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Strategy Sheet

There are three main advantages made by the Uninhabited Aerial Vehicles affirmative.  Firstly, a relationship/instability based advantage.  This claims that drones are unpopular and foster instability in the Middle East.  Secondly, an international law based advantage which claims that drones violate international law, which is critical to solve larger, global problems.  Thirdly, there is an advantage that criticizes the use of drones insofar as they lower soldiers’ psychological barriers to murder.  In response to this affirmative, there are several strategic choices.
In order to best take out their case, the following off case should be run in the 1nc: T-presence, T- reduce, Pakistan CP, Court Stripping DA, and Fem K.  Assuming that 1nc, the on case frontlines should be prioritized as follows: (1) Virtual War Frontline, (2) International Law Frontline, and (3) Relations Frontline.  Virtual War goes first because it is questionable whether or not either of the negative advocacies solves for this, since both promote drone use.  The international law advantage is solved by the counterplan, while the IR fem K criticizes international law.  This means that multiple conditional worlds will have to be defended well.  Lastly, both the counterplan and the kritik solve for relations.  The frontline serves to question the solvency of the plan in respect to relations.

The frontlines are specified to fit the two drone affs put forth by the RT and KL labs.  That said, there may be valid arguments that apply to your specific debate in the other frontlines.  It is worth your time to read through them just in case.
Best of luck! 
1NC strategy: T-presence, T- reduce, Pakistan CP, Court Stripping DA, Fem K, Virtual War Frontline, International Law Frontline, and Relations Frontline.
T: Presence
1. Presence refers to physical experience, not technology

(Jonathon Steur, PhD Stanford, 1992, transcriptions.english.ucsb.edu/archive/courses/liu/ english25/materials/class26notes.html) 

"The key to defining virtual reality in terms of human experience rather than technological hardware is the concept of presence. Presence can be thought of as the experience of one's physical environment; it refers not to one's surroundings as they exist in the physical world, but to the perception of those surroundings as mediated by both automatic and controlled mental processes (Gibson, 1979): Presence is defined as the sense of being in an environment. Many perceptual factors help to generate this sense, including input from some or all sensory channels, as well as more mindful attentional, perceptual, and other mental processes that assimilate incoming sensory data with current concerns and past experiences (Gibson, 1966). Presence is closely related to the phenomenon of distal attribution or externalization, which refer to the referencing of our perceptions to an external space beyond the limits of the sensory organs themselves (Loomis, 1992)."

2. The Affirmative removes drones, not personnel.
3.  Standards

limits—including technology uniquely under limits because the affirmative could remove Predators, Dragon Eggs, Pain Rays, or any other obscure form of technology.  Afghanistan is a testing ground for new, unknown military innovations, exploding limits and making it impossible for the negative to ever fully prepare, killing education.

4. Voter for fairness and education.
T: Reduce
1. Reduce means to lessen
Merriam Webster Dictionary. “reduce”. 2010. http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/reduce

1 a : to draw together or cause to converge : consolidate <reduce all the questions to one> b (1) : to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number <reduce taxes> <reduce the likelihood of war> (2) : to decrease the volume and concentrate the flavor of by boiling <add the wine and reduce the sauce for two minutes> c : to narrow down : restrict <the Indians were reduced to small reservations> d : to make shorter : abridge 2 archaic : to restore to righteousness : save 3 : to bring to a specified state or condition <the impact of the movie reduced them to tears> 4 a : to force to capitulate b : force, compel 5 a : to bring to a systematic form or character <reduce natural events to laws> b : to put down in written or printed form <reduce an agreement to writing> 6 : to correct (as a fracture) by bringing displaced or broken parts back into their normal positions 7 a : to lower in grade or rank : demote b : to lower in condition or status : downgrade 8 a : to diminish in strength or density b : to diminish in value 9 a (1) : to change the denominations or form of without changing the value (2) : to construct a geometrical figure similar to but smaller than (a given figure) b : to transpose from one form into another : convert c : to change (an expression) to an equivalent but more fundamental expression <reduce a fraction> 10 : to break down (as by crushing or grinding) : pulverize 11 a : to bring to the metallic state by removal of nonmetallic elements <reduce an ore by heat> b : deoxidize c : to combine with or subject to the action of hydrogen d (1) : to change (an element or ion) from a higher to a lower oxidation state (2) : to add one or more electrons to (an atom or ion or molecule) 12 : to change (a stressed vowel) to an unstressed vowel

“In” means within

Merriam Webster Dictionary. “in”. 2010. http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/in
1 a —used as a function word to indicate inclusion, location, or position within limits <in the lake> <wounded in the leg> <in the summer> b : into 1 <went in the house> 2 —used as a function word to indicate means, medium, or instrumentality <written in pencil> <bound in leather> 3 a —used as a function word to indicate limitation, qualification, or circumstance <alike in some respects> <left in a hurry> b : into 2a <broke in pieces> 4 —used as a function word to indicate purpose <said in reply> 5 —used as a function word to indicate the larger member of a ratio <one in six is eligible>

2. violation: The plan does not remove drones from Afghanistan; the number of drones in Afghanistan is the same before and after the plan.
3. Standards—limits: The affirmative use of “reduce” justifies any plan that advocates military forces could remaining unnoticeable. A plan that maintained peaceful forces in Okinawa would be topical.  This unlimits the topic since affs that reduce and maintain troops are topical.  The negative interpretation requires a removal of forces, removing half of the cases the aff makes topical.  This is better for education because it creates more in-depth, topic-specific debates.
4. Topical version of your aff: You could remove all drones from Afghanistan after banning them by international law.
5. Voter for fairness and education
KL DSPEC

This is a strategic argument against the KL drones aff to determine if they eliminate surveillance or combat drones, or both.  This can be run in conjunction with a remove combat drones only counterplan.  

A. Drones have multiple purposes; these include surveillance and combat.
Rajesh Kumar, squadron leader, March 1997, A Research Paper Presented to the Research Department Air Command and Staff College, “Tactical Reconnaissance: Uavs Versus Manned Aircraft” 
The term UAV is very broad and encompasses vehicles such as cruise missiles (which can be described as single mission UAVs), target drones, and decoys; therefore the following discussion will be confined to multi-mission, man-in-the-loop machines specifically designed and employed for the purpose of surveillance and reconnaissance. The capabilities of the most recently deployed UAV—Predator—include carriage of Electro-Optical (EO), Infra-Red (IR), and SAR sensors, flying at altitudes up to 25000 feet, endurance up to 40 hours (including 24 hour autonomous operation on station), and speeds of 110 knots.7 Imagery and commands can be transmitted to and from the UAV either by C-Band line -of-sight or one of two SATCOM data-links (UHF or Ku-Band). Its radius of action is 500nm. 
B.  The affirmative must specify whether they are banning combat or surveillance drones, or both.
C.  Lack of specification allows the elimination of combat drones and maintenance of surveillance drones, which could be used to garner extra advantages.  They could duck out of any specific drone answers, skewing negative strategy.
D. Voter for fairness and education.
KL Virtual War Frontline

1. Their first piece of Sparrow evidence presumes that the pilot is the weak link in the UAV system.  The pilot is the strongest link in the system since they can make decisions based on unique situations that autonomous drones cannot.  The errors in flash judgment made by humans are outweighed by the ability to act ethically, and the military recognizes this. 

2. The alternative is worse: A soldier must face a victim, acknowledge that they have no value or importance, re-entrenching stereotypes, and then kill them.  Being presented with life, the imperial U.S. soldier decides whether an individual is valuable according to a western calculus.  

3. Psychological separation inevitable— Video Games Make the Enemy’s Life Irrelevant and the Soldier’s Life Renewable, Justifying and Rewarding Violence in War.  As Long as War Games Promote Violence, the War in the Middle East Cannot be Resolved.

Rune Ottosen, Department Of Languages And Mass Communication, Kathmandu University, 2008, Bodhi: An Interdisciplinary Journal, “Targeting the Audience: Video Games as War Propaganda in Entertainment and News,” http://nepjol.info/nepal/index.php/BOHDI/article/viewFile/2862/2532
Besides constantly producing stereotype images of ‘your’ side and the enemy, the conception of life and death in video games is worth a study in itself. Usually, death differs, depending on which side you are. It means one thing for your side but it’s a totally different matter for the others. If you destroy a space invader it’s gone for ever. If you are able to kill a dungeon in the game ‘Zelda 64’ it disappears into dust, but if you leave the room and return it has regenerated and must be fought all over again. If your own space ship is hit by the aliens, it’s bad news, of course. But luckily a brand new ship appears at your disposal at the bottom of the screen. In reality, life is something sacred, to be protected. But in video games, life is redefined as an expendable part of a larger campaign. Of course we can see a parallel to real wars here. For generals, even the lives of their own soldiers are expendable enough to take calculated risks and sometimes send soldiers into battle – with a potential fatal outcome. The video games offer a multitude of lives to each individual, depending on the circumstance in which it operates, and in most games you are have several lives before you finally are out of the game. ‘Life’ in a video game is not just a resource, it’s also a possible reward: Games such as ‘Defender’ or ‘Space Invaders’ offer ‘extra lives’ when a certain score is achieved (usually a multiple of ten or twenty thousand). It resembles an ethically inverted form of Buddhism. In the Eastern philosophy, if you commit wrongs, your growing karmic debt means you are constantly rein carted into a new existence in order to suffer anew. But whereas Buddhism’s final aim is to jump off the exhausting carousel of constant reincarnation and to be no more, life in a video game is always a good thing, and killing is the morally praiseworthy action required to resurrect it. The fact that simple survival edges the player closer, as the score increases, to an extra life argues that – as Nietzsche would have growled through his moustache after half an hour at the Robotron controls – what does not destroy you makes you stronger. (Poole, 2004, p. 55-56). Besides creating a confused and unrealistic image of ‘lives’, the video games present a concept of ‘health’ that is just as disturbing. In many games, ‘health’ is a full ‘account’ at the start of the game, and is gradually reduced after the receipt of punches and kicks. The player whose energy is reduced to zero first is the loser. In real life, any one of these kicks or punches could be fatal. It addition, the game creates the illusion that a kick to your foot is just as dangerous as one to your head, since it generates the same amount of reduction to your ‘health scale’. Most games featuring a ‘health bar’ also provide means for the player to restore health by allowing the subject in the game to pick up healing devices. Bullet wounds are healed and injuries forgotten by picking up mysterious ‘medikits’. Sometimes these items offer extra energy in addition to restoring health or granting an extra life (op.cit., p. 56-59). The Relationship between Computer Games Violence and Real Violence The debate about whether a connection between video games and social behaviour can be proved surfaces from time to time. Patricia Greenfield’s 1984 study, Media and the Mind of the Child, concluded that it could not. Later studies have suggested that video-game playing temporarily increases aggression (Griffiths, 1997) but despite evidence of such a connection I will argue that the ideology of the games should be evaluated. Even though there is no proof of a direct link between the content of video games and children’s behaviour, their content does somehow influence the way children look at themselves, at other people and at human relations in general. Questions were asked in the British Parliament on the 1993 release of ‘Mortal Kombat’. Worried voices have been raised about ‘Grand Theft Auto’ (1997) a game in which the player steals cars, runs people down, shoots cops and indulges in other unsocial behaviour. Even worse is ‘Silent Hill’, in which a girl disappears and is subjected to torture. In the U.S. there has been a questioning of possible connections between violent computer games and childhood violence. When, in the spring of 1999, two teenagers shot twelve students at Columbine School in Littleton, Colorado, the media made a point of the fact that the shooters were avid players of the video games ‘Doom’ and ‘Duke Nuke’. The year before, 14-year-old Michael Carneal had killed three students and injured five others at his school in West Paducah, Kentucky. The parents of the three murdered children filed a 130-million dollar law suit against 24 video-game and Internet companies. Carneal was apparently a heavy user of ‘Doom’ and the claim was that the game turned had him into an “effective killer without teaching him any of the constraints or responsibilities needed to inhibit such a killing capacity” (quoted from Poole, 2004, p. 208). The case was eventually dismissed, in May 2000, by a federal court jury, but the argument over video games continues. Evan Wright, the author of the book Generation Kill, spent two months living with 23 Marines from First Recon, the elite unit which spearheaded the invasion of Iraq. In his book Wright refers to a Marine soldier who talks about the game ‘Grand Theft Auto: Vice City’ at the same time that they are about to attack a unit of alleged insurgents: “I was just thinking one thing when we drove into that ambush: ‘Grand Theft Auto: Vice City’. I felt like I was living it when I see the flames coming out of windows, the blown-up car in the street, guys stealing out around shooting at us. It was fucking cool,” (quoted from Herbst, 2005). Wright explains how the violence in video games is related to experiences on the battlefield. He compares the war in Iraq with earlier wars, and concludes that the soldiers seem to be more trigger happy than previously. With reference to the book On Killing by Dave Grossman, Wright makes the point that in past generations only 15% to 20% of combat infantry were willing to fire weapons, whereas in Wright’s unit he saw no resistance to firing, and he believes that this change of attitude owes something to the experience of violence in entertainment (Matera, 2005). In another article, Wright tells how soldiers in the unit were quite open about killing civilians, one even saying that it was authorised by the priest in the unit – so long as they didn’t enjoy the killing. Quoting this soldier, Wright writes: “By the time the unit reached the outskirts of Baghdad, this sergeant was certain he had killed at least four men. When this commander praised the unit for “slaying dragons” on the way to Baghdad, the sergeant later told his men, “If we did half the shit back home down here, we’d be in prison,” (Wright, 2004b). Another aspect of the masculine culture in the unit was to reward Iraqi boys with pornography for information. This made one village elder so furious that he wanted to attack the unit with a rocket launcher; the old man was almost killed in a return of fire – so the clash of cultures had many aspects (ibid.). The violent masculine culture transferred from fiction in video games and pornography to the battlefield in Iraq is hardly a good basis for drumming up support for George Bush’s experiment in creating a ‘new’ Iraq.
4. Claiming that Drone Pilots are Separated from War Belittles Their Work: Ground Soldiers Provide a Connection to the Reality of War to them, While Calling on Piloted Fighter Planes to Strike Eliminates Virtual War.  When Drones Strike, Pilots Take 17 Steps to Launch Missiles, Creating Awareness of their Task—They Often Have a Difficult Time Managing the Realities of War Fare.

Christopher Drew, author of military contracting and Pentagon spending for The New York Times and professor at Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2009, New York Times, “Drones Are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html?_r=1
On a recent day, at 1:15 p.m. in Tucson — 1:15 the next morning in Afghanistan — a pilot and sensor operator were staring at gray-toned video from the Predator’s infrared camera, which can make even the darkest night scene surprisingly clear. The crew was scanning a road, looking for — but not finding — signs of anyone planting improvised explosive devices or lying in wait for a convoy. As the Predator circled at 16,000 feet, the dark band of a river and craggy hills came into view, along with ribbons of farmland. “We spend 70 to 80 percent of our time doing this, just scanning roads,” said the pilot, Matthew Morrison. At other times, the crews monitor insurgent compounds and watch over troops in battle. “When you’re on the radio with a guy on the ground, and he is out of breath and you can hear the weapons fire in the background, you are every bit as engaged as if you were actually there,” Major Morrison said. When Predators spot possible targets, officers monitoring video at command centers in Iraq and Afghanistan decide whether to order an attack. Col. Gregg A. Davies, commander of the group that flies Predators for the Arizona Guard, said fighter planes with bigger bombs are often sent in to make the strikes. In all, the Air Force says, Predators and Reapers shot missiles on 244 of the 10,949 missions in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2007 and 2008. Air Force officials said a few crew members have had a difficult time watching the strikes. And some pilots said it can be hard to transition from being a computer-screen warrior to dinner at home or their children’s soccer games. Another problem has been that few pilots wanted to give up flying fighter jets to operate drones. Given the shortages, the Air Force has temporarily blocked transfers out of the program. It also has begun training officers as drone pilots who have had little or no experience flying conventional planes. Colonel Mathewson, director of the Air Force’s task force on unmanned aerial systems, said that while upgrades have been made to control stations, the service plans to eventually shift to simpler and more intuitive ground systems that could allow one remote pilot to control several drones. Now, pilots say, it takes up to 17 steps — including entering data into pull-down windows — to fire a missile. And even though 13 of the 70 Predator crashes have occurred over the last 18 months, officials said the accident rate has fallen as flying hours have shot up. All told, 55 have been lost because of equipment failure, operator errors or weather. Four were shot down in Bosnia, Kosovo and Iraq; 11 were lost in combat situations, like running out of fuel while protecting troops under fire. Given the demand for video intelligence, the Air Force is equipping 50 manned turboprop planes with similar cameras. And it is developing new camera systems for Reapers that could vastly expand the intelligence each plane can collect. P. W. Singer, a defense analyst at the Brookings Institution, said the Predators have already had “an incredible effect,” though the remote control raised obvious questions about whether the military could become “more cavalier” about using force. Still, he said, “these systems today are very much Model T Fords. These things will only get more advanced.” 
RT Virtual War Frontline

1. Face to Face Murder Worse: A soldier must face a victim, acknowledge that they have no value or importance, re-entrenching stereotypes, and then kill them.  Being presented with life, the imperial U.S. soldier decides whether an individual is valuable according to a western calculus.  
2. Virtual war inevitable— Video Games Make the Enemy’s Life Irrelevant and the Soldier’s Life Renewable, Justifying and Rewarding Violence in War.  As Long as War Games Promote Violence, the War in the Middle East Cannot be Resolved.

Rune Ottosen, Department Of Languages And Mass Communication, Kathmandu University, 2008, Bodhi: An Interdisciplinary Journal, “Targeting the Audience: Video Games as War Propaganda in Entertainment and News,” http://nepjol.info/nepal/index.php/BOHDI/article/viewFile/2862/2532
Besides constantly producing stereotype images of ‘your’ side and the enemy, the conception of life and death in video games is worth a study in itself. Usually, death differs, depending on which side you are. It means one thing for your side but it’s a totally different matter for the others. If you destroy a space invader it’s gone for ever. If you are able to kill a dungeon in the game ‘Zelda 64’ it disappears into dust, but if you leave the room and return it has regenerated and must be fought all over again. If your own space ship is hit by the aliens, it’s bad news, of course. But luckily a brand new ship appears at your disposal at the bottom of the screen. In reality, life is something sacred, to be protected. But in video games, life is redefined as an expendable part of a larger campaign. Of course we can see a parallel to real wars here. For generals, even the lives of their own soldiers are expendable enough to take calculated risks and sometimes send soldiers into battle – with a potential fatal outcome. The video games offer a multitude of lives to each individual, depending on the circumstance in which it operates, and in most games you are have several lives before you finally are out of the game. ‘Life’ in a video game is not just a resource, it’s also a possible reward: Games such as ‘Defender’ or ‘Space Invaders’ offer ‘extra lives’ when a certain score is achieved (usually a multiple of ten or twenty thousand). It resembles an ethically inverted form of Buddhism. In the Eastern philosophy, if you commit wrongs, your growing karmic debt means you are constantly rein carted into a new existence in order to suffer anew. But whereas Buddhism’s final aim is to jump off the exhausting carousel of constant reincarnation and to be no more, life in a video game is always a good thing, and killing is the morally praiseworthy action required to resurrect it. The fact that simple survival edges the player closer, as the score increases, to an extra life argues that – as Nietzsche would have growled through his moustache after half an hour at the Robotron controls – what does not destroy you makes you stronger. (Poole, 2004, p. 55-56). Besides creating a confused and unrealistic image of ‘lives’, the video games present a concept of ‘health’ that is just as disturbing. In many games, ‘health’ is a full ‘account’ at the start of the game, and is gradually reduced after the receipt of punches and kicks. The player whose energy is reduced to zero first is the loser. In real life, any one of these kicks or punches could be fatal. It addition, the game creates the illusion that a kick to your foot is just as dangerous as one to your head, since it generates the same amount of reduction to your ‘health scale’. Most games featuring a ‘health bar’ also provide means for the player to restore health by allowing the subject in the game to pick up healing devices. Bullet wounds are healed and injuries forgotten by picking up mysterious ‘medikits’. Sometimes these items offer extra energy in addition to restoring health or granting an extra life (op.cit., p. 56-59). The Relationship between Computer Games Violence and Real Violence The debate about whether a connection between video games and social behaviour can be proved surfaces from time to time. Patricia Greenfield’s 1984 study, Media and the Mind of the Child, concluded that it could not. Later studies have suggested that video-game playing temporarily increases aggression (Griffiths, 1997) but despite evidence of such a connection I will argue that the ideology of the games should be evaluated. Even though there is no proof of a direct link between the content of video games and children’s behaviour, their content does somehow influence the way children look at themselves, at other people and at human relations in general. Questions were asked in the British Parliament on the 1993 release of ‘Mortal Kombat’. Worried voices have been raised about ‘Grand Theft Auto’ (1997) a game in which the player steals cars, runs people down, shoots cops and indulges in other unsocial behaviour. Even worse is ‘Silent Hill’, in which a girl disappears and is subjected to torture. In the U.S. there has been a questioning of possible connections between violent computer games and childhood violence. When, in the spring of 1999, two teenagers shot twelve students at Columbine School in Littleton, Colorado, the media made a point of the fact that the shooters were avid players of the video games ‘Doom’ and ‘Duke Nuke’. The year before, 14-year-old Michael Carneal had killed three students and injured five others at his school in West Paducah, Kentucky. The parents of the three murdered children filed a 130-million dollar law suit against 24 video-game and Internet companies. Carneal was apparently a heavy user of ‘Doom’ and the claim was that the game turned had him into an “effective killer without teaching him any of the constraints or responsibilities needed to inhibit such a killing capacity” (quoted from Poole, 2004, p. 208). The case was eventually dismissed, in May 2000, by a federal court jury, but the argument over video games continues. Evan Wright, the author of the book Generation Kill, spent two months living with 23 Marines from First Recon, the elite unit which spearheaded the invasion of Iraq. In his book Wright refers to a Marine soldier who talks about the game ‘Grand Theft Auto: Vice City’ at the same time that they are about to attack a unit of alleged insurgents: “I was just thinking one thing when we drove into that ambush: ‘Grand Theft Auto: Vice City’. I felt like I was living it when I see the flames coming out of windows, the blown-up car in the street, guys stealing out around shooting at us. It was fucking cool,” (quoted from Herbst, 2005). Wright explains how the violence in video games is related to experiences on the battlefield. He compares the war in Iraq with earlier wars, and concludes that the soldiers seem to be more trigger happy than previously. With reference to the book On Killing by Dave Grossman, Wright makes the point that in past generations only 15% to 20% of combat infantry were willing to fire weapons, whereas in Wright’s unit he saw no resistance to firing, and he believes that this change of attitude owes something to the experience of violence in entertainment (Matera, 2005). In another article, Wright tells how soldiers in the unit were quite open about killing civilians, one even saying that it was authorised by the priest in the unit – so long as they didn’t enjoy the killing. Quoting this soldier, Wright writes: “By the time the unit reached the outskirts of Baghdad, this sergeant was certain he had killed at least four men. When this commander praised the unit for “slaying dragons” on the way to Baghdad, the sergeant later told his men, “If we did half the shit back home down here, we’d be in prison,” (Wright, 2004b). Another aspect of the masculine culture in the unit was to reward Iraqi boys with pornography for information. This made one village elder so furious that he wanted to attack the unit with a rocket launcher; the old man was almost killed in a return of fire – so the clash of cultures had many aspects (ibid.). The violent masculine culture transferred from fiction in video games and pornography to the battlefield in Iraq is hardly a good basis for drumming up support for George Bush’s experiment in creating a ‘new’ Iraq.
3. Their Der Derian links to the criticism of virtual warfare: He justifies his arguments by American casualty counts in virtuous conflicts. The idea of body count separates individuals from bodies, making a death just a number that makes war quantifiable and sanitary.  That’s Wilcox from the fem K.  Counting American casualties characterizes the enemy as disposable, creating an us-them dichotomy that justifies war and murder.  That’s Ottosen.

4. No internal link: Their Der Derian evidence presumes that pilots are separated from warfare.  Real people are behind the drones, making decisions.  This human aspect means that drone use is not entirely mechanized, and therefore they do not link to virtual war.

5. Claiming that Drone Pilots are Separated from War Belittles Their Work: Ground Soldiers Provide a Connection to the Reality of War to them, While Calling on Piloted Fighter Planes to Strike Eliminates Virtual War.  When Drones Strike, Pilots Take 17 Steps to Launch Missiles, Creating Awareness of their Task—They Often Have a Difficult Time Managing the Realities of War Fare.

Christopher Drew, author of military contracting and Pentagon spending for The New York Times and professor at Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2009, New York Times, “Drones Are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html?_r=1
On a recent day, at 1:15 p.m. in Tucson — 1:15 the next morning in Afghanistan — a pilot and sensor operator were staring at gray-toned video from the Predator’s infrared camera, which can make even the darkest night scene surprisingly clear. The crew was scanning a road, looking for — but not finding — signs of anyone planting improvised explosive devices or lying in wait for a convoy. As the Predator circled at 16,000 feet, the dark band of a river and craggy hills came into view, along with ribbons of farmland. “We spend 70 to 80 percent of our time doing this, just scanning roads,” said the pilot, Matthew Morrison. At other times, the crews monitor insurgent compounds and watch over troops in battle. “When you’re on the radio with a guy on the ground, and he is out of breath and you can hear the weapons fire in the background, you are every bit as engaged as if you were actually there,” Major Morrison said. When Predators spot possible targets, officers monitoring video at command centers in Iraq and Afghanistan decide whether to order an attack. Col. Gregg A. Davies, commander of the group that flies Predators for the Arizona Guard, said fighter planes with bigger bombs are often sent in to make the strikes. In all, the Air Force says, Predators and Reapers shot missiles on 244 of the 10,949 missions in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2007 and 2008. Air Force officials said a few crew members have had a difficult time watching the strikes. And some pilots said it can be hard to transition from being a computer-screen warrior to dinner at home or their children’s soccer games. Another problem has been that few pilots wanted to give up flying fighter jets to operate drones. Given the shortages, the Air Force has temporarily blocked transfers out of the program. It also has begun training officers as drone pilots who have had little or no experience flying conventional planes. Colonel Mathewson, director of the Air Force’s task force on unmanned aerial systems, said that while upgrades have been made to control stations, the service plans to eventually shift to simpler and more intuitive ground systems that could allow one remote pilot to control several drones. Now, pilots say, it takes up to 17 steps — including entering data into pull-down windows — to fire a missile. And even though 13 of the 70 Predator crashes have occurred over the last 18 months, officials said the accident rate has fallen as flying hours have shot up. All told, 55 have been lost because of equipment failure, operator errors or weather. Four were shot down in Bosnia, Kosovo and Iraq; 11 were lost in combat situations, like running out of fuel while protecting troops under fire. Given the demand for video intelligence, the Air Force is equipping 50 manned turboprop planes with similar cameras. And it is developing new camera systems for Reapers that could vastly expand the intelligence each plane can collect. P. W. Singer, a defense analyst at the Brookings Institution, said the Predators have already had “an incredible effect,” though the remote control raised obvious questions about whether the military could become “more cavalier” about using force. Still, he said, “these systems today are very much Model T Fords. These things will only get more advanced.” 
6.  Their first piece of Gregory evidence attributes soldiers’ justification for murder on a visual separation.  This ignores that it is not the separation that justifies killing, but masculine cyborg subjectivities.  That’s Wilcox from the fem k.  Removing drones does not remove these masculine subjectivities that enable war, and so they can’t solve for future manifestations of virtual warfare.
7. Their second piece of Der Derian states that the motivation for war is based on the perception of the other and the self.  This perception is formed before and exists after virtual warfare by the political realm, media, and entertainment, and virtual war does not change it.
8. Their final Gregory card makes no claim to an ethical obligation, let alone an obligation to combat drones.  Instead, it attributes the reduction of the enemy’s space into photographs and simulations to news media and video games.  This reduction creates a naturalization of murder and means that the perception of sanitary warfare will linger as long as video games and news media portray it as such. 
Virtual War Extension

Video Games Prepare Soldiers for Wars, Justifies Barbaric Behavior in War, and Prevents the Media from Challenging These Atrocities.

Rune Ottosen, Department Of Languages And Mass Communication, Kathmandu University, 2008, Bodhi: An Interdisciplinary Journal, “Targeting the Audience: Video Games as War Propaganda in Entertainment and News,” http://nepjol.info/nepal/index.php/BOHDI/article/viewFile/2862/2532
Even though it’s difficult to estimate the impact of these real war video games on the behaviour pattern of the users, the content should nevertheless be analysed in terms of war propaganda. The digital technology emerging from the research laboratories in the military-industrial complex serves as a simulator, preparing soldiers for real wars, whereas the same technology – and in many cases the same games – are also converted into commercial video games. The long-term impact of millions of users playing within the narrative of war propaganda is unclear. Some disturbing evidence from the battlefield in Iraq suggests that the violent male culture of the video games inspires soldiers to inhuman and violent behaviour on the battlefield. The economic, technological and cultural links between the entertainment industry and the defence industry makes it impossible for the major news channels to serve as a critical watch dog in issues of war and peace. Not only are the major news organisations reluctant to criticise the Pentagon and the White House in war preparation, but in some cases they use the same digital technology as the game industry in their news reporting, in a manner that blurs the difference between fact and fiction in military affairs. The hope is that peace researchers inspired by the analytical tools offered in the concept of peace journalism, and game designers inspired by ludology, can create a counter force and promote popular games based on peacebuilding and non-violence. 
KL Relations Frontline 
1. Surveillance and Combat Drones Reduce Terrorism and Protect Civilian Lives

Christopher Drew, author of military contracting and Pentagon spending for The New York Times and professor at Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2009, New York Times, “Drones Are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html?_r=1
Field commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan, where the Air Force is in charge of the Predators, say their ability to linger over an area for hours, streaming instant video warnings of insurgent activity, has been crucial to reducing threats from roadside bombs and identifying terrorist compounds. The C.I.A. is in charge of drone flights in Pakistan, where more than three dozen missiles strikes have been launched against Al Qaeda and Taliban leaders in recent months. Considered a novelty a few years ago, the Air Force’s fleet has grown to 195 Predators and 28 Reapers, a new and more heavily armed cousin of the Predator. Both models are made by General Atomics, a contractor based in San Diego. Including drones that the Army has used to counter roadside bombs and tiny hand-launched models that can help soldiers to peer past the next hill or building, the total number of military drones has soared to 5,500, from 167 in 2001. The urgent need for more drones has meant bypassing usual procedures. Some of the 70 Predator crashes, for example, stemmed from decisions to deploy the planes before they had completed testing and to hold off replacing control stations to avoid interrupting the supply of intelligence. “The context was to do just the absolute minimum needed to sustain the fight now, and accept the risks, while making fixes as you go along,” Colonel Mathewson said. It is easier, of course, for the military to take more risks with unmanned planes. Complaints about civilian casualties, particularly from strikes in Pakistan, have stirred some concerns among human rights advocates. Military officials say the ability of drones to observe targets for lengthy periods makes strikes more accurate. They also said they do not fire if they think civilians are nearby. The Predators were still undergoing basic testing when they were rushed into use in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 1990s and then hastily armed with missiles after the September 2001 terrorist attacks. But it was only after the military turned to new counterinsurgency techniques in early 2007, that demand for drones became almost insatiable. Since then, Air Force Lt. Gen. Gary North, the air-component commander for the combined forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, said the service has gone to “amazing lengths” to increase their use. The Predators and Reapers are now flying 34 surveillance patrols each day in Iraq and Afghanistan, up from 12 in 2006. They are also transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month, some of it directly to troops on the ground. The strains of these growing demands were evident on a recent visit to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in Tucson, Ariz., one of four bases where Air National Guard units have been ordered to full-time duty to help alleviate crew shortages.

2. Double Bind—Either they aren’t topical or they don’t solve their aff.

A. Banning drones internationally means you are not topical—removing drones from Afghanistan isn’t a substantial decrease in comparison to the thousands of drones located elsewhere.

B. In a topical version of the plan, removing drones from Afghanistan ignores drones in other places of the world: Pakistan, Iraq, Somalia, and South America.  Pakistan is an ally of the U.S. and the existence of drones aggravates U.S.-Pakistan relations since drones violate territorial sovereignty and undermine their ability to fight terrorism.  That’s their Shah evidence.  U.S. relations cannot be resolved until all drones are removed from Pakistan.

3. Their Lodhi evidence concludes negative.  It reads, “there is a need for a Pakistan policy that is not just a function Washington’s Afghanistan policy. Formulating policy through the prism of Afghanistan ignores the reality that Pakistan is a much bigger and strategically more important country.” The plan ignores this reality and angers relations further, causing Indo-Pak war and turning case.
4. Surveillance Drones are Key to International Cooperation and the Apprehension of Terrorists in Inaccessible Regions, Which is Essential to Regional and Global Stability.
David Rittgers, Legal Policy Analyst  for Cato Institute, 2/24/10, The Wall Street Journal, “Both s Left and Right Are Wrong About Drones,” http://www.collegejournal.com/article/SB10001424052748704240004575085511472753150.html?mod=WSJ_article_related
The Obama administration has significantly expanded the use of unmanned aerial drones to kill al Qaeda and Taliban operatives. This decision has been criticized from both the left and the right, but it fits neatly into a broader strategy of countering terrorists world-wide. Advances in unmanned aerial vehicle technology allow the United States to reach around the globe and target terrorists in areas where our troops cannot go for tactical or diplomatic reasons. Drone attacks have increased significantly in Afghanistan and Pakistan in the past six months while civilian casualties have decreased. Liberal critics should refrain from erroneously labeling drone strikes as "nonjudicial killings." Even the most controversial drone strikes—those that kill American citizens who have joined al Qaeda affiliates overseas—are permissible under the laws of war. Neither Congress nor the courts should micromanage tactical decisions such as whether the president can order soldiers to seize a particular hill or employ a certain weapon. Referring to drone strikes as "nonjudicial" implies that the courts should be given the ability to rule out specific drone attacks. Vetting these targets for accuracy of intelligence and minimization of collateral damage is essential, and the record continues to improve on that front. Criticism from conservatives is largely based on the logic that a live and talking terrorist is worth more than a dead one. While this is true as a general matter, several factors make drone attacks a good alternative to capture. First, not all terrorists targeted in drone attacks can be feasibly taken alive. This is especially true of those who reside in the many areas dominated by local insurgent groups and therefore out of reach of national governments. For example, putting troops on the ground in the Pakistani tribal areas, where numerous drone attacks have been carried out, is both tactically and diplomatically problematic. Last May, CIA Director Leon Panetta called drones the "only game in town" when it comes to certain parts of Pakistan, and this will remain the case for the long term. Second, many terrorist leaders are captured and interrogated, but by their own governments rather than U.S. forces. Cooperation with the governments who capture these terrorists serves numerous purposes, and this should not be viewed as a loss. The recent interrogation of high-level Taliban official Mullah Baradar by Pakistani agents is an example how U.S. personnel need not be—indeed, are often unable to be—involved in 
every phase of these operations.
5. Instability is inevitable—the conflict in the Middle East is rooted in a religious conflict that is 700 years in the making.  It was unstable before U.S. intervention and the invention of drones, and it will be unstable even if we withdraw drones.  The tensions and alliances are too deeply rooted to be solved by any U.S. policy action.
6. Double Bind the second—Either they aren’t topical or they don’t solve their aff.

A. Their Kerr and Nikitin evidence states that terrorists are dangerous when they acquire our weapons and vehicles.  The plan stops the use of UAVs in Afghanistan but doesn’t remove them altogether, leaving them vulnerable to terrorist threat.
B. If they do remove drones, this is effects topical and is abusive because the negative cannot predict the possible repercussions of a given plan, especially when there is such a large, varied literature base.  The affirmative unlimits the topic.

RT Instability Frontline 

1. Instability is inevitable—the conflict in the Middle East is rooted in a religious conflict that is 700 years in the making.  The Taliban has taken over before, and it will take over again.  It was unstable before U.S. intervention and the invention of drones, and it will be unstable even if we withdraw drones.  The tensions and alliances are too deeply rooted to be solved by any U.S. policy action.

2. The Courts Cannot Rule on Drones: They are Legal by the Laws of War, Making Them the Jurisdiction of the President and not Courts.
David Rittgers, Legal Policy Analyst  for Cato Institute, 2/24/10, The Wall Street Journal, “Both s Left and Right Are Wrong About Drones,” http://www.collegejournal.com/article/SB10001424052748704240004575085511472753150.html?mod=WSJ_article_related
The Obama administration has significantly expanded the use of unmanned aerial drones to kill al Qaeda and Taliban operatives. This decision has been criticized from both the left and the right, but it fits neatly into a broader strategy of countering terrorists world-wide. Advances in unmanned aerial vehicle technology allow the United States to reach around the globe and target terrorists in areas where our troops cannot go for tactical or diplomatic reasons. Drone attacks have increased significantly in Afghanistan and Pakistan in the past six months while civilian casualties have decreased. Liberal critics should refrain from erroneously labeling drone strikes as "nonjudicial killings." Even the most controversial drone strikes—those that kill American citizens who have joined al Qaeda affiliates overseas—are permissible under the laws of war. Neither Congress nor the courts should micromanage tactical decisions such as whether the president can order soldiers to seize a particular hill or employ a certain weapon. Referring to drone strikes as "nonjudicial" implies that the courts should be given the ability to rule out specific drone attacks. Vetting these targets for accuracy of intelligence and minimization of collateral damage is essential, and the record continues to improve on that front. Criticism from conservatives is largely based on the logic that a live and talking terrorist is worth more than a dead one. While this is true as a general matter, several factors make drone attacks a good alternative to capture. First, not all terrorists targeted in drone attacks can be feasibly taken alive. This is especially true of those who reside in the many areas dominated by local insurgent groups and therefore out of reach of national governments. For example, putting troops on the ground in the Pakistani tribal areas, where numerous drone attacks have been carried out, is both tactically and diplomatically problematic. Last May, CIA Director Leon Panetta called drones the "only game in town" when it comes to certain parts of Pakistan, and this will remain the case for the long term. Second, many terrorist leaders are captured and interrogated, but by their own governments rather than U.S. forces. Cooperation with the governments who capture these terrorists serves numerous purposes, and this should not be viewed as a loss. The recent interrogation of high-level Taliban official Mullah Baradar by Pakistani agents is an example how U.S. personnel need not be—indeed, are often unable to be—involved in every phase of these operations.

3. Double Bind—Either they aren’t topical or they don’t solve their aff.

A. Banning drones internationally means you are not topical—removing drones from Afghanistan isn’t a substantial decrease in comparison to the thousands of drones located elsewhere.

B. In a topical version of the plan, removing drones from Afghanistan ignores drones in other places of the world: Pakistan, Iraq, Somalia, and South America.  Pakistan is an ally of the U.S. and the existence of drones aggravates U.S.-Pakistan relations since drones violate territorial sovereignty and undermine their ability to fight terrorism.  That’s their Shah evidence.  U.S. relations cannot be resolved until all drones are removed from Pakistan.

4. Surveillance and Combat Drones Reduce Terrorism and Protect Civilian Lives

Christopher Drew, author of military contracting and Pentagon spending for The New York Times and professor at Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism, 2009, New York Times, “Drones Are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html?_r=1
Field commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan, where the Air Force is in charge of the Predators, say their ability to linger over an area for hours, streaming instant video warnings of insurgent activity, has been crucial to reducing threats from roadside bombs and identifying terrorist compounds. The C.I.A. is in charge of drone flights in Pakistan, where more than three dozen missiles strikes have been launched against Al Qaeda and Taliban leaders in recent months. Considered a novelty a few years ago, the Air Force’s fleet has grown to 195 Predators and 28 Reapers, a new and more heavily armed cousin of the Predator. Both models are made by General Atomics, a contractor based in San Diego. Including drones that the Army has used to counter roadside bombs and tiny hand-launched models that can help soldiers to peer past the next hill or building, the total number of military drones has soared to 5,500, from 167 in 2001. The urgent need for more drones has meant bypassing usual procedures. Some of the 70 Predator crashes, for example, stemmed from decisions to deploy the planes before they had completed testing and to hold off replacing control stations to avoid interrupting the supply of intelligence. “The context was to do just the absolute minimum needed to sustain the fight now, and accept the risks, while making fixes as you go along,” Colonel Mathewson said. It is easier, of course, for the military to take more risks with unmanned planes. Complaints about civilian casualties, particularly from strikes in Pakistan, have stirred some concerns among human rights advocates. Military officials say the ability of drones to observe targets for lengthy periods makes strikes more accurate. They also said they do not fire if they think civilians are nearby. The Predators were still undergoing basic testing when they were rushed into use in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 1990s and then hastily armed with missiles after the September 2001 terrorist attacks. But it was only after the military turned to new counterinsurgency techniques in early 2007, that demand for drones became almost insatiable. Since then, Air Force Lt. Gen. Gary North, the air-component commander for the combined forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, said the service has gone to “amazing lengths” to increase their use. The Predators and Reapers are now flying 34 surveillance patrols each day in Iraq and Afghanistan, up from 12 in 2006. They are also transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month, some of it directly to troops on the ground. The strains of these growing demands were evident on a recent visit to Davis-Monthan Air Force Base in Tucson, Ariz., one of four bases where Air National Guard units have been ordered to full-time duty to help alleviate crew shortages.

5. Their Dressler evidence criticizes counter terrorism, not drones. This means that the impact is inevitable both post plan and in the status quo

6.  PAGE \# "'Page: '#'
'" 
Their Holder evidence states that the U.S. must maintain its commitment to Afghanistan beyond military presence.  The plan moves to remove presence while not maintaining its commitment to the safety of Afghanistan.  Removal guarantees the loss of trust of Afghanis and all the resulting impacts—the status quo makes a symbolic commitment that makes these impacts less likely.  
KL International Law Frontline

1. Their Shah evidence states that the use of drones in Pakistan violates international law—drones in Afghanistan are there under the Status of Forces Agreement, demonstrating mutual consent of their presence.

2. Status quo solves - CIL is being integrated into the US legal system now - especially the human rights laws in the aff’s impact scenarios

Martin S. Flaherty, Prof. Program in Law and Public Affairs @ Princeton, 04 [67 Law & Contemp. Prob. 169, “Case Studies In Conservative And Progressive Legal Orders: The Future And Past Of U.S. Foreign Relations Law,” ln http://www.law.duke.edu/shell/cite.pl?67+Law+&+Contemp.+Probs.+169+%28autumn+2004%29)

As Anne-Marie Slaughter has pointed out, "judicial globalization" marches on in almost the same inexorable fashion as its economic cousin.17 This observation holds true in particular regarding judges of one nation making reference to the analogous laws of another, as well as judges of any nation citing relevant international law. So powerful has the tide become that it has recently swept up several justices -- and even an occasional majority -- of the Supreme Court of the United States.  This past term provides the latest cases in point. With regard to international law, easily one of the most important decisions handed down was Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain.18 Despite an excess of cautionary rhetoric, the Court in essence upheld modern litigation under the Alien Tort Statute (ATS), through which aliens have brought tort suits in federal court for human rights violations under customary international law.19 In so doing, the Sosa majority guaranteed that the federal judiciary's duty to engage with international legal standards in ATS suits would continue.  Less noted, but perhaps even more significant, was the Court's rejection of Justice Scalia's contention that Erie v. Tompkins in effect deprived the Federal courts of the power to recognize international norms absent further congressional action. To the contrary, Justice Souter's majority opinion indicates that the Court stands by its traditional understanding, as conventionally understood in such cases as The Pacqute Habana,21 that customary international law was part of the domestic law of the United States. While this confirmation came in the specific context of considering whether federal judges could identify evolving international norms under the ATS, its import is to confirm that international custom was part of judicially enforceable federal law even in the absence of a statute.22  Justice Souter, joined by Justice Ginsburg, likewise displayed an internationalist bent in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, in which an American citizen seized in Afghanistan and held incommunicado in the United States as an "enemy combatant" sought habeas relief from the federal courts.23 Here Justice Souter came closer to the core of judicial globalization in looking to international law to resolve a domestic legal issue. Specifically, the Justice considered the government's contention that the Congressional resolution authorizing military action against al-Qaida and the Taliban authorizes the President, as Commander-in-Chief, to detain enemy belligerents according to the international laws of war. Accordingly, the argument continued, the Resolution author-[*pg 174] ized detention consistent with 18 U.S.C. § 4001(a), which prohibits detention of citizens except pursuant to an act of Congress. Souter (and Ginsburg) rejected this argument on the grounds that the laws of war as codified in the Third Geneva Convention appeared to require that Hamdi be treated as a prisoner of war, or at least receive a hearing to determine that he is an unlawful combatant. The opinion, in short, concluded that Congress could not have authorized Hamdi's detention as consistent with the laws of war on the assumption that the government was violating exactly those laws.24  If anything, the previous term was even more significant. In the widely anticipated University of Michigan affirmative action cases, a 5-4 majority in Grutter v. Bollinger held that "the Equal Protection Clause does not prohibit the [University of Michigan] Law School's narrowly tailored use of race in admissions decisions to further a compelling interest in obtaining the educational benefits that flow from a diverse student body,"25 even while the court struck down the more "mechanical" race-conscious scheme in undergraduate admissions in Gratz v. Bollinger.26 Likewise anticipated, but far more surprising, another one-vote majority in Lawrence v. Texas27 overruled Bowers v. Hardwick28 to hold that a state statute criminalizing homosexual sodomy was inconsistent with substantive due process.  For all the obvious domestic importance of these rulings, their embrace of international law may prove to be more compelling in the long run. In Grutter, for example, Justice Ginsburg, joined by Justice Breyer, filed a concurring opinion that commences with citations to the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD)29 and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW).30 The concurrence brings in these standards to argue that although the majority opinion that affirmative action programs must have an end point "accords with the international understanding," the United States has not yet gotten there.31  Even more striking was Justice Kennedy's majority opinion in Lawrence, which stressed that Western standards regarding the regulation of homosexual conduct had for all intents and purposes made Bowers an anomaly in most of the industrialized world.32 For this proposition, Lawrence relied on a string of decisions issued by the 
[CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]

[CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]
European Court of Human Rights, as well as a brief submitted by former Irish President and UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Mary Robinson, who had liti-[*pg 175] gated several of these cases while still a law school professor.33 These references, moreover, follow on the previous term's Atkins v. Virginia, in which the Court likewise referenced international standards in holding that the execution of the mentally retarded violated the Eighth Amendment.34  What makes these references striking is not their content but that they were included at all, especially in such high profile, ostensibly domestic cases. With certain exceptions -- such as Justice Breyer35 and Justice Stevens36 -- the Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States are notorious for their aversion to referring to legal developments abroad unless absolutely necessary. This aversion has long stood in ironic contrast to courts around the world that regularly examine both international and comparative law, including the jurisprudence of the U.S. Supreme Court.37 When the Court has turned to foreign materials in major cases, it has usually been in areas of law where U.S. sources had yet to exist, as in Justice Blackmun's account of the Persian Empire in Roe v. Wade38 or Chief Justice Burger's musings on the "Judeo-Christian" heritage in Bowers itself.39 By contrast, the decisions of the past term stand out precisely because they go out of their way to consider contemporary international standards -- in particular, international human rights law -- in dealing with fundamental domestic issues. 

3. Their don’t solve for everything—their Koh card states that the United States cannot expect its treaty partners to address global problems while ignoring our treaty obligations.  There is no guarantee that fulfilling treaty obligations will (a) incentivize treaty partners to solve these problems, and (b) even if they address these problems, there is no guarantee of solvency—AIDS, SARS, and other problems they claim to solve are systemic and irresolvable.  

4. Using transnational law destroys the constitution and kills democracy and freedom

Jeaneene Nooney, 7/8/10 columnist for Morningstar Publishing Co., (Morningstarhttp://www.morningstarpublishing.com/articles/2010/07/08/leader_and_kalkaskian/opinion/doc4c35fd3d60037449480764.txt)

Last week we spoke of freedom; how quickly we are losing it, how costly it is to achieve, and how devotedly it must be maintained. We cannot rest on our Founding Fathers’ laurels — or blood. We must be like sheep dogs after wolves when it comes to sustaining liberty. At the heart of this freedom lies the Constitution of the United States. Personally, I hate conflict. I hate phoning my representatives to voice my views; though it is much easier than I had once thought. But if we are to keep this Republic together, it’s vital that we not allow the wolves to sneak in and swiftly carry off our stock. And by that I mean our future. I promised to explain about a “living constitution” and transnationalism in last week’s column. Much of what is said by proponents of these ideologies is fraught with legalese. I run the risk of oversimplification here, but the attempt to warn is intentional, and my hope is to illumine rather than muddle the reader’s understanding of a very complex issue. Hang in there. I will do my best. In speaking of a “21st century constitution” or “living constitution” during a speech in Washington last February, Michigan Supreme Court Justice Stephan Markman said “Proponents aim to transform our nation’s supreme law beyond recognition — and with a minimum of public attention and debate. Indeed, if there is an overarching theme to what they wish to achieve, it is the diminishment of the democratic and representative processes of American government. “It is the replacement of a system of republican government,” Markman continues, “in which the constitution is largely focused upon the architecture of government in order to minimize the likelihood of abuse of power; with a system of judicial government, in which substantive policy outcomes are increasingly determined by federal judges. Rather than merely defining broad rules of the game for the legislative and executive branches of government, the new constitution would compel specific outcomes.” In other words, an unelected, appointed group of nine would determine law, rather than interpret it from the Constitution. This is in direct opposition to what the Framers of the Constitution set forth as a natural check to laws being enacted by any elite, rather than by the people. Elena Kagan, who might appear as a neutral moderate — though a careful study will reveal her bias — is a proponent of transnationalism. Other proponents are top State Department legal advisor Harold Koh, Justices Marshall and Mikva and Israeli Judge Aharon Barak — all activists, all of whom Kagan has said that she admires. Kagan went so far as to call radical Barak “a hero.” Essentially, transnationalism means that American law can be subject to international law. Transnational law regulates actions or events that go beyond national frontiers. I am not speaking of business dealings here, but something much greater in scope and consequence. 
RT International Law Frontline

1.Status quo solves - CIL is being integrated into the US legal system now - especially the human rights laws in the aff’s impact scenarios

Martin S. Flaherty, Prof. Program in Law and Public Affairs @ Princeton, 04 [67 Law & Contemp. Prob. 169, “Case Studies In Conservative And Progressive Legal Orders: The Future And Past Of U.S. Foreign Relations Law,” ln http://www.law.duke.edu/shell/cite.pl?67+Law+&+Contemp.+Probs.+169+%28autumn+2004%29)

As Anne-Marie Slaughter has pointed out, "judicial globalization" marches on in almost the same inexorable fashion as its economic cousin.17 This observation holds true in particular regarding judges of one nation making reference to the analogous laws of another, as well as judges of any nation citing relevant international law. So powerful has the tide become that it has recently swept up several justices -- and even an occasional majority -- of the Supreme Court of the United States.  This past term provides the latest cases in point. With regard to international law, easily one of the most important decisions handed down was Sosa v. Alvarez-Machain.18 Despite an excess of cautionary rhetoric, the Court in essence upheld modern litigation under the Alien Tort Statute (ATS), through which aliens have brought tort suits in federal court for human rights violations under customary international law.19 In so doing, the Sosa majority guaranteed that the federal judiciary's duty to engage with international legal standards in ATS suits would continue.  Less noted, but perhaps even more significant, was the Court's rejection of Justice Scalia's contention that Erie v. Tompkins in effect deprived the Federal courts of the power to recognize international norms absent further congressional action. To the contrary, Justice Souter's majority opinion indicates that the Court stands by its traditional understanding, as conventionally understood in such cases as The Pacqute Habana,21 that customary international law was part of the domestic law of the United States. While this confirmation came in the specific context of considering whether federal judges could identify evolving international norms under the ATS, its import is to confirm that international custom was part of judicially enforceable federal law even in the absence of a statute.22  Justice Souter, joined by Justice Ginsburg, likewise displayed an internationalist bent in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, in which an American citizen seized in Afghanistan and held incommunicado in the United States as an "enemy combatant" sought habeas relief from the federal courts.23 Here Justice Souter came closer to the core of judicial globalization in looking to international law to resolve a domestic legal issue. Specifically, the Justice considered the government's contention that the Congressional resolution authorizing military action against al-Qaida and the Taliban authorizes the President, as Commander-in-Chief, to detain enemy belligerents according to the international laws of war. Accordingly, the argument continued, the Resolution author-[*pg 174] ized detention consistent with 18 U.S.C. § 4001(a), which prohibits detention of citizens except pursuant to an act of Congress. Souter (and Ginsburg) rejected this argument on the grounds that the laws of war as codified in the Third Geneva Convention appeared to require that Hamdi be treated as a prisoner of war, or at least receive a hearing to determine that he is an unlawful combatant. The opinion, in short, concluded that Congress could not have authorized Hamdi's detention as consistent with the laws of war on the assumption that the government was violating exactly those laws.24  If anything, the previous term was even more significant. In the widely anticipated University of Michigan affirmative action cases, a 5-4 majority in Grutter v. Bollinger held that "the Equal Protection Clause does not prohibit the [University of Michigan] Law School's narrowly tailored use of race in admissions decisions to further a compelling interest in obtaining the educational benefits that flow from a diverse student body,"25 even while the court struck down the more "mechanical" race-conscious scheme in undergraduate admissions in Gratz v. Bollinger.26 Likewise anticipated, but far more surprising, another one-vote majority in Lawrence v. Texas27 overruled Bowers v. Hardwick28 to hold that a state statute criminalizing homosexual sodomy was inconsistent with substantive due process.  For all the obvious domestic importance of these rulings, their embrace of international law may prove to be more compelling in the long run. In Grutter, for example, Justice Ginsburg, joined by Justice Breyer, filed a concurring opinion that commences with citations to the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination (CERD)29 and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW).30 The concurrence brings in these standards to argue that although the majority opinion that affirmative action programs must have an end point "accords with the international understanding," the United States has not yet gotten there.31  Even more striking was Justice Kennedy's majority opinion in Lawrence, which stressed that Western standards regarding the regulation of homosexual conduct had for all intents and purposes made Bowers an anomaly in most of the industrialized world.32 For this proposition, Lawrence relied on a string of decisions issued by the 
European Court of Human Rights, as well as a brief submitted by former Irish President and UN High Commissioner for Human Rights Mary Robinson, who had liti-[*pg 175] gated several of these cases while still a law school professor.33 These references, moreover, follow on the previous term's Atkins v. Virginia, in which the Court likewise referenced international standards in holding that the execution of the mentally retarded violated the Eighth Amendment.34  What makes these references striking is not their content but that they were included at all, especially in such high profile, ostensibly domestic cases. With certain exceptions -- such as Justice Breyer35 and Justice Stevens36 -- the Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States are notorious for their aversion to referring to legal developments abroad unless absolutely necessary. This aversion has long stood in ironic contrast to courts around the world that regularly examine both international and comparative law, including the jurisprudence of the U.S. Supreme Court.37 When the Court has turned to foreign materials in major cases, it has usually been in areas of law where U.S. sources had yet to exist, as in Justice Blackmun's account of the Persian Empire in Roe v. Wade38 or Chief Justice Burger's musings on the "Judeo-Christian" heritage in Bowers itself.39 By contrast, the decisions of the past term stand out precisely because they go out of their way to consider contemporary international standards -- in particular, international human rights law -- in dealing with fundamental domestic issues. 

2. Their Cassese evidence states that international law requires cooperation—but not that U.S. compliance is key. International Law has functioned throughout the duration of the U.S. involvement in the Middle East, proving that the U.S. is unessential.  

3. The United States lack of involvement in international law will increase environmental measures.  The U.S. has empirically rejected international environmental initiatives at Kyoto and Copenhagen in preference of capitalist profit ideologies.

4. Using transnational law destroys the constitution and kills democracy and freedom

Jeaneene Nooney, 7/8/10 columnist for Morningstar Publishing Co., (Morningstarhttp://www.morningstarpublishing.com/articles/2010/07/08/leader_and_kalkaskian/opinion/doc4c35fd3d60037449480764.txt)

Last week we spoke of freedom; how quickly we are losing it, how costly it is to achieve, and how devotedly it must be maintained. We cannot rest on our Founding Fathers’ laurels — or blood. We must be like sheep dogs after wolves when it comes to sustaining liberty. At the heart of this freedom lies the Constitution of the United States. Personally, I hate conflict. I hate phoning my representatives to voice my views; though it is much easier than I had once thought. But if we are to keep this Republic together, it’s vital that we not allow the wolves to sneak in and swiftly carry off our stock. And by that I mean our future. I promised to explain about a “living constitution” and transnationalism in last week’s column. Much of what is said by proponents of these ideologies is fraught with legalese. I run the risk of oversimplification here, but the attempt to warn is intentional, and my hope is to illumine rather than muddle the reader’s understanding of a very complex issue. Hang in there. I will do my best. In speaking of a “21st century constitution” or “living constitution” during a speech in Washington last February, Michigan Supreme Court Justice Stephan Markman said “Proponents aim to transform our nation’s supreme law beyond recognition — and with a minimum of public attention and debate. Indeed, if there is an overarching theme to what they wish to achieve, it is the diminishment of the democratic and representative processes of American government. “It is the replacement of a system of republican government,” Markman continues, “in which the constitution is largely focused upon the architecture of government in order to minimize the likelihood of abuse of power; with a system of judicial government, in which substantive policy outcomes are increasingly determined by federal judges. Rather than merely defining broad rules of the game for the legislative and executive branches of government, the new constitution would compel specific outcomes.” In other words, an unelected, appointed group of nine would determine law, rather than interpret it from the Constitution. This is in direct opposition to what the Framers of the Constitution set forth as a natural check to laws being enacted by any elite, rather than by the people. Elena Kagan, who might appear as a neutral moderate — though a careful study will reveal her bias — is a proponent of transnationalism. Other proponents are top State Department legal advisor Harold Koh, Justices Marshall and Mikva and Israeli Judge Aharon Barak — all activists, all of whom Kagan has said that she admires. Kagan went so far as to call radical Barak “a hero.” Essentially, transnationalism means that American law can be subject to international law. Transnational law regulates actions or events that go beyond national frontiers. I am not speaking of business dealings here, but something much greater in scope and consequence. 
Link: Redeployment DA
Drones Will Be Redeployed After Removal from Afghanistan
John Reed, Author for Defense News, 4/30/2010, Defense News, “Afghan Surge Strips UAVs from U.S. Forces Elsewhere,” http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4606496
The U.S. military has sent so many of its 6,500 UAVs to the Middle East that other operating theaters are going without, said U.S. Marine Corps Brig. Gen. Glenn Walters, deputy director for resources and acquisition for the Pentagon's Joint Staff.  Walters said that U.S. Pacific Command, Southern Command and Africa Command have requested more UAVs, but are being forced to wait until demand is met in the Central Command.  Drones are used from Yemen to Pakistan, but most of the demand is related to the surge of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, he said April 28 at an Institute for Defense and Government Advancement conference in northern Virginia.  It will likely be a year before U.S. planners have a better handle on how many UAVs will be needed there and how many can be spared for use outside of the Middle East, he said.  Eventually, those other regional commands will have to learn the ins and outs of employing UAVs, perhaps bringing in units that have practical experience with them, Walters said. He said Southern Command, which operates in Latin America, has a serious need for the aircraft but has very limited practical experience with them, while the situation is slightly better in Pacific Command.  Walters said the military, whose UAV fleet has grown from about 200 in 2001, needs to figure out what to do with them as the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan wind down.  By 2012, he said, "We'll have 8,000 UAVs that will have to fit into" the DoD's global maintenance and basing structure.  In the United States, he said, the Army and Federal Aviation Administration are trying to figure out how to allow the pilotless aircraft to operate in civil airspace. Many of the UAVs will be based far away from the slivers of airspace where they are currently allowed to fly.  Walters said the two groups agree that UAVs need reliable onboard systems to sense and avoid nearby aircraft and to automatically return home if they lose connection to ground control stations. 

Link: Drone Strikes Unpopular

Drone Strikes Unpopular Amongst Pakistanis

Matthew Yglesias, Fellow at the Center for American Progress Action Fund, 7/30/2010, The Progressive Realist, “Pakistani Opinion on Drones,” http://progressiverealist.org/blogpost/pakistani-opinion-drones
Spencer Ackerman summarizes the findings of a new Pew survey (PDF) on Pakistani views and pulls out the surprising-seeming news that most Pakistanis say they don’t know anything about the drone strikes program:      Top of the list: “Just over one-in-three Pakistanis (35%) have heard about the drone strikes.” Apparently, Pakistanis barely know this program even exists. Forty-three percent say they’ve heard “nothing at all” about the drones. You can hear the champagne corks popping at Langley.      But it’s not exactly time for bottle service. Amongst those Pakistanis who have heard of the drones, opinion skews predictably negative. Ninety-three percent say they’re a bad or “very bad” thing. Ninety percent say they kill too many innocent people. While some researchers claim that if you limit your pool of respondents to the tribal areas, support for the drones actually goes up, 32 percent of overall respondents think they’re a necessary measure. (Although perhaps that’s a robust total of people saying a foreign government should shoot missiles at their fellow countrymen.) And almost half of Pakistanis believe the fiction that the drone strikes occur without Pakistani government approval.  This strikes me as much more terrible news than most Americans realize. There are 170 million in Pakistan. 35 percent of that is 60 million people who tell pollsters they’re aware of this initiative. So we’re talking in the end about a population of 55 million Pakistanis who know what’s happening and think what we’re doing is “bad” or “very bad.” My understanding is that what we’re doing in Pakistan—the drones, the aid, the whole deal—is largely supposed to be about bolstering the stability of a US-aligned Pakistani regime. It’s difficult for me to see how this course of action is making such a regime more sustainable over the long term. 

Link: International Law Unpopular (Right)

The right strongly opposes the use of international law by American courts
David Kubiak, Project Censored award-winning journalist, 4/3/05 [ZMag, Introducing The Constitution Restoration Act, http://www.zmag.org/content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=104&ItemID=7569]

In other words, the bill ensures that God's divine word (and our infallible leaders' interpretation thereof) will hereafter trump all our pathetic democratic notions about freedom, law and rights -- and our courts can't say a thing. This, of course, will take "In God We Trust" to an entirely new level, because soon He (and His personally anointed political elite) will be all the legal recourse we have left.  This is not a joke, a test, or a fit of libertarian paranoia. The CRA already has 28 sponsors in the House and Senate, and a March 20 call to lead sponsor Sen. Richard Shelby's office assures us that "we have the votes for passage." This is a highly credible projection as Bill Moyers observes in his 3/24/05 "Welcome to Doomsday" piece in the New York Review of Books: "The corporate, political, and religious right's hammerlock... extends to the US Congress. Nearly half of its members before the election-231 legislators in all (more since the election)-are backed by the religious right... Forty-five senators and 186 members of the 108th Congress earned 80 to 100 percent approval ratings from the most influential Christian Right advocacy groups."  This stunning bill and the movement behind it deserve immediate crash study on at least 3 different fronts.  1. Its hostile divorce of American jurisprudence from our hard-won secular history and international norms. To again quote the Conservative Caucus: "This important bill will restrict the jurisdiction of the U.S. Supreme Court and all lower federal courts to that permitted by the U.S. Constitution, including on the subject of the acknowledgement of God (as in the Roy Moore 10 Commandments issue); and it also restricts federal courts from recognizing the laws of foreign countries and international law [e.g., against torture, global warming, unjust wars, etc. - ed.] as the supreme law of our land."  Re the last point, envision some doddering judges who still revere our Declaration of Independence's "decent respect to the opinions of mankind," and suppose they invoke in their rulings some international precepts from the UN's Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the Covenant on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women or, God forbid, the Geneva Conventions. Well, under the CRA that would all be clearly illegal and, thank God, that's the last we'd ever hear from them. 

Link: International Law Unpopular (Senators)

Many senators oppose the court citing international law
Lisa Sofio, J.D. candidate, University of California , Fall, 2006 (“Recent Developments in the Debate Concerning the Use of Foreign Law in Constitutional Interpretation”, 30 Hastings Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 131, lexis)
While several members of Congress actively opposed utilizing foreign sources during the recent Supreme Court confirmation hearings, none actively took up its defense. This may be a signal that proponents recognize the frivolousness of the issue and choose not to warrant it with a response. Nonetheless, Congress is generally hostile towards comparative analysis. Several senators used the two most recent confirmation hearings of Supreme Court justices to express this hostility and rebuke the judiciary for taking a different position. For example, during the confirmation hearings of Chief Justice  [*134]  John Roberts, Senator Mike DeWine (R-Ohio) stated that in addition to worrying about the protection of the disabled and victims of domestic violence, many Americans worry about the Court citing international law. n15 Senator Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.) criticized looking to the standards of foreign nations as "arrogant." n16 Senator Cornyn inquired as to the basis of the legitimacy of "relying" on foreign laws that Americans had not voted on or been aware of in order to overturn Bowers v. Hardwick. n17 Senator Sam Brownback (R-Kan.) included the Court's "interpretation of the American Constitution on the basis of foreign and international law" in his list of examples of the Court's straying beyond its limited role." n18 The confirmation hearings of Justice Alito had a similar tenor. There, Senator Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.) expressed the opinion that using foreign law undermines democratic self-government, is impractical, and is needlessly disrespectful of the American people. n19 Because of the Court's use of foreign law, Senator Sessions commented that millions of Americans believe the Court is losing discipline and not remaining faithful to the Constitution. n20 Senator Tom Coburn (R-Okla.) described the practice as "extremely disturbing to a lot of Americans" and stated that he "strongly and adamantly" believed the practice was an indication of bad behavior. n21 The purpose of a confirmation hearing is not to ascertain Congress's view on matters such as comparative analysis. Perhaps the senators spoke so strongly in order to elicit a response from the nominees and induce them to take a position. However, the legislation described above seems to belie this explanation and confirm that congressional opposition is serious. While the comments made at the hearings are simply opinions, they may cause even greater reverberations throughout the judicial system than the introduced legislation. The legislation may not be enacted, or it may be enacted and subsequently struck down, but the these comments  [*135]  have a chilling effect on judges. Congress sent the message that judges who use foreign law will have to answer for themselves later - a message that may silence judges with higher aspirations. But what is Congress so worried about?

Barack Obama receives overwhelmingly low marks in Pakistan. Just 8% express at least some confidence in the American president to do the right thing regarding world affairs, lower than in any of the other 21 countries surveyed in 2010. Six-in-ten Pakistanis say they have little or no confidence in Obama, and about a third (32%) do not offer an opinion. Moreover, only 13% believe Obama has a better understanding of Pakistan than most Western leaders; more than three times as many (42%) say he does not, and 45% do not know. In 2009, about one-in-eight (13%) Pakistanis said they had confidence in Obama when it came to international affairs, while about half (51%) said they did not have confidence in him; 36% did not offer an opinion. About one-in-five (18%) said Obama had a better understanding of Pakistan than most Western leaders a year ago. Pakistan is the only predominantly Muslim country surveyed where more express confidence in Osama bin Laden than in the American president. About one-in-five (18%) Pakistanis have at least some confidence in the al Qaeda leader to do the right thing in world affairs, while 45% lack confidence in him. 
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1. The move towards common international law is gradual and sustainable in the status quo

Mark C. Rahdert, Prof. of Law @ Temple University, 2007 [56 Am. U.L. Rev. 553, “Comparative Constitutional Advocacy,” lexis]

The American tradition of legal and constitutional isolation is slowly breaking down and will continue to do so. There are several factors contributing to this development, including the increasing globalization of American law, the interaction and exchange among judicial officials of different nations, the international convergence of constitutional norms, and the increasing sophistication and progressivism of foreign constitutional courts. A. Globalization and its Constitutional Implications. Globalization of the law is eroding American constitutional isolation. n273 Globalization of American law has advanced along many fronts, most notably in areas related to trade and finance, but also in environmental law, intellectual property, and other important domains. n274 Where globalization has occurred, it has introduced into the American judicial process a new need for attention to comparative legal analysis. n275 While most of these developments do not have direct constitutional implications, they carry overtones that can indirectly introduce a comparative element into American constitutional discourse. For example, the United States has agreed to abide by and enforce a variety of international legal principles that constrain domestic discretion both to adopt restrictive policies toward foreign trade and to provide preferential treatment for domestic competitors in global markets. n276 Two prominent examples are U.S. participation in the  [*603]  World Trade Organization and the North American Free Trade Agreement. Such agreements introduce comparative elements into U.S. judicial decisionmaking. They create the possibility of conflict between their terms and domestic laws, contracts, or other legal arrangements. When that occurs, U.S. courts will be called upon to interpret the language of the multinational agreements, determine the extent (if any) of their legally cognizable conflict with domestic laws or regulations, and decide how the conflict will be resolved. n277 Conflict between international trade arrangements and domestic law has constitutional overtones because, under Article VI's Supremacy Clause, such international free trade obligations become part of the "supreme law of the land" in the United States, binding upon government and private citizens alike. n278 Under the constitutional doctrine of preemption, the international trade obligations adopted at the national level displace conflicting state and local law. n279 They also become judicially binding in domestic as well as international commercial arrangements, for example by rendering certain contractual arrangements illegal or defeating claims based on domestic protective legislation that conflicts with international legal commands. Globalization of this sort obliges greater consideration of transnational and comparative principles and materials in American courts. It not only promotes awareness of international and comparative precedents, but it also creates a pressure for conscious complementarity of decisionmaking between American and foreign tribunals, which in turn requires comparative analysis. In litigation over domestic application, American courts must interpret the international agreements in question. n280 When they do so, they must  [*604]  be aware that other foreign national tribunals will also interpret the same agreements, and that international tribunals may exist to provide final authoritative interpretation of disputed questions. n281 The U.S. courts thus may well have occasion to consider: (1) how other world tribunals have interpreted the provisions of the international agreement in question; (2) whether similar domestic law conflicts have been detected in other participating nations; and (3) if so, how other court systems have chosen to resolve those conflicts. At a minimum, U.S. courts probably would not want to give the international norms more restrictive effect in the United States than they received abroad. And while the U.S. courts might not be required to interpret the international agreements in the same way as foreign courts, divergent interpretation could trigger various forms of international conflict. This conflict may range from international litigation, to legal and diplomatic responses by other nations (or in some cases even by foreign corporations or citizens) whose interests are harmed by the U.S. interpretation, to economic or legal retaliation by foreign states whose interests are negatively affected by the U.S. decision. n282 Given the prospect for such international consequences, it would behoove American courts to attend carefully to potential interpretative divergences from foreign tribunals. n283 At a minimum, American courts need to know what foreign and international courts have said regarding the trade provisions in question before adopting a different interpretation. Where possible, the American courts should probably harmonize U.S. interpretation with the weight of  [*605]  interpretation elsewhere; n284 alternatively, they should have good cause, solidly grounded in U.S. law and policy, for adopting any interpretation that is at odds with comparative precedent. n285 In either event, they need to know what comparative law is on the interpretative issues in question in order to make an intelligent decision. They should not depart from comparative precedent lightly, let alone ignorantly or absent-mindedly. Ultimately, of course, authoritative U.S. interpretation of disputed provisions in international trade agreements becomes the responsibility of the U.S. Supreme Court. 
[CARD CONTINUES NO TEXT DELETED]
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The Court is most likely to take up this duty where the terms of the agreement are subject to competing plausible interpretations. n286 That possibility could emerge (as with domestic statutory law) through a conflict in interpretation by lower federal courts, or between federal and state tribunals. In the case of international agreements, it could also arise because of a conflict in interpretation between a lower U.S. court and a foreign tribunal. In such a case, the Supreme Court's interpretation will perform the important constitutional function of providing uniformity in federal law. n287 But the Court's choice among competing interpretations of international agreements will carry additional constitutional significance. This occurs both because the choice will affect how the provision in question preempts other American laws, and because the choice will have implications for the exercise of national legislative and executive powers. n288 Although the Court may not be technically  [*606]  required to consider foreign interpretations of the disputed treaty language, there are powerful constitutional policy reasons for doing so. A decision at odds with international precedent, for example, could affect the President's ability to conduct foreign policy by triggering international litigation, inviting retaliatory measures by other states, or leading to sanctions against the United States in international tribunals. n28. As globalization progresses, and as U.S. participation in international agreements proliferates, the circumstances in which both the Supreme Court and lower federal courts need to be aware of foreign precedents will increase. As they do, judicial demand for information about foreign law will grow, as will the need for both advocates and judges proficient in understanding and utilizing international and foreign precedent. n290 Over time, the inevitable effect will be more extensive knowledge and use of foreign legal decisions in American courts.
2. Relying on CIL for contentious issues causes public backlash against the judiciary
Honorable J. Harbie Wilkinson III, judge for US curiut court, 4th district, Spring 2004 (“THE USE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW IN JUDICIAL DECISIONS”, 27 Harv. J.L. & Pub. Pol'y 423, lexis) 
Where courts go too far, in my view, is where they rely upon international (and mostly European) precedents when resolving important and contentious social issues. This "internationalization" of the Constitution on domestic social issues raises three types of problems.The first is that an over-reliance on foreign precedents may serve to compromise judicial decisions in the eyes of the American public. Judges serve as unelected stewards of the Constitution whose power rests in part on their ability to persuade. While majorities may simmer  [*426]  when judges vindicate the rights of minorities, in the long run judges can promote respect for their decisions by appealing to principles that Americans can relate to as part of an American constitutional tradition. The counter-majoritarian difficulty is thus alleviated when judges draw upon common principles and ideas that form our shared American heritage. But when judges rely on foreign sources, especially for difficult constitutional questions concerning domestic social issues, they move the bases for judicial decision-making even farther from the realm of both democratic accountability and popular acceptance. They aggravate the risks already inherent in having unelected officials overrule popular enactments by creating the perception that foreign sentiment shapes domestic law. To be sure, examples from other countries may be illuminating. But the Court's legitimacy must ultimately rest on reliance and reference to the American Constitution and to American democratic; outcomes, from which their judicial authority springs. By relying on foreign laws and rulings over which the American people have no control -- either directly through the power of election or even indirectly through the process of judicial appointment -- judges risk estranging and disempowering the public. I fear that the internationalization of our constitutional values may thus undermine public acceptance of our judicial system. A closely related danger is that reliance on foreign precedents may stimulate popular perceptions that judges are out of touch with American culture. The risks of a common perception of judicial distance and removal should not be underestimated. The detachment and insulation which an independent judiciary properly enjoys should not be endangered by pronouncements that appear targeted at foreign and domestic elites rather than the American public at large. The power of persuasion which sustains judicial authority must not neglect those very people whose acceptance of judicial decree is most essential. Americans treasure their diversity and their identity. The great Willa Cather novels, My Antonia and O Pioneers!, still play a prevalent role in the American psyche, and the distance from American to European modes of thought remains in some vital particulars more psychological than physical. The distinguished Harvard historian, Bernard Bailyn, has noted that the power of the American Constitution derived from the fact that its framers were proud and stubborn provincials, that they did not accept all the received wisdom of the Continent, and that, for example, the  [*427]  animating constitutional idea of dual and concurrent sovereignties actually rejected the contrary notions of the French theorist Montesquieu. 
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3. Negative public opinion for the courts causes courtstripping

Helen Norton, Professor of Law, University of Maryland School of Law, Winter 2006 (41 Wake Forest L. Rev. 1003, “ARTICLE: RESHAPING FEDERAL JURISDICTION: CONGRESS'S LATEST CHALLENGE TO JUDICIAL REVIEW”, lexis)
Not only are these efforts increasingly successful, they are likely to reemerge in future proposals to shape subject matter jurisdiction and thus the balance of judicial power. The House's passage of two separate court-stripping bills in the same Congress represents a high-water mark in the court-shaping movement, as does its passage of the Pledge Protection Act in successive Congresses. Indeed, some of the dynamics that helped thwart earlier court-stripping measures appear to have diminished or disappeared altogether. n97 In the past, for example, the courts - and especially the Supreme Court - may have survived congressional attack due to their comparatively strong public reputation. n98 Shifting perceptions of government institutions may weaken that shield, as one survey found that a majority of respondents agreed "that "judicial activism'  [*1027]  has reached the crisis stage, and that judges who ignore voters' values should be impeached. Nearly half agreed with a congressman who said judges are "arrogant, out-of-control and unaccountable.'" n99 Other recent polls also suggest a drop in public support for the courts, including the Supreme Court, at least in some quarters. n100 Changes in public opinion, accompanied by proponents' sheer political power, may encourage further jurisdictional realignment.
4.  Court stripping destroys judicial legitimacy and seperation of powers

Andrew D. Martin, Prof of Political Science at Washington University 2001. (Statuatory Battles and Constitutional Wars: Congress and the Supreme Court)
But the large policy payoff in the constitutional cases. What does the ability of the President and Congress to attack through overrides or other means constitutional court decisions imply in terms of the cost of the justices bear? If an attack succeeds and the court does not back down, it effectively removes the court from the policy game and may seriously or, even irrevocably harm its reputation, credibility, and legitimacy.  Indeed, such an attack would effectively remove the court from policy making, thus incurring an infinite cost. With no constitutional prescription for judicial review, this power is vulnerable, and would be severely damaged if congress and the president were effective in attack on the Court. But even if the attack is unsuccessful, the integrity of the court may be damaged, for the assault may compromise its ability to make future constitutional decisions and, thus, more long-lasting policy. One does not have to peer as far back as scott v. sandford to find examples; Bush v. Gore (2000, U.S.) may provide one. To be sure, the new President and Congress did not attack the decision, but other memebers of government did of course, unsuccessfully at least in terms of the ruling’s impact. Yet, there seems little doubt that the critics (not to mention the decision itself) caused some major damage to the reputation of the cout, the effects of which the justeces may feel in the not-so-distant future.
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5. Seperation of powers is key to preventing tyranny

Martin H. Redish and Elizabeth J. Cisar, Duke University School of Law, December 1991
(“’If Angels Were to Govern’: The Need for Pragmatic Formalism in Separation of Powers Theory” Duke Law Journal, p. 449-506) 

In any event, the political history of which the Framers were aware tends to confirm that quite often concentration of political power ultimately leads to the loss of liberty. Indeed, if we have begun to take the value of separation of powers for granted, we need only look to modern American history to remind ourselves about both the general vulnerability of representative government, and the direct correlation between the concentration of political power and the threat to individual liberty. The widespread violations of individual rights that took place when Pres- ident Lincoln assumed an inordinate level of power, for example, are well documented.128 Arguably as egregious were the threats to basic freedoms that arose during the Nixon administration, when the power of the executive branch reached what are widely deemed to have been intolerable levels.129 Although in neither instance did the executive's usurpations of power ultimately degenerate into complete and irreversible tyranny, the reason for that may well have been the resilience of our political traditions, among the most important of which is separation of powers itself. In any event, it would be political folly to be overly smug about the security of either representative government or individual liberty. Although it would be all but impossible to create an empirical proof to demonstrate that our constitutional tradition of separation of powers has been an essential catalyst in the avoidance of tyranny, common sense should tell us that the simultaneous division of power and the creation of interbranch checking play important roles toward that end. To underscore the point, one need imagine only a limited modification of the actual scenario surrounding the recent Persian Gulf War. In actuality, the war was an extremely popular endeavor, thought by many to be a politically and morally justified exercise. But imagine a situation in which a President, concerned about his failure to resolve significant social and economic problems at home, has callously decided to engage the nation in war, simply to defer public attention from his domestic failures. To be sure, the President was presumably elected by a majority of the electorate, and may have to stand for reelection in the future. However, at this particular point in time, but for the system established by separation of powers, his authority as Commander in Chief 130 to en- gage the nation in war would be effectively dictatorial. Because the Con- stitution reserves to the arguably even more representative and accountable Congress the authority to declare war,131 the Constitution has attempted to prevent such misuses of power by the executive.132 It remains unproven whether any governmental structure other than one based on a system of separation of powers could avoid such harmful results. In summary, no defender of separation of powers can prove with certitude that, but for the existence of separation of powers, tyranny would be the inevitable outcome. But the question is whether we wish to take that risk, given the obvious severity of the harm that might result. Given both the relatively limited cost imposed by use of separation of powers and the great severity of the harm sought to be avoided, one should not demand a great showing of the likelihood that the feared harm would result. For just as in the case of the threat of nuclear war, no one wants to be forced into the position of saying, "I told you so."474 [Vol. 41:449]

6. We must reject tyranny in every instance
Sylvester Petro, Professor of Law @ Wake Forest, 1974 (Sylvester Petro, University of Toledo Law Review, Spring 1974)  

However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to beat in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit. 
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1. The 1ACs Call for Smaller Body Counts is a Separation of Life and Body Mirrors the Separation of Women and Men and Entrenches the Masculinization of the Military.  Rejecting UAVs is a Rejection of Genderless War.  Instead, Embracing Cyborgian Perspectives through UAVs Enables Feminist Perspectives on Vulnerability to Pierce the Patriarchal Military.  These Perspectives are the Only Way to Take Responsibility for Death and Eliminate Virtual Warfare.
Lauren Wilcox, Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota, 12/09/10, Political Theory Colloquium, “Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare,” http://www.polisci.umn.edu/centers/theory/schedule.html
While counting bodies is one step toward a critical analysis of precision warfare, the mere counting of bodies does not necessarily challenge the production of certain bodies as killable, especially as such numbers are compared (3,000 US soldiers killed in Iraq versus 3,000 killed on September 11th, Iraqi civilians killed by Coalition forces versus Iraqi civilians killed by Saddam Hussein). As one theorist  noted, “common practices of reporting casualties have become so normalized that they at once obscure and reproduce the workings of geopolitical power that frame these numbers,” (Hyndman 2007, 38).  Butler echoes this concern, arguing that the act of representing, or ‘seeing’ the other is not enough to ensure the humanization of the subject. Subjects produced as ‘bare life’ for example, are constituted “life unworthy of being lived,” (Agamben 1998, 138-139). It is not the ‘human’ that is represented, but rather, the ‘human’ is the limit of the possibility of representation. What has been produced as ‘inhumane’ or outside of the bounds of humanity cannot be brought in by representation. For Butler, following Levinas, “The human cannot be captured through the representation, and we can see that some loss of the human takes place when it is ‘captured’ by the image” (Butler 2004, 145).  The representation of suffering beings does not necessarily bring them into the ethical moment, but rather, representation practices can be used to produce some humans, some bodies, as ‘other,’ as lives not worth mourning. The ‘human’ exceeds representation because representation is what brings ‘beings’ into being; a process that forces the question of the ethical from physical violence per se to questions of ethical representational, boundary-producing practices.   The framing of civilian deaths as tragic, but ungrievable, as ‘accidental’ implies that we do not have a responsibility for their deaths. It is ‘accidental’ from the perspective of the bomb, the bomber, from view provided by satellite and UAV imagery that shows outlines of buildings, and Pentagon briefings that show buildings before and after they are bombed out. We don’t know what it means from the perspective of those lives lost to such ‘accidents;’ this is produced as unknowable and we cannot speak for it. What resources do we have in feminist theory to resist the ungrievability of so many? Feminist concepts of embodiment may be one way. In Precarious Life, Judith Butler argues that bodily vulnerability constitutes part of our political subjectivity. Our bodies, as socially attached, constructed through social relations of discourse, experience loss and mourning. “The body has its invariably public dimension. Constituted as a social phenomenon in the public sphere, my body is and is not mine. Given over from the start to the world of others, it bears their imprint, is formed within the crucible of social life,” (Butler 2004, 26). Bodily vulnerability to violence, as an extreme aspect of the social forming of the body, is a shared connection.  Butler extorts: “Let’s face it. We’re undone by one another. And if we’re not, we’re missing something.” The ‘undoing’ refers to grief one experiences as a sense of unraveling, of missing a connection that makes up the self. We cannot have cyborg precision bombers without blips on a screen, without visual confirmation of buildings, without a visual ‘absence’ of civilian bodies. The existence of the just, precision bomber is predicated on the erasure of the civilian victim, or more accurately, both are mutually produced in the discourse of precision warfare.   Precision warfare is about seeking to master that vulnerability that constitutes us as humans. The just war discourse that legitimates precision bombing is instrumental in producing a subject, a ‘we’ that is not responsible for the deaths caused.  Through proponents of casualty avoidance through high-altitude precision bombing suggest that its critics wish for more pilot deaths and aircraft destroyed, (Meilenger 2001) recognition of mutual vulnerability does not necessarily mean sharing in suffering, but rather an adjustment of our understanding of our subjectivity. Butler’s Levinasian account suggests bodily vulnerability is not a problem to escape, but rather is a condition of our very being. Theorizing bodies as ‘cyborgs’—necessarily assemblages of ‘nature’ and ‘culture’—moves us away from the nature/culture binary and provides us with a perspective on subjectivity that allows us to think about the politics of bodies in their intra-relations that opposes the self-containment of precision warfare. When we take our ontology to entail the mutual constitution of bodies, we move from contemplating the justness of ‘our’ violence relative to ‘theirs’ and towards a framework of violence becoming a denial of our mutual vulnerability to one another.   
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2. Alternative: Use Uninhabited Aerial Vehicles to Deconstruct the Boundaries Between Human and Machine, Person and Bomb, and Man and Woman to Re-establish the Value of Life and Death.

, Political Theory Colloquium, “Body Counts: The Politics of Embodiment in Precision Warfare,” http://www.polisci.umn.edu/centers/theory/schedule.html
The soldier as a site of technological transformation of the body is not a new phenomenon: Foucault describes how military techniques of discipline construct bodies into machines in the 18th century. “Over the whole surface of contact between the body and the object it handles, power is introduced, fastening them to one another. It constitutes a body-weapon, body-tool, body-machine complex.” (Foucault 1979, 153). The “meticulous meshing” between body and object pioneered in 18th century military training is brought to new heights in the development of advanced technologies to enable precision bombing. The human/machine integration into the machinery of war has perhaps reached its current zenith in the piloting of planes designed to drop precision bombs, and their unmanned counterparts. Foucault’s theory on the relationship between bodies, knowledge, and power has its limitations for theorizing this particular human/machine integration, in that his work implies the separate existence of bodies and machines prior to their ‘fastening’.  Donna Haraway’s figure of the cyborg is model of culture/nature integration that does not presume the irreducibility of either ‘culture’ or ‘nature’ in terms of embodiment, but rather, focuses on how ‘culture’ and ‘nature’ are mutually entangled. In the figure of the cyborg, “nature and culture are reworked; the one can no longer be the resource for appropriate or incorporation by the other,” (Haraway 1991, 151). In this way, the bodies produced by precision warfare are not strictly those of biological humans operating advanced technologies; nor are we capable of positing the ‘bare life’ of those subjected to the all-seeing gaze and tremendous destructive capability of precision warfare and its cyborg denizens. Rather, we are called upon to see the ties between them in their co-production. Haraway writes, “bodies as objects of knowledge are material-semiotic generative nodes. Their boundaries materialize in social interaction. Boundaries are drawn by mapping practices ‘objects’ do not pre-exist as such,” (Haraway 1991, 200). Haraway figure of the cyborg compels us to be attentive to the boundaries that separate the ‘human’ from the ‘machine,’ and the ‘person’ from the ‘bomb’.  For example, one ongoing feature of the literature on precision warfare and the RMA in general is to what extent humans are still ‘in the loop’ in the weapons systems. While the ultimate goal and vision of the RMA is the total elimination of human from the space of battle, others are concerned with the effects of total automation. In both cases, ‘the human’ is conceived of as a known quantity, existing in a zero-sum relationship with material, technological forces. The more technological, the less ‘human’ war is becoming. One of the main concerns regarding humans and technology is the issue of UAVs, or ‘drones.’  UAVs are a more extreme example of a human/technological assemblage. First used in combat in the NATO operation in Kosovo in 1999, UAVs were once used to extend the optical abilities of humans through surveillance. Now, UAVs have been used to kill.  The first reported kill of an UAV was on September 1st, 2007, when a laser-guided missile on a Hunter was called in to kill two men who were reported to be placing a roadside bombing in Iraq (Osborn 2007). On the use of UAVs for targeting assassination, one source reported: “Last summer [2006] precision targeting linked to modern military avionics took center stage in the global war on terrorism. Viewers tuned into news accounts featuring F-16 targeting pod imagery of the air-to-ground precision-bombing attack that killed leading terrorist Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in Iraq.”   The spectacle of this assassination is emphasized in the reporting how television viewers were included as they watched footage of the targeting.  The use of drones takes the concept of a ‘spectator-sport’ war (McInnis 2002) to a new level, as not only Western citizens experience war as spectators, but the very pilots of the drones are spectators as well, guiding the drones in Afghanistan and Pakistan from bases in Nevada.  The bodies of pilots are not, as in the case of the flying Aces of World War I, defined by strength or bravery. In fact, many of the drone pilots are not military personnel, but civilians including intelligence agents and private contractors (Mayer 2009).  Rather than being replaced by technology, the bodies of pilots are becoming integrated into a system as a fragment of what Foucault refers to as “mobile space,” (Foucault 1979, 164). The technology of the airplane, surveillance and weapons system, rather than ‘taking the human out of the loop,’ extends the body, or rather acts as a phenomena that comes into being with its biological and technological capabilities. For example, a handful of Special Forces troops and CIA agents were able to kill more enemy fighters in the Shah-i-Kot Valley in Afghanistan than the rest of the 2,000 US troops in the area by using binoculars and laser pointers to triangulate the source of weapons fire, and then calling in air strikes (Mahnken 2008, 198). Rather than the loss of the human in war, we are seeing the human in war transformed into a ‘cyborg’ system of technological capabilities. “Prosthesis” is a technological term that is useful for understanding the ways in which technology performatively enables the cyber-subjectivity of the precision bomber.  A prosthetic is mechanical contrivances adapted to reproduce the form, and as far as possible, the function, of a lost or absent member.  Elizabeth Grosz asks the question of whether a prosthetic is meant to correct a deficiency or a lack in the body, or whether the purpose is to supplement the body, giving it capabilities that exceed what is considered the norm (Grosz 2005, 147). If there is no such thing as a ‘natural body’ outside of the knowledge practices that constitute bodies,  how then can we draw the line between what is ‘natural’ to the body and what is a human contrivance? Even if we could imagine a body in a ‘state of nature’ outside of sociality, that body is not self-sufficient, capable of existing without side intervention. This is what Judith Butler has in mind when she describes bodies as ontologically ‘precarious’: bodies not only depend on their relations with others for their very existence, both in terms of defining the boundaries between bodies and in terms of the care necessary to sustain life, but bodies will necessarily cease to be, and are thus are at risk of death at any time (Butler 2009, 30).  Bodies are precarious precisely because they cannot exist independently of their environment. The precariousness of bodies suggests, on one level, that the use of technology to increase human capabilities is not a matter of adding on a layer of technology to an already existing, pre-defined biological platform. Rather, the integration of biology and technology in the figure of the ‘cyborg’ suggests not an addition or subjection of the human, but a reconfiguration of subjectivity.  Embodiment involves a mechanical/semiotic contrivance to create the illusion of a functioning whole, when it never existed outside of this contrivance in the first place. Bodies, in whatever ‘organic’ or ‘technological’ form are pre-requisites for knowledge; their bodily constructions set the stage for the knowledge they produce. The cyber-embodiment of the precision bomber or drone operator sets the stage of the production of knowledge of the human subjects that are susceptible to the bomber’s violence.  As many scholars and commentators have noted, the experience in the West of the Gulf War of 1991 was of the ‘bomb’s eye’ perspective in which television viewers watched the war from the back of a bomb. This ‘bomb’s eye view,’ or the technology-aided view of the earth from satellites enhances ‘natural’ human vision for a super-human, cyborg subjectivity. The equation of the eye with the mind, feminist philosophers have pointed out, has a long history. The seeing eye is the privileged means of representing the object of knowledge, creating in this performative process a knowing subject and a body as the object of that knowledge.  It is not just biotechnology that wields this power, but instruments of war and destruction as well. Feminist challenge the objectivity of this visual knowledge, challenging the notion that vision is somehow unmediated, even by ‘one’s own eyes’. Donna Haraway writes, “vision requires instruments of vision; an optics is a politics of positioning. Instruments of vision mediate standpoints…” (Haraway 1991, 193). Visual capabilities are a crucial aspect of political subjectivity, and vision is always embodied. The metaphors of vision associated with satellite imagery and the perspective of pilots and bombs appears to be tied to a disembodied subject, a view from no-where and everywhere and everywhere at the same time. “Vision in this technological feast becomes unregulated gluttony; all perspective gives way to infinitely mobile vision, which no longer seems just mythically about the god-trick of seeing everything from nowhere, but to have put the myth into ordinary practice,” (Haraway 1991, 189). This ‘myth’ put into practice is the Cartesian mind/body separation that divorces vision and knowledge from bodies, and this myth is put into practice in the apparatus of precision bombing.  While many are concerned about the loss of soldiers lives in conflicts, especially in counter-insurgency efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, others are also concerned with taking the human out of war and the problems associated with humans being too far ‘out of the loop’. For example, in 2006, Raytheon announced improvements to the control system to make it resemble an airplane cockpit in order to improve the pilots ‘situational awareness.’ This move was undertaken to reduce potential accidents, which until that point were largely attributable to pilot error.  In the summer of 2008, Raytheon announced a new console for ‘pilots’ of unmanned aerial vehicles. This console system differed from the old one, in that it replaced a keyboard with a video-game type console based on a discovery that “thumbs are the most energy-efficient and accurate way to control an aircraft,” (Associated Press 2008). The new consoles also greatly enhance the view of the ‘pilots’ with digital images for a nearly 180 degree view. In the future, Raytheon hopes to make the console and the chair vibrate to reflect the sensation of turbulence and landing. Proponents of the use of drones cite not only their ability to perform dangerous missions, but also the fact that humans are still ‘in the loop,’ as UAVs are operated at a control center in Nevada.  While attempting to fix some of the ‘pilot error’ with new technologies, the aim is not to replace the human, but rather to enhance pre-existing human capabilities; relying on the making the controllers feel more like being in the cockpit of a plane.  Precision bombing is dependent upon ‘sight’ beyond unenhanced human capabilities in order to be classified as ‘precision’ at all. The cyborg bodies of precision bombers, relying on God’s eye views enhanced with prosthetic technologies of sight from GPS, unarmed aerial vehicles, entire networks of surveillance are produced as masterful, yet benign subjects, using superior technology to spare civilians from more risky forms of aerial bombardment. Precision bombing reproduces the illusion of a disembodied subject with not only a privileged view of the world, but the power to destroy all that it sees. Apart from the many critiques that insist that it is the distance between the bombers and the people on the ground that enables the killing of the latter, the military and civilian personal in charge of launching bomber from either airplanes or drones can often see what is happening on the ground through sophisticated video cameras that send the images up to thousands of miles away so that command centers can view the action and call the shots. It is not the distance per se that enables the killing of civilians, but the production of masculine cyborg subjectivities.  The technologies of precision bombing personify this ‘god-trick’ in various ways. First, precision bombing is dependent upon ‘sight’ beyond unenhanced human capabilities in order to be classified as ‘precision’ at all. The two main types of precision-guided munitions are laser-guided and GPS-guided. In the former, a laser is used to point to a target and the missile follows the path of the laser to ‘see’ its way to the target. In the latter, satellites send information to correct the path of  bombs, which are also equip with back-up systems in case this technology fails. GPS- guided bombs are generally more ‘accurate’ because they function regardless of weather conditions. The ever increasing clarity of GPS systems, including its ability to target at small and smaller CEPs point to a greater drive toward accuracy and a minimization of risk of error, such that even ‘mistakes’ fall within acceptable contingency parameters. Thus, the god-trick of ‘sight’ from everywhere is relegated to GPS systems and UAVs which are used to collect information, to substitute for eyes when it is too dangerous or difficult to obtain knowledge another way.  This is a disembodied subjectivity, seemingly divorced from vulnerability or limits to its view or power.   The use of UAVs extend human capabilities even further. Besides surveillance, drones are now weaponized, capable of being used not only to locate targets, but to fire on them as well. Drones can also be used on missions that would surpass human capabilities in endurance. Most drones can remain airborne for 24-48 hours, and a drone that could remain operational for up to five years is currently under development (DARPA Chooses Contractors for Vulture UAV Program 2008).  The cyborg-ization of the soldier is redrawing while reconstituting the gendered culture/nature and mind/body dichotomies. While the soldier has been constituted as a dominant figure of masculinity, the cyborg subjectivity could be considered a means of de-gendering the soldier, as bodily difference between males and females are made less relevant in an environment that promotes technology as a solution to fallibility of human bodies.  Whereas at one point, the use of technology in warfare was considered to be un-manly, dishonorable, and diminishing the warrior spirit that marked the superiority of a nation’s men (Wilcox 2009, 221-225), technology is now inscribed as masculine. Technology, as ‘culture’ or ‘mind’ is not only the righteous warrior, but the protector of the feminine: here, not only the ‘beautiful souls’ (Elshtain 1995 [1987]) of the women and children back at home, but the body of the soldier. Precision warfare represents the Enlightenment dream of transcending the body, with wars being waged on video screens. It is the technology that is the instrument of violence, not the bodies of soldiers. The soldiers of precision warfare can thus maintain the identity of ‘just warrior’ who are law-abiding and chivalrous in their attempts to spare civilians. 

IR Fem 1NC
3. Technology and Virtual Realities Challenge the Boundaries of Feminine and Masculine, Breaking Down the Social Construction of Gender and Creating a New, Equal World.  The 1AC Eliminating Drones from Warfare Eliminates the Possibility for this Revolution in the Military, Resulting in the Continuance of the Masculine War and Turning Case.
Judy Wajcman, Professor at the Research School of Social Sciences, Australian National University, and a Centennial Professor at the Gender Institute, London School of Economics, 2002, Current Sociology, “Addressing Technological Change: The Challenge to Social Theory,” http://csi.sagepub.com/content/50/3/347.full.pdf+html
Gender relations then are an integral constituent of the institutions and projects from which technologies emerge. As a result, technological artefacts can be encoded by gender, both materially and symbolically. This is not to imply, however, that gender is a fixed and unitary phenomenon, which exists prior to and independently of technology, and then becomes embedded within it. Contemporary feminist theory stresses that gender is not fixed in advance of social interaction, but is constructed in interaction. Individuals act or perform gender, and demonstrate their gender identity. Gender is a social achievement. This notion of ‘gender as doing’ fits well with the action orientation of constructivist studies of technology. Both technology and gender are now conceptualized as fluid, relational processes. Thus masculinities and femininities are constituted simultaneously with the production and consumption of technologies. The key argument here is that our relationship to technology is pivotal to the discourse of gender dualisms and gender difference. This issue is explored in the abundant scholarship on how technology as culture is implicated in the construction of subject identity for both sexes. The most influential feminist commentator writing in this vein is Donna Haraway (1997). She argues that we should embrace the positive potential of technoscience, and is sharply critical of those who reject technology. Famously, she prefers to be a ‘cyborg’ – a hybrid of organism and machine parts – rather than an ecofeminist ‘goddess’. She notes the great power of science and technology to create new meanings and new entities, to make new worlds. Genetic engineering, reproductive technology, and the advent of virtual reality are all seen as fundamentally affecting the basic categories of ‘self’ and ‘gender’. She positively revels in the very difficulty of predicting what technology’s effects will be and warns against any purist rejection of the ‘unnatural’, hybrid, entities produced by biotechnology. The cyborg metaphor has been widely adopted, bridging ‘the language of material feminists working on issues of gender and technoscience, and postmodern feminists working with cultural studies and textual deconstruction’ (Kirkup et al., 2000: 4–5). Haraway’s work encourages a critical optimism in feminist analyses and politics, exploring the ways in which women’s everyday lives are entwined with technologies, albeit in diverse and often complex and contradictory ways. Although they come from somewhat different intellectual traditions, there is a synchronicity between Haraway’s depiction of our cyborg-like existence and STS’s emphasis on the seamless web of the socio-technical. This is particularly evident in the increasing preoccupation in sociological theory with the body, sexuality and the role of biomedical technologies – technologies for the body. In studies of childbirth and contraception, in-vitro fertilization, cosmetic surgery and genetic engineering, feminists argue that there is no such thing as the natural, physiological body. One consequence of this work is that the conventional distinction between sex (natural) and gender (social) has been thoroughly contested and deconstructed. Technologies, like science, are now seen as contributing to the stabilization of meanings of the body. With the rise of modern science, bodies have become objects that can be transformed with an increasing number of tools and techniques. Modern bodies are made and remade through science and technology; they too are technological artefacts. Life itself (human, plant, and animal) has been biomedicalized (Clarke, 1998). These studies illustrate the connection between the gendered discourses of the biomedical sciences and the institutionalization of medical techniques applied to women’s bodies. They remind us that the conceptualization of male and female bodies as essentially different, rather than similar, is a modern one, dating only from the 18th century. The identification of the female body as the Other resulted in positioning it as the quintessential medical object. Women were defined in terms of sex and reproduction, and this was reflected in the establishment of gynaecology as a separate branch of medicine. With the emergence of sex endocrinology in the 1920s and 1930s, the essence of femininity came to be located in hormones (Oudshoorn, 1994). The development of a contraceptive pill for women, rather than for men, was the product not of biological necessity but of 20th-century biomedical practices. In the same way as biomedical technologies are seen as transforming the relations between the self, the body and machines, so too are information and communication technologies. There is a profusion of studies on the Internet, cyberspace and virtual reality. Many authors celebrate the myriad ways modern technology is challenging traditional notions of gender identity and creating new meanings and new entities. In Life on the Screen: Identity in the Age of the Internet, for example, Sherry Turkle (1995: 12) enthuses about the potential for people ‘to express multiple and often unexplored aspects of the self, to play with their identity and to try out new ones’. It is the increasingly interactive and creative nature of computing technology that now enables millions of people to live a significant segment of their lives in virtual reality. Moreover, it is in this computer-mediated world that people experience a new sense of self that is decentred, multiple and fluid. In this respect, she argues, the Internet is the material expression of the philosophy of postmodernism. 
IR Fem: International Law Link

The public/private dichotomy in international law silences the voices of women
Hilary Charlesworth, Professor and Director of the Centre for International and Public Law, Faculty of Law, Australian National University, April, 1999 (93 A.J.I.L. 379, “Feminist Methods in International Law”, lexis)
The operation of public/private distinctions in international law provides an example of the way that the discipline can factor out the realities of women's lives and build its objectivity on a limited base. One such distinction is the line drawn between the "public" world of politics, government and the state and the "private" world of home, hearth and family. Thus, the definition of torture in the Convention against Torture requires the involvement of a public (governmental) official. n14 On this account, sexual violence against women constitutes an abuse of human rights only if it can be connected with the public realm; for example, if a woman is raped by a person holding a public position for some type of public end. The Declaration on the Elimination of Violence against Women, adopted by the General Assembly in 1993, n15 makes violence against women an issue of international concern but refrains from categorizing violence against women as a human rights issue in its operative provisions. The failure to create a nexus between violence against women and human rights was due to a fear that this might dilute the traditional notion of human rights. It was said that the idea of human rights abuses  [*383]   required direct state involvement and that extending the concept to cover private behavior would reduce the status of the human rights canon as a whole. n16 This type of public/private distinction in international human rights law is not a neutral or objective qualification. Its consequences are gendered because in all societies men dominate the public sphere of politics and government and women are associated with the private sphere of home and family. Its effect is to blot out the experiences of many women and to silence their voices in international law.

International law reinforces gender binaries

Hilary Charlesworth, Director of the Centre for International and Public Law, Visiting Professor, Global Law Faculty, New York University, Spring, 2002 (“THE HIDDEN GENDER OF INTERNATIONAL LAW” 
16 Temp. Int'l & Comp. L.J. 93, lexis)
How might the language of international law be interrogated from a post-modern feminist perspective? We could start asking what type of language is used. What type of oppositions does international legal language depend on? The fact, for example, that international law depends for its force on a series of binary oppositions: order/chaos, logic/emotion, legal/political, binding/non-binding, and so on. Feminist scholars could draw attention to the gendered coding of some these binary oppositions: the fact that the first and the strongest in the pair are associated with male characteristics and the second [are associated with] female characteristics. This is not to say, of course, that all, or even most, women or men actually possess these contrasting qualities. It is rather that using the vocabulary of objectivity, logic, and order positions a person as being manly, which immediately gives their words a higher value. The use of subjective, emotional, or "disordered' discourse is coded as feminine, and thus devalues a statement or argument.

Third world feminists, in particular, have argued that we must recognize the role of racism and economic exploitation in the position of most of the world's women. They have been concerned with ""multiple, fluid structures of domination, which intersect to locate women differently at particular historical conjunctures" rather than "a notion of universal patriarchy operating in a trans-historical way to subordinate all women." n3 So, I think that for post-modern feminists, it might be observed that the very choice and categorization of subject matter deemed appropriate for international regulation reflects western and male priorities. Feminist analysis can indicate the arbitrariness of the traditional categories of analysis that are rarely questioned by international lawyers and can highlight the priority given to economic interests and the little interest in women's lives. For example, I think a feminist lawyer could ask: Why are highly migratory species of sea life regulated by treaty? Why is there a whole series of treaties obsessed with straddling stocks, when the use of breast milk substitutes, which is a major health issue for women in Africa, remains subject to voluntary W.H.O. codes? Why is extra-territorial jurisdiction, traditionally invoked against violations of monopoly and competition law, only rarely used in cases of 
trafficking of women and  [*98]  children? Well, this is just a brief introduction to the type of questions I think can be asked of international law. I think that if my claim that international law as we know and love it has a gender, and that that gender is male, holds any water, it should be able to help us understand in some ways the international reaction to the events of September 11, 2001. What I want to try to suggest is that using the lens of gender allows us a broader perspective on the issues at stake here. I want to start with the observation that the debate over what to do in the wake of September 11th has been highly gendered, although this feature of the debate has not been acknowledged at all. I think that there are two types of questions that can help us see this, and these are an amalgam of the three types of questions I have just sketched. So I am reducing them into two categories. The first set of questions is, "What about women?" The second is, "What work is gender doing?" 
IR Fem: International Law Alternative
We must question gender binaries to eliminate bias in international law

Brenda Cossman, professor of law @ U of Toronto, July, 2002 (“Gender Performance, Sexual Subjects and International Law”, 15 Can. J.L. & Juris. 281, lexis)
The performance of Viola, like Rosalind, then turns out to be farcical, like most silver screen representations of cross-dressing--from Victor/Victoria to Mrs. Doubtfire to Tootsie, the performance of gender never really troubles the categories of sex and sexuality. It does very little as a space clearing gesture for the marginal sexual subject. It is the kind of performance that international law might condone--an amusing aside, with no fundamental challenge to the fixed and rigid concept of gender that is being reluctantly and unevenly acknowledged within international law. What the gender outlaws needs is a more seditious and subversive gender performance. Instead of Viola from Shakespeare in Love, the gender outlaw needs a performance more akin to those of Song Liling and Rene Gallimard in M. Butterfly. n55 It is a performance within a performance, a performance of gender, culture, nation and theatre. n56 Song, a star of the Chinese opera, performs as a woman in her 20 year affair with the French diplomat, Gallimard. Gallimard, oblivious to the fact that female roles are played by men in Chinese opera, falls in love with this fantasy, his Butterfly, a fantasy of the East from the eyes of the West, a fantasy of femininity from the eyes of a man. And the performances, simultaneously real and fantastical, bring the categories of gender and culture, sexuality and nation, into crisis. Gender is shown to be as fantastical as the opera roles. As Song Liling asks and answers: "Why, in Peking Opera, are all women's roles played by men?....Because only a man knows how a woman is supposed to act." n57 And as Gallimard says at the end of the play, "I was a man in love with a woman created by a man, and now everything else simply falls short". The performance of East/West, of Orientalism, and the homogenization and feminization of Asian cultures in the eyes of the West is similarly intended to bring these categories into crisis.  [*296]  When asked by the French judge how she could have fooled Gallimard for so long, Song Liling replies: "One because when he finally met his fantasy woman he wanted more than anything to believe that she was, in fact, a woman. And second, I am an Oriental. And being an Oriental, I could never be completely a man." In the final scene, yet another gender performance unfolds, as Gallimard transforms himself on stage into the fantasy of Butterfly, dressing in the kimono and wig Song Liling has discarded on stage as she now performs herself as a man. To the music from the Death Scene in Madama Butterfly, Gallimard, now in the role of the Butterfly, commits suicide, while Song Liling watches on, recognizing only at that moment that she/he too has lost. The play is a tale of gender and national treason, of passing and of border crossings. It is a tale in which the categories of male and female, East and West, are called into crisis on multiple levels. And it is a tale that better captures the performative approach to gender that the marginal sexual bodies need to be brought on the international stage. Unlike Shakespeare in Love, the bodies in love are not the 'right bodies' of a heterosexual matrix. Nor do these bodies embody a simply homosexual matrix. These bodies are transformed and transformative, their "real" sex elusive and illusory. In M. Butterfly, gender is not who we are, but what we do. And yet, it is not a tale of sexual self-determination, but rather it is a tragic one, one in which the treason of these bodies is punished. Unlike the happy ever after ending of Shakespeare in Love, it is a tale that warns of the dire consequences for these bodies of a failure to transform the rigidities of gender on the international stage.

IR Fem: International Law A2 Perm

Simply advocating reform within the existing legal system doesn’t go far enough; the system itself was created by men and operates under parameters controlled by them

Hilary Charlesworth, Director of the Centre for International and Public Law, Visiting Professor, Global Law Faculty, New York University, Spring, 2002 (“THE HIDDEN GENDER OF INTERNATIONAL LAW” 
16 Temp. Int'l & Comp. L.J. 93, lexis)
How does it make sense to argue that international law has a gender? What I want to do is to draw on three different types of arguments to sustain this assertion. Each of these arguments draws on different strands in feminist theory. The first type of question that I want to ask is, "Where are the women in international law?" This type of questioning, this type of investigation, is consistent with what [is] often termed liberal feminism. Liberal feminists typically accept the language and aims of the existing domestic legal order, and they couch many of their arguments in terms of individual rights. Liberal feminists typically insist the law fulfill its objective of impartial regulation to allow principled decision-making. Liberal feminists, you will often find, work for reform of the law, dismantling barriers to women being treated like men in the public sphere, and they criticize any legal recognition of the so-called "natural" differences between women  and men. Their primary goal overall is to achieve equality of treatment between women  and men in public areas, such as political participation and representation, equal access to paid employment, market services, education, and so on. So, I think a liberal feminist surveying the international legal landscape would note the absence of women in the field. All of the powerful positions in international law are held by men. When we look at the International Court of Justice, the premier judicial body in the international scene, of fifteen elected judges, there is one woman: Dame Rosalyn Higgins of the United Kingdom. The International Law Commission established by the U.N. Charter, a prestigious body of [thirty-four] jurists, [on November 7, 2001], elected the very first woman member: Paula Escarameia of Portugal. The U.N. Secretariat is dominated by men, as are the committees monitoring the human rights treaties of the U.N. There is, by and large, a disproportionate representation of men in the institutions of international law. Now some liberals may argue that as long as there is no actual formal discrimination against women, if women are theoretically capable of holding these positions, there is no problem of justice at stake. Other liberal feminists would go beyond this demand for formal equality and identify their concern primarily with an equality outcome. So, some liberal feminists would accept the need for affirmative action in particular areas as a  [*95]  temporary measure to address this imbalance. But the acceptance of affirmative action is only seen as temporary; the idea is that women, given the same opportunities, over some time will always be able to perform exactly like men. Apart from this very limited exception, liberal feminists generally do not regard the legal system itself as contributing to the inferior position of women. They assume that the law is ultimately rational, impartial, and capable of achieving justice. The idea is that bad or inadequate law is the problem - not law as usual. Liberal feminists in the international arena would thus seek to increase women's participation in the making of international law. This "add women and stir" approach was strongly endorsed in the Beijing Platform for Action adopted in 1995 in the Fourth World Conference on Women. I think liberal feminists are making an important point but they are not going far enough. These liberal-feminist approaches, I think, to borrow the words of British feminist lawyer Nicola Lacey, are "inadequate to criticize and transform a world in which the distribution of goods is structured along gender lines." n1 They assume "a world of autonomous individuals starting a race or making free choices [which really has] no cutting edge against the fact that men and women are simply running different races." n2 The promise of equality as "sameness' to men only gives women access to a world already constituted by men and with the parameters determined by them.

Combat Zone PIC 1NC
Counterplan Text: The United States Supreme Court should rule that unmanned combat air vehicles are illegal outside of combat zones on the grounds that the United States has a lasting obligation to address targeted killings under the International Humanitarian Law of the Geneva Convention.
Drones Save Combatant and Civilian Lives Combat Zones While Their Use Outside Combat Zones Violates International Law.  
Mary Ellen O’Connell, Professor of Law at University of Notre Dame, 4/28/10, Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, “Hearing: Rise of the Drones II: Examining the Legality of Unmanned Targeting,” http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2010_hr/042810oconnell.pdf
Combat drones are battlefield weapons. They fire missiles or drop bombs capable of inflicting very serious damage. Drones are not lawful for use outside combat zones. Outside such zones, police are the proper law enforcement agents and police are generally required to warn before using lethal force. Restricting drones to the battlefield is the most important single rule governing their use. Yet, the United States is failing to follow it more often than not. At the very time we are trying to win hearts and minds to respect the rule of law, we are ourselves failing to respect a very basic rule: remote weapons systems belong on the battlefield.1 I. A Lawful Battlefield Weapon The United States first used weaponized drones during the combat in Afghanistan that began on October 7, 2001. We requested permission from Uzbekistan, which was then hosting the U.S. airbase where drones were kept.2 We also used combat drones in the battles with Iraq’s armed forces in the effort to topple Saddam Hussein’s government that began in March 2003.3 We are still using drones lawfully in the on-going combat in Afghanistan. Drones spare the lives of pilots, since the unmanned aerial vehicle is flown from a site far from the attack zone. If a drone is shot down, there is no loss of human life. Moreover, on the battlefield drones can be more protective of civilian lives than high aerial bombing or long-range artillery. Their cameras can pick up details about the presence of civilians. Drones can fly low and target more precisely using this information. General McChrystal has wisely insisted on zero-tolerance for civilian deaths in Afghanistan. The use of drones can help us achieve that. What drones cannot do is comply with police rules for the use of lethal force away from the battlefield. In law enforcement it must be possible to warn before using lethal force, in war-fighting this is not necessary, making the use of bombs and missiles lawful. The United Nations Basic Principles for the Use of Force and Firearms by Law Enforcement Officials (UN Basic Principles) set out the international legal standard for the use of force by police: Law enforcement officials shall not use firearms against persons except in self-defense or defense of others against the imminent threat of death or serious injury, to prevent the perpetration of a particularly serious crime involving grave threat to life, to arrest a person presenting such a danger and resisting their authority, or to prevent his or her escape, and only when less extreme means are insufficient to achieve these objectives. In any event, intentional lethal use of firearms may only be made when strictly unavoidable in order to protect life.4 The United States has failed to follow these rules by using combat drones in places where no actual armed conflict was occurring or where the U.S. was not involved in the armed conflict. On November 3, 2002, the CIA used a drone to fire laser-guided Hellfire missiles at a passenger vehicle traveling in a thinly populated region of Yemen. At that time, the Air Force controlled the entire drone fleet, but the Air Force rightly raised concerns about the legality of attacking in a place where there was no armed conflict. CIA agents based in Djibouti carried out the killing. All six passengers in the vehicle were killed, including an American.5 In January 2003, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights received a report on the Yemen strike from its special rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary, or arbitrary killing. The rapporteur concluded that the strike constituted “a clear case of extrajudicial killing.”6 Apparently, Yemen gave tacit consent for the strike. States cannot, however, give consent to a right they do not have. States may not use military force against individuals on their territory when law enforcement measures are appropriate. At the time of the strike, Yemen was not using military force anywhere on its territory. More recently, Yemen has been using military force to suppress militants in two parts of the country. The U.S.’s on-going drone use, however, has not been part of those campaigns. The United States has also used combat drones in Somalia probably starting in late 2006 during the Ethiopian invasion when the U.S. assisted Ethiopia in its attempt to install a new government in that volatile country. Ethiopia’s effort had some support from the UN and the African Union. To the extent that the U.S. was assisting Ethiopia, our actions had some justification. It is clear, however, that the U.S. has used drone strikes independently of the attempt to restore order in Somalia. The U.S. has continued to target and kill individuals in Somalia following Ethiopia’s pullout from the country.7 The U.S. use of drones in Pakistan has similar problems to the uses in Yemen and Somalia. Where military force is warranted to address internal violence, governments have widely resorted to the practice of inviting in another state to assist. This is the legal justification the U.S. cites for its use of military force today in Afghanistan and Iraq. Yet, the U.S. cannot point to invitations from Pakistan for most of its drone attacks. Indeed, for much of the period that the United States has used drones on the territory of Pakistan, there has been no armed conflict. Therefore, even express consent by Pakistan would not justify their use.
Combat Zone PIC Solvency

The Use of Drones in Afghanistan is Internationally Legal in Combat Zones, Where they Prevent Unnecessary Deaths.
Mary Ellen O’Connell, Professor of Law at University of Notre Dame, 4/28/10, Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, “Hearing: Rise of the Drones II: Examining the Legality of Unmanned Targeting,” http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/2010_hr/042810oconnell.pdf
Armed conflict, however, is a real thing. The United States is currently engaged in an armed conflict in Afghanistan. The United States has tens of thousands of highly trained well-organized troops fighting battles with a well-organized opponent that is able to hold territory. The situation in Afghanistan today conforms to the definition of armed conflict in international law. The International Law Association’s Committee on the Use of Force issued a report in 2008 confirming the basic characteristics of all armed conflict: 1.) the presence of organized armed groups that are 2.) engaged in intense inter-group fighting.10 The fighting or hostilities of an armed conflict occurs within limited zones, referred to as combat or conflict zones. It is only in such zones that killing enemy combatants or those taking a direct part in hostilities is permissible. Because armed conflict requires a certain intensity of fighting, the isolated terrorist attack, regardless of how serious the consequences, is not an armed conflict. Terrorism is crime. Members of al Qaeda or other terrorist groups are active in Canada, France, Germany, Indonesia, Morocco, Saudi Arabia, Spain, the United Kingdom, Yemen and elsewhere. Still, these countries do not consider themselves in a war with al Qaeda. In the words of a leading expert on the law of armed conflict, the British Judge on the International Court of Justice, Sir Christopher Greenwood: In the language of international law there is no basis for speaking of a war on Al-Qaeda or any other terrorist group, for such a group cannot be a belligerent, it is merely a band of criminals, and to treat it as anything else risks distorting the law while giving that group a status which to some implies a degree of legitimacy.11 To label terrorists “enemy combatants” lifts them out of the status of criminal to that of combatant, the same category as America’s own troops on the battlefield. This move to label terrorists combatants is contrary to strong historic trends. From earliest times, governments have struggled to prevent their enemies from approaching a status of equality. Even governments on the verge of collapse due to the pressure of a rebel advance have vehemently denied that the violence inflicted by their enemies was anything but criminal violence. Governments fear the psychological and legal advantages to opponents of calling them “combatants” and their struggle a “war.” President Ronald Reagan strongly opposed labeling terrorists combatants. He said that to “grant combatant status to irregular forces even if they do not satisfy the traditional requirements … would endanger civilians among whom terrorists and other irregulars attempt to conceal themselves.”12 The United Kingdom and other allies take the same position as President Reagan: “It is the understanding of the United Kingdom that the term 'armed conflict' of itself and in its context denotes a situation of a kind which is not constituted by the commission of ordinary crimes including acts of terrorism whether concerted or in isolation.”13 In the United States and other countries plagued by al Qaeda, institutions are functioning normally. No one has declared martial law. The International Committee of the Red Cross is not active. Criminal trials of suspected terrorists are being held in regular criminal courts. The police use lethal force only in situations of necessity. The U.S.’s actions today are generally consistent with its long-term policy of separating acts of terrorism from armed conflict—except when it comes to drones. III. Battlefield Restraints Even when the U.S. is using drones at the request of Pakistan in battles it is waging, we are failing to follow important battlefield rules. The U.S. must respect the principles of necessity, proportionality and humanity in carrying out drone attacks. “Necessity” refers to military necessity, and the obligation that force is used only if necessary to accomplish a reasonable military objective.14 “Proportionality” prohibits that “which may be expected to cause incidental loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, damage to civilian objects, or a combination thereof, which would be excessive in relation to concrete and direct military advantage anticipated.”15 These limitations on permissible force extend to both the quantity of force used and the geographic scope of its use.
Pakistan CP 1NC
Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should ban the use of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) in Pakistan.  Necessary financial and infrastructure-based aid should be provided to Pakistan.
The U.S. Must Abandon Drones in Pakistan in Favor of Intelligence—The U.S. Must Cooperate With and Assist Pakistan to Address Terrorism—this is their author.
Maleeha Lodhi, Former Ambassador of Pakistan to US, April 2009, INSS Special Report, “The Future of Pakistan-U.S. Relations: Opportunities and Challenges,” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA497485
An even more significant worry for Islamabad is the military escalation signaled by the focus on rooting out “safe havens” in Pakistan’s border region and redefining the war as a regional conflict. President Obama’s suggestion that if Pakistan did not take action, the United States would step in, implies a widening of the war into western Pakistan even if the President later explained that he would consult Pakistani leaders before terrorist hideouts were pursued. All this has still left open the prospect of increased U.S. Predator strikes against targets in FATA, a risky course since this action will only inflame public opinion in Pakistan and have destabilizing effects. Drone attacks have already evoked condemnation from the National, Frontier, and Balochistan Assemblies. Any policy that is vehemently opposed by the people will ultimately be unsustainable. The tactical gains claimed from these strikes must be set against the costs in terms of undermining strategic goals. Such a perilous approach should be abjured in favor of the only viable one, which is based on the sharing of intelligence and technology, to enable Pakistan and its forces to address the terrorist threat in its own territory. The United States should show strategic patience as well as respect for a sovereign country’s red lines in deeds, and not just in words. Moreover, an approach that attempts to deal with al Qaeda only militarily ignores the fact that the organization has to be defeated in the ideological battle because it is ideology that finds followers who are ever ready to replace those “taken out.” A counter–al Qaeda strategy must attempt to neutralize the network’s ideological appeal in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and other parts of the world where it finds recruits and allies. Al Qaeda is now more of an idea. Terrorist operations are increasingly conducted mostly by self-generated “affiliates” drawn from young men in various countries who have been radicalized by al Qaeda’s ideology. The notion of fighting al Qaeda only militarily will remain only a partial response. Islamabad and Washington will also need to close the gap in their perceptions over how they identify the strategic center of gravity of the threat that has to be addressed. Islamabad has long argued that the core of the problem and its solution lies in Afghanistan while acknowledging that support for the insurgency is provided by fighters using Pakistani soil. In Washington’s view, it is the safe havens in Pakistan that are now the central front of the battle to defeat international terrorism. Islamabad believes that U.S. strategy downplays the fact that the situation in FATA is the consequence of the collapse of security in Afghanistan and not the other way around. Islamabad also finds the notion of treating Pakistan and Afghanistan’s border region as a“single theater of combat” unsettling, not least because the security trajectories, causes, contexts, and capacities are so different and because it would be a grave error to think one size fits both. If the flawed concept of “AfPak” has achieved anything so far, it is to unite the militants on both sides of the border in a new alliance to resist the troop reinforcements in Afghanistan ordered by President Obama. The United States recognizes that the attainment of its redefined goals depends critically on Pakistan’s stability. That is the rationale for the economic and security assistance that President Obama has pledged to give Pakistan. He has urged Congress to pass the bill sponsored by Senators John Kerry and Richard Lugar that authorizes $1.5 billion in nonmilitary aid over the next 5 years. But Islamabad has taken strong exception to the proposed conditions and benchmarking of the aid, linking this to its counterterrorism performance. In stating that Washington will not provide a blank check to Pakistan, President Obama struck a note that is counterproductive. This stance reinforces the transactional nature of the relationship that Pakistanis resent, and it strengthens rather than breaks from the paradigm of treating Pakistan as hired help rather than a valued ally. 
Pakistan CP: Solvency

Pakistan Focused Removal of Drones and Investment in Infrastructure key to Relations and the War on Terror—this is Their Author
Maleeha Lodhi, Former Ambassador of Pakistan to US, April 2009, INSS Special Report, “The Future of Pakistan-U.S. Relations: Opportunities and Challenges,” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA497485
The other element of strategic stability relates to the maintenance of a balance in conventional weapons and forces. Any move that disturbs this balance can increase the danger to peace and security by changing nuclear thresholds. The two countries should therefore consider steps to reach an understanding on conventional military restraint, accompanied by, or leading to, an agreement on the non-use of force or a nonaggression pact. Economic and Social Development The best means to tame and reverse the growing tide of militancy in Pakistan is to strengthen its capacity to deliver economic and social progress to its people, especially to generate employment in the context of rising demographic pressures and the “youth bulge.” Although the new Obama strategy recognizes the importance of investing in Pakistan’s future, the resources it plans to marshal are modest in relation both to the challenges Pakistan confronts as well as the central importance the administration assigns the country in its regional policy. There are short-term solvency and longterm development needs for which Pakistan needs support. The urgent priority is financial stabilization that will require $20 billion from the international community over the next few years. In the near term, preferential trade access by the United States to Pakistan’s textiles and clothing would be a bold and substantial step to help the country. Textiles are the lifeblood of the Pakistani economy and its largest industrial employer. Preferential access would be a transformative measure as enhanced trade would create jobs and durable income streams. Aid often does neither. Present U.S. trade policy imposes higher tariffs on Pakistani goods than that from many developing countries. The proposed Reconstruction Opportunity Zones legislation that President Obama has urged Congress to adopt envisages designated areas to be mainly established in the North-West Frontier Province. This has a trade component in that certain categories of goods produced there will have duty-free access to the United States. Its impact on the country’s textile industry would be modest, in sharp contrast to the substantial effect a Free Trade Agreement would have. According to some studies, this would enhance trade by 35 percent. To implement a comprehensive and bold program of economic and social revival, Pakistan needs international help. Such a plan should entail addressing the internal energy deficit and critical infrastructure needs as well as restore a positive climate for domestic and foreign investment. The cost involved would be what the United States spends in Iraq in 4 months. Given that the economic cost Pakistan has incurred since 2001 is estimated to be around $35 billion, such investment would signal to the Pakistani people that the international community has a stake in strengthening the country’s long-term stability. For its part, Pakistan has to more purposefully meet the challenge of good governance and manage its economic and security issues with greater energy and competence, while building public consensus and support for its goals of economic and political stability. This requires something from the politicians that they have shown little of in the past year, consumed and distracted as they have been in power plays and political confrontation: leadership. Pakistan has to put its own political house in order and seriously address the three interconnected challenges of governance, security, and economy to inspire confidence within the international community. Islamabad needs to evolve a credible roadmap for the stabilization of its tribal agencies to replace the firefighting approach of the past few years. Its counterinsurgency policy must be consistently and coherently executed and anchored in a set of interlocking political processes and aim at rebuilding civilian administrative authority at the local level to ensure that security objectives are sustainable. In this endeavor to restore internal stability and countermilitancy and to meet regional challenges, Pakistan and the United States need a vastly improved relationship. This requires addressing: ■■ the trust deficit ■■mutually negative public perceptions ■■ lack of political and public consensus in both countries to support common objectives ■■ tactical divergences on how to achieve shared goals. Reconciling policies and tactics on key topics is essential given the urgency of the issues at hand. In the process of enhancing mutual confidence, each side must show greater understanding for the other’s security concerns. And Washington must demonstrate in practice and not only in words that it will no longer pursue an “America only” approach.   
Pakistan CP: Impact

U.S.-Pakistan Relations Key to Democracy, Development, Nuclear Nonproliferation, Terrorism, and Afghanistan
Maleeha Lodhi, Former Ambassador of Pakistan to US, April 2009, INSS Special Report, “The Future of Pakistan-U.S. Relations: Opportunities and Challenges,” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA497485
Relations between Pakistan and the United States are today defined by a paradox. Never have ties been more vital for both countries. But never has the relationship been so mired in mutual mistrust and suspicion. Both countries acknowledge the crucial importance of each other for the attainment of their respective national objectives. Pakistan is pivotal for the achievement of the key U.S. national security goals of defeating terrorism and stabilizing Afghanistan. But its importance goes beyond that. Pakistan is the world’s second largest Muslim nation and its newest nuclear power. It has a critical role to play in many of the pressing issues of our time, such as countering violent extremism, bolstering democracy and development, addressing issues of international peacekeeping (as the largest contributor to United Nations troops), encouraging nuclear nonproliferation, and improving relations between the West and the Islamic world. For its part, Pakistan needs the help of the international community, especially the United States, to enable it to stage a strategic recovery from the twin, interconnected crises of security and solvency, and to contain rising militancy in its regions bordering Afghanistan. Despite sharing a number of common goals, the Pakistan-U.S. relationship is characterized today by mutual frustration and a growing trust gap. While the leaderships of the two countries place a high value on their ties, and acknowledge the dangers of a collapse of their relationship, their publics and legislatures do not share these perceptions and increasingly view the other with suspicion and depict one another as an unreliable ally. In a recent poll, most Pakistanis did not believe the Pakistan-U.S. security cooperation had benefited Pakistan. According to a Gallup Poll, Americans view Pakistan as among their five least favorite nations, along with Iran and North Korea.
Pakistan CP: A2 Perm

U.S. Policy on Pakistan Must be Separate from Afghanistan to Amend International Relations, Increase Regional Stability, and Defeat Terrorism.  The Perm is seen as the Continued Use of Pakistan as a Tactical Tool by the U.S. and Fails to Solve Stability.
Maleeha Lodhi, Former Ambassador of Pakistan to US, April 2009, INSS Special Report, “The Future of Pakistan-U.S. Relations: Opportunities and Challenges,” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA497485
These mutually negative perceptions can be ascribed in part to the burden of history. This, after all, has been a rollercoaster relationship, characterized by an erratic stop-go pattern in which Pakistan has swung between being America’s most “allied ally” and “most sanctioned friend” to a “disenchanted partner.” Three things stand out about the troubled relationship from a historical perspective. First, relations have lurched between engagement and estrangement in almost predictable cycles. Second, these swings have occurred under both U.S. Republican and Democratic administrations, and on the Pakistani side, under democratic and military governments alike. Third, the episodic nature of ties has reflected Washington’s changing strategic priorities and shifts in global geopolitics, which in turn have reinforced the popular perception in Pakistan that the country is seen from a tactical perspective, and not in terms of its intrinsic importance. When U.S. geostrategic interests so dictated, relations with Pakistan warmed, and aid and support followed. But when U.S. priorities shifted or when Pakistan pursued an independent stance, as, for example, on the nuclear issue, it led to long periods of discriminatory sanctions. This entrenched the view in Pakistan, at both the official and public levels, that Washington has pursued relations with Islamabad on a transactional and not a consistent or predictable basis. The post-9/11 transformation in ties, after over a decade of multiple sanctions, opened up a new chapter of intense engagement and cooperation. But in a repeat of the past pattern, the relationship continued to have a single focus (that is, security). The scope and nature of relations remained narrow. The imperative of building a longer term and broad-based relationship was not addressed. Even though official-speak often referred to the strategic nature of ties, there was a large gap between declaratory statements and operational reality. Window of Opportunity This leads to the present state of PakistanU.S. relations. A new administration in Washington and a democratic government in Islamabad provide a rare and opportune moment to redefine and reset the relationship, learn from past mistakes, and empower the bilateral relationship with the capacity to negotiate common challenges. Changing the terms of the engagement may in fact determine the extent and quality of cooperation that Washington and Islamabad are able to mobilize to address complex regional problems. Relations have a bilateral dimension and a regional dimension that relate to Afghanistan. Both dimensions have to be addressed to recraft and strengthen relations. There is need for a Pakistan policy that is not just a function of Washington’s Afghanistan policy. Formulating policy only through the prism of Afghanistan ignores the reality that Pakistan is a much bigger and strategically more important country. President Barack Obama’s enunciation of his administration’s new strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan after a 2-month interagency review seeks to address both of these dimensions but places greater emphasis on the role that Pakistan is expected to play in eliminating al Qaeda and stabilizing Afghanistan. This urges the need for the two countries to jointly frame common objectives and fashion concrete plans to implement them while launching efforts, in a spirit of candor and openness, to reconcile their differences and remove mutual suspicions. The two countries share a number of common objectives. These include defeating terrorism and eliminating violent extremism from the region, strengthening peace and stability in nuclear South Asia, and promoting the economic and social development of Pakistan to strengthen its long-term stability as a strategic priority.

