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National Military Strategy CP – 1NC
Text – The Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the United States should issue a national military strategy, and corresponding strategic concept focused on implementation, that ___________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

is necessary to achieve that national security goals of the United States. We’ll clarify. 

Competes – the CP doesn’t mandate the plan. It issues a recommendation that results in policy change.

Solves – NMS is a keystone document that shapes military policy – it integrates consultation between Congress and the DOD, building broad support for the plan
Meinhart 8 (Dr. Richard M., Professor of Defense and Joint Processes at the U.S. Army War College, “National Military Strategies: 1990 to 2007”, National Security Policy and Strategy, Ed. Bartholomees, June, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTR Doc?AD=ADA482688&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

To meet these challenges, the military strategy again built directly on defense objectives, as it defined three key supporting military objectives. These three military objectives were organized around three simple words of: protect, prevent and prevail. They were simply defined as: “protect the United States against external attacks and aggression; prevent conflict and surprise attack; and prevail against adversaries.”33 To achieve these objectives, this strategy made no reference to specific force structure as had previous military strategies. Instead, it emphasized the desired attributes, functions, and capabilities for a joint force. However, it also supported what came to be called a 1-4-2-1 force sizing construct that appeared in the defense strategy. The 1-4-2-1 construct postulated that the U.S. military needed to accomplish the following: defend the homeland (1), deter forward in and from four regions (4); conduct two overlapping defeat campaigns (2); and win decisively in one campaign (1).34 Overall, this force structure approach provided great flexibility for future force structure changes in concert with a capability- vice threat-based approach, and it clearly had the greatest joint focus to date of any military strategy. The process to produce this strategy was very different from the other three strategies in many ways. A draft of the strategy was produced in 2002 to integrate the advice of the post 9/11 2001 Defense Quadrennial Review and the 2002 National Security Strategy. However there was some question whether an unclassified National Military Strategy was needed. For example, a defense strategy was published as part of the QDR, the Chairman provided military specific advice by the 2002 classified National Military Strategic Plan for the War on Terrorism, and he provided unclassified operational military advice in 2003 through the Joint Operations Concepts. However, Congress cleared up any ambiguity that existed when it passed the 2004 National Defense Authorization Act. This Act required the Chairman to produce a detailed report that is a biennial review of the National Military Strategy in eight specific areas to include the strategic and military risks inherent in the strategy.35 This amendment to existing U.S. Code involving the Chairman’s responsibilities is an example of Congress performing its oversight role. If Congress is not satisfied with the information it receives, it will pass legislation that is then more specific on “what” the Chairman needs to provide. The actual writing of the 2004 military strategy followed a very integrated and parallel path as the Vice Director of Strategy, Plans and Policy on the Joint Staff stated: “So we’ve worked hand in glove with the Secretary of Defense’s staff in developing both of these documents.”36 The Defense Staff focused on writing a national defense strategy, the first time this was done as a separate unclassified document, and the Joint Staff focused on writing a national military strategy. As such, one sees the military strategy directly referencing a national defense strategy in many of its sections, which reflects this close collaboration to ensure synchronization and alignment. While the military strategy was completed in 2004 and copies could be located on the internet, it was officially released at a March 18, 2005, press conference when the Under Secretary Defense for Policy and Joint Staff Vice Director of Strategy, Plans and Policy discussed the National Defense Strategy and National Military Strategy together.37 CONCLUSION The National Military Strategy is the keystone document of an overarching strategic planning system that enabled the Chairman as the nation’s senior military advisor to execute his formal leadership responsibilities specified by Congress in Title 10 U.S. Code. Since 1990, each of these four strategies identified the broad military ends, ways, and means that were needed to meet the nation’s security challenges identified by the President in his National Security Strategy and integrated advice by the Secretary of Defense from other documents, which now include a National Defense Strategy. The unclassified nature of the military strategy and its completion by the Chairman to integrate this civilian advice was a leadership legacy started by Chairman Powell that continues today. Most importantly, this strategy directly communicates to Congress and the American people the need for a military, what that military will do, and how it will do it to provide for our nation’s security. It essentially creates a compact between the military and the American people that is so important in today’s volatile, uncertain, complex and ambiguous global security environment. 
National Military Strategy CP – 1NC
NMS can effectively cause military withdrawal --- it shapes operational planning, resource allocation, and future defense planning

Riley 94 (Don T., Lieutenant Colonel – United States Army, “A National Military Strategy Process for the Future”, U.S. Army War College Study Project, 4-18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA279 522)
Should not the National Military Strategy provide this "strategic pull'? Is the Joint Staff planning system sufficient to develop long range planning and programming guidance? The purpose of this study is to examine the process used to develop the National Military Strategy (NMS) and evaluate the effectiveness of this process for long range planning. The paper reviews the strategy formulation process in a democratic society and then considers the regulations and policies developed since 1986 that govern the process. With that background, the most recently published military strategy which resulted in the Base Force, and the defense strategy in the Bottom Up Review are used to evaluate the system. Finally, a look at the status of the present NMS development serves to analyze progress made within the system. This review does not assess the strategies themselves. It discusses substantive content minimally and only for the purpose of analyzing the formulation process. The study focuses on how effective the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) is in producing a long range military strategy. The study concludes with recommendations to improve the process to meet better the intent of those who directed the development of an NMS. The national military strategy serves two major purposes. First, it provides general guidance for operational planning. The combatant commanders, or Unified Commanders in Chief (CINCs) then carry out the detailed planning. Second, the national military strategy guides force planning and programming. The Services translate this guidance into programs to support the needs of the CINCs. In this way the national military strategy also serves to articulate to Congress a basis for the resource allocation decisions the legislative branch must make. In today's international climate, a coherent military strategy assumes even greater importance. The complexity of the strategic environment has increased substantially since the end of the Cold War. Threats to national security are now more diffuse and difficult to define. No longer can the military develop a strategy based on a specific threat, for the strategy could become quickly obsolete in ever-changing conditions of regional power balances. Compounding this situation is the priority that domestic issues have assumed in national policy making with less emphasis on foreign policy and development of a comprehensive national security strategy. These factors result in an ill-defined strategic environment for the military. But even though the conditions facing the military strategist are uncertain, there are no serious near term direct threats to the security of the United States. These conditions present the military not only with a dilemma, but an opportunity as well. The dilemma is how does the Department of Defense (DoD) bring down the size of the force in this time of reduced threat while still achieving national military objectives? The opportunity is for the military to influence its long term future perhaps more than ever before. The military is now in a period in which it can secure the nation with present forces available while building a force and strategy capable of achieving the long term interests of the nation. This could be a military substantially different from today's. Technology development is progressing rapidly, necessitating a significant leap forward in strategic planning. It now takes ten to twenty years to develop, field, and to become proficient with new doctrine and equipment. Therefore, the process of thinking, forecasting, debating, planning, and programming for the military 20 years from now begins today. 

Solvency – 2NC
NMS solves the case – 

1. Builds broad support – Congress and the DOD will get on board for reductions because the NMS is a keystone document that communicates the security priorities of the U.S. and facilitates consultation and integrated advice between branches – that’s Meinhart 

2. Shapes policy – the NMS will filter into operational planning, resource allocation, and defense plans, guaranteeing enforcement in future military policy – that’s Riley

Both are particularly true for military reductions

Gargan 99 (John J., Professor of Political Science – Kent State University, “To Defend A Nation: An Overview of Downsizing and the U.S. Military”, M@n@gement, 2(3), p. 229-230)

CHANGING THE STRATEGIC PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

Decisions on military downsizing relate to, or can be related to, a broader strategic planning process. That process is based in starting point assumptions that structure approaches to the collection, analysis, and interpretation of data on environments scanned. To facilitate the adjustment to new global realities, military strategic planers have been counseled to adopt new assumptions and approaches in their work. Two fundamentally different approaches have been available to military strategic planners. (Troxell, 1997). The first is threat based planning which prevailed for most of the Cold War when real threats, such as Soviet military capability and expansion initiatives, were clearly identifiable. Planners developed scenarios, as in the Bottom-Up-Review, to determine possible alternative threat developments. On the basis of the scenarios the force sizes needed to deal with threats were calculated. National command authorities decided how the forces were to be apportioned among regional and functional commands and under what circumstances they would engage the enemy. This approach has the advantage of being precise and explainable to Congress and other key policy makers. The second approach, objective or capabilities based strategic planning, is more general and intricate and of greater use when threats are more ambiguous. Since a lack of clarity and multiple aspects of the threats make scenarios less useful, planners rely more on judgment and calculate force sizes on the basis of resources available or consider general missions and objectives. Instead of constructing scenarios for a particular threat, a portfolio of approaches is to be established and drawn on for dealing with problems under uncertain conditions (Davis, 1994). These somewhat abstract points take on real meaning in the current policy debates. The turbulent strategic planning environments of the post-Cold War years led strategists within the military and at institutions like RAND to argue on behalf of objective based planning to allow the national command authority deal with several goals with differing time frames. Strategic planning results from aspects of objective based planning which may have profound consequences for force structure, and therefore downsizing, can be seen in the National Military Strategy. It includes elements–shaping, responding, preparing–«which synchronize all elements of national power to achieve our security objectives» (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1997, p. 12). The elements are directed to three major goals and several objectives. The first goal is to Shaping the International Environment; the second is to Responding to the Full Spectrum of Crises; and the third is to Preparing Now For an Uncertain Future. Associated with each goal are a number of more specific charges–promoting regional stability, conducting smaller scale contingency operations, exploiting the revolution in military affairs. Faced with uncertain strategic environments and recognizing the need to plan creatively for an array of possible futures, defense planners, by their approach to planning, have set in play strategies which may make heavy claims on personnel and other resources during downsizing years. 

Solvency – 2NC
The impact is huge. Even though it isn’t legally binding, the NMS shapes policy and causes enactment of the plan.

Slocombe 4 (Walter B., Former Undersecretary of Defense – United States and Secretary of the Board – Atlantic Council, “Does Strategy Matter?”, 11-16, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/symposia/joint2004/slocombepaper.htm)

However, as an exercise in considering the degree to which a current strategy document addresses current problems adequately, I have accepted the sponsors’ implied invitation to focus on the “National Military Strategy” approved in May 2004 by General Myers as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS).  That focus is appropriate, not only because the 2004 NMS is the most recent of the strategic triad of National Security Strategy issued by the President, National Defense Strategy (NDS) issued by the Secretary of Defense, and NMS issued by CJCS, but because it is, in principle, the most categorical and specific – applying to the armed forces the general strategic guidance laid down in the other two documents.  One would not know from reading this document that the US has committed a huge fraction of its ground forces – virtually all of them, when rotation requirements are taken into account – to these two conflicts, and, perhaps more important, is fundamentally committed to success in both – and has, unfortunately, found that ‘swift defeat’ of the enemy’s organized conventional forces in both wars has not yet meant ‘decisive victory’ in either.  For the next several years, it seems likely that maintaining these two commitments – each of which has a central place in our overall effort against terrorism, proliferation, and regional instability -- will have a profound impact on our ability to execute many of the strategic lines of action laid out in the NMS.  Doing so will also impact heavily on such priorities as force sizing. Maintaining access, and balancing between current operations and long term transformation.  No doubt these issues are a major focus of practical planning in DOD, and there are good reasons not to attempt to manage immediate problems in a strategy document.  Nonetheless, the all but complete omission to address the need to commit very large parts of the military to Iraq and to a lesser extent Afghanistan, limits the degree to which the NMS will in fact serve its purpose of defining America’s military priorities for the near and medium term, and serve as guide for force sizing, procurement priorities, basic personnel policies, and the balance between current operations and long term transformation.   Nevertheless, these strategic documents do have an impact.  At a minimum they will set the terms of the debate over resource allocation and the shaping of concrete military plans.  For example, the current priority to the global war on terror provides a context for both advocates and critics in evaluating the relative urgency of other tasks, including the war in Iraq.  The commitment to technological superiority – and to dealing with asymmetric threats – sets priorities not only for procurement but for the specific content of transformation.  The ambitious “1-4-2-1” standard sets a bar – and a high one – for force sizing, for lift, and for maintenance of alliances and coalitions.  They – and the strategy they embody – certainly “matter.” 
  But the measure of capabilities, no less than intent, is case-specific – as the NMS implicitly acknowledges in pointing to the importance of “the security environment” in assessing risks.            Apart from a few glances back to the Cold War confrontation with the Soviet Union as an example of the degree to which the international security environment has changed, there is no mention at all in the NMS of either Russia or China – and indeed no explicit attention to the general long term problem of what used to be called hedging against the re-emergence of a “near-peer competitor.”  It may be that the NMS’s passing references to “traditional challenges” from nation-states – or even the concept of “capabilities-based” planning – are meant to encompass the “near-peer” problem without the embarrassing need to say openly whom we are talking about – or the awkward acknowledgement that we cannot concentrate entirely on the problems of terrorism, failed states, or proliferators because we also have to prepare for the more familiar – but in some respects even more grave – challenges from large nation-states possessing not only asymmetric capabilities, but powerful conventional and nuclear ones as well.  It may also be that it is thought impolitic (or even unwise in a more profound sense) to mention publicly the possibility of conflict with China, much less Russia – in a public strategic policy statement.  Nonetheless, it is a hard fact that Russia remains the second military power on the globe – particularly when nuclear capability is taken into account – and that the future course of Russia remains uncertain.  Moreover, in other contexts, the Defense Department is far from bashful about pointing to the potential challenge presented by a China that combines growing economic power, increasing political influence in the region, an unresolved and potentially explosive conflict with Taiwan, and an ambitious military modernization program.  Unfortunately, the possibility of conflict with China over Taiwan is all too real and that such a conflict is (aside from a spectacular relapse in our relations with Russia) the one case in which the US could plausibly find itself at war with a powerful nation-state with conventional, asymmetric, and nuclear capabilities.  However we may hope to avoid it by prudent diplomacy and deterrence, and however important it is to avoid letting concern about the possibility of conflict with China produce a self-fulfilling prophecy, it is hardly a case we can ignore.  In any event, even laying that potential aside, it seems pretty clear that much of our military’s effort – particularly in the maintenance of a very large nuclear capability and commitment to extremely ambitious advanced weapons like F-22 and SSNs and at least some of our alliance relationships – has little to do with terrorism or potential wars with the North Koreas or even the Irans of this world, but is (quite rightly) directed at maintaining America’s long-term capacity to deter and, if need be, defeat any emerging challenge from any would-be rival super-power.  Realistically, there are only two candidates for that role.  A strategic document that is wholly silent on that significant part of the security environment – or limits itself to references so subtle as to be all but undecipherable – is necessarily less useful as a guide to action than it should be.          Perhaps even more surprising – given the NMS’s candid recognition of the need to balance current effectiveness with long term transformation – the NMS barely mentions Iraq, much less Afghanistan, either as current commitments that dominate immediate needs or as a source of lessons for the future.    Reviewing the NMS does however reveal some quite considerable – and mildly surprising – omissions and limitations on what would seem critical points – when measured against the standard of either the world situation, the NSS’ definition of US security concepts, or – what I would argue is the real test of the degree to which a strategic document is “real” or “rhetoric” – what we actually do with our military programs and operations.  These lacunae include:          Echoing the current jargon of the Pentagon, there is a great deal about basing our military policy on “capabilities” of deliberately unidentified generic adversaries, rather than on specific contingencies.  As a planning strategy this concept is hard to accept as the doctrinal innovation it is claimed to be, or even as a very useful construct for planning.  Of course, it is as true now as it was during the Cold War – or for that matter the Peloponnesian War – that a strategic planner must take account of the enemy’s capabilities, which are objective facts, and not put excessive weight on assessments of his intent.can assume that there will be a relatively prolonged breathing space in crisis operations that would allow transformation to take effect in a period of relative calm, the strategy must be one of “in-stride transformation,” i.e., fundamentally re-shaping doctrine, weapons, training and structures for the future while maintaining capabilities for current operations that will be both intensive and extensive and whose successful execution must necessarily rely on current doctrine, weapons, training and structures.          The NMS goes beyond simply proclaiming the importance of cooperation with allies and friends that are willing to assist us in our military efforts.  It lays out some significant priorities for winning that cooperation – including finding new ways to enhance their capabilities, build interoperability, and insure that a technologically advanced US military can work meaningfully with other nations who will not be at the same level.            The NMS follows the NDS in being highly specific on one critical point – the issue of simultaneity of conflict.  It notes, “The 2004 NDS directs a force sized to defend the homeland, deter forward in from four regions [evidently, North East Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and “the Western Hemisphere” – the inclusion of Africa is surprising], and conduct two, overlapping ‘swift defeat’ campaigns.  Even when committed to a limited number of lesser contingencies, the force must be able to ‘win decisively’ in one of the two campaigns.”  (NMS, p. 18)  Moreover, the NMS warns, accurately, that there may well be situations in which the military must engage in a new major conflict where it is “unlikely to disengage entirely” from other, lesser engagements in which it is already involved.  This guideline – nicknamed the “1-4-2-1 force-sizing construct” – eludes a good many difficult questions – like the difference between ‘swift defeat’ and ‘win decisively’ – but it certainly does not lack for specifics, nor for the potential to be used as a standard against which to measure plans for procurement, budgets, manning tables, lift requirements and the like.            Consistent with the strategy of very ambitious world-wide simultaneous engagement, the NMS emphasizes the need not only for improved intelligence, including ‘persistent surveillance,’ but maintaining world-wide access and robust lift and communications capabilities.  In a world in which neither we nor our allies are fully comfortable with the deployment patterns of the Cold War, this will be a major challenge – but it is to the credit of the NMS that it acknowledges the problem.   The NMS of course – properly and necessarily – reflects the priority set in the other two documents on the fight against global terrorism, the protection of the homeland and the transformation of the military forces to meet the new threats and challenges.  It contains (as do the NSS and NDS) all the right buzz words about the importance of alliances and coalitions and of marshaling all the instruments of American power, not just the military ones.     But it also incorporates some innovative and significant themes that go beyond the NSS and NDS or, more precisely, applies them specifically to the tasks facing the American military:             Transformation is, of course, a key theme of the NMS as a strategy for adapting the capabilities of the US armed forces to meet new threats.  The NMS is quite explicit in explaining that, in a world in which no “Ten Year Rule” 
Solvency – 2NC

None of their indicts of the current NMS apply. The CP reforms the process, issuing a strategic concept to guide implementation. This massively boosts efficiency and ensures enforcement of the plan.
Lovelace and Young 95 (Douglas and Thomas-Durell, Douglas is the Director of the Strategic Studies Institute, Thomas- Durell is a research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute at US Army War College, “Strategic Plans, Joint Doctrine and Antipodean Insights”, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=328 //mp) 

Over the past decade, jointness has become a paean in the quest to improve the effectiveness of the U.S. armed forces, and justifiably so. Recent military operations have demonstrated a high correlation between joint operations and success on the battlefield. Consequently, the trend toward increased jointness is not likely to abate. The congressional perception of the importance of joint operations by the U.S. armed forces was underscored by the passage of the 1986 Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act (?Goldwater-Nichols Act?), the most significant reorganization and redistribution of authority and responsibilities within the Department of Defense since 1958.1 In an effort to assure more effective joint operations, Congress increased the powers of the combatant Commanders-in-Chief (CINCs), made the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) the principal military advisor to the National Command Authorities (NCA), and assigned the CJCS specific responsibilities in the areas of strategic planning, joint training and joint doctrine. Additionally, the Joint Chiefs of Staff lost their baronial influence and the Joint Staff was reoriented to serve the CJCS, vice the corporate Joint Chiefs of Staff.2 This does not suggest that this seminal legislation has overcome all the institutional impediments to raising, training and employing joint forces. Problems remain; one of which is the focus of this essay. Difficulties in the development and implementation of sound joint doctrine have been caused, in large measure, by the systemic gap in the existing strategic planning process. The absence of a direct link between the strategic direction of the U.S. armed forces and the operational planning for their employment has hindered the development of coherent and integrated joint doctrine. Also, this situation has not provided effective incentives for the services to embrace joint doctrine, in total. These limitations point to a common solution. They illuminate a missing link in strategic planning for the U.S. armed forces that would connect the National Military Strategy (NMS)3 to key joint planning documents. Filling this strategic planning void would enhance the development and implementation of sound and comprehensive joint doctrine. In short, there is a need for a coherent, traceable, and accountable connection between the NMS and the body of joint doctrine developed to support it. Specifically and proximately, there are no national-level strategic concepts set forth in strategic plans to guide the development and implementation of joint doctrine.4Consequently, the current body of joint doctrine can, at best, be only loosely connected to the NMS. The development of strategic plans would permit strategic guidance, as first expressed in the form of the National Security Strategy (NSS)5and then by the NMS, to be better conveyed to the service chiefs and the CINCs. As strategic guidance and direction work their way through the system, they are further refined and defined. This elucidating process should provide specific guidance for the development of a body of more useful and accepted joint doctrine to guide the conduct of operations for U.S. forces, as well as to rationalize the required types, number, and balance of service forces. A process that integrates strategic planning with joint doctrine development would better actualize the intent of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. And, in this era of penury, such reforms would assist the NCA in validating to the Congress that a more effective and efficient national defense capability is being pursued. While this essay may seem fairly critical of joint doctrine, the process by which it is developed, and the effectiveness of its implementation; one must recognize that the U.S. armed forces have made great progress in developing and promulgating joint doctrine since passage of the Goldwater-Nichols Act. As demonstrated during operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, the availability and application of joint doctrine have significantly improved the warfighting capabilities of U.S. forces. The purpose of this essay, therefore, is to show how joint doctrine can be further enhanced by eliminating some imperfections in the process by which it is developed, and how more complete implementation can be encouraged. Both can be accomplished by more directly linking joint doctrine to the NMS. 

Deficits cut both ways – if the CP doesn’t solve, the Aff doesn’t either
Feaver 3 (Peter D., Professor of Political Science – Duke, Armed Servants: Agency, Oversight, and Civil-Military Relations, p. 68)

In practical terms, military shirking in the U.S. context is rarely open insubordination and has never risen to the point of a coup. But shirking is possible even if the military never carries out a coup, and when it happens, shirking by the U.S. military usually takes one of three forms: (1) efforts to determine the outcome of a policy calculus by giving inflated estimates of what a military operation would cost: (2) efforts to determine the outcome of a policy calculus with “end runs,” unauthorized public protest, leaks, or appeals to other political actors: (3) efforts to undermine a policy through bureaucratic foot-dragging and “slow rolling” so that the undesired policy will never be implemented.
Solvency – General
NMS shapes policy – civilian leadership will be influenced

Meinhart 8 - prof of Defense and Joint Processes @ Army War College (Richard M., "National Military Strategies: 1990 to 2007," in "National Security Policy and Strategy," Ed. by J. Bartholomees, p.86, June, RG)

The Chairman’s strategic planning system integrates the processes and documents of the people and organizations above him (President, Secretary of Defense, and National Security Council) and the people and organizations with which he directly coordinates (Services, Agencies, and Combatant Commanders). The Chairman has no control over any significant defense resources (Secretary of Defense, Services, and Agencies control resources) or direct control of operational military forces (Combatant Commanders control operational forces); however, orders to those forces flow through the Chairman. The Chairman formally influences his civilian leaders and those with whom he coordinates through the processes and documents developed from this strategic planning system. In addition to influencing leaders, this planning system provides insights and specific direction for the many staffs that support these leaders. As such, the Chairman’s Joint Strategic Planning System formally evolved four times during this 16-year period in 1990, 1993, 1997, and 1999. It is the Chairman’s key system that integrates the Nation’s strategy, plans, and resources that consist by FY 2007 of approximately 2.2 million active, guard, and reserve forces and total defense outlays of $572B.4 

NMS is a keystone document that shapes military policy

Meinhart 8 - prof of Defense and Joint Processes @ Army War College (Richard M., "National Military Strategies: 1990 to 2007," in "National Security Policy and Strategy," Ed. by J. Bartholomees, p.89, June, RG)

On 31 July 2007, the new Chairman, Admiral Mullen, in formally responding to a Senate Armed Services’ question on the appropriateness of the 2004 National Military Strategy for his confirmation indicated that its three military objectives: “. . . were broadly developed to remain relevant to the complexities of the emerging security environment . . . and [he] would submit an updated assessment in February 2008 as required by Title 10 Section 153(d).”14 Furthermore, in his guidance to the Joint Staff in October 2007, Admiral Mullen identified the need for a strategy to manage the U.S. military presence in the Middle East.15 These two responses by the new Chairman provide insight to his focus on military strategy. All of these Chairmen’s changes incrementally resulted in the strategic planning system evolving from being rigid and Cold War focused at the decade’s start to being more flexible, vision oriented, and resource focused at the decade’s end. After 2000, the strategic planning system was more focused on the many diverse facets associated with the War on Terrorism and identifying joint force capabilities. Throughout this 17-year period with its changing national security challenges, the unclassified National Military Strategy remained the Chairman’s planning system keystone document. Figure 3 is a way to envision this strategy’s importance for the entire strategic planning system, along with what it directs or informs related to resources, concepts, and plans in 2005.16 

Solvency – Iraq/Afghanistan

NMS can effectively implement Iraq and Afghanistan policy

Templar 7 – retired US army, Master's @ Northeastern Ilinois & National Defense Intelligence (Marcus A., "United States of America: National Security Strategy and National Military Strategy," August, http://www.rieas.gr/images/marieas.pdf, RG)

The purpose of the NMS is to materialize the NSS challenges conceived by the National Security Council and developed by the National Director of Intelligence as the means of implementation. There are four different challenges in our National Military Strategy: traditional, irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive.9 

Traditional challenges, as a rule, relate to traditional forms of military might such as Army, Navy, and Air Force. This military arsenal is capable alone or, in a more formidable way, with our allies to withstand any challenge whether it is regional or global. 

Irregular challenges cover asymmetric operations such as terrorism, insurgency (Iraq, Afghanistan), religious fanaticism, political radicalism, or ethnic intolerance. Oftentimes, asymmetric operations require deployment to states that have little or no control of areas harboring criminal elements. Patience, insistence, and persistence are the assets of our asymmetric opponents and that is why our military must be able to deploy regular as well as special units whenever necessary. We must be able to utilize different modes of engagement, which requires cooperation, training, and flexibility. “Land-based pre-positioning has limited utility in supporting the new National Military Strategy. What is needed is a new strategic triad of airlift, sealift (including sea-based pre-positioning) and amphibious lift. Defense force structure and strategic mobility need to be built and funded hand-in-hand.”10 

Catastrophic challenges are those that force us to live with the fear of a WMD attack. We live in an information age and the Internet is the most readily available provider of “how to” technology. Many of our security problems arise from porous borders and the lack of international and domestic controls over tamper-proof travel documents. Different spelling of names from languages with alphabets other than Latin (Russian, Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, etc.) causes confusion and mistakes. In a potentially catastrophic event, our military is prepared to take both a defensive and offensive position. If, or when, negotiations fail to produce satisfactory results, our military must remain capable of annihilating any rogue country engaged in the proliferation of WMD and be able to defend the security of our country from any attack. 

Disruptive challenges cover the use of cyber or information operations be they biotechnology, energy weapons (electromagnetic radiation, typically lasers, or masers), or space (satellite war) attacks. Our adversaries seek out possible vulnerabilities that could put our country’s security in jeopardy. Our NMS covers this challenge by educating our appropriate armed forces personnel and allocating funds for the enhancement of old, and the development of new, defensive equipment.11 

Our NMS has to adhere to all international treaties, conventions, and domestic laws. Furthermore, the enforcing personnel are accountable to the Administration and the Congress. Christopher M. Maher articulates the matter of the NMS limitations in his thesis entitled “Combating International Organized Crime: A Proposal for Expanding our National Military Strategy and Amending Title 10 of the United States Code.” Although Maher's thesis deals with organized crime, he does enumerate some of the limitations our NMS encounters daily. In the abstract of his thesis, he summarizes: 

After an ends-ways-means analysis this paper more specifically advocates: (1) Expanding the National Military Strategy to engage more directly the Department of Defense in the combating of international organized crime. (2) Assigning the United States Special Operations Command with a primary task of supporting the national effort to combat international organized crime. (3) Further amending Title 10 of the United States Code to authorize the direct, prescriptive participation of military forces in the combating of international organized crime, or in the alternative, repealing the Posse Comitatus Act.12 

We can no longer define the U.S. national security interests solely in terms of direct military threats. After the attacks of 9/11, it became obvious that America is not facing only traditional or conventional adversaries, but also sophisticated and covert opponents. As a nation, we had to re-define our NSS and organize our defense in ways that respond competently to any potential attack; simultaneously, we had to re-define our NMS to meet our new NSS, adapting it to the new reality. Having both NSS and NMS proficiency harmonized, convincingly strong, and effectively deadly is an absolute must. Our present strategies meet that goal.

Solvency – Military Abides

NMS directs the DoD – it’s an imperative

Leonard 1 – Captain USAF (Norman J., "Wing in Ground Effect Aircraft: An Airlifter of the Future," http://seaeagle.sendforprint.com/images/GetTRDoc100.pdf, RG)

The National Military Strategy (NMS) supports the imperative of engagement set forth by the NSS. The NSS requires a national military that is capable of a wide range of military activities and operations to include deterring and defeating large-scale, cross-border aggression, smaller-scale contingencies, combating transnational threats like terrorism and the development and proliferation of dangerous military technologies, and responses to humanitarian Disasters (OSD, 2000:2). The U.S. is uniquely suited to be a leader in the world with its extremely capable military and its willingness to use the military to meet its global interest. In an effort to meet the NSS requirements, the NMS focuses on three elements. The NMS directs the Department of Defense (DoD) to: 

[H]elp shape the international security environment in ways favorable to U.S. interest, respond to the full spectrum of crises when directed, and prepare now to meet the challenges of an uncertain future. These three elements – shaping, responding, and preparing – define the essence of U.S. defense strategy between now and 2015 (OSD, 2000:4). 

The efforts of the three elements are to evolve the military’s Cold War force structure into one of engagement as both an effective combat military able to win wars, and as one that is a critical non-combatant component of U.S. foreign policy in peace efforts. “Shape” means to shape the international environment in ways favorable to U.S. interests by promoting regional stability, reducing threats, and preventing conflicts. “Respond” means respond to the full spectrum of crises that threaten U.S. interests by deterring aggression and coercion in crisis, conducting smaller-scale contingency operations, and fighting and winning major theater wars. “Prepare” means prepare now for an uncertain future through modernization, programs to ensure high quality personnel, and hedge against threats that could emerge in the form of a regional power (NMS, 1997:3-4). 

A factor influencing the accomplishment of these objectives is the two major theater wars (MTW) scenario. In Secretary of Defense (SecDef) Cohwen’s 1998 report to Congress, the importance of the NMS guideline was described by the following: 

As a global power with worldwide interest, it is imperative that the United States, now and for the foreseeable future, be able to deter and defeat nearly simultaneous large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames, preferably in concert with regional allies. Maintaining the core capability is central to credibly deterring opportunism – that is, to avoiding a situation in which an aggressor in one region might be tempted to take advantage when U.S. forces are heavily committed elsewhere – and to ensuring that the [U.S] has sufficient military capabilities to deter or defeat aggression . . . (OSD, 2000:7). 

NMS is the principal military advisory to the Secretary of Defense

Riley & Lykke 94 – Lieutenant Col. US Army (Don T. & Arthur F., "A National Military Strategy Process of the Future," http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA279522, 4/18/94, RG)

In the past eight years Congress has implemented significant changes to the law intended to improve the process of military strategy formulation. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 strengthened the role of the CJCS and specified his role in strategy development. Foremost among its provisions was the designation of the CJCS "as the principal military adviser to the president, the NSC, and the Secretary of Defense (SecDef)."11 It also made the CJCS responsible for assisting the SecDef and the President in providing for the strategic direction of the Armed Forces. Additionally, the Act made the CJCS responsible, and gave him concomitant authority, for developing strategic plans and budget proposals. Previously, the services generally wrote plans and budgets; but this was only accomplished after some manner of consensus was reached within an environment where the battle to protect service programs was keen. The results, naturally, were strategies and budgets that all could agree on and frequently represented the lowest common denominator. Goldwater- Nichols therefore created an environment in which the CJCS could direct the development of a military strategy in consonance with national military objectives. 

Solvency – President Abides

Obama will abide to keep support

Doyle 8 – prof. of physics @ Harvard, PhD from MIT (John M., "On Defense," Aviation Week & Space Technology, 11/10, L/N, RG)

The list of defense programs facing do-or-die decisions in the next administration seems to grow monthly. But some decisions—the F-22 Raptor and the next Air Force combat search-and-rescue aircraft—could come due before President-elect Barack Obama and a raft of newly empowered Democrats in Congress have moved into their new offices. Obama ran on a platform that promised to revamp defense programs in favor of personnel needs, rebuilding the military and advancing new technologies. Still, one national security adviser to Obama’s camp says that what is needed first and foremost is a new national military strategy answering the fundamental question: How do you balance demands of counter-insurgency against possible future wars with opponents like China, North Korea and Iran? This, according to the source, has been absent and makes it impossible to decide a direction for such programs as the Raptor and the Army’s Future Combat Systems.

Solvency – President Abides

Administration will follow the NMS

Leonard 1 – Captain USAF (Norman J., "Wing in Ground Effect Aircraft: An Airlifter of the Future," http://seaeagle.sendforprint.com/images/GetTRDoc100.pdf, RG)

So how does the DoD meet the requirements of the NMS of Shape, Respond, and Prepare, and structure itself for two MTWs? Joint Vision (JV) 2010 and 2020 are guides to meeting these requirements. JV 2010 is: 

[F]ocused on achieving dominance across the range of military operations through the application of new operational concept . . . [it] provides a common direction for our services in developing their unique capabilities within a joint framework of doctrine and programs as they prepare to meet an uncertain and challenging future (CJCS, 1996:1). 

To that end, JV 2010 prescribes how the military will fight in the early 21st Century by focusing on four operational concepts: dominant maneuver, precision engagement, full dimension protection, and focused logistics (CJCS, 1996:1). 

Dominant maneuver is the multidimensional application of information, engagement, and mobility capabilities to position and employ widely dispersed joint air, land, sea, and space forces to accomplish the assigned operational task. Precision engagement consists of a system of systems that enables forces to locate the objective or target, provide responsive command and control, generate the desired effect, assess levels of success, and retain the flexibility to reengage with precision when required. Full dimension protection is the control of the battle-space to ensure forces can maintain freedom of action during deployment, maneuver and engagement, while providing multi-layered defenses for forces and facilities at all levels. Finally, focused logistics is the fusion of information, logistics, and transportation technologies to provide rapid crisis response, to track and shift assets even while enroute, and to deliver tailored logistics packages and sustainment directly to all levels of operation (CJCS, 1996:20-24). 

JV 2010 states, “These four new concepts will enable us to dominate the full range of military operations from humanitarian assistance, through peace operations, up to and into the highest intensity conflict (CJCS, 1996:25).” Just as with our NSS, the major enabler of these military tasks will be the overseas presence of the military, and the ability of the military to accomplish power projection throughout the world. JV 2010 expresses this importance by saying: 

Power projection from the [U.S.], achieved through rapid strategic mobility, will enable the timely response critical to our deterrent and war-fighting capabilities. Our overseas presence and highly mobile forces will both remain essential to future operations (CJCS, 1996:4-5). 

Joint Vision 2020 builds upon the guidance outlined in JV 2010. JV 2020 looks at dominant maneuver, precision engagement, full dimension protection, and focused logistics with an emphasis on joint operability from peace operations to full-scale war. JV 2020 also emphasizes innovation and the building of new military capabilities to meet the objectives of JV 2010 with a force that can carry America’s military into 2020. 

JV 2010 and 2020 incorporate a total vision of full spectrum dominance which implies: 

U.S. forces are able to conduct prompt, sustained, and synchronized operations . . . given the global nature of our interest and obligation, the [U.S.] must maintain its overseas presence forces and the ability to rapidly project power worldwide in order to achieve full spectrum dominance (CJCS, 2000:6). 

The key words above are sustained, global, and rapid projection. Based on NSS, NMS, and JV2010 and 2020, global mobility is the key element in attaining nearly all military or national goals. 

This need for mobility, tied in with global engagement, is what now dictates the focus of the U.S.’s military restructuring. The environment the military faces now is high operations tempo, over the entire expanse of the globe, in every type of scenario. As 

hinted by JV 2020 and described by the USAF Scientific Advisory Board’s New World Vistas Study: 

The operational demands generated by new missions, and the geographical constraints produced by a decreasing number of worldwide bases will require weapon system performance beyond that of existing systems. New technologies will permit improvement of existing systems, but new systems and new concepts will be needed to cope with the world of the 21st century (SAB, 1995a:n.p.). 

The military’s current systems and force structure may not satisfy the requirements of the NSS of global engagement and enlargement, the NMS of shape, respond, and prepare, and the two MTW requirements. Ultimately, the military, and its future systems, should be shaped in accordance with its own JV 2010 and JV 2020 requirements, all of which revolve around global projection and sustainment of power. 

Although JV 2020 starts to look at innovation as a means to meeting NMS needs, a real insight into the direction the military will take comes from its current Commander-In-Chief. President Bush provides the following: 

We will modernize some existing weapons and equipment . . . our goal is to move beyond marginal improvements to harness new technology that will support new strategy . . . we must put strategy first, then spending . . . our defense vision will drive our defense budget, not the other way around…on land, our heavy forces will be lighter, our light forces will be more lethal. In the air we will be able to strike across the world . . . (Allen, 2001:8). 

All of this spells changes in the military’s structure, and in particular its mobility forces. Although the NSS and NMS may not change, the new administration plans to match military capability with the nation’s security strategy. 

The new SecDef, Donald Rumsfeld, will be pushing a change in the military that he says, “is long overdue.” He is looking for a leaner, nimbler military that is suited to fighting missions that include regional wars and supporting peacekeeping missions, to surviving highly capable missile systems, to striking against terrorist bases deep inside hostile territory, and to operating over vast distances of the Asia-Pacific region (Moran, 2001a:n.p.) Again, as with the NSS, NMS, and JV’s, mobility will be a key, if not the key, enabler of national and military interest. 

President Bush adds, “We do not know the shape of our future military, but . . . all will be easier to deploy and to sustain (Sanger, 2001:1).” Again mobility is critical when considering any new force structure and NMS. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs-of-Staff (CJCS), General Shelton, expresses the importance of mobility on NMS by saying: 

Indeed, our ability to move large forces rapidly anywhere in the world . . . is the foundation of our military strength. I saw it vividly demonstrated during our deployment on Desert Shield/Desert Storm. And the foundation has shaped the American way of war for over a century (Shelton, 2000:n.p.). 

The President, SecDef, and CJCS, all have stated the importance of global mobility in meeting the needs of the NSS and NMS. 

A2: Perm – Do the CP
-- Severs all the plan – 

Nothing in the CP mandates action. It only recommends it, then says the plan will be adopted as a result. 

It’s an effect. It’s not “certainty” like consult – no world of the CP fiats the plan. Here’s evidence. 

Claudle 9 – Texas A&M University (Sharon L., “National Security Strategies: Security from What, for Whom, and by What Means,” Journal of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, 6(1) Article 22, Galileo, RG)

Third, it is unclear who is to ensure that implementation occurs and there is accountability for results. The national strategies are not legal documents with mandates and sanctions. Their goals and actions cut across levels of government and sectors, and involve a large number of organizations and entities, including international and nongovernmental, each with their own priorities – planned or mandated. The authority and capacity of public and private organizations to direct, implement, and be held accountable for the strategies varies: Who is in charge? Who should be? Who should pay? Under what authority? With what partners? In the United States’ system of government and arrangement of public and private spheres, no one central entity or process has “control” of implementation, accountability, oversight, and coordination. Cornish (2008) might argue, however, that a national strategy should not be a policy blueprint to replace senior leadership experience and judgment. Moreover, a national strategy clearly means cross-governmental action that could run counter to departmental independence.

Voting issue – lets them dodge all ground

-- Not topical – 

“Reduce” must be a permanent mandate
Reynolds 59 – Judge (In the Matter of Doris A. Montesani, Petitioner, v. Arthur Levitt, as Comptroller of the State of New York, et al., Respondents [NO NUMBER IN ORIGINAL] Supreme Court of New York, Appellate Division, Third Department 9 A.D.2d 51; 189 N.Y.S.2d 695; 1959 N.Y. App. Div. LEXIS 7391 August 13, 1959)
Section 83's counterpart with regard to nondisability pensioners, section 84, prescribes a reduction only if the pensioner should again take a public job. The disability pensioner is penalized if he takes any type of employment. The reason for the difference, of course, is that in one case the only reason pension benefits are available is because the pensioner is considered incapable of gainful employment, while in the other he has fully completed his "tour" and is considered as having earned his reward with almost no strings attached. It would be manifestly unfair to the ordinary retiree to accord the disability retiree the benefits of the System to which they both belong when the latter is otherwise capable of earning a living and had not fulfilled his service obligation. If it were to be held that withholdings under section 83 were payable whenever the pensioner died or stopped his other employment the whole purpose of the provision would be defeated, i.e., the System might just as well have continued payments during the other employment since it must later pay it anyway.  [***13]  The section says "reduced", does not say that monthly payments shall be temporarily suspended; it says that the pension itself shall be reduced. The plain dictionary meaning of the word is to diminish, lower or degrade. The word "reduce" seems adequately to indicate permanency.

A2: Perm – Do the CP
“Should” means “must” and requires immediate legal effect
Summers 94 (Justice – Oklahoma Supreme Court, “Kelsey v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant”, 1994 OK 123, 11-8, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=20287#marker3fn13)

¶4 The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16 
[CONTINUES – TO FOOTNOTE]

13 "Should" not only is used as a "present indicative" synonymous with ought but also is the past tense of "shall" with various shades of meaning not always easy to analyze. See 57 C.J. Shall § 9, Judgments § 121 (1932). O. JESPERSEN, GROWTH AND STRUCTURE OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE (1984); St. Louis & S.F.R. Co. v. Brown, 45 Okl. 143, 144 P. 1075, 1080-81 (1914). For a more detailed explanation, see the Partridge quotation infra note 15. Certain contexts mandate a construction of the term "should" as more than merely indicating preference or desirability. Brown, supra at 1080-81 (jury instructions stating that jurors "should" reduce the amount of damages in proportion to the amount of contributory negligence of the plaintiff was held to imply an obligation and to be more than advisory); Carrigan v. California Horse Racing Board, 60 Wash. App. 79, 802 P.2d 813 (1990) (one of the Rules of Appellate Procedure requiring that a party "should devote a section of the brief to the request for the fee or expenses" was interpreted to mean that a party is under an obligation to include the requested segment); State v. Rack, 318 S.W.2d 211, 215 (Mo. 1958) ("should" would mean the same as "shall" or "must" when used in an instruction to the jury which tells the triers they "should disregard false testimony"). 14 In praesenti means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will or would become effective in the future [in futurol]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).

Voting issue – wholly non-topical perms prove the Aff has shifted and resolution is false.

-- Severs the agent – 

“The” means whole

Webster’s 5 (Merriam Webster’s Online Dictionary, http://www.m-w.com/cgi-bin/dictionary)

4 -- used as a function word before a noun or a substantivized adjective to indicate reference to a group as a whole <the elite> 

“Government” is all 3 branches

Black’s Law 90 (Dictionary, p. 695)

“[Government] In the United States, government consists of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches in addition to administrative agencies.  In a broader sense, includes the federal government and all its agencies and bureaus, state and county governments, and city and township governments.”

Voting issue – they could pick a tiny, obscure agency and avoid all offense

A2: Perm – Do the CP – Textual Comp
-- Textual competition is bad – 

A) Stupid – doesn’t allow “ban the plan”, allows scramble perms and functional “plan plus” counterplans

B) Not logical – actions compete based on function – re-wording shouldn’t matter. Distorts real world decision-making – biggest impact

-- No offense – bad counterplans can be beaten on theory – text comp isn’t necessary to eliminate them

Ext – NMS Not Binding
NMS is not legally binding – just provides direction and influence

Meinhart 8 – prof. of Defense and Joint Processes @ Army War College (Richard M., "National Military Strategies: 1990 to 2007," in "National Security Policy and Strategy," Ed. by J. Bartholomees, p.86, June, RG)

The Chairman’s strategic planning system integrates the processes and documents of the people and organizations above him (President, Secretary of Defense, and National Security Council) and the people and organizations with which he directly coordinates (Services, Agencies, and Combatant Commanders). The Chairman has no control over any significant defense resources (Secretary of Defense, Services, and Agencies control resources) or direct control of operational military forces (Combatant Commanders control operational forces); however, orders to those forces flow through the Chairman. The Chairman formally influences his civilian leaders and those with whom he coordinates through the processes and documents developed from this strategic planning system. In addition to influencing leaders, this planning system provides insights and specific direction for the many staffs that support these leaders. As such, the Chairman’s Joint Strategic Planning System formally evolved four times during this 16-year period in 1990, 1993, 1997, and 1999. It is the Chairman’s key system that integrates the Nation’s strategy, plans, and resources that consist by FY 2007 of approximately 2.2 million active, guard, and reserve forces and total defense outlays of $572B.4 

A2: Perm – Do Both
Sequencing matters. The Joint Chiefs must take a lead role in policy formulation before other branches act to restore CMR. The perm risks political conflict and gridlock.

Riley 94 (Don T., Lieutenant Colonel – United States Army, “A National Military Strategy Process for the Future”, U.S. Army War College Study Project, 4-18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA279 522)

The Process in a Democratic Society: The Reality 

In the democratic government of the United States, control of the military is purposely diffused. The Constitution specifies the President as the Commander in Chief, but reserves to Congress the power to *raise and support Armies."8 Efficiency in function was sacrificed for control by the people. In broad terms, the military strategist works within this tripartite environment of the administration (the policy makers who define the ends), the legislature (which allocates the resources, or the means), and the military itself which must develop the strategy (or the ways). This can result in the military finding itself caught in the conflict between the executive and the legislative, between the directors and the providers. This conflict often manifests itself in contradictory guidance, exacerbating the difficulty of developing a cohesive military strategy integrated within a national grand strategy. More often than not, the result is a lack of policy. As Samuel Huntington observed in his classic study The Soldier and the State when commenting on policy conditions shortly after World War I (in a foreign policy and domestic environment similar in some ways to today), "Frequently the military men found themselves forced to work in a vacuum and to guess the nature of national policy. 9 In conjunction with this Constitutional complication, national security concerns in peacetime are frequently in conflict with economic priorities. The dilemma is how, with limited resources, to provide for the welfare of the people without taking too much from them to provide for their security? For if the nation is not economically strong, this also is a security risk. The grand strategist has a multiple balancing act of his own. He must employ the political, economic, and military elements of power to achieve not only his international policy aims, but also to achieve the most favorable domestic results. This challenge pressures congressmen to balance the immediate needs of their constituents with the long term security needs of the nation, frequently resulting in detailed Congressional scrutiny of the military budget. This close examination of the budget as well as budget constraints affect strategy formulation. "To a large extent," Gordon Adams concluded in his monograph The New Politics of the Defense Budget "the defense budget from FY 86 through FY 93 could be said to have been driven as much, if not more, by fiscal limitations than by a clearly defined threat and strategy.'10 These factors manifest themselves in a focus by military force planners on the near term budget rather than on long range planning. The rules In the past eight years Congress has implemented significant changes to the law intended to improve the process of military strategy formulation. The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 strengthened the role of the CJCS and specified his role in strategy development. Foremost among its provisions was the designation of the CJCS "as the principal military adviser to the president, the NSC, and the Secretary of Defense (SecDef)."11 It also made the CJCS responsible for assisting the SecDef and the President in providing for the strategic direction of the Armed Forces. Additionally, the Act made the CJCS responsible, and gave him concomitant authority, for developing strategic plans and budget proposals. Previously, the services generally wrote plans and budgets; but this was only accomplished after some manner of consensus was reached within an environment where the battle to protect service programs was keen. The results, naturally, were strategies and budgets that all could agree on and frequently represented the lowest common denominator. Goldwater- Nichols therefore created an environment in which the CJCS could direct the development of a military strategy in consonance with national military objectives. 
Process is more important than policy

Meinhart 5 (Richard M., Associate Professor of Defense and Joint Processes – U.S. Army War College, “The Pentagon and the Presidency: Civil-Military Relations from FDR to George W. Bush”, Parameters, 35(4), Winter, p. 139)

If one wants to gain an understanding and appreciation of civil-military relations between our nation’s military leaders and the presidency, then reading this well-organized book is definitely worth the effort. Herspring bases his assessment of the degree of conflict experienced between senior military officers and civilians on how well a particular President and other senior politically appointed administration members understand and respect individual service cultures and the military overall. The characteristics he uses to determine whether civilian leaders respect that culture are primarily based on the President’s overall leadership style and on how well the presidency and military interact in the following four areas: the use of force; roles, missions, and resources; personnel policies; and responsibility and honor. In essence, his thesis is that the processes associated with decisionmaking are more important in determining the degree of civil-military conflict, rather than whether the actual decisions made by civilian leaders diverge from professional military advice or adversely affect the military.

A2: Perm – Do Both

The process of collaboration initiated by the counterplan is key to access the net-benefit. The perm cuts it off midstream.
Cook and Ulrich 6 – Martin L. Cook, U.S. Air Force Academy, and Marybeth P. Ulrich, Department of National Security and Strategy, U.S. Army War College, November 2006, “US Civil Military Relations since 9/11: Issues in Ethics and Policy Development,” Journal of Military Ethics, Vol. 5, No. 3, p. 161-182

Professional guidelines for military professionals include the limits of dissent, restraint from leveraging bureaucratic advantage to achieve institutional self-interest, and the acceptance of the principle of non-partisanship. It is essential to the professional development of military officers that they learn to recognize when the bounds of the limits of dissent are breached. Policy advocacy has its place in a collaborative policymaking process, but actions resulting in outcomes counter to the civilian leadership’s policies subvert civilian authority. The military leadership should apply its expertise without ‘shirking’.7

Officers should represent their profession and offer their best military advice. Their core responsibility is to execute policy, avoiding excessive advocacy and insistence of their views. Healthy civil-military relationships engender a climate of collaboration within which civilian and military expertise can come together to craft national security policy. The civilian political leadership sets political objectives that the military supports through continued interaction with the political leadership.

Civil-military disagreement is inevitable. Building a remedy into the process at the onset is key to prevent the undermining of civilian authority

Sewall 9 (Sewall, Co-director of the Project on Civil-Military Relations at the Harvard Kennedy School, 1/29/09, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/01/29/the_civil_military_challenge/?page=1)

Transparent and consistent decision-making processes would also help clarify roles and build trust in civil-military relations, particularly in terms of reinforcing the importance and scope of military advice. When that process is inclusive, it is viewed by military actors as more satisfactory - even if the outcomes are not preferred by military actors.  Still, there are no good options for military leaders who disagree with civilian decisions. Expressing professional views to civilians is part of the military's responsibility. But once decisions have been made, continued expressions of disagreement undercut civilian authority. At the same time, civilian leaders must publicly assume accountability for their policy decisions. Hiding behind military advice undermines the military's professional independence and is an abdication of civilian responsibility. Our research highlighted both the importance and fragility of the military's apolitical and nonpartisan status. Civilians should refrain from viewing military officers as "part of" or "loyal to" the administration during which they were appointed. The military participants found their most difficult challenge to be fulfilling their constitutional responsibilities to serve both the administration and the Congress objectively and professionally. We found that partisan political activities of retired senior officers fueled civilian distrust of currently serving military officers. Retaining trust that the uniform military serve in an apolitical capacity is vital for a healthy civil-military dynamic. The retired community should carefully consider its public involvement in partisan activity. The most recent defense reorganization, the Goldwater-Nichols Act, largely enhanced the quality of military advice through such innovations as creating a single chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Yet the reforms deserve a fresh examination in light of the expanding roles of regional combatant commanders and the potential diminution of the corporate military voice embodied by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Finally, the relative imbalance of resources and expertise - whether between DOD and civilian agencies or between the military Joint Staff and the civilian staff of the Office of the Secretary of Defense - was an increasing source of concern. The comparative strength of military actors risks overreliance upon military perspectives and capabilities in all aspects of policymaking and execution. An important recommendation for strengthening civil-military relations is a rebalancing of relative civilian and military capacity and authority. We found that the character and relationships of senior officials are considered the single most important factor affecting civil-military relations. Policymakers should devote attention to civilian Pentagon appointments and the military should better prepare officers to assume senior roles in the partnership. Leadership transitions are a particularly challenging time for civil-military relations. Personal relationships are embryonic, and interactions can be rife with missteps and misunderstandings as new partners begin their work together. A significant joint program of orientation to build relationships and clarify expectations is critical. The Obama administration must invest early in setting the right tone, clarifying expectations and process, and building the relationships that will ensure both civilian and military leaders can fulfill their common oaths to protect and defend the Constitution.

Theory – A2: PICs / Condition CPs Bad

-- No link: the CP is not a PIC and doesn’t fiat any part of the plan. In no world does it mandate action. It is purely a recommendation that results in policy. 

-- Excluding this destroys all counterplans: any action could potentially result in the plan. EU withdrawal from Afghanistan wouldn’t be legitimate because it could cause the U.S. to pull out too. Counterplans are key to neg ground because sometimes the status quo is indefensible.

-- Its fair: they Aff gets built in “say no” arguments: Congress or Obama could block, the NMS could be watered-down, etc. Or, they could impact turn politics or CMR.

-- Educational: the NMS is a keystone document that broadly governs military policy – that’s Meinhart. It’s a key issue on a military deployment topic – education outweighs: it’s the purpose of debate

-- Key to Neg flex – we need to test the Aff from all angles – aids the search for the best policy option which is key to education and neg ground outweighs aff ground on this topic – countries are diverse and there’s little unified ground

-- Not a voting issue – reject the argument, not the team

*** Civil-Military Relations Net-Benefit

CMR Link – 1NC
Plan decimates CMR – military decisions hinge on process – the Joint Chiefs must be active leaders to avoid the perception of getting steam-rolled

Baker 8 (Anni P., Assistant Professor of History – Wheaton College, Life in the Armed Forces: (Not) Just Another Job, p. 192-195)

THE INFLUENCE OF THE MILITARY ON CIVILIAN SOCIETY

The institutional armed forces and the ideal of military service have exerted a great deal of influence on American society since the founding of the nation. Of course, war itself will affect any society in devastating ways; an extended conflict on national soil can almost destroy a nation, as was the case for Germany after World War I, and Great Britain never regained its world power status after its tribulations during World War II. Thankfully, the United States has not yet experienced such a massive trauma, but even in peacetime, the military leaves its mark on civilian society in ways not always understood by the public. Of particular signifi​cance is the influence of military leadership on civilian policymaking and politics.

Civil-military relations, or the interchange between civilian govern​ment and military leadership, is, like the principle of church-state separation, an topic that emerges in public debate with some frequency. According to American tradition, the military should keep away from politics; it is supposed to remain under strict civilian control and is prohibited from meddling in government affairs. In reality, however, military leaders cannot ignore politics altogether because their organiza​tions are directly affected by the decisions of civilian political leaders. Furthermore, the president and Congress must have a clear understand​ing of military capabilities if they are to deploy troops in combat. Civilian authorities depend on the military for advice and guidance.

But how much input is too much? Can top officers step over the line from legitimate communication to advocacy, pressure, even coercion of civilian leaders? As scholar and career officer Richard D. Hooker writes, "how to keep the military strong enough to defend the states and subser​vient enough not to threaten it is the central question in civil-militarv relations."4*

This debate has gone on throughout American history. There have been times when military leaders have overstepped their bounds, such as Gen. Douglas MacArthur's defiance of President Truman over military strategy in Korea. Since the Vietnam War, however, the question has assumed greater importance. One of the major debates about the Vietnam debacle has been over the role of the military in determining strategy in that conflict. Did President Johnson and his cabinet tie the hands of the military for domestic political reasons, or was the JCS too supine to speak up and give strong warnings about the direction of the war?

Even today scholars differ on the answer to this question, but many agree that the Johnson administration's policymaking hierarchy did not allow the JCS a great deal of input into policy even if it had wanted to offer a strong critique. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara had his own civilian advisors on whom he relied, and the JCS stood outside his

close circle. To correct this imbalance, the 1986 Defense Reorganization Act strengthened the role of the JCS in policymaking, establishing the Chairman of the JCS the "primary military adviser to the president." When Gen. Colin Powell became Chairman of the JCS (1989-1993) he began to use his access to the president to give much sterner advice— advice that he and others of his generation wished that the Vietnam-era JCS had been able to provide. "I had been appalled at the docility of the Joint Chiefs of Staff/' Powell wrote in his autobiography, "fighting the war in Vietnam without ever pressing their political leaders to lay out clear objectives for them."44

Unlike his predecessors, Powell insisted that four conditions be met before American military power could be used by civilian authorities. First, national interests must be at stake; second, objectives must be clearly laid out; third, overwhelming force must be used; and fourth, the American public must be solidly behind the effort. These conditions clearly show the impact of Vietnam on Powell's thinking; none of them were met in the Vietnam conflict.

As commonsensical as it appeared to be, however, the Powell Doctrine also implied that the military would not carry out the president's orders if a proposed military action did not meet the four conditions. This could be interpreted as an act of insubordination,45 but in the wake of the success​ful 1991 Gulf War, few objected to what was widely seen as a necessary and welcome exorcism of the ghosts of Vietnam.

A few years later, civil-military relations were again challenged. When newly elected president Bill Clinton tried to change the military's policy toward gays in the service, military leaders, including Powell, defied him. It was not a matter of vital national security policy, but the issue poisoned Clinton's already troubled relationship with the military and, many commentators have argued, weakened Clinton's freedom to use the military as he saw fit.46

Not only do the attitudes of military leaders toward civilian authorities influence civil-military relations, but those of civilian leaders toward the military can have a similar effect. The troubled relationship between Bill Clinton and the armed forces was not a result of Clinton being antimili-tary per se, but, egged on by conservative media pundits, many in the military community viewed his personal history and policy decisions as insulting toward military society. Clinton was already unpopular with many in and around the military because of his open avoidance of the draft during the Vietnam War. Early missteps, like the gays in the military fiasco and the popular image of Hillary Clinton as an elite feminist policy wonk out of touch with regular Americans, made Clinton one of the most unpopular presidents with the military in the nation's history. He bears a great deal of responsibility for this, but the Republican Party used his missteps to bolster its own pro-military image. During the 1990s, the Republican Party was perceived by many Americans to be the party of the armed forces; it had taken control of the southern states, original home to about 40 percent of the military personnel,47 and it generally was more supportive of military issues, such as military pay raises and increased appropriations, than the Democratic Party.48

This maneuvering was well within the bounds of normal political partisanship, but some incidents crossed an important line. When North Carolina senator Jesse Helms said in 1994 that if Clinton visited military bases in North Carolina, he had "better have a bodyguard," many felt that the pandering had gone too far.49 
CMR Link – 1NC
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Likewise, when Zell Miller, a conservative Democrat, said in a speech at the 2004 Republican National Convention that any president should be pro-military and that soldiers are more important to American freedom than the press, some saw a worrying move toward militarism on the part of civilian leaders.50
By the end of the 1990s, some commentators worried that the armed forces and the Republican Party were too close, and the military was losing its neutrality. As the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts drag on, that view seems to be becoming less prevalent, especially after high-ranking military officers have criticized the Bush administration's policy in Iraq. In April 2006, for example, a half-dozen retired generals publicly demanded the resignation of Donald Rumsfeld for his mistakes. While many welcomed the "generals' revolt" for its attention to the problems of the Iraq war, others warned that it set a dangerous precedent of military opposition to civilian leadership. In January 2007, a group enlisted soldiers presented Congress with a petition asking that Congress "support the prompt withdrawal of all American military forces and bases from Iraq." This "Appeal for Redress from the War in Iraq" may be largely symbolic, but it too raises the same issues of military involve​ment in political affairs.51

One lesson of these examples of military participation in political debates is that beauty is in the eye of the beholder. Many of those who supported the military's resistance to allowing gays to serve in the military, and who applauded Helms' comments, were appalled by the generals' criticism of Rumsfeld and Bush. Others who labeled the military an undemocratic and homophobic institution because of the gay issue applauded the generals when they spoke out. In fact many noted that the generals should have spoken out earlier, while they were still on active duty. The soldiers who signed the "Appeal for Redress" have received almost universal sympathy and support, and almost no one has pointed out the potential conflict for abuse when soldiers participate in policymaking.

Another lesson is that the line between the military having too much or too little say in civilian affairs is blurry and shifts according to circum​stance. Not only do historical events like the Vietnam War influence the public's notion of how much criticism is appropriate, but also civilian authorities may request more or less input from military leaders at differ​ent times. Over the course of the twentieth century, and especially during and after World War II, presidents expected military leaders to advise them not just on military capabilities, but on broader national and international matters in which the military might have a role. President John F. Kennedy requested that military officers "prepare themselves to take active roles in the policy-making process.'02 As it happened, he himself did not use the military in this way, nor did his successor, but the growing complexity of military affairs meant that military leaders would possess knowledge and expertise that no civilian could match.

In recent years, the military has embraced its expanded role in policy​making with programs at the War Colleges and the National Defense University in relevant areas like information technology, resources management, and international diplomacy. Civilian leaders may or may not heed the advice of military leaders, but officers at the highest levels of the military are better prepared than ever before to consider the diplomatic, economic, sociocultural, and political impact of military actions, and integrate those perspectives into their knowledge of tactics, strategy, and other military considerations.

The CP facilitates inclusion of the JCS in military policy --- this is crucial to rebalance CMR

Gibson '8 – PhD @ Cornell Univ. (Christopher P., "Securing the State: Reforming the National Security Decision-making Process at the Civil-Military Nexus," p.106-112, RG)

At this point the argument moves from the theoretical to the practical and to the realm of policy recommendations. Beyond changes in norms (addressed in greater detail later), changes in structure are needed to facilitate pluralistic views and strengthen the ability for military voices to resonate to elected leaders. Changes in norms alone will not be sufficient to ensure that the President and Congress get the kind of military advice they need. Changes in law are needed to prevent the reemergence of domination and dysfunction in the relationship. The US needs an update to the Goldwater-Nichols legislation of 1986.

The top military leaders in the respective services, the members of the JCS, need to be included in a more meaningful and systemic way in the deliberations and drafting of war plans and all facets military preparedness so that when their advice is sought by the country's elected leadership they speak from a personally informed and invested perspective. To make this so, the combatant commands should be realigned to fall under the command of the top military officer who should be the Commanding General (CG) of the US Armed Forces, a position that would replace the currently existing billet of Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff.12

CMR Link – JCS Leadership
JCS leadership and autonomous decision-making is key to strong civil-military relations. The plan’s disregard for process collapses CMR.
Desch 7 (Michael C., Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-making at the George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service – Texas A&M University, “Bush and the Generals”, Foreign Affairs, May/June, Lexis)

ARMCHAIR GENERALS
Why did civil-military relations become so frayed in the Bush administration? James Mann recounts in his book Rise of the Vulcans that key civilian figures on Bush's national security team believed that the Clinton administration had failed to "keep a tight rein" on the military. Rumsfeld famously thought of civilian control of the military as the secretary of defense's primary responsibility, and he, along with Wolfowitz and other top administration figures, came into office convinced that they would have to resort to more intrusive civilian involvement to overcome service parochialism and bureaucratic inertia. After 9/11, Rumsfeld and other civilian proponents of a war for regime change in Iraq realized that the key obstacle to launching such a war -- and waging it with minimal forces, in line with Rumsfeld's vision of military transformation -- would be the senior leadership of the U.S. Army. Instead of listening to the warnings of military professionals, they resolved to overcome both widespread military skepticism about the war and, in their view, the bureaucratic inertia dictating how the services thought about the size and the mix of forces necessary to accomplish the mission. The fact that Wolfowitz, rather than Shinseki, prevailed in the debate about the force size necessary for the Iraq war shows just how successful the Bush administration was in asserting civilian authority over the military.
In their determination to reassert civilian control, administration officials were even willing to immerse themselves in operational issues such as determining force sizes and scheduling deployments. As former Secretary of the Army Thomas White recalled, Rumsfeld wanted to "show everybody in the structure that he was in charge and that he was going to manage things perhaps in more detail than previous secretaries of defense, and he was going to involve himself in operational details." Such an intrusive form of civilian oversight was bound to exacerbate friction with the military.
In his seminal treatise on civil-military relations, The Soldier and the State, Samuel Huntington proposed a system he called "objective control" to balance military expertise with overall civilian political supremacy. Huntington recommended that civilian leaders cede substantial autonomy to military professionals in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete and unquestioning military subordination to civilian control of politics and grand strategy. Although not always reflected in practice, this system has shaped thinking about how civilians ought to exercise their oversight of the U.S. military for 50 years. When followed, it has generally been conducive to good civil-military relations as well as to sound policy decisions.
The Bush administration embraced a fundamentally different approach to civilian control. Administration officials worried that without aggressive and relentless civilian questioning of military policies and decisions at every level, they would not be able to accomplish their objective of radically transforming the military and using it in a completely different way. Former Defense Policy Board member Eliot Cohen -- recently named by Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice as counselor for the State Department -- provided the intellectual rationale for this more intrusive regime. His book Supreme Command was read widely by senior members of the Bush national security team, reportedly even landing on the president's bedside table in Crawford, Texas.
Cohen's thesis was that civilian intervention at not only the strategic but also the tactical and operational levels was essential for military success. In order to overcome military resistance or incompetence, civilian leaders needed to be willing to "probe" deeply into military matters through an "unequal dialogue" with their professional military subordinates. Commenting in May 2003 on the Bush administration's performance, Cohen noted approvingly that "it appears that Rumsfeld is a very active secretary of defense, rather along the lines essential for a good civil-military dialogue: pushing, probing, querying. But not, I think, dictating in detail what the military should do. [On Iraq,] the Bush administration was engaged in what was a very intensive dialogue with senior military leadership, and I think that was right." As late as April of 2006, Cohen still thought that "one could say much to defend Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld against the recent attacks of half a dozen retired generals" who criticized his (and his deputies') handling of the Iraq war.
Unfortunately, things did not go as planned, and, in retrospect, it would have been far better for the United States if Bush had read Huntington's The Soldier and the State rather than Cohen's Supreme Command over his 2002 summer vacation. Given the parlous situation in Iraq today -- the direct result of willful disregard for military advice -- Bush's legacy in civil-military relations is likely to be precisely the opposite of what his team expected: the discrediting of the whole notion of civilian control of the military.

CMR Link – JCS Leadership
JCS guidance and consultation is necessary to effective civil-military coordination
Stoler 5 – prof, of history @ Vermont (Mark A., “Allies and Adversaries: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Grand Alliance, and US Strategy in World War II," p.1, Google Books, RG)

Foreign policy quickly became a concern of these organizations because of its integral relationship to their planning responsibilities. If war was indeed an in​strument of policy as Carl von Clauscwitz had emphasized, then strategic plan​ning could proceed only if the armed forces understood clearly the objectives and priorities of the policies they were supposed to defend and promote and if military means were properly matched with political ends. Consequently, military plan​ners began to request guidance from and consultation with the State Department regarding the formulation, prioritization, and implementation of what they re​ferred to as "national policies.": Only such guidance and consultation, they main​tained, could insure effective politico-military coordination.

Obama interferes now – CP key to CMR

Feaver 9 – prof. of Political Science and Public Policy @ Duke University (Peter, 10/21/09, “Obama's military problem is getting worse,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/21/obamas_military_problem_is_getting_worse, RG)

In short, President Obama has been slowly veering off into a civil-military ditch of his own digging. Despite his relative inexperience in national security matters, this was not inevitable; during the campaign President Obama showed himself to be fairly deft rhetorically in regards to civil-military relations and he carried this strong performance through the first several months of his presidency. However, in recent months he has seemed far less at ease with his wartime Commander-in-Chief role.

If Obama regains a deft touch, the crash can be averted. To avert it he needs to do more than simply endorse the McChrystal request, though that would surely help. He needs to show that he respects the civil-military process, and he needs to rein in his advisors who have been stumbling about. If he is going to over-rule McChrystal, which is his right as a Commander-in-Chief, he will have a much steeper climb out of his civil-military hole. At a minimum, he will need to forthrightly take ownership of the war and all of its consequences and spend the political capital he has hitherto avoided spending on national security issues to explain his decision to the American people and the American military. Of course, while President Obama and his team bear the lion's share of the responsibility for the current civil-military friction, they cannot by themselves get out of the hole they have dug. The military will have to help by rigorously sticking to proper norms of civil-military relations. That means they must not counter-leak, not even to defend themselves from scurrilous attacks from unnamed White House staffers; seek redress quietly, within the system, and within the chain of command. They must avoid threatening President Obama with resignations in protest if he overrules their advice; such threats subvert the principle of civilian control which implies that civilians have a right to be wrong. And they must be prepared to do their utmost to implement Obama's chosen strategy as effectively as they can with whatever resources he puts at their disposal. If President Obama errs, it is up to the electorate to judge him, not the military.

CMR Link – JCS Leadership
JCS advocacy restores CMR

Hoffman 7 – retired U.S. Marine Corps officer (Frank, 12/07, “Bridging the civil-military gap,” Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/12/3144666, RG)

This is not normally considered a relevant link in civil-military relations, but it is hard to ignore its influence today. Before the war, scholars had identified trend data that a majority of active-duty officers believed that senior officers should “insist” on making civilian officials accept their viewpoints. These officers believed that military advisers should go beyond advising and seek advocacy roles, inside and outside the official policy channels, on critical matters including rules of engagement, establishing political and military goals, deciding what kinds and numbers of units are employed, and on designing an exit strategy.

Younger officers who hold these views are reacting to perceived deficiencies in the military’s leadership during the Vietnam War. This perspective is captured in Colin Powell’s famous comment that when his generation rose to positions of power, they would not quietly acquiesce to bad policy decisions or half-hearted wars for half-baked reasons.

But they did acquiesce this time, and the theme has arisen again. The most potent criticism was from a courageous active Army officer who accused his own leadership of professional failure in the pages of this journal.

America’s generals have been checked by a form of war that they did not prepare for and do not understand. They spent the years following the 1991 Persian Gulf War mastering a system of war without thinking deeply about the ever-changing nature of war. They marched into Iraq having assumed, without much reflection, that the wars of the future would look much like the wars of the past.

Army Lt. Col. Paul Yingling’s indictment accused America’s generals of refighting the last war and failing to measure up in terms of professional competence. He indicted our general officers for miscalculating both the means and ways necessary to succeed, and for not accurately informing the American people and Congress. He also questioned their moral courage. “The intellectual and moral failures common to America’s general officer corps in Vietnam and Iraq constitute a crisis in American generalship,” he found.

Yingling is deservedly a cult hero among junior Army officers for having spoken up. But his is not a singular voice. Another officer observed, “This is about the moral bankruptcy of general officers who lived through the Vietnam era yet refused to advise our civilian leadership properly. I can only hope that my generation does better someday.” This is quite an indictment. Junior officers perceive that the Joint Chiefs were again “Five Silent Men,” in McMaster’s memorable phrase, who allowed poorly conceived conceptions of war, badly distorted intelligence and wildly optimistic planning to go unchallenged. No wonder so many are getting out. 

JCS involvement key to avoid severe CMR consequences

Hooker 4 – Ph.D. from the Univ. of Virginia in IR, member of the CFR, served in the Office of the CJCS (Richard D.  Jr., Winter, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,” 

Parameters, 4(15), Galileo, RG)

It is therefore clear that much of the criticism directed at "political" soldiers is not completely genuine or authentic. Far from wanting politically passive soldiers, political leaders in both the legislative and executive branches consistently seek military affirmation and support for their programs and policies. The proof that truly apolitical soldiers are not really wanted is found in the pressures forced upon military elites to publicly support the policy choices of their civilian masters. A strict adherence to the apolitical model would require civilian superiors to solicit professional military advice when needed, but not to involve the military either in the decision process or in the "marketing" process needed to bring the policy to fruition.

The practice, however, is altogether different. The military position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the service chiefs, and the combatant commanders is always helpful in determining policy outcomes. The pressures visited upon military elites to support, or at least not publicly refute, the policy preferences of their civilian masters, especially in the executive branch, can be severe. Annually as part of the budget process, the service chiefs are called upon to testify to Congress and give their professional opinions about policy decisions affecting their service. Often they are encouraged to publicly differ with civilian policy and program decisions they are known to privately question.'"

CMR Link – JCS Leadership
Military leaders need to exercise independent action and provide advice to solve CMR

Molin 8 – US Army Lietenant Commander (Peter, Sept-Oct., "Securing the State: Reforming the National Security Decisionmaking Process at the Civil-Military Nexus," Military Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_5_88/ai_n31201139/pg_2/?tag=content;col1, RG)

A basic tenet of American government holds that the armed forces subordinate themselves to the president, the Constitution, and the will of the people. In Securing the State, Colonel Chris Gibson asserts that this broadly understood concept does not specify the relationship of elected leaders, appointed officials, and senior military officers in enough detail, especially in a time of crisis. As war with Iraq loomed, for example, Gibson claims that the Joint Chiefs of Staff found themselves in such a subordinate and deferential position vis-a-vis Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld that they were unable to communicate wise military advice, unfiltered by the Secretary's political and personal biases, to the president and the Congress, the nation's elected leaders. Nor were military leaders allowed to develop plans as prudent, detailed, or as fully resourced as required for success in Iraq. Many place the blame for this at the door of an impulsive, arrogant secretary, or a reckless, mysteriously motivated president. Gibson, to his credit, moves beyond easy personal judgments to trace the historical evolution and theoretical basis of a national military command dynamic that failed to generate courses of action likely to produce victory.

Colonel Gibson argues that the U.S. government lacks sufficient institutional structures and protocols to ensure that its "civil-military nexus" functions efficiently and effectively. He identifies a pendulum-like oscillation between opposing concepts and practices during the post-World War II era. At times appointed civilian leaders, especially aggressive secretaries of defense such as Robert McNamara and Donald Rumsfeld dominated the civil-military nexus. In other periods, the military has so strongly asserted its prerogatives that its perceived usefulness to elected leaders has been negligible. Colonel Gibson cites the mid-1990s, during the ascendancy of the powerful and charismatic General Colin Powell, as a period in which the military possessed an overdeveloped sense of its own importance and independence. The result, intentional or not, was that President Bill Clinton could not count on the military's support, and consequently stopped asking military leaders to do things they didn't already want to do anyway.

CMR Link Booster – Iraq
JCS input over Iraq policy is critical to strong CMR
Woodward '8 – Pulitzer Prize winning journalist, a discoverer or the Watergate Scandal (Bob, 9/8/08, "Outmaneuvered And Outranked, Military Chiefs Became Outsiders," http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/09/07/AR2008090702426_pf.html, RG)

At the Joint Chiefs of Staff in late November 2006, Gen. Peter Pace was facing every chairman's nightmare: a potential revolt of the other chiefs. Two months earlier, the JCS had convened a special team of colonels to recommend options for reversing the deteriorating situation in Iraq. Now, it appeared that the chiefs' and colonels' advice was being marginalized, if not ignored, by the White House. During a JCS meeting with the colonels Nov. 20, Chairman Pace dropped a bomb: The White House was considering a "surge" of additional troops to quell the violence in Iraq. "Would it be a good idea?" Pace asked the group. "If so, what would you do with five more brigades?" That amounted to 20,000 to 30,000 more troops, depending on the number of support personnel. Pace's question caught the chiefs and colonels off guard. The JCS hadn't recommended a surge, and Gen. George W. Casey Jr., the Iraq commander, was opposed to one of that magnitude. Where had this come from? Was it a serious option? Was it already a done deal? Pace said he had another White House meeting in two days. "I want to be able to give the president a recommendation on what's doable," he said. A rift had been growing between the country's military and civilian leadership, and in several JCS meetings that November, the chiefs' frustrations burst into the open. They had all but dismissed the surge option, worried that the armed forces were already stretched to the breaking point. They favored a renewed effort to train and build up the Iraqi security forces so that U.S. troops could begin to leave. "Why isn't this getting any traction over there, Pete?" Gen. Peter J. Schoomaker, the Army chief, asked at one session inside the "tank," the military's secure conference room for candid and secret debates. Was the president being briefed? "I can only get part of it before him," Pace said, "and I'm not getting any feedback." Pace, Schoomaker and Casey found themselves badly out of sync with the White House in the fall of 2006, finally losing control of the war strategy altogether after the midterm elections. Schoomaker was outraged when he saw news coverage that retired Gen. Jack Keane, the former Army vice chief of staff, had briefed the president Dec. 11 about a new Iraq strategy being proposed by the American Enterprise Institute, the conservative think tank. "When does AEI start trumping the Joint Chiefs of Staff on this stuff?" Schoomaker asked at the next chiefs' meeting. Pace, normally given to concealing his opinions, let down the veil slightly and gave a little sigh. But he didn't answer. Schoomaker thought Pace was too much of a gentleman to be effective in a business where forcefulness and a willingness to get in people's faces were survival skills. "They weren't listening to what Pete [Pace] was saying," Schoomaker said later in private. "Or Pete wasn't carrying the mail, or he was carrying it incompletely." In several tank meetings, Adm. Michael Mullen, chief of naval operations, voiced concern that the politicians were going to find a way to place the blame for Iraq on the military. "They're orchestrating this to dump in our laps," Mullen said. He raised the point so many times that Schoomaker thought the Navy leader sounded "almost paranoid."
NMS = Military Consultation

NMS facilitates consultation with the military

JCS 93 (Office of the Chair – Joint Chiefs of Staff, “JOINT OPERATION PLANNING AND EXECUTION SYSTEM

VOLUME I (PLANNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES)”, 8-4, http://edocs.nps.edu/dodpubs/topic/jointpubs/JP5/ JP5-03.1_930804.pdf)

3. Role of the Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS). The JSPS is the primary formal means by which the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in consultation with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the CINCs, carries out statutory responsibilities required by title 10, USC, 6 April 1991, and further delineated in DOD 5100.1, 25 September 1987. The central process of the JSPS is the Joint Strategy Review (JSR). The JSR assesses the strategic environment for issues and factors that affect the National Military Strategy (NMS) in the nearterm of the long-range. It is a process that continuously gathers information; examines current, emerging and future issues, threats, technologies, organizations, doctrinal concepts, force structures, and military missions; and reviews and assesses current strategy, forces, and national policy objectives. The JSR facilitates the integration of strategy, operational planning, and program assessment. When significant changes or factors in the strategic environment are identified, JSR Issue Papers will be presented to the Chairman, Chiefs of the Services, and CINCs. These papers will provide entering arguments for proposed changes to the NMS, Joint Planning Document (JPD), and/or Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP) and elicit Chairman’s Guidance for changing the military strategy if required. The four products of the JSPS are: a. National Military Strategy. The NMS provides the advice of the Chairman, in consultation with the other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the CINCs, to the President, the National Security Council, and the Secretary of Defense as to the recommended NMS and fiscally constrained force structure required to attain the national security objectives. The NMS is designed to assist the Secretary of Defense in the preparation of the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) and to guide the development of the JSCP. Following Secretary of Defense review, the NMS is forwarded to the President. The NMS may be used to determine the CJCS position on matters of strategic importance for use in NCA-directed actions. The NMS also provides supporting documentation, through the DPG, to the Services for consideration during the development of their Department’s Program Objective Memoranda (POMs). 
NMS consults the JCS

Myers '4 – DC Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff (Richard B., "The National Military Strategy of the United States of America," http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nms/nms.pdf, RG)

The National Military Strategy (NMS) provides advice from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) in consultation with the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) and the Combatant Commanders, to the National Command Authorities (NCA) on the strategic direction of the Armed Forces. Based on A National Security Strategy for a New Century approved by the President In May 1997 and the report of the Secretary of Defense to Congress of the 1997 QDR, the NMS describes the strategic environment, develops national military objectives and the strategy to accomplish those objectives, and describes the military capabilities required to execute the strategy. As an unclassified document, it makes Ibis advice accessible to the widest range of government officials, interested citizens, and foreign leaders.

NMS promotes civil-military dialogue about the plan

Gibson 8 – PhD @ Cornell Univ. (Christopher P., "Securing the State: Reforming the National Security Decision-making Process at the Civil-Military Nexus," p.106-112, RG)

Under this approach the National Military Strategy would still be derived from the National Security Strategy but be the result of a competitive process where divergent concepts would be developed and proposed by political appointees in the Office of the Under Secretary for Policy and the J5 staff directorate of the Joint Staff. The Secretary of Defense, Commanding General, and Joint Chiefs all would play instrumental roles in shaping the proposals which ultimately would be briefed to the National Security Council and President for decision. The fully developed and approved National Military Strategy would drive campaign planning. In Figure 6.3 note the inclusion of Congress in the Madisonian Approach as the Defense Secretary would be responsible for briefing leaders on Capitol Hill after the President approved the concept.21

The campaign planning process (Figure 6.4) would also be competitive with the Office of the Under Secretary of Policy playing a key role in developing alternative concepts which would provide the President with additional options beyond that of the military advice. The process would include steps for pre-briefings so that each side of the civil-military nexus could critique the work of the other, a dynamic process that should thoroughly vet all assumptions and key dimensions of the proposed course of action. The culmination of the campaign planning process would feed into the joint force requirements/force development process Figure 6.5). Note again the inclusion of Congress with the CG briefing leaders on Capitol Hill after the President approved the campaign concept.

*** Poliitcs Net-Benefit

Politics Link – 1NC
Plan causes backlash – independent and prior military advice is key to generate political support

Hooker 4 – Ph.D. from the Univ. of Virginia in IR, member of the CFR, served in the Office of the CJCS (Richard D.  Jr., Winter, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,” Parameters, 4(15), Galileo, RG)

To be sure, the military as an institution enjoys some advantages. Large and well-trained Staffs, extended tenure, bureaucratic expertise, cross-cutting relationships with industry, overt and covert relationships with congressional supporters, and stability during lengthy transitions between administrations give it a strong voice. But on the big issues of budget and force structure, social policy, and war and peace, the influence of senior military' elites absent powerful congressional and media support—is more limited than is often recognized. If this thesis is correct, the instrumentalities and the efficacy of civilian control are not really at issue. As I have suggested, political freedom of action is the nub of the problem. I tampered by constitutionally separated powers which put the military in both the executive and legislative spheres, civilian elites face a dilemma. They can force the military to do their bidding, but they cannot always do so without paying a political price. Because society values the importance of independent, nonpoliticized military counsel, a civilian who publicly discounts that advice in an area presumed to require military expertise runs significant political risks. The opposition party will surely exploit any daylight between civilian and military leaders, particularly in wartime—hence the discernible trend in the modern era away from the Curtis LeMays and Arleigh Burkes of yesteryear who brought powerful heroic personas and public reputations into the civil-military relationship.

Military Lobbies Key

-- Military lobby strong – influences Congress

Dunlap 94 (Colonel Charles J., Wake Forest Law Review, Summer, Lexis)

In addition, the military undermines the fiscal check because it is a particularly effective lobbyist. Like other agencies of government, the armed forces are technically proscribed from lobbying, although they may “communicate” with Congress. Nevertheless, the military services employ a number of imaginative techniques to influence legislation. According to Hedrick Smith, they “unabashedly lobby senators and House members” by flattering them “with courtesies and perquisites” such as domestic and foreign trips. More disturbing, the military often will ensure support by spreading the procurement of expensive weapons systems over scores of congressional districts. Smith also insisted that the “military can turn off the faucet” when displeased with a legislator. Even the most vociferous military critic is subject to pressure when the economic livelihood of constituents is at stake. Armed Forces Journal alleged that Congressman Ron Dellums “was probably right” when the military critic charged that the closing of four military bases in his district was politically motivated. The magazine blame the Pentagon claiming its “temptation to deal poetic justice was likely more than it could resist.”

-- Defense lobby key to the agenda

Independent 3 (5-12, Lexis)

Now, however, the Rumsfeld camp has the momentum. "Take Capitol Hill," says Dana Priest, the author of The Mission, a study of how the US military is an empire unto itself. "The Pentagon maintains a large lobbying operation there while, at least until Powell, the State Department has just disdained selling itself." Buttressing Defense is the "iron triangle" of itself, Congress and the big defence contractors, guaranteeing the sun never sets on the Pentagon budget.

*** AFF ANSWERS

NMS Fails – General

NMS fails – it’ll quickly be ignored

Kroesen '4 – former commander in chief of US Army in Europe, senior fellow of AUSA's Institute of Land Warfare (Frederick J., August, "The National Military Strategy," Army, 54(8), ProQuest, RG) 

That final paragraph, in two words-"appropriately resourced"-sums up one of the two great problems for providing an adequate defense posture. The other is the design of the structure needed to accomplish the 1-4-2-1 strategy. There should be little doubt that some inadequacies exist, certainly in the Army, when those two requirements are studied. The extensions of overseas commitments, the short cycles of repeating deployments of units, the retraining and commitment of artillerymen and others to infantry and military police duties, stop loss, repetitive call-ups of reserve component forces and most recently, the recall of individual reservists from the Individual Ready Reserve furnish conclusive evidence that the Army structure is hardly adequate for today's mission load. If another one of those "swift campaigns" arises, the ability to take it on is questionable at best.

The normal reaction to a document such as the NMS or the Quadrennial Review or the Joint Vision series is congratulations to the authors for their intellectual foresight before it goes into file drawers around the world until it is time to refer to it in preparation of the next edition.

NMS is unanchored, weak, generic, and misinterpreted

Riley & Lykke '94 – Lieutenant Col. US Army (Don T. & Arthur F., "A National Military Strategy Process of the Future," http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA279522, 4/18/94, RG)

A review of the process used by General Powell to produce the January,1993 NMS reveals weaknesses in long range planning. Although a dramatic change in the military strategy took place, it looked out only to the mid term. This may have resulted from several actions. First, General Powell truncated the ongoing JSR and did not publish a Chairman's Guidance. This left the NMS unanchored. As stated earlier, General Powell was not satisfied with the process; and later MOP 7 was revised to serve his style of action.34 MOP 7 made the JSR a continuous process and provided for the Chairman's Guidance to be published separately or as an endorsement of the JSR. The purpose of the Chairman's Guidance is to provide a framework for building the NMS and to *serve as a bridge between initial assessments and views developed during the JSR process and the specific process that builds the NMS"35 The lack of a published CG does not necessarily mean there was a lack of guidance. The Chairman did provide guidance in several forums.36 If a strategic vision is not documented, however, the door is open for misinterpretation. Lacking written resolutions or decisions, any consensus that may have been achieved can quickly dissipate. Changes in key personalities, especially the CJCS, can then more easily drive changes in strategy. Additionally, Joint Staff planners apparently gave little thought during this time to a long range strategy for the future. Moreover, the published NMS was not a complete military strategy. Rather than a strategy addressed to the defense planning community, General Powell recognized the need "for the American people to understand the new strategy in order for them to be willing to provide the funding required to support it. He wanted a 'Parade magazine article' NMS."37 Thus a simple, clear, unclassified statement directed to the people became the standard for the NMS. But this is only the foundation of the strategy. The real meat of the strategy lies in the Top Secret JSCP, with specific taskings for the CINCs, and Joint Staff Issue Papers prepared for decisions by the Chairman.38 This distributed form of a strategy can result in misinterpretation by those unfamiliar with all components. The development process for the subsequent national military strategy, however, took on a substantially different form. 

Other national security documents will override the NMS

Gibson '8 – PhD @ Cornell Univ. (Christopher P., "Securing the State: Reforming the National Security Decision-making Process at the Civil-Military Nexus," p.106-112, RG)

It is essential that all ongoing efforts in the US government be nested with higher guidance and purpose and that this direction comes from elected leadership. The primary document that outlines the US grand strategy is published by the President in consultation with Congress. This is the National Security Strategy. However, in the past this document has not lived up to expectation as the sole source integrator across the US government to ensure unity of effort of policies and operations. As the reconstruction effort in Iraq painfully illustrated, too many times actions among Departments of the US Government were not coordinated and synchronized. As mentioned earlier, while fixing problems such as these is beyond the reach of this study, they are mentioned because changes to the superstructure may result in modifications to the Madisonian Approach. Upon receipt of the National Security Strategy the Pentagon drafts for Presidential approval and Congressional consideration, the National Military Strategy, another core document that currently exists. But among the problems presently is that this document competes with other documents (Joint Vision documents, for example) for primacy in providing guidance for campaign planning. The US should consider revising and expanding the content of the National Military Strategy so that it is a sole source document designed to influence campaign planning.20

NMS Fails – General
Civilian leaders will ignore the CP

Stoler 5 – prof, of history @ Vermont (Mark A., “Allies and Adversaries: The Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Grand Alliance, and US Strategy in World War II," p.1-2, Google Books, RG)

Not all officers were comfortable with such requests- "Policy belongs to the Cabinet," Admiral George Dewey asserted in rejecting an early call for coordina​tion. Similarly, the Army General Staff maintained in 1915 that statesmen shaped policy, whereas the armed forces executed it, and where the duty of the "first leaves off the other takes hold"—a judgment the army field manual of the 1930s reiterated in its assertion that politics and strategy "are radically and fundamen​tally things apart----Strategy begins where politics end."'

The State Department forcefully concurred, and throughout the early decades of the twentieth century it ignored or rejected most requests for guidance and coordination on the grounds that they challenged civilian prerogatives in the policymaking process and thus civilian supremacy over the armed forces.' That these prerogatives had traditionally belonged to the State Department was probably an additional reason for its refusal to respond positively. But beyond the issues of civilian supremacy and bureaucratic politics. State's position reflected a view of the nature of war and its relationship to diplomacy that differed sharply from the one held by the armed forces.
Although military planners consistently asserted that civil leadership should determine the "what" of national policy, whereas the armed forces should deter​mine the "how,'"' they simultaneously viewed international relations through a realist framework in which such distinctions could not be so rigidly maintained. To the contrary, they perceived war to be a standard "phase of international poli​tics" resulting from conflicting national policies, with force and diplomacy as interrelated tools to be used as appropriate for ihe defense and fulfillment of national policies. Along with such beliefs went the need to coordinate civil and military tasks and to view policy, diplomacy, and force in conjunction rather than separately."

NMS Fails – Specificity

NMS is too broad and unspecific to effectively shape policy

Mendel and Turbiville 96 (William and Graham, William and Graham are senior analysts with the Foreign Military Studies, “Planning for a New Threat Enviornment”, July 96, Institute of Land Warfare, http://fmso.leavenworth.army.mil/documents/newthrt/newthrt.htm//mp)

Figure 2 suggests typical relationships of a CINC's strategy to national policy and strategy documents and processes.  Yet, some serious students of military strategy have observed that the NMS is overly generalized and lacks the specifics needed for strategic planning. They argue that there should be Joint Staff-produced strategic plans to implement the NMS. For example, the NMS broadly informs the reader about the concepts of overseas presence and peacetime engagement. "But there is nothing in the NMS that tells us how we should apply overseas presence to achieve the right type and amount of peacetime engagement, in the right places around the globe, to optimize the promotion of U.S. interests, given military capability (resource) limitations, for the period of time under consideration."2 It is likely that the hows of implementing the NMS are better outlined in a CINC's strategy document than in a series of Joint Chiefs of Staff strategic plans. Besides, some of the necessary specifics for implementing National Military Strategy are found in the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP), a primary document for guidance affecting near-term operational missions and service functions. Other documents are important to strategic planners. Challenging policy and security problems may be addressed in a Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) -- typically prepared by the National Security Council and often classified in whole or part -- to highlight and define a security threat or concern and direct that actions be taken to address or counter it. The issuance of a PDD is often followed by Department of Defense implementing guidance. The issues of drug trafficking in the late 1980s and WMD proliferation in the early 1990s are two cases in point, with both of these security problems subsequently included as important elements of strategy for those CINCs most affected. In addition to security challenges recognized implicitly or explicitly in basic guidance documents, more comprehensive appraisals of regional and global threats are contained in national-level intelligence documents that are intended to play a central role in informing CINC planning and intelligence staffs. In this regard, National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) and Special NIEs constitute the most authoritative, nationally-coordinated intelligence assessments, while appraisals of specific issues prepared by member-organizations of the Intelligence Community individually and jointly (in standing or ad hoc fusion centers or task forces like the Central Intelligence Agency's Counterproliferation Center), as well as appraisals prepared by the CINCs' own intelligence staffs, are all available to develop a threat picture for planning purposes. Other national-level documents such as the President's National Drug Control Strategy also contribute to strategy development by defining or prioritizing threats and establishing policy goals. The extent to which planning staffs systematically use the range of national-level guidance available -- and particularly threat assessment resources -- clearly varies from command to command. 
NMS Fails – Specificity

NMS is all talk, no substance. It only shapes the broad parameters of policy, not specifics.

ACG 6 (Armchair Generalist, Military Blog, “WMD Strategies”, 3/27, http://armchairgeneralist.typepad.com/my_weblog/2006/03/wmd_strategies.html)

With suprisingly little fanfare, the Defense Department has released what they are calling the "National Military Strategy for Combating WMD" or NMS-CWMD. While it's an interesting read and it's long overdue, the document is burdened with excessive and flowery wording that appears forced into the strategy rather than thought out. Before diving into the document, let me note a few historical points. Many people may know about the Defense Counter proliferation Initiative started in 1993 by SecDef Les Aspin, but that effort was a difficult start. The services didn't want to cooperate necessarily in a "joint" counterproliferation strategy that would result in some combatant command ordering them around. So during the 1990s, the Joint Staff wrestled with this, and OSD created a Threat Reduction Advisory Committee and a Counterproliferation Review Committee to talk about the issue. This 2000 GAO report criticized the DoD for having a counterproliferation policy, but no "comprehensive strategy for countering the proliferation of [WMD] and a military strategy for integrating offensive and defensive capabilities." It was one of the GAO's better products, and in fact the Joint Staff's J-5 directorate was working with STRATCOM and SOCOM on creating  a workable CP strategy. It wasn't a very heavily funded effort, but there was a draft report and it probably would have been completed in 2001 had the Pentagon not been hit by a plane. This CP strategy had four main areas: counterstrike (offensive) operations, active defense, passive defense, and consequence management. Nonproliferation was discussed, but that was more State Department's work with some J-5 support. Following the anthrax letters in the fall of 2001 and the formation of a Homeland Security directorate, the National Security Council decided that consequence management needed to be split out from CP, and that the whole CP strategy needed to address terrorist "WMD" threats as well as nation state threats. This turned the CP strategy into NSPD-17 and then into the "National Strategy to Combat WMD" that the Bush administration released in December 2002. Then of course we had the whole Operation Iraqi Freedom hunt for WMDs - you know how that turned out. Finally - more than three years later - this document emerges. Long overdue. The meat of this document is really the eight mission areas - two for NP, five for CP, and CoM as its own mission area/pillar. Everything else is nice, flowery language that really doesn't say much other than "gee, isn't this strategy complex?" The new boys on the block are WMD interdiction and WMD elimination - the former from the Proliferation Security Initiative, and the latter from the clumsy "exploitation" operations in Iraq. Figures 1 and 2 could have been a whole lot simpler - from what I've heard, there were some very pushy and limited thinkers in OSD policy (counterproliferation) who had an agenda and were very insistent upon using certain terms and having their way.  I already noted the NSC's decision to get involved in rewickering this strategy. The definitions of the key mission areas differ from any other military definition in the joint pubs (note the strange disclaimer in some of the glossary terms - "This term and its definition are applicable only in the context of this publication and cannot be referenced outside this publication"). Interestingly enough, this NMS-CWMD says very little about how we're going to stop terrorists from using WMD, and instead focuses on the nation-state ownership/threat. That shows the traditional train of thought - where it ought to be - that the real focus is and needs to be on nations using NBC weapons, not on terrorists with ideas and dreams (but no real capability). I think the idea by some in the administration is that if you stop nations from building WMDs, then you stop the terrorist threat, but that's just stupid. Aum Shinrikyo, al Qaeda, and others out there do just fine making CBRN hazards all by their lonesome. I could go on about the "great minds" in OSD policy (because the Joint Staff and services have no good thinkers, you know - too short sighted), but I digress. You can read the document. It's good but could have been better. Maybe the next administration can smooth over the obvious faults and make this what it should have been, when the Joint Staff was completing this strategy in 2001.
NMS Fails – Delay
NMS is too slow – it only shapes the distant future of military policy

CJCS '3 - Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff ("Chairman of tje Joint Chiefs of Staff Instruction," 9/12/3, http://hqinet001.hqmc.usmc.mil/PP&O/PLN/Files/JSPS/Dev%20Strategy/CJCSI%203100-01%20JSPS.pdf, RG)

Strategic direction is the common thread that integrates and synchronizes the activities of the Joint Staff, combatant commands, and Services. Consistent with the strategic guidance contained in the President’s NSS and upon NCA direction, the Chairman develops an NMS, which serves as his advice to the NCA on how to employ the military in support of national security objectives. The NMS traditionally looks five to seven years into the future. While the President is legally required to publish a new NSS report annually, the NMS is published as needed, when directed by the Chairman. Historically, the NMS has been revised every three to five years. The CJCS JV provides operational commanders with strategic direction for the conduct of future joint operations within the projected strategic environment.

Links to CMR (Japan/SK)
CP doesn’t avoid CMR – the JCS would disagree 

Carden 6/10 – Army Sgt. 1st Class (Michael J, "Mullen Cites Importance of Asian Partners, Stability in Pacific Region," http://www.jcs.mil/newsarticle.aspx?ID=303, 2010, RG)

WASHINGTON June 10, 2010 - Citing the violence in Afghanistan and renewed tensions with China, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Navy Adm. Mike Mullen last night encouraged military partnerships between the United States and all Asian nations in order to bring stability to the region.  (Transcript I Video)

“From the bedrock alliances we have with the Republic of Korea, Japan, Australia, Singapore, Thailand and the Philippines, to burgeoning relationships we foster with emerging partners like Indonesia, Malaysia and Vietnam, … we are duty bound and will remain so to dedicate our might to mutual defense,” Mullen said. “Those who need our help may depend upon it, [and] those who question our sincerity, need not.”

Mullen spoke to members of the Asia Society Washington here at the group’s 23rd annual awards dinner. Mullen accepted the society’s Public Policy award on behalf of the U.S. military. The organization promotes better understanding and relationships between the United States and Asia through dialogue, cultural exchange and ideas.

Diplomats from more than 20 Asian nations, including China, attended the event.

Mullen touched on various military-to-military relationships the U.S. has in the region, articulating his concerns and explaining the need to expand Asian interaction. Security, prosperity and the future depend on such exchanges, he said.

CP Kills CMR
CP tips the balance too far and collapses CMR --- the military should take an active role over tactical decisions, not broad political ones like troop withdrawal

Desch 7 (Michael C., Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-making at the George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service – Texas A&M University, “Bush and the Generals”, Foreign Affairs, May/June, Lexis)

Defense Secretary Gates now faces a doubly difficult situation: little real progress has been made in transforming the U.S. military, and it is now embroiled in a conflict that not even he is optimistic about. Worse, he has to address these problems in a climate of distinct frostiness between civilians in the Bush administration and senior military leaders. Former Secretary of the Army White, summarizing the Bush and Rumsfeld legacy, noted, "By definition, [secretaries of defense] are civilians. Some of them might have had experiences in their younger years in the military, but their job, among other things, is to take the wise advice offered them by the military and think that over and give it some credence and then make a decision. The question is, have we lost the balance of that? I think they went too far." Gates' key challenge, therefore, is to reestablish that civil-military balance.
To be sure, Gates cannot and should not abdicate his responsibility to exercise civilian control of the military. In a democratic political system, decisions about war and peace should be made not by soldiers but by voters through their elected leaders. At the same time, however, Gates should encourage, rather than stifle, candid advice from the senior military leadership, even if it does not support administration policy. The military has a right and a duty to be heard. After all, soldiers are the experts in fighting wars -- and it is their lives that are ultimately on the line. If senior officers feel that their advice is being ignored or that they are being asked to carry out immoral orders, they should resign. Indeed, had Shinseki or Newbold resigned in the run-up to the Iraq war, he would have sent a powerful message about the military's reservations about the war -- one far more effective than protests after the fact. Threats of resignations among the Joint Chiefs may be influencing the Bush administration's Iran policy (including derailing plans to use nuclear weapons against hardened Iranian nuclear installations). Barring such extremely serious reservations, after senior military officers have had their say, they should salute and obey.
Ironically, General David Petraeus, the recently appointed commander of U.S.-led forces in Iraq, has in the past written of the failure of the senior military leadership to talk straight about the Vietnam War and its impact on subsequent U.S. civil-military relations. Petraeus is himself now in a position to advise both the administration and the new Democratic-controlled Congress. In his confirmation hearings before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Petraeus promised that he would give his "best professional military advice, and if people don't like it, then they can find someone else to give better professional military advice." Hopefully, he will speak candidly -- and Gates will listen.
The proper balance would give civilian leaders authority over political decisions -- such was whether the United States should stay in Iraq or use force against Iran -- and the military wide leeway in making the operational and tactical decisions about how to complete a mission. The line between the two realms is not always perfectly clear, and sometimes military considerations affect political decisions, and vice versa. But the alternative -- civilians meddling in matters of military expertise -- is almost as bad as the military involving itself in politics. Whenever the civil-military balance is off-kilter in either direction, the country suffers as a result.
Perm Theory – “Should”

“Should” means desireable --- this does not have to be a mandate
Atlas Collaboration 99 (“Use of Shall, Should, May Can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html)
shall

'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail.  Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.  Examples:  #  "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."  This is a  good example.  #    "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."  This is a bad example. Using 'shall' here is too strong.

should

'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of 'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.  Examples:  #  "C++ code should be ANSI compliant." A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all  platforms, but we should try.  #    "Code should be tested thoroughly."  Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what  'thoroughly' means).

Perm Theory – “Reduce”

“Reduce” does not mean immediate 

Kumamoto 00 (Hiromitsu, and Ernest J. Henley, Professors of Informatics – Kyoto University, “Basic Risk Concepts”, Probablistic Risk Assessment and Management for Engineers and Scientists, 

 http://media.wiley.com/product_data/excerpt/76/07803601/0780360176.pdf)

Note that the term reduce does not necessarily mean an immediate reduction; rather it denotes registration into a reduction list; some risks in the top layer or some risks not justified in the middle layer are difficult to reduce immediately but can be reduced in the future; some other risks such as background radiation, which carries no benefits, are extremely difficult to reduce in the prescreening structure, and would remain in the reduction list forever. 




