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Drones good

1. Drones are good, no playstation mentality scenario or harms

Charli Carpenter is an Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at University of Massachusetts-Amherst. Her teaching and research interests include national security ethics, the laws of war, transnational advocacy networks, gender and political violence, war crimes, comparative genocide studies, humanitarian affairs and the role of information technology in human security, June 1, 2010, “It’s Not About the Drones.”, http://www.lawyersgunsmoneyblog.com/2010/06/its-not-about-the-drones

Drones were back in the news this past week. First, the UN is poised to publicly criticize the US for allowing CIA operators to conduct lethal attacks with drones, in a report to be released later this week. Then, the US military released a report sharply criticizing operational failures that led to the deaths of 23 civilians in a convoy in February. And Newsweek has a big lead article about the extent to which drone strikes, regardless of their legality or side-effects, are fueling homegrown terror. I would like to posit that to some extent, the issues at stake in all of these debates are much broader than the issue of drones and it may be problematic to focus on drones, as if altering our “drone policy” will resolve the broader issues. Bear in mind that drone themselves are simply remotely piloted aerial vehicles. They’re not robots and they’re not making decisions on their own, Star Wars-like. (Though they might in the near future which would raise entirely different ethical questions.) Except for the fact that the pilots are operating remotely from the safety of a military base (or CIA facility), these weapons are little different than other forms of air power. Of course, as Peter Singer has documented there are those who are troubled by the dislocation of the warrior from his targets, but this argument is as old as the long-bow and doesn’t necessarily pose legal issues. It should also be pointed out that drones have many extremely useful non-lethal applications: reconnaissance that helps ground troops avoid civilians, for example. And drones are not simply being used to hunt terrorists in Pakistan. They have civilian and law enforcement uses as well: to monitor the drug trade in South America or population flows across borders. (Not that these surveillance functionalities don’t also involve pressing trade-offs with respect to rights and civil liberties.) Speaking just in terms of using drones as attack weapons here, I would argue the important issue here is not whether we use drones. The issues are a) whether it is right to use any weapon in such a manner as to risk more casualties among civilians than we are willing to accept among our own troops (as both manned and unmanned forms of aerial bombing do) b) whether we are willing to use any weapon to summarily execute individuals we have associated with criminal organizations whether or not they are engaged in what might be considered combat operations against us and c) whether it is either right or effective to outsource the deployment of lethal violence – by drones or by other means – from our military to our civilian agencies? 

2. Any nondrone option is worse

C. Christine Fair is an assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, MAY 28, 2010, “Drone wars: The Obama administration won't tell the truth about America's new favorite weapon -- but that doesn't mean its critics are right”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars
That's why, if the United States does pull its drones out of FATA, Pakistanis will have two options. Either the government simply gives up the fight, or the Pakistani military -- which is already stretched thin -- may have to pick up where the Americans leave off. After the Pakistani army's arduous battle to wrest control of the Swat Valley back from the Taliban beginning in earnest in 2009, Musharraf argued that the United States should give Pakistan drones to pull off future strikes without the massive footprint of a ground force operation. After subsequent requests were rebuffed, Pakistan first sought to buy drones from Italy, but now plans to manufacture them locally. Nevertheless, American and Pakistani citizens do need to weigh the relative costs and benefits of drone attacks. Doing this requires some concessions from the U.S. government. First, it should abandon the absurd claim that it does not conduct drone strikes -- since Google Earth images of U.S. drones at the Shamshi airbase in Baluchistan were published in 2009, the charade hardly seems worth the effort. Second, it should provide evidence of what exactly the drone attacks have produced so far: who has been killed, and how important those people were to the enemy's capabilities. Drone critics can surely question and even reject the process by which individuals are declared "fair targets" and the legality of these extrajudicial killings. But such a debate can only happen when the U.S. government clarifies how targets are selected and vetted. Until the U.S. government owns these attacks and presents information about their outcomes, at best unrealiable and at worst fabricated civilian casualties figures will dominate the drone debate. And that would be the real tragedy -- it could force policymakers in the United States and Pakistan to discard the least bad tool at their disposal. 
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3. Ending drones causes troop increase

Ibrahim Sajid Malick is a freelance journalist based in New York. Previously he worked for following Pakistani media, June 7, 2010, “Drone Attacks May Stop, But Is That Good News?”, http://www.chowk.com/articles/drone-attacks-may-stop-but-is-that-good-news-ibrahim-malick.htm
Given this growing opposition, Barack Obama will have to curb, if not stop altogether, his drone programme in the very near future. But is this really good news for Pakistanis? For one, Obama was not swayed by Pakistani rhetoric, or international pressure. What works in changing course is home grown opposition. Secondly, drone attacks may stop but if we read between the lines, think tanks and military strategists are suggesting that the US should instead send ground troops. Thus the question Pakistanis must really answer is: would you rather have boots on the ground or pilot-less predators in the sky? I understand this question sounds rather fatalist but Pakistan has limited choices. Pakistan cannot confront America militarily and it shouldn’t. As the most influential French thinker of our time Jean Baudrillard tells us in “The intelligence of evil or lucidity pact”, we should understand war “for what it is today, namely the instrument of violent acculturation to the world order, then the media and images are part of the integral reality of war.” They are the subtler instrument of the same homogenisation by force. Islamabad can take its case to the American people – effectively persuade think tanks, show some TLC to American journalists, and engage grass root activists like Cindi Sheehan. But what gets in Pakistan’s way is our bloated ego. We need to understand that winning the hearts and minds of American people (through media of course) is much easier when you have Ayesha Siddiqa from Bhawalpur representing you in the media instead of Prime Minister Gilani from Multan. We can cut through the chase when Pervez Hoodbhoy from Islamabad speaks for us instead of President Zardari. Rashid Ahmad from Lahore is substantially more useful than Gen Kayani. Mansha’s intelligence is far more respected in American media circuits that Lt General Pasha’s.

4. High troop levels destabilize Pakistan and motivates terrorism

 [Doug Bandow, November 22, 2009, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He is a former special assistant to President Reagan, “Limits of US Power in Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11000]

Afghanistan's importance primarily derives from its impact on nuclear-armed Pakistan next door. However, an endless, escalating conflict is more likely than a Taliban victory to destabilize Pakistan.
Washington is left with only bad options. Matthew Hoh, who recently quit the State Department, observed that no "military force has ever been tasked with such a complex, opaque and Sisyphean mission as the U.S. military has received in Afghanistan."

Even if more troops were better deployed, the odds of reasonable success in reasonable time at reasonable cost are long.

The U.S. and its allies should begin drawing down their forces. The outcome might be Taliban conquest and rule, but equally likely is divided governance. In either case, the conflict would no longer be inflamed by outside intervention.

The Economist hyperbolically fears that "defeat for the West in Afghanistan would embolden its opponents not just in Pakistan, but all around the world, leaving it more open to attacks."

However, jihadists are most likely to attack Westerners when Westerners are killing Muslims. Moreover, escalation, if followed by additional years of conflict and ultimate defeat, would more grievously harm America's reputation.

The most serious argument against withdrawal is that al-Qaida would gain additional "safe havens." Special envoy Richard Holbrooke contended that preventing this is "the only justification for what we're doing."

Yet, al-Qaida has not moved into territory governed by the Taliban. Anti-terrorism expert Marc Sageman observed, "There is no reason for al-Qaida to return to Afghanistan. It seems safer in Pakistan at the moment." The defuse jihadist movement even has organized terrorist plots from Europe.

5. Drone criticisms are flawed,only ev produced by taliban

C. Christine Fair is an assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, MAY 28, 2010, “Drone wars: The Obama administration won't tell the truth about America's new favorite weapon -- but that doesn't mean its critics are right”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars
During his testimony before the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee in May 2009, David Kilcullen, a former counterinsurgency advisor to Centcom commander Gen. David Petraeus, said it was time for the United States to "call off the drones." Later that month, Kilcullen and Andrew M. Exum, who served as an Army Ranger in Iraq and Afghanistan from 2002 to 2004, published a provocative editorial in the New York Times, titled "Death From Above: Outrage from Below," in which they estimated that over the "past three years" drones had killed just 14 "terrorist leaders" at the price of some 700 civilian lives. "This is 50 civilians for every militant killed," they wrote, "a hit rate of 2 percent." Their conclusion? Drone strikes produce more terrorists than they eliminate-an assertion that has become an article of faith among drone-strike opponents. It would be a damning argument -- if the data weren't simply bogus. The only publicly available civilian casualty figures for drone strikes in Pakistan come from their targets: the Pakistani Taliban, which report the alleged numbers to the Pakistani press, which dutifully publishes the fiction. No one has independently verified the Taliban's reports -- journalists cannot travel to FATA to confirm the deaths, and the CIA will not even acknowledge the drone program exists, much less discuss its results. But high-level Pakistani officials have conceded to me that very few civilians have been killed by drones and their innocence is often debatable. U.S. officials who are knowledgeable of the program report similar findings. In fact, since January 1 there has not been one confirmed civilian casualty from drone strikes in FATA. 
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6. Flawed ev, air strikes and drones conflated

C. Christine Fair is an assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, MAY 28, 2010, “Drone wars: The Obama administration won't tell the truth about America's new favorite weapon -- but that doesn't mean its critics are right”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars
Not only do drone opponents rely upon these fictitious reports of civilian casualties, they also tend to conflate drone strikes in Pakistan with air strikes in Afghanistan, lumping the two related but very different battlefields together as one contiguous theater. They also conflate different kinds of air strikes within Afghanistan. These distinctions matter, a lot. In Afghanistan, it is an ignominious truth that hundreds of civilians are killed in NATO airstrikes every year. But most of the civilian casualties in Afghanistan have not stemmed from pre-planned, intelligence-led attacks; rather, civilians are most likely to die when troops come into contact with the enemy and subsequently request air support. This is because when it comes to air strikes, NATO forces in Afghanistan have a limited range of air assets at their disposal. As a result, when troops come into contact with insurgents and call for air support, they get the ordinance that is available, not the firepower that would be best suited to their needs. Sometimes large bombs are dropped when smaller ones would have been better, and the risk of civilian casualties increases accordingly. By contrast, drone airstrikes are pre-planned, intelligence-led operations, and are usually accomplished with minimal civilian deaths -- as even Human Rights Watch acknowledges. They are the product of meticulous planning among lawyers, intelligence officers, and others who scrupulously and independently confirm information about potential enemies, working to establish a rigorous "pattern of life" to minimize the deaths of innocents. Others in the Air Force, using a classified algorithm, estimate the potential for civilian casualties based upon a variety of local data inputs. While one should not be blasé about the loss of any civilian life, it is important to note that the different kinds of air operations are not created equal. 

7. Pakistan authorizes drone attacks, key to Pakistani COIN

Interviewee: Micah Zenko, Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations Interviewer: Greg Bruno, Staff Writer, CFR.org, June 2, 2010, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html

If you're taking off from Pakistani airfields, the Pakistani government knows this is going on. The Pakistani media has also shown photographs of drones [on the ground in Pakistan], and there's lots of reporting of U.S. contractors and U.S. officials at some of these airfields. Early on, the U.S. government received permission from Islamabad to go after a very small number of people, primarily Arabs or Uzbeks. Only non-Pakistanis were permitted to be targeted, and if you look at the people who were targeted through the first dozen drone strikes over the first three or four years, they're almost all non-Pakistani. There was some intelligence support provided by the Pakistani government reportedly at the time, but what happens is in the summer of 2008 the U.S. government starts pushing it and going after targets on their own. The Pakistani government can resist and say, "This is our own sovereign territory." But if the United States launches strikes without the Pakistani government knowing, it looks bad. So there's a very careful dance where the United States then starts going after some targets which are a threat to the Pakistani regime in Islamabad. In the summer of 2008, the CIA becomes, in effect, the counterinsurgency air force of the government of Pakistan, going after individuals and organizations that are dedicated to the overthrow of the regime in Islamabad, more so than they are dedicated to attacking the United States or U.S. allies abroad. This is clear to the Pakistani government, and they begin to provide greater intelligence; they provide a little more cover for the United States to do more drone strikes. It's estimated that at the end of the Bush administration, there were only six or seven Predator drones in Pakistan. Reportedly, this has doubled in the last year or so of the Obama administration, all with the explicit authorization of the Pakistani government. So you're saying Pakistanis have begun to see drone strikes as in their interest? It does benefit the Pakistani government, and evidence of that is that they've asked repeatedly for armed drones [currently, the United States only sells unarmed drones to Pakistan]. There are specific U.S. laws which prohibit the export of lethal military equipment to some countries for certain purposes since this is a highly classified technology which the U.S. doesn't want to export. There are also some concerns about Pakistan's ability to not kill civilians [as well as] who they would really go after if they had it. So the United States has provided increased surveillance drones to the direct control of Pakistan, and now it looks like they'll be selling them directly to the Pakistani government.

Afghan stability frontline

1. solving drone attacks is a drop in the bucket.  Their internal link says that “the death of innocent civilians) is perhaps the surest way to turn the population against Afghan and coalition efforts”.  Drone attacks do not solve for Troop incidents, conventional air strikes, IEDs, or bombs.  

2. Air strikes decreasing but civilian casuality still high

McClatchy News, Nancy A. Youssef, 3/2/10, “Airstrikes kill fewer Afghans, but more dying on ground”, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/03/02/89707/airstrikes-kill-fewer-afghans.html

 KABUL, Afghanistan — Even as U.S. forces take steps to reduce the number of Afghan civilians killed by aerial attacks, other civilian casualties remain stubbornly high — deaths in so-called escalation of force incidents in which edgy American troops fire on civilians who've come too close to their convoys or roadblocks. The number of Afghans killed in such incidents rose 43 percent in 2009 to 113, from 79 in 2008, while the total number of NATO coalition-caused civilian deaths and injuries declined 15.5 percent, to 535 from 633. How to avoid killing civilians has been a persistent problem for American troops since the invasion of Iraq in 2003, when several well publicized incidents of U.S. soldiers killing friendly civilians soured many Iraqis on the American presence. It also fueled the insurgency, U.S officials came to believe. "I would argue in many instances we are our own worst enemy,'' Army Gen. Peter Chiarelli said of civilian casualties in 2006, when he was the No. 2 commander in Iraq. Shortly after Army Gen. Stanley McChrystal assumed command of all U.S. forces in Afghanistan in June, he ordered U.S. troops to back off some fights if civilian casualties couldn't be avoided. In the months since, the use of U.S. air power has dropped, even during the recent offensive in Marjah, where errant air strikes killed at least 35 civilians in incidents that Afghan President Hamid Karzai called "unjustifiable." However, a similar order involving what McChrystal called "aggressive driving" hasn't cut the number of civilians killed when nervous U.S. troops on the ground warn approaching civilians to back away, then end up opening fire on them. McChrystal's order, issued in August, was wide ranging, though it drew less attention than his July one about air power. It told American soldiers "to wave, smile and engage in friendly non-verbal interaction with local Afghans" and to lose the sunglasses "so Afghans can see your eyes." He said soldiers should take "stay-away" signs off their vehicles and "pull off the road periodically to allow civilian traffic to pass by." "I also expect oncoming traffic to travel unimpeded by our movement," McChrystal said — a rejection of the common American tactic in Iraq of driving down the wrong side of a highway to prevent an oncoming suicide bomber from veering suddenly into a convoy. Some soldiers think that the effort to be a more friendly force could put them at greater risk. They note that U.S. soldiers have been shot by the Afghan counterparts they train and live alongside of and by their interpreters — and that those incidents have taken place before they leave base. Some say they constantly struggle to keep their comrades safe without violating the directive, and that's never easy. Late last year in Afghanistan's Nanaghar province, members of the Georgia National Guard often repeated an unofficial mantra that spread through the unit when discussing the directive: "I am going to get all my guys home, no matter what." Military commanders told McClatchy, however, that a review of incidents since McChrystal issued his driving directive disproves that. In every instance in which U.S. troops opened fire on a car since McChrystal arrived, officials told McClatchy, the subsequent investigation found that there was no threat to the soldiers. McChrystal has made it clear, however, that winning over the Afghan population is critical to success in Afghanistan, and U.S. officials are proud of the decline in overall civilian casualties. McChrystal has acknowledged that he's asking troops to endure more risks, but he's said that in the long term, the risk will drop. The drop in the number of civilians killed in U.S. air strikes "would tell you we have a focus as a force on civilian casualties," said Maj. Gen. Stephen Mueller, the director of air operations in Afghanistan. Commanders acknowledge that cutting back on deadly air missions is easier than getting American troops to hold their fire when confronting Afghans whose intentions may not be clear. What kind of munitions to drop from the air often is decided by a person whose life isn't directly at risk. In contrast, the decision on whether to open fire on an approaching vehicle is made in a split second by the solider whose life is on the line. "Civilian casualties don't happen because convoys are moving with the flow of traffic. They happen because gunners in convoys perceive a vehicle or pedestrian to be a threat when there is no threat," said Air Force Lt. Col. Tadd Sholtis, a coalition spokesman. "The intent of General McChrystal's directives are to provide the guidance needed to encourage more tactical patience in these situations." Several incidents of civilians killed in ground attacks this year have sparked a public and political outcry in Afghanistan. The most notable happened last month and captured the challenge of forces trying to defend themselves while reaching out to the local population. Mohammed Younus, a prominent Kabul imam, was driving with his two wives and three children in eastern Kabul when a U.S. military convoy passed by, and a gunner opened fire, killing Younus. It was just two days after a suicide bomber had struck outside a nearby U.S. military base, and the soldiers were on edge. Residents were outraged. The coalition issued a statement shortly after the shooting, apologizing for firing upon "what appeared to be a threatening vehicle."

3.  Their hentoff evidence states that “the United States is very much involved in the NATO air strikes — in addition to drone plane”. The plan only solves one of those

Afghan stability frontline

4. Failure is inevitable, the only thing we can control is the number of deaths before we quit nation building

 [Doug Bandow,  is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy. He served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, July 20, 2010, “Why Are We in Afghanistan?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995, AT]

The Taliban is not particularly popular. Rather, in many areas the government is less popular. Tom Ricks of the Washington Post notes: "Our biggest single problem in Afghanistan is not the Taliban. They are a consequence of our problem. Our problem in Afghanistan is the Kabul government." The Karzai regime is noted more for corruption than competence. The Los Angeles Times writes of "a cabal of Afghan hustlers who have milked connections to high government officials to earn illicit fortunes." They have turned Afghanistan's capital into a vampire city, in which the elite live off of drug or Western money. I asked a long-time associate of President Karzai about allegations of corruption; he responded that no Afghan politician could long survive without "taking care of" his family and friends. The Afghanistan Rights Monitor worries: "It will take a miracle to win the war against the insurgents and restore a viable peace in Afghanistan with the existing Afghan leadership and government." The country "lacks the basic prerequisites for a sustainable peace--a legitimate, competent and independent government and leadership." The daunting challenge facing the U.S. is evident from operations in both Marja and Kandahar. The town of Marja was a Taliban sanctuary targeted by the U.S. military in February. The Washington Post reported in June: "Firefights between insurgents and security forces occur daily, resulting in more Marine fatalities and casualties over the past month than in the first month of the operation." In May Gen. McChrystal complained of the perception that Marja had become "a bleeding ulcer." There simply is no "government-in-a-box" for Kabul to deliver as planned. Even super-hawks Frederick and Kimberly Kagan acknowledge that Marja was "an area that supported insurgents precisely because it saw the central government as threatening and predatory." The allied operation has gone poorly because of "The incapacity of the Afghan government to deliver either justice or basic services to its people." The Kagans argue that U.S. forces have achieved more important military objectives. But those goals ultimately remain secondary to political progress. There seems little reason to be optimistic about the chances of the far larger operation planned for Kandahar. The military campaign has been put off from June and support for the Taliban remains worrisomely strong. Moreover, the insurgents have been carrying out a campaign of assassination against Afghans friendly to the allies. Again, success will depend on effective local governance. Yet Los Angeles Times reporter David Zucchino writes: "Development projects have been modest and plagued by insurgent attacks or threats against Afghan workers. Residents complain of shakedowns by Afghan police. Many U.S. troops say they don't fully trust their nominal allies in the Afghan police or army, who are scheduled to take responsibility for security by next summer." Brutal, corrupt, and inefficient government rule is worse than brutal, less corrupt, and less inefficient Taliban control for many Afghans. "If anybody thinks Kandahar will be solved this year," one top military officer told the New York Times, "they are kidding themselves." President Obama appears ready to abandon his promise to begin troop withdrawals next July, but time is not on his side. A poll in May found that 52 percent of Americans did not believe the war was worth fighting. With the Europeans also looking for the exits, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates declared at the June NATO summit: "All of us, for our publics, are going to have to show by the end of the year that our strategy is on the track, making some headway." Last December President Obama told West Point cadets "As your commander in chief, I owe you a mission that is clearly defined and worthy of your service." Alas, Washington is pursuing the wrong objective in the wrong place. America's critical interests are to prevent Afghanistan from again becoming an al-Qaeda training ground and avoid destabilizing next-door nuclear-armed Pakistan. The first has been achieved, and could be maintained through a negotiated withdrawal with the Taliban — which likely would prefer not to be deposed again — backed by air/drone strikes and Special Forces intervention if necessary. The second would be best served by deescalating the conflict, which is a major source of instability in Pakistan. Failing to "win" would be bad. But carrying on in a war not worth fighting would be worse. As Tony Blankley observes: "What is not inevitable is the number of American (and allied) troops who must die before failure becomes inevitable." The Obama administration should focus on protecting Americans from terrorism. It should leave nation-building in Afghanistan to the Afghan people.

Afghan stability frontline

5. Failure of Karzai results in Taliban takeover

Newser, 12/2/09, “Gates: Afghan Failure Means 'Civil War'”, http://www.newser.com/story/75273/gates-afghan-failure-means-civil-war.html

Defense chief Robert Gates and other members of the Obama administration took to Capitol Hill today to sell President Obama's plan to send 30,000 additional troops. "Failure in Afghanistan would mean a Taliban takeover of much, if not most, of the country and likely a renewed civil war," Gates told the Senate Armed Services Committee. "Taliban-ruled areas could in short order become, once again, a sanctuary for al-Qaeda."

6. Drone presence is crucial to the Afghanistan war

NYTimes, 2/19/2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/20/world/asia/20drones.html
 The use of the drones has expanded quickly and virtually unnoticed in Afghanistan. The Air Force now flies at least 20 Predator drones — twice as many as a year ago — over vast stretches of hostile Afghan territory each day. They are mostly used for surveillance, but have also carried out more than 200 missile and bomb strikes over the last year, including 14 strikes near Marja in the last few days, newly released military records show. That is three times as many strikes in the past year as in Pakistan, where the drones have gotten far more attention and proved more controversial for their use in a country where the United States does not have combat forces. There, they are run by the C.I.A., as opposed to the military, and the civilian casualties that they have caused as they have struck at leaders of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, amid Pakistani sensitivities over sovereignty, have stoked anger and anti-Americanism. But in Afghanistan, a country with nearly 70,000 American troops, the drones have stealthily settled into an everyday role, and military commanders say they are a growing part of a counterinsurgency strategy that seeks to reduce civilian casualties. They expect to field more of them as 30,000 more American troops enter Afghanistan this year. Trying to bring down civilian deaths, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the commander of the American-led forces in Afghanistan, has tightened the rules for airstrikes, especially by military jets, which usually drop larger bombs than the drones and have less time to follow the targets. The drones can linger over an area with their video cameras gathering intelligence for as long as 20 hours, and then strike without warning. The United Nations says it recorded no civilian deaths from drone strikes in Afghanistan last year. But because the drones have mainly been used to attack low-level Taliban fighters in remote places, it may be hard to tell. Since the start of 2009, the Predators and their larger cousins, the Reapers, have fired at least 184 missiles and 66 laser-guided bombs at militant suspects in Afghanistan, according to the records. That compared with what independent researchers believe to be 69 attacks by drones in Pakistan over the same period. The C.I.A. does not comment publicly on its drone program. As the flights increase, the military is also finding that the drones can offer continuous protection and a broad view of their surroundings that the Army and the Marines have long said they needed. “The power behind it is more about the video downlink and the huge ability to bring information into the system,” said Maj. Gen. Stephen P. Mueller of the Air Force, a top air commander in Afghanistan. Given Afghanistan’s mountainous terrain, having that steady bird’s eye view “means that our ground forces can get out and about amongst the population and into smaller units than you would typically think about,” he said. He said the military was counting on the drones to help create a safer environment and give the counterinsurgency campaign time to unfold. General Mueller said the missile firings occurred on only a small fraction of the flights, which had expanded as drones have been shifted to Afghanistan from Iraq and new planes added. He said the strikes typically came when troops were caught in firefights or the drones came across people who appeared to be planting homemade bombs, the biggest source of allied casualties. The counterinsurgency strategy “isn’t about going out and finding those,” he said. “But when we do find them, we obviously do what’s necessary.” General McChrystal recently told Congress that the intelligence from the drones and other planes was “extraordinarily effective” in dealing with the broad mix of demands. Military officials said the Special Forces were using the drones to attack Taliban leaders and bomb-making networks in eastern and southern Afghanistan, often by stacking two or three drones over a compound to track everyone who came and went. Since last fall, the Predators and Reapers have also been massed over Marja, a farming community in the southern Helmand Province. Military officials said the remote-controlled planes had identified Taliban fighters, monitored their weapons storehouses and their routes in and out of the area, and mapped where they were planting roadside bombs. 
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7. Flawed ev, air strikes and drones conflated

C. Christine Fair is an assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, MAY 28, 2010, “Drone wars: The Obama administration won't tell the truth about America's new favorite weapon -- but that doesn't mean its critics are right”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars
Not only do drone opponents rely upon these fictitious reports of civilian casualties, they also tend to conflate drone strikes in Pakistan with air strikes in Afghanistan, lumping the two related but very different battlefields together as one contiguous theater. They also conflate different kinds of air strikes within Afghanistan. These distinctions matter, a lot. In Afghanistan, it is an ignominious truth that hundreds of civilians are killed in NATO airstrikes every year. But most of the civilian casualties in Afghanistan have not stemmed from pre-planned, intelligence-led attacks; rather, civilians are most likely to die when troops come into contact with the enemy and subsequently request air support. This is because when it comes to air strikes, NATO forces in Afghanistan have a limited range of air assets at their disposal. As a result, when troops come into contact with insurgents and call for air support, they get the ordinance that is available, not the firepower that would be best suited to their needs. Sometimes large bombs are dropped when smaller ones would have been better, and the risk of civilian casualties increases accordingly. By contrast, drone airstrikes are pre-planned, intelligence-led operations, and are usually accomplished with minimal civilian deaths -- as even Human Rights Watch acknowledges. They are the product of meticulous planning among lawyers, intelligence officers, and others who scrupulously and independently confirm information about potential enemies, working to establish a rigorous "pattern of life" to minimize the deaths of innocents. Others in the Air Force, using a classified algorithm, estimate the potential for civilian casualties based upon a variety of local data inputs. While one should not be blasé about the loss of any civilian life, it is important to note that the different kinds of air operations are not created equal. 

Pakistan stability

1. Pakistan likes the drones

Greg Bruno, Staff Writer, Council on Foreign Relations, July 19, 2010, U.S. Drone Activities in Pakistan, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22659/us_drone_activities_in_pakistan.html?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fby_type%2Fbackgrounder
In March 2009, Pakistan's Foreign Ministry declared the strikes "a violation of Pakistan's sovereignty" that are "counterproductive." But as Kronstadt notes, officials from both countries may have reached a quiet understanding in the fall of 2008; at least three Predators that can be operated by the CIA are reportedly deployed to a secret Pakistani airbase, he writes. "It used to be that we'd see statements going all the way to the level of outrage," Kronstadt said in an interview with CFR.org. "We're simply not seeing that anymore." One reason may be the rising tide of militancy in Pakistan's tribal regions. Long seen as a strategic asset of Islamabad's intelligence service, groups like the Pakistan Taliban have been targeting Pakistani cities. Even a majority of residents of the tribal regions have come to accept drone strikes as a necessary evil in the war against Taliban militancy, according to one poll conducted in early 2009. That may explain why Pakistan appears to be helping supply human targeting intelligence to the United States, and why Pakistani agents are "increasingly involved in target selection and strike coordination," according to Reuters. Pakistan, meanwhile, has also requested direct control (Sunday Times) of UAVs over Pakistani territory. The country's military leaders are said to desire armed drones for their own use, but the U.S. Department of Defense has agreed to sell Pakistan unarmed Shadow UAVs for reconnaissance missions only.

2. Flawed ev, air strikes and drones conflated

C. Christine Fair is an assistant professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, MAY 28, 2010, “Drone wars: The Obama administration won't tell the truth about America's new favorite weapon -- but that doesn't mean its critics are right”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars
Not only do drone opponents rely upon these fictitious reports of civilian casualties, they also tend to conflate drone strikes in Pakistan with air strikes in Afghanistan, lumping the two related but very different battlefields together as one contiguous theater. They also conflate different kinds of air strikes within Afghanistan. These distinctions matter, a lot. In Afghanistan, it is an ignominious truth that hundreds of civilians are killed in NATO airstrikes every year. But most of the civilian casualties in Afghanistan have not stemmed from pre-planned, intelligence-led attacks; rather, civilians are most likely to die when troops come into contact with the enemy and subsequently request air support. This is because when it comes to air strikes, NATO forces in Afghanistan have a limited range of air assets at their disposal. As a result, when troops come into contact with insurgents and call for air support, they get the ordinance that is available, not the firepower that would be best suited to their needs. Sometimes large bombs are dropped when smaller ones would have been better, and the risk of civilian casualties increases accordingly. By contrast, drone airstrikes are pre-planned, intelligence-led operations, and are usually accomplished with minimal civilian deaths -- as even Human Rights Watch acknowledges. They are the product of meticulous planning among lawyers, intelligence officers, and others who scrupulously and independently confirm information about potential enemies, working to establish a rigorous "pattern of life" to minimize the deaths of innocents. Others in the Air Force, using a classified algorithm, estimate the potential for civilian casualties based upon a variety of local data inputs. While one should not be blasé about the loss of any civilian life, it is important to note that the different kinds of air operations are not created equal. 

Pakistani instability

3. Safeguards set to prevent nuclear theft- from their author

Paul K. Kerr and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analysts in Nonproliferation, 10 (“Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons: Proliferation and 

Security Issues”, Congressional Research Service, February, 2010, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL34248_20100223.pdf
opencrs.com, AT)

However, U.S. intelligence officials have expressed greater confidence regarding the security of Islamabad’s nuclear weapons. Deputy Secretary of State John D. Negroponte in testimony to Congress on November 7, 2007 said he believed that there is “plenty of succession planning that’s going on in the Pakistani military” and that Pakistan’s nuclear weapons are under “effective technical control.”71 Similarly, Donald Kerr, Principal Deputy Director of National Intelligence, told a Washington audience May 29, 2008, that the Pakistani military’s control of the nuclear weapons is “a good thing because that’s an institution in Pakistan that has, in fact, withstood many of the political changes over the years.” A Department of Defense spokesperson told reporters December 9, 2008, that Washington has “no reason at this point to have any concern with regards to the security” of Islamabad’s nuclear arsenal. More recently, Maples stated March 10, 2009, that Islamabad “has taken important steps to safeguard its nuclear weapons,” although he pointed out that “vulnerabilities exist.” Secretary of Defense Robert Gates stated in a January 21, 2010, interview that the United States is “very comfortable with the security of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons.”72 Other governments have also voiced opinions regarding the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. For example, Indian National Security Adviser M. K. Narayanan said that the arsenal is safe and has adequate checks and balances.73 Similarly, Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs David Miliband told the Charlie Rose Show December 15, 2008, that Islamabad’s nuclear weapons “are under pretty close lock and key.” 

4. Nuclear war odds are close to zero, no one will strike

David Enders, 2002, [Daily News Editor, “Experts say nuclear war still unlikely”, http://www.michigandaily.com/content/experts-say-nuclear-war-still-unlikely]

University political science Prof. Ashutosh Varshney becomes animated when asked about the likelihood of nuclear war between India and Pakistan.

"Odds are close to zero," Varshney said forcefully, standing up to pace a little bit in his office. "The assumption that India and Pakistan cannot manage their nuclear arsenals as well as the U.S.S.R. and U.S. or Russia and China concedes less to the intellect of leaders in both India and Pakistan than would be warranted."
The world"s two youngest nuclear powers first tested weapons in 1998, sparking fear of subcontinental nuclear war a fear Varshney finds ridiculous.

"The decision makers are aware of what nuclear weapons are, even if the masses are not," he said.

"Watching the evening news, CNN, I think they have vastly overstated the threat of nuclear war," political science Prof. Paul Huth said.

Varshney added that there are numerous factors working against the possibility of nuclear war.

"India is committed to a no-first-strike policy," Varshney said. "It is virtually impossible for Pakistan to go for a first strike, because the retaliation would be gravely dangerous."

Political science Prof. Kenneth Lieberthal, a former special assistant to President Clinton at the National Security Council, agreed. "Usually a country that is in the position that Pakistan is in would not shift to a level that would ensure their total destruction," Lieberthal said, making note of India"s considerably larger nuclear arsenal.

"American intervention is another reason not to expect nuclear war," Varshney said. "If anything has happened since September 11, it is that the command control system has strengthened. The trigger is in very safe hands."

Pakistani stability

5. The US will inevitably solve for conflict, it is key to the administration

Joe Klein, 3/5/09, [Author for Time Magazine, “Can Obama avoid a quagmire in Afghanistan”, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1883220,00.html]

What to do? Actually, there's a consensus within the Obama Administration about how to approach the Pakistan part of the problem. The policy might be described as comprehensive diplomacy accompanied by lots of money. The diplomatic task is to nudge India and Pakistan, who nearly came to an agreement in their eternal Kashmir dispute in 2007, toward a lessening of tensions in the hope that the Pakistani army will turn to the struggle against al-Qaeda and the Taliban.

The money would come in a massive economic-aid package, the Kerry-Lugar bill, which would send $1.5 billion to Pakistan for each of the next five years — although how that aid would be distributed, a crucial question given Pakistan's rampant corruption, has yet to be determined. Military aid to Pakistan will continue as well, but with more strings and supervision than during the Bush Administration. "We have to re-establish close personal relationships with the army," said a senior member of the National Security Council, who was involved in an intense series of meetings with the Pakistani military leadership during the first week of March. "We have to be sure they're on the same page as we are. Based on what I saw, they aren't yet."

6. Pakistan will not fight over Kashmir

Muhammad Najeeb, May 9, 2008, [IANS, “Pakistan wants peaceful, good neighbourly relations with India”, http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/politics/pakistan-wants-peaceful-good-neighbourly-relations-with-india_10046834.html]

The minister said his government is working to improve relations with all neighbours particularly India. “It’s our government that has given a new life to talks with India,” said the minister adding that New Delhi has also attached hopes with the democratic government in Pakistan.

He said Pakistan will continue political and moral support to the people of Kashmir. “We will continue providing support in their efforts - politically and morally - until the Kashmir issue is resolved.”

He said it was imperative to improve relations with India to reduce poverty and unemployment in the country.

He also said that Pakistan will never allow any aggression against Iran as it will destroy efforts for peace in the region.

The minister said Pakistan has historical relations with Iran and Afghanistan. “In Afghanistan we want long-term peace for which we are ready to provide any help,” he said.

Earlier, opposition leader Senator Dr. Abdul Malik said Pakistan’s foreign policy was based on “pro-West and anti-India doctrine.”

“There are contradictions in the foreign and internal policies while the foreign policy is based on pro-West and anti-India doctrine,” Malik said.

“We are part and parcel of the war against the terror but at the same time we are blamed that we promote terrorism,” he added and suggested having friendly relations with neighbouring countries, especially India, to cut military spending.

Another member Azam Swati opined that an independent foreign policy can guarantee sovereignty and solidarity of the country.

He criticised the previous governments for failing to secure a durable settlement to the Kashmir issue during the last 60 years.

7. India and Pakistan will not support conflict

Moin Ansari, 12/7/2008, [Moin Ansari is president of the American Jewish Muslim Alliance and an advisor to the Pakistan-Israel Peace Forum. Ansari is also listed as President of the American Jewish Muslim Association on the website of the Pakistan-Israel Peace Forum, Pakistan Ledger, http://rupeenews.com/2008/12/07/kashmir-at-root-of-india-pakistan-conflict/]

Only a few days before the Mumbai attacks, people in the state of Jammu and Kashmir were casting votes in elections to the state assembly. India believes that without Pakistani assistance, an insurgency in Kashmir will die out and ordinary Kashmiris will be happy to be part of the Indian republic. Pakistan, with a newly elected democratic administration is busy setting its house in order, and with the US breathing down its neck to stop terrorism, will not actively support militancy in Kashmir, at least for the time being.
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1. No internal link --- they have no evidence that the Court would actually apply CIL to solve their impacts

2. CIL is not binding  

Bradley and Goldsmith ’97 (Curtis law prof at U of Colorado and Jack law prof at UVA, 110 Harv. L. Rev. 815, lexis)
We have argued that, in the absence of federal political branch authorization, CIL is not a source of federal law. Certain doctrinal consequences follow from this argument. First, as a general matter, a case arising under CIL would not by that fact alone establish federal question jurisdiction. Second, federal court interpretations of CIL would not be binding on the federal political branches or the states. If a state chooses to incorporate CIL into state law, then the federal courts would be bound to apply the state interpretation of CIL on issues not otherwise governed by federal law. If a state did not, in fact, incorporate CIL into state law, the federal court would not be authorized to apply CIL as federal or state law. 345
3. CIL does not affect state practice

Goldsmith and Posner ‘98 (Jack and Eric, law profs at U of Chicago, “A Theory of Customary International Law” John M. Olin Law & Economics Working Paper No. 63, http://www.law.uchicago.edu/Lawecon/WkngPprs_51-75/63.Goldsmith-Posner.pdf)
No one, moreover, agrees about how widespread and uniform state practice must be. In theory the practice is supposed to be “general” in the sense that all or almost all of the nations of the world engage in it.16 But it is practically impossible to determine whether 190 or so nations of the world engage in a particular practice. CIL is thus usually based on a highly selective survey of state practice that includes major powers and interested nations.17 Increasingly, courts and scholars sometimes ignore the state practice requirement altogether.18 For example, they refer to a CIL prohibition on torture at the same time that they acknowledge that many nations of the world torture their citizens.19 It is thus unclear when, and to what degree, the state practice requirement must be satisfied. 
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4. CIL norms are an illusion – cooperation is a result of convergence of self-interest and coercion

Goldsmith and Posner ‘98 (Jack and Eric, law profs at U of Chicago, “A Theory of Customary International Law” John M. Olin Law & Economics Working Paper No. 63, http://www.law.uchicago.edu/Lawecon/ WkngPprs_51-75/63.Goldsmith-Posner.pdf)
One of the central claims of the standard account of CIL is that CIL norms govern all or almost all states, or at least all “civilized” states. This universality claim is rarely explained further. The idea is probably that certain public goods can be created only if all or most states participate by engaging in certain actions that they would not engage in if they acted independently. World peace, the preservation of the ozone layer, the maintenance of international fisheries, and coordination on standards for international communication and transportation are examples of such public goods. International scholars appear to believe that CIL norms evolve in order to enable states to create these n-state public goods. Our theory rejects this view. It holds that most instances of spontaneous international cooperation arise as the result of pairwise interactions. Apparently cooperative universal behavioral regularities are illusory, the result of identical pairwise interactions, coincidence of interest, or coercion. When n-state public goods are created, it is because states enter treaties and other agreements that solve n-state coordination games, not because of the evolution of universal and exogenous CIL norms. To understand the illusory quality of universal CIL norms, imagine that we observe that no state seizes civilian fishing vessels from enemies in times of war. The theory contemplates many possible explanations for this observation. First, states do not seize fishing boats because of coincidence of interest. The nations do not seize boats because their navies are more effectively used by attacking enemy warships or large merchant vessels. Second, many nations receive no benefit from seizing fishing boats, and those that otherwise would receive a benefit are deterred from doing so by powerful nations that have an interest in preventing seizures of their own boats. Third, two nations decline to seize fishing boats in a bilateral repeat prisoner’s dilemma, and all the other nations decline to do so because of coincidence of interest (or coercion), or -- it is possible -- all or most nations face each other in exclusive bilateral repeat prisoner’s dilemmas and refrain from seizing fishing vessels because of fear of retaliation from their (single) opponent. For example, all bodies of water containing fish under the conditions described above are bordered by exactly two states. Fourth, some or all nations face each other in bilateral coordination games which they solve, while any other nations engage in the same action because of coincidence of interest, coercion, or their participation in a bilateral prisoner’s dilemma. There are numerous other possible combinations of coincidence of interest, coercion, bilateral prisoner’s dilemmas, and bilateral coordination. In all these cases, some or many states refrain from seizing fishing vessels because they have better uses for their navy, or because they fear retaliation from the state whose fishing vessels they covet. In none of these cases is an n-state public good created through multilateral cooperation. Our essential claim is that all examples of robust CIL norms are explained in these ways. Although states often engage in virtually identical behavior -- protecting foreign ambassadors, for example57 -- they do so because they have no interest in deviating or because they fear retaliation from the state they victimize. The norm is universal in a trivial sense only, like the norm that states do not drill holes in the bottoms of their own ships; it does not reflect true multilateral cooperation. 
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5. Turn --- Activism --- A) use of CIL opens the door to unrestrained judicial activism
Wilkins ’05 (Brinton, attorney at Holm Wright Hyde & Hays and editor of BYU Law Review, 2005 B.Y.U.L. Rev. 1415, lexis) 

Given CIL's source and potential breadth, it could turn into a playground of judicial caprice if it were allowed to give rise to causes of action without congressional or executive definition and guidance. Judges are not trained to understand the laws of the entire world - we as humans can barely understand the laws of a single state or nation. As one commentator put it, "There is no unified "world community' with a simple and easily accessible opinion to be had for the asking. There are only hundreds of societies, with diverse and conflicting national practices, and billions of individuals and entities, each with its own diverse and often inconsistent views." 226 If there were a federal judge with a pet economic or social grievance, he or she could easily find international support for their stance, no matter how absurd or abhorrent to the average American. If judges were allowed such rein, then Ambrose Bierce would be one step closer to being right - anything would be lawful so long as it is "compatible with the will of a judge having jurisdiction." 227
B) That makes enforcement impossible – undermines democracy, liberty and independence of the judiciary

O’Scannlain, Judge, U. S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, 2k6 

[Diarmuid, “On Judicial Activism,” Open Spaces Quarterly,http://www.open-spaces.com/article-v3n1-oscannlain.php]

Judicial activism can have consequences that are far more profound than the unregulated immigration of nineteenth-century English rectors. When applied not simply to arcane statutes but to the United States Constitution-the foundational document of our Republic-judicial activism inevitably works a seismic shift in the balance between government and individual and has often done so on divisive questions. Take, for example, the question of whether an individual's decision to end his own life is beyond the power of the government to regulate. After the people of the State of Washington rejected the ballot measure at the polls, several Washington residents brought suit and invited judges to give them what the legislative process would not: a governmentally enforceable right to assisted suicide. The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, which includes Washington and eight other Western states, eventually ruled for the plaintiffs, declaring that the Constitution guaranteed each of them a "right to die." This decision, though purportedly compelled by the federal Constitution, rested upon nothing written in that document. Eight judges of the eleven-judge panel hearing the case simply promulgated a new constitutional right, one unheard of in over two hundred years of American history. The Supreme Court, in Washington v. Glucksberg, recognized the Ninth Circuit's decision for the rejection of democracy that it was and unanimously reversed, but not before rivers of ink had flowed in celebration or condemnation of a judgment that seemed intrinsically more political than judicial.Perhaps the outcome reached by the Ninth Circuit was the better policy, arguably someone who is terminally ill and wants to end his life really should not have to act alone. It is certain that many people other than the plaintiffs in the Glucksberg case thought so. Even if it were true, which seems rather difficult to ascertain in any objective sense, this belief does not establish that the court made the right decision, because the court was wrong to make the decision at all. Readers who resist this conclusion need only look at the experience of the people of Oregon. Unlike their northern neighbors, a majority of Oregonians went to the polls only a couple of years later and enacted a law giving a terminally ill individual the right to physician-assisted suicide. Nevertheless, just like their northern neighbors, the people of Oregon were rebuked by a federal court declaring that they had overstepped the scope of governmental authority. In that case, entitled Lee v. Oregon, a federal judge held that in his view there was "no set of facts" in which Oregon's newly enacted assisted suicide law could be considered "rational." That conclusion must have come as quite a surprise to the thousands upon thousands of Oregonians who voted for the law. Surely, the conclusion must have unsettled the view of the eight Ninth Circuit judges who had previously joined together in declaring that the Constitution guaranteed the very right to assisted suicide that the same Constitution was now being read to preclude the people of Oregon from enacting. This uncomfortable tension was resolved when the Ninth Circuit reversed the Lee decision and returned the issue of assisted suicide once again to the realm of political discourse, where it belongs.Even for someone who cares not a whit about whether an individual has the right to assistance in committing suicide, these cases underscore the problems that arise when judges purport to apply the law but fail to apply it faithfully-the problems, that is, of judicial activism. The first of these problems is, of course, that our democratic republic descends into what Thomas Jefferson famously reviled as "oligarchy." The will of one judge or a handful is substituted for the will of the popular majority-or, at the very least, the political representatives elected by and accountable to that majority. Moreover, because judges exert their will, when they do, by pronouncements applied retroactively in individual cases rather than by codified statutes or rules, the resulting "law" not only lacks democratic validity but predictability and uniformity as well. Decisions that manifest judicial activism do not, in short, amount to what we think of as "law" at all.When it involves constitutional interpretation, judicial activism presents a unique additional problem. A judicially active interpretation of the Constitution shifts the dividing line between government power and individual liberty. That judge-made shift, unless subsequently repudiated by the Supreme Court, can be remedied only by a constitutional amendment. Ratification of such an amendment, which requires supermajorities at both federal and state levels, is arduous by design and, when undertaken, is rarely successful. The consequence of all of this is that judicial decisions redefining individual liberties distort the delicate balance of power between the branches of government. What Congress could once do by the relatively straightforward process of statutory enactment, it can thereafter do only by discharging the Herculean task of constitutional amendment.Not only does judicial activism in whatever form hobble the political branches of government, it also undermines the judiciary itself. Courts, lacking the power to enforce their own judgments, rely on popular confidence in those judgments for their implementation. Judicial activism erodes this confidence and thereby erodes the efficacy of the judiciary as a whole. One need not look far to find the breakdown of confidence in, and resulting threat to the independence of, judicial decision-making. By far the most famous such incident occurred with the advent of the New Deal in the 1930s. Franklin Delano Roosevelt had been elected President after campaigning on the promise of federal relief from the widespread economic dislocation accompanying the Great Depression. Upon his inauguration, President Roosevelt proposed and, with the assent of the Congress, enacted into law an unprecedented program of economic reform. After the Supreme Court invalidated several popular statutes at the core of the President's program, the President pursued a plan to "pack" the Supreme Court. He proposed to increase its membership so that he could appoint enough new Justices to win a majority in future cases. The plan was never executed because, faced with this threat, the Supreme Court relented and upheld subsequent legislation. It thus appeared that the Supreme Court very nearly became the casualty of its own judicial activism.Far from being merely a product of the exigencies of the Great Depression, political assaults on specific judicial decisions still occur. In the last presidential election, both parties' nominees openly criticized a federal trial judge in New York for his refusal to admit as evidence in a drug prosecution large amounts of cocaine seized by law enforcement officers. After President Clinton suggested on the campaign trail that the judge might resign his office, the judge reconsidered his ruling and reversed it. This incident, like the Supreme Court's about-face sixty years earlier, raises the disturbing specter of judicial decision-making by popular will, and the fear that our judges might have become little more than politicians in robes.What lesson can we learn from these experiences? Judicial activism generates a vicious cycle: it triggers a lack of confidence in judicial decisions which triggers political meddling which reinforces a lack of confidence in judicial decisions. A politician in robes is no judge at all. Once a judge imposes his will as legislator, he loses his democratic legitimacy. No one person in a democratic society of 270 million citizens should wield legislative power if only fifty-two people have approved of him. A judge who wields power like a politician enters the political process. Having forsaken neutrality, he will soon lose his independence. The people will allow a judge to be independent only for as long as they perceive him as truly neutral-forsaking decisions based upon his own interests and biases. Thus, judicial activism encourages political interference both in the process of judging and selection of judges. One need look no further than the current battle between the White House and the Senate over judicial nominees for a glimpse of the extent to which the judicial appointments process has become politicized. Nor does the threat of political interference end after the judge is selected. A multitude of proposals have been offered in Congress to weaken the independence of the judiciary. Some take the form of constitutional amendments to impose term limits on judges; others have been nothing more sophisticated than calls for the impeachment of particular judges who have rendered unpopular decisions. These may be only harbingers of what is to come.
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C) Loss of judicial independence collapses democracy globally 

Sobel, president American Judicature Society, 2k5 [Allan, “Political Assault on the Justice System,” Judicature: Mar/Apr. Vol. 88, Iss. 5;  pg. 197, proquest]

This unprecedented effort of Congress, with assistance from the Executive Branch, to reenergize a private dispute that had already been considered, reconsidered, and resolved by the courts, sets a dangerous precedent and has degenerated into an alarming affront against the delicate balance of power that sustains our democracy. The American Judicature Society is most concerned about the toll this is taking on our courts. Political ambition and political rancor are once again driving our justice systems to a crossroads of either (1) stability through independence, accountability, and respect, or (2) timidity and submissiveness through unfair and intemperate criticism, irresponsible threats, and direct assault on their jurisdiction and powers. Our courts are constitutionally charged with the interpretation of the laws of the land and the protection of our constitutional rights. The judicial branch is uniquely dependent on what the late Judge Richard Arnold called "the continuing consent of the governed" to fulfill its mission of interpreting the law and resolving peacefully seemingly irreconcilable differences. If the courts do not have the support of, and are not shown due deference by, elected officials, how can we expect citizens, our friends and neighbors, to uphold the sanctity of the law of the land? To meet their common responsibility of protecting and empowering the citizens of this country, the navigators of each branch of government must remain above the fray of increasing moral and political polarization, resist resorting to incendiary rhetoric for selfish gain, and above all embrace due respect for and deference to one another. Our democratic government has been challenged often during its history. It has been wounded over the years by destructive forces from both outside and inside its borders. Through each such ordeal, however, America has survived and grown stronger to become the leader of the free world, with  the opportunity to serve as an example for emerging democracies around the globe. We could not do so without a strong, independent, and genuinely respected justice system, at local, state, and federal levels. The United States at present is the object of unusually intense scrutiny and virulent criticism from all parts of the world. At a time when we are asking, and in some cases directing, governments across the globe to follow the lead of the United States to achieve freedom and democracy, it is paramount that the United States, as an example to others, embody and practice the ideals of the Constitution. It is the sworn duty of our elected officials to respect and protect the judicial branch. It is the mutual respect of every branch of government that has enabled the country to survive and thrive in spite of significant hardship and challenges to its existence. It is not difficult to understand the powerful emotions welling up in Terri Schiavo's family members and other caring and thoughtful people as they watched from the sidelines the 13-day dénouement of her life. And in this day when moral outrage, religious zeal, and media sensationalism are the norm in America, one might forgive reckless and emotionally charged, irrational statements directed at those judges, both elected and appointed, who some may deem to be responsible for her death . . . unless those reckless and irrational statements emanate from our elected members of government. For it is the members of Congress and those in power in the Executive Branch who must be held to a higher standard, who more than anyone must bear responsibility for safeguarding the strength and stability of our courts. The American Judicature Society calls on all participants in our government, citizens and holders of elected office alike, to step back and recommit to respect and support for an independent judiciary as guardian and arbiter of the rule of law. For history demonstrates that a judiciary independent of special interests and partisan politics may be necessary to mend the torn seams of this vast and diverse country. The alternative, vividly suggested in some of the actions and words of recent weeks, is anarchy.

D) extinction results 

Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution senior fellow, co-editor of the Journal of Democracy, December 1995, A Report to the Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s: Actors and Instruments, Issues and Imperatives,” http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm

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

Sanchez ’05 (Ernesto, JD at U of Pennsylvania, 38 Conn. L. Rev. 185, lexis)

The Internationalist Approach Could have Caused a Different Result in Lawrence If the Court truly intended a purely outcome-determinative approach in its internationalist decisions, one should have great cause for concern. Consider how in Lawrence, then, the Court only referred to two European sources to support its contention that an emerging world consensus in favor of homosexual rights justified its decision. 189 But why only refer to Europe? The United States might share common cultural traits with Europe and, in England's instance, a common legal system. Yet does not the growing number of Americans who trace their ancestry to non-European nations make the experience of such nations relevant as well? 190 Perhaps the fact that the British colonial legacy in countries of the Caribbean, Africa, and Asia led to the development of similar common law judicial systems could ameliorate any concerns over referring to laws from states with cultural traditions that differ extensively from American ones. Why not examine what those countries' laws have to say about homosexual sodomy? 191 In fact, as Professor Roger Alford has noted, had the Court engaged in a more inclusive overview of global perspectives on this issue, it may well have been unable to refer to the emergence of a definitive global  [*222]  consensus in favor of homosexuals' rights to privacy at all. 192 Simply put, 84 out of the 192 sovereign states in the world, in one estimate, still have enforceable laws barring sexual intercourse between two consenting adults of the same gender. 193 What the Court implied in Lawrence, therefore, was that the European Union was somehow the best model for the United States in examining foreign perspectives on homosexual conduct. 194 Yet the Court really did not say why. And even if it had set forth such a reason, the possibility for debate still would have existed in that the Court would have opened the door to a string of cases concerning the criteria by which to select foreign legal sources. If the Court, then, was trying to legitimize the idea that because other countries had legalized homosexual activity, the United States should do so as well, its selectivity in choosing nations to serve as a model certainly remains obvious given the true state of the ability to legally engage in homosexual activity throughout the world. Had the Court referred to other countries and not the European Union, or even performed an exhaustive study of all 192 independent countries, it most definitely could not have claimed that the United States should follow the lead of the "rest of the world" in promoting homosexual rights because "most of the world" really did not promote such rights or had not developed a consensus on the issue. Criticizing the Court's apparent "Eurocentrism" 195 has absolutely nothing to do with whether one agrees that the Constitution bans states from forbidding homosexual conduct or not. In fact, in a theoretical sense, the Court may have made overturning Lawrence easier for its successors. The Court referred to how Bowers wrongly concluded that bans on homosexuality were consistent with Western civilization's norms by citing the ECHR decision and Britain's legalization of homosexuality. 196 What if the Court's makeup should change in the next few years to include a majority of justices who personally find homosexuality to be morally abhorrent? Just as the Court selectively referred to nations that had legalized homosexuality, 1 197 a future Court could redo the analysis, adjust its criteria, and come to the opposite conclusion. Because the Court has offered no guidelines  [*223]  as to how to use foreign law in cases not involving international law or external interests, this remains a possibility. At least, the Court would be able to go back on its claims of a definitive world consensus in favor of legalizing homosexual activity, for its analysis would only depend upon what the Court viewed as proof of any such consensus.

B) Lawrence is a landmark victory for gay rights 

The Washington Post, June 27, 03, “Justices Overturn Texas Sodomy Ban,” p. Lexis

The Supreme Court struck down Texas's ban on private consensual sex between adults of the same sex yesterday, in a landmark victory for gay rights that enshrined for the first time a broad constitutional right to sexual privacy.  A five-justice majority of the court ruled that the state had violated the "liberty of the person both in its spatial and more transcendent dimensions" when it fined two Houston men for engaging in anal sex in their home almost five years ago.  Beginning in almost nervous tones, his chin propped on his right hand, Justice Anthony M. Kennedy seemed to gather momentum as he read an opinion as broad in its constitutional vision as any ever issued by the court.  "It is a promise of the Constitution that there is a realm of personal liberty which the government may not enter," he said.  The case involved not minors or prostitutes, Kennedy said in his written opinion, but "two adults who, with full and mutual consent from each other, engaged in sexual practices common to a homosexual lifestyle. The petitioners are entitled to respect for their private lives. The State cannot demean their existence or control their destiny by making their private sexual conduct a crime."  Justices John Paul Stevens, David H. Souter, Ruth Bader Ginsburg and Stephen G. Breyer joined Kennedy's opinion.  The ruling was anything but the narrow, cautious result many had expected in one of the most sensitive cases of the term. Its logic seemed to be not just that the Constitution prohibits the government from regulating homosexual activity, but that the Constitution protects any sexual activity between consenting adults, unless the government can show that it has a legitimate interest in controlling it.  The court's decision that expressing moral disapproval of homosexuality is not a good enough reason to criminalize consensual homosexual conduct -- which is specifically banned in only four states -- would seem to imply that the nine seldom-enforced state laws banning both homosexual and heterosexual sodomy are also unconstitutional, legal analysts said. The court's decision also seemed likely to prompt challenges to such policies as the military's ban on open homosexuality, as well as a broader assertion of equal rights for gays in such areas as child custody and employment.  As advocates of gay rights celebrated what they called a historic victory, and opponents condemned what they viewed as a judicial decree against traditional values, it was unclear whether the court's decision had resolved a national debate or reignited it.
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C) Gay liberation is essential to challenging all forms of oppression

Tatchell, ‘89 [Peter Tatchell is a gay rights activist, prominent author, and co-founder of OutRage!, Labour Briefing May/June 1989, http://www.petertatchell.net/masculinity/gay%20liberation.htm]

Lesbian and gay liberation is of critical importance to the broader project of human emancipation. It is not merely a minority issue, nor purely a question of civil rights and sexual freedom. The ultimate aim is a cultural revolution to end heterosexual supremacism and the concomitant cult of heterosexual masculinity which underpins all relations of oppression and exploitation. This was the revolutionary agenda of the lesbian and gay liberation movement which emerged 20 years ago following the Stonewall Riots in New York in June 1969. In contrast to earlier liberal-oriented movements for homosexual equality, the lesbian and gay liberation movement did not seek to ape heterosexual values or secure the acceptance of homosexuals within the existing sexual conventions. Indeed, it repudiated the prevailing sexual morality and institutions - rejecting not only heterosexism but also heterosexual masculinity with its oppressive predisposition to rivalry, toughness and aggression (most potently symbolised by the rapist and the queer-basher). In contrast the "radical drag" and ''gender-bender" politics of the Gay Liberation Front glorified male gentleness. It was a conscious, if sometimes exaggerated, attempt to renounce the oppressiveness of masculinity and subvert the way masculinity functions to buttress the subordination of women and gay men. Lesbian and gay liberation is therefore truly revolutionary because it specifically rejects the male heterosexual cult of masculine competitiveness, domination and violence. Instead, it affirms the worthwhileness of male sensitivity and affection between men and, in the case of lesbians, the intrinsic value of an eroticism and love independent of heterosexual men. By challenging heterosexual masculinity, the politics of lesbian and gay liberation has profound radical implications for oppressed peoples everywhere: it actively subverts the male heterosexual machismo' values which lie at the heart of all systems of domination, exploitation and oppression. Lesbian and gay liberation is therefore not an issue which is peripheral. It is, indeed absolutely central to revolutionary change and human liberation in general. Without the successful construction of a cult of heterosexual masculinity and a mass of aggressive male egos, neither sexual, class, racial, species, nor imperialist oppression are possible. All these different forms of oppression depend on two factors for their continued maintenance. First, on specific economic and political structures. And second, on a significant proportion of the population, mainly heterosexual men, being socialised into the acceptance of harsh masculine values which involve the legitimisation of aggression and the suppression of gentleness and emotion. 

7. Turn --- Alien Tort Suits --- A) enhancing judicial power with CIL opens the door to Alien Tort Suits that crush confidence in the economy and competitiveness. 

D'Amore ’06 (Carolyn, law at Akron, 39 Akron L. Rev. 593, lexis)

Tempered only by the Supreme Court's standard that the customary law at hand be "accepted by the civilized world and defined with a specificity comparable to the features of the 18th-century paradigms," 158 the federal courts will continue to produce a wide array of decisions that stretch the concept of accepted customary international law. 159 Because the Sosa decision failed to delineate a precise expectation of the discretion to be used, conflicting decisions in the lower courts are likely. 160 The lower courts will undoubtedly produce erratic decisions and will allow claims other than those that have genuinely reached the level of customary law. 161 In fact,<1StQuoteTXT>Experience teaches that the discovery of a new or forgotten judicial power is often marked by efforts to experiment with and, in some cases, abuse that power. Indeed, as a practical matter, lower courts that were willing to infer international law-based causes of action from the pure jurisdictional language of the ATS before Sosa may only be emboldened by the court's decision announcing that the federal courts possess an inherent lawmaking authority when it comes to policing the violation of customary international law norms the world over. 162 The fluidity of the "residual common law discretion" signals hope for human rights advocates, 163 threatens the deep pockets of multinational corporations, 164 and has elicited opposition by the  [*621]  executive branch of the U.S. government. 165 3. "The deed was done in Erie" 166 The federal courts would be giving the ATS its most accurate interpretation by recognizing that the extinction of federal common law also destroyed any causes of action that arise from the customary international law suggested by the "law of nations" in the ATS. 167 Limiting the ATS's substantive reach would be consistent with the Supreme Court's other efforts to restrict the "extraterritorial scope" of the courts, which can interfere with the policy considerations of the political branches. 168 This approach would reduce the ATS to a statute  [*622]  allowing the claims of aliens only for law of nations violations embedded in the original intent of the Framers: "Violations of safe conduct, infringement of the rights of ambassadors, and piracy." 169 To do otherwise would perpetuate a modern trend of the federal courts to impinge on the duties more appropriately handled by the other branches of government: in this case making foreign policy decisions better left to the Executive. 170 It is unlikely that the First Congress ever intended the ATS to create "federal substantive rights" or the "federal common law making" that the plurality's decision authorizes. 171 Giving the statute an interpretation that is inconsistent with Erie is "a structurally objectionable step." 172 The ATS should have new life as a viable  [*623]  jurisdictional statute in U.S. courts only after Congress codifies those international law causes of action for which jurisdiction can apply. 173 If a lack of authority for the federal courts to create federal common law were properly acknowledged, 174 the courts could not recognize any causes of action under the ATS, even as extrapolation from the core conceptual basis of the Founder's "law of nations." 175 B. The Alien Tort Statute's Modern Importance Regardless of the interpretation given to the ATS, the efforts of litigators have already resurrected the statute, and it will play a pivotal role in the United States approach to human rights violations, cooperation with multinational corporations, and its own foreign policy. 176 Observers can glean the potential consequences of Sosa from the range of amicus curiae briefs filed in the case. 177 1. Human Rights Activists Emboldened By not seizing the opportunity to forever banish international human rights claims from federal courts, the Supreme Court sustained hope for numerous human rights victims and their supporting organizations. 178 The ATS, when given the interpretation of the  [*626]  Filartiga court or Justice Souter's "ajar door" approach, is "a basic tool to apply limited - but binding - standards to corporations in their international operations." 179 The accessibility of federal courts to human rights victims has numerous positives. 180 However, in order to preserve judicial resources and prevent abuse of the federal court system by litigious aliens, the courts must restrict this access by recognizing only those victims of the most widely accepted customary international law violations. 181 Human rights activists will seize on to the ATS as a means to redress the violations of the host nations where multinational  [*627]  corporations are often immersed in human rights predicaments. 182 2. Multinational Corporations Threatened The potential litigation against multi-national corporations under the ATS raises concern for American businesses and their continued competitiveness in the global economy. 183 Despite activists' strong support for federal jurisdiction over human rights violations, concerns emerge as to the impact this course could have on major U.S. corporations, specifically those with multinational operations. 184  [*628]  Multinational corporations risk exposure to human rights litigation by virtue of doing business in a country that perpetrates, sponsors, endorses, or even tolerates human rights abuses. 185 If these multinational corporations are subject to alien tort claims, the magnitude of the damages would be noticeable in the U.S. economy. 186 In the minds of the foremost trade and business organizations in the United States, "the erroneous interpretation and expansion of the [ATS] ... wreaks economic damage." 187 Corporations are already settling suits 188 to avoid  [*629]  the escalating litigation successfully squeezed through the door for alien tort claims against multinational corporations in U.S. federal courts - suggesting that Justice Souter's slightly ajar door could easily be thrown open. 189
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B) Loss of competitiveness collapses leadership  

Adam Segal, Maurice R. Greenberg Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, November/December 2004, Is America Losing Its Edge?, foreign affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20041101facomment83601/adam-segal/is-america-losing-its-edge.html

The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing. Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.
C) Threat of liability crushes business investment which is key to global human rights and democracy. 

Kochan ’06 (Donald, law prof at Chapman U School of Law, 29 Fordham Int'l L.J. 507, lexis) 
Finally, economic development and its concomitant contribution to the advancement of human rights and democracy can be threatened when the judiciary meddles in foreign and international law. 180 If corporate investment is chilled because of potential international "law" liability, then economic development, democracy, and the enhancement of human rights are chilled as well. If courts have free reign to adopt foreign and international laws, the certainty and predictability of law are unsettled and thus may cause detrimental concerns. After all, people need to know the rules they are playing by in order to be fully willing and able to play the game. That effort is much easier if there is a corpus of law that is identifiable. It is identifiable when companies or individuals know the source of lawmaking authority - at home and abroad. Recognizing that judges might invoke precedents from extraterritorial sources makes this process difficult  [*551]  and indeterminate, necessarily creating investment risks that will affect market and development activities. For example, when private companies become subject to ATS suits, such suits threaten to discourage the very overseas investment and development that help expand individual liberty, human rights, and democracy abroad. New liabilities will discourage foreign investment, handicapping the advancement of human rights in developing countries. The uncertainties of applicable law that arise when judges intonate that they can look outside our borders when deciding cases have the same effect on investment predictability both within and outside the walls of the United States.
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D) Destroys investment which is key to solve poverty

Hufbauer and Mitrokostas ’04 (Gary Sr. Fellow at the Institute for International Economics and Nicholas Assoc in litigation Dept of Goodwin Procter LLP, 16 St. Thomas L. Rev. 607, lexis)

The ad hoc development of ATS case law, coupled with trial lawyers seeking to expand its scope, could seriously threaten international investment and trade both in developing countries and in the United States. Unless the ATS is limited by the Supreme Court or Congress, millions of impoverished people may be denied an opportunity to participate in the global market. Along the way, the United States will find itself at loggerheads with traditional allies, trading partners, and developing countries. In this article, we briefly review the history and development of ATS case law, including the expansive reading courts have applied to the statute. Then we discuss potential ATS target countries and estimate the damage to foreign direct investment and trade with those countries. We conclude that unless the Supreme Court narrows the statute's scope, the Congress must amend the ATS to avert its potentially devastating effects on international trade and investment.

E) That outweighs nuclear war – it’s an unacceptable evil.

Gilligan, Department of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, 2k
(James, Violence: Reflections on our Deadliest Epidemic, pages 195-196)

The 14 to 18 million deaths a year caused by structural violence compare with about 100,000 deaths per year from armed conflict. Comparing this frequency of deaths from structural violence to the frequency of those caused by major military and political violence, such as World War II (an estimated 49 million military and civilian deaths, including those caused by genocide--or about eight million per year, 1935-1945), the Indonesian massacre of 1965-1966 (perhaps 575,000 deaths), the Vietnam war (possibly two million, 1954-1973), and even a hypothetical nuclear exchange between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R (232 million), it was clear that even war cannot begin to compare with structural violence, which continues year after year. In other word, every fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide, perpetrated on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world.
8. Turn --- Bush Doctrine ---

A) Hamdan proves the Court will limit Bush now

Glenn Greenwald, constitutional lawyer, and author, Unclaimed Territory, July 31, 2006, "Echoes of the Nixon Era," Salon.com, p. lexis

Recent judicial decisions have signaled that the federal judiciary is increasingly willing to do what Congress has so glaringly failed to do in the Bush era -- that is, impose minimal limits on presidential power. The Supreme Court's recent decision in Hamdan v. Rumsfeld was hailed as a historic victory for the restoration of checks and balances. The narrow result of Hamdan was to declare illegal the Bush administration's military commissions at Guantánamo on grounds that they violated congressional law requiring that such tribunals conform to the Geneva Conventions. But the broader significance of Hamdan was that it reaffirmed the principle that the president is bound by the restrictions imposed on him by Congress, even with regard to the exercise of his war powers. In doing so, the Court rejected the radical Bush claim to unchecked presidential power in the area of national security.
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B) The Roberts Court will jump at the opportunity to enhance presidential power

Graber ’06 (Mark, law and government prof at U of Maryland School of Law, 75 Fordham L. Rev. 675, lexis)
The Roberts Court may prove to be quite destructive to progressive interests during a time of divided government. A conservative Court is likely to side with conservatives when disputes arise between elected institutions controlled by conservatives and elected institutions controlled by liberals. The Roberts Court augmented by one more conservative appointee is highly likely to interpret narrowly or declare unconstitutional progressive legislation intended to reign in a conservative President's efforts to engage in unilateral policy making and rights violations during the war against terrorism. The same Justices might also insist on approval from a conservative Congress should a progressive President seek to abolish the military ban on gay soldiers or mandate by executive order that affirmative action be practiced in the federal workplace.

C) They can interpret the Bush Doctrine as CIL 

Paul ’06 (Joel, law prof at U of Cali Hastings College of Law, 24 Berkeley J. Int'l L. 1046, lexis)

Prior to the U.S. invasion of Iraq, the Bush Administration issued a new National Security Strategy (NSS), which stated that the United States would "stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends." 29 The NSS asserted a right of preemptive action that has come to be known as the Bush Doctrine. One could argue that the Bush Doctrine is meant to amend the existing prohibition on the use of force in the U.N. Charter. In other words, even in the absence of any precedent, the Bush Doctrine could sow the seeds for the emergence of a new customary norm.

9. CIL norms fail – 4 reasons

Wilkins ’05 (Brinton, attorney at Holm Wright Hyde & Hays and editor of BYU Law Review, 2005 B.Y.U.L. Rev. 1415, lexis) 

The second and third concerns that applying CIL norms without congressional direction create are related: (1) haphazard use, and (2) selective use. Although Justice Breyer may be correct in arguing that international law "casts an empirical light on the consequences of different solutions to a common legal problem," 221 the difficulty  [*1458]  comes in finding the right kind of light - a cave viewed with a single flashlight is a different experience from a cave viewed with full National Park Service illumination. According to Alford, "in the international legal arena, where the Court has little or no expertise, the Court is unduly susceptible to selective and incomplete presentations of the true state of international and foreign affairs." 222 Attempts to systematize the use of international norms have been made, but they ultimately fail for at least four reasons: (1) it is difficult, if not impossible to determine true international consensus on any point; (2) courts are structurally ill-equipped to research and make such determinations; (3) nations have noncommensurate legal values; and (4) putative international norms may be fundamentally repugnant to individual nations. 223
International law frontline 

1. International law is irrelevant to solving conflicts - 

Posner 9 (Eric, Prof of Law @ U of Chicago  “Think Again: International Law” Foreign Policy Online, September 17th 2009) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/17/think_again_international_law?page=0,2
Not necessarily. International law is only as strong as the states with an interest in upholding it. Ambitious schemes that seek to transcend countries' interests routinely fail. The 1928 Kellogg-Briand Pact outlawed war shortly before the worst war in world history. The League of Nations was bypassed and ignored. The United Nations has never lived up to its ambitions and has only proved effective for narrow projects after expectations were scaled down to a realistic level. The greatest achievement of international law -- the modern trade system institutionalized in the World Trade Organization -- depends for its vitality on the good faith of a handful of great powers relying on weak self-help remedies.

2. International law doesn’t solve climate change – too many political issues 

Posner 9 (Eric, Prof of Law @ U of Chicago  “Think Again: International Law” Foreign Policy Online, September 17th 2009) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/09/17/think_again_international_law?page=0,2
The challenge for governments is finding areas of international cooperation where interests converge enough that states are able to overcome mutual suspicion and commit themselves to complying with their obligations. Real problems, such as climate change, must await propitious international political conditions, which will often take longer than good policy and science indicate is optimal. Promoting international law for its own sake, in the hope that eventually countries will go along, has never been successful.

3. Cant solve extinction

a) Lack of teaching about I-law in schools

Rhonda Copelon, Professor of Law and Director of the International Women's Human Rights Law Clinic (IWHR) at the City University of New York School of Law, 1999, New York City Law Review, 3 N.Y. City L. Rev. 59, p. 70

Inattention to the international framework of human rights as a measure of domestic policy is also bolstered by the myth that the U.S. Constitution, particularly the Bill of Rights, is the best and most effective guarantor of human rights in the world. This bias is further ensured by the lack of human rights education as part of educational curricula at all levels. Neither international law nor human rights are required courses in most law schools, let alone in other contexts. Accordingly, today there is little popular sense of entitlement to the full range of human rights or knowledge of the principle of governmental responsibility. The United States has also used the myth of constitutional superiority to hold itself above international scrutiny and continues to do so today in its refusal to ratify the ICESCR and the Women's and Child Rights Conventions and in the limits it imposes when it does ratify human rights treaties.

b) Positive obligations to protect go beyond just gender violence – U.S. stances on torture, child abuse, and health care undermine the ICCPR

Rhonda Copelon, Professor of Law and Director of the International Women's Human Rights Law Clinic (IWHR) at the City University of New York School of Law, 1999, New York City Law Review, 3 N.Y. City L. Rev. 59, p. 65-66

The ICCPR binds states not only to "respect" but also to "ensure" the enjoyment of these rights. It specifically requires that they "adopt such legislative or other measures as may be necessary to give effect to the rights recognized in the present Covenant" and to "ensure that any person whose rights or freedoms . . . are violated  [*66]  shall have an effective remedy." 20 This is an important springboard for the obligation to take positive steps to implement social and economic rights in order to protect political and civil rights. 21  There are a number of dimensions to this positive obligation. The right to be free from torture, for example, requires that states institute systemic preventive measures against official misconduct--training, monitoring, and sanctions, for example. The positive obligation also requires states to protect human rights against private deprivation. Life, liberty, and security of person, for example, must be protected against privately inflicted harm through investigation, punishment, and preventive measures. Thus, the right to life entails an obligation to prevent and punish political assassination and kidnapping by paramilitary operations, as well as murder, gender violence, and child abuse by private individuals. 22  Moreover, the positive obligations transcend the use of criminal penalties or judicial remedies. The U.N. Human Rights Committee has recognized the need for affirmative health and social welfare initiatives to avert infant malnutrition and epidemics and abortion-related mortality. In the European human rights system, the right to privacy and family life has been interpreted to require provision of legal counsel necessary to its protection. 23 The same principle should require Medicaid funding of abortion for poor women given that abortion is legal or recognized as protected.

International law frontline

4. Incorporation of international law hurts democracy and human rights 

John O. McGinnis, Stanford Clinton, Sr. Professor of Law, Northwestern University School of Law and Ilya Somin, Assistant Professor of Law, George Mason University School of Law, [84 Notre Dame L. Rev. 1739] 2009 
Our analysis rests on both theory and example. As a matter of theory we show how domestic democratic processes are likely to generate human rights norms superior to those embodied in international law. International law is often enacted through the influence of nondemocratic governments and unaccountable, unrepresentative elites from democratic states. Even the assent of democratic governments to international human rights norms is often “cheap talk,” because that assent does not reflect a willingness to have these norms directly enforced. We also show that many specific international human rights norms are at best debatable and at worse potentially harmful. One of the key structural problems is that the institutions interpreting such norms are not democratic, but bureaucratic and oligarchic and, thus, often hostile to basic economic and personal liberties. We do not argue against the use of international human rights law to replace democratic decisionmaking because democracy produces perfect results. We merely contend that even a flawed democratic process is likely to produce better legal rules than the international lawmaking system. The democratic process to some degree reflects the decisions of the people either directly or, more often, through their representatives. The international law system, by contrast, reflects the views of national governments, whether democratic or not, and unelected publicists, who are accountable to no one. There is no good reason to believe that such a process will better choose appropriate human rights, including minority rights, than a democracy will. This is particularly clear if one includes the constitution- making processes of complex, modern democracies as part of the domestic lawmaking system.

 5. Failure to protect human rights makes extinction inevitable 

Human Rights Web, 94 (An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement Created on July 20, 1994 / Last edited on January 25, 1997, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)
The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors.  Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat  to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the  control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some  way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another  wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of  governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for  the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.
6. International law is un-American tyranny which the US must subvert 

Casey et al. 6, (August 18, 2006, “International Law and the Nation-State at the U.N.: A Guide for U.S. Policymakers”, “Lee A. Casey and David B. Rivkin, Jr.”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/WorldwideFreedom/bg1961.cfm)

The reason is simple enough. A genuine system of international law, comparable to domestic legal systems in its reach and authority, would require a universally accepted institution entitled both to adjudicate the conduct of states and, by extension, their individual officials and citizens and to implement its judgments through compulsory process with or without consent of the states concerned. Such a universal authority, however, would be fundamentally at odds with the founding principles of the American Republic. It would require the American people to accept that there is, in fact, a legal power that has legitimate authority over them but is not accountable to them for its actions. Pending this revolution in American beliefs and principles, U.S. officials and diplomats should recall two basic points in their approach to international law: As an independent sovereign, the United States is fully entitled to interpret international law for itself. The views of international organizations, including the United Nations, other states, and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) may be informative, but they are not legally binding unless, and only to the extent that, the United States agrees to be bound. Any institution or individual invoking international law as the measure of U.S. policy choices is only expounding an opinion of what international law is or should be. That opinion may be well or poorly informed, but it is not and cannot be authoritative. There is no supreme international judicial body with the inherent right to interpret international law for states. In short, the United States, like all other states, is bound by international law; but, like all other states, it is also entitled to interpret international law for itself. Whether the U.S. or any other state has been reasonable in its interpretation is ultimately a political determination.
International law frontline

7. International law has no force- the US can break it at any time for any reason- this destroys its ability to ever succeed

Michael Stokes Paulsen, Distinguished University Chair and Professor of Law, The University of St.Thomas School of Law [Yale Law Journal – The Constitutional Power to Interpret International Law] June 2009

Thus, though treaties are part of the supreme law of the land under the U.S. Constitution, their legal force as they concern the international law obligations of the United States is, as a matter of U.S. law, always limited by (3) the fact that many treaty commitments do not create self-executing U.S. domestic law obligations; and (4) the President’s foreign affairs executive power to interpret, apply, suspend (in whole or in part), or even terminate a U.S. treaty’s international obligation as a matter of U.S. law.

It is worth pausing to consider exactly what all of this means, for its implications are mildly stunning, especially with respect to U.S. war powers: it means that a treaty of the United States that is the law of the land under Article VI of the Constitution—be it the U.N. Charter, the Geneva Conventions or any other major agreement at the center of the contemporary regime of international law—may not constitutionally limit Congress’s power to declare war or the President’s Commander-in-Chief power to conduct war as he sees fit. It means that Congress always may act to displace, or disregard, a treaty obligation. It means that the President, too, always may act independently to displace, or disregard, a treaty obligation. It means that treaties, as a species of international law with the strongest claim to U.S. domestic constitutional law status, never meaningfully constrain U.S. governmental actors. Their force is utterly contingent on the prospective actions and decisions of U.S. constitutional actors.55 This conceptualization threatens all that the community of “international law” scholars hold most dear. For it seems to say that the United States may disregard the seemingly most sacred of international law treaty obligations almost at will. The answer to such a charge is yes, this analysis suggests precisely that. At least it does so as a matter of U.S. constitutional law. This does not mean, of course, that the United States must or should disregard important international law treaty obligations as a foreign policy matter. It certainly does not need to do so; other nations might validly regard such actions as a breach of international law; such nations might become very angry at the United States’s actions (or they might not); and such breaches, and reactions, may have serious international political repercussions. These are very serious policy considerations. But as a matter of U.S. constitutional law, it remains the case that Congress, and the President, may lawfully take such actions, hugely undermining the force of such international treaties as binding national law for the United States.

The conclusion is blunt, but inescapable: international law in the form of U.S. treaties is primarily a political constraint on U.S. conduct—a constraint of international politics—more than a true legal constraint. The “binding” international law character of a treaty obligation is, as a matter of U.S. law, largely illusory.

Drones don’t violate ilaw

Drones are lawful and any alternatives don’t work

David Rittgers, a legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute, served three tours in Afghanistan as a Special Forces officer and continues to serve as a reserve judge advocate. The views expressed in this op-ed are his alone and do not necessarily reflect those of the Defense Department or Army, February 25, 2010, “Both Left and Right Are Wrong about Drones”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11257]

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. Third, many conservatives lament that we no longer use coercive interrogation techniques, such as waterboarding, on detainees. These techniques are not coming back. Contrary to public perception, the Bush administration dismantled the legal architecture that facilitated their use, and there are strong legal and policy arguments against reversing that judgment. The laws of armed conflict are quirky in this regard; soldiers can use all manner of force to kill their enemies, but once a person is in custody, the captor is responsible for their humane treatment. Coercive interrogation runs counter to the legal burden placed on our soldiers. The fight against al Qaeda is unlike any of our previous conflicts, but in broad strokes the Cold War is the best parallel we have. We face an ideologically motivated enemy that attempts to link localized grievances with global ones, and to destabilize governments in the Third World. The biggest difference is that our current enemy is significantly weaker than the Soviet Union. Al Qaeda has far fewer resources, limited military power, and it is losing credibility with the broader Muslim community because of its nihilist message. The U.S. will continue to engage in proxy fights against al Qaeda franchises in the Horn of Africa, Yemen and the Philippines for the foreseeable future. Large, long-term troop deployments such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan will be the exception, not the rule, in this fight. Engaging governments to defeat internal terrorist and insurgent groups is the most cost-effective way to fight this war, and supporting those governments with the surgical use of drones is an effective technique. Drone strikes remain a valuable tool in this struggle, and all signs indicate that they are here to stay.

Virtual war frontline

1. Autonomous  war is inevitable- plan cant solve UAVs, nanotech

Mike Treder is the Managing Director of the IEET, and former Executive Director of the non-profit Center for Responsible Nanotechnology, March 26, 2009 “Robotic War Appears Inevitable”, http://ieet.org/index.php/IEET/print/2977

Military robots already have been deployed by the United States in the occupation of Iraq, and in growing numbers; not only are the quantities of robots increasing, but the varieties of their usage and capabilities are also expanding. Although the concept of full-scale robotic war still strikes some people as unrealistically futuristic or even science fictional, it’s clear that in fact the future is now. About a month ago I wrote an article entitled “The Ethics of Killer Robots” for the Responsible Nanotechology blog. In that article, I said: Military robots already have been deployed by the United States in the occupation of Iraq, and in growing numbers, as this recent article in The New Atlantis makes clear: When U.S. forces went into Iraq, the original invasion had no robotic systems on the ground. By the end of 2004, there were 150 robots on the ground in Iraq; a year later there were 2,400; by the end of 2008, there were about 12,000 robots of nearly two dozen varieties operating on the ground in Iraq. As one retired Army officer put it, the “Army of the Grand Robotic” is taking shape. Not only are the quantities of robots increasing, but the varieties of their usage and capabilities are also expanding: It isn’t just on the ground: military robots have been taking to the skies—and the seas and space, too. And the field is rapidly advancing. The robotic systems now rolling out in prototype stage are far more capable, intelligent, and autonomous than ones already in service in Iraq and Afghanistan. But even they are just the start. Although the concept of full-scale robotic war still strikes some people as unrealistically futuristic or even science fictional, it’s clear that in fact the future is now. A report this week from the McClatchy Newspapers says: The unmanned bombers that frequently cause unintended civilian casualties in Pakistan are a step toward an even more lethal generation of robotic hunters-killers that operate with limited, if any, human control. The Defense Department is financing studies of autonomous, or self-governing, armed robots that could find and destroy targets on their own. On-board computer programs, not flesh-and-blood people, would decide whether to fire their weapons. “The trend is clear: Warfare will continue and autonomous robots will ultimately be deployed in its conduct,” Ronald Arkin, a robotics expert at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, wrote in a study commissioned by the Army. “The pressure of an increasing battlefield tempo is forcing autonomy further and further toward the point of robots making that final, lethal decision,” he predicted. “The time available to make the decision to shoot or not to shoot is becoming too short for remote humans to make intelligent informed decisions.” Belatedly, perhaps, ethical issues surrounding this development are attracting some attention. A recent opinion piece in NewScientist by A. C. Grayling, a philosopher at the University of London, decries the full-speed-ahead mentality that seems to dominate the robot-military-industrial complex: In the next decades, completely autonomous robots might be involved in many military, policing, transport and even caring roles. What if they malfunction? What if a programming glitch makes them kill, electrocute, demolish, drown and explode, or fail at the crucial moment? Whose insurance will pay for damage to furniture, other traffic or the baby, when things go wrong? The software company, the manufacturer, the owner? The civil liberties implications of robot devices capable of surveillance involving listening and photographing, conducting searches, entering premises through chimneys or pipes, and overpowering suspects are obvious. Such devices are already on the way. Even more frighteningly obvious is the threat posed by military or police-type robots in the hands of criminals and terrorists. There needs to be a considered debate about the rules and requirements governing all forms of robot devices, not a panic reaction when matters have gone too far. That is how bad law is made—and on this issue time is running out. We agree with Grayling’s call for urgent considered debate, now before it’s too late. And when you factor in the possibility—or probability—of increased power and functionality of killer robots based on advanced nanotechnology, then the concerns he and others have expressed gain added severity. It bears repeating: The future is now. Mike Treder is the Managing Director of the IEET, and former Executive Director of the non-profit Center for Responsible Nanotechnology.

2. War dichotomy is inevitable-  Airstrikes and landmines are just as impersonal as drones.  

Virtual War frontline

3. Personal combat is extinct, dichotomy is inevitable

Jonathan Cook is The National’s correspondent in Nazareth. He is the author of Disappearing Palestine, July 26. 2010, “Do drone attacks make life and death worth less?”, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100727/OPINION/707269925/1080

For a highly militarised society, such developments have proved incredibly lucrative. The growing demands of the global homeland security industry are being met by small specialist Israeli companies, usually run by former generals, whose business is devising hardware to keep suspect groups and populations under surveillance and control. It only takes a small additional step to customise these machines to eliminate the suspects. Drones seem to fascinate and appal us in equal measure. Most of us, however, instinctively recoil from the idea of killing by remote control. Why does it so offend our sensibilities? One suggestion is that it violates ancient codes of chivalry. Should the warrior not be forced to confront his opponent directly before dispatching him? In executing someone remotely, do we not strip them of the respect they deserve for fighting and dying in a different cause? Such reasoning is overly romantic. Mortal combat has not been the norm in warfare since long before joysticks were invented. In fact, remote-control killing is just the latest stage in the evolution of waging war from afar that probably began with the bow and arrow, and has progressed through the gun, tank and warplane. Remote killing does, however, justifiably arouse deep-seated fears about a future in which machines not only do the killing for us but decide who dies – or even turn against their makers. What limits should be placed on automation: should machines only carry out operators’ instructions, or should they be allowed a degree of independence? And in cases of mistakes, who is to be held accountable? While valid, these concerns are largely hypothetical. Unmanned machines are – for the time being at least – still operated by humans. Is there really a moral difference between a drone operator firing a missile using a joystick and a pilot doing the same seated in a cockpit? It is not clear that there is.

4. ALT CAUSES, and human intervention prevents impact

Popular Mechanics, December 18, 2009, “America's Robot Army: Are Unmanned Fighters Ready for Combat?”, http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/robots/4252643

Unmanned ground vehicles (UGVs) have already flooded the battlefield. There are at least 6000 robots in use by the Army and Marine Corps in Iraq and Afghanistan. For years these small, remote-control vehicles have allowed troops to peek around corners and investigate suspected bombs. And while unmanned aerial vehicles have been loaded with missiles since 2001, the arming of ground robots is relatively uncharted territory. Last June the Army deployed the first-ever armed UGVs. Three SWORDS (Special Weapons Observation Remote Direct-Action System) robots landed in Iraq, each equipped with an M249 light machine gun. These UGVs are essentially guns on tracks, a variant of the remote-control Talon bots routinely blown up while investigating improvised explosive devices. When the trio was approved for combat duty, the potential for historic robot-versus-human carnage lit up the blogosphere. Never mind the dozens of air-to-ground Hellfire missiles that have already been launched by a squadron of armed Predator drones over the past seven years--this was a robot soldier, packing the same machine gun used by ground troops. The historic deployment ended with a whimper after the Army announced that the SWORDS would not be given the chance to see combat. According to a statement from Duane Gotvald, deputy project manager of the Robotic Systems Joint Project Office, which oversees robots used by the Army and Marines, "While there has been considerable interest in fielding the system, some technical issues still remain and SWORDS is not currently funded." The robots never fired a shot, but Gotvald pointed out that the Army's 3rd Infantry Division used them for surveillance and "peacekeeping/guard operations." The nature of the robots' "technical issues" remains an open question. The Army has not released details, and officials with Foster-Miller, the Massachusetts-based contractor that developed the SWORDS, refused interview requests for this story. But according to Col. Barry Shoop, deputy head of West Point's electrical engineering and computer science department, the reason armed UGVs continue to lag behind UAVs is because of their mission: close-quarters firefights. "The technical challenges are greater," Shoop says. "Think of the kind of image and graphics processing you need to make positive identification, to use lethal force. That's inhibiting." Despite the challenges, armed UGV development is on the rise. Foster-Miller is currently working on a successor to the SWORDS, a larger and more versatile robot called the MAARS (Modular Advanced Armed Robotic System). Technicians in the field will be able to replace the system's M240 machine gun (the same kind currently planned for the MULE) with an arm or trade the tracks for wheels. However, the MAARS requires a human operator to move and acquire targets. IRobot, the maker of thousands of bomb-defusing PackBots, plans to introduce its Warrior X700 this year. The Warrior is larger than the PackBot and has a similar set of articulated tracks that allows it to climb stairs, and a 150-pound carrying capacity. The company is touting the Warrior's ability to fight fires, haul wounded and serve as a weapons platform. But according to Joe Dyer, the president of iRobot Government & Industrial Robots division, a key benefit of an armed UGV isn't what it can dish out, but what it can take: "A robot can shoot second." The Warrior is able to follow GPS waypoints, can breach ditches and navigate cramped conditions on its own, but it will still rely heavily on human guidance in a fight. Where weapons are involved, Dyer says, "Autonomy's going to come into robots on little cat's feet." 

CONTINUED…
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CONTINUED…

Like their bomb-poking forebears, weaponized bots are disposable, making them particularly useful in urban warfare, with its high potential for collateral damage and sudden, point-blank firefights. "Robots are fearless, so there's an opportunity to better assess the situation," Dyer says. "That means less risk to noncombatants and to friendly forces." In urban warfare, where troops often lose the high-tech edge, an armed ground robot is the perfect point man. "Send a robotic platform into a room, and it might take some small arms fire," Shoop says. "But it can be repaired fairly easily. A soldier or Marine is not as easily repaired." The MULE is toying with my emotions. After running through its full range of articulated positions--a hilarious diagnostic dance routine that has it pivoting, rising and tipping its wheels off the road--the robot is now ramming a car. The sedan offers little resistance, sliding across the asphalt. Like proud owners watching their pit bull tear through a chew toy, the small crowd of defense contractors and engineers are chuckling. Next, the MULE climbs onto a 5-ft.-high platform and prepares to cross a 6-ft. gap. The robot reels back on its hind legs. It inches forward and falls across the space, its front wheels slamming onto the next platform. Although it was moved into position by a human operator, the robot's terrain-clearing performance was automatic, using internal sensors that track wheel position and speed and two onboard Pentium III processors cycling an array of mobility algorithms. Despite being blind, the MULE is already surprisingly autonomous. The exact details haven't been worked out, but the goal is for a single sergeant to handle multiple robots. But no matter how sophisticated the robot, Lockheed officials point out, it will never fire without a command from a human operator. Having a person decide when to shoot is a recurring theme in discussions about armed robots. Maj. David Byers, the assistant program manager for the MULE, compares the likelihood of the robot's weapons discharging accidentally to a modern tank inexplicably firing off a round. Using the UGV's sensors, a human will confirm that each target is a hostile before firing. "Armed robots are still foreign to Army culture," he says. "We need to cultivate the understanding that they are quite safe." The demonstration is winding down, and after a slew of caveats and reassurances, it's my turn to drive. On a grassy slope overlooking the track, an engineer hands me the Xbox 360 controller. I will not, I'm told, get to wear the shiny Rocketeer backpack. The game controller is surprisingly standard-issue--no external tweaks or mods. When I hit a button, the prototype rumbles forward. I jam the thumbstick to one side, and the robot turns in place, its fresh wheel screeching, painting a perfect circle on the asphalt. I guide the MULE through a small parking lot, around cars, and across a muddy patch to give the tires a little more traction. The robot is responsive, literally leaning into turns and braking with finesse. My fingers keep hitting the unused buttons, automatically probing for the one that opens fire. In the sci-fi cult classic The Last Starfighter, the teen hero is drafted into a galactic war. The arcade game he spent hours mastering was really an alien simulator, and with a quick costume change, he's reborn as an ace pilot. For 10 minutes, my fantasy is much better: Years of Saturday afternoons and missed classes and so-called sick days spent clicking away at a game console--it wasn't wasted time; it was training. I have become a crack military robot pilot. Time's up, and I hand back the controller, the prototype still rumbling away, slightly muddier than I found it. We head down the hill, and as I pass an engineer, I mention how easy it is to drive. "Yeah, we based the controls on Project Gotham Racing," he says. It's a joke, but the quip offers a glimpse of what future warfare might look like--robotic, autonomous and just a little bit chilling. 

5. Autonomous war good- price, reliability and judgement

Eric Stoner is a New York-based contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus. His articles have appeared in The Nation, NACLA, The Indypendent and The Huffington Post, February 15, 2009, “Attack of the Killer Robots”, http://www.inthesetimes.com/article/4243/attack_of_the_killer_robots/

On the other hand, prior to the deployment of SWORDS, numerous arguments in their defense could regularly be found in the press. According to their proponents -- generally the robot's designers or defense officials -- robots will not have any of the pesky weaknesses of flesh-and-blood soldiers. "They don't get hungry," Gordon Johnson, who headed a program on unmanned systems at the Joint Forces Command at the Pentagon told the New York Times in 2005. "They're not afraid. They don't forget their orders. They don't care if the guy next to them has just been shot. Will they do a better job than humans? Yes." Ronald Arkin, a leading roboticist at Georgia Tech, whose research the Defense Department funds, argues without a sense of irony that autonomous robots will be more humane than humans. Atrocities like the massacre by U.S. troops in Haditha, Iraq, would be less likely with robots, he told The Atlanta in November 2007, because they won't have emotions that "cloud their judgment and cause them to get angry." Robots are also promoted as being cost-effective. On top of the annual salary and extra pay for combat duty, the government invests a great deal in recruiting, training, housing and feeding each soldier. Not to mention the costs of healthcare and death benefits, should a soldier be injured or killed. By comparison, the current $245,000 price tag on SWORDS -- which could drop to $115,000 per unit if they are mass-produced -- is a steal. After attending a conference on military robotics in Baltimore, journalist Steve Featherstone summed up their function in Harper's in February 2007: "Robots are, quite literally, an off-the-shelf war-fighting capability -- war in a can."

Virtual war frontline

6. Autonomous war is more humane

Ronald Arkin is a professor in the College of Computing at the Georgia Institute of Technology, November 25, 2008, “Lethal autonomous systems: The ethics of programming robots for war”, http://www.thetakeaway.org/2008/nov/25/lethal-autonomous-robots-ethics-programming-robots-war/#

Historically research in military autonomous systems has focused on how to ensure that robots comply with mission requirements and safely conduct their duties from an operational perspective, whether as individual robots or as teams. It is now time to focus on other aspects as well, which include ethical compliance to the Laws of War and the Rules of Engagement. The end goal of this research is not necessarily more efficient killing machines but possibly more humane ones, i.e., where their application in the battlefield can potentially result in a reduction of collateral damage and noncombatant casualties when compared to human performance. This should occur without eroding mission performance. The research I am conducting involving embedding ethical behavior in robots capable of lethal force is premised on two assumptions. The first is that warfare is inevitable and the second is that autonomous systems will eventually be used in its conduct. While I maintain the utmost respect for our warfighters and I believe that the vast majority do the best they can under the circumstances, given the current tempo of the battlefield it is no longer possible for humans to make fully informed and rational decisions regarding the application of lethal force in many instances. The tendency towards ethical infractions in soldiers is well documented in a recent report by the Surgeon General. It is my belief that the use of robotic technology can potentially reduce the number of atrocities that occur during war, and it is the responsibility of scientists such as myself to look for ways to protect innocent lives while designing advanced technological solutions. I am also committed to providing our warfighters with the best possible tools for their job. These goals need not be in conflict. It should be noted that I do not foresee the advent of robot warriors sweeping across the countryside as evidenced in science fiction, but rather that these machines will be embedded with our troops for highly specialized mission-specific tasks in support of human operations, such as counter-sniper or building clearing missions. They should not, and likely could not, replace soldiers one-for-one. Also I do not see the results of this research being used in the near future but are rather geared for the so-called war after next. It is also intended that these systems be deployed in total war scenarios and not where there are high concentrations of civilians, contrary to many of our current military involvements. 

7. Autonomous war inevitable, better than status quo

Tom Abate, Chronicle Staff Writer, citing Ronald Arkin, director of the Mobile Robot Laboratory at the Georgia Institute of Technology, advanced the pro side of the robo-soldier debate, January 29, 2008, “If it only had a heart: Can robots behave humanely?”, http://articles.sfgate.com/2008-01-29/business/17149102_1_robotic-soldiers-ronald-arkin-social-responsibility

Ronald Arkin, director of the Mobile Robot Laboratory at the Georgia Institute of Technology, advanced the pro side of the robo-soldier debate. Arkin argued that Pentagon planners are determined to create war-fighting machines that eventually will be able to decide - autonomously - whether or not to kill. Since war-bots are coming, Arkin said, computer scientists should help design their self-control programs. Arkin, who said his work is funded in part by military sources, said that with the proper ethical controls, robotic soldiers could be more humane than human soldiers because they would be less prone to act out of rage in the heat of combat. Citing a 2006 Mental Health Advisory Team study for the U.S. Army's Surgeon General, Arkin noted that 10 percent of soldiers and Marines reported mistreating civilians by unnecessarily hitting them or destroying property. "We could reduce man's inhumanity to man through technology," he said. 

Robowar-KL

1. Their Terminator impact takes out itself-  

a. It’s a movie review 

Campbell, THEIR AUTHOR IT Consultant 09 (H+ Magazine covers technological, scientific, and cultural trends, 5/19/9, Greg, Campbell “Robots in War: Is Terminator Salvation an Oxymoron?” http://www.hplusmagazine.com/articles/ai/robots-war-terminator-salvation-oxymoron

The beastly Terminator T-600 model is an eight-foot-tall brute, armed to the teeth and wrapped in rubber skin. Easy to spot at close range, the T-600s use their somewhat human-like appearance to get high-caliber weapons into striking range. Walking around with damaged rubber skin, the T-600s look like extras from a George Romero zombie movie. You're probably more familiar with the T-800 models – machines encased in living tissue indistinguishable from human beings – famously played by Arnold Schwarzenegger in leather jacket and shades in the 1984 classic, The Terminator. Well... he's back... the Governator's face digitally added to the latest installment in the franchise, Terminator Salvation, to once again portray the first series of T-800s through the magic of CGI. The twisty plot lines of the first three Terminator movies involve both time travel and timeline alteration. The terminators –- machines directed by the self-aware AI (artificial intelligence) computer network Skynet –- have the sole mission to completely annihilate humanity. A man named John Connor starts the Tech-Com resistance to defeat them and free humanity. Of course the machines are evil. And of course we fear for John Connor's life as he tries to save us and our progeny from a robotic war of annihilation. Such is the logic of Hollywood. Or... do we need to rethink this? The trailers for Terminator Salvation allude to a new character, Marcus Wright. He's a stranger whose last memory is of being human on death row. He starts to raise questions about the possibility of being “human” while encased in robotic terminator armor. In the new movie, this terminator-like bot with human memories may hold the key to the salvation of humankind. This puts a new spin on the popular notion of evil robots at war. Are our fears of evil robot uprisings with zombie-like T-600s justified? 

b. ethical guidance solves, and its inevitable

Campbell, THEIR AUTHOR IT Consultant 09 (H+ Magazine covers technological, scientific, and cultural trends, 5/19/9, Greg, Campbell “Robots in War: Is Terminator Salvation an Oxymoron?” http://www.hplusmagazine.com/articles/ai/robots-war-terminator-salvation-oxymoron

"The trend is clear – warfare will continue and autonomous robots will ultimately be deployed in its conduct," says Ron Arkin, a robotics expert at the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta. Arkin advocates the development of an ethical guidance system or “ethical governor” akin to the governors used to control steam engines. Autonomous armed robotic systems probably will be operating by 2020, according to John Pike, an expert on defense and intelligence matters and the director of the security Web site GlobalSecurity.org in Washington. 

c. not aerial, T-600s wont exist, plan cant solve

Campbell, THEIR AUTHOR IT Consultant 09 (H+ Magazine covers technological, scientific, and cultural trends, 5/19/9, Greg, Campbell “Robots in War: Is Terminator Salvation an Oxymoron?” http://www.hplusmagazine.com/articles/ai/robots-war-terminator-salvation-oxymoron

Will we see something akin to the zombie-like T-600s or Schwarzenegger-in-leather T-800s in the next 10 years? Probably not. However, with the rapidly increasing sophistication of technology like PackBot and BigDog, it's not unlikely that we'll see bipedal humanoid-like bots on the battlefields of the near future. Perhaps Ron Arkin is right when he asserts that we can make robots super-moral, and thereby reduce civilian casualties and war crimes. Maybe –- just maybe –- the fictional robotic Marcus Wright in the new Terminator movie, with human memories and compassion, suggests a way forward. We’re clearly not there yet. With deals like the recent U.S. Army 16.8 million dollar contract with iRobot for the PackBot 510 series, we will likely see “software glitches” like the one reported in South Africa before we achieve a super-moral bot, if such a thing is possible. Meanwhile, let's hope that the chances for a Judgment-Day-like glitch in the Army's upcoming FCS program are nil or at least very slight. And we can also hope –- or maybe insist –- that robotic ethical guidance systems are fully funded and field tested before bringing more sophisticated AI systems online to direct battlefield operations. A future human solder's salvation may one day depend on a terminator. As actress Moon Bloodgood says to Christian Bale in Terminator Salvation, “He saved my life. I saw a man, not a machine. ”
2. Their Englehart evidence concedes that it would probably never happen

T- military

A. Definition-Military is defined as members of the armed forces

WordNet, a large lexical database of English, developed under the direction of George A. Miller. Nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs are grouped into sets of cognitive synonyms (synsets), each expressing a distinct concept. Synsets are interlinked by means of conceptual-semantic and lexical relations. The resulting network of meaningfully related words and concepts can be navigated with the browser. WordNet is also freely and publicly available for download. WordNet's structure makes it a useful tool for computational linguistics and natural language processing, Last updated May 14, 2010, http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=military

Noun

    S: (n) military, armed forces, armed services, military machine, war machine (the military forces of a nation) "their military is the largest in the region"; "the military machine is the same one we faced in 1991 but now it is weaker"

Adjective

    S: (adj) military (of or relating to the study of the principles of warfare) "military law"

    S: (adj) military (characteristic of or associated with soldiers or the military) "military uniforms"

    S: (adj) military (associated with or performed by members of the armed services as contrasted with civilians) "military police"

B. Violation- Drone presence is under the CIA

NYTimes, 2/19/2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/20/world/asia/20drones.html
 The use of the drones has expanded quickly and virtually unnoticed in Afghanistan. The Air Force now flies at least 20 Predator drones — twice as many as a year ago — over vast stretches of hostile Afghan territory each day. They are mostly used for surveillance, but have also carried out more than 200 missile and bomb strikes over the last year, including 14 strikes near Marja in the last few days, newly released military records show. That is three times as many strikes in the past year as in Pakistan, where the drones have gotten far more attention and proved more controversial for their use in a country where the United States does not have combat forces. There, they are run by the C.I.A., as opposed to the military, and the civilian casualties that they have caused as they have struck at leaders of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, amid Pakistani sensitivities over sovereignty, have stoked anger and anti-Americanism.

C. Vote Neg

Limits- affs outside military and police presence lets the aff claim advantages off of neg ground.  Hyperinflates the resolution and allows for unpredictable advantage ground

Predictability- The neg can access advantages outside the resolution that are impossible to predict

D. Extra T is a voting issue- even if they remove army drones as well they have advantages based outside the resolution

T- extensions

Drone strikes are under the authority of civilian CIA agents

 Mark Benjamin, Award-winning investigative reporter with Salon.com’s Washington bureau. Since 2001, Benjamin has focused on national security issues with an emphasis on the plight of returning veterans and detainee abuse.  Benjamin is the winner of a Raymond Clapper Memorial Award for the best reporting from Washington, a Fourth Estate Award from the American Legion, a Mental Health Media Award from the National Mental Health Association, an Outstanding Media Coverage Award from the National Gulf War Resource Center, a GLAAD Media Award for Outstanding Digital Journalism, and a Project Censored Award and was twice a finalist for the Online News Association’s Online Journalism Awards. He previously worked at UPI, 7/17/2009, “Who is the CIA allowed to kill?”, http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2009/07/17/cia, AT]

Internationally, the Law of Armed Conflict, that web of treaties including the Geneva Conventions, allows the killing of enemy combatants or even civilians engaged in hostile acts against the United States. Legally, it does not matter where the hit occurs. As long as the U.S. government has the permission of the government where the killing takes place, the killing can occur anywhere in the world. It also does not matter that the people "pulling the trigger" -- deploying the drones -- are civilian CIA agents, not soldiers. "That is the CIA's involvement in an armed conflict," Solis explained. "We have the CIA flying drones killing people who we conceive to be combatants" with the permission of the country where the strikes occur.

Double bind, either they aren’t topical or cant solve Pakistan

Greg Bruno, Staff Writer, Council on Foreign Relations, July 19, 2010, U.S. Drone Activities in Pakistan, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22659/us_drone_activities_in_pakistan.html?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fby_type%2Fbackgrounder
Today, the United States reportedly operates at least two separate drone programs in the Afghanistan-Pakistan area. One is run by the U.S. military, which runs support and surveillance missions in Afghanistan. The other is thought to be run by the CIA, which operates under a veil of secrecy in the tribal areas of Pakistan (there are also reports that U.S. Special Operations Forces have deployed the technology in Pakistan (The Nation), and the Pentagon is expanding a military-run effort (Wired) in collaboration with the Pakistani army).

2 programs

Jane Mayer, Political Staff Writer, The New Yorker, October 26, 2009, “The Predator War,” http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2009/10/26/091026fa_fact_mayer#ixzz0rsb2Mhvw
The U.S. government runs two drone programs. The military’s version, which is publicly acknowledged, operates in the recognized war zones of Afghanistan and Iraq, and targets enemies of U.S. troops stationed there. As such, it is an extension of conventional warfare. The C.I.A.’s program is aimed at terror suspects around the world, including in countries where U.S. troops are not based. It was initiated by the Bush Administration and, according to Juan Zarate, a counterterrorism adviser in the Bush White House, Obama has left in place virtually all the key personnel. The program is classified as covert, and the intelligence agency declines to provide any information to the public about where it operates, how it selects targets, who is in charge, or how many people have been killed. Nevertheless, reports of fatal air strikes in Pakistan emerge every few days

CP- transparency

RT TEXT:

CP text- The United States Supreme Court should rule that use of unmanned aerial combat vehicles requires full disclosure of targeting lists and target criteria on the grounds that the United States has a lasting obligation to address targeted killing under the International Humanitarian Law of the Geneva Convention.  The United States federal government should establish a system of compensation for civilian victims of drone strikes.

KL TEXT. 

The United States Supreme Court should rule that the lack of full disclosure of targeting lists and target criteria of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles violates Customary International Law. The United States federal government should establish a system of compensation for civilian victims of drone strikes.

Solves Pakistan instability, both internal links

Peter Bergen is a senior fellow and Katherine Tiedemann is a policy analyst at the New America Foundation, April 25, 2010, “No Secrets in the Sky”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/26/opinion/26bergen.html

THE highly classified C.I.A. program to kill militants in the tribal regions of Pakistan with missiles fired from drones is the world’s worst-kept secret. The United States has long tried to maintain plausible deniability that it is behind drone warfare in Pakistan, a country that pollsters consistently find is one of the most anti-American in the world. For reasons of its own, the Pakistani government has also sought to hide the fact that it secretly agreed to allow the United States to fly some drones out of a base in Pakistan and attack militants on its territory. But there are good reasons for the United States, which conducted 53 such strikes in 2009 alone, and Pakistan to finally acknowledge the existence of the drone program. First, there is the matter of Pakistani civilian casualties caused by the drones. In a poll last summer, only 9 percent of Pakistanis approved of the drone strikes. A key reason for this unpopularity is the widespread perception that the strikes overwhelmingly kill civilians. A survey we have made of reliable press accounts indicates that since January 2009, the reported strikes have killed at least 520 people, of whom around 410 were described as militants, suggesting that the civilian death rate is about 20 percent. It’s possible, however, that the number is even lower. An American counterterrorism official told The Times in December that the civilian fatality rate is only 5 percent, saying that “just over 20” civilians and more than 400 militants were killed in 2009. Should the American government’s claims about the small number of civilian deaths be verified, some of the Pakistani hostility toward the United States might dissipate. This would be much easier if the now-classified videotapes of drone strikes were made available to independent researchers. Acknowledging the drone program would also help advance our efforts — and improve our profile — in the region by providing an excellent example of the deepening United States-Pakistan strategic partnership. Since January 2009, up to 85 reported drone strikes have killed militants who are responsible for the deaths of thousands of Pakistanis. A good deal of the intelligence that enables these strikes comes from the Pakistanis themselves. Last, Pakistanis once considered any military offensive against the Taliban as fighting America’s war. But because of the cumulative weight of the Taliban’s atrocities against politicians, soldiers, police and civilians, Pakistanis now believe that battling the militants is in the country’s own interest. As a result, over the past year, the public’s support for the Pakistani Army’s efforts in the Swat Valley and South Waziristan has surged. If Pakistan came clean about its involvement with the drones, public backing for the program might similarly increase. Of course, by acknowledging the drone strikes, the Obama administration would also have to admit that civilians are sometimes killed in these attacks. When Afghan civilians are killed by American forces, their families are often compensated by the United States. Surely, the families of Pakistani civilians killed in American drone strikes deserve the same.

Solves I-law

 [Greg Bruno, Staff Writer, July 19, 2010, “U.S. Drone Activities in Pakistan”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22659/us_drone_activities_in_pakistan.html, AT]

Perhaps the most prominent opponent of the administration's legal reasoning is Philip Alston, a UN special rapporteur who has studied so-called "targeted killings." The U.S. position "is an important starting point," Alston wrote in a May 2010 report, but "it does not address some of the most central legal issues including: the scope of the armed conflict in which the U.S. asserts it is engaged, the criteria for individuals who may be targeted and killed, the existence of any substantive or procedural safeguards to ensure the legality and accuracy of killings, and the existence of accountability mechanisms." A lack of transparency—specifically the Obama administration's reluctance to publicly discuss a program that while ostensibly covert, has been widely reported on—is at the center of Alston's argument. For one, the CIA has never disclosed its targeting list, nor the criteria the agency uses to determine who can be killed by drone strikes. By contrast, the U.S. military in August 2009 made public portions of its list of approved targets in Afghanistan, and detailed how targets related to the drug trade are selected (PDF). Hina Shamsi, a human rights lawyer at New York University who worked with Alston on his study, said Washington's failure to provide full accountability for the CIA's actions in Pakistan could be disastrous if widely copied. "There is tremendous damage being done to the international rule of law, which requires accountability, when these killings are being done based on secret justifications," Shamsi says.

IHL safeguards prevent playstation mentality, respect for war

UN Rapporteur, This chapter of the Handbook collects the observations and recommendations of the UN Special Rapporteur with respect to violations of the right to life during international and non- international armed conflict. The Handbook especially focuses on the obligations of States and armed non-state actors vis-à-vis civilians, the methods and means of warfare, and the complementary relationship between international human rights and humanitarian law, “USE OF FORCE DURING ARMED CONFLICT”, Report on Targeted Killings (A/HRC/14/24/Add.6, 28 May 2010, ¶¶ 79-86), http://www.extrajudicialexecutions.org/application/media/Handbook%20Chapter%201%20Use%20of%20Force%20During%20Armed%20Conflicts5.pdf
It was clear during my mission to Afghanistan how hard it is even for forces on the ground to obtain accurate information. Testimony from witnesses and victims’ family members, showed that international forces were often too uninformed of local practices, or too credulous in interpreting information, to be able to arrive at a reliable understanding of a situation.181 International forces all too often based manned airstrikes and raids that resulted in killings on faulty intelligence. Multiple other examples show that the legality of a targeted killing operation is heavily dependent upon the reliability of the intelligence on which it is based.182 States must, therefore, ensure that they have in place the procedural safeguards necessary to ensure that intelligence on which targeting decisions are made is accurate and verifiable. 84. Furthermore, because operators are based thousands of miles away from the battlefield, and undertake operations entirely through computer screens and remote audiofeed, there is a risk of developing a “Playstation” mentality to killing. States must ensure that training programs for drone operators who have never been subjected to the risks and rigors of battle instill respect for IHL and adequate safeguards for compliance with it. 85. Outside the context of armed conflict, the use of drones for targeted killing is almost never likely to be legal. A targeted drone killing in a State’s own territory, over which the State has control, would be very unlikely to meet human rights law limitations on the use of lethal force. 86. Outside its own territory (or in territory over which it lacked control) and where the situation on the ground did not rise to the level of armed conflict in which IHL would apply, a State could theoretically seek to justify the use of drones by invoking the right to anticipatory self-defence against a non-state actor.183 It could also theoretically claim that human rights law’s requirement of first employing less-than-lethal means would not be possible if the State has no means of capturing or causing the other State to capture the target. As a practical matter, there are very few situations outside the context of active hostilities in which the test for anticipatory self-defence – necessity that is “instant, overwhelming, and leaving no choice of means, and no moment of deliberation”184 Allegation letter sent on 26 August 2005,(reproduced from E/CN.4/2006/53/Add.1, 27 March 2006, pp. 264–265): – would be met. This hypothetical presents the same danger as the “ticking-time bomb” scenario does in the context of the use of torture and coercion during interrogations: a thought experiment that posits a rare emergency exception to an absolute prohibition can effectively institutionalize that exception. Applying such a scenario to targeted killings threatens to eviscerate the human rights law prohibition against the arbitrary deprivation of life. In addition, drone killing of anyone other than the target (family members or others in the vicinity, for example) would be an arbitrary deprivation of life under human rights law and could result in State responsibility and individual criminal liability.
Amends solve

Chris Rogers is a human rights lawyer working for the Campaign for Innocent Victims in Conflict, April 30, 2010, “Drones Use Smaller Bombs But Still Raise Big Concerns for Civilians”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/chris-rogers/drones-use-smaller-bombs_b_559147.html

In Pakistan, the CIA is using smaller missiles and advanced surveillance technology to minimize civilian casualties caused by drone strikes. This suggests the CIA has learned a lesson from the Pentagon's experience with Afghan anger about civilian deaths across the border. But serious concerns about the drone program remain. For one, the civilian death and injury toll from drone strikes remains unknown because without U.S. forces on the ground in Pakistan, proper investigations and collateral damage assessments cannot be carried out. Second, those harmed receive no compensation or assistance from the U.S. or Pakistani governments. And finally, the secrecy of the drone program raises questions about the legality of the CIA's targeting practices and whether civilians are appropriately distinguished from militants. Nobody knows the real civilian cost of drones. CIA sources put the death toll at 20 civilians in the past 15 months, while New America Foundation has counted over 180 based on media reports. As Peter Bergen, head of New America's drone project notes, there is no way of accurately confirming or refuting the CIA's assessment without more access to the target areas or the CIA sharing surveillance information. Along with smaller bombs and better intelligence, there are humanitarian, legal and strategic imperatives that demand more accurate assessments of civilian casualties. Smaller bombs will hopefully mean fewer potential civilian casualties, but that is little comfort to civilians already harmed in drone attacks. From my own discussions with those Pakistanis, I know they expect and believe they deserve amends for their losses. Pakistan already provides compensation to victims of terrorist attacks and has on occasion compensated civilians harmed by its own military operations (most recently in Khyber Agency where a Pakistani air strike killed over 60 civilians). What about the victims of drone strikes? Some portion of the massive amount of military aid the U.S. provides Pakistan should go to civilians injured or killed in drone strikes. Ironically, it is the very precision of drone strikes--expected to now become even more precise with new surveillance equipment--that can make such assistance so meaningful. I recently met victims of a drone strike in South Waziristan. The family wanted compensation for their relatives killed and for the destruction of their home. One reason was to clear their name because the much-publicized precision of the drones meant the family faced suspicion. Compensation by authorities would acknowledge they were innocent. While the CIA's new sensitivity to civilian casualties is welcome, we must also ask, who counts as a "civilian"? Who is protected from attack? Not knowing obscures the real civilian toll, because any casualty count released by the U.S. will assume only combatant deaths--while international legal standards may have counted some of those killed as civilian. State Department Legal Advisor Harold Koh recently addressed the U.S. position on drones. His assertion of self-defense as one of the legal justifications for the program may open the door to civilians becoming targets. That's because under self-defense non-combatants might not be legally protected from attack. For example, would the infamous old lady in Switzerland who gave money to a charity that supports Islamic extremism still be a civilian? While she's an unlikely target, the issue of who's a civilian and who's a combatant is important enough to discuss openly. A way to address all three concerns about drones is to develop a compensation system for civilians harmed in drone strikes--similar to what already exists in Afghanistan. Offering amends for deaths, injuries and property damage would bring the civilian toll of the strikes to light and clarify the operational legal distinction between civilians and combatants. Compensation would also acknowledge civilians harmed as unintentional victims, help them recover from their losses and potentially quell the population's increasing anger over the drone program. The U.S. should work with the Pakistani government to develop such a mechanism, including conducting investigations. The U.S. should also encourage the Pakistanis to permit independent observers, such as the ICRC and the UN, to investigate civilian casualty incidents. Efforts to minimize civilian casualties by any warring party--the CIA now included--are welcome. But we must not make the mistake of thinking technology is a substitute for transparency and accountability, nor that good intentions eliminate the need to help civilians harmed. 

CP Solvency- extensions
Its no longer a secret, but transparency is crucial to continued success

Micah Zenko is a fellow in the Center for Preventive Action at the Council on Foreign Relations, April 2, 2010, “ZENKO: Demystifying the drone strikes”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/02/demystifying-the-drone-strikes/

Recently, during an off-the-record briefing for reporters, a sen- ior Obama administration official declared: "If there are Predator operations in Pakistan, I would argue that the collateral damage is negligible at most, and that reports of intensified damage are a myth." After a half-decade and some 125 unmanned U.S. drone strikes in Pakistan, it is remarkable that the Obama administration maintains the false notion that such operations remain secret and are therefore beyond public debate. It is past time for the White House to provide some transparency over what CIA Director Leon E. Panetta (without acknowledging their existence) describes as "the only game in town in terms of confronting or trying to disrupt the al Qaeda leadership." In defending these ongoing drone strikes, consider the following three notions: First, the drone strikes in Pakistan are no longer "covert actions," defined by law as "activities of the United States Government to influence political, economic, or military conditions abroad, where it is intended that the role of the United States Government will not be apparent or acknowledged publicly." There is countless published evidence that demonstrates the apparent U.S. role, as well as slips of the tongue by current officials that have repeatedly (if accidentally) acknowledged that role. In addition, while they are characterized as "CIA-operated," drone strikes are done in close coordination with other government agencies as well as private contractors. According to journalist Noah Shachtman, "the U.S. Air Force also plays an important role in the drone missions over Pakistan," by overseeing all armed drone operations in the Middle East, and even loaning its own drones to the CIA when needed. Furthermore, it has been revealed that contractors working for Xe (formerly Blackwater) provided security at the bases in Shamsi, Pakistan, from where some of the drones operate, and even loaded them with precision-guided missiles and bombs. Second, by maintaining that the well-known program is secret, administration officials believe that they neither have to defend nor answer to criticism of their use. For over five years, the George W. Bush and Obama administrations have refused to answer any such questions in an open forum. In lieu of answers, they have simply provided a parade of glowing off-the-record endorsements that emphasize their inevitability, near-infallibility and hearty support from the Pakistani government. In fact, several debates have emerged about the drone strikes, including whether it is better to kill suspected terrorists or attempt to detain them to gather intelligence, how many Pakistani civilians have been wrongfully killed, whether they help swell the ranks of the Taliban, and if these strikes are even legal under international law. Under current policy, none of these important issues can be addressed head-on by any U.S. government officials. Third, by maintaining their secrecy, administration officials can bypass any discussion of how the drone strikes fit within the context of the other elements of national power utilized in Pakistan - no small matter since the United States has provided Islamabad almost $18 billion in aid and security assistance since Sept. 11, 2001, with another $3 billion requested for the upcoming fiscal year. Also, despite the long-standing need for a comprehensive strategy to reduce al Qaeda safe havens there, the United States only recently developed a civil-military "Afghanistan-Pakistan Regional Stabilization Strategy," with lines of operation for relevant U.S. government agencies. It is essential for policymakers to describe, and for all agencies to understand, how the tactic of escalating drone strikes fits within this comprehensive strategy. It is necessary to emphasize that no U.S. citizen or government employee should take it on their own initiative to leak or reveal any activity of the U.S. government that is properly labeled as a "covert action." It is the proper role of the White House to decide when and how to reveal the details of highly classified national security programs. Striking the proper balance between secrecy and transparency is never easy, but given the numerous unanswered questions, misperceptions among Americans and Pakistanis, and importance of U.S. drone strikes in the war against al Qaeda, greater transparency must take precedence. If they are really the "only game in town," then it is all the more reason to acknowledge, defend, debate and potentially adjust the way they are used. 

CP Solvency- Extensions

Some transparency is neccesary

Interviewee: Micah Zenko, Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations Interviewer: Greg Bruno, Staff Writer, CFR.org, June 2, 2010, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html

Predator strikes are the worst kept covert secret in the history of U.S. foreign policy. They've been reported on significantly in Pakistani and U.S. press. There have been slips of the tongue by many administration officials about their existence. There's been photographic evidence provided by Pakistani journalists as well as others. The only time the administration acknowledges them is to talk about how successful they are. As we know, any national security program which involves human beings is fallible. Nothing that compromises operational security should be declassified, but the scope, direction, and dimensions of the program--how they fit within U.S. national security strategy--are very open to public debate. I like to describe it in terms of U.S. nuclear weapons. I know roughly the size of the U.S. nuclear weapons arsenal, their type, the warhead lifecycles, where they're deployed, what the military doctrine is for them. I don't know how to make a bomb. I shouldn't know how to make a bomb--that should never be public. War plans for how bombs are going to be used shouldn't be known. But since they are such a significant part of U.S. national security strategy, they should be debated, not simply applauded.

Transparency is crucial to I-law

Philip Alston is John Norton Pomeroy Professor of Law and co-Director of the Center for Human Rights and Global Justice at New York University School of Law. He was appointed UN Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial executions in 2004 and reports to the United Nations Human Rights Council and the General Assembly. He has had extensive experience in the human rights field, including eight years as Chairperson of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, principal legal adviser to UNICEF in the drafting of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and Special Adviser to the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights,2 June 2010, “UN expert criticizes “illegal” targeted killing policies and calls on the US to halt CIA drone killings”, http://www.ohchr.org/EN/NewsEvents/Pages/DisplayNews.aspx?NewsID=10094&LangID=E 

The report identifies two major problems: the excessively broad circumstances in which targeted killings are alleged to be legal, and the absence of essential accountability mechanisms in situations where they are used. “In terms of the first problem, there are indeed circumstances in which targeted killings may be legal”, Alston noted. “They are permitted in armed conflict situations when used against combatants or fighters, or civilians who directly engage in combat-like activities. But they are increasingly being used far from any battle zone. The United States, in particular, has put forward a novel theory that there is a ‘law of 9/11’ that enables it to legally use force in the territory of other States as part of its inherent right to self-defence on the basis that it is in an armed conflict with al-Qaeda, the Taliban and ‘associated forces’, although the latter group is fluid and undefined. This expansive and open-ended interpretation of the right to self-defence goes a long way towards destroying the prohibition on the use of armed force contained in the UN Charter. If invoked by other States, in pursuit of those they deem to be terrorists and to have attacked them, it would cause chaos.” Alston emphasised that “I do not for a moment question the seriousness of the challenges posed by terrorism. I condemn wholeheartedly the actions of al-Qaeda and all other groups that kill innocent civilians, as well as any groups that increase the danger of attacks on civilians by hiding in their midst. These actions unequivocally violate international law. But the fact that such enemies do not play by the rules does not mean that a Government can cast those rules aside or unilaterally re-interpret them. The credibility of any government’s claim that it is fighting to uphold the rule of law depends on its willingness to disclose how it interprets and applies the law – and the actions it takes when the law is broken.” In terms of the second problem – accountability – Alston observed that “it is an essential requirement of international law that States using targeted killings demonstrate that they are complying with the various rules governing their use in situations of armed conflict. The clearest challenge to this principal today comes from the program operated by the US Central Intelligence Agency in which targeted killings are carried out from unmanned aerial vehicles or drones. It is clear that many hundreds of people have been killed as a result, and that this number includes some innocent civilians. Because this program remains shrouded in official secrecy, the international community does not know when and where the CIA is authorized to kill, the criteria for individuals who may be killed, how it ensures killings are legal, and what follow-up there is when civilians are illegally killed. In a situation in which there is no disclosure of who has been killed, for what reason, and whether innocent civilians have died, the legal principle of international accountability is, by definition, comprehensively violated.”

1NC – Israel DA

The United States re-affirming it’s human rights commitments under international law would require putting pressure on Israel to abandon settlements.

Stork 10 (Joe, Deputy Director for the Middle East @ Human Rights Watch, “Obama and Human Rights in the Middle East: Suggestions for Act Two”, 1/13/10)

What would it entail if the president and his administration, heading into its second year, became serious about translating Obama’s words on human rights into action?  The most far-reaching and important thing the president can do is ensure that the United States fulfills its obligations under international law, including the Geneva Conventions and the Convention Against Torture, to investigate and prosecute those U.S. officials responsible for ordering and implementing torture of detainees in U.S. custody. It is difficult for the United States to urge others, whether allies or adversaries, to do the right thing when it refuses to do so itself. Similarly, the administration should take care to ensure that the system that replaces Guantanamo does not compromise the prohibition against indefinite detention without charge or the right to a fair trial. In the absence of such steps, U.S. policy will amount to “do what we say, not what we do,” when it comes to torture and arbitrary detention, both serious abuses in many Middle Eastern countries.  Second, the administration needs to find a way, very soon, to show that what Secretary Clinton in a December 2009 speech at Georgetown University characterized as a “pragmatic and agile … pursuit of our human rights agenda” does not amount to a free ride for governments that loudly reject criticism of their abusive policies. U.S. desire to maintain President Hosni Mubarak’s support for U.S. policies towards Israel and the Palestinians, and official Egyptian resentment of the democratization efforts of the Bush administration, apparently account for Secretary Clinton’s statement that there would be no human rights “conditionality” in the U.S.-Egyptian relationship. Unfortunately, that seems to mean little or no human rights content whatsoever in the relationship.

Fear of commitment of US-resolve toward Israel causes a break in relations

STEINBERG, Political Studies Department and BESA Center for Strategic Studies 1999
Gerald M., RUSI International Security Review - 1999, published by the Royal United Services Institute for Defence Analysis, UK, pp. 215-224

At the same time, there is concern in Israel that the power of the U.S. is declining, as is its ability to as well as interest in playing a decisive role in the region. After the 1991 Gulf War, U.S. pressure on and containment of Iraq has seemed to decline steadily, and in 1998, support for continued UNSCOM efforts to locate and destroy Saddam Hussein’s arsenal seemed to have lapsed significantly. Similarly, the American response to Russian and Chinese transfers of missile and WMD technology to Iran is seen as weak and indecisive. As a result, the Israeli emphasis on maintaining an independent capability to respond to these threats has increased. If Israel detects a steady weakening of Washington capability to intervene in the region and in the world, or of its resolve, the alternative is greater consideration of unilateral action.

(READ COMPENSATION LINK/IMPACT)
1NC – Israel DA (IMPACT)

IMPACT – STRONG U.S./ISRAELI ALLIANCE IS CRITICAL TO INTELLIGENCE – IT’S THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT SOURCE OF INTEL WE HAVE. 

GOLD, President of the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. He was the eleventh Permanent Representative of Israel to the United Nations SEPTEMBER 2ND 2K7

Dore, An Israeli response to the Walt-Mearsheimer claim, http://www.aish.com/jewishissues/middleeast/Understanding_the_U.S.-Israel_Alliance.asp

Much of the U.S.-Israel strategic relationship is classified, particularly in the area of intelligence sharing. There are two direct consequences from this situation. First, most aspects of U.S.-Israel defense ties are decided on the basis of the professional security considerations of those involved. Lobbying efforts in Congress cannot force a U.S. security agency to work with Israel. 

And the intelligence cooperation between the two countries has been considerable; much of it preceded the solidification of the U.S.-Israel defense relationship in the 1980s. It was Israeli intelligence which obtained the exact text of the secret February 1956 speech by Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev to the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party, in which he denounced the past policies of his predecessor, Joseph Stalin. The Israelis passed Khrushchev's address on to the CIA. 24 

In August 1966, the Mossad succeeded in recruiting an Iraqi pilot who defected and flew a Soviet MiG 21 to Israel, which shared its intelligence on the new Soviet aircraft, about which little was previously known, with the U.S. The information obtained about the MiG 21 not only helped the Israeli Air Force less than a year later in the 1967 Six-Day War, but would be extremely valuable to the U.S., as well, since the MiG 21 became the workhorse of the North Vietnamese Air Force in the years ahead. Indeed, it became common practice for Israel to furnish whole Soviet weapons systems - like 122 and 130-mm artillery and a T-72 tank - to the U.S. for evaluation and testing, influencing the development of U.S. weapons systems and battlefield tactics during the Cold War. 25 

The value of this intelligence for the U.S has been enormous. General George F. Keegan, a retired U.S. Air Force intelligence chief, told Wolf Blitzer in 1986 that he could not have obtained the same intelligence "with five CIAs." 26 He went further: "The ability of the U.S. Air Force in particular, and the Army in general, to defend whatever position it has in NATO owes more to the Israeli intelligence input than it does to any single source of intelligence, be it satellite reconnaissance, be it technology intercept, or what have you." 27 

Because many elements of the U.S.-Israel security relationship are normally kept secret, it is difficult for academics, commentators, and pundits to provide a thorough net assessment of the true value of U.S.-Israel ties. Thus, Israel is left working shoulder-to-shoulder with the U.S., even while finding itself caricatured by outside commentators as a worthless ally whose status is only sustained by a domestic lobby.

EFFECTIVE INTELLIGENCE IS THE CRITICAL LYNCH PIN FOR HEGEMONY AND PREVENTING TERRORIST ATTACKS. 

HAMILTON, vice chairman of the 9/11 Commission, and currently serves on the President's Homeland Security Advisory Council, 2K4
Lee H., Challenges for Intelligence in American Democracy, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/about/director/docs/Hamilton_intelamerdem.doc

Good intelligence is essential to our national security. A superpower like the United States simply cannot survive without it. 

As a heavy consumer of intelligence and an observer of the intelligence community for decades, I hold the men and women of our intelligence agencies in high regard.

They are highly talented people. They are dedicated to their work and their country. They are called upon to do a difficult, and sometimes dangerous, job with the knowledge that good work rarely receives outside recognition. 

The work of the intelligence community played a key role in our victory in the Cold War. And on September 11, 2001, we all learned that the mission for the intelligence community is as vital and urgent as it has ever been. 

Intelligence is the most important tool that we have in preventing terrorist attacks – at home and abroad. Better intelligence is everybody’s favorite solution to preventing terrorism. And intelligence is also a crucial component of our work to curb weapons proliferation. The stakes could not be higher. 

Policymakers simply must be able to trust that they have the best possible intelligence as they deal with these new threats. Good intelligence does not guarantee good policy, but poor intelligence can ensure bad policy.

If a policymaker has quality intelligence, issues are framed; decisions are clearer; and consequences can be anticipated.

1NC – Israel DA 

HEGEMONY PREVENTS GLOBAL NUCLEAR WAR.

Robert KAGAN, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August/SEPTEMBER 2K7
The Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html, accessed August 17, 2007

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

CIA CP

CP text- the United States federal government should ban C.I.A use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles on the grounds that it violates the Geneva convention of Customary international law

CIA is uniquely bad, but Military drones are good

Charlie Savage is a newspaper reporter in Washington, D.C., with the New York Times, which he joined in May 2008.[1] In 2007, when employed by the Boston Globe, he was the recipient of the 2007 Pulitzer Prize for national reporting on the issue of Presidential Signing Statements, specifically the use of such statements by the Bush administration, 5/27/10, “U.N. Official to Ask U.S. to End C.I.A. Drone Strikes”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/05/28/world/asia/28drones.html?_r=1&ref=global-home

WASHINGTON — A senior United Nations official is expected to call on the United States next week to stop Central Intelligence Agency drone strikes against people suspected of belonging to Al Qaeda, complicating the Obama administration’s growing reliance on that tactic in Pakistan. Philip Alston, the United Nations special rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions, said Thursday that he would deliver a report on June 3 to the United Nations Human Rights Council in Geneva declaring that the “life and death power” of drones should be entrusted to regular armed forces, not intelligence agencies. He contrasted how the military and the C.I.A. responded to allegations that strikes had killed civilians by mistake. “With the Defense Department you’ve got maybe not perfect but quite abundant accountability as demonstrated by what happens when a bombing goes wrong in Afghanistan,” he said in an interview. “The whole process that follows is very open. Whereas if the C.I.A. is doing it, by definition they are not going to answer questions, not provide any information, and not do any follow-up that we know about.” Mr. Alston’s views are not legally binding, and his report will not assert that the operation of combat drones by nonmilitary personnel is a war crime, he said. But the mounting international concern over drones comes as the Obama administration legal team has been quietly struggling over how to justify such counterterrorism efforts while obeying the laws of war. In recent months, top lawyers for the State Department and the Defense Department have tried to square the idea that the C.I.A.’s drone program is lawful with the United States’ efforts to prosecute Guantánamo Bay detainees accused of killing American soldiers in combat, according to interviews and a review of military documents. Under the laws of war, soldiers in traditional armies cannot be prosecuted and punished for killing enemy forces in battle. The United States has argued that because Qaeda fighters do not obey the requirements laid out in the Geneva Conventions — like wearing uniforms — they are not “privileged combatants” entitled to such battlefield immunity. But C.I.A. drone operators also wear no uniforms. 

CIA droes are the most controversial 

Fawas Gerges is a professor of Middle Eastern politics and international relations at the London School of Economics, University of London. He is author of Journey of the Jihadist: Inside Muslim Militancy, May 30, 2010, “The Truth About Drones”, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/05/30/the-truth-about-drones.html

The most controversial element of those battles is the use of CIA Predator drones on targets in Pakistan. The CIA currently wages a 24/7 Predator campaign against the Pakistani Taliban and Al Qaeda. In Pakistan, drone attacks are Obama’s weapon of choice. He has expanded the use of drones to include low-level targets, such as foot soldiers. According to an analysis of U.S. government sources, the CIA has killed around 12 times more low-level fighters than mid-to-high-level Qaeda and Taliban leaders since the drone attacks intensified in the summer of 2008.

Plan unpopular

Drones have bipartisan support

Craig Michael Considine is a scholar, film director, and anthropologist who specializes on International Relations, the American society, U.S. foreign policy, and Islam. He is currently a research assistant for Ambassador Akbar S. Ahmed at The American University's School of International Service in Washington, DC. He holds a B.A. in International Relations from The American University and an MSc in International Relations and Politics from the Royal Hollaway, University of London, 4/1/10, “Obama: Continuing Bush’s War Crimes with Drone Bombing Campaign”, http://www.worldcantwait.net/index.php/features-mainmenu-220/the-war-of-terror/6248-obama-continuing-bushs-war-crimes-with-drone-bombing-campaign]

The drone campaign is, perhaps, one issue that both Democrats and Republicans can agree upon. Republican Senator McCain and Independent, Republican-leaning Senator Lieberman recently hailed the drone campaign as ‘a critical element in our effort, our campaign, and our strategy to deny the terrorists who are terrorizing the people of Afghanistan and Pakistan’. McCain has gone as far as claiming it is ‘part of an overall set of tactics which make up the strategy for victory’. Would you expect anything else but this type of rhetoric and propaganda from those ‘leaders’ in Washington? And how sad it is that one of the only issues Democrats and Republicans can agree upon is their own acts of terrorism!

Bipartisan support for drones

NYT, SCOTT SHANE, 12/3/09, “C.I.A. to Expand Use of Drones in Pakistan”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/04/world/asia/04drones.html]

Yet with few other tools to use against Al Qaeda, the drone program has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress and was escalated by the Obama administration in January. More C.I.A. drone attacks have been conducted under President Obama than under President George W. Bush. The political consensus in support of the drone program, its antiseptic, high-tech appeal and its secrecy have obscured just how radical it is. For the first time in history, a civilian intelligence agency is using robots to carry out a military mission, selecting people for killing in a country where the United States is not officially at war.
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