjected to the aleatory nature of precision weapons and complicated formulae factoring into targeting decisions, including the weather and how much a threat the intended target is, the civilians are not individualized as the targets of the bombs are. They exist only as members of a population, whose management entails not the injunction to ‘make live’ but rather the minimization of threat, rather than a serious effort at its elimination. 

A2 the K

Tag 1: When dealing with the discourse of precision bombing, the role of the ballot is to increase the account of the human body in international relations as it relates to violence.  [Maybe insert something about how if we don’t it dehumanizes them or save it for a later speech]

Tag 2: The alternative to reject the affirmative’s logic of calculation in order to increase the account of the human body in international relations and how it relates to violence. [Can easily make a floating pik out of this in the block]

Wilcox ‘9 (Lauren, Grad student, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, Political Theory Colloquium, Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare, http://www.polisci.umn.edu/pdf/Body%20Counts%20Theory%20Colloquium.doc Google Scholars, T.S.)

While such projects attempt to ‘humanize’ war (to varying degrees of success), the ‘human’ that they show is an injured body, a corpse, a body defined by its relationship to physiological harm or death. This kind of attempt to re-value bodies in opposition to strategic thought does not fundamentally challenge the reduction of the human to biological being, and thus erases the sociality of the body as it lives or dies. These strains of feminist theorizing provide us with useful insight about international relations, but all are complicit with culture/nature dualism in that they reproduce the distinction between social practices of meaning making and corporeality. Pointing out the denial of bodies underlying strategic thought add bodies back into International Relations, but the body that is denied is a material, flesh and blood, body that can only be killed or left to live. The body is still constituted as the opposite of abstract, strategic rationales. In order to theorize bodies in International Relations, we need a richer account of bodies as material and socially produced. Counting and naming is not enough: as Judith Butler reminds us, the representation of the injured or killed body is not enough for us to incorporate such persons as fully human in our ethical awareness; the representation of bodies fails to ‘capture’ the fully human (Butler 2004, 142-147). We need a fuller account of human bodies in their sociality and materiality to begin to account for bodies in their complex relationship to violence.  This piece attempts to build an account of the production of bodies in practices of precision warfare that take us beyond the culture/nature dualism in our conception of embodiment. Precision bombing is a discourse that is performative of a moral order which allows for the deaths of some as ‘accidents’ at the hands of bombers and planners who are seemingly omnipotent. Judith Butler writes, “the limits of constructivism are exposed at those boundaries of bodily life where abjected or delegitimized bodies fail to ‘count’ as bodies,” (Butler 1993, 15).  If noted at all, the deaths of civilians are ‘accidental,’ and they remain unseen, their deaths ungrievable and uncounted as a means of official policy. These people are the abject bodies that reveal the workings of power and the current political order. Rather than an effect of the distance between bomber and victim, the killability of the victims can be read as a result of social/material intra-actions. A reading of precision bombing given the framework for theorizing bodies that I’ve articulated above as cultural and material, socially produced and productive/resistance as well marked by difference, tells a different story about bodies and precision bombing than the usual narrative. Rather than allowing for the deaths of some bodies in order to spare the lives of others, this chapter describes the multiple bodies produced by material/discursive practices that theorize bodies as produce in relation to one another as well as technologies and discursive practices. In this theorization, we see the violent practices of precision-bombing as performatively constituting bodies marked by race, and ‘killability’ as well as omniscience and god-like qualities. These figures are not prior to the practices of precision-bombing, but exist in relation to one other as the result of the intra-action between discursive practices and the materiality of bodies and technology. 
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