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***No First Use 1NC Shell***
Counterplan text: The United States federal government should adopt a no first use declaratory policy.

Affirming a No First Use policy decreases the salience of weapons and strengthens nonproliferation across the board

The Stanley Foundation, 2008

“The Stanley Foundation: A New Look at No First Use of Nuclear Weapons” August 8, 2008, http://www.maximsnews.com/news20080822stanleyfdtnnuclearfirststrikedoctrine10808221601.htm

The Case for No First Use

Throughout the Cold War, the United States reserved the right to use nuclear weapons first in a conflict, in large part because the Soviet Union had overwhelming conventional military advantages in Europe, and the United States sought to level the battlefield. However, now that the Cold War is over, conference participants agreed that the United States no longer faces a similar force imbalance. “There is a serious mismatch between current US nuclear weapons doctrine and declaratory policy and the major nuclear threats the United States faces in the world today,” said one participant. Moreover, while the value of a first-use posture has gone down, the value of strengthening norms against the acquisition, production, and use of nuclear arms has gone up. Many conference participants argued that by reducing the salience of nuclear arms in US war plans, a NFU posture could help the United States strengthen international antinuclear norms and aid its nonproliferation efforts.

Conference participants noted that there is a difference between declaratory policy and war plans, and that a doctrine of NFU would not necessarily change US nuclear weapons targeting policy. However, they also noted that declaratory policy helps shape the intellectual atmosphere in which US nuclear weapons policy is made. Military planners take declaratory policy into account, and its effects trickle  down into procurement decisions, alert procedures, and operational war plans. 

A NFU policy would send a signal to American war planners that nuclear weapons are not appropriate in almost all contingencies. This would encourage them to develop capabilities and plans for using conventional arms to destroy hardened and deeply buried targets, biological weapons laboratories, and other sites that the current administration has suggested could only be destroyed by nuclear attack. Expanding conventional capabilities in turn reduces the likelihood that the United States would feel the need to use nuclear weapons. As one conference participant noted, “If you rule out the use of nuclear force, you push war planners to think with more discipline…You can’t just let military planners assume that it’s all right to use nuclear weapons to cover a wide range of targets.” Without the discipline imposed by a change in guidance doctrine, one participant said, military planners are prone to including nuclear options in war plans simply because they need a mission for weapons they already have. 

By cultivating a culture of nonuse within the military, NFU could smooth the way toward adoption of a purely retaliatory nuclear posture, with a nuclear force likely consisting only of submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). Indeed, conference participants noted that the US armed forces are already far less enthusiastic about nuclear arms than they were during the Cold War. One participant said that the Joint Chiefs now argue about which military branches have to maintain nuclear weapons, rather than which ones get to. One participant suggested that the Air Force is unenthusiastic about maintaining intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), bombs, and nuclear cruise missiles and would not resist a new doctrine diminishing the relevance of nuclear arms. Faced with the nonnuclear culture of today’s Air Force, this person said, “Curtis LeMay would be rolling in his grave.”

Participants noted that declaratory statements also shape public and legislative debate about nuclear weapons issues. The 2001 Nuclear Posture Review created the widespread perception that US political leaders have sought new uses for nuclear arms, and it justified development of the Reliable Replacement Warhead and the Robust Nuclear Earth Penetrator to Congress. Public and congressional debate on the proper role of nuclear weapons, the adequacy of the current nuclear arsenal, potential arms control agreements and weapons reductions, and future arms development programs are all conducted against the backdrop of declared US nuclear doctrine. If the United States adopted NFU, that debate would change.

NFU could also affect US policy abroad. International nuclear norms are constructed of what countries think, say, and do about nuclear weapons, and US statements about its nuclear doctrine can affect those norms by signaling to others what it believes to be reasonable and legitimate potential uses of nuclear weapons. NFU would indicate that the United States was reducing the salience of nuclear arms in its military policy and would therefore signal that we value our disarmament commitments under Article VI of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). In turn, this could strengthen norms against the spread and use of nuclear weapons and assist US nonproliferation efforts. As one participant noted, “A new NFU declaratory policy would make US engagement in…a global debate about nuclear weapons and other WMD appear credible and thus potentially more effective. It would put the United States in a more tenable position in the ongoing effort to create a broader global consensus against the use of any weapon of mass destruction against noncombatants.” 

[CONTINUED]

***No First Use 1NC Shell***

[CONTINUED]

Currently, the United States is in a less tenable position. One conference participant noted that the 1999 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) “Strategic Concept” explicitly placed a high value on the utility of nuclear weapons: “The Alliance will maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces based in Europe…The Alliance’s conventional forces alone cannot ensure credible deterrence. Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in rendering the risks of aggression against the Alliance incalculable and unacceptable. Thus, they remain essential to preserve peace.” Such language signals the importance of nuclear weapons and makes it harder to convince states that they do not need them. One participant invoked Ambassador Max Kampelman, who said that trying to convince countries to denuclearize while maintaining a first-use posture is like “lighting up while telling your children not to smoke.”

Participants were concerned that the September 2002 US National Security Strategy—which calls for strategic dominance potent enough to dissuade any state from becoming a potential rival and, more specifically, for exploration of new types of nuclear weapons—signals a repudiation of the US commitment to nuclear disarmament under Article VI of the NPT. Similarly, conference participants worried that when the current administration promises to leave “all options on the table” in regards to Iran—a statement usually construed to include a nuclear option—it reduces the US ability to bring international pressure to bear against Iran’s enrichment program.

In addition, there is some empirical evidence to suggest that US nuclear doctrine influences the nuclear doctrines of other states. India, for example, has copied innovations in US nuclear doctrine since the late 1990s, when its Draft Nuclear Doctrine emulated negative security assurances that the United States had developed in the 1980s, directly copying the so-called “Warsaw Pact exception” clause—which allowed the United States to target Soviet satellite states with nuclear arms during a major European war—from US and NATO doctrine. In 2002 the Indian National Security Advisory Board recommended complete abandonment of no first use, citing the need to emulate the doctrine of other nuclear weapon states: “India must consider withdrawing from this [NFU] commitment as the other nuclear weapon states have not accepted this policy…All five nuclear weapon states…reserve the right to launch nuclear weapons first. Then why should India not do so?” In 2003 New Delhi adopted a nuclear doctrine comparable to the United States’ strategic ambiguity regarding response to a chemical or biological attack. 

That said, conference participants were divided as to how, and how much, a NFU doctrine would affect nuclear-weapons-use norms and the nuclear weapons calculus of other states. The link between US declaratory policy and the strategic decisions of other nations is not always so clear. Iran, North Korea, and other countries have often protested US nuclear policy, citing these “nuclear threats” as a justification for their own arms programs. But conference participants generally agreed that Iran’s nuclear program is more likely a response to current US conventional superiority, and before now to Iraq’s nuclear program in the Saddam Hussein years. Indeed, the North Korean, Indian, and Pakistani nuclear weapons programs all accelerated during the 1990s, when the United States was moving to delegitimize nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, adopting NFU would at the very least deprive other states of one argument for their arsenals.

Participants were universally concerned that we do not have enough empirical data about how proliferators and potential nuclear weapon states make decisions, meaning that we cannot be sure how much a NFU doctrine (and similar measures) would affect the global nonproliferation regime. Nevertheless, some warned against an excessive focus on tabulating the costs and benefits of NFU in hypothetical situations and allowing that analysis to slow progress toward reducing the salience of nuclear weapons. These participants insisted that developing momentum was essential and that NFU could help create a culture of nonuse that smoothes the way toward eventual disarmament—a goal for which there is increasing support, as demonstrated in the January 2007 Wall Street Journal op-ed by George Shultz and others. At the same time, participants agreed that in trying to reduce the salience of nuclear weapons, NFU was not as important as certain other steps, notably US ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). 

Solvency: Iran Relations

An NFU policy reassures Iran and opens the gateway for better US-Iran relations.

Sagan, 2007

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense.  “How to Keep the Bomb From Iran” January 1, 2007, Encina Columns Winter '07, http://cisac.stanford.edu/news/how_to_keep_the_bomb_from_iran_20070101/
By 2002, the Agreed Framework had broken down, not only because Pyongyang was suspected of cheating but also because it believed that the United States, by delaying construction of the light-water reactors and failing to start normalizing relations, had not honored its side of the bargain. When confronted with evidence of its secret uranium program, in November 2002, Pyongyang took advantage of the fact that the U.S. military was tied down in preparations for the invasion of Iraq and withdrew from the NPT, kicked out the inspectors, and started reprocessing plutonium.

President Bush famously promised, in his 2002 State of the Union address, that the United States “will not permit the world’s most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world’s most destructive weapons.” Yet when North Korea kicked out the IAEA inspectors, Secretary of State Colin Powell proclaimed that the situation was “not a crisis.” Bush repeatedly declared that the United States had “no intention of invading North Korea.” The point was not lost on Tehran.

If Washington is to offer security assurances to Tehran, it should do so soon (making the assurances contingent on Tehran’s not developing nuclear weapons), rather than offering them too late, as it did with North Korea (and thus making them contingent on Tehran’s getting rid of any existing nuclear weapons). As with North Korea, any deal with Iran must be structured in a series of steps, each offering a package of economic benefits (light-water reactors, aircraft parts, or status at the World Trade Organization) in exchange for constraints placed on Iran’s future nuclear development.

 Preventing the unthinkable ongoing crisis with Tehran is not the first time Washington has faced a hostile government attempting to develop nuclear weapons. Nor is it likely to be the last. Yet the reasoning of U.S. officials now struggling to deal with Iran’s nuclear ambitions is clouded by a kind of historical amnesia, which leads to both creeping fatalism about the United States’ ability to keep Iran from getting the bomb and excessive optimism about the United States’ ability to contain Iran if it does become a nuclear power.

A U.S. official in the executive branch anonymously told the New York Times in March 2006, “The reality is that most of us think the Iranians are probably going to get a weapon, or the technology to make one, sooner or later.” Military planners and intelligence officers have reportedly been tasked with developing strategies to deter Tehran if negotiations fail.

Both proliferation fatalism and deterrence optimism are wrong-headed, and they reinforce each other in a disturbing way. As nuclear proliferation comes to be seen as inevitable, wishful thinking can make its consequences seem less severe, and if faith in deterrence grows, incentives to combat proliferation diminish.

Deterrence optimism is based on mistaken nostalgia and a faulty analogy. Although deterrence did work with the Soviet Union and China, there were many close calls; maintaining nuclear peace during the Cold War was far more difficult and uncertain than U.S. officials and the American public seem to remember today. Furthermore, a nuclear Iran would look a lot less like the totalitarian Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China and a lot more like Pakistan, Iran’s unstable neighbor—a far more frightening prospect.

Fatalism about nuclear proliferation is equally unwarranted. Although the United States did fail to prevent its major Cold War rivals from developing nuclear arsenals, many other countries—including Japan, West Germany, South Korea, and more recently Libya—curbed their own nuclear ambitions.

THE REASONS WHY

The way for Washington to move forward on Iran is to give Tehran good reason to relinquish its pursuit of nuclear weapons. That, in turn, requires understanding why Tehran wants them in the first place.

Iran’s nuclear energy program began in the 1960s under the shah, but even he wanted to create a breakout option to get the bomb quickly if necessary. One of his senior energy advisers recalled, “The shah told me that he does not want the bomb yet, but if anyone in the neighborhood has it, we must be ready to have it.” At first, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini objected to nuclear weapons on religious grounds, but the mullahs abandoned such restraint after Saddam Hussein ordered chemical attacks on Iranian forces during the Iran-Iraq War.

The end of Saddam’s rule in 2003 significantly reduced the security threat to Tehran. But by then the United States had taken Iraq’s place. In his January 2002 State of the Union address, President Bush had denounced the governments of Iran, Iraq, and North Korea as members of an “axis of evil” with ties to international terrorism. After the fall of Baghdad, an unidentified senior U.S. official told a Los Angeles Times reporter that Tehran should “take a number,” hinting that it was next in line for regime change.

Increasingly, Bush administration spokespeople advocated “preemption” to counter proliferation. When asked, in April 2006, whether the Pentagon was considering a potential preventive nuclear strike against Iranian nuclear facilities, President Bush pointedly replied, “All options are on the table.”

AGREED FRAMEWORK IN FARSI

A source of inspiration for handling Iran is the 1994 Agreed Framework that the United States struck with North Korea. The Bush administration has severely criticized the deal, but it contained several elements that could prove useful in the Iranian nuclear crisis.

After the North Koreans were caught violating their NPT commitments in early 1993, they threatened to withdraw from the treaty. Declaring that “North Korea cannot be allowed to develop a nuclear bomb,” President Clinton threatened an air strike on the Yongbyon reactor site if the North Koreans took further steps to reprocess plutonium. In June 1994, as the Pentagon was reinforcing military units on the Korean Peninsula, Pyongyang froze its plutonium production, agreed to let IAEA inspectors monitor the reactor site, and entered into bilateral negotiations.

The talks produced the October 1994 Agreed Framework, under which North Korea agreed to eventually dismantle its reactors, remain in the NPT, and implement full IAEA safeguards. In exchange, the United States promised to provide it with limited oil supplies, construct two peaceful light-water reactors for energy production, “move toward full normalization of political and economic relations,” and extend “formal assurances to [North Korea] against the threat or use of nuclear weapons by the U.S.”  Most important, however, would be a reduction in the security threat that the United States poses to Iran. Given the need for Washington to have a credible deterrent against, say, terrorist attacks sponsored by Iran, a blanket security guarantee would be ill advised. But more limited guarantees, such as a commitment not to use nuclear weapons, could be effective. They would reassure Tehran and pave the way toward the eventual normalization of U.S.–Iranian relations while signaling to other states that nuclear weapons are not the be all and end all of security.
Peaceful coexistence does not require friendly relations, but it does mean exercising mutual restraint. Relinquishing the threat of regime change by force is a necessary and acceptable price for the United States to pay to stop Tehran from getting the bomb.

Solvency: Korea

Nuclear Deterrence is unstable- only a “No First Use policy” relieves tensions in South Asia, the Middle East, and the Korean peninsula. 

Civiak, 2009

Robert L. Civiak, Ph.D from University of Pittsburgh, Program and Budget Examiner with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the Executive Office of the President, oversaw DOE’s nonproliferation and security programs.

 “Transforming the U.S. Strategic Posture and Weapons Complex: for Transition to a Nuclear Weapons-Free World” http://pogoarchives.org/m/nss/nwccpn-report-20090401.pdf Pg. 37-39, April 2009
If our recommendations are followed, the United States will maintain a small but credible nuclear deterrent, until no other nation has nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons will serve no other purpose. However, we do not believe that nuclear deterrence is a legitimate or even a stable long-term position. Rather, we believe that continued reliance on nuclear weapons is morally unacceptable and dangerous. We recommend that the United States pursue a strategy that will lead to the verified and enduring elimination of nuclear weapons throughout the world as quickly as possible.

This report does not prescribe the political and military security arrangements that should replace nuclear deterrence. Instead, we focus on nearer-term changes. We outline a transitional nuclear deterrent doctrine and the weapons stockpile needed to support it. We also propose a maintenance strategy and nuclear weapons complex for a smaller stockpile. Our plan points the United States in a new direction, positioning it to conduct negotiations with other nations on building the global institutional arrangements that will be required to supplant nuclear deterrence and pave the way to eliminate nuclear weapons.

The immense destructive power of nuclear weapons sets them apart from any other type of weapon. The term “weapons of mass destruction” (WMD), which lumps chemical and biological weapons with nuclear weapons, blurs the very real distinction we see between them. While we also view the prospective use of chemical or biologi- cal weapons as morally reprehensible, the effects of their use are different in scale and their production and use are already banned by international agreement. We believe that military means other than the threat of nuclear preemption or retaliation can and must suffice to address these lesser threats.

We recommend that the strategic posture of the United States eliminate any reference to the use of nuclear weapons in retaliation to (or in preemption of) other nations’ use of chemical or biological weapons or to the generalized threat of “weapons of mass destruction.” Indeed, the United States should elimi- nate even veiled threats to use nuclear weapons from its global military posture and forego integrating the potential use of nuclear weapons with strategies for use of con- ventional force. Both would be a distinct and welcomed change from the Bush 2001 Nuclear Posture Review. The United States must live up to its democratic ideals, defending its interests primarily by engaging other nations through negotiation and reciprocal accommodation, without invoking a nuclear “ace-in-the-hole.” The United States must respect the principles of the UN Charter. A responsible strategic policy should reject any notion of an “exceptional” U.S. privilege to engage in the unilateral use of military force to further its interests or to extinguish perceived threats anywhere on the globe. Other than the potential use of nuclear weapons by others, the United States is not confronted by any credible threat to its security, or to that of its allies, which might require nuclear escalation to counter it. Therefore, we recommend that the President and the Congress declare, without qualification, that the United States will not be the first nation to use nuclear weapons in any future conflict. This “no first use” policy should be reflected in our nuclear force structure and readiness posture. U.S. nuclear forces should neither be structured nor postured for preemptive attacks against any other nation.
In today’s world, regional tensions in South Asia, the Middle East, and the Korean Peninsula are significant drivers of nuclear weapons development. Resolving tension in those regions must be seen as an important aspect of the strategic posture and nuclear weapons policy of our nation. This requires adherence to a set of principles that will detach nuclear forces and threats of preemption from the process of resolving political and territorial disputes. Only then can negotiations reach beyond issues of national survival and attempt to reconcile the specific conflicting objectives that are causing tension. Regional military imbalances should be dealt with through co- operative security negotiations and arrangements to reduce tension and, if necessary, by commitments of our own or allied conventional forces, not by the threatened use of nuclear forces or strategies employing preemptive or preventive nuclear attacks.

Solvency: Checks Escalation
NFU keeps wars from going nuclear—disincentivizes escalation
Guangqian, 9 

Peng Guangqian: editor-in-chief of Strategic Sciences long-time researcher on military strategy & international affairs. Rong Yu: Ph. D. candidate at the Institute of International Strategy and Development, School of Public Policy and Management, Tsinghua University, China Security, Vol. 5 No. 1 Winter 2009, pp. 78-87, World Security Institute, http://www.washingtonobserver.org/pdfs/Peng_and_Rong.pdf]
In crisis situations, both first-use and NFU policies are highly problematic. How- ever, NFU policy is more responsible, as it is conducive to escalation control. When both sides suffer from imbalance of information and mutual distrust, the natural tendency would be to assume the worst—the first use of nuclear weapons. In this case, when one side has a declared first-use policy, the other side would be more prone to launch pre-emptive attacks in an effort to destroy or at least alleviate the former’s destructive power. If one party has an NFU policy, to which the other party does not give credit, the situation is not much improved. However, if one side be- lieves that the NFU-pledging party would be more moderate for the sake of its own pledge, a pre-emptive nuclear attack launched out of panic would be less likely. Thus, the risk of conflict escalation is much smaller and the destructive power of wars will be under control.

Solvency: Proliferation (1/3)

A No First Use Policy increases nuclear security and deters nations from acquiring nuclear material.

Civiak, 2009

Robert L. Civiak, Ph.D from University of Pittsburgh, Program and Budget Examiner with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the Executive Office of the President, oversaw DOE’s nonproliferation and security programs.

 “Transforming the U.S. Strategic Posture and Weapons Complex: for Transition to a Nuclear Weapons-Free World” http://pogoarchives.org/m/nss/nwccpn-report-20090401.pdf Pg. 37-39, April 2009
Offering a public declaration that the United States, under a specified range of circumstances, will not be the first to use a nuclear weapon against a nonnuclear weapon state has come to be known as a “negative security assurance.” The converse promise, to come to the aid of a nation if it is attacked or threatened by another state with nuclear weapons, is called a positive security assurance. The United States and other nuclear powers have proclaimed each type over the years. However, no international treaty codifies any negative security assurances, despite repeated calls for such by nonnuclear weapon states and UN resolutions. Binding negative security assurances would help reduce the “nuclear insecurity” of nonnuclear weapons states and lessen one of the incentives for nations to develop their own nuclear weapons.

In 1978, President Carter’s Secretary of State, Cyrus Vance, told a special session of the United Nations,

The United States will not use nuclear weapons against any non-nuclear weapons state party to the NPT or any comparable internationally binding commitment not to acquire nuclear explosive devices, except in the case of an attack on the United States, its territo- ries or armed forces, or its allies, by such a state, or associated with a nuclear-weapon state in carrying out or sustaining the attack.__

That limited negative security assurance leaves room for the U.S. to use nuclear weapons in response to a conventional attack by a nonnuclear state, if another nucle- ar-armed state is implicated in the attack. Succeeding Presidential Administrations have nominally endorsed, but also further qualified that formulation.24 In 1996, the Clinton Administration weakened the negative guarantee by stating that attacks by other weapons of mass destruction [i.e. chemical and biological weapons] would be justifying conditions for nuclear retaliation.25 The Bush Administration undermined even these weak assurances in its 2001 Nuclear Posture Review, by claiming a right to use nuclear weapons to preempt the use of biological or chemical weapons.26 By doing so, the Bush Administration transformed a statement meant to assure NPT member states that they do not need nuclear weapons into an incentive for nations to develop nuclear weapons to deter the U.S. from launching a preemptive attack. Indeed, while the United States did not use nuclear weapons this time, the Bush Administration’s justification for invading Iraq, to preempt the development of sus- pected “weapons of mass destruction,” may have strengthened Iran’s commitment to develop a nuclear capability for its own defense.

China is the only one of the original nuclear weapon states that stands by a categori- cal assurance that it will not be the first to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons. China underscores that assurance in its deployment practices, which would require days, if not weeks, to ready its nuclear forces for use. Russia, France, and the United Kingdom have all included similar caveats to those of the United States in their promises not to use nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states. An unequivocal declaration by the United States that it will not be the first to use nuclear weapons, combined with clear actions to back up that declaration, could help reduce the incen- tives for new nations to pursue nuclear weapons technology. Such a step would be even more effective if all five original nuclear powers issued it collectively or, at least, if Russia, France, and the United Kingdom followed China and the U.S. with similar declarations.

Rather than calming world tensions, U.S. politicians routinely fan the flames of nuclear insecurity by hinting at the use of nuclear weapons for particular purposes.

The phrase “no option is off the table,” has become code for a thinly-veiled threat that the U.S. might use nuclear weapons to achieve limited military objectives. This practice must stop. U.S. officials should strive to devalue nuclear weapons as instru- ments of security, and reassure nations that do not possess them, rather than make threats regarding their use. We recommend that the strategic posture of the United States eliminate any reference to the use of nuclear weapons in retaliation to (or in preemption of) other nations’ use of chemical or biological weapons or to the general- ized threat of weapons of mass destruction. The United States should eliminate even veiled threats to use nuclear weapons from its global military posture.

We recommend that the President and the Congress declare, without qualification, that the United States will not be the first nation to use nuclear weapons in any future conflict. Congress should enact a strong negative security assurance into U.S. law, making it clear that the only legitimate use of nuclear weapons is to deter their use by others and to respond in kind to an attack in which nuclear weapons are used.

Solvency: Proliferation (2/3)
NFU solves nuclear war—decreases nuclear intimidation, the cause of proliferation

Grossman, 2007

Jerome Grossman, political activist and commentator on the subject of WMDs and nuclear weapons,

“U.S. should promise no first use of nukes” June 15, 2007, http://cjonline.com/stories/061507/opi_177295240.shtml

 When American military officials and politicians are asked about relations with Iran and North Korea, too often they threateningly reply: "No military option is off the table." This sentiment is an implicit threat to use nuclear weapons and a violation of the 1968 Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, commonly known as the NPT.

One of the politicians making such provocative remarks is Senator Barack Obama, a frontrunner for the Democratic presidential nomination. In a recent speech covering national security, Obama argued that "We must never take the military option off the table" in trying to stop the nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea. Does he realize that this "option" includes the incalculable human suffering that would be wrought by a preemptive nuclear attack?

In 1958, Albert Wohlstetter, an influential Cold War nuclear theorist, concluded that the chief purpose of nuclear weapons is to terrorize. While much attention is paid to terrorism by non-state groups like al Qaeda, the truth is that nations can engage in terrorism as well.

Since the dawn of the nuclear age, each of the nine nuclear powers — the United States, United Kingdom, Russia, China, France, India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea — has threatened to use nuclear weapons. This threat, which is intended to terrorize other states, must stop. These types of threatening remarks could lead to nuclear war by accident, inadvertence, or error, with the most tragic consequences for all humanity. Most importantly, nuclear threats encourage the spread of nuclear weapons to countries seeking to protect themselves in a dangerous world dominated by nuclear aggressors.

The world needs a "No First Strike" commitment combined with the elimination of the present policy of keeping nukes on hair trigger alert so they are ready to hit their intended targets thirty minutes after they are launched on intercontinental ballistic missiles.

To this day, the United States has never established a policy of "No First Strike" or "No First Use" for its nuclear arsenal. China is the only nuclear weapons state that has a standing "No First Use" declaratory policy. In 1982, the Soviet Union announced such a policy, but its military plans never actually changed. A decade later, the successor Russian government forfeited its commitment to "No First Use."

When the NPT was being negotiated in the 1960s, non-nuclear weapons states sought guarantees that agreeing not to acquire nuclear arms would not place them at a permanent military disadvantage and make them vulnerable to nuclear intimidation. This was an important consideration because nuclear intimidation encourages the intimidated to develop their own nukes to deter aggression from larger nuclear powers.

While the Reagan Administration developed nuclear weapons and threatened their use, the President himself said on April 17, 1982, that "A nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought."

He was right in his rhetoric but wrong in his policies — just as the United States is today. It is time to match our pious words with pious actions and take the nuclear option off the table by declaring a "No First Use" policy. 

Solvency: Proliferation (3/3)

An NFU policy would help non-proliferation efforts by getting international support.

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182
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Options on the table

A US no-first-use declaration would also enhance US non-proliferation objec- tives by increasing international diplomatic support for tougher diplomatic measures against potential proliferators. Recent attempts to use coercive diplomacy against Iran illustrate the point. Bush and Cheney repeatedly hinted in 2006 and 2007, by noting that ‘all options are on the table’, at US plans to use military force to attack Iran’s nuclear programme if diplomatic efforts and UN sanctions failed to persuade Tehran to give up its uranium- enrichment and other facilities. In April 2006, journalist Seymour Hersh sparked an international controversy by reporting that the US contingency attack plans that had been sent to the White House included the option of using tactical nuclear weapons to destroy Iranian underground facilities.28 At a press conference on 18 April 2006, Bush pointedly left open the possibil- ity that his statements were meant to include the option of a preventive first strike with nuclear weapons:

Q: Sir, when you talk about Iran, and you talk about how you have diplomatic efforts, you also say all options are on the table. Does that include the possibility of a nuclear strike? Is that something that your administration will plan for?

THE PRESIDENT: All options are on the table.29

It is not clear whether Bush was engaging in coercive diplomacy, fol- lowing the ‘calculated ambiguity’ nuclear doctrine, or whether he was simply following the script laid out in his notes. In response to this press- conference comment, however, Iran’s UN ambassador, Javad Zarif, immedi- ately protested, in a letter to UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, against what he called ‘a tacit confirmation of the shocking news on the administration’s possible contemplation of nuclear strikes against certain targets in Iran’.30 British Foreign Minister Jack Straw also joined the debate, answering ‘yes’ when a BBC reporter asked him if the UK government would ‘unequivo- cally say we want nothing to do with this’ if the United States attacked Iran, and adding that ‘the idea of a nuclear strike on Iran is completely nuts’.31 The point is not that potential veiled US nuclear threats were in any way the cause of Iran’s nuclear-weapons programme, which began long before the Bush administration took office. But US nuclear threats, intentional or not, both play into the hands of domestic forces in Iran that favour devel- oping nuclear weapons and reduce international diplomatic support for coercive diplomatic efforts to pressure Iran to end its defiance of UN Security Council resolutions requiring suspension of its enrichment programme. If the United States were to adopt a no-first-use doctrine, the temptation for US politicians to resort to veiled nuclear threats as part of coercive diplomacy against Iran or other potential proliferators would be reduced, as would the ability of Tehran to claim it faces nuclear threats.

Solvency: Soft Power

CP Solves Soft power—the vast majority of nations oppose the US’s current first use doctrine
Ellsberg, 2009

Daniel Ellsberg, Senior Fellow of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, “Ending Nuclear Terrorism: By America and Others,” http://www.ellsberg.net/archive/ending-nuclear-terrorism-by-america-and-others, August 6, 2009 

Few Americans in or out of government are aware of the extent to which the United States and NATO first-use doctrine has always isolated the United States and its Western allies morally and politically from world opinion.  Nor are they familiar with the sharpness of the language used by majorities in the UN General Assembly in resolutions condemning the policies on which NATO has long based its planning.

UN Resolution 36/100, the Declaration on the Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe, was adopted on December 9, 1981.  It declares in its Preamble:

“Any doctrine allowing the first use of nuclear weapons and any actions pushing the world toward a catastrophe are incompatible with human moral standards and the lofty ideals of the UN.”

The body of the UN Resolution 36/100 declares:

“States and statesmen that resort first to nuclear weapons will be committing the gravest crime against humanity.  There will never be any justification or pardon for statesmen who take the decision to be the first to use nuclear weapons.”

Eighty two nations voted in favor of this declaration.  Forty-one (under heavy pressure from the U.S.) abstained; nineteen opposed it, including the United States and most NATO member nations.

That the dissenters were allies of the United States is no coincidence.  The first-use doctrine denounced here in such stark terms underlies the basic strategic concept of NATO, devised and promoted by the United States from the early fifties to the present.  (Most Americans, polls show, have been unaware of this).  NATO plans and preparations not only “allow” first use of nuclear weapons, if necessary to defeat an overwhelming attack; they promise it. They always have, and they still do.

This remains true despite the fact that the possibility of an overwhelming conventional attack against NATO no longer exists.  Eighteen years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, hundreds of US tactical nuclear weapons remain in Europe to carry out first-use nuclear attacks as a “last resort,” although the Warsaw Pact is no more and all its former members, including Russia, have indicated desire for membership in NATO.  In 1997, a serious effort to promote consideration of a no-first-use doctrine by Germany—West Germany was the strongest European supporter of the first-use policy during the Cold War– was shelved after intense opposition by the United States.

Only China, of the five declared nuclear-weapon states, has made the simple, unqualified commitment that it would never, under any circumstances, be the first to use a nuclear weapon, and that it would not use nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear-weapon state. The United States should join China, and call on Russia and other nuclear states to do likewise.

As concrete implementation of this shift (apart from rejecting immediately declarations that “all options” including nuclear first-use “are on the [bargaining] table”) the U.S. and Russia should agree to withdraw from deployment all tactical nuclear weapons, seeking  a global ban, dismantling both weapons systems and nuclear warheads under bilateral safeguards.

With an era of widespread proliferation threatening, it should be unmistakably clear that accepting UN resolution 36/100 as a universal principle would be in the best interests of the United States and the rest of the world.  The United States and its allies would join, at last, in a moral judgment that is already asserted by the majority of governments of the world.

What is at issue here is more than the practical benefits of joining in a consensus. It has been argued above that the United States—along with the other nuclear weapons states—has failed to do remotely as much as it could and must do to motivate and to organize an effective non-proliferation regime.  In particular, none of these nuclear-weapon states (with the exception of China, on first-use) have been willing–in order to motivate a true international taboo against nuclear acquisition and acceptance of a strong inspection regime–to negotiate the necessary constraints on their own freedom of action to develop, test, deploy and threaten nuclear weapons, The costs of this folly will be measured in otherwise-avoidable regional nuclear wars and nuclear terrorism, the latter potentially threatening all states.

Solvency: Terrorism

A definite policy deters terrorist groups by stopping the flow of supplies and sparking debate about WMD legitimacy with their supporters.

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182
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Deterring nuclear terrorism

It has been widely argued, especially since the 11 September 2001 attacks on New York and Washington, that terrorist organisations and leaders cannot be deterred. The 2002 NSS, for example, emphasised that a mixture of preventive-war options (often called pre-emptive use of military force), layered and robust defences, and stronger nuclear non-proliferation poli- cies were needed to prevent nuclear terrorism. In 2008, however, the G.W. Bush administration raised the possibility that US nuclear policy, including but not limited to nuclear declaratory policy, could provide an element of deterrence by dissuading governments from supplying weapons or nuclear materials to terrorists and by encouraging potential supporters of terrorists’ goals to believe that the use of nuclear weapons, as a means to those goals, is immoral and therefore illegitimate. In response to North Korea’s nuclear tests, for example, Bush declared that ‘the transfer of nuclear weapons or material by North Korea to states or non-state entities would be considereda grave threat to the United States, and we would hold North Korea fully accountable of the consequences of such action’.19 A broader strategy of trying to deter nuclear terrorism was outlined in February 2008 by National Security Adviser Stephen Hadley in a speech at Stanford University:

Deterrence can still play a role if deterrence doctrine and policy is reframed in the context of the actual nuclear threat we face today. First, a robust, layered defense can discourage or dissuade attempts to deploy weapons of mass destruction against us, by denying our enemies the benefits they seek in deploying these weapons in the first place. Second, many terrorists value the perception of popular or theological legitimacy for their actions. By encouraging debate about the moral legitimacy of using weapons of mass destruction, we can try to affect the strategic calculus of the terrorists. And finally, deterrence policy targeted at those states, organizations, or individuals who might enable or facilitate terrorists in obtaining or using weapons of mass destruction, can help prevent the terrorists from ever gaining these weapons in the first place.20


Solvency: Nuclear Doctrine Modeling

United States nuclear doctrine is modeled by other countries—empirically proven

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182
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Although we know little about how many current or potential proliferators, such as North Korea or Iran, make decisions about pro- liferation options or potential nuclear-weapons uses, for others there is a great deal of information. It suggests that US behaviour, including nuclear posture and doctrine, is in fact highly influential.

The best example is India since its 1998 weapons tests. In 1999, for example, the Indian Draft Nuclear Doctrine, prepared by the newly created National Security Advisory Board (NASB), recommended a caveat that per- mitted first use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states allied to a nuclear power: ‘India will not resort to the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons against states which do not possess nuclear weapons, or are not aligned with nuclear weapons powers’.34 This subtle alteration of traditional Indian doctrine was a close copy of the US negative security assurances from the 1980s that included the identical exception clause to permit target- ing the forces of the Soviet Union and its allies and urban-industrial targets in the event of a major war in Europe.35 Even more dramatically, in January 2003, New Delhi adopted a doctrine including the explicit threat of nuclear first use in response to biological- or chemical-weapons use; evidence again suggests they were copying the United States and other nuclear states. Indeed, in December 2002, the National Security Advisory Board reportedly recommended a complete abandonment of no-first-use by the Indian gov- ernment.36 Its rationale reportedly focused directly on the perceived need for India to follow in the doctrinal footsteps of the other nuclear-weapons states: ‘India must consider withdrawing from this [no-first-use] commit- ment as the other nuclear weapons-states have not accepted this policy’.37 An unidentified member of the board was quoted in the press making a similar argument tying Indian policy to that of the P5 nuclear powers: ‘all five nuclear weapon states ... reserve the right to launch nuclear weapons first. Then why should India not do so?’38

India’s movement away from a strict no-first-use policy is alarming: it makes it more likely that India would use nuclear weapons in a future con- flict with Pakistan. It also enhances the pressures inside India to develop a larger and more diverse nuclear arsenal. The signalling and legitimising effects of US nuclear doctrine are by no means the only factors leading to such trends in India, but they should not be minimised. A US no-first-use declaration would likewise have at least some positive influence in pushing India in the opposite direction.

Addressing objections

Politics: NFU Popular (1/2)

NFU popular with liberal democrats.

Yakabuski, 2009 

Konrad Yakabuski, The Globe and Mail's chief U.S. political writer, “Fixing foreign policy in small but solid steps, Obama may yet earn his Nobel” Column; U.S. Nuclear Summit; Pg. A1, Lexis 

Barack Obama has confessed to being awarded the Nobel Peace Prize over others more deserving than him. And he has kept the world guessing about the reach and intent of U.S. foreign policy under his command. A fertile week that started with a new arms reduction treaty with Russia, and culminated with a productive global summit aimed at keeping nuclear material out of terrorist hands, clears up some of the ambiguity and shows that the U.S. President could yet earn his Nobel. But it also shows he is working toward it in his own deliberative way. In tone, the foreign policy differences between Mr. Obama and George W. Bush could not be starker. North Vietnam and Iran, for instance, are no longer "rogue states." They are but mere "outliers" that have a chance at global acceptance if only they'd just behave. There is no neoconservative chutzpah about spreading American "values" globally, but rather a desire to reduce the need for more costly and controversial U.S. involvement abroad in the first place. Though Mr. Obama's stated objectives can appear plenty ambitious - none more so than his Nobel-winning aim of a world without nuclear weapons - they also reflect the President's trademark pragmatism. "Mr. Obama is trying to restore solvency to American foreign policy - both political and economic solvency," Charles Kupchan, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in an interview. "He is attempting to lighten the load by getting allies to do more, by dealing with adversaries through diplomacy rather than coercion and, over the course of his presidency, trying to wind down the commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan." The nuclear file occupies a unique and privileged position among Mr. Obama's foreign policy priorities, not least because it is where the President most clearly hopes to leave a lasting and positive legacy. Mr. Obama has deftly negotiated an arms reduction treaty with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev that promises relatively modest reductions in each country's arsenal of deployed nuclear warheads but, more important, signals potentially better times ahead in a bilateral relationship that had become dangerously embittered. The signing of that treaty last week in Prague was preceded a day earlier by the administration's release of the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), in which it vowed to significantly restrict the conditions under which the United States would launch a nuclear weapon. But Mr. Obama did not go so far as to embrace the "no-first-use" policy advocated by liberal Democrats. Both moves were emblematic of the "due modesty" with which Mr. Obama is pursuing his nuclear policy goals, said Prof. Kupchan, adding: "It's that modesty that will help protect him from attacks on the right." Mr. Obama needs Republican support in the Senate to secure the ratification of the arms reduction treaty. Getting it will depend on the degree to which the President's policy can be sold domestically as one of global engagement rather than capitulation. Sarah Palin was quick to liken Mr. Obama's approach to saying: "Go ahead, punch me in the face and I'm not going to retaliate." But Republican senators have been more circumspect. The two-day nuclear security summit that concluded yesterday in Washington - the biggest gathering of world leaders summoned by a U.S. President in six decades - capped Mr. Obama's week of progress on the nuclear file. The summit and the treaty are meaningful steps toward the "nuclear spring" he hopes to advance at next month's United Nations review conference on nuclear non-proliferation and June's G8 Summit in Huntsville, Ont. Mr. Obama "has a theory that the culmination of these events will begin to bend the trend lines that are otherwise driving us to hell," said Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University. "It's a big theory." Indeed, Mr. Obama has so far made no progress in containing the biggest non-terror-related atomic threats - nuclear buildup in India and Pakistan, the prospect of nuclear-capable Iran and an obdurate North Korea. Mr. Obama talked tough yesterday on pursuing sanctions against Iran, but in the same breath acknowledged that China's dependence on Iranian oil is still an obstacle to getting a UN Security Council resolution with any teeth. Writing earlier this year in Foreign Policy, Walter Russell Mead characterized Mr. Obama's approach as "Jeffersonian" in nature, aimed at minimizing U.S. involvement abroad and "managing America's foreign policy at the lowest level of risk." The biggest risk in such a strategy may not be international as much as domestic in nature. Presidents who emulate Thomas Jefferson's foreign policy are easily, if unfairly, depicted as passive. The last one was Jimmy Carter and we know how that ended. 

Politics: NFU Popular (2/2)

Nuclear policy popular—about 80% of Congress favors
Kitfield and Cirincione 2008 

[James Kitfield, National Journal Staff & Joseph Cirincione, President of the Ploughshares Fund, INSIDER INTERVIEW: President Obama Will Have Opening On Arms Initiatives, November 17, 2008, http://lostintransition.nationaljournal.com/2008/11/arms-control.php]

NJ: Do you agree with those who argue that the Obama administration should move quickly to open negotiations with Russia on further reductions in nuclear arms, as he suggested during the campaign? 

Cirincione: Absolutely. Transforming U.S. nuclear weapons policy would accomplish numerous goals for the new president. First, it would represent an early political victory, because there is now a broad, bipartisan consensus for fundamentally changing our nuclear posture. That includes drastically reducing the size of our nuclear arsenal, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and reining in nuclear proliferation. Secondly, such an initiative would make our country more secure, not less. Finally, it would save tens of billions of dollars that could pay for some of the other military bills coming due. 

NJ: You say there is a broad consensus, but aren't there still strong opponents in Congress for ratifying the CTBT and reducing our nuclear arsenal dramatically? 

Cirincione: There is a core of between 20 to 25 percent of congressional Republicans on the very right who will go nuts over anything [Barack] Obama does to address our nuclear posture. The good news is there is somewhere between 75 to 80 percent of those in Congress who will support each of the steps I just outlined, including a significant number of more moderate Republicans. Remember, as a presidential candidate Senator John McCain also supported many of these same steps. 

NJ: What accounts for that increase in support? 

Cirincione: The "Four Horsemen of the Anti-Apocalypse." Last year, [former Senator] Sam Nunn, William Perry and [former Secretaries of State] George Schultz and Henry Kissinger all co-authored an article calling for the United States to reclaim its leadership position on nuclear nonproliferation by further steep reductions in our arsenal and by recommitting to the pledge in the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty to move towards eliminating nuclear weapons.

That opened huge political space on the issue that will give a President Obama much more maneuvering room than President Clinton had on these issues. Clinton was always playing defense on arms control in order to protect his domestic agenda from the right wing of the Republican Party. I believe a President Obama will be just as interested on international issues as domestic, and he will not be looking for tactical positioning. I think transformation is part of his world view.

NJ: The Russians have made clear that as part of any arms control deal, they will insist on the U.S. scrapping its planned missile defense system in Poland and Europe. Won't that prove a very contentious issue?

Cirincione: I don't think a President Obama will cancel that system, but he has already said that we shouldn't proceed with it until the system is known to work. We're at least two years away from that point. So I think we should put missile defense more on a scientific basis and less of an ideological one, and take it off this artificial fast track the Bush administration put it on. That would give the next administration time to reduce U.S.-Russian tensions. 

NJ: With those tensions running very high in the aftermath of the Georgian conflict, do you really think we can strike an arms control deal with the Russians?

Cirincione: I've been in Moscow twice in the past year, and the message I heard from a wide variety of actors there is that nuclear arsenals, missile defense, global strike and NATO expansion are all linked and that any deal must address each of those complex issues. I think we should send a message back that we will proceed slowly in erecting the missile system in Europe, and that in the meantime we're willing to discuss their legitimate concerns. Now that oil prices have plummeted, I also think we may have more leverage with Russia than we did before. 

NJ: Do you agree with experts who argue that Obama could build positive momentum by taking U.S. nuclear weapons off of "hair trigger" alert, making an accidental launch less likely?

Cirincione: Yes. I think there is a high probability that early on an Obama administration will move to reduce the number of our nuclear weapons deployed overseas, and to take them off of hair-trigger alert status. The question is whether the United States should do that as part of broader arms control talks with the Russians, or whether it should do it unilaterally with the understanding that the Russians would follow suit. That's the way that George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev reduced deployed nuclear arsenals in 1991.

Either way, Barack Obama has been very clear almost from the beginning of his campaign that taking nuclear weapons off of hair-trigger alert was near the top of his list of things to do in this area. The others are deep reductions in nuclear arsenals, ratifying the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and signing a treaty limiting fissile material. 

NJ: And you don't think such an ambitious arms control agenda risks significant political blowback?

Cirincione: Barack Obama can make real transformational changes that will represent a net plus for the United States both internationally and domestically, changes that actually save money and make the country more secure. So I think you would see the opposite of blowback.

A2: No First Use Bad

Oppositions to a No First Use policy don’t assume post CP adjustments—we lead to redevelopment of plans for conventional forces and reshaping nuclear operations.

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182
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The first of three common objections to US adoption of a declaratory policy of no first use is that it would rule out pre-emption or preventive strikes, which may be deemed necessary for US security in the future. This is not true. Military planners would simply develop pre-emptive or preventive contingency plans for conventional forces only. This might make such plans more credible in general, as being politically more likely to be executed, even at some cost in terms of military effectiveness in a small number of specific scenarios.

The second objection is that no-first-use declarations are simply not believ- able. For example, the late Michael Quinlan wrote in 2007 that ‘I have never seen merit in promises of “no first use” – such promises are in the last analysis mere window-dressing that can not change reality’.39 This sweeping criticism is unpersuasive for three reasons. Firstly, military leaders pay close attention to declaratory policy in ways that influence their plans and proclivities, at least in the United States. Secondly, declaratory policy is not about making ‘promises’ about future restraint; it is about signalling intent and therefore shaping the expectations of allies and adversaries alike, even if some residual uncertainty remains. Thirdly, no-first-use doctrines can be made more credible (that is, more likely to be believed), to the degree that nuclear operations – the alert levels, military exercises, and deployments that produce the perceptions of ‘reality’ on which Quinlan rightly focused – conform to such a doctrine. If a US declaration of no first use were followed by a decision to take US stra- tegic nuclear weapons off their current high state of alert or if a major R&D programme to develop conventional offensive and defensive forces against chemical and biological weapons were instituted, for example, the credibility of a no-first-use declaratory policy would be significantly enhanced.

A2: Payne

Payne’s indict of Sagan uses false information.

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “Reply: Evidence, Logic, and Nuclear Doctrine” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

Keith Payne vigorously disagrees with this policy recommendation. Payne was a key author of the Bush administration’s 2001 Nuclear Posture Review and it is not surprising that he presents a strong defence of the Bush nuclear doctrine, which I criticised for leading to an expansion of the roles and missions of US nuclear weapons. His critique of my argument, however, contains more vigour than rigour. He repeatedly claims that my arguments are mere ‘hunches’ and states that it is relatively easy to offer equally cred- ible alternatives. However, both the logic and historical evidence Payne has used to support his advocacy of using US nuclear threats to deter chemical and biological attacks are deeply flawed. Firstly, Payne has repeatedly defended his position by maintaining that Saddam Hussein was deterred from using chemical and biological weapons during the Gulf War in 1991. The war ‘appears to offer evidence that nuclear deterrence, on occasion, can be uniquely effective’, he writes. ‘These threats appear to be a plausible explanation for Iraqi restraint with regard to chemi- cal and biological weapons ... According to accounts by Tariq Aziz, General Hussein Kamal, and General Wafic Al Samari, the Iraqi leadership believed that the United States would have retaliated with nuclear weapons – and the expectations appear to have deterred.’3 The currently available evidence, however, suggests that Payne’s crucial Gulf War test-case for the success of the US ‘calculated ambiguity’ nuclear doctrine is more myth than reality. Consider the actual deterrent threat that President George H.W. Bush issued in his 25 January 1991 letter to Saddam Hussein: Should war come it will be a far greater tragedy for you and your country. Let me state, too, that the United States will not tolerate the use of chemical or biological weapons or the destruction of Kuwait’s oil fields and installations. Further, you will be held directly responsible for terrorist actions against any member of the coalition. The American people would demand the strongest possible response. You and your country will pay a terrible price if you order unconscionable acts of this sort.4 In the January 1991 meeting at which Secretary of State James Baker gave Bush’s letter to Iraqi Foreign Minister Aziz, Baker, according to his memoirs, ‘purposely left the impression that the use of chemical or biological agents by Iraq could invite tactical nuclear retaliation’, but he also warned Aziz that that if Iraq used weapons of mass destruction, ‘our objective won’t just be the liberation of Kuwait, but the elimination of the current Iraqi regime’.5 Two of the three actions (supporting terrorist attacks and burning the Kuwaiti oil fields) Bush said the United States would ‘not tolerate’ were taken by Iraq during the last days of the Gulf War. So by what logic does the Iraqi non-use of chemical weapons in 1991 prove that the G.H.W. Bush administration’s ambiguous nuclear threats deterred Saddam Hussein? Payne cites claims of one senior Iraqi diplomat and two generals about the importance of US nuclear threats. But we now have Saddam Hussein’s own crucial testimony from his 2004 interrogations by US forces, which strongly suggests that he decided not to use his chemical arsenal in 1991 not because of any vague nuclear threats issued by President G.H.W. Bush or Secretary of State James Baker, but rather because the United States did not march to Baghdad to overthrow Saddam’s regime. According to the 11 March 2004 interrogation records, Saddam stated, when asked directly about Baker’s ambiguous 1991 threats: ‘The use of chemical weapons did not “cross our mind.”’ He asked how Iraq would have been described if it had used chemical weapons: ‘We would have been called stupid’.6 In a 13 May 2004 interrogation, Saddam added that ‘WMD was for the defense of Iraq’s sovereignty. Iraq demonstrated this with the use of WMD during the Iraq and Iran War, as Iran had threatened the sovereignty of Iraq. Yet, Iraq did not use WMD during the 1991 Gulf War as its sovereignty was not threatened.’7 Additional evidence suggests that Saddam may have also reserved his small arsenal of chemical weapons in 1991 for retali- ation and retribution in the event that the United States or Israel used nuclear weapons first.8 In short, it appears highly unlikely that US leaders’ hints about possible nuclear retaliation were what stopped Saddam Hussein from using his chemical and biological weapons in 1991. Why did some Iraqi government officials later claim otherwise? The most likely explanation was given by an Arab diplomat in 1995: ‘The regime had to explain to its military commanders why it was pulling back from the brink, so it looked a lot better to say that it was sparing the Iraqi people from nuclear holocaust than to admit that the leaders were worried about their own skins’.9 Payne’s advocacy of continued US nuclear threats to deter chemical and biological attacks also fails to take into account the fact that Brent Scowcroft, G.H.W. Bush’s national security adviser, has acknowledged that the presi- dent had already decided not to use nuclear weapons in retaliation for an Iraqi chemical or biological attack in 1991. Reflecting on the crucial 31 January meeting at the White House, Scowcroft later wrote: What if Iraq used chemical weapons? ... If Iraq resorted to them, we would say our reaction would depend on circumstances and that we would hold Iraqi divisional commanders responsible and bring them to justice for war crimes. No one advanced the notion of using nuclear weapons, and the President rejected it even in retaliation for chemical or biological attacks. We deliberately avoided spoken or unspoken threats to use them on the grounds that it is bad practice to threaten something you have no intention of carrying out. Publicly, we left the matter ambiguous. There was no point in undermining the deterrence it might be offering.10 This admission is of more than historical interest, for it could further reduce the credibility and potential deterrent effectiveness of future ‘calcu- lated ambiguity’ nuclear threats. The only other evidence Payne cites to support his claims about the ‘occasional necessity’ of US nuclear threats to deter chemical and bio- logical attacks is that the French government, the Indian government and the 2009 US Congressional Strategic Posture Commission (on which he served) all remain confident that nuclear threats remain important to deter non-nuclear attacks. Here he is arguing through borrowed authority, not the strength of logic or evidence. Moreover, as I mentioned in my article (and K. Subrahmanyam confirms in his contribution to this exchange) the Hindu nationalist BJP government in India in 2003 was influenced by US nuclear policy to change India’s nuclear doctrine and weaken its tradi- tional strict no-first-use doctrine. For Payne to cite New Delhi’s 2003 policy shift as evidence of the need to continue US nuclear-first-use threats is a form of circular logic and copycat behaviour: Indian hawks in 2003 cited the George W. Bush administration’s nuclear doctrine as justification for their preferred nuclear doctrine; now a leading American hawk is citing the BJP’s nuclear doctrine as evidence of the need to maintain US nuclear- first-use options.
A2: Tertrais

Tertrais is wrong—he ignores vital information, uses incorrect facts, and makes assertions.
Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “Reply: Evidence, Logic, and Nuclear Doctrine” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

Bruno Tertrais agrees that nuclear-weapons states need to be careful about how statements of nuclear doctrine are interpreted, and says that there would be benefit in a US declaration that nuclear weapons are for deterrence and would only be used in extreme circumstances, when vital interests were at stake. But I am perplexed by four of Tertrais’s arguments.

Firstly, he maintains that the costs of adopting his preferred declaratory policy are minimal because the United States already has a nuclear doctrine that reflects such a limited deterrence mission for potential use only ‘when vital interests are at stake’. Here I think Tertrais is simply wrong. There is considerable evidence, from declassified US Strategic Command docu- ments, that the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review and subsequent White House guidance – National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD)-14 signed by President G.W. Bush on 28 June 2002 – led to the creation of new nuclear strike options against states such as North Korea, Libya, Iran, Iraq and Syria which had chemical-weapons programmes and were suspected of harbour- ing nuclear-weapons ambitions.11 I certainly hope that top-level US civilian leaders had no ‘intention’ (to use Tertrais’s term) to use nuclear weapons to destroy suspected chemical-weapons plants in Libya in the 1990s, or against suspected Iranian nuclear-weapons facilities when G.W. Bush administra- tion officials repeatedly proclaimed that ‘all options are on the table’. But Tertrais is overstating the case when he suggests that the United States already has a limited ‘deterrence only’ doctrine and questions whether it has plans to use nuclear weapons preventively.
Secondly, Tertrais believes I underestimate the non-proliferation costs of a no-first-use posture among US allies. Although he acknowledges that there is a German constituency in favour of the posture, he questions rhetorically how the Japanese would react. Actually, there is a considerable Japanese constituency in favour of the US adopting a no-first-use policy and limit- ing the role of US nuclear forces to deterrence of nuclear threats to Japan. Indeed, after Tertrais wrote his critique, the Japanese elections brought to power the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which had declared during the election campaign that it was open to discussing with Washington a move toward a no-first-use doctrine as ‘a means of aiming for a world free of the threat or use of nuclear weapons’.12 DPJ Secretary-General Katsuya Okada, a senior foreign-policy leader in the party, declared that ‘even if the US makes a “no first use” declaration, it does not mean that Japan will be placed outside the scope of the nuclear umbrella’.13

Thirdly, Tertrais echoes, and then compounds, Payne’s faulty historical analysis of the value of nuclear weapons to deter chemical- or biological- weapons use. He too cites Saddam Hussein’s failure to use them against the US-led coalition in 1991, and adds that Egypt used chemical weapons against Yemen in the 1960s but not against Israel in 1967 or 1973. But Egyptian leaders in 1967 had no knowledge that Israel had enough nuclear material and know-how to construct a primitive atomic bomb; indeed, instead of being deterred by Israel, Egypt targeted the Dimona reactor in an effort to prevent Israel from eventually getting nuclear weapons.14 So 1967 hardly counts as a case of nuclear-deterrence success. In 1973, Anwar Sadat did assume that Israel had nuclear weapons, but the fact that Egypt attacked anyway, albeit without using its small chemical arsenal, should temper Tertrais’s confidence in and enthusi- asm for nuclear deterrence in the Middle East.

Finally, Tertrais claims – in a thoroughly realist manner – that I exag- gerate the extent to which US nuclear doctrine influences the doctrines of other nuclear-weapons states, arguing that nuclear doctrines are driven by security interests and capabilities. But this is an assertion, not a fact. My reading of the evolution of many countries’ nuclear doctrines suggests, on the contrary, that their civilian leaders and military organisations often mimic the doctrines of other states they believe to be more modern and effective, regardless of whether the specific weaponry or doctrine in ques- tion is actually necessary in their nation’s strategic situation.15
A2: Nuclear posture Review Solves

Although the NPR tried to reduce the role of U.S. nuclear weapons, it left out the “no first use” policy favored by the disarmament community.

Cossa, 4/9

[Ralph A Cossa, Political/military affairs and national security specialist, Deputy director for strategic studies at the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies. “Moving Toward ‘No First Use’” April 9, 2010 ]

The NPR devotes an entire chapter to “Reducing the Role of US Nuclear Weapons” and highlights this effort as one of the five “key objectives” of the Obama administration’s nuclear weapons policies and posture, even while acknowledging that the role of nuclear weapons in US military strategy had already been “significantly reduced” in recent decades. It also states unequivocally that the US “will not develop new nuclear warheads” and “will not support new military missions or provide for new military capabilities.”

While the NPR contains a great deal of continuity and consistency in terms of US nuclear policy and strategy – it is far from the revolutionary document that some had hoped for (and others had feared) – it contains a number of significant departures from past policies. For one thing, it is unclassified. The Bush administration’s NPR was classified (with an unclassified executive summary). It was, of course, promptly and selectively leaked and subject to wild and varied speculation. The complete text of the 2010 NPR is already available on line, as released by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. This won’t completely end the false accusations, often by people who will not take the time to read the entire 49-page document, but it will make them easier to refute.

This year’s document also avoids the discussion of nuclear weapons contingencies that caused so much consternation and misinterpretation in the Bush administration’s report. The Pentagon is still aware that there are scenarios in which nuclear weapons might be used against the US and thus must be guarded against and prepared for. But, this year’s drafters saw the wisdom in not spelling these out, choosing to stress instead that all-out nuclear confrontation is, indeed, the least of our nuclear concerns in the 21st century and the least likely (although still possible) scenario.

Instead, the 2010 NPR lists “preventing nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism” as the first of its five key objectives, based on the understanding that “the threat of global nuclear war has become remote, but the risk of nuclear attack has increased.” Nuclear terrorism is “today’s most immediate and extreme danger” and the least susceptible to traditional deterrence. This raises the importance of countering nuclear proliferation, “reversing the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and Iran” being cited as key to this effort. The NPR calls for increased safeguards and greater consequences for noncompliance, along with greater national and multilateral efforts to impede sensitive nuclear trade. Interestingly, there was no reference to the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), a Bush-era effort aimed at accomplishing this goal, that President Obama had promised to turn into a “durable international institution” during his Prague speech last year.

As alluded to earlier, “reducing the role of nuclear weapons” was listed as the second key objective in the NPR. It was here that the disarmament community’s hopes were the highest (and its disappointment likely to be most loudly expressed). Many were hoping for a “no first use” declaration; a clear statement that nuclear weapons would only be used in response to a nuclear attack by others. Instead, the NPR promised to “reduce the role of nuclear weapons in deterring non-nuclear attacks, with the objective of making deterrence of nuclear attack on the United States or our allies and partners the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons.” [Emphasis added] While the administration was not prepared to rule out first use against other nuclear weapons states, it did, however, state that the US “would only consider the use of nuclear weapons in extreme circumstances to defend the vital interests of the United States or its allies and partners,” while also promising to “work to establish conditions under which [a sole purpose] policy could be safely adapted.”

***AFFIRMATIVE***

Doesn’t solve prolif
Doesn’t solve prolif-- No correlation between U.S. nuclear policy and foreign acquisition of weapons

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182

http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/22534/51-3_12_Sagan_author_proof.pdf

Posture and proliferation

US officials have long claimed that US nuclear declaratory policy and posture have no influence on new or potential nuclear proliferators’ deci- sions on whether to acquire nuclear weapons or how to integrate them into military doctrine. During the Clinton administration, for example, then Deputy Secretary of Defense John Deutch testified that ‘there is no con- nection between our nuclear posture and what India and Pakistan do or what Israel does’.32 In March 2004, Ambassador Linton

Brooks, then head of the National Nuclear Security Administration, similarly maintained that ‘rogue state proliferation ... marches forward independently of the U.S. nuclear weapons program’.33 
No First Use Bad (1/2)

No solvency and turn—NFU isn’t modeled, isn’t credible, and leads to crisis instability
The Stanley Foundation, 2008
“The Stanley Foundation: A New Look at No First Use of Nuclear Weapons” August 8, 2008, http://www.maximsnews.com/news20080822stanleyfdtnnuclearfirststrikedoctrine10808221601.htm

The Drawbacks of No First Use Some participants argued that the United States should not adopt a NFU doctrine, because although the Soviet Union is no longer a threat, we cannot be sure what the future security environment will look like. One conference participant argued that a more sensible position would be a posture of “defensive last resort,” as proposed in a 1993 Foreign Affairs article by McGeorge Bundy, William Crowe, and Sidney Drell. That article argued: “In recognizing the possibility of a future case in which there might be justification for a use of nuclear weapons in a defensive last resort, we are simply resisting the notion that our country can be certain, a priori, that there will never be a case when such use might be the least bad choice.” Some conference participants questioned whether there really was such uncertainty in the post-Cold War world. They argued that it was highly unlikely that “Stalin might come back” or that the United States would be faced with an overwhelming conventional threat that could only be offset with nuclear weapons. Indeed, pressed to describe specific scenarios that might require the first use of nuclear weapons, conference members initially could not think of any because the United States possesses overwhelming conventional superiority. Subsequently, they outlined a situation in which the US military, already fighting in two theaters (e.g., the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula), was faced with yet another major conflict. However, there was disagreement over the importance of this and similar scenarios, with some participants warning that an overabundance of caution—a fear of highly improbable scenarios—can lead to irrational policy. One participant countered that, were such a situation to arise, we could always revoke our NFU policy. However, that possibility immediate raised the problem of whether a NFU doctrine was credible because it could be so easily changed. Another participant noted that in a crisis situation, revocation of NFU would be seen as threatening and escalatory, much like mating warheads to missiles. Nevertheless, before we adopt a NFU posture, we must ask whether our conventional forces can fulfill the first-use role nuclear weapons have traditionally played. Most conference participants thought they could, given US power-projection capabilities. Moreover, given the extreme consequences of being the first to use nuclear weapons in a conflict, the United States is extremely unlikely to do so, even if there were some military advantage. But other participants worried that conventional weapons could not fulfill US security guarantees as well as nuclear weapons. A conventional guarantee is a promise to fight a war with an ally, on that ally’s territory; the United States and its ally would likely win the conflict, but the ally’s population and territory would suffer horribly. By contrast, a nuclear security guarantee presents a potential enemy with an existential threat to its territory and is therefore more likely to prevent war. During the Cold War, nuclear weapons deterred the Soviet Union from invading Germany because it was likely that nuclear retaliation would destroy the entire Soviet Union. A nonnuclear NATO would not have had the same deterrent effect. While that particular force imbalance was unique to the Cold War, conference participants noted that the United States does not have enough conventional power to deter a North Korean invasion of South Korea. In addition, the United States can only deploy overwhelming conventional power to certain locations because it relies heavily on air and sea forces, which have limited range. For example, US forces would be unable to fight their way to Tehran if that were needed. Several participants disagreed with this assessment, with one arguing that comparing a nuclear umbrella with the ability to occupy territory is like comparing apples and oranges. While it may not be possible to actually invade Iran with ground troops, the United States can deliver massive destruction by air anywhere in the world. That capability, although conventional, has a strong deterrent effect. We can threaten to fly 80,000 conventional air assault sorties while taking very few casualties and we can knock out a country’s electricity grids, go after its political and military leadership, attack the enemy government’s power base, and so forth. Although it requires more sorties and more time, this capability is akin to a nuclear capability, posing a threat severe enough to affect the calculations of any rational actor. According to one participant, if deterrence hinges upon the ability to destroy things from the air, then “it’s pretty hard to find a case where you can’t do something devastating by conventional means.” In response, one participant mentioned that a conventional security guarantee might not be enough to protect Georgia against a Russian attack. However, the same participant noted that extending our nuclear umbrella over Georgia, if it joined NATO, would pose a number of other complications, not the least of which is the prospect of Russian escalation during a conflict. Along those lines, several participants pointed out that nuclear weapons cannot always make up for the deficiencies of conventional forces. For example, the US nuclear arsenal did not deter North Korea from invading South Korea, nor did the United States use nuclear weapons against the North. Today, using nuclear weapons in such a situation would destroy the entire Korean Peninsula, so we still cannot credibly contemplate a nuclear response. Likewise, US nuclear weapons did not deter Saddam Hussein from invading Kuwait. Thus, our hypothetical retaliatory scenarios are couched in abstract, existential terms—as is the habit of nuclear strategists—but this mode of analysis may be inappropriate in actual situations. Given the tradition of nonuse that has developed, some participants noted that we are essentially reliant on conventional arms for deterrence anyway. We are restrained by the fact that any nuclear first use would change the world in a dramatically negative way. They suggested that it would be worthwhile to go through every possible scenario and ask whether nuclear first use is actually militarily useful option, in contrast to available conventional options. Additionally, participants emphasized that security guarantees are not just a function of the relationship between the United States and the country it hopes to deter; they are also a function of how secure the ally under our protection feels. As one participant put it, “What we think about our umbrella isn’t important. What’s important is what our allies think our umbrella is like.” Such concerns drove policy during the Cold War—for example, when the United States deployed Pershing missiles to reassure our European allies that their security was not being decoupled from ours. Today it is essential that our nuclear doctrine reassure allies like Japan, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and Taiwan that they do not need nuclear weapons—lest they develop their own arsenals and undercut the nuclear nonproliferation regime. Conference participants were divided over the effect that a NFU pledge would have on this priority. According to several, a NFU security guarantee— which promises that we will defend our allies with nuclear weapons only if they are attacked with nuclear weapons—need not undermine the security of US key allies and friends in the future, given the United States’ overwhelming conventional superiority. However, they did emphasize that US security guarantees are an extremely sensitive subject for key US allies, especially Japan, South Korea, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and members of NATO. The Japanese prime minister’s threat to withdraw from the NPT during the 1998 North Korea crisis underscores this point, as does Condoleezza Rice’s 2006 trip to Tokyo in the wake of North Korea’s nuclear test, in which she reassured Japan’s leaders of the US commitment to “the full range of its defense and security commitments to Japan.” But would NFU actually undermine security assurances? As with their questions about the impact NFU would have on norms, conference participants were struck by the lack of available empirical data—by how little we really know about what our allies think of this issue. It is necessary to collect more evidence to validate or invalidate the contention that Japan, for example, would feel less assured if the United States adopted a NFU posture. It would also be particularly useful to get more data on India, which has publicly rationalized its nuclear posture changes in terms of US posture changes. If the United States adopted a NFU posture, would India follow suit, or would it conveniently forget the linkage it had previously drawn with other great-power nuclear doctrines? Could NFU encourage positive changes in the nuclear doctrines of other countries? Some conference participants worried that adopting NFU might actually encourage proliferation by weakening security assurances or by suggesting a shortcut for a weak state to match our military capability. One participant speculated that this is a natural consequence of US conventional superiority and that we should consider how to redress those security imbalances. Other participants argued that the US nuclear posture is basically irrelevant as it relates to this problem: no matter what the US nuclear posture is, states will see nuclear weapons as a way of offsetting America’s conventional military superiority. One participant questioned whether adopting a NFU posture in the current political environment is wise. If the United States adopts NFU in 2009 in the midst of a withdrawal from Iraq, troubles in Afghanistan, and an economic crisis, it might contribute to a general perception that the United States is weakening and its assurances are less credible. The United States has been militarily aggressive since the 9/11 attacks but that does not mean our assurances are more credible. There is uncertainty about US nonproliferation policy and almost no trust in US intelligence. Elites abroad do not know what to believe when the United States makes statements about its intentions. While our goal of a NFU pledge would be to devalue nuclear weapons, discourage proliferation, and lock in US conventional superiority, other states might not interpret the move that way. A NFU pledge might simply signal that a weakened United States had lost its nerve. Does It Really Matter? According to some conference participants, whatever Global Strike, and efforts to develop low-yield and earth-penetrating weapons have led to the common impression that the current policies have lowered the threshold for using nuclear weapons. However, a few participants argued that top US officials have become largely indifferent to nuclear weapons and pointed out that they were not mentioned in the 2002 National Security Strategy. Although US officials have said “all options are on the table” with regard to Iran, the senior staffs of the Rumsfeld and Gates Pentagons have considered nuclear weapons unusable. According to this view, Global Strike includes a nuclear option only because it is technically expedient to integrate a conventional ICBM capability with the system that does nuclear targeting, and nuclear weapons are included in other war plans simply because the administration’s default view is that it is good to have military options. Many conference participants disagreed with this view, but they noted that, if true, it had significant implications for NFU. One pointed out that indifference toward nuclear doctrine might be as bad as a policy of nuclear preemption because it engenders a lack of discipline that allows junior war planners to contemplate a wide range of uses for nuclear weapons and send the wrong signal about when we would use them. Indeed, noted one participant, if the current nuclear weapons policy is actually one of strategic ambiguity or defensive last resort, then the US administration should spell that out publicly so that the United States does not suffer from the perception that it has an aggressive nuclear stance. Likewise, participants noted that perceptions of current nuclear policy are undercutting the officially-stated desire to impress upon terrorists and rogue states a debate about the moral legitimacy of nuclear arms. Some participants were not sure that NFU would measurably reduce the salience of nuclear weapons. For example, nuclear weapons certainly affect the relationship between India and Pakistan, and their nuclear weapons are not even deployed. Moreover, when Russia and India declared that they would no longer adhere to a NFU posture, the effect—negative or positive—on the international community was negligible. One participant recalled a meeting in Norway on reducing the salience of nuclear weapons, in which the representatives of Asian countries were unenthusiastic about NFU. Instead, they said the key to delegitimizing nuclear weapons was to get them out of the hands of the military and remove them from war plans. To that end, rather than changing declared doctrine, the United States should focus on programmatic steps toward a less aggressive nuclear posture—cutting the Reliable Replacement Warhead, de-alerting nuclear weapons, developing conventional means to cover every possible contingency except for nuclear attack, and so forth. The United States should strive to emphasize, with words and actions, that “the purpose of nuclear weapons is to ensure that they are never used.” Participants said that such a policy would stated doctrine may be, the default US nuclear posture is a defensive last resort simply because American officials would not consider using nuclear weapons except under the most dire of circumstances. The 2001 Nuclear Posture Review, other nuclear planning documents, have the virtue of reducing the salience of nuclear weapons while remaining more realistic and honest about possible nuclear use in extenuating circumstances. Many participants emphasized the realist’s perspective that, despite our attempts to reduce the salience of nuclear weapons, many countries do not see nuclear weapons as a tool to “ensure that nuclear weapons are never used,” but rather as an essential guarantee of their security against conventional attack. For example, a US NFU doctrine will have no effect on Israel’s nuclear strategy. Likewise, Russia sees its nuclear weapons as a way to offset the erosion of its conventional military strength. This applies to states like North Korea and Iran as well. Their nuclear programs are, in large part, a response to US conventional military might, so a change in US nuclear doctrine is unlikely to affect their own nuclear decisions. Yet, although states will pursue their national interests, there are a number of states, like Ukraine and South Africa, that saw it in their interest to renounce nuclear weapons and sign the NPT. The United States can convince states to renounce their nuclear options by tailoring its nonproliferation policies to each individual country’s security concerns. In this way the United States could also prevent a nuclear domino effect if one state does go nuclear. By addressing Japan’s and South Korea’s security interests, for example, the United States can reduce the likelihood that North Korea’s nuclear program will spark proliferation throughout East Asia. The relevance of NFU lies in how it contributes to this tailored nonproliferation calculus. Most participants expressed the opinion that NFU and other elements of US nuclear posture must be important insofar as they set the stage for the United States to hold other countries to their nonproliferation commitments and how they affect states’ decisions about whether or not to fully embrace the nonproliferation regime. Even if states gain and maintain nuclear arsenals based on their own security interests, some participants pointed out, that does not mean the United States should dismiss the importance of norms: “I don’t think we should simply say that the Cold War worked out fine, deterrence held, and that the Pakistanis and the Indians should replicate the experience of the United States and Russia.” In addition, participants were overwhelmingly of the opinion that the most important items to address while setting the stage for the 2010 NPT Review Conference are ratification of the CTBT and steps toward the denuclearization of North Korea and Iran. NFU factors into that calculus, but it is definitely lower on the list. 

No First Use Bad (2/2)

Solvency deficit and turn—NFU fails because of suspicion from other countries, vulnerability at home, and restriction of capabilities to defend ourselves.

Tertrais, 2009

Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la recherche stratégique in Paris, expert in conflicts, US strategy, transatlantic relations, and nuclear proliferation. “The Trouble with No First Use”
Forum: The Case for No First Use: An Exchange” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

At first glance, it sounds like a great and simple idea. Any nuclear-weapon use would be a catastrophe: it would break the ‘nuclear taboo’ and have, in many scenarios, terrible material, human and even environmental con- sequences. But if all nuclear-capable countries committed themselves to a ‘no-first-use’ posture, then the risk of such an event would be drastically reduced. Scott Sagan’s plea in favour of no first use is very well argued, and his article reopens an important and timely debate. However, I believe that the potential costs of no first use exceed its potential benefits. My conclu- sions are thus exactly the opposite of those reached by Sagan.

My first argument is that the benefits of no-first-use postures are over- rated. Can one believe that Tehran or Pyongyang would feel reassured by Western no-first-use statements? During the Cold War, we did not take Soviet no-first-use statements seriously. I doubt that governments that see the United States and its allies as adversaries would believe our own. And does the nuclear-proliferation risk today stem mostly from Western nuclear policies? There are good reasons to think that conventional superior- ity matters more.

More importantly for the purpose of non-proliferation, why would Non- Aligned Movement countries consider that nuclear-weapon states would feel bound by no-first-use commitments if and when push came to shove? Some would, but others would not, and given the amount of mispercep- tion and sometimes paranoia regarding Western military policies in general, they would be many. The non-proliferation value of a no-first-use commit- ment would be limited.
Sagan argues that first-use options encourage other countries to follow suit, citing the example of India. But nuclear doctrines are hardly a matter of fashion. They are driven by security interests and technical capabilities, political imperative and moral choices. More often than not, the same causes produce the same effects. Other countries’ doctrines are used essentially as legitimising factors. New Delhi abandoned its no-first-use policy in 2003 for fear that Pakistan or China could use chemical or biological weapons in the course of a conflict against India despite their ratification of the relevant conventions.

Sagan claims that the first-use option opens a ‘commitment trap’: the United States might have to use nuclear weapons to maintain its reputa- tion as a guarantor. But why would there be such a trap as long as there is no promise of a guaranteed nuclear response? That is precisely the point of ‘calculated ambiguity’ (a declaratory policy choice also made by the United Kingdom and France, albeit in different forms). I cannot believe, moreover, that an American president would see ‘rep- utation’ as a reason to take the most dramatic military decision a Western leader has had to take since 1945.

My second argument is that the costs of no first use are significant. Given Western conventional superiority, it is tempting to say that the United States and perhaps even its nuclear allies, the United Kingdom and France, could afford to reserve nuclear deterrence for the prevention of nuclear attacks, thereby making no first use a theoretical possibility. But this would signal those adversaries who would take such a commitment seriously that they could do anything to the United States or its allies without ever facing the risk of a nuclear response, using chemical weapons against our forces on a battlefield, raining down conventional ballistic missiles on our homelands, or launching biological munitions against our populations.

The counterargument is that the United States does not need nuclear weapons to deter non-nuclear mass destruction. But nuclear weapons are special: they can obliterate a country’s vital installations in a few minutes. Because of this ability and of some of their effects (radiation), they scare leaders and populations in a way that classical weapons do not. As Margaret Thatcher once said, there is a monument to the failure of conventional deter- rence in every French village.

It is sometimes said that an adversary would not believe that a Western leader could use nuclear weapons for less than absolutely vital contingen- cies. But the US reaction to 11 September should give pause to anyone thinking that democracies are weak and do not get angry. More impor- tantly, the argument can be reversed: an adversary could believe that public opinion would not have the stomach for a sustained, costly conventional bombing campaign aimed at eradicating a state’s ability to function. The first-use option induces a fundamental uncertainty in the adversary’s mind: you cannot calculate in advance the maximum cost of an armed aggression against the core interests of a nuclear-capable country.

There is, in particular, evidence of the value of nuclear weapons to deter the use of chemical or biological weapons. No country has ever used such means against a nuclear-armed adversary. Egypt used chemical weapons against Yemeni opponents in the early 1960s, but refrained from using them against Israel in 1967 and 1973. Iraq used chemical weapons against Iran (and against its own Kurdish population) in the 1980s, but did not do so against coalition forces or Israeli territory in 1991.

Perhaps the United States does not need nuclear weapons to effectively ‘punish’ a chemical- or biological-weapons aggressor, although a nuclear response may be the best way to restore deterrence if such use has caused massive casualties. But my argument here is mostly about deterring the next use of weapons of mass destruction, not about deterring those that may come after that.

[CONTINUED]

No First Use Bad (2/2)

[CONTINUED]

A no-first-use policy might also have security costs beyond deterrence. As an action policy (as opposed to merely a declaratory one1), it would prevent a government which has adopted such a principle from striking pre-emptively at an adversary who has unmistakably demonstrated its intention to imminently launch a nuclear attack. Granted, such an extreme ‘damage limitation’ strike could only be executed in absolutely extraordi- nary circumstances. But it is only a slight exaggeration to say that a leader ready to forfeit it through a no-first-use policy is giving up the possibility of saving hundreds of thousands of his citizens.

Sagan understates the non-proliferation costs of a no-first-use posture. If allies covered by the US nuclear umbrella saw such a policy shift as a reduc- tion in the value of American protection, they could conclude that they should embark in their own nuclear programmes. Sagan is right to mention the fact that there is, for instance, a German constituency in favour of no first use. But ask the Japanese how they would interpret an American move to such a posture. It remains to be demonstrated that ‘appropriate consultation with allies’ would be enough to reassure them.

Finally, a no-first-use commitment would be a severe impingement on what leaders cherish most in time of war: freedom of action to defend their country. I personally have little doubt, for instance, that the Chinese leader- ship would not feel constrained by its no-first-use doctrine if it believed that the first use of nuclear weapons could save them from defeat or destruction.

Sagan claims that when a US president says ‘all options are on the table’, countries like Iran are encouraged to develop nuclear weapons to protect themselves. There is no evidence that George W. Bush ever envisioned the possibility of a preventive nuclear strike on Iran or, for that matter, on any other country.2 (In fact, nothing in official US nuclear-policy statements of the past 20 years suggests that this could ever have been the case.3) Again, if Bush had added something along the lines of ‘however, we have no plan, no intention and no reason to use nuclear weapons preventively’, would Iranian hardliners have believed him? I am not convinced. But Sagan nev- ertheless raises a valuable point here. He is absolutely right to say that nuclear-weapons states need to be careful of how such statements can be interpreted, not only by potential adversaries, but also by the international community at large. So there would be some benefits in altering US declara- tory policy to make it clearer that nuclear weapons are for deterrence and could not be used except in extreme circumstances of self-defence, when vital interests are at stake. Such an alteration would have few costs, if any, because it would not change the doctrine itself.

No first use bad—incentivizes CBW warfare. 

Sagan, 2009

Scott D. Sagan, Ph.D from Stanford, co-director of Stanford's Center for International Security and Cooperation, consultant to the office of the Secretary of Defense. “The Case for No First Use” June 2009, pg. 163-182

http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/22534/51-3_12_Sagan_author_proof.pdf

An unambiguous declaratory policy of no first use of nuclear weapons would reduce, but could not entirely eliminate, the calculation of a poten- tial government contemplating the use of chemical or biological weapons that the United States might retaliate with nuclear weapons. In this sense it would likely have some negative impact on deterrence, though consider- able residual ambiguity and deterrent effect would remain. A no-first-use declaratory policy would also, however, reduce, but not entirely eliminate, the likelihood that the United States would actually use nuclear weapons first, for the first time since 1945. Reasonable people can differ on how to assess these probabilities and how to value each of the outcomes, but a serious comparison of current and no-first-use doctrine should include a clear assessment of the severe consequences of both kinds of deterrence failure: the immediate consequences of a chemical or biological attack by an adversary, and the long-term consequences of potential nuclear retaliation in the event deterrence fails.

A2 Sagan

Sagan’s analysis fails to include evidence—only a list of hunches.

Payne, 2009

Keith B. Payne, President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy, Defense Science Board, the DoD Threat Reduction Advisory Committee, is Co-chairman of the Nuclear Strategy Forum, is the Policy Chairman of the Strategic Commands Senior Advisory Group and its Missile Defense Assessment Team. “Strategic Hubris, ” Forum: The Case for No First Use: An Exchange” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

Sagan subsequently reaches conclusions as if he has answered this key question in a manner demonstrating the net benefit of a no-first-use policy. In fact, after posing the question, Sagan offers no answer beyond his hunch that ‘US conventional military superiority’ and the residual possibility of US nuclear escalation even following a no-first-use pledge would be adequate to deter non-nuclear (for example chemical or biological) attacks. The heart of Sagan’s argument is this claim that US and allied deterrence goals can be met with a nuclear no-first-use declaratory policy and that there are various non-proliferation benefits to be gained by adopting such a policy.

Yet he offers no evidence to demonstrate the veracity of his all-important proposition about deterrence – no basis for elevating it beyond an apparent hunch. This is a problem because promises about what will or will not deter, in fact, cannot be more than hunches unless strengthened by serious analytic effort to demonstrate the past validity of the claim and why it should hold for the future. To

risk understatement, Sagan provides no such demonstration. Neither Sagan nor anyone else can predict credibly from ‘strategic logic’ whether a presumed US ‘conventional superi-ority’ and the residual fear of nuclear escalation will provide the deterrent effect necessary to prevent future conventional, chemical or biological attacks. Sagan is trapped, as are we all, by the inconvenient truth that on some plausible occasions, US non-nuclear capabilities may well deter non-nuclear attacks; on other equally plausible occasions, however, nuclear deterrence may be key. Available historical evi- dence provides no more certain an answer.
Instead of attempting to demonstrate his key proposition about what will deter, he presents his hunch and on that basis derives via ‘strategic logic’ his policy recommendation in favour of no-first-use. Using this same assertion-based approach, it is relatively easy to offer an alternative hunch about deterrence that is at least as credible as Sagan’s, but facilitates a completely different conclusion about nuclear first-use threats. To wit, US declared nuclear threats will be necessary to deter non-nuclear attacks on occasion, including chemical or biological attack. Because the consequences of deterrence failure on those occasions could be extraordinarily grave, the risks of adopting a nuclear no-first-use declaratory policy may be judged to overshadow the speculative benefits.

Politics: Not Enough Political Capital

No First Use is controversial—costs lots of political capital
Halperin, 2009

Morton H. Halperin, expert on nuclear issues in Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Clinton Administration in the DOD, National Security Council. “Forum: The Case for No First Use: An Exchange” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

Obama has stated that he believes it is in the American interest to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons. Indeed, his commitment to seek a world free of nuclear weapons carries the clear implication that we can meet all of our security challenges, short of nuclear threats, without reliance on nuclear weapons. However, there are other proposals to pursue this objective which would be as effective as a declaratory no-first-use policy and which might produce less controversy.

In his Prague speech, in addition to announcing support for the long-term objective of a world free of nuclear weapons, Obama committed himself in the short run to four other measures which have long been debated and which advance the same objectives as the no-first-use proposal. These are: reduc- ing the role of nuclear weapons in US national security strategy, negotiating a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) with Russia, immediately and aggressively pursuing US ratification of the Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), and starting negotiations on a verifiable end

to the production of fissionable material for weapons pur- poses. This ambitious agenda will require all the attention and political capital the president can reasonably devote to this issue. Under the circumstances, no first use can and should be put off for another day. 

Politics: Not Popular

Obama doesn’t have the political capital trying to reign in support for NFU, too controversial.

Butfoy, 9

Senior lecturer in international relations specialising in international security issues, Any Butfoy, September 29, 2009, “Obama versus the Pentagon” http://inside.org.au/obama-versus-the-pentagon/

Obama claims this has changed. He says he wants a world free of all nuclear weapons (an objective that has gathered significant global support recently, as illustrated by the work of Gareth Evans’s International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament). But Obama also says he will be prudent and adopt a step-by-step approach; in particular, the United States will maintain a robust nuclear deterrent until complete nuclear disarmament arrives – which, of course, may never happen. In the meantime, Obama recognises there is much that can be done to move things forward, such as ratifying a ban on the testing of nuclear weapons and making more cuts to the numbers of nuclear weapons. Then there is related policy that can positively affect the political atmosphere, such as his decision to shelve Bush’s scheme for a missile defence system based in central Europe.

But what about the guidance the Obama administration gives to the military about the purpose of the nuclear weapons stockpile and how it might be used? In particular, what about first-use? Most of the NPT membership want a clear statement of no-first-use. They want all nuclear threats de-legitimised, and they have no time for Washington’s old claim that its first-use option is a foundation of world order. They have had enough of what they see as American hypocrisy.

Pentagon hardliners, and their allies in conservative think-tanks, don’t like what they are hearing. Old-school analysts fear a policy of no-first-use would unravel the world order that has evolved since the 1950s. They worry the result would be to encourage rogue states to push their luck, and possibly to spook countries like Japan into building their own nuclear weapons. This shouldn’t come as a surprise to Obama or anyone else. Although the Pentagon is required to follow presidential instructions, it isn’t the Department of Defense’s job simply to assume that a benign security environment will emerge and make radical disarmament sensible. And part of the Pentagon sees its core business as protecting an existing nuclear order which it views as essential for international stability.

Where does all this leave us? For Obama, making large cuts to nuclear force levels will be easy, as everyone agrees the arsenal is too bloated. Just how far the cuts should go is a matter of opinion, although the precise numbers needed are a second-order issue. But abolishing nuclear weapons is impossible for many years to come, so Obama will not invest his limited political capital trying, although he will stress elimination as a long-term aspiration.

The most interesting area of potential change concerns the missions assigned to nuclear weapons. This is where the real fight could be. Deciding on the role of the weapons is a more profound issue than whether Obama leaves office overseeing an arsenal of 1000 or 4000 nuclear warheads. The central question is whether or not these weapons should be reined in and kept only to deter nuclear attack by others. Or should they continue to have a wider purpose? Should they continue to be seen as a tool for managing world order, which has meant using them to threaten countries like Iran as a way of underlining US hegemony and, supposedly, providing additional discipline to the international system?

Obama apparently believes business as usual is unwise, immoral and unsustainable. One reason for this is that inaction could contribute to the NPT’s disintegration. The treaty is already under pressure, partly because of the collapse of US credibility under the previous administration. Today there is enormous hope that Obama can repair the damage; the sense is that it requires someone of his standing to restore faith in American non-proliferation diplomacy.

But this could require knocking into line anyone in the Pentagon continuing to insist that it is useful for the United States to threaten to start a nuclear war. Only time will tell whether Obama has the political room and stamina to do this while also addressing the financial mess, healthcare reform, global warming, and wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. •
Politics: Not Popular

Republicans hate NFU—They Perceive pre-emptive strikes are key to check Russian growth of nuclear weapons 

Halperin, 2009

Morton H. Halperin, expert on nuclear issues in Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, and Clinton Administration in the DOD, National Security Council. “Forum: The Case for No First Use: An Exchange” October 5, 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a915329759~db=all

Seeking three treaties on nuclear arms control in his first term will not be easy. The Senate looks ready to ratify the new START and the proposal for a ban on fissile-material production for weapons purposes has not engendered much opposition as of yet. The CTBT, however, is another story. Republican orthodoxy on nuclear weapons emphasises unequivocal support for bal- listic-missile defence and virulent opposition to no first use and the test ban. The opposition to both stems from the same source. Opponents of the treaty seek new nuclear weapons with new capabilities for a variety of pre-emptive and preventive purposes. They worry about the Russian development of new nuclear weapons and argue that the Kremlin has a different view of what is prohibited under the treaty and will, in any case, cheat. They doubt that US ratification of the CTBT will help prevent proliferation.

Winning the CTBT debate and ultimately gaining the 67 votes in the Senate necessary to permit US ratification of the treaty is far from assured, but it is possible. The president is committed to the CTBT and not yet to no first use. In any case, I would argue that ratification of the CTBT and a vigorous effort to secure the other ratifications necessary to bring the treaty into force is the more important, and promising, effort to stigmatise nuclear weapons.
***ENGAGE NORTH KOREA***

Engage North Korea CP—1NC
The United States Federal government should adopt a strategy of condition free economic engagement with the Democratic Peoples’ Republic of Korea.  
The counterplan moderates North Korean politics, solves relations, aggression, and leads to long term political openness and peace—china proves  
The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
The United States should adopt a long-term strategy of economic engagement with  North Korea . North Korea’s attitude toward the world is closely related to the underlying  structure of its domestic political-economy: a closed, command economy that favors the  military and heavy industry and is isolated from the sweeping economic and political  changes that have transformed the Asian landscape in recent decades . Encouraging a more  open and market-friendly economic growth strategy would benefit the North Korean people  as a whole and would generate vested interests in continued reform and opening, and a less  confrontational foreign policy . In other words, economic engagement could change North  Korea’s perception of its own self-interest . China’s economic transformation stands as an  important precedent, showing how a greater emphasis on reform and opening can have  positive effects on foreign policy as well . Economic change has the potential to induce and  reinforce the D .P .R .K .’s peaceful transition into a country that can better provide for its  people’s welfare and engage with other countries in a non-hostile manner .   Economic engagement should be a central part of U .S . strategy in dealing with  Pyongyang, and is complementary to the current focus on solving the nuclear issue .  Sanctions have a role in defending the U .S . against risks of proliferation, but they have not  and cannot provide a long-run solution to the North Korean problem . Combining targeted  sanctions with robust engagement, as the Obama administration is attempting to do with  Iran and Burma, offers the best hope of changing the motivations and the actions of states  that presently take a hostile stance toward the U .S . and the international community .   The first section of the report, “Case for Engagement,” identifies a number of potential  benefits to the U .S . and its allies of economic engagement with the D .P .R .K . The most  fundamental is that it would encourage the gradual transformation of the D .P .R .K .’s  political economy and foreign policy, with direct benefits to international peace . Economic  engagement opens space for the Korean people to have greater contact with outsiders, and  vice versa; it also reinforces changes that are already taking place from the ground up .  An active economic engagement policy would bring the long-term strategic approach of  the U .S . into alignment with those of its allies and partners, who maintain much more  extensive economic ties to North Korea than does the U .S .   Our report is focused on the economic side of engagement, and particularly on forms  of economic engagement that can and should proceed now as first steps in a process of  phased engagement . While some engagement should continue to be conditioned on  progress on the nuclear and other fronts, many forms of engagement should proceed with  no conditions attached . We do not claim that economic engagement will resolve the nuclear  issue, particularly in the near term . But, in the long run, the mechanisms of engagement  we recommend would have a positive influence on the environment in which Pyongyang  makes its nuclear security calculations—including its weighing of the costs and benefits of  its nuclear weapons and missile programs . 

  Since the end of the Cold War have been dominated by the effort to dissuade North Korea from gaining the capability to produce, deliver, and spread nuclear weapons . After fifteen years of on-again, off-again bilateral and multilateral negotiations, preventing the D .P .R .K . from producing and proliferating nuclear weapons remains today the all-consuming focus of U .S . policy toward Pyongyang . Our task force recommends taking a broader and more ambitious approach to U .S .- D .P .R .K . relations than the United States has pursued to date . The United States, working with its allies and friends in the region, should aim its policies toward the goal of influencing North Korea’s long-term intentions and behavior, as well as its capabilities . We recommend a sustained and determined process of economic engagement with the D .P .R .K . by means of activities that do not jeopardize U .S . security concerns, and could catalyze a positive long-term effects 
2NC CP solvency wall

 Economic engagement moderates the Korean regime without strengthening its military.  Sanctions alone fail.

The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
The Obama administration has determined that sanctions are appropriate in the near  term to demonstrate the will of the international community to stem the spread of nuclear  weapons and to bring the D .P .R .K . back to the negotiating table . But sanctions will not  over the long run bring about a positive change in North Korea’s behavior toward other  countries or its own citizens . Furthermore, while the current sanctions may impede North  Korea’s transfers of nuclear and missile technology to other countries or groups, they are  unlikely to block them entirely . Sanctions alone cannot provide protection from the threat  posed now or in the future by North Korea .   Combining sanctions with robust engagement, as the Obama administration is  attempting to do with Iran and Burma, offers the best hope of changing the motivations  and the actions of states that presently take a hostile stance toward the U .S . and the  international community .1   This report makes the case for economic engagement with North Korea, describes  North Korea’s unfulfilled potential to support such efforts, and offers concrete proposals for  how to undertake economic engagement through academic exchange, NGO cooperation,  and participation in the IFIs . Unlike foreign aid, on which the D .P .R .K . has become  dependent, these types of economic engagement will enable the D .P .R .K . to provide for its  own people . And unlike foreign aid, which can be diverted to the North Korean military  or internal security apparatus, these actions will not strengthen the coercive power of the  North Korean regime . Instead, economic engagement starts a process that may lead to  significant benefits without enhancing the D .P .R .K .’s military capabilities or making the  U .S . or its allies more vulnerable .  

Economic engagement is more than a bargaining chip—leads to long term opening of the north Korean state

The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
Economic cooperation and interaction between the D .P .R .K ., countries would encourage the gradual transformation of the D .P .R .K .’s political economy and foreign policy, with direct benefits to international peace . Integrating North Korea into the dynamic Asia-Pacific region would improve the welfare of the long-isolated North Korean people and create conditions conducive to a lasting peace in Northeast Asia . By bringing economic engagement to the forefront, this report suggests a different lens through which to view U .S . policy toward the D .P .R .K . Domestic economic circumstances and the political interests linked to them shape the possibilities for and constraints on decision makers in Pyongyang . Thus, North Korea’s attitude toward international relations is closely related to the underlying structure, long-term trends, and current conditions of its domestic political economy . By encouraging North Korea in the process of economic growth in a way that substantially benefits its people as a whole, engagement would generate vested interests in continued reform and opening, and in less hostile foreign relations . U .S . support for economic development in North Korea also would help advance the process of gradual economic integration of North and South Korea, with the potential for significant long-term economic benefits to Koreans on both sides of the demilitarized zone (DMZ) .2 More interactions between the U .S . and D .P whatever path the two Koreas find for reconciliation In other words, cooperation on economic development should not be viewed simply as a “carrot” to reward North Korea for denuclearization . Rather, it is a powerful mechanism to change North Korea’s internal and external behavior . Economic change has the to induce and reinforce the D .P .R .K .’s peaceful transition into a provide for its people’s welfare and engage with other countries in a non-hostile manner  

2NC CP solvency wall

China, Vietnam, and Mongolia prove—economic engagement leads to regional stability—isolation leads to conflict

The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
Economic engagement opens space for the Korean people to have greater contact with outsiders, and vice versa. As the past experiences of Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and China suggest, standoff policies of sanctions and isolation freeze domestic policies in place; international engagement expands the opening for gradual change. The international financial institutions (IFIs), for example, played a catalytic role in China’s economic transition since the early 1980s. Countries like China, Vietnam, and Mongolia that embraced international assistance in the transition process are prospering and contributing to regional peace. Countries that have been isolated remain mired in economic stagnation and are sources of regional instability. We strongly advocate that the U.S. encourage efforts by the IFIs to engage the D.P.R.K. in a long-term process of institutional participation.  

Post-1978 China provides the most dramatic example of how domestic economic reform can reshape the foreign policy of a Communist country. The 11 Chinese experience proved that economic reform need not be political suicide for Communist leaders. Reforms were designed as ad hoc arrangements to be negotiated for each unit or set of units, a form of patronage that the leaders could disburse to build support from key groups such as provincial officials. Access to the market, foreign trade, and foreign investment translated into larger gains than were possible within the planned economy. As the reform bandwagon gathered momentum, growth accelerated, and living standards improved, China’s leaders came to believe that their political survival depended on preventing any international clashes that could derail the country’s economic growth. 
To reassure other countries that it was not a threat and maintain a peaceful  international environment for its development, China remade itself from a  revolutionary anti-Western power to a responsible power that embraces international  norms. There are profound differences between North Korea today and China three  decades ago, and the vested interests opposed to change in the D.P.R.K. are  formidable. Nonetheless, China’s transformation in domestic motivations and foreign  policy stands as a precedent for the kind of shift that may eventually occur in the  D.P.R.K.  

2NC CP Solves Regime Transition
US economic engagement creates quick regime transition to open, peaceful society

Kaplan 10 ( January 13 2010 Fred, “Nothing To Talk About; War Stories” Slate Magazine. Lexis Nexis Academic. Accessed June 23 2010.

None of this is to suggest that Obama should cut off all ties with North Korea and let the country stew in its putrid juices. For one thing, the regime isn't about to implode-China will continue to ensure that-and intensified isolation will only work in the regime's favor.

To the contrary, Obama and U.S. allies in the region should do everything they can to engage Pyongyang-not so much on its nuclear program, at least not until Kim agrees to take serious measures toward disarmament. Rather, they should offer to help North Korea's ailing economy-but in ways that also open up its society to the outside world.

The threat to go nuclear gave Kim the leverage to extract foreign aid while keeping a clamp on foreign influences. Now that he's surrendered that leverage, it's time to maneuver him into opening the door wide.

The threat to go nuclear gave Kim the leverage to extract foreign aid while keeping a clamp on foreign influences. Now that he's surrendered that leverage, it's time to maneuver him into opening the door wide.

In an excellent article in the November/December 2009 issue of Foreign Affairs, Andrei Lankov, a Russian émigré who teaches history at Kookmin University in Seoul, calls this approach "subversive engagement." The Pyongyang regime, Lankov writes, is "remarkably immune to outside pressure." But it's potentially quite vulnerable to "radical transformation" from within, if enough well-placed North Koreans are exposed to-and thus realize the possibilities of-attractive alternatives to their system.

Daniel Sneider, associate director of Stanford University's Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, agrees. "We should make things as difficult as possible for North Korean leaders," he said in a phone interview. "At the same time, we should offer them the easiest opportunities for markets, student exchanges, and humanitarian assistance but only if we have access to distribute the goods. And we should keep talks open on everything-in part to leap into action if they finally get serious on disarmament, in part to make possible all the other things designed to open things up."

The idea, Sneider says, is not to impose change from outside, which is probably impossible. Rather, it is to create the conditions for change from within-to exacerbate the internal dilemmas that Kim Jong-il has always faced but that he now has less leverage to manipulate.

There are almost certainly divisions within the North Korean government over whether, and how, to open up the society. For a brief period, Kim opened private markets in limited areas and allowed foreign currencies to be traded. Recently, fearful of the freedoms these practices were unleashing, he shut down most of the markets and put very tight limits on foreign currencies. Some people were getting a little rich, and experiencing new delights, in this period-including, no doubt, people in positions of some power. They may be chafing at the sudden losses. If things are opened up again-or, as is more likely, if they're opened, then shut, then opened, then shut-then, at some point, the new economic elites might translate their interests into political action.
2NC—CP solves Asian Regionalism

We solve Asian regionalism—economic engagement provides support for existing Chinese, Japanese, and Korean efforts

The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
Economic engagement has another overlooked benefit: U.S. policy would  complement the efforts of allies and partners in the region who already maintain  much more extensive economic ties to North Korea than does the United States. To  take the most important example, South Korea maintains a major economic  cooperation project with the North, the Kaesong Industrial Complex, and a large  volume of processing-on-commission trade—this continues despite President Lee  Myung-bak's shift to a tougher political line toward the North. China is pursuing an  even more extensive long-term strategy of economic engagement with North Korea,  an approach reaffirmed by Premier Wen Jiabao during his October 2009 visit to  Pyongyang. Beijing manages a robust commercial relationship with North Korea,  ranging from small-scale cross-border trade to strategic investments in North Korean  natural resources and infrastructure. At a lower level, Russia has also expanded its  economic ties with the D.P.R.K. since their nadir in the years after the collapse of  the Soviet Union. During the past few years the Japanese government has frozen  what used to be extensive economic linkages to North Korea, but the new  government in Tokyo may revisit that policy. An economic engagement agenda is therefore in line with the long-term approach of U.S. partners in the region. It also affords the U.S. opportunities to work proactively with the IFIs, UN agencies, and NGOs to advance their development work with the D.P.R.K. The notion that the U.S. faces a zero-sum choice between engagement with North Korea and fidelity to its traditional allies and the international community is illusory. Bilateral economic engagement will reinforce, not undermine, these other ongoing efforts.
A2:  North Korea Rejects Markets

North Korea is ready for markets—There is already a burgeoning “market from below” that ignores state planning.  Encouraging this market will moderate North Korea’s behavior

The Independent North Korea Task Force, 2009 [Asia Society Center on U. S- China Relations  and The Univeristy of California Institute on Global Conflict Cooperation ( October 2009 "North Korea Inside Out: The Case for Economic Engagement" Report of Independant Task Force. http://www.asiasociety.org/files/pdf/North_Korea_Inside_Out.pdf )
Beneath the surface of North Korea's anti-market policies and ideology, however, one finds a more complex situation. The famine of the 1990s unleashed marketization from below after the public distribution system broke down.7 Economic desperation drove individuals to engage in private economic activity to supplement inadequate state distributions of food. Market forces also started to seep across the porous border from China, especially in the northern part of the country.8 Since the famine, the state distribution system has only been partially restored, and the flow of goods and people across the Yalu and Tumen rivers from China and Russia has steadily increased. In 2008, D.P.R.K.-P.R.C. trade increased by 48%, with China exporting USD 2 billion to and importing around 750 million from North Korea.9 China commands over 40% of all D.P.R.K. trade, and its investment in the D.P.R.K. grew from USD 3.5 million in 2003 to 130 million in 2006.10 
 Some of the government’s attempts at restricting markets may be motivated by the desire to control the flood of Chinese goods, either to protect markets for products made in the D.P.R.K. or to extract bribes for “illicit” trade. State entities are also now in some cases making profits at state-run stores, or receiving lucrative fees from one particular “free” market over another. Reports of closing markets may reflect bureaucratic attempts to increase officials’ share of profit from market activities, as opposed to eradicating the market itself.11 North Korean government directives restricting the market are frequently ignored or impossible to implement, providing an oblique measure of the increasing role of markets in North Korean

life.12

Whatever the complex mix of state and market that is emerging in North Korea, there are strong reasons to encourage the broad trend toward greater reliance on market forces. Not only does such a change augur well for the North Korean people over the longer run, but vested interests in a more open economy should gradually moderate North Korea’s international behavior. 

Aff—Engagement Fails

Doesn’t solve– succession politics mean north korea will reject engagement and scorn reciprocity

IISS, 09 (June 2009, International Institute for Strategic Studies, Strategic Comments, “North Korea’s Dangerous Game,” Vol. 5, Issue 5, http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-comments/past-issues/volume-15-2009/volume-15-issue-5/north-koreas-dangerous-game/, JMP)

Nuclear test and missile launches go beyond usual brinkmanship 

 In May, the United States Secretary of Defense called it ‘a harbinger of a dark future’. North Korea’s apparent progress on nuclear weapons and long-range missiles did not pose a direct military threat to the US, Robert Gates said at the eighth IISS Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore. However, the rogue state’s recent actions in testing its second nuclear bomb and firing off a volley of missiles did ‘give urgency’ to efforts to persuade it to change its direction.

Since April, the international community’s alarm and condemnation of North Korea’s actions have grown. Having fired a missile 3,200km over the Sea of Japan and into the Pacific Ocean, conducted a second nuclear test explosion, quit the Six-Party Talks on its nuclear programme, restarted its plutonium- production programme, expelled UN nuclear inspectors and repudiated the 56-year-old truce that ended the Korean War (see timeline, overleaf), the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) was talking menacingly in early June of its ‘nuclear deterrent’ being available for a ‘merciless offensive’.

Such actions herald a dangerous new phase in tensions on the Korean Peninsula. Past provocations have been viewed as attempts to gain attention and concessions from the outside world. Now, as it demands to be recognized as a nuclear-armed state and simultaneously concentrates on leadership succession, North Korea is no longer suggesting it would trade its nuclear programme for the right economic and political sweeteners.
Show of power

While it is impossible to know North Korea’s true intentions, an assertion of power seems to be a key motivator of its recent actions. Giving little warning of the nuclear test and ignoring the Obama Administration’s offers of engagement, North Korea did not appear to be bargaining for security and economic advantages. While testing the new US president or seeking his attention may have figured in the equation, it may also be that Pyongyang pre-emptively decided it had little to gain from Obama.

American scholars visiting North Korea this spring heard a consistent message that North Korea was no longer interested in normalising US relations unless on the basis of recognition as a nuclear-armed state.
The North Koreans may have believed that the best way to gain this was demonstrating that their nuclear devices and long-range missiles really work (see boxes above and below). The great fear is that they could miniaturise nuclear warheads to mount on missiles and then deliver such a weapon, but it is unlikely that they can currently achieve this (see box, next page).

A need to show strength is driven by external and internal vulnerabilities. Since 2008, North Korea has faced a firmer foe in conservative South Korean President Lee Myung Bak. Lee ended the ‘sunshine policies’ of his two predecessors and reduced the aid pledged in their summits with the North. His insistence on reciprocity has apparently prompted Pyongyang to do the opposite, lest it appear weak. North Korea broke off most communications and trade with the South, and threatened to close the Kaesong joint industrial complex, just north of the DMZ (demilitarised zone) between the Koreas, unless wage payments were quadrupled. On 30 March, North Korea arrested a South Korean manager at the plant, shortly after seizing two American journalists near the Chinese border.

Succession politics are also surely in play. After the stroke suffered by Kim Jong Il in August 2008, the regime needed to demonstrate externally and internally that it remained strong. Photos and video footage since showed Kim to be gaunt and limping. In early June, South Korean media outlets reported that North Korea has asked the country’s institutions and overseas missions to pledge loyalty to Kim’s third and youngest son, 25-year-old Kim Jong Woon.

These were later given some credence when eldest son and former heir apparent Kim Jong Nam told Japanese TV that he thought his younger brother would succeed to the position. It is also widely assessed that Chang Sung Taek, Kim Jong Il’s brother-in-law and a National Defence Commission member, will wield power as a regent if formal authority passes to the youngest son. Given the key role generals would play in any succession scenario, Kim Jong Il had good reason to accede to military demands for a second nuclear test. 

Aff—Engagement Fails

Engagement is futile—Kim jong wants nukes and will not moderate
Blumenthal and Kagan, 09 - *resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and ** senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (5/26/09 Dan and Robert “What to do About North Korea,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/25/AR2009052501391.html ) WX

 The North Korean launch of its Taeopodong-2 missile and its second nuclear test have laid bare the paucity of President Obama's policy options. They have exposed the futility of the six-party talks and, in particular, the much-hyped myth of China's value as a partner on strategic matters. The Obama administration claims that it wants to break with the policies of its predecessor. This is one area where it ought to.

After decades of diplomacy and "probing" Pyongyang's intentions, one thing is clear: Kim Jong Il and his cronies want nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them. What will dissuade them? Isolation and more punitive sanctions would make sense if China and Russia would go along. But they haven't, and they won't.

We would support military action against North Korean missiles and missile sites, if we had prepared ourselves over the past few years to protect our allies against possible North Korean retaliation. Former defense secretary William J. Perry and current defense undersecretary Ashton B. Carter recommended this course of action in The Post a few years ago. But the supposedly bellicose Bush administration didn't take such action, and the odds of this administration doing so are even smaller.

For several years, this lack of attractive options has driven many to look to the Chinese for help. Advocates of warm engagement with the Chinese have been the most enthusiastic promoters of this approach, less, we suspect, out of concern for solving the North Korea problem than to prove the worth of close cooperation with Beijing. North Korea, they have tirelessly claimed, is one of those common strategic interests that the United States and Beijing allegedly share.

Engagement increases Chinese influence, which prevents change 
Blumenthal and Kagan, 09 - *resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute and ** senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (5/26/09 Dan and Robert “What to do About North Korea,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/05/25/AR2009052501391.html ) WX
This proposition has been discredited. Sure, in theory China could pressure Kim to give up his weapons -- it has the power and influence. But the fact is, China doesn't want to. Beijing is content to live with a nuclear and anti-Western North Korea. While China fears a collapsed North that would flood its struggling Northeast with refugees, it also fears a unified, democratic, prosperous Korea allied with the United States. China wants a puppet state in North Korea, which is why, far from joining in sanctions, it steadily increases its economic investment there.

Given these realities, the United States probably has little choice but to wait out Kim until the emergence of a leader who can make the strategic decision to abandon the nuclear weapons program. In the meantime, Washington should embark on a three-pronged approach. First, it should enhance its deterrent to protect itself, South Korea and Japan. That means, above all, bolstering American and allied missile defenses and deterrent capabilities. Unfortunately, it is precisely American missile defense capabilities that the Obama administration is now cutting -- despite the growing missile threat from North Korea and Iran. Second, it should strengthen multilateral efforts to stem North Korean proliferation, including more active efforts at interdiction and freezing bank accounts used to fund proliferation. Third, it should give up on the six-party talks. If it ever proves useful to talk to Pyongyang -- a big "if" -- let's do so directly.

The ultimate American aim should be to help bring about a unified Korean Peninsula and not cede influence over the two Koreas to Beijing. The current diplomatic arrangements have permitted China to set the political agenda while quietly increasing its leverage over the North. But Washington doesn't need to go through Beijing to get to Pyongyang. Direct negotiations between the United States and North Korea, in close consultation with Japan and South Korea, are better than working through a middleman who has no desire or interest in closing the deal. Both Japan and South Korea would welcome greater U.S. engagement with the North. Seoul wants reassurance that it will not shoulder the burden of unification by itself. Japan wants U.S. protection and a guarantee that Washington will have some presence on the peninsula for the long term.

***NATO DRAWDOWN CP***
1NC SHELL
Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should implement a phased withdrawal of 1/3 of its forces in Europe.
The counterplan solves—a phased withdrawal saves money and allows forces to redeployed where needed

 Sustainable Defense Task Force 10—SDTF is a group of individuals from think tanks and political foundations and institutes (7/11/10, Report of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, Common Wealth Institute, “Debts, Deficits, and Defense A Way Forward” http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/1006SDTFreport.pdf)
Conventional Forces – Options for Saving $315 billion to $394 billion 4 Reduce US military presence in Europe and Asia by one-third and cut military end strength accordingly. Save $80 billion from 2011–2020. This option would cap routine US military presence in Europe and Asia at 100,000 personnel, which is 26% below the current level and 33% below the level planned for the future. All told, 50,000 personnel would be withdrawn. End strength would be reduced accordingly as would associated assets and units. Savings would include reduced personnel costs, military housing expenses, incremental costs of stationing troops abroad, steady-state acquisition costs for reduced force structure, and operations and maintenance costs associated with reduced units and personnel. Today there are more than 317,000 active-duty US military personnel stationed or deployed overseas. In the Central Command area, encompassing Iraq and Afghanistan, there are approximately 180,000 activecomponent personnel as well as over 45,000 reservists. Approximately 150,000 active-component US military personnel are officially assigned to Europe and Asia. However, about 15,000 of these have been re-deployed to the wars. The remaining 135,000 in Europe and Asia represent the current minimum US presence in these regions. Not even the extreme demands imposed by the Iraq and Afghanistan wars have compelled a reduction in this minimum. America’s commitments in Asia and Europe also tie down some troops at home. Although most of the troops who forward deploy to these areas do not rotate on a short time cycle, some do – and these require a rotation base. Moreover, those who are stationed overseas for longer periods – one to three years – are normally not available for immediate redeployment when they return home. There is some “down time.” Finally, all duty assignments in the services add to the need for trainees and students. A modest assumption is that the 135,000 personnel who constitute our minimum presence in Europe and Asia tie down as many as an additional 50,000 personnel. Thus, measured in terms of personnel, our total “irreducible” investment in these regions runs as high as 185,000. This is the number of personnel who have been rooted to those regions and, so far, unavailable for use elsewhere. Why so many US troops in Europe and Asia? In part, our permanent presence in these regions is supposed to serve a direct deterrence function. It also is meant to reassure allies, stake out US interests, and facilitate regional crisis intervention. In both regions, however, and for a variety of reasons, a reduction in our presence should be considered. In Europe, the need for a high-readiness deterrent force is a small fraction of what it once was. On the Korean peninsula, the gap between adversary and friendly conventional capabilities has grown much more favorable. Also, US capacities for long-range strike and for effective rapid deployment of forces has grown greater, reducing the crisis response requirement for troops “on the spot.” In Asia, the balance across the Taiwan straits has grown less favorable over the past 15 years, but there is no steady rise in political tensions there. In fact, tensions now seem patterned and cyclical. What is helping to contain this situation are other, non-military factors: Taiwan and the Mainland are strongly interdependent economically, China is much better integrated into the regional order than before, and Beijing does not seek to fracture its relationship with the United States. The future of relations between Beijing and Taipei does not hinge on the disposition of the 17,000 US military personnel that this option would remove from Asia. Finally, regarding reassurance functions and assertions of American interest in both Europe and Asia, these might be accomplished using a variety of instruments – some much cheaper and less provocative than the permanent stationing of military units. At any rate, reassurance does not translate into a set number of “boots on the ground” – although 100,000 troops would still mark a uniquely strong commitment by today’s standards. An option to reduce Because some of the US personnel officially stationed in Europe and Asia are now routinely sent to Iraq and Afghanistan, the proposed reduction would occur in phases. In the near-term, 30,000 troops might be withdrawn and reduced, producing savings of more than $6.5 billion per year. The remainder would have to wait until the total number of active-duty troops committed to the wars has fallen below 100,000. With this, the proposed reductions could be completed and annual savings would rise to $12 billion. In terms of structural reductions, the plan would retire one Air Force fighter wing, one Army Brigade Combat Team, and two reinforced Marine Corps infantry battalions. It also would relieve some of the requirement for US Navy ship deployments. Procurement savings would include a reduction in F-35 purchases of 110 aircraft as well as some Army and Marine Corps ground equipment. The geographical distribution of reductions would be: • Europe – 33,000 personnel, leaving a future presence of 35,000 (including afloat); and • Asia – 17,000 personnel, leaving a future presence of 65,000 (including afloat). The reductions by service would be: • USAF – 10,000 personnel. Additionally remove one Fighter Wing Equivalent (FWE) from the force structure; reduce overseas administrative structure; and curtail new basing arrangements in eastern Europe. • US Army – 24,000 personnel. Additionally remove one Brigade Combat Team (BCT) from force structure along with a proportionate slice of aviation and fire support assets; reduce support and administrative structure in Europe; and curtail new basing arrangements in eastern Europe. • US Navy – 9,000 personnel. Additionally reduce overseas command and administrative structure; and reduce requirement for ship presence abroad. • US Marine Corps – 7,000 personnel. Additionally remove the equivalent of one reinforced Marine infantry battalion from structure; and reduce the requirement for Marines afloat. As noted above, foreign-stationed and deployed troops also tie down some number at home. In the case of the proposed reduction, this number probably does not exceed another 18,000 personnel. These additional positions would not be removed from the force structure, however. Instead, they would add to America’s strategic reserve for use worldwide, as needed. 
2NC CP Solves US-Iran/US-Russia Rels
Withdrawing troops solve US-Iran and US-Russian relations

BBC 09 (7/29/09, BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union – Political, “Russian academic discusses US-Iran relations” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613517025&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613517028&cisb=22_T9613517027&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=1)

 [Yaroshevskaya] Might Obama raise the subject of Iran at the summit in Moscow and try to involve Russia in constructing a dialogue with Iran? [Kremenyuk] Of course, America would like Russia to take part in this, helping to sort out relations with Iran. Russia really does have opportunities in this sphere, but not such big ones. Russia cannot act completely freely: multi-lateral relations tie us to Iran. These include economic links, energy, partnership in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Russia needs to maintain its friendly relationship with Iran. So we have greater ties and have less freedom of action in the Iranian question than America. And we are at a stage with America where we are defining the entire system of relations on issues at various levels: from major strategic to regional and local levels. It is very important to maintain a balance here, so that it does not result again in us conceding anything. For example, we withdraw troops from Europe and get NATO expansion in response. This is a complicated and delicate matter. We can meet America halfway, help it, but at the same time we must not act in such a way that our interests suffer. [Yaroshevskaya] Will anything become clearer with our position after Obama's visit to Moscow? [Kremenyuk] I would not want to guess and comment on that at the moment. After all, Obama is not visiting because of this. Number one on the agenda, the most important thing, is the START treaty, which must, no matter what, be signed by the end of the year. Obama has to discuss START and get the sense that Medvedev will meet him halfway. This is such an important issue that, in principle, both diplomatic teams could be seated at a table, they could be closed in a room and not allowed out until the text of the treaty was ready.
2NC AT Russia
Russia threats are exaggerated---the aff’s got it backwards--they’re building their armies to face threats from the Middle East, and to cooperate with the west

The Globe & Mail 08 (11/1/08, Doug Saunders, The Globe and Mail, “ They've dusted off the Cold War sabres, but is the rattling for real?” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613121885&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613121890&cisb=22_T9613121889&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=303830&docNo=2)
The real Cold War was not just a set of political gestures; it was a full-scale military reality. The Soviet Union's forces were massively organized to expand outward and wage war in Europe. The West's entire military was oriented eastward, and 100,000 soldiers were prepared to head to Western Europe's borders quickly and lethally. If there were still actual, credible military tension between Russia and the West, we would be seeing one side or another preparing to face the threat of the other. But, on both sides, precisely the opposite is happening. "Look, I am a Cold War veteran," says Alexander Golts, a former Red Army commander who is now one of Russia's best-connected military observers. In his office beside the Kremlin, he outlines the new map of North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Russian forces. "I spent 16 years with the Soviet military daily. And I remember the exercises ... where Americans trained their troops to cross oceans, and they were capable of moving something like 1,000 tanks, 50,000 troops and so forth. But there have been no such exercises for decades, not on either side." In fact, he noted, both Russia and the U.S. are rebuilding their armies so they can mainly face threats in the Middle East and the south. The American presence in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic, Russian military figures willingly acknowledge, can be only for this purpose - by abandoning German bases, they're actually weakening their ability to attack Russia. "It's absolutely clear that all this rhetoric about a possible military threat from NATO to Russia just has no sense to it," Mr. Golts says. On the other side, it's the same. At a private gathering of senior NATO-connected officials in England last week, one of the alliance's better-known officials put it to me plainly. "Neither Russia nor NATO wants to spend the money or energy tooling up for a new Cold War. There are actually more common enemies shared by both parties, and even if the politics are hostile, the militaries are moving closer together." Russia's Defence Minister, in the midst of these aggressive gestures, has been reshaping the nation's military dramatically, changing from a huge, mass-mobilization reserve army that takes in 130,000 troops a year to an elite, fast-moving force designed to counter terrorist threats and failed states. "At present," Moscow military analyst Pavel Felgenhauer says, "Russia wants to westernize its military and rearm it with the West's help, and to build a military that will be more professional and smaller - not a mass mobilization. And the purpose of a mass mobilization is to fight the West. So we're moving in a direction militarily where we will have to be less opposed to the West, even while politically we are getting more and more opposed to the West." It is widely believed that neither President Alexander Medvedev nor Prime Minister Vladimir Putin wanted a military incursion into Georgia - neither are seen to be expansion-minded - but political circumstances, both within Russia and provoked by Georgia's hostility, forced them into it. "I think it's fair to say that this was a one-time action, a real exception to the rule," a senior British military commander says. The only NATO countries that talk about Russia as a serious threat, and propose defences in Europe, are a few of the most recent members: Poland, Estonia, Hungary, all former Soviet conquests. This talk aggravates most other members, including the U.S. and Canada, which always saw the eastward expansion of the alliance not as a defensive move, but a way to send messages of co-operation to Russia in hopes of perhaps some day bringing Moscow into the fold. Attempts by Russian generals to keep up anti-Western defences are batted away by the Kremlin as quickly as NATO command bats away requests by Eastern European countries to put bases along the Russian border. A British official admits to me that Britain's army has only one unit capable of crossing major rivers. That sort of equipment, necessary in bulk if European defence is planned, is not even in the cards. Nobody believes it is necessary. This week's U.S. election is key: We can only hope that all the tough-on-Russia talk was for the swing-state voters, just as the Kremlin's anti-Western posturing is intended for a domestic audience. It's dangerous talk, because nobody can afford a real Cold War. Mr. Golts says the next president will need to tone down the expansionist rhetoric to avoid turning this phony war into a real one. "If you need adversity, you will have it, and the United States is the best candidate to play this role for us.”

2NC AT Russia
Even if the US withdraws, Russia won’t attack—energy re
volution, and zero interest

Polish News Bulletin 10 (5/20/10, Polish News Bulletin, “Belief in Spontaneous Polish-Russian Reconciliation an Exercise in Naivety” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613462246&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613462249&cisb=22_T9613462248&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10912&docNo=1)

As a country with global aspirations, Russia may have a separate policy towards the US, Germany, France and the rest of Europe en masse, but not towards Poland. If anything, its approach towards Poland is a resultant of these policies. Therefore, the only reason why Poland's position on the Kremlin's political map has changed recently was that the whole geopolitical balance changed in the first place. It seems that Russia has finally decided to let go of its rivalry with the West for the position of global superpower. The most important part of this strategy was rivalry with the US. Metaphorically speaking, as a consequence of this rivalry Moscow treated Poland as a bad neighbour's dog. While starting a fight with the neighbour was too risky, it was advisable to taunt the dog and kick it one in order to see its owner's reaction. ?as global situation changes One of the reasons why this strategy was abandoned was the ongoing revolution in energy sources, with the US transforming from gas importer to gas exporter after inventing a technology enabling it to make use of its gigantic shale gas deposits. Taking into account that extensive shale gas deposits have also been discovered in Poland, Russia may soon be no longer able to use its own gas deposits as a tool of pressure in diplomacy. Additionally, the present US administration has suggested willingness to withdraw from Europe, which is accompanied by the weakening of integrating spirit in Europe itself. The main priority for Washington is presently its fight against Islamic extremists, and it has already suggested that if Russia helped it in this area, it would be willing to treat it as a part of the Western World. As for Europe, Moscow no longer feels the need to disrupt the EU's sense of unity, simply because this unity does not exist anymore. Moreover, most EU member states seem to have completely lost interest in further enlargement of the Union.111
2NC CP Doesn’t Link to Ptix
Doesn’t link to politics, withdrawing troops is unpopular, Obama’s priority is Islamic extremists

Polish News Bulletin 10 (5/20/10, Polish News Bulletin, “Belief in Spontaneous Polish-Russian Reconciliation an Exercise in Naivety” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613462246&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613462249&cisb=22_T9613462248&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10912&docNo=1)

As a country with global aspirations, Russia may have a separate policy towards the US, Germany, France and the rest of Europe en masse, but not towards Poland. If anything, its approach towards Poland is a resultant of these policies. Therefore, the only reason why Poland's position on the Kremlin's political map has changed recently was that the whole geopolitical balance changed in the first place. It seems that Russia has finally decided to let go of its rivalry with the West for the position of global superpower. The most important part of this strategy was rivalry with the US. Metaphorically speaking, as a consequence of this rivalry Moscow treated Poland as a bad neighbour's dog. While starting a fight with the neighbour was too risky, it was advisable to taunt the dog and kick it one in order to see its owner's reaction. ?as global situation changes One of the reasons why this strategy was abandoned was the ongoing revolution in energy sources, with the US transforming from gas importer to gas exporter after inventing a technology enabling it to make use of its gigantic shale gas deposits. Taking into account that extensive shale gas deposits have also been discovered in Poland, Russia may soon be no longer able to use its own gas deposits as a tool of pressure in diplomacy. Additionally, the present US administration has suggested willingness to withdraw from Europe, which is accompanied by the weakening of integrating spirit in Europe itself. The main priority for Washington is presently its fight against Islamic extremists, and it has already suggested that if Russia helped it in this area, it would be willing to treat it as a part of the Western World. As for Europe, Moscow no longer feels the need to disrupt the EU's sense of unity, simply because this unity does not exist anymore. Moreover, most EU member states seem to have completely lost interest in further enlargement of the Union.111
2NC CP Solves Overstretching
The counterplan solves overstretching—withdrawing troops from Europe allows them to be redeployed where needed

Reuters, 07 (10/29/07, Andrew Gray, Reuters, “Gates backs slower drawdown of US forces in Europe” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN29546465)

WASHINGTON, Oct 29 (Reuters) - U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates favors slowing down the planned reduction of U.S. forces in Europe but many practical details have yet to be resolved, the Pentagon said on Monday. Gen. Bantz Craddock, the head of the U.S. military's European Command, asked Gates to reconsider plans to move some forces based in Europe back to the United States. Craddock's request would delay the redeployment of two combat brigades, Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said. A U.S. Army brigade typically has between 3,000 and 5,000 soldiers. "The secretary is inclined to embrace this request but there are an awful lot of details that have to be worked out still," Whitman said. U.S. commanders have cited the need to work with and train the forces of European allies as well as concern about a more assertive Russia as reasons for slowing the reduction of U.S. troop levels in Europe.disad to the counterplan? it can’t solve because we need troops there to deter Russia—russia impact?? The Pentagon organizes its operations into geographic commands. It has been evaluating the proper role of its European Command since the end of the Cold War and has already cut back its military presence on the continent. The number of U.S. soldiers based in Europe has fallen from about 62,000 two years ago to 50,000 today. Gen. David McKiernan, commander of the U.S. Army in Europe, said this month the Pentagon planned to go down to about 28,000 and move two of four combat brigades back to the United States. Whitman said any change in plans for the brigades stationed in Europe would have to be reviewed in conjunction with projects to reorganize military bases in the United States. "We have a restationing plan, we have to look at that restationing plan," he said. "There's a lot of things that have to be evaluated." Asked how long any delay to the redeployment might be, Whitman said that was one of the issues to be examined. He said he was not aware of any time frame proposed by Craddock.
The counterplan solves best--drawing down troops in Europe is the best way to place US forces in areas needed

AP 07 (7/24/07, Associated Press, “Pentagon Rethinks Troop Cuts in Europe,” http://www.military.com/NewsContent/0,13319,143478,00.html)

WASHINGTON - Pentagon officials are considering whether to halt the drawdown of U.S. troops in Europe because of the war in Iraq and other world developments. A Defense Department official said Monday that some defense leaders are studying whether the 2002 plan to cut troops on the continent by nearly half still makes sense today with America's ongoing wars, worsening relations with Russia and Iran and a recent plan to expand the Army. The official spoke on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak about the proposal on the record. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the Joint Chiefs of Staff are considering recommendations in a June 26 report on the subject requested by Gen. Bantz Craddock, who questioned the troop reduction plan shortly after taking over late last year as head of the U.S. European Command. The decrease in troops so far - amid repeated deployments to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan by those remaining in Europe - has forced officials to cancel military exercises and other activities with European allies, the official said. The idea of cutting troops from 68,000 in 2001 to 28,000 by 2012 was part of an initiative by former Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld to transform the military into a leaner, more cost-effective force. Cmdr. J.A. Surette, a spokesman for the European Command, said he didn't have the most updated figures for the drawdown so far by the Army alone, but that as of May there had been a cut of roughly 13,000 Soldiers, Sailors and Airmen in Europe, leaving 100,000. "The concern I have is the ability to conduct the missions that we've been given in European Command with the forces available, because the forces are ... moving into Iraq and Afghanistan on a rotating basis," Craddock told Congress earlier this year. He said he feared that too severe a cut would hamper his ability to tend to partnerships the military wants to foster in the region. James Townsend, director of the program on international security at the Atlantic Council of the United States, said a decision to stop drawing down U.S. forces in Europe would probably be based on the usefulness of those troops in other more demanding areas, such as the Middle East. "It's a sign the administration is looking in every available nook and cranny for forces," Townsend said. "They're finding that in terms of logistics, or in terms of force flow, that it is more convenient and easier to do it out of bases in Europe." Forces in Europe have been needed in an Iraq war that has gone on longer than expected. Relations with Iran have worsened over that nation's alleged interference in Iraq and its nuclear program. There are fresh tensions with Russia over its opposition to the U.S. missile defense plan and U.S. allegations that Russia is backsliding on democracy. A portion of the troops from Europe were to come back and be stationed in the United States. But the military is going through a mandated consolidation and closing of some domestic bases, threatening a shortfall in housing for those returning. And that's before the planned increase in the size of the Army. Gates early this year set a goal of increasing the size of the active-duty Army by 65,000 to 547,000 and Marines by 27,000 to 202,000 within five years in hopes of easing some of the strain caused by commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan. Along with the plan to cut the Army presence in Europe to 28,000 from 62,000, the idea also was to reduce the Navy there to 25,000 from 35,000 and the Air Force to 8,000 from 15,000. 
AFF—CP Fails

Counterplan can’t solve—drawback is too expensive and will lower our international credibility

AFP, 07 (12/19/07, Agence France Presse [AFP], “US delays troop drawdown in Europe” http://www.spacewar.com/reports/US_delays_troop_drawdown_in_Europe_999.html)
Defense Secretary Robert Gates agreed to delay a drawdown of US troop levels in Europe, the Pentagon said Wednesday, following requests from commanders to maintain its military personnel levels there at around 40,000. Two brigades had been due to come back to the United States, but the decision has been made that they "will remain in Europe within EUCOM (US Europe Command) for a couple of more years," Pentagon spokesman Geoff Morrell told reporters. "That is a temporary delay, nothing permanent," he stressed. The army's Vice Chief of Staff Richard Cody said the US would retain "two heavy brigade combat teams" in Germany "to meet the near-term theater security requirements." These brigades will later be returned to the United States by 2013, he said. With his decision, Gates has in part given in to demands from top US commanders in Europe to halt the drawdown of US troops in Europe begun two years ago. At that stage, there were 62,000 US troops in Europe. Under a withdrawal plan drawn up by Gates' predecessor Donald Rumsfeld, US troop levels by the end of 2008 were to have dropped to 24,000. However, generals Bantz Craddock, Commander of US European command, and David McKiernan, top US Army commander in Europe, asked that US forces be maintained at a level including the current four combat brigades, citing budgetary as well as strategic reasons. Morrell recently said that maintaining US troop levels in Europe would tell the rest of the world that the United States remained globally engaged, especially with its allies, despite the ongoing military campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, military lodgings for thousands of US troops are lacking, and it would cost the Army millions of dollars to find temporary housing for the returning soldiers and their families. 
TURN--Withdrawing troops from Europe will allow Iran and Russia to gain strength, will lower US-Europe relations, and will leave the troops homeless when they return

The Atlantic Review 07 (7/31/07, Joerg Wolf, The Atlantic Review, “Reductions of US Troops in Europe Could Impede US Operations” http://atlanticreview.org/archives/761-Reductions-of-US-Troops-in-Europe-Could-Impede-US-Operations.html)
"Some American defense officials are reconsidering a plan to cut the troop force in Europe in half," writes Gordon Lubold in the Christian Science Monitor (HT: Marian) on April 24, 2007. The main reason for the criticism of the planned troop reductions is that roughly 75 percent of the US force in Europe is either deployed to Afghanistan or Iraq, is about to go, or just returned and both wars are expected to take longer. This means: Many senior defense officials are concerned that the plan to cut by nearly half the number of forces in Europe could make it difficult to support American interests in the European theater. The troop reductions, they say, go too far. "I am very apprehensive about how low we are taking capabilities of the US Army in Europe," says one senior defense official in Europe, who asked for anonymity because of the sensitivity of the ongoing discussions. For years, the presence of more than 110,000 US troops at big, established bases in places like Germany and Italy has been seen as a cold-war relic. In 2002, then-Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld oversaw an initiative to reduce the American military footprint in Western Europe in favor of smaller, more agile forces at temporary bases in places like Romania and Bulgaria. That would put US forces in far less stable areas and make them far more relevant. Under the plan unveiled in 2005, many of the extra forces are to be returned to the United States. By 2012, only about 60,000 US personnel would remain in Europe. But that was so two years ago. Today, those assumptions may not hold. Russia's democratic reforms have moved in reverse, and Iran has emerged as a potentially serious threat. In addition, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have lasted longer than expected, which has tapped American forces based in Europe who would otherwise be engaged in European Command missions such as building "partner nation" capacities. That has made it difficult for European Command to pursue a new, more active strategy with these nations and potentially prevent problems before they occur. Indeed, exercises and other military engagements across Europe and in Africa have had to be canceled because the command has or will have fewer troops. (...) There is another problem of a more practical nature: The forces the Army is returning to the US don't have a place to go. Congress has only partially funded the Base Realignment and Closure Act, which governs a series of base closings and consolidation. Personal comments: Is "building partner nation capacities" still in the US interest, since many European partners do not want to commit that many troops to US led wars? Isn't that the (correct) perception of more and more Americans? See the debates on Afghanistan for instance. Anyway, I think it is interesting that it's US defense officials, who are voicing their opposition to the troop reduction plans. German officials are not lamenting the troop reductions, except for local city governments who lose revenue. Most Germans would not mind if all US troops would continue to stay here. The troops are welcome, but not US nukes. I think it is fair to say that most Germans are not concerned that they will be attacked as a consequence of a US troop withdrawal. The US troops based in Germany are not seen as the big brother that protects us poor Germans, as some US bloggers like to pretend. What some folks apparently don't understand: US troops are in Europe to serve US interests (incl. the promotion of NATO). They are not doing charity work for defenseless Europeans, who desperately need "capacity building." If US and German troops practice together, then both sides and NATO as whole benefit. See also this post in the Atlantic Review: German and American Volunteers Support US Soldiers at Landstuhl Military Hospital.

AFF—CP Fails

Troops must stay in Europe—they have to respond to Russian threats

The Courier 07 (10/13/07, The Courier Mail, “US forces must check Russia,” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613121885&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613121890&cisb=22_T9613121889&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=244788&docNo=6)

WASHINGTON: US military commanders have asked the Pentagon to keep more combat forces stationed in Europe to respond to a rising Russia and other potential threats, say military officials. Plans to cut the number of soldiers based in Europe would leave commanders with too few troops to protect and train with allies on the continent and to stand ready for deployment to hot spots elsewhere, such as Iraq and Afghanistan, said General David McKiernan, head of army forces in Europe. ''In this era of persistent conflict, we have some fault lines that are there in the European Command (area of responsibility) that we have to pay attention to,'' General McKiernan said in Washington yesterday. ''We don't know what's going to happen in terms of a resurgent Russia.'' The Pentagon organises its operations into geographic commands and has been evaluating the proper role of its European Command since the end of the Cold War. European Command, which includes about 95,100 US personnel, supports NATO and since 2001 has provided troops to Afghanistan and then Iraq -- wars managed by another command. Some analysts have long argued that the US did not need a large presence in Europe after the end of the Soviet threat. In 2004, President George W. Bush agreed, announcing he would close hundreds of US facilities overseas and bring home tens of thousands of troops based in Europe. But recent activities by the Russian military have led some defence officials and military officers to take a second look at the US military's posture in Europe.

Withdrawing troops will weaken our ability to fight Russia

The Globe & Mail 08 (11/1/08, Doug Saunders, The Globe and Mail, “ They've dusted off the Cold War sabres, but is the rattling for real?” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613121885&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613121890&cisb=22_T9613121889&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=303830&docNo=2)

From the vantage of a Moscow living room this week, it was easy to believe that the world had been magically beamed back to the worst days of 1962. On Monday, the state-controlled TV stations eagerly showed us a military delegation visiting Cuba in a mission, the first of its kind since Soviet times, to "exchange experience in organizing tactical air defence and in training officers," as the Kremlin put it. The same day, a fleet of Russian warships, led by the nuclear-powered Peter the Great, reached the coast of Latin America to help the Venezuelan government deploy $4-billion worth of Russian-made fighter jets, helicopters and weapons in America's backyard. Later in the week, Russia met with Iran as part of a huge arms deal, and fighting flared up again in Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the Russian-majority Georgian regions that were invaded by 60,000 Russian troops this summer. The Americans seem to be behaving equally Cold War-ishly. After eight years of increasingly nasty name-calling and provocative acts on Russia's doorstep by the U.S. military, both John McCain and Barack Obama have refused to turn down the heat, speaking of Russia exclusively as a threat to be dealt with strongly. Even Mr. Obama, who otherwise claims to be a negotiator, has hinted strongly that Russia could be punished. When Moammar Gadhafi showed up here yesterday, for the first time since the eighties, and signed a huge arms deal of his own, it all started to feel a bit too real. But it isn't real, and we shouldn't forget that. The real Cold War was not just a set of political gestures; it was a full-scale military reality. The Soviet Union's forces were massively organized to expand outward and wage war in Europe. The West's entire military was oriented eastward, and 100,000 soldiers were prepared to head to Western Europe's borders quickly and lethally. If there were still actual, credible military tension between Russia and the West, we would be seeing one side or another preparing to face the threat of the other. But, on both sides, precisely the opposite is happening. "Look, I am a Cold War veteran," says Alexander Golts, a former Red Army commander who is now one of Russia's best-connected military observers. In his office beside the Kremlin, he outlines the new map of North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Russian forces. "I spent 16 years with the Soviet military daily. And I remember the exercises ... where Americans trained their troops to cross oceans, and they were capable of moving something like 1,000 tanks, 50,000 troops and so forth. But there have been no such exercises for decades, not on either side." In fact, he noted, both Russia and the U.S. are rebuilding their armies so they can mainly face threats in the Middle East and the south. The American presence in Bulgaria and the Czech Republic, Russian military figures willingly acknowledge, can be only for this purpose - by abandoning German bases, they're actually weakening their ability to attack Russia. 

AFF—CP FAILS
Counterplan can’t solve—Europe needs troops—Russia’s a huge threat

The West Australian 07 (10/13/07, The West Australian, “ US worried by resurgent Russia” LexisNexis http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613121885&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613121890&cisb=22_T9613121889&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=272908&docNo=1)

WASHINGTON Plans to close bases reconsidered and generals seek to retain troops in Europe as Cold War adversary turns up the heat US military commanders have asked the Pentagon to keep more combat forces stationed in Europe to respond to the rising threat of Russia, according to senior military officials. Plans to cut the number of soldiers based in Europe will leave commanders with too few troops to protect and train with allies on the continent and to stand ready for deployment to hot spots elsewhere such as Iraq and Afghanistan, Gen. David McKiernan, head of the US Army in Europe, said. "In this era of persistent conflict, we have some fault lines that are there in the European Command that we have to pay attention to," he said. "We dont know whats going to happen in terms of a resurgent Russia." The Pentagon organises its operations into geographic commands and has been evaluating the proper role of its European Command since the end of the Cold War. European Command, which includes about 95,100 US personnel, supports NATO and since 2001 has provided troops to Afghanistan then Iraq - wars managed by another command. Some analysts long argued the US did not need a big presence in Europe after the end of the Soviet threat. In 2004, President George Bush agreed, announcing he would close hundreds of US facilities overseas and bring home tens of thousands of troops based in Europe. But recent activities by the Russian military have led some defence officials and military officers to take a second look at the US militarys posture in Europe. Amid strained relations between Washington and Moscow over US missile defence plans, Russia has issued a series of statements about building its military power. It also resumed long-range bomber missions to US and NATO-patrolled areas. Gen. McKiernan said Russian activities of concern to military leaders included the reconnaissance flights and arms sales to countries unfriendly to the US. Other worries included Russian involvement in border conflicts in its area and military action outside its territory. As part of an effort to shift US forces globally, the number of soldiers based in Europe has fallen from about 62,000 two years ago to about 50,000. The Pentagon planned to push that down to 28,000 and relocate two of four combat brigades to the US, according to Gen. McKiernan. But he said he now wanted to keep all four combat brigades and support staff, about 40,000 troops, in Europe. That call came out of a review of the entire US military presence on the continent ordered by the commander of European Command, Gen. Bantz Craddock. He said he asked staff to evaluate if they had the capability to complete tasks assigned by the Pentagon. "The result was, it appears we do not," he said. 

*****GTRI CP****

1NC-GTRI and MPC&A CP

TEXT:  THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD FULLY FUND AND SUPPORT THE GLOBAL THREAT REDUCTION INITIATIVE THE MATERIALs PROTECTION CONTROL AND ACCOUNTING 
Fully funding the MPCA and the GTRI prevents unauthorized access to fissile material
Newman and Bunn, 9. *Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atom. AND **Associate Professor of Public Policy, Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom (Andrew and Matthew. June 2009. “Funding for U.S. Efforts to Improve Controls Over Nuclear Weapons, Materials, and Expertise Overseas: A 2009 Update” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/experts/1803/andrew_newman.html?back_url=%2Fpublication%2F18673%2Fpreventing_nuclear_terrorism.html&back_text=Back%20to%20publication)
SECURING NUCLEAR WARHEADS AND MATERIALS 

As noted earlier, if President Obama’s objective of securing all nuclear weapons and weapons-usable materials worldwide within four years is to be achieved, NNSA’s MPC&A and GTRI programs will play a central role, along with the smaller warhead site security and warhead transportation security programs in DOD’s Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) effort.  

In May, the administration requested $700 million in FY 2010 funding for these and other programs to improve security and accounting for nuclear weapons and materials, $45 million below the FY 2009 appropriation.5 Some highlights: 

MPC&A: Remarkably, the FY 2009 omnibus appropriation, the first in many years with a 
Democrat in the White House and Democrats in control of both houses of Congress, was also the first in many years in which the Congress cut the request for the International Nuclear Material Protection and Cooperation.  (The administration, however, chose to take these cuts in the Second Line of Defense component of the effort, discussed below under interdicting nuclear smuggling, rather than in the MPC&A program itself.) The Obama administration’s FY 2010 request of $280 million for the MPC&A program is $55 million more than the FY 2009 ap- propriation, but $87 million less than the FY 2008 appropriation and a substantial decline from the FY 2007 peak of $406 million.6  (The Obama administration’s FY 2009 supplemental request, approved by the House on May 12 and the Senate on May 14, adds $55 million to the MPC&A and brings total FY 2009 funding to $280 million, the same as the FY 2010 request.7) For the out-years, the budget documents envision steadily declining funding, as currently planned work in Russia and elsewhere is completed; even in the out-year projections, no funds have been included for expanded efforts to implement the President’s four-year goal.  In essence, to avoid being criticized for carrying large unspent balances from one year to the next, the budget includes funding only for those areas where NNSA already has foreign countries’ agreement to do work, or was confident (when the budget was being prepared) that such agreement would be forthcoming, rather than including not-yet-agreed activities likely to be needed to imple- ment a four-year plan to achieve effective nuclear security worldwide. GTRI: While the FY 2010 request of $354 million is $41 million less than the FY 2009 appro- priation, Congress had boosted the FY 2009 appropriation to an unusually high level, far be- yond either the FY 2008 appropriation or the request for FY 2009.  (The Congressional appropri- ation was $53 million above the $140 million request for FY 2008 and $55 million above the $340 million request for FY 2009.8)  It appears that the GTRI budget includes some accelerated ac- tivities meant to meet the four-year target for parts of GTRI’s agenda.  But as with the MPC&A program, the funds that would be needed to expand GTRI’s coverage to ensure that the full range of facilities and materials were addressed, or to provide incentives to countries and facili-ties to allow their weapons-usable material to be shipped away, are not included in the FY 2010 GTRI request.  Indeed, under current plans, GTRI would be spending dramatically more after the four-year plan is over ($1.1 billion in 2014) than it would be in FY 2010 or FY 2011.  (This is in part because high-density fuels required to convert some 27 of the reactors GTRI hopes to convert will not be available until the latter part of this period, requiring substantial spending on converting reactors and shipping away irradiated HEU once this high-density fuel becomes available.)  It seems certain that if the four-year goal is to be achieved, GTRI’s budgets for FY 2010 and FY 2011 will have to be substantially higher than those in the current request. In particular, more money would be needed to accelerate conversion of the 38 HEU-fueled research reactors that could convert to proliferation-resistant low-enriched uranium (LEU) with LEU fuels already available.  GTRI is planning to provide funds to accelerate private sector ef- forts to establish fabrication capability for the new high-density LEU fuels, and that is likely to be costly.  Additional funds could also accelerate the pace of removing nuclear material from vulnerable sites around the world (in part because here, too, prices are escalating).  More mon- ey is also needed to secure radiological sources and research reactors around the world—in- cluding in the United States, where upgrades are needed for some 1,800 locations with sources of 1,000 curies or more, and for the nation’s 32 domestic research reactors, both of which have now been included in GTRI’s scope.9  Moreover, GTRI is so far planning to return only a small fraction of the U.S.-origin HEU abroad; while most of the remainder is in developed countries, in many cases there is good reason to bring this material back as well, and more funds would be required to give these facilities incentives to give up their HEU.  Finally, NNSA does not yet have a program focused on giving underutilized HEU-fueled reactors incentives to shut down—in many cases likely to be a quicker and easier approach than conversion.  All told, an increase of $200 million or more would be needed for GTRI to move forward as rapidly as pos- sible in reducing these risks—though managing such a large single-year increase would pose a challenge.10 
1NC-GTRI and MPC&A CP

CP crushes nuclear terrorism—secures and eliminates materials and stops the spread of weapons

Ferguson, 6—fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, professor in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. (Charles D. March 2006. “Preventing Catastrophic Nuclear Terrorism” www.fundforpeace.org/web/images/pdf/ferguson.pdf)

Although reducing the growth of terrorist groups is vitally important for the  United States to have success in the wider “war on terrorism,” no matter how many  terrorists there are, they cannot launch a nuclear attack without access to weapons-usable  nuclear materials or intact nuclear weapons. Consequently, securing and eliminating  vulnerable nuclear materials and weapons offer points of greatest leverage in preventing  nuclear terrorism. For these activities, much more national and international action is  urgently needed to address the problems of Pakistan’s highly enriched uranium and  nuclear arsenal; Russia’s highly enriched uranium; highly enriched uranium at more than  one hundred civilian facilities in dozens of countries; and tactical nuclear weapons. Here, the focus is on how to block terrorists from acquiring these vulnerable nuclear materials  and weapons.  

Preventing nuclear terrorism is also closely connected to stopping the spread of  nuclear weapons to other countries. By reducing the number of countries with nuclear weapons or weapons-usable nuclear materials, terrorists will have fewer places to buy or  steal these critical components of nuclear terrorism. The International Atomic Energy  Agency (IAEA) is at the forefront of multilateral efforts to inspect nuclear facilities to try  to detect diversion of weapons-usable nuclear materials. Presently, 650 IAEA inspectors  are responsible for inspecting nine hundred nuclear facilities in ninety-one countries. The  annual budget of the IAEA is about $120 million—comparable to the payroll of the  Washington Redskins football team.  

2NC Solvency-MPC&A

Empirically MPC&A has put into place effective technologies and security measures in locations all over the world. 
Bunn, 3—Associate Professor of Public Policy; Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom. (March 2003. “Securing Nuclear Warheads and Materials: Materials Protection Control and Accounting” http://www.nti.org/e_research/cnwm/securing/mpca.asp#top)
Key technologies and approaches. The key technologies and approaches being implemented in the MPC&A program range from "rapid upgrades" such as bricking over windows, placing huge concrete blocks on top of material or in front of doors, and the like to comprehensive security and accounting systems, including fences, locked vaults, detectors, sensors, access controls, security cameras, tamper-resistant seals, and the like. One particularly important technology being widely implemented is the portal monitor detectors at doors and other key points that will set off an alarm if some one carrying plutonium or HEU out of the building. (See discussion in Technical Background.) In addition to such equipment upgrades, the program is working with recipient countries to train personnel in modern MPC&A approaches, get appropriate MPC&A procedures adopted at the relevant facilities, put in place effective MPC&A regulation, and build an infrastructure to supply and maintain MPC&A equipment, to ensure that effective security and accounting for nuclear material can be achieved, and sustained for the long haul.
Shifting approaches. Different activities have been included in the MPC&A program at different times. Originally, the program focused on security and accounting upgrades for weapons-usable nuclear material separated plutonium and highly enriched uranium (HEU) outside of nuclear warheads themselves. After successful cooperation to upgrade security and accounting for Russian HEU naval fuel, the Russian Navy requested that the program help secure Russian naval warhead sites as well, and this has become a major program focus in 1999, now being expanded to include some other Russian warhead sites as well. (See discussion in Warhead Security section.)

Also in 1999, the program added the "Material Consolidation and Conversion" (MCC) initiative, focused on consolidating potentially vulnerable nuclear material in fewer sites and buildings, so as to achieve higher long-term security for the remaining sites at lower cost. After the Russian economic crisis of 1998 when guards were leaving their posts to forage for food, and at some sites the electricity that ran the security systems was shut off when the sites did not pay their bills the program added a substantially greater focus on measures to ensure the "sustainability" of the upgrades over time. In fiscal year 2002, DOE's "Second Line of Defense" program, focused on interdicting nuclear smuggling after material has been stolen, was folded in to the MPC&A program. (See "Interdicting Nuclear Smuggling.") After the attacks of September 11, 2001, when concern over the possibility of radiological "dirty bombs" increased, the program expanded to address urgent concerns over control of radiological sources in the former Soviet Union as well. (See "Radiological Material Control".)

The geographic focus of the effort has also shifted over time. The program has carried out security and accounting upgrades for facilities throughout the former Soviet Union. By May 1999, security and accounting system upgrades had been declared completed at all of the nine sites in the non-Russian states of the former Soviet Union where separated plutonium or HEU is still located. These sites were then moved out of the MPC&A program to another part of DOE. Since September 11, however, the MPC&A program has put renewed emphasis on ensuring continuing security at these non-Russian sites, and has begun exploring MPC&A cooperation with other states outside the former Soviet Union, including China, India, and Pakistan.[8]
2NC Solvency-GTRI

GTRI is effective in decreasing the risks of a nuclear terrorist attack, but more funding is key.

Sheely, 9—NNSA Associate Assistant Deputy Administrator Global Threat Reduction Initiative (9/14/2009. Kenneth. “GTRI: Testimony before the House Committee on Homeland Security, Subcommittee on Emerging Threats, Cybersecurity, and Science and Technology” http://ipradiationsecurity.com/2009/09/18/gtri-testimony-before-the-house-committee-on-homeland-security-subcommittee-on-emerging-threats-cybersecurity-and-science-and-technology/)
III.  GTRI’S ROLE IN MITIGATION OF RISKS GTRI works very closely with its federal partners, each of which has a unique role ensuring a comprehensive system of oversight, prevention, and protection of civilian radiological sources.  DHS’s mission is to prevent terrorist attacks within the United States; reduce the vulnerability of the United States to terrorism; and, minimize the damage, and assist in the recovery, from any terrorist attacks that do occur within the United States across multiple sectors (e.g. nuclear, chemical, etc.), leading the Government Coordinating Council(s) (GCC) and collaborating with the industry-led Sector Coordinating Council(s) (SCC) to protect critical infrastructure and key resources.  NRC’s mission is to license and regulate the Nation’s civilian use of byproduct, source, and special nuclear materials to ensure adequate protection of public health and safety, promote the common defense and security, and protect the environment.  The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) is the lead Federal law enforcement agency and plays a significant role preventing, interdicting, and investigating potential acts of nuclear and radioactive theft, sabotage or terrorism.  NNSA brings the science and expertise of our National Laboratories to create innovative solutions to prevent the acquisition of nuclear and radiological materials for use in weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and other acts of terrorism.  Specifically, GTRI and the DOE laboratories provide unique expertise to evaluate radiological issues and threats because of our significant work both internationally and domestically which allows us to identify “best practices” available in each circumstance.

To address the risks outlined above, GTRI, in cooperation with its federal partners, has initiated a number of voluntary security efforts to further mitigate these potential threats.  These include eliminating unwanted sources, hardening kits for specific irradiators, facility wide voluntary security enhancements, specialized training courses for security and law enforcement personnel, and table top exercises for first responders.  GTRI’s voluntary security enhancements complement and do not replace NRC’s increased controls requirements.  When requested by the licensee, GTRI works to assess existing security conditions, provide recommendations on security enhancements, and when warranted, fund the procurement and installation of jointly agreed upon security best practices.  GTRI considers all 14 isotopes of concern above threshold quantities (10 Ci or greater), and addresses several areas of security including Deterrence, Control, Detection, Delay, Response, and Sustainability.

GTRI’s voluntary security enhancement efforts have been endorsed by the NRC, DHS, FBI, Organization of Agreement States (OAS), and Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors, Inc. (CRCPD).  NRC has issued Regulatory Information Summaries (RIS) describing both the IDD and voluntary security enhancement efforts of GTRI and recommends that licensees volunteer for these GTRI efforts.

III.A  Elimination – Removing Unwanted Sources Since 1997 GTRI’s Off Site Source Recovery Project (OSRP) operated by Los Alamos National Laboratory, Idaho National Laboratory and the CRCPD has reduced the radiological risk by recovering and eliminating disused and unwanted sealed sources.  GTRI, in coordination with NRC, developed recovery prioritization criteria based on risk reduction.  As of August 31, 2009, GTRI has recovered over 22,700 sources (totaling more than 720,000 curies) in twelve years.

At present, only 14 states in the U.S. have access to commercial disposal for sealed sources (with the exception of Ra-226 sources which have a commercial disposal pathway in all 50 states).  With the decline in commercial disposal options, GTRI has seen an increase in the number of sources being registered as excess and unwanted.  GTRI has found that without disposal access, source owners have no option other than long-term storage, which increases the  vulnerability of becoming lost or forgotten.

2NC Solvency-GTRI

Funding the GTRI will greatly accelerate the pace at which reactors are converted to low enriched uranium—making it impossible to create bombs.

Bunn and Newman 8--*Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atom. AND **Associate Professor of Public Policy, Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom (Andrew and Matthew. November 2008. “Preventing Nuclear Terrorism: An Agenda for the Next President” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18673/preventing_nuclear_terrorism.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F1803%2Fandrew_newman%3Fgroupby%3D2%26hide%3D1%26id%3D1803%26back_url%3D%25252Fexperts%25252F%26%3Bback_text%3DBack%252Bto%252Blist%252Bof%252Bexperts%26filter%3D3)

Expand and accelerate eff orts to consolidate nuclear stockpiles.  President-elect Obama should  place higher priority on working with countries to reduce drastically the number of sites where nuclear  weapons and the materials to make them exist, achieving higher security at lower cost.  The goal should  be to remove all nuclear material from the world’s most vulnerable sites and ensure eff ective security  wherever material must remain within four years or less—and to eliminate HEU from all civilian sites  worldwide within roughly a decade.  

The Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) has greatly accelerated the pace at which research  reactors are being converted from HEU to low-enriched uranium (LEU) that cannot be used in a nuclear  bomb, and the pace of removing HEU from these sites to secure locations.  But here, too, there are gaps  that should be closed.  New incentives should be off ered so that much of the more than 13 tons of U.S.-  origin HEU not covered in current GTRI removal plans will be sent back or otherwise eliminated.  A  new program should be established to give unneeded reactors incentives to shut down (an approach  which may be cheaper and quicker, especially for diffi cult-to-convert reactors).  The Department of  Energy (DOE) should complete the necessary environmental assessments to pave the legal path for  vulnerable nuclear material to be brought to the United States for disposition when that is the best  available option.  

CP Popular

Congress empirically supports MPC&A 

Bunn, 3—Associate Professor of Public Policy; Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom. (March 2003. “Securing Nuclear Warheads and Materials: Materials Protection Control and Accounting” http://www.nti.org/e_research/cnwm/securing/mpca.asp#top)
Although the incoming Bush administration attempted to cut the budget for the MPC&A program in fiscal year (FY) 2002, Congress rejected that attempt and then added $150 million in emergency supplemental funds after the attacks of September 11, 2001. The final FY 2002 budget for the MPC&A program is $312.8 million, including $171.9 million in "base" appropriations and $150 million in emergency supplemental appropriations. This funding level is sufficient so that the pace of the program is not substantially budget-limited. Nevertheless, with the new focus on radiological materials, on countries all over the world, and on addressing terrorist threats of the scale demonstrated on September 11 (or in the October, 2002 Chechen hostage taking at a Moscow theater), there are additional steps that could be taken that would require additional resources. 

AT: Spending

Nuclear security is affordable—one percent of US defense funds going to GTRI and MPCA would solve the impact.

Bunn and Newman 8--*Research Associate, Project on Managing the Atom. AND **Associate Professor of Public Policy, Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom (Andrew and Matthew. November 2008. “Preventing Nuclear Terrorism: An Agenda for the Next President” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18673/preventing_nuclear_terrorism.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F1803%2Fandrew_newman%3Fgroupby%3D2%26hide%3D1%26id%3D1803%26back_url%3D%25252Fexperts%25252F%26%3Bback_text%3DBack%252Bto%252Blist%252Bof%252Bexperts%26filter%3D3)

Nuclear security is aff ordable: a level of security that could greatly reduce the risk of nuclear theft   could be achieved for all nuclear stockpiles worldwide for an initial investment of roughly one percent  of annual U.S. defense spending for a single year.  President-elect Obama and the U.S. Congress should  act to ensure that lack of money does not slow or constrain any major effort to keep nuclear weapons  and the materials needed to make them out of terrorist hands.  In particular, since new opportunities to  improve nuclear security sometimes arise unexpectedly, and diff  cult-to-plan incentives are sometimes  required to convince facilities to give up their HEU or convert a research reactor, President-elect  Obama should seek, and Congress should provide, an appropriation in the range of  $500 million, to be  available until expended, that can be spent ﬂ exibly on high-priority actions to reduce the risk of nuclear  theft  as they arise.  Such a ﬂ exible pool of funds would give the new administration the ability to hit the  ground running with an expanded and accelerated eﬀ ort.  There should, of course, be notiﬁ cation and  full accountability to Congress concerning how this money is spent. 

AT: CP Inefficient

Experts agree that shortcomings in the GTRI could be fixed with increased funding.

World Politics Watch, 6. (8/29/2006. “The Global Threat Reduction Initiative’s First Two Years” http://worldpoliticswatch.com/article.aspx?id=145)

Assessing GTRI's progress is confusing, mostly because all of the initiatives in the program existed before GTRI itself was created. Essentially, a swath of preexisting DOE programs were transferred to the new Office of Global Threat Reduction and given increased funding. In fiscal year 2006 (the first in which GTRI was funded directly), GTRI received roughly $97 million; in comparison, the component initiatives of the program received $93.8 million in 2005 and just $69.5 million in 2004. Further increased funding is anticipated in coming years -- the DOE requested $106.8 million for 2007 and hopes for over $120 million in 2008.

However, many believe the program is not receiving enough funding. Last year Matthew Bunn, who coauthored the Harvard report Securing the Bomb 2006 with Anthony Wier, went on record saying that GTRI could use more funding. Another report issued last year by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a nonpartisan think tank, determined that GTRI had many problems that were caused by "inadequate staffing and financing, and a disproportionate emphasis on conversion -- rather than shutdown -- of older, unnecessary facilities." 

The GTRI empirically had success, but an increase in funding is necessary to increase the pace and effectiveness of the program.

Hundman, 6. (8/1/06. Eric. Defense Tech. “Trumpeting the Global Threat Reduction Initiative” http://defensetech.org/2006/08/01/trumpeting-the-global-threat-reduction-initiative/) 

On July 27, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) announced that it had successfully transferred three kilograms of highly enriched uranium (HEU) to Russia from Libya.
At first glance, this announcement might seem odd. Three kilograms doesnt sound like much material and besides, why are we transferring nuclear materials to Russia?
The answer is that this transfer took place as part of the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI), a collaborative program instituted by the U.S. Department of Energy to repatriate HEU stocks distributed by the nuclear superpowers to their Cold War allies, to keep the HEU out of the hands of terrorists. And while three kilograms is not a huge amount, it is about one fifth of whats needed to build a simple nuclear bomb.
An unannounced transfer from Libya in 2004 returned 17 kg of HEU to Russia. In late 2005, Libya was estimated to have 23 kg of fresh (unused in reactors) HEU left, so today they probably have 20 kg remaining (the Department of Energy has refused to confirm how much fuel remains in the country). GTRIs initial goal, stated in 2004, was to repatriate all fresh fuel of Russian origin by the end of 2005; in Libyas case, at least, the program has fallen woefully behind.
This snails pace has been caused in part by “inadequate staffing and financing, and a disproportionate emphasis on conversion rather than shut down of older, unnecessary facilities.” Bureaucratic problems and international suspicion probably play a role as well.
GTRIs mission is to “identify, secure, remove and/or facilitate the disposition of high-risk, vulnerable nuclear and radiological materials and equipment around the world that pose a threat to the United States and to the international community.” This specifically includes conversion of reactors to low enriched uranium fuel and securing high-risk nuclear materials. While U.S. funding has actually exceeded its initial commitment of $450 million, it still doesn’t seem to be enough. 

AT: Programs Have Enough Money

Increasing MPC&A funding is key to respond to the threat of an attack adequately 

Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2k. (“The Next Wave: The Current Response-MPC&A” www.nti.org/e_research/cnwm/next_wave/mpc&a.pdf)
 It is now clear that the MPC&A job will be larger and more challenging than  originally anticipated—as the Administration acknowledged in its ETRI proposals.  Early  planning envisioned that initial upgrades would be completed by 2002, that by this time  the economies of the former Soviet states would have improved, and that therefore  maintenance and further improvement of the installed systems could be handed off to  them with only modest needs for further U.S. assistance.  The total U.S. program cost  envisioned was less than a billion dollars.  Since those plans were made, expanding U.S.-  Russian cooperation has expanded the U.S. understanding of the scope of the work to be  done: it has become clear that there are significantly more buildings containing fissile  material than had been envisioned, that the scope of required upgrades is even larger than  had been thought, and that the need for continued funding for sustainability is much  greater than had been envisioned.13  At current funding levels, it is now expected to be  more than a decade before even initial MPC&A upgrades are completed for all the HEU  and plutonium in the former Soviet Union—a program pace that simply does not  correspond to the urgency of the threat.  

AT: Programs Have Enough Money

Increasing funds accelerates the global initiatives of the GTRI and MPC&A which are key to preventing nuclear terrorism

Bunn, 8--Associate Professor of Public Policy; Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom. (4/30/08. Matthew. “Next Steps to Strengthen NNSA’s Nonproliferation Programs” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18221/next_steps_to_strengthen_the_national_nuclear_security_administrations_efforts_to_prevent_nuclear_proliferation.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F368%2Fmatthew_bunn%3Fpage%3D4)
Preventing Nuclear Terrorism 
The first priority is to prevent terrorists from incinerating the heart of a major city with a  nuclear bomb – as al Qaeda have made clear they hope to do.  This remains a real danger, though  no one can calculate the probability of such a catastrophe.3 The step we can take that most reduces this danger is securing nuclear weapons and  materials at their source – for making plutonium or HEU is beyond the plausible capability of  terrorist groups, and if we can keep these materials and nuclear weapons themselves out of  terrorist hands, we can keep terrorists from ever getting a nuclear bomb.  NNSA’s programs are  in the process of completing the security upgrades in Russia planned as part of the Bratislava  initiative, and those upgrades are dramatically reducing critical risks.  But the problem of  inadequately secured nuclear stockpiles  is not just a Russian problem, it is a global problem.   Hundreds of buildings in more than 30 countries contain enough of the essential ingredients of  nuclear weapons to require the highest standards of security.  The world urgently needs a global  campaign to ensure that all the caches of nuclear weapons and the materials needed to make  them worldwide are secure and accounted for, to standards sufficient to defeat the threats  terrorists and criminals have shown the can pose, in ways that will work, and in ways that will  last.  Overcoming the many obstacles to achieving this objective will require sustained political  leadership from the highest levels of our government.  

Budget increases for MPC&A and GTRI 
But getting the job done as fast as it can be done will also require more money.  In the  case of the International Nuclear Materials Protection and Cooperation program (more  commonly known as Materials Protection, Control, and Accounting, or MPC&A), construction  costs in Russia have shot up since the administration prepared its budget request; helping  Russian sites to prepare to sustain high levels of security is proving more expensive than  expected; and new understandings have opened new opportunities for nuclear security  cooperation in both Russia and South Asia.  All told, I recommend an increase of $60-$70  million over the requested budget for the MPC&A effort.  

In the case of the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI), there are now 45 HEU-  fueled research reactors that could convert to low-enriched uranium (LEU) that cannot power a  nuclear bomb with LEU fuels already available; GTRI has already accelerated the pace of these  conversions, but with more money, these reactors could be converted faster.  There will also be a  need to build a fabrication plant for the higher-density LEU fuels now in development, in order  to convert additional reactors, and GTRI will likely have to play a role in that – either by paying  to build the plant or by guaranteeing fabrication contracts to give private firms sufficient  incentives to pay for building their own own facilities.  Additional funds could also accelerate  the pace of removing nuclear material from vulnerable sites around the world (in part because  here, too, prices are escalating).  And more money is also needed to secure radiological sources  and research reactors around the world – including here in the United States, where upgrades are  needed for some 1,800 locations with sources of 1,000 curies or more, and for the nation’s 32  domestic research reactors.  Moreover, GTRI is so far planning to return only a small fraction of  the U.S.-origin HEU abroad; while most of the remainder is in developed countries, in many  cases there is good reason to bring this material back as well, and more funds would be required  to give these facilities incentives to give up their HEU.  Finally, NNSA does not yet have a  program focused on giving underutilized HEU-fueled reactors incentives to shut down – in many  cases likely to be a quicker and easier approach than conversion.  All told, I believe that an  additional $200 million or more is needed for GTRI to more forward as rapidly as possible in  reducing these risks.4
Case Frontline—Nuclear Terrorism

No chance of an impact—terrorists can make or get a weapon, security organizations stand in the way, and terrorist organizations are in chaos.

Bunn, 8— Associate Professor of Public Policy; Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom. (4/2/08. Matthew. “THE RISK OF NUCLEAR TERRORISM – AND NEXT STEPS TO REDUCE THE DANGER” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18187/risk_of_nuclear_terrorism_and_next_steps_to_reduce_the_danger.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F368%2Fmatthew_bunn%3Fpage%3D4)

Nuclear Terrorism Risks: The Good News 
Fortunately, there is good news in this story as well.  First, there is no convincing  evidence that any terrorist group has yet gotten a nuclear weapon or the materials needed to  make one – or that al Qaeda has yet put together the expertise that would be needed to make a  bomb.  Indeed, there is some evidence of confusion and lack of nuclear knowledge by some  senior al Qaeda operatives.16  

Second, making and delivering even a crude nuclear bomb would be the most technically  challenging and complex operation any terrorist group has ever carried out.  There would be  many chances for the effort to fail, and the obstacles may seem daunting even to determined  terrorists, leading them to focus more of their efforts on conventional tools of terror – as al  Qaeda appears to have done.17  Both al Qaeda and Aum Shinrikyo appear to have encountered a  variety of difficulties, demonstrating that getting a nuclear bomb is a difficult challenge, even for  large and well-financed terrorist groups with ample technical resources.18  

Third, the overthrow of the Taliban and the disruption of al Qaeda’s old central command  structure certainly reduced al Qaeda’s chances of pulling off  such a complex operation – though  that capability may be growing again, as al Qaeda reconstitutes in the mountains of Pakistan.19   

Fourth, nuclear security is improving.  While there is a great deal yet to be done, the fact  is that at scores of sites in Russia, the former Soviet Union, and elsewhere, security is  dramatically better than it was fifteen years ago.  Security upgrades are scheduled to be  completed for most Russian nuclear warhead and nuclear material sites by the end of this  calendar year.  HEU is being removed from sites all around the world, permanently eliminating  the risk of nuclear theft at those sites.  An alphabet soup of programs and initiatives –  Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR), the Materials Protection, Control, and Accounting   (MPC&A) program, the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI), the Global Initiative to  Combat Nuclear Terrorism (GI), the International Atomic Energy Agency’s Office of Nuclear  Security, the Domestic Nuclear Detection Office (DNDO), and many more – are each making  real contributions.20  There can be no doubt that America and the world face a far lower risk of  nuclear terrorism today than they would have had these efforts never been begun.  These  programs are excellent investments in U.S. and world security, deserving strong support;  Americans and the world owe a substantial debt of gratitude to the dedicated U.S., Russian, and  international experts who have been carrying them out.   Securing the world’s stockpiles of  nuclear weapons and the materials needed to make them is a big job, and a complex job, but it is  a doable one, as the progress already made demonstrates.  

Fifth, hostile states are highly unlikely to consciously choose to provide nuclear weapons  or the materials needed to make them to terrorist groups.  Such a decision would mean  transferring the most awesome military power the state had ever acquired to a group over which  it had little control, and potentially opening the regime to overwhelming retaliation – a  particularly unlikely step for dictators or oligarchs obsessed with controlling their states and  maintaining power.

Case Frontline—Nuclear Terrorism

Chances of a nuclear attack are almost zero—weapons are hard to steal and security measures prevent terrorists from deploying them.

Ferguson, 6—fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, professor in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. (Charles D. March 2006. “Preventing Catastrophic Nuclear Terrorism” www.fundforpeace.org/web/images/pdf/ferguson.pdf)

The theft of a nuclear weapon is a staple of movies such as The Peacemaker and television shows such as 24. In practice, such thefts are difficult to carry out. Often  considered the “crown jewels” of a nuclear-armed nation’s security, nuclear weapons are  usually rigorously guarded. But being difficult to steal does not mean impossible. In  particular, transporting and deploying nuclear weapons outside of highly secure, central  storage sites can increase susceptibility to theft. In December 2004, the U.S. National  Intelligence Council warned, “Russian authorities twice thwarted terrorist efforts to  reconnoiter nuclear weapon storage sites in 2002” and that terrorists inside Russia also  “showed a suspicious amount of interest in the transportation of nuclear munitions.”3   Even if a nuclear weapon is stolen, terrorists must find a way to activate it.

Security and arming devices on most nuclear weapons may block terrorists from using  these weapons. For example, specialized security codes called permissive action links  (PALs) are required to unlock U.S. nuclear weapons. These electronic locks allow only a  limited number of tries to enter the correct code before the weapon disables itself. The  more advanced nuclear weapon states of Britain, China, France, and Russia reportedly  use similar security systems. Although most Russian nuclear weapons are believed to be  equipped with PALs, an unknown number of older Russian tactical nuclear arms may not  have this security system. Most of these weapons may have been dismantled or are  scheduled for dismantlement, but some may still be deployed. It is unknown whether   India, Israel, and Pakistan use PALs, although the United States in recent years may have  provided PAL assistance to Pakistan.  

Safeing, arming, firing, and fusing (SAFF) procedures also can enhance the  security of nuclear weapons. To make a SAFF-equipped weapon ready for detonation, it  has to undergo a specific sequence of changes in altitude, acceleration, or other  parameters. Even if a terrorist group seized an intact nuclear weapon, the terrorists may not be able to use it unless they had access to codes and information about SAFF  procedures. 
Terrorists won’t be able to get nuclear weapons—even rogue states won’t cooperate.

Ferguson, 6—fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, professor in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. (Charles D. March 2006. “Preventing Catastrophic Nuclear Terrorism” www.fundforpeace.org/web/images/pdf/ferguson.pdf)

Terrorists might buy (or be given) a nuclear weapon by a nuclear state. However, both  established nuclear powers and nuclear-armed “rogue” states such as North Korea are  unlikely to cooperate. Leaders of these countries know that if they are caught transferring  nuclear weapons to terrorists, their states would likely suffer devastating retaliation.  Despite the harsh rhetoric of current Iranian political leaders, similar calculations would  likely influence Iran, which is believed to be five to ten years away from acquiring the  capability to make nuclear weapons.   
Case Frontline—Nuclear Terrorism
Terrorists won’t be able to get nuclear weapons—even rogue states won’t cooperate.

Ferguson, 6—fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations, professor in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University. (Charles D. March 2006. “Preventing Catastrophic Nuclear Terrorism” www.fundforpeace.org/web/images/pdf/ferguson.pdf)

No terrorist organization currently has the ability to produce weapons-usable nuclear  materials. Therefore, to build nuclear weapons, terrorists would have to acquire already  made highly enriched uranium (HEU) or plutonium. HEU does not exist in nature, and  plutonium occurs naturally in only trace amounts. 

Naturally occurring samples of uranium only contain a very small fraction (0.7  percent) of the type of uranium that readily fissions and releases the energy that can fuel  nuclear reactors or nuclear weapons. This type is the isotope uranium-235. (Isotopes of  the same chemical element have virtually identical chemical properties but distinctly  different nuclear properties.) To make a sample of uranium useful for fueling most  commercial nuclear power plants, the concentration of uranium-235 is increased, or  enriched, so that the amount of uranium-235 in the enriched product is 3 to 5 percent of  the total amount. This product is called low enriched uranium (LEU). The concentration  of uranium-235 in LEU is too low to power a nuclear weapon. Further enrichment is  required to produce weapons-usable uranium.  

By definition, highly enriched uranium consists of 20 percent or more of uranium-  235. Although HEU of any enrichment level, in principle, can power a nuclear weapon,  the greater the enrichment level, the less HEU is needed to make a weapon because of the  higher concentration of the fissile isotope uranium-235. Typically, nuclear weapons use  uranium that is enriched to 90 percent or more in uranium-235. This material is termed  weapons-grade uranium. Nonetheless, even 80 percent enriched uranium can fuel nuclear  weapons, as was the case with the Hiroshima bomb.

The only significant technical hurdle to making the Hiroshima bomb was the  industrial-scale effort needed to enrich the uranium. At least one terrorist group is known  to have tried to enrich uranium.  It failed, largely because enrichment is an extremely  challenging process, requiring the resources only available to large commercial  enterprises or to nation-states.6 Even some countries have failed to master uranium  enrichment. For example, despite making a concerted effort in the 1980s, Saddam  Hussein’s Iraq was unable to enrich enough uranium for a nuclear bomb. Iran has also   struggled with achieving this technological development. Lacking access to uranium  enrichment facilities, terrorists would need to seize existing caches of HEU.  Unfortunately, HEU stockpiles are plentiful, with about 1,850 metric tons  available globally—enough fissile material to make tens of thousands of nuclear bombs.7  The vast majority of HEU stockpiles are under military control. Russia and the United  States possess an estimated 1,720 metric tons of HEU for weapons purposes and naval  propulsion. Britain, China, and France hold tens of metric tons of HEU. Pakistan and  South Africa have HEU stockpiles that run upward of several hundred kilograms, enough  to make dozens of crude nuclear weapons. Smaller amounts of HEU are contained in  more than forty countries with civilian nuclear programs. Still, many of the more than  120 research reactors and related facilities within these countries have enough HEU in  each location to make a nuclear bomb.8 The HEU stockpiles most vulnerable to theft are  those located in Pakistan, Russia, and many of the countries with civilian reactor  facilities. 

Aff: CP Fails

GTRI has empirically failed—mismanages funds, doesn’t meet goals. CP would take years longer to solve then plan.

World Politics Watch, 6. (8/29/2006. “The Global Threat Reduction Initiative’s First Two Years” http://worldpoliticswatch.com/article.aspx?id=145)
Since GTRI was created in mid-2004, three reactors have been converted from HEU to LEU fuel. However, DOE has been converting reactors under the Reduced Enrichment for Research and Test Reactors program for years. While recent conversion goals have not always been met, the pace of conversions has quickened considerably -- DOE only converted two reactors between 2000 and 2004. GTRI's long-term goal is to complete 106 conversions by 2014; so far, around 40 of those have been completed.

The other central part of GTRI's mission, securing nuclear fuel, has accelerated since the program's inception but has also fallen behind schedule. The program's initial goal was to repatriate all fresh fuel of Russian origin by the end of 2005. This goal was not met. Libya, for example, probably has roughly 20 kilograms of fresh (unused in a reactor) HEU fuel left, despite two completed shipments back to Russia. In total, about 230 kilograms of HEU have been returned to Russia from Serbia, Bulgaria, Libya, Uzbekistan, Latvia, the Czech Republic, and Poland; over half that amount has been transferred since GTRI began. By 2013, GRTI aims to transfer 1,781 kilograms of HEU back to Russia.

GTRI has also been working to secure materials that might be used in radiological, or "dirty," bombs. A press release by the NNSA, updated earlier this month, reported that radioactive material sufficient for 6,074 dirty bombs had been secured at 495 sites around the globe, including 74 in the United States. The programs for securing radiological materials have been given a low priority compared to other GTRI initiatives and their funding is decreasing, reflecting an increased emphasis on other threats.

Another problem with the program, according to experts in the Harvard and Carnegie Endowment reports, is a disproportionate emphasis on Russian-made fuel, even while around two-thirds of U.S.-made fuel left abroad has not been targeted for removal. DOE asserts that the U.S. fuel not covered under the program is located in low-risk countries like France and Germany. Worries also exist about the long timeline of the program, which stretches out to 2019 for some goals. Given the multilateral nature of GTRI, it is also likely that bureaucratic problems and international suspicion play a role in slowing progress.
Aff: GTRI Doesn’t Work

No evidence of GTRI actually working—it will leave 40% of reactors unprotected, their author. 

Bunn, 8—Associate Professor of Public Policy; Co-Principal Investigator, Project on Managing the Atom. (12/9/08. Matthew. “Securing Nuclear Stockpiles Worldwide” Chapter 7 in the book “Reykjavik Revisited: Steps Toward a World Free of Nuclear Weapons” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18767/securing_nuclear_stockpiles_worldwide.html?breadcrumb=%2Fexperts%2F368%2Fmatthew_bunn%3Fback_url%3D%252Fpublication%252F19989%252Fnuclear_terrorism%253Fbreadcrumb%253D%25252Fexperts%25252F1246%25252Falexei_shevchenko%25253Fback_url%25253D%2525252Fpublication%2525252F20090%2525252Fprestige_matters%252526back_text%25253DBack%25252520to%25252520publication%26back_text%3DBack%2520to%2520publication%26page%3D3)
Efforts to remove nuclear material from potentially vulnerable  sites and to convert research reactors to use non-weapons-usable low-  enriched uranium (LEU) as their fuel have accelerated since the es-  tablishment of the Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) in 2004.  Moreover, in the last year, GTRI expanded the list of reactors it hopes  to convert. But only a small fraction of the HEU-fueled research re-  actor sites around the world have yet had all their HEU removed.  Even with its expanded scope, however, the conversion effort will  leave roughly 40 percent of the world’s currently operating HEU-  fueled reactors uncovered. Large amounts of weapons-usable nuclear  material are also not yet being addressed. For example, only 5.2 tons  of the 17 tons of U.S.-origin HEU abroad is covered by the current  U.S. offer to take it back, and GTRI currently plans to take back less  than a third of the eligible material (though GTRI does plan to address  almost a ton of additional U.S.-origin HEU in its “gap” material pro-  gram). Some of the material not covered is being reprocessed or oth- erwise addressed abroad, and some of it is at sites with highly effec-  tive security—but some of it is not. See Figure 1 for a summary of  several key measures of the progress of U.S.-funded programs to im-  prove nuclear security.14 Clearly, while these programs have been ex-  cellent investments in U.S. and world security, there is much more  yet to be done.  

The Global Initiative to Combat Nuclear Terrorism, launched in  July 2006, may become an important tool for convincing governments  around the world that nuclear terrorism is a real and urgent threat, and  focusing them on speciﬁc actions they can take to reduce the risk.  Unfortunately, the principles the participants have accepted are ex-  tremely general, and there appears to have been little effort to use this  format to gain agreement on effective standards for nuclear security  that all participants would agree to maintain. As yet, there is little  evidence that the initiative has led to any substantial improvements in  nuclear security, and the jury is still out on how important it will  prove to be.  

Aff: CP Ineffective—Disputes 

Disputes between the US and Russia and the low priority of the program make it ineffective at securing nuclear materials.

Nuclear Threat Initiative, 2k. (“The Next Wave: The Current Response-MPC&A” www.nti.org/e_research/cnwm/next_wave/mpc&a.pdf)
 Moreover, political and management issues in both Russia and the United States  continue to pose significant obstacles to MPC&A progress.  As noted above, Russian  restrictions on access to facilities (and U.S. reactions to them) have slowed progress at a  number of facilities.  Worse, virtually all levels of the Russian system, from the President  to managers of individual areas handling nuclear material, have generally placed low  priority on improving safeguards and security when allocating their financial and  personnel resources (though there are some modest signs of improvement in this respect  at MINATOM, which has recently developed its own plan for MPC&A upgrades  throughout its complex).14  At the same time, Russia has attempted to impose taxes on the  U.S. assistance, which reduces both the amount of the assistance available for its intended  purpose and the political support for the assistance in the United States.  In the United  States, the President, Vice President, the National Security Advisor, and Cabinet  secretaries have given only sporadic attention to this issue, have allowed problems at the  working level to fester, and have only rarely put security for nuclear material on the top of  the security agenda with Russia where it belongs.  A prolonged period of interagency  disputes over how to implement the program was followed—after full budget and  program responsibility was shouldered by DOE in FY1996—by an equally prolonged  period of pulling and hauling between different factions with different approaches at  DOE headquarters and the DOE laboratories.  

Aff: Programs Have Enough Money

Obama is already going to increase funding for GTRI by 68% in FY2011

The Washington Post, 10. (2/3/2010. “Obama budge seeks 13.4% increase for nuclear security agency; Significant boost Could help build support for treaty with Russia” LexisNexis Academic.)
President Obama's fiscal 2011 budget blueprint calls for an increase in funding of more than 13 percent for the agency that oversees the U.S. nuclear weapons complex, a greater percentage increase than for any other government agency.The request could help reduce opposition to a new strategic arms control treaty with Russia. Republicans have argued that the Obama administration  will jeopardize national security if it agrees to cuts in the U.S. nuclear arsenal without modernizing the country's remaining weapons.

The $11.2 billion request for the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) represents a 13.4 percent increase for the agency from the previous fiscal year. Most agencies across the rest of the government saw either no increase in the spending plan announced this week or a single-digit percentage increase.

At the NNSA, the Obama administration is seeking a funding increase of 25 percent, to $2 billion, for the continued safety and surety of the nuclear weapons stockpile. That would ensure funds for the agency to reach full production of the refurbished Navy W-76 Trident submarine warhead, to refurbish the B-61 bomb, and to study options for maintaining the W-78, the warhead in the Minuteman III intercontinental ballistic missile.

In addition, the budget request provides for a 10.4 percent increase, to $1.6 billion, in funds for additional work in science and technology to enhance confidence in the annual certification of the nuclear stockpile. An additional $2 billion would go to the long-term program to upgrade weapons-complex facilities, including a new plutonium facility for the Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico and a uranium manufacturing plant at Oak Ridge, Tenn.

Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), who has actively followed negotiations over a new nuclear treaty with Russia, said the increase in the budget was "a definite improvement over previous years." But he said he will be meeting with administration officials to make certain that the budget correlates with the upcoming Nuclear Posture Review and the 10-year modernization plan that could help in dealing with any future treaty.

Other observers already see the new budget as a boon for arms-control advocates."The budget signals that the price for the START follow-on agreement with Russia and Senate certification of the CTBT [Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty] is additional money for nuclear weapons modernization and production facilities," said Hans M. Kristensen, director of the Nuclear Information Project of the Federation of American Scientists. He said the additional funds for research will provide continued employment for scientists so that skills remain to build new nuclear weapons if needed.
Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association, said the proposed budget figures show that the administration is not allowing the nuclear arsenal to be degraded, as some critics have charged. Instead, Kimball said, the budget shows that there is "a major effort to extend the service lives of warheads.""Even without the additional funding proposed by the administration, confidence in the ability to maintain U.S. warheads in the absence of nuclear test explosions has been increasing," he said.

Other large increases in funding requests at the NNSA pertain to nonproliferation, which President Obama has stressed as part of his arms-control agenda. An estimated $100 million will go to Russia as part of a $400 million commitment to help it dispose of plutonium Obama also requested $559 million for the Global Threat Reduction Initiative, an increase of 68 percent from the previous year. This is to aid in bringing under control additional nuclear materials from overseas and to convert research reactors fueled with highly enriched uranium to low-enriched uranium.
*****6 PARTY TALKS CP****

1NC Shell

Text: The United States federal government should formally end the Korean War with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea and fully commit to a new round of six party talks.
CP solves best- Declaring peace 
Moore 08 (Gregory J. Moore is Assistant Professor of Political Science and East Asian Studies at Eckerd College, St. Petersburg, Florida. His research and teaching responsibilities include Chinese and East Asian politics and international relations, and international relations theory and methods, “America’s Failed North Korea Nuclear Policy: A New Approach”, http://proquest.umi.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/pqdweb?index=0&did=1995208031&SrchMode=2&sid=2&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1277489664&clientId=45950&cfc=1)

Sanctions are not an attractive option either. First, they have not been effective because of "leaks" and because North Korea has simply "tightened its belt." Second, even if North Korea's neighbors could be persuaded to plug the "leaks," North Korea has declared that sanctions are the equivalent of a declaration of war and will respond accordingly, which again is a grave threat to Seoul. In other words, continuing with the status quo simply gives Kim Jong Il more time to develop his weapons, and resorting to the military option is at present virtually unthinkable given the threat to Seoul. Because of the paucity of U.S. options, I propose a new approach for American policy toward North Korea.

Two New Policy Options

There are two options that would address American interests in North Korea. First is the institutionalization of the 6PT into a regional security framework or organization that would serve the purpose of holding North Korea accountable to regional powers. China has been leading the way in strengthening the 6PT as a forum to promote dialogue and avert disaster on the Korean peninsula. This forum has been a useful way to address America's concerns with North Korea. The facts that these six parties include the world's most powerful nation (the United States), the world's three most powerful nuclear powers (the United States, Russia, and China), the world's three most powerful economies (the United States, China, and Japan), and of course the parties to the world's most potentially explosive unresolved civil war, underline the importance of such an institution and the importance of continued discussion among these six parties even if the immediate crisis of North Korean nuclearization is resolved. The Bush administration has been correct to argue that ultimately North Korea needs to be held accountable in a broader multilateral framework such as the 6PT, and the 6PT have been instrumental in facilitating the face-to-face talks North Korea and America needed to finally seal a deal in 2007.

The call for institutionalization of the 6PT is not new. Many in China,16 the United States,17 and elsewhere,18 have called for the 6PT to be extended beyond the present crisis, institutionalizing them into a nascent regional security framework. Given tensions between China and Japan, the two Koreas and Japan, China and the United States over Taiwan, and unresolved territorial disputes between Japan and Russia, the importance of creating such a regional security framework or organization goes far beyond the crisis on the Korea peninsula. The 6PT, or something like them, must remain a factor in Northeast Asian regional security, even after the North Korean issues are resolved.

The second policy recommendation may be viewed as radical by neoconservatives and others in Washington, but is in fact a far more effective "preventive" move than those neoconservatives have themselves advocated in recent years. In addition to all of the details of the agreements worked out in 2007 by way of the 6PT, so as to pave the way for a real breakthrough in the North Korea nuclear dilemma, the United States should offer North Korea full diplomatic recognition, including the opening of a U.S. embassy in Pyongyang and eventually the opening of a North Korean embassy in Washington. As a part of this move, the United States should also offer to turn the 1953 Korean War armistice into a full-fledged peace agreement, formally ending the Korean War. These moves should be done without preconditions. At the same time, they do not require a retreat from any of the other agreements the United States and its partners have in place presently regarding North Korea's disabling of its nuclear facilities, full disclosure of all nuclear activities, or ending its nuclear-proliferation activities.

2NC Solvency Frontline

1. CP solves multiple scenarios of Asian instability-promotes China to leadership position, deters nuclear North Korea and independently solves the aff in the long term.

 Bandow 5/25 (5/25/10, Doug, Cato Institute, Bandow is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, advisor to Campaign for Liberty, and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He is also a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, “Engaging China to Maintain Peace in East Asia”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11845)
How to maintain the peace in East Asia? Washington must engage the PRC on both issues. America's relationship with Beijing will have a critical impact on the development of the 21st century. Disagreements are inevitable; conflict is not. China is determined to take an increasingly important international role. It is entitled to do so. However, it should equally commit to acting responsibly. As the PRC grows economically, expands its military, and gains diplomatic influence, it will be able to greatly influence international events, especially in East Asia. If it does so for good rather than ill, its neighbors will be less likely to fear the emerging superpower. Most important, responsible Chinese policy will diminish the potential for military confrontation between Beijing and Asian states as well as the U.S. In return, Washington should welcome China into the global leadership circle if its rise remains peaceful and responsible. American analysts have expressed concern about a Chinese military build-up intended to prevent U.S. intervention along the PRC's border. But the U.S. cannot expect other states to accept American dominance forever. Any American attempt to contain Beijing is likely to spark — predictably — a hostile response from China. Instead, Washington policymakers should prepare for a world in which reciprocity replaces diktat. The U.S. could encourage Chinese responsibility by adopting policies that highlight the importance of the PRC's role in promoting regional peace and stability. Such an approach is most needed to deal with the Korean peninsula and Taiwan. For instance, Beijing could play a critical role in restraining and ultimately transforming the North. So far the PRC has declined to apply significant pressure on its long-time ally. In fact, North Korea's Kim Jong-il recently visited China, presumably in pursuit of additional economic aid and investment. His quid pro quo might have been a professed willingness to return to the Six-Party nuclear talks. But few analysts believe there is much chance of a nuclear deal whether or not these negotiations proceed — and almost certainly no chance unless the PRC is prepared to get tough with the North, including threatening to cut off generous food and energy shipments. To encourage Beijing, Washington should suggest that China would share the nightmare if an unstable North Korea expands its nuclear arsenal. The North's nuclear program would yield concern even in the best of cases. But the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea is no best case. The regime started a war in 1950 and engaged in terrorism into the 1980s. Pyongyang has cheerfully sold weapons to all comers. Worse, today it appears to be in the midst of an uncertain leadership transition. If North Korean forces sank the South Korean vessel, then either Kim Jong-il is ready to risk war or has lost control of the military, which is ready to risk war. The Obama administration should indicate to the PRC that Washington will face sustained pressure to take military action against the North — which obviously would not be in Beijing's interest. Should the DPRK amass a nuclear arsenal, the U.S. would have no more desire than China to be in the middle of a messy geopolitical confrontation, especially one that could go nuclear. Thus, Washington would not be inclined to block decisions by the ROK and Japan to create countervailing nuclear arsenals. Just as the prospect of a North Korean bomb worries the U.S., the possibility of a Japanese nuclear capacity would unsettle the PRC. Should China take the tough, even risky (from its standpoint) steps necessary to moderate or transform Pyongyang, Washington should promise to reciprocate. The DPRK poses the greatest threat to regional peace and security. Eliminate it, and eliminate the principal justification for a U.S. military presence in East Asia. Most obvious would be a promise not to maintain American bases or troops in the Korean peninsula, whether united or divided. Pulling back units from Japan would also be warranted.

2NC Solvency Frontline
2. CP solves nukes in North Korea and stability in Asia—it’s a valuable quid pro quo
Moore 08 (Gregory J. Moore is Assistant Professor of Political Science and East Asian Studies at Eckerd College, St. Petersburg, Florida. His research and teaching responsibilities include Chinese and East Asian politics and international relations, and international relations theory and methods, “America’s Failed North Korea Nuclear Policy: A New Approach”, http://proquest.umi.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/pqdweb?index=0&did=1995208031&SrchMode=2&sid=2&Fmt=3&VInst=PROD&VType=PQD&RQT=309&VName=PQD&TS=1277489664&clientId=45950&cfc=1)

For several reasons, the United States would have little to lose in taking this new approach. If North Korea responded favorably to the new U.S. overtures, two general streams of events might follow. If the peace treaty were signed, the U.S. embassy opened in Pyongyang, and all sides continued to meet their commitments, it would be expected that these new developments would lead to an environment in which Kim Jong Il might feel secure enough to lay down his nuclear weapons and terminate the nuclear-weapons programs. However, if North Korea accepted the new U.S. approach and, as was the case with the 1994 Agreed Framework, the agreement began to unravel, the United States would still be better off than it is now. Just as in the days of the cold-war standoff with the Soviet Union, the United States would have a listening post inside North Korea with its embassy. Needless to say, this is something the United States does not have presently. This U.S. action would also be viewed favorably in Beijing, Seoul, and Moscow, giving it more diplomatic capital with China, South Korea, and Russia, which is important in the wake of the unpopular Iraq war. This could be particularly strategic if it became clear that sanctions or other actions were needed toward North Korea at some point in the future. If, however, North Korea were to refuse such an American approach, the United States would find itself with several advantages as well. First, if North Korea refused the U.S. offer to establish normal diplomatic relations, open embassies in each other's capitals, and sign a formal peace treaty ending the Korean War, this would deny what North Korea itself has long said it desires- to be treated as a normal country by the United States. Therefore, the U.S. offer could put North Korea in a difficult position. The U.S. proposal would be difficult for North Korea to refuse, despite the tension and lack of trust between the two, because rejection would make North Korea look even more like the intransigent trouble maker many have made it out to be. The United States, on the other hand, would look like a better citizen in the international community, and would find it easier to garner support for a firmer stand on North Korea in the region and at the United Nations if necessary down the road. Again, this is important given the low level of support for U.S. foreign policy in the international community since the Iraq war. Discussions with some of China's top strategic thinkers on North Korea in 2004, 2005, and 2008 indicate that such a U.S. approach would be welcomed by Beijing, which has increasingly come to see North Korea as a brotherly "pain in the neck."20 Beijing's patience with Pyongyang is running thin. If Pyongyang were to reject an American offer this gracious, Beijing might shift further toward the U.S. side on the matter, further isolating North Korea. A decision by Beijing to truly put the squeeze on North Korea is a difficult one given China's proximity to North Korea and the effect a collapsing North Korea could have on China's border regions. However, Beijing would have little choice but to take a firmer stand against North Korea if North Korea rejected such an American offer, and China does still have some leverage over North Korea. In the end, the most favorable outcome of such a fresh approach to North Korea from the U.S. perspective would be a reduction of tensions on the Korean peninsula, a standing down of Kim Jong Il on the nuclear issue, a DPRK commitment to cease proliferation activities to Syria, Iran, and other buyers, a huge improvement in U.S.-North Korean relations, and a general relaxation of tensions in the region. This is in fact the most likely outcome. Kim Jong Il has few options left on his plate. He has stated continuously that his greatest concern is security and that the United States is the greatest threat to his security. This is the majority view of China's North Korea experts and the view of many other North Korean watchers as well, including Jack Pritchard, Siegfried Hecker, and others.21 A removal or major diminishing of the U.S. security threat Kim Jong Il's regime faces would give him the "face" and the political capital to do what the United States actually wants him to do. One of the most important advantages this new confidence building approach to U.S. North Korea policy could bring is the establishment of an elementary level of trust between Washington and Pyongyang. Trust has been lacking between the DPRK and the United States for the entirety of their relationship, and this lack of trust has been an enormous obstacle to the resolution of the recent nuclear dilemma. Arguably, lack of trust is even the source of the dilemma. Kim Jong Il fears the United States and has concluded that his only source of security is nuclear weapons. An American policy such as the one outlined here would be the first step in removing the source of Kim's fear. This could ultimately lead to a buildup of trust between the two parties, make it possible to end the North Korean nuclear dilemma, and possibly, in the long run, bring reunification to the Korean peninsula.

2NC Solvency Frontline

3.  Six-party talks key to stability in Asia.

Daily Yomiuri 9 (Yomiuri, 10/7/09, "EDITORIAL; N. Korea must return to 6-party talks", http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9621511225&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9621511232&cisb=22_T9621511231&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=145202&docNo=1)

In a meeting with Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao, North Korean leader Kim Jong Il referred to the possibility that his country could return to the six-party talks aimed at scrapping the country's nuclear development programs. Six months ago, North Korea declared it would never return to the six-party talks after the U.N. Security Council condemned the country for its test launch of a long-range ballistic missile. In the meeting Monday with the Chinese leader, however, Kim indicated North Korea was prepared to attend multilateral talks, including the six-party talks, depending on progress in its negotiations with the United States. This represents a change of Pyongyang's position. The North Korean leader is also believed to have made the statement to receive economic aid in return. However, it remains uncertain whether North Korea really intends to return to the six-party talks, because it has not changed its stance of focusing on its negotiations with the United States. The United States has made it clear that it is ready to hold talks with North Korea if the dialogue is intended to persuade Pyongyang to return to the six-party talks. It is essential at this time for the United States to sufficiently coordinate with Japan, China, South Korea and Russia--the other parties involved in the six-party talks. Pyongyang defiant The problem is that North Korea intends to turn its possession of nuclear weapons into a fait accompli. It has conducted nuclear tests twice, and has refused to scrap its nuclear programs. The U.N. Security Council is right to have imposed sanctions on North Korea with resolutions. The sanctions must not be relaxed in any way until North Korea reaffirms its pledge to scrap its nuclear programs, as stipulated in the joint statement agreed upon in the six-party talks in September 2005, and takes concrete steps to abandon the programs. In visiting North Korea, Wen shouldered an important responsibility as the representative of China, which chairs the six-party talks. Visiting North Korea in the "friendship year" that marks the 60th anniversary of the establishment of diplomatic ties between the two countries, Wen was outwardly welcomed with great enthusiasm. In truth, however, China-North Korea relations have cooled considerably. Wen's visit marked the first by a Chinese premier to North Korea in 18 years. Chinese President Hu Jintao paid his last visit to North Korea back in 2005. The two countries' relations have become chilly mainly because of North Korea's nuclear programs. Reluctant to punish ally China has been cautious about implementing sanctions against North Korea. This policy is believed to be one of the factors that resulted in the situation today. Beijing apparently took such a stance out of the belief that imposing sanctions against North Korea would shake the country's regime, which would adversely affect stability--and stability is China's top priority. In reality, as a result of North Korea continuing its nuclear programs, stability in East Asia, including China, has been damaged further.

4. US cooperation with China vital to regional stability-spills over to other countries.

The Nation 09 (2/17/09, The Nation (Thailand), “America has a newfound interest in Asia” , http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9604329593&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9604329598&cisb=22_T9604329597&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=220765&docNo=2)

The weeklong visit to four Asian countries by US Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton is testimony to the Obama administration 's sincerity about making a difference in its Asian policy. In the past the US talked a lot about Asia but with little tangible action, but it seems now that the US will match every commitment with deed. That is a good beginning. Secretary of State Clinton has made the right decision to come to Asia before making the usual trip across the Atlantic to Europe. Her visit will generate much confidence and engender a forward-looking attitude among Asian countries about engaging with the US in the most constructive ways. Clinton's itinerary reflects both the old and new reality in this part of the world. Japan, China and South Korea remain the prime movers and shakers in East Asia. It has been that way since the end of the Second World War, and their economic imperatives have made these three Asian powers formidable. The level of friendship or adversity among them can affect the region's economic development and stability. During her visit, Clinton must find ways to ensure that these three countries - with different historical baggage and experiences, not to mention different levels of mutual trust - continue their cooperation and strengthen their relations further. For the US strategic interest, the region's solid economic development will derive from the cooperation and trust between these countries. Their common prosperity will have ripple effects for the whole region. In the post-Cold War period the US was used to the strategy of divide and rule between China and the two freer economies of Japan and South Korea. However, the growing importance of China and its integration with the global economy, particularly with the US, has made rapprochement and further cooperation between the US and China possible. The issue is: Can Washington consolidate its China relations while maintaining the same relationship with Japan and South Korea, which are staunch allies? The answer will have much to do with the US's attitude towards China and its engagement with the rest of the region. Obviously, the global financial crisis has made the trio more willing to cooperate with one another. The least the US can do is to ensure that this cooperation is not obstructed. It would be wise for the US's new Asian policy to promote cooperation and stability within the region. Therefore it is crucial that the US finds ways to encourage and support the emerging East Asian community, which is still in the making.

2NC Solvency Frontline

5. CP solves multiple scenarios of Asian instability-promotes China to leadership position, deters nuclear North Korea and independently solves the aff in the long term.

 Bandow 5/25 (5/25/10, Doug, Cato Institute, Bandow is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, advisor to Campaign for Liberty, and a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He is also a former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, “Engaging China to Maintain Peace in East Asia”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11845)
How to maintain the peace in East Asia? Washington must engage the PRC on both issues. America's relationship with Beijing will have a critical impact on the development of the 21st century. Disagreements are inevitable; conflict is not. China is determined to take an increasingly important international role. It is entitled to do so. However, it should equally commit to acting responsibly. As the PRC grows economically, expands its military, and gains diplomatic influence, it will be able to greatly influence international events, especially in East Asia. If it does so for good rather than ill, its neighbors will be less likely to fear the emerging superpower. Most important, responsible Chinese policy will diminish the potential for military confrontation between Beijing and Asian states as well as the U.S. In return, Washington should welcome China into the global leadership circle if its rise remains peaceful and responsible. American analysts have expressed concern about a Chinese military build-up intended to prevent U.S. intervention along the PRC's border. But the U.S. cannot expect other states to accept American dominance forever. Any American attempt to contain Beijing is likely to spark — predictably — a hostile response from China. Instead, Washington policymakers should prepare for a world in which reciprocity replaces diktat. The U.S. could encourage Chinese responsibility by adopting policies that highlight the importance of the PRC's role in promoting regional peace and stability. Such an approach is most needed to deal with the Korean peninsula and Taiwan. For instance, Beijing could play a critical role in restraining and ultimately transforming the North. So far the PRC has declined to apply significant pressure on its long-time ally. In fact, North Korea's Kim Jong-il recently visited China, presumably in pursuit of additional economic aid and investment. His quid pro quo might have been a professed willingness to return to the Six-Party nuclear talks. But few analysts believe there is much chance of a nuclear deal whether or not these negotiations proceed — and almost certainly no chance unless the PRC is prepared to get tough with the North, including threatening to cut off generous food and energy shipments. To encourage Beijing, Washington should suggest that China would share the nightmare if an unstable North Korea expands its nuclear arsenal. The North's nuclear program would yield concern even in the best of cases. But the so-called Democratic People's Republic of Korea is no best case. The regime started a war in 1950 and engaged in terrorism into the 1980s. Pyongyang has cheerfully sold weapons to all comers. Worse, today it appears to be in the midst of an uncertain leadership transition. If North Korean forces sank the South Korean vessel, then either Kim Jong-il is ready to risk war or has lost control of the military, which is ready to risk war. The Obama administration should indicate to the PRC that Washington will face sustained pressure to take military action against the North — which obviously would not be in Beijing's interest. Should the DPRK amass a nuclear arsenal, the U.S. would have no more desire than China to be in the middle of a messy geopolitical confrontation, especially one that could go nuclear. Thus, Washington would not be inclined to block decisions by the ROK and Japan to create countervailing nuclear arsenals. Just as the prospect of a North Korean bomb worries the U.S., the possibility of a Japanese nuclear capacity would unsettle the PRC. Should China take the tough, even risky (from its standpoint) steps necessary to moderate or transform Pyongyang, Washington should promise to reciprocate. The DPRK poses the greatest threat to regional peace and security. Eliminate it, and eliminate the principal justification for a U.S. military presence in East Asia. Most obvious would be a promise not to maintain American bases or troops in the Korean peninsula, whether united or divided. Pulling back units from Japan would also be warranted.

2NC Solvency Frontline
6. US removal of sanctions and ending of the Korean war key to six-party talks.

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 10 (2/24/10, "US, China approve attempts to resume six-party talks at soonest - Kyodo" http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613400246&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613292325&cisb=22_T9613292324&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=2)

Beijing, Feb. 24 Kyodo - The United States and China agreed Wednesday to boost diplomatic drives to resume the stalled six-party talks on North Korea's nuclear programme "as soon as we can," US President Barack Obama's special envoy on North Korea said. "I think everybody shares the view that it is important to get back to the negotiating table as soon as we can," Stephen Bosworth told reporters after meeting Wu Dawei, China's special representative for Korean Peninsula affairs, in Beijing. When asked whether the United States will hold bilateral talks with North Korea to help resume the denuclearization process, which Pyongyang quit in April last year, Bosworth said, "I think it would be premature to discuss specific options." Bosworth declined to touch on the substance of the talks with Wu, only saying that Washington remains strongly committed to diplomatic efforts to achieve the denuclearization and stability of the Korean Peninsula. The U.S special representative for North Korean policy arrived in Beijing on Wednesday evening for a two-day visit on the first leg of his three-nation Asia trip that will also take him to Seoul and Tokyo. Earlier Wednesday, South Korea's top nuclear negotiator Wi Sung Lac indicated after meeting Chinese officials in Beijing that there are no signs the six-party talks involving the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United States will resume soon. North Korea's stance on the denuclearization talks "seemed to be the same as before," Wi told reporters as he wrapped up a two-day trip to Beijing where he held talks with Wu. Wi's comment was taken to suggest that North Korea's chief nuclear negotiator Kim Kye Gwan repeated the claim when meeting with Wu earlier this month that Pyongyang wants UN sanctions lifted and talks with the United States on a peace treaty to formally end the 1950-1953 Korean War before it rejoins the six-way talks. Just as he had with Wi, Wu was believed to have briefed Bosworth about his talks with Kim, a North Korean vice foreign minister, and discuss steps to revive the six-way talks. Bosworth was also believed to have been debriefed about a meeting between North Korean leader Kim Jong Il and Wang Jiarui, head of the Chinese Communist Party's International Department, in Pyongyang on Feb. 8. "The Chinese have recently had several contacts with the DPRK, and it is a very timely opportunity to exchange views and observations," Bosworth said, referring to North Korea by its official name, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea. He was accompanied by Sung Kim, US special envoy for the six-party talks. In Washington, US State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said Tuesday that the United States is "willing to engage in a broad discussion with North Korea inside the context of the six-party process on the full range of issues, as is every member of the six-party process." "The key to getting to that point is for North Korea to come back to the six-party process, which they're struggling to do," Crowley told a press briefing. "And the decision remains theirs and the ball remains in their court." Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang said Tuesday that Beijing encourages relevant multilateral or bilateral dialogue that will improve relations between countries involved and is conducive to resuming the six-party talks soon to ensure peace and stability in Northeast Asia and the Korean Peninsula.

7. CP key to get DPRK to the six-party talks- key to arms reduction                                                              BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 10 (2/3/10, "USA not to accept North Korea as nuclear weapons state – intelligencechief",http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613435163&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613431832&cisb=22_T9613431831&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=5)

WASHINGTON, Feb. 2 (Yonhap) - The United States Tuesday [ 2 February] said it will not accept North Korea as a nuclear weapons status, although it is seeking that status through demonstration of its nuclear and missile capabilities.

"We judge Kim Jong Il seeks recognition of North Korea as a nuclear weapons power by the US and the international community," Dennis Blair,  director of National Intelligence, told a Senate Select Committee on Intelligence hearing. "Pyongyang's intent in pursuing dialogue at time time is to take advantage of what it perceves as an enhanced negotiating position, having demonstrated its nuclear and missile capabilities."

North Korea has boycotted the six-party talks on ending its nuclear ambitions citing UN sanctions for its nuclear and missile tests early last year, but recently reached out to the US and South Korea, hinting at the possibility of returning to the nuclear talks.
Pyongyang, however, demanded that sanctions be lifted and a peace treaty be signed to replace an armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War.

North Korea's second nuclear test in May last year is widely seen as having demonstrated its nuclear capability unlike one in 2006, which is seen as a partial failure.

"We judge North Korea has tested two nuclear devices, and while we do not know whether the North has produced nuclear weapons, we asses it has the capability to do so," Blair said. "It remains our policy that we will not accept North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, and we assess that other countries in the region remain committed to the denuclearization of North Korea as has been reflected in the six-party talks."

2NC Solvency Frontline

8. More evidence, North Korea willing to attend six-party talks- CP is key

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 10 (2/27/10, "US secretary of state notes 'signs of progress' for six-way talks - Yonhap",http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613435163&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613431832&cisb=22_T9613431831&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=14)

WASHINGTON, Feb. 26 (Yonhap) - The United States sees hopeful signs for North Korea's return to stalled six-party talks on ending its nuclear ambitions, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said Friday.

"Ultimately, it is up to the North Koreans, but we're encouraged by signs of progress to return to the talks that we are seeing," Clinton told reporters after meeting with South Korean Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan [Yu Myo'ng-hwan] at the State Department. "We discussed all of the challenges to the resumption of peace negotiations, but the imperative of beginning to do so as soon as possible."

Clinton said that Stephen Bosworth, special representative for North Korea policy, and Sung Kim, special envoy for six-party talks, "are quite heartened by the movement we see in our joint efforts."

Sung Kim shortened his trip to Asia to attend Clinton's meeting with Yu while Bosworth is currently in Tokyo on the third leg of his weeklong Asian trip, which also brought them to Seoul and Beijing.

Clinton did not elaborate on the challenges, but North Korea has called for lifting of sanctions and beginning of talks for a peace treaty to replace the 1950-53 Korean War armistice before it returns to the six-party talks. The North has boycotted the talks since UN sanctions were imposed for its nuclear and missile tests early last year.

AT: CP Links to Politics

Strong support for six-party talks

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 9 (8/20/09, "US Congressman urges North Korea to return to six-party talks unconditionally", lexis)
WASHINGTON, Aug. 20 (Yonhap) - A senior US Congressman called on North Korea Thursday to return to the six-party talks on ending its nuclear ambitions without conditions. Rep. Howard Berman (D-CA) made the point while meeting with senior Chinese officials in Beijing, his office said in a statement. As chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee, Berman was leading a bipartisan delegation of Congressmen to the Chinese capital. "North Korea's continued refusal to live up to its commitments to cease its nuclear activities and permanently dismantle its nuclear facilities puts the security of both China and the United States at risk," Berman said. "North Korea must return to the Six Party Talks without delay and without conditions." North Korea has said it will permanently boycott the multilateral talks, citing international sanctions enforced on it after its nuclear and missile tests in recent months, and called on the US to engage in bilateral dialogue for a breakthrough. The US says any face-to-face negotiations should be conducted within the six-party talks, involving the two Koreas, the US, China, Japan and Russia. China hosts the multilateral forum. Berman, who met with National People's Congress Standing Committee Chairman Wu Bangguo, Vice Premier Wang Qishan, NPC Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Li Zhaoxing and Foreign Affairs Minister Yang Jiechi, called for enhanced cooperation between the US and China in seeking the North's denuclearization. China, North Korea's closet communist ally and its biggest benefactor, has often been denounced for not implementing international sanctions on the reclusive and impoverished North, which is heavily dependent on China for food, energy and other necessities. Berman lauded close cooperation between Washington and Beijing in a variety of issues, but added, "In spite of our common agenda, there remains work to be done on some serious issues, first and foremost, on stopping the spread of nuclear weapons in the Middle East and the Korean Peninsula." "The North Korean nuclear issue has been an area of positive cooperation between the US and China, and I expect that it will continue to be in the future," he said. "The United States and China share the same goal of a denuclearized Korean Peninsula and agree that the multilateral talks are the best way forward to achieve this goal." 

AT: North Korea not key to stability

Nuclear North Korea  leads to Asian instability                                                                                                              BBC Monitoring Former Soviet Union 10 (3/19/10, "Security threats for Russia in Asia-Pacific region remain - General Staff", http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9626710318&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9626710321&cisb=22_T9626710320&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=21
Moscow, 18 March: A representative of the General Staff of the Russian Armed Forces has said controversies in the Asia-Pacific region increase the risk of resorting to the use of national armed forces. "In today's conditions this risk is several times higher, taking into consideration the existing territorial problems," the deputy head of the General Staff's Main Directorate for Armaments, Maj-Gen Vitaliy Kormiltsev, said on Thursday [18 March] at a scientific and practical conference called "Asia-Pacific region and national security of the Russian Federation" held at the Russian Federation Council. Kormiltsev said that "particular instability in the region was due to the situation on the Korean Peninsula". "It is a threat to Russia in terms of the possibility of an armed conflict near our borders," he added. The situation in North Korea is likely to destabilize in case its leader has health problems, he said. "This may lead to a struggle for power and a loss of control over the situation in North Korea. This kind of development can be used by the USA and South Korea as a pretext for interfering with the domestic affairs of North Korea, or even for a military intervention," Kormiltsev said.
2AC Frontline

1. CP Links to Politics-vote count and public perception

Korea Times 10 (3/4/10, "US Congress Skeptical Over NK Peace Treaty", http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9621042286&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9621042289&cisb=22_T9621042288&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=1)

Some observers correctly say that it's because U.S. negotiators see granting a peace treaty to the ill-behaving North as a "reward." But a deeper and even ultimate diagnosis may be that it's because the U.S. actually cannot afford to give it to North Korea. And the problem lies with its domestic political situation, according to Feffer. "U.S. law stipulates that a peace treaty must obtain two-thirds of the votes in the Senate. The problem is that there are a number of Senators, mostly Republican, who are not willing to sign a peace treaty with North Korea. This domestic consideration has to be taken into account," said Feffer, adding that this is the "real reason" the U.S. administration is unwilling to offer a peace pact. North Korea, therefore, should work hard with the American public because the U.S. lawmakers are elected officials who are compelled to serve the interests of their constituency. This won't be an easy task. In a survey last year by Rasmussen, a U.S. polling organization, North Korea topped the list of countries that American voters see as the biggest national security threat. A Gallup poll in February showed that the view hasn't changed. The North again topped the list of countries, together with Iran, in "critical threats to the U.S. vital interests." The results show the predominantly negative perceptions the American public have toward North Korea. And given that their view on the North, not the U.S. administration, may be the ultimate decider on whether a peace treaty should be signed, Pyongyang is at a critical disadvantage. In its peace treaty demand, North Korea may have neglected this factor. It's important for the secretive state to have "winning negotiations" with U.S. nuclear envoys, but behind them are lawmakers, and behind them the general public, who ultimately influences U.S. negotiations. "There is a tendency in the U.S. that sees a peace treaty with North Korea as somehow a concession," said Feffer. "That's why it has been so difficult to push the issue forward domestically." Perhaps, it's time for North Korea to engage in a charm offensive of public diplomacy to earn the hearts and minds of Americans first to see progress on its demand.

2AC Frontline

2. China will not work with US- assumes debate and indicates traditionalists are winning.

The Korea Herald 09  (11/5/09, The Korean Herald, “China won’t Tighten Screws on North Korea”, http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612602693&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612602696&cisb=22_T9612602695&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=158208&docNo=1)

The conservative school rose up in response to a discourse advocating what some Chinese termed the virtual abandonment of North Korea. These scholars, policy analysts and retired diplomats, several of whom served in the DPRK, remain deeply mistrustful of the West and have a zero-sum view of the stakes on the Korean peninsula. They believe that despite opportunities for cooperation, the U.S. presents the largest potential challenge to Chinese national interests. They blame Washington for lack of progress on North Korea due to its failure to engage in bilateral talks, provide sufficient security assurances to North Korea and eventually normalize bilateral relations. They have been particularly critical of any characterization of the China-DPRK relationship as a mere "normal bilateral relationship," and of the Security Council presidential statement, which they believe to be a condemnation of North Korea's peaceful use of satellite technologies. The Chinese government's calculations have followed traditionalist lines throughout the debate. One of the most important institutions favoring a conservative approach to the DPRK is the PLA. The PLA's traditional bonds with North Korea and its distrust of U.S. military power and intentions mean that the Chinese military has little sympathy for the "strategist" arguments. The primary "traditionalist" arguments are: - China and North Korea fought a war together against the U.S. The relationship - "like lips and teeth" - was built on fire and the blood of hundreds of thousands of Chinese soldiers, so it will always be a special relationship. China cannot risk damaging the relationship with an important neighbor. - China has a key interest in preventing international pressure that might lead to provocative actions by Pyongyang. - China must continue to provide aid in order to avert instability. - North Korea, as a buffer zone between the U.S. presence on the Korean Peninsula and Chinese territory, is a strategic asset, not a strategic liability. Beijing ultimately supported a strongly worded U.N. Security Council presidential statement and a resolution mandating a substantial sanctions regime, albeit one focused on missile and defense programs that would not destabilize the economy. Those who read China's endorsement of Resolution 1874 and its sanctions regime as a signal of a policy shift underestimated Beijing's aversion to being diplomatically isolated. President Obama's ability to rein in his allies and forge a solid common position with Japan and South Korea helped corner China into accepting sanctions. Although many in the West have pointed to this debate as a sign of a policy shift, Beijing's strategic calculations remain unchanged. As one high-level Chinese diplomat said, "Our mindset has changed, but the length of our border has not." North Korea's attempted satellite launch and nuclear test generated significant domestic and international pressure on Beijing, while its withdrawal from the six-party talks stripped China of its primary strategy for dealing with the nuclear crisis. Beijing was angered by the latest escalation and was ready to reprimand the North, but in a controlled way that would protect Chinese interests. China prioritizes stability over denuclearization due to a vastly different perception than the United States and its allies of the threat posed by a nuclear North Korea. Beijing's largest worries are the possibility of military confrontation between North Korea and the United States, regime implosion, a flood of North Korean refugees into China, or precipitous reunification with South Korea leading to a United States military presence north of the 38th parallel. It therefore continues to shield North Korea from more punitive measures, including stronger economic sanctions, for its provocative behavior. China negotiated for over two weeks to ensure that U.N. Security Council Resolution 1874 was strong enough to satisfy the United States and its allies yet sufficiently restrained in its effects to mitigate any damage to the North Korean regime. It remains reluctant to tighten the screws on Pyongyang. Beijing learned a lesson when its strong reaction to the 2006 nuclear test damaged bilateral relations, and now attempts to deal with the bilateral relationship separately from the nuclear issue. Overall, North Korea has created a number of foreign policy dilemmas for China. The latest round of provocations makes Beijing's balancing act between supporting a traditional ally and responding to its dangerous brinkmanship more difficult, especially when combined with heightened international pressure. Pyongyang's behavior has the potential to undermine Chinese regional security interests, particularly if Japan and South Korea respond by developing offensive military capabilities. While there is an ongoing debate on North Korea policy within Beijing policy circles reflective of divergent views of U.S.-China relations, overall there remains significant aversion to any move which might destabilize China's periphery. Beijing therefore views the nuclear issue as a longer-term endeavor for which the United States is principally responsible, and continues to strengthen its bilateral relationship with North Korea. China is likely to continue navigating successfully between the United States and DPRK while trying to ensure overall stability on the Korean Peninsula. 

2AC Frontline

3. Nuclear DPRK not a threat to stability.                                                                                            

Gavin 3/11 (3/11/10, Francis J., professor for international affairs at University of Texas, “A nuclear crisis is far from reality, despite rhetoric” http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612951780&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612951786&cisb=22_T9612951785&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=272908&docNo=8)

So how worried should we be? Not very. These threats, though serious, are overstated. 

Three common claims in particular are open to scrutiny. The first is that we are at a nuclear tipping point. Many experts contend the world is on the verge of a proliferation epidemic. By their reasoning, a nuclear Iran might drive Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey into the nuclear club. North Korea's nuclear program could leave Japan and South Korea feeling forced to develop a nuclear capability, perhaps spurring Indonesia and Malaysia to follow suit. 

This threat of nuclear dominoes has been exaggerated since the time of President John Kennedy, who in 1963 predicted there could be 25 nuclear weapons nations by the 1970s. In fact, the number of nuclear weapons programs in the world has decreased dramatically in the last three decades. 

Even the weapons programs we worry about most Pakistan, Iran and North Korea began decades ago and as far as we know, no new country has started a nuclear weapons program since the Cold War ended 20 years ago.

4. Deterrence fails- DPRK ignores and leads to increase in tension

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 4/26 (4/26/10, "North Korean paper criticizes USA's "nuclear threat" comments",http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612951780&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612951786&cisb=22_T9612951785&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=1 )
Rodong Sinmun Monday observes in a signed commentary in this regard: It is foolhardy and preposterous for the US to run the whole gamut of wordplays in a bid to charge the DPRK with "nuclear proliferation". The commentary cites facts to prove that the DPRK has never posed any nuclear threat to other countries but, has been exposed to the US constant nuclear threat for a long time. If the US has a true willingness to avert a nuclear war and ensure peace, it should substantially cut down its nuclear weapons, without letting loose rhetoric, and refrain from any act of sparking off a fresh arms race, the commentary notes, and goes on: The US hypocritical talk about "reduction of nuclear weapons" is just a version of the theory of bolstering up modern nuclear hardware, the theory of nuclear threat. It is the ulterior aim of the US to threaten the whole world with nuclear and non-nuclear weapons and mount a preemptive attack on any target any moment. Herein lies the reactionary and dangerous nature of the US frantic moves for bolstering up strategic offensive weapons including modern nuclear weapons behind the scene of "nuclear disarmament". It is quite natural for the DPRK to bolster up its war deterrent now that the US is getting hell-bent on developing and bolstering up modern strategic offensive weapons under the pretext of non-existent "nuclear threat" from the DPRK and no one can find fault with it. 

***FUEL BANK CP***
1NC Fuel Bank CP

Text: The United States Federal Government should recommit to Article Four of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty by establishing a high level disarmament panel and providing support and necessary funds to the IAEA Nuclear Fuel Bank.

Solves prolif-prevents enrichment and closes loopholes in the NPT 
Robichaud 7 (Fellow at the Century Foundation. “Reversing the Spread of Nuclear Weapons.” http://www.tcf.org/Publications/HomelandSecurity/nonproliferation.pdf)
Reaffirm America’s commitment to Article VI: The United States has backed away from its commitment to nuclear disarmament, arguing that because the clause places nuclear disarmament in the context of general disarmament that nuclear weapon states are under no legal obligation to reduce their arsenals (though it argues that its recent reductions are nevertheless consistent with the spirit of Article VI.)44 This position is deeply divisive and counterproductive. The president should reaffirm that America, like all states parties to the NPT, is legally bound by each of its Articles and remains committed to entering into good faith negotiations toward complete, verifiable, and irreversible disarmament. A statement affirming the goal of disarmament would take international pressure off America and put the spotlight on the other nuclear weapons states, which have generally stood back and allowed America to bear the heat. This position is consistent that of the American public, which overwhelmingly supports the principle that no state should have nuclear arms (see Box 3).45 Nuclear arms can never be “uninvented,” but there are many sound proposals on how to verifiably place the world’s arsenals into a state of latency. To show that it is serious about this initiative, the United States should propose and fund a high-level “track-two” disarmament panel to examine the potential paths to disarmament.  Tighten nuclear controls: The U.S. negotiating team arrived at the 2005 NPT Review conference with a plan for tightening nuclear controls, including universalizing adherence to the Additional Protocol and making it a condition of nuclear supply, closing an NPT loophole by restricting enrichment and processing technology, and creating a safeguards committee on the IAEA Board of Governors.46 These plans were dead before they were announced, however, because of the rift between nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states over their respective NPT commitments. A recommitment by the United States to its Article VI obligations could create new opportunities for stringent measures against proliferation. Support the IAEA’s effort to prohibit use of Highly Enriched Uranium (HEU) in civilian reactors: The NPT permits all states access to peaceful nuclear technology, a right which many states claim extends to all aspects of the nuclear fuel cycle, including uranium enrichment and spent fuel reprocessing. But the right to uranium enrichment is not self-evident within the Treaty. The NPT should be supplemented with a protocol to spell out that no state has an inherent right to uranium enrichment. A new multilateral regime must be established to ensure the secure provision and removal of nuclear fuel, at below the national cost of production, to each state that forswears enrichment and reprocessing and submits to stringent safeguards.47 To address verification concerns, the U.S. must support stronger inspection mechanisms and the establishment of an internationally monitored fuel bank under the IAEA. This measure will require a concerted diplomatic push, which the United States could only credibly conduct with its house in order. The benefits would be immense: it would close the loophole that Iran and others have sought to exploit and would, according to Mohammad El Baradei, Nobel laureate and head of the IAEA, solve “at least 80 percent of the problem.”48 
2NC Fuel Bank CP Solves

CP solves 100% of the advantage- two reasons

1. IAEA facilities are essential to curtail international prolif- it cuts any risk at the root because countries just can’t develop nukes if they can’t enrich their own uranium. Prolif measures that don’t cut off countries ability to create their own uranium ensure that they will always get the material to build weapons- short circuits your advantage solvency

2. Gets the US to affirm commitment to the NPT- by verifying its involvement in Article four it sends a signal to other countries that prolif is not ok- many countries proliferate now because they emulate our nuclear doctrine

Solves prolif- keeps enrichment facilities and loose nukes out of the hands of rogue states

IAEA 8 (International Atomic Energy Agency. “IAEA welcomes US Contribution of $5o Million to Fuel Bank” “http://www.iaea.org/NewsCenter/News/2008/usdonation.html)

An IAEA-controlled fuel bank is essential to reducing global nuclear dangers because the same nuclear enrichment technology that is used to make nuclear reactor fuel can also be used to make material for a nuclear weapon," " said Nunn, in a statement. "The law signed [on 26 December] is an important step forward to help prevent the spread of this nuclear technology to dozens of countries around the world and can be used to help release NTI's $50 million contribution to a fuel bank." The concept of a multilateral LEU supply bank is not a new one, and has in fact been discussed in past decades. Assurances of supply of nuclear fuel, including nuclear fuel reserves (or banks), could provide States confidence in obtaining nuclear fuel for electricity generation and protect against disruption of supply for political reasons. The risk of such disruptions could possibly dissuade countries from initiating or expanding nuclear power programmes or create vulnerabilities in the security of fuel supply that might in turn drive States to invest in national uranium enrichment capabilities with possible additional proliferation risks. Thus, multilateral approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle, in general, have the potential to facilitate peaceful use of nuclear energy while providing the international community with additional assurance that the sensitive parts of the nuclear fuel cycle are less vulnerable to misuse for non-peaceful purposes. In addition to the NTI plan, several other proposals for the creation of a reliable fuel supply have been submitted to the IAEA and are currently under consideration. A Russian proposal seeks the establishment of a joint enrichment facility at the country's pre-existing Angarsk Electrolysis Chemical Complex, which is already a manufacturer of LEU. An IAEA controlled LEU reserve would be located at Angarsk. A German plan calls for multilateral uranium enrichment under the auspices of the IAEA and calls for a third-party State to provide an extraterritorial area for a uranium enrichment plant. The plant would be financed by countries who would act as buyers of the plant´s nuclear fuel. As an increasing number of nations plan for the development of civilian nuclear energy, concern has grown over the potential for diversion of nuclear material and technology from peaceful to military use. The establishment of a nuclear fuel supply system has been considered as a means of not only minimizing this risk, but also in assisting nations in their peaceful development of nuclear power. Providing a reliable fuel supply to nations with a burgeoning nuclear power programme eases the economic cost and nuclear weapons-related risks intrinsic with building enrichment capabilities. 

2NC Fuel Bank CP Solves

Fuel bank project solves prolif- keeps nukes out of the hands of rogue states and terrorists

Nunn 7 (Sam, ex-senator. Testimony to the House of Representatives. “Statement on Nuclear Weapons policy.” http://www.nti.org/c_press/statement_Nunn_HouseForeignAffairs_051007.pdf)

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, as you know, today -- around the world – there is a rising interest in using nuclear power to generate electricity. Experts have predicted that energy demand will grow by 50 percent in the next 20 years, even more in developing countries. As energy needs rise, as the pace of global warming increases, nations will look more and more to nuclear power. Right now, there are 435 nuclear power plants operating in 30 countries. An additional 28 are under construction, and more than 200 are planned or proposed. I am a strong supporter of nuclear power, but we cannot ignore the security challenge: how can we spread nuclear power without also spreading nuclear weapons capabilities? This is a pivotal question of global security in the 21st century. As this Committee knows, the process by which one can enrich uranium to make nuclear fuel is the same process by which one can enrich uranium to make weapons-usable nuclear material. The more uranium enrichment and reprocessing facilities there are in the world – and the more countries that house these facilities – the more likely it is that the number of nuclear weapons states will increase, and the more likely it is that weapons-usable material will find its way into the hands of terrorists. It is therefore profoundly in our national security interests to give countries every incentive to import low-enriched nuclear fuel from one of the current global suppliers, rather than to build their own fuel cycle facilities. A country’s decision to rely on imported fuel may pivot on one point: whether there is a mechanism that guarantees an assured international supply of nuclear fuel on a non-discriminatory, nonpolitical basis to states that are meeting their nonproliferation obligations. That is why, last September in Vienna, on behalf of the Nuclear Threat Initiative and with the financial backing of Warren Buffett, I advanced a proposal for establishing an 4 international fuel bank – as a last-resort fuel reserve for nations that choose to develop their nuclear energy based on foreign sources of fuel supply services. This NTI proposal is contingent on other countries matching our $50 million pledge with an additional $100 million for start-up costs. Mr. Chairman, you have sponsored legislation here in the House that commits the United States to a lead role in establishing this fuel reserve. I commend you for your vision and your actions. As you know, the NTI-Buffett fuel bank is one of several proposals now being made to discourage the building of more enrichment facilities by assuring the supply of nuclear fuel. The good news: these approaches do not compete with each other; they complement each other. Together, they amount to a progressively phased approach. The first tier, of course, is the international market for nuclear fuel services. As a second tier, the six major international fuel suppliers – the United Kingdom, the United States, Russia, Germany, France, and the Netherlands – have a plan to provide reinforcing fuel supply assurances and to create national enriched uranium reserves. As a companion initiative, Russia has also proposed the establishment of a series of international fuel centers, the first of which is to be located at Angarsk, Siberia. Kazakhstan has announced its intention to participate in the creation of this International Uranium Enrichment Center. 

2NC Fuel Bank CP Solves

Fuel bank creates a physical and psychological barrier to rogue state prolif- solves better than your aff

McLachlan 6 (Nuclear Fuels Rev.  Pg. 3 Vol 31 No. 18. Lexis/Nexis)
The IAEA secretariat is organizing a "special event" during the agency's general conference in late September entitled "A New Framework for the Utilization of Nuclear Energy in the 21st Century: Assurances of Nuclear Supply and Nonproliferation." The event aims to further proposals from political leaders and IAEA Director General Mohamed ElBaradei for organizing a backup supply system that are intended to obviate the need for countries using nuclear energy to develop their own enrichment and reprocessing facilities. The concept will likely be based on two policy documents produced this spring, one by an industry working group under the World Nuclear Association and the other by diplomats from six governments whose industries are involved in commercial enrichment activities (the US, UK, Germany, Netherlands, France, and Russia). The two proposals, in fact, are highly convergent, leading one industry source who participated in the WNA effort ? which came first ? to say that the governments have paid attention to industry concerns.As the six-country paper notes, the subject of fuel supply assurances "has been studied intensively for more than three decades," producing lots of reports but no concrete results. But the perceived need for an expansion of nuclear power to new countries, coupled with the desire on the part of countries that hold sensitive nuclear technology to keep it from spreading, has brought the subject back to the fore. The case of Iran, which claims it needs enrichment facilities to feed a future large nuclear power plant fleet, has challenged western countries to propose an alternative to proliferation of national facilities, and quickly. Ambassadors to the IAEA from the six governments addressed their countries' proposal to ElBaradei   May 31. In that document, they wrote: "The objective is not to solve an existing supply problem, but to establish a mechanism to address supply problems that might arise in the future, so there would be no need to hedge with large financial investment in indigenous enrichment and reprocessing capabilities."  in 2003, US President George W. Bush in early 2004 (NF, 16 Feb. '04), and Russian President Vladimir Putin early this year (NF, 30 Jan., 6) have all called for international cooperation to ensure nuclear fuel supply while stemming the spread of sensitive technologies, notably enrichment.

Solves prolif- eliminates fissile material facilities 

Harvey 10 (Cole, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies. “The LEU Fuel Reserve at Angarsk.” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_low_enriched_uranium_angarsk.html)
The Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) on November 27, 2009, cleared the way for a nuclear fuel reserve at Angarsk, Russia, under agency auspices. The Angarsk fuel reserve, first proposed by Russia in September 2007, is meant to ensure the supply of low-enriched uranium (LEU) to participating states in the event of a political disruption in the international uranium enrichment services market. The fuel bank should not be confused with the International Uranium Enrichment Center at Angarsk, which does not require IAEA approval. (See "The International Uranium Enrichment Center at Angarsk: A Step Towards Assured Fuel Supply?" NTI issue brief by Anya Loukianova). The board empowered the director-general of the IAEA to conclude agreements with Russia and with states that may be interested in participating in the reserve, and approved a model version of the latter type of agreement. However, no agreement with any state seeking to participate in the reserve has been signed as of March 2010. While enriched uranium is necessary to fuel most civilian power reactors, enrichment technology can be used to produce the fissile material for nuclear weapons. The dual-use nature of the technology is at the heart of the dispute over Iran's nuclear program, and is the reason that some states, including the United States, are eager to find approaches to the nuclear fuel cycle that provide alternatives to domestic uranium enrichment facilities. This attitude was succinctly expressed in a 2007 British paper submitted to the IAEA, which said, "The fewer the number of enrichment installations, and the more they are under multinational control, the lower the potential for nuclear proliferation."[1] The risk that imports of nuclear fuel might be cut off for political purposes is one reason a state might choose to develop a national uranium enrichment capability. Proponents of the fuel bank concept argue that, by guaranteeing fuel supply to wary states, the reserve reduces the incentive for such states to develop their own indigenous uranium enrichment facilities. U.S. President Barack Obama endorsed the concept in his April 5, 2009, speech in Prague, saying that the international community "should build a new framework for civil nuclear cooperation, including an international fuel bank, so that countries can access peaceful power without increasing the risks of proliferation."[2] 

2NC Fuel Bank CP Solves

The fuel bank is the only way to make sure fissile material doesn’t reach rogue states

Tollefson 10 (Jeff, staff writer for Nature Magazine. “Nuclear Fuel: Keeping it Civil.” http://www.nature.com/news/2008/080123/full/451380a.html)

Billionaire investor Warren Buffett put US$50 million on the table in 2006 and challenged the world to raise another $100 million for an international nuclear fuel bank. He called it “an investment in a safer world” — a world that will soon host an expanding group of nuclear power reactors. The idea was developed by the Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI), a charity based in Washington DC that works to reduce the dangers of nuclear technology, and the proposal has met with enthusiasm from politicians, think-tanks and bureaucrats. But the offer expires in September, and so far only the United States has stepped up, tucking $50 million into a $555-billion spending bill passed by Congress last month. The premise behind an international fuel bank is that it will encourage countries who are building nuclear reactors to forgo uranium-enrichment technology because such technologies also provide most of the means for developing nuclear weapons. “The fuel bank is a worthwhile thing to do, but its importance should not be exaggerated.” Dozens of countries are starting to express an interest in nuclear energy. And established nuclear powers that had all but abandoned new plants are laying the groundwork for a new boom. Plans to expand enrichment are underway among the biggest nuclear-energy suppliers — the United States, Russia, France, the Netherlands, Germany and the United Kingdom. “Any legislative attempts to impose limits on enrichment technology are going to fail”, warns Laura Holgate, a vice president at the NTI. “The challenge is to create attractive alternatives to indigenous fuel cycles,” she says. One such alternative is to make enriched fuel available without hindrance to any country that agrees not to make it itself. Mohamed ElBaradei, director general of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) helped to kick-start the discussions for an international fuel bank in 2003. He proposed a system in which all uranium enrichment and fuel would be placed under international control. Since then, numerous countries and organizations have sent in proposals, all of which are still before the IAEA board of governors for debate. Tariq Rauf, who heads verification and security-policy coordination at the IAEA, explains that the fuel bank would be a “reserve of last resort”, where countries could purchase two or three years of fuel if they had their supply cut off as a result of some sort of diplomatic pressure. It would thus allow countries some assurance of continued access to fuel even if aspects of their non-nuclear policies were unpopular. Their supply would be severed, though, if there were a fear that they would use the fuel for proliferation purposes. “We wouldn't supply a country if we were investigating that country for safeguards issues,” Rauf says. A virtual bank The NTI proposal would purchase enough fuel to fill one reactor core, which would fit into three semi tractor-trailers (lorries) and could be parked in any country. Alternatively, the fuel could be left in place with a guarantee for future IAEA access. Such a 'virtual' fuel bank might seem easy to set up but there are fears that it would be subject to the kind of political disputes that the fuel bank is supposed to avert
2NC Fuel Bank CP- Strenghtens NPT

Solves for prolif and disarmament by preventing spread of fissile material
Scheinman 6 (Lawrence, boardmember WMBC. “Article 4 of the NPT: Background, Problems, Some Prospects.” http://www.wmdcommission.org/files/No5.pdf)

Perhaps the lesson to draw from this is that going down the path of denial without adequate incentives is a path not to be taken. It also puts the emphasis on incentives that would attract others to a particular course of action. In terms of multinationalization of certain fuel cycle activities it is arguable that an arrangement that embraced all states, not just a class of states, would have a better chance of success- i.e. an approach that involved the existing technology holders for uranium enrichment and that brought them under the same regime as others. This could be done by offering inward investment in existing facilities to states that would (a) provide them with priority assurance of supply of low enriched uranium on a timely basis and at competitive market prices; and (b) give them a formal legal relationship to the enterprise involving membership on the entity board of directors with voting rights on such matters as general policy, pricing, investment strategy, and a right to share in corporate profits. In exchange, and to support nonproliferation objectives, states that entered into such arrangements would formally 7 and verifiably foreswear developing enrichment on a national basis whether by the technology involved in the multinational enterprise or any other technology. In so far as the enterprise itself was concerned, investing states would limit their role to oversight, general policy, and management, but not be involved in operations or have access to the technology being used. On the other hand, the technology holder would be placing itself under a legal arrangement that brought a multinational dimension to its activities with formal responsibilities to its partners and a sharing of management and decision-making. De facto approaches to the problem could focus on assurance of nuclear supply. That could be achieved in a variety of ways ranging from measures to reinforce the existing global enrichment market to the establishment of consortia of nuclear fuel suppliers now predominating the international market that would provide concurrent assurances on the consistency of supply on a timely basis for states foreswearing national enrichment and reprocessing, to the instituting of a nuclear fuel bank or banks. These could include establishing an IAEA bank of low enriched uranium (along lines envisioned in President Eisenhower’s Atoms-for-Peace proposal) to be available whenever the market could not effectively respond on a timely basis to a fuel requirement and/or a regional or even national bank that would function as does the strategic petroleum reserve. Fuel banks could consist of low enriched uranium resulting from further blending down of highly enriched uranium withdrawn from existing nuclear weapon stockpiles thus contributing to nuclear disarmament objectives while not disturbing the normal marketplace. De facto approaches have two advantages: on the one hand they address most of the concerns that could arise with respect to assurance of supply; on the other they put states that are reluctant to forego national sensitive fuel cycle activity in the position of having to provide a politically credible reason to other states as to why they have to pursue a full national nuclear fuel cycle. There may be reasons in some cases, including the existence of a large national nuclear program that itself justifies a degree of selfsufficiency, or a failing market, or rapid growth in nuclear power plants and inadequate sources of fuel supply. In such situations, however, the case could be made for placing any new fuel cycle facility in an international/multinational framework. The argument for 8 this would be very strong if existing technology holders already had established such a framework and subscribed to it themselves, and very weak if that were not the case.

2NC Fuel Bank CP- Strengthens NPT

The IAEA Fuel Bank  fixes the loopholes in Article IV of the NPT- it  makes more countries sign on and obey
NPT 10 (“ 2010 Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons” http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/npt/revcon2010/papers/WP7.pdf)
1. The concept of multilateral nuclear fuel assurances (MNA) has been on the international nuclear agenda for a long time, as part of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) discussions to improve the assurance of supply of lowenriched uranium (LEU) to States engaging in the peaceful uses of nuclear energy and, within the context of non-proliferation, as a means of limiting the unwarranted and uncontrolled spread of sensitive nuclear technologies (enrichment and reprocessing). The international commercial market for nuclear fuel services generally functions well, but there is perceived interest in adding a safety net by way of LEU reserves and, in the longer term, considering new joint undertakings to take care of an increasing demand. It is therefore an issue of considerable interest within the context of article IV of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). 2. Against the backdrop of increased global interest in the development of nuclear energy in a situation of perceived looming energy scarcity, the MNA discussion has intensified, and a large number of more or less concrete proposals have been presented to implement the MNA concept, some for limited, immediate application, some more complex and long term. The details of the proposals, numbering at least 12, made so far can be found in the IAEA document GOV/INF/2007/11. 3. The MNA issue is of direct relevance to the statutory right of IAEA to assist member States in acquiring nuclear fuel for peaceful uses and to the implementation of relevant articles of the NPT, in particular article IV, on the right of every State party to develop a national fuel cycle in conformity with its safeguards obligations under the Treaty and relevant IAEA agreements. The fact that important national interests are perceived to be at stake has tended to make the debate on MNA somewhat complicated. However, a closer look at the factors involved seems to indicate that it should be possible to reconcile differences of view. As a matter of fact, while MNA may not suit the needs of all States, for the vast majority of States members of IAEA parties to the NPT, MNA arrangements could, in Sweden’s view, be beneficial in adding to the generally desirable goals of increased supply assurance and non-proliferation. For the purposes of the current discussion on MNA, it seems desirable to make the following general observations. Existing proposals and ambitions are of very differing scopes and time horizons. The most concrete but also most limited, such as the Russian Angarsk project recently approved by the IAEA Board of Governors and the proposed IAEA LEU Bank, are small-scale, last-resort backup mechanisms aimed at offsetting an unexpected, politically motivated loss of nuclear fuel supply from a customary commercial provider. 5

2NC Fuel Bank CP- Politics Differential (Unpopular)

Fuel bank politically contentious among Democrats

Simpson 8 (Fiona, head of the Arms Control Association. “Reforming The Nuclear Fuel Cycle: Time is Running Out.” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2008_09/Simpson#20)

Domestically, since the Democrats gained control of Congress in 2007, the program has seen its funding cut on Capitol Hill and its effort limited to research. At the end of June, the House Appropriations Committee expressed its skepticism of GNEP in a very visible fashion, by "zeroing out" international fiscal year 2009 funding for the program and sharply curtailing funding for domestic research. In its report, the panel stated that the "initiative to reprocess spent nuclear fuel...undermines our Nation's nuclear non-proliferation policy."[19] With the Bush administration only months away from leaving office and the future of GNEP under a new administration by no means assured, GNEP is, as one recent article has observed, in "limbo."[20]

2NC Fuel Bank CP- Politics Differential (Popular)

Congress loves the fuel bank- past legislation proves

Pomper 8 (Miles, staff writer for the Arms Control Association. “Congress Alters Bush’s Fuel Cycle Plans” http://www.armscontrol.org/print/2627)
Congress authorized and appropriated $50 million toward the establishment of an international nuclear fuel bank under IAEA auspices. Such a fuel supply reserve would be aimed at countries that “have made the sovereign choice to develop their civilian nuclear energy industry based on foreign sources of nuclear fuel and therefore have no requirement to develop an indigenous nuclear fuel enrichment capability.” Conferees on the fiscal 2008 defense authorization bill that provided the policy guidance for this contribution noted that “additional work will be required in order to provide appropriate guidance to the executive branch regarding criteria for access by foreign countries to any fuel bank established at the IAEA with materials or funds provided by the United States.” IAEA Director-General Mohamed ElBaradei and the United States and other nuclear fuel producers have urged the creation of such a fuel bank in order to deter additional countries from establishing facilities to produce nuclear fuel. They worry that such facilities could lead to additional nuclear weapons proliferation because many of the same facilities used to produce nuclear fuel can also provide the fissile material (highly enriched uranium and plutonium) used in nuclear weapons. The U.S. contribution would add to $300 million worth of low-enriched uranium (LEU) that Russia pledged last year to a potential fuel bank. (See ACT, October 2007. ) These donations are intended to jump-start an effort by ElBaradei and the private Nuclear Threat Initiative (NTI) to establish such a fuel bank in order to guarantee that states without fuel-making facilities can turn to the international body if their supplies are cut off for reasons other than commercial disputes or nonproliferation violations. In 2006, U.S. billionaire Warren Buffet offered to donate $50 million through the NTI to establish an LEU stockpile owned and managed by the IAEA under two conditions: that, within two years, one or several IAEA member states contributed an additional $100 million and that the agency took the necessary steps to establish it. (See ACT, November 2006. ) Russia has said that it is in the process of establishing such a facility at Angarsk in Siberia, where it would maintain control of the enrichment technology but allow other countries to participate as investors. It has already signed up Kazakhstan as a participant and is in the middle of negotiating such an agreement with Armenia. Nikolay Spasskiy, the deputy head of Russia’s nuclear agency, told the Russian news agency RIA Novisti Dec. 11 that “[a]n agreement with the IAEA to establish guaranteed nuclear fuel reserves at the international uranium center in is almost ready and we hope to sign it in the first months of next year.” Given the movement toward the establishment of such a facility, U.S. lawmakers chose to broaden the potential use of a separate fuel reserve of 17 tons of LEU that the United States had established in 2005, said then to be worth more than $500 million. (See ACT, November 2005. ) Under the legislation, U.S. companies would also be permitted to purchase the fuel in the event of a supply disruption. Previously, the reserve was limited to countries that forgo enrichment and reprocessing.

2AC Fuel Bank CP

 Fuel bank is irrelevant- Iran and North Korea will just get uranium anyways

RTT News 10 (“Russia, IAEA Sign Deal to Establish Global Nuclear Fuel Reservehttp://www.tradingmarkets.com/news/stock-alert/russia-iaea-sign-deal-to-establish-global-nuclear-fuel-reserve-877959.html)

A common pool to share nuclear energy, although to be used for peaceful purposes, adds a new turn to the controversies over the nuclear ambitions of countries such as North Korea and Iran. It is estimated that Iran has obtained two tons of enriched uranium since its uranium enrichment activities resumed at the Natanz nuclear center in 2006. Iranian government denies accusations that it is seeking to develop nuclear weapons, insisting that uranium enrichment is meant for peaceful purposes. Iran has begun enriching uranium to 20 per cent from February, and announced plans to build 10 new uranium enrichment plants in the next year. Sergey Novikov, spokesperson for ROSATOM, says Iran "would not need this facility (in Angarsk) to gain access to low enriched uranium. "This center will provide (IAEA member) countries with a guarantee that, no matter what political situation they are in, they can always get nuclear fuel - provided, of course, that the IAEA does not object," he added. The United States is currently working 

to create a similar facility under IAEA auspices..

Countries will just get nukes- they have the right to under the NPT

Barnaby 9 (Frank, staff writer for the Scitizen. http://scitizen.com/future-energies/the-birth-of-an-international-nuclear-fuel-bank-_a-14-2767.html)

Any proposal to reduce the threats associated with the increase in the use of nuclear power is inevitably likely to have serious drawbacks. It is likely to be regarded by many non-nuclear-weapon countries to be discriminatory and, therefore, unacceptable. Some countries, such as Iran, insist that they want to acquire and operate all the elements of the nuclear fuel cycle themselves, as they have, under the NPT, the legal right to do. 

 CP can’t solve - it also dumps a load of radioactive waste  killing biodiversity

Digges 10 (Staff writer for Bellona. “International Fuel Bank in Russia Gets Go-ahead from IAEA to industry cheers and environmental dismay.” http://www.bellona.org/articles/articles_2010/angarsk_go_ahead)

 But the uranium enrichment process causes as a by-product staggering amounts of radioactive waste, all the more so in an area that is languishing under tons of uranium enrichment waste that has been produced domestically and imported from France and Germany. Diplomats who spoke with Bellona Web on Monday said that the IAEA-Rosatom plan for the bank has not yet taken into account the storage of the waste the uranium bank will produce. At present, more nearly three quarters of a million tons of radioactive waste is stored in north western Siberia, often in the open air, in conditions that Russian government nuclear regulatory bodies themselves have declared to be inconsistent with international practices, and generally unsafe for the environment. “The fuel bank will mean rapidly growing stockpiles of radwaste in Siberia,” Vladimir Slivyak, co-chair of the Russian environmental group Ecodefence, told Bellona. “There are some 700.000 tons already accumulated at Russian uranium enrichment facilities and there will be much more if the international fuel bank really works out.” Slivyak cited that storage conditions for radioactive waste in Russia already abysmal, and that the containers of waste that are stored in the open pose risks to Lake Baikal, the world’s largest lake, especially if accidents should occur at the prospective fuel bank. Slivyak also challenged the notion that controlling the uranium in a Russian based fuel bank would prevent possibly rogue nations from getting their hands on fuel foe weapons purposes. “Free access to nuclear material for new countries may finally lead to appearing of new nuclear weapon states,” said Slivyak. “In this case, IAEA control can not prevent it, just as it couldn't prevent India and Pakistan from getting nuclear weapons.

2AC Fuel Bank CP

Extinction

Takacs 96 (Instructor in Department of Earth Systems Science and Policy at California State-Monterey Bay [David, 1996 Philosophies of Paradise, pg. http://www.dhushara.com/book/diversit/restor/takacs.htm]
"In every sense, in the sense of communities that will preserve soil, promote local climate, keep the atmosphere, preserve water, and every thing else, the first rule of being able to put together communities well or have the world go on functioning well, or to keep climates as they are, or to retard disease, to produce products we want sustainably, be cause, after all, plants, algae, and photosynthetic bacteria are the only device we have to capture energy from the sun effectively-in all those senses, and in the sense that we're losing the parts so rapidly, I consider the loss of biological diversity to be the most serious problem that we have-far more serious than global climate change or stratospheric ozone depletion, or anything else."  "Habitat destruction and conversion are eliminating species at such a frightening pace that extinction of many contemporary species and the systems they live in and support ... may lead to ecological disaster and severe alteration of the evolutionary process," Terry Erwin writes." And E. 0. Wilson notes: "The question I am asked most frequently about the diversity of life: if enough species are extinguished, will the ecosystem collapse, and will the extinction of most other species follow soon afterward? The only answer anyone can give is: possibly. By the time we find out, however, it might be too late. One planet, one experiment."" So biodiversity keeps the world running. It has value in and for itself, as well as for us. Raven, Erwin, and Wilson oblige us to think about the value of biodiversity for our own lives. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper trope makes this same point; by eliminating rivets, we play Russian roulette with global ecology and human futures: "It is likely that destruction of the rich complex of species in the Amazon basin could trigger rapid changes in global climate patterns. Agriculture remains heavily dependent on stable climate, and human beings remain heavily dependent on food. By the end of the century the extinction of perhaps a million species in the Amazon basin could have entrained famines in which a billion human beings perished. And if our species is very unlucky, the famines could lead to a thermonuclear war, which could extinguish civilization."" What then will happen if the current decimation of organic diversity continues? Crop yields will be more difficult to maintain in the face of climatic change, soil erosion, loss of dependable water supplies, decline of pollinators, and ever more serious assaults by pests. Conversion of productive land to wasteland will accelerate; deserts will continue their seemingly inexorable expansion. Air pollution will increase, and local climates will become harsher. Humanity will have to forgo many of the direct economic benefits it might have withdrawn from Earth's well stocked genetic library. It might, for example, miss out on a cure for cancer; but that will make little difference. As ecosystem services falter, mortality from respiratory and epidemic disease, natural disasters, and especially famine will lower life expectancies to the point where cancer (largely a disease of the elderly) will be unimportant. Humanity will bring upon itself consequences depressingly similar to those expected from a nuclear winter. Barring a nuclear conflict, it appears that civilization will disappear some time before the end of the next century not with a bang but a whimper. 14 

1AR EXT- Radwaste Turn

Fuel bank facilities create uranium hexafluoride byproduct that turns them into Chernobyl Ozharovsky 10 (Pavel, nuclear physicist. “Depleted Uranium Hexafloride Dump Still a Toxic Issue for Angarsk.” http://www2.fluoridealert.org/Pollution/Nuclear-Industry/Russia-Depleted-uranium-hexafluoride-dump-still-a-toxic-issue-for-Angarsk)
The uranium enrichment enterprise Angarsk Electrolysis Chemical Combine (AECC), founded in 1954, is located right on the outskirts of Angarsk, a city of 241,000 in Russia’s Irkutsk Region in Southeast Siberia. In fact, AECC’s production-related sites – including open-air yards housing containers with highly toxic radioactive waste – are within city limits. That highly toxic waste is depleted uranium hexafluoride, also called uranium tails – a by-product generated when enriching uranium for the production of nuclear reactor fuel. This waste is stored on the premises of AECC – and so, on the territory of the city of Angarsk. Environmentalists say it is toxic enough that a leak occurring through loss of sealing in a container may result in deaths as far as 32 kilometres away.  Between six and seven tonnes of uranium tails is generated per each one tonne of uranium enriched for fuel production. Additionally, until very recently Russia was actively pursuing a policy of commercial imports of foreign-generated uranium tails for re-enrichment, so apart from generating its own waste, AECC was one of four Russian enterprises to receive these imports from uranium enrichment plants in the Netherlands, Germany, and France. Compounding the problem is the Russian nuclear authority Rosatom’s intent to make Angarsk Electrolysis Chemical Combine the centrepiece of international deliberations on a secure international uranium fuel bank for countries with developed nuclear power. As one of first steps in this direction, Russia in 2007 signed an agreement with Kazakhstan, officially establishing an International Uranium Enrichment Centre that will operate at AECC. Just exactly how much uranium hexafluoride is now stored at AECC is information the plant is keeping secret. And environmentalists are not the only public voice to raise concerns over the uranium tails storage practices at AECC and the other three facilities where this waste is accumulated – the Siberian Chemical Combine in Tomsk, the Zelenogorsk-based Electrochemical Plant near Krasnoyarsk, and the Ural Electrical Chemical Combine in Novouralsk. 

** 1nC soft power cp – usia **

Text: The Untied States federal government should reinstitute and fully fund the U.S. information agency. 

And, that solves soft power—public diplomacy is THE KEY internal link to international perception
Zwiebel 6 - (Michael J. Zwiebel, Military Review, Nov-Dec, 2006, “Why we need to reestablish the USIA,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_6_86/ai_n27084051/, JF)

FAVORABLE PERCEPTIONS of the United States were on the decline in the Muslim world prior to the attacks of September 11th. Operations Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and Iraqi Freedom in Iraq have not helped change those perceptions, particularly with religious extremists. Accordingly, the U.S. Congress directed the Department of State (DOS) to reassess its public diplomacy efforts in the Muslim regions. DOS then established an advisory group, which produced a report in September 2003 with recommendations calling for a "transformation of public diplomacy" through increased funding. The aim was to establish a new strategic direction for public diplomacy, and the report recommended that the president and Congress lead this new initiative.  This article reviews public diplomacy as a form of "soft power," shows how it can be used to promote U.S. interests in the Arab-Muslim world, and assesses DOS's public diplomacy efforts since the advisory group published its report. It concludes by calling for a more effective organization, one similar to the old U.S. Information Agency (USIA), so that public diplomacy can once again be employed as an effective instrument of national power.  Soft Power  When one thinks of sovereign state power, the first thought is likely that of military capabilities. But the sovereign state has many instruments of power available to it, including diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (DIME) instruments. In Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics, Joseph Nye, a former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs and a recognized expert on international affairs and the effects of soft power, provides some useful observations on power and its relationship to the sovereign state. Power, Nye says, is "the ability to influence the behavior of others to get the outcomes you want." (2) Influence can be accomplished through forceful means, or hard power, such as military action or economic restrictions. Nye then describes an alternate source of power: soft power. He explains that soft power uses attraction to "get the outcomes you want without the tangible threats or payoffs." (3) According to Nye, a state derives its soft power from three sources: culture, political values, and foreign policy) The strength of the state's soft power depends on the attraction or repulsion its culture, political values, and foreign policy generate in the citizens of the targeted country. To make soft power work effectively, a state must carefully select the methods that will attract others to its interests. Soft power, it must be said, is not an exclusive replacement for hard power; rather, it can strengthen applications of hard power, and it may be less expensive. Soft power can be directed at either an opposing state or at its individual citizens. Public diplomacy is one form of soft power employed by the United States. The Nation used it during the cold war to communicate American values to the populations of Communist countries (and to neutral countries and allied populations as well).  Public Diplomacy  The United States Information Agency Alumni Association (USIAAA), formed by members of the old USIA, provides information on public diplomacy. According to the group, the term "public diplomacy" was first used in 1965 by Edmund Gullion, Dean of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University. The USIAAA cites a brochure from the Edward R. Murrow Center for Public Diplomacy at Fletcher that offers this definition: "Public Diplomacy ... deals with the influence of public attitudes on the formation and execution of foreign policies. It encompasses dimensions of international relations beyond traditional diplomacy; the cultivation by governments of public opinion in other countries; the interaction of private groups and interests in one country with those of another; the reporting of foreign affairs and its impact on policy; communication between those whose job is communication, as between diplomats and foreign correspondents; and the processes of inter-cultural communications." (5)  By distinguishing public diplomacy from other common terms used for information exchange, the U SIAAA has contributed to a better understanding of the term. The group compares public diplomacy with public affairs by suggesting that public affairs focuses primarily on domestic audiences, whereas public diplomacy focuses on foreign audiences. It then distinguished public diplomacy from diplomacy. The latter focuses on government-to-government relations, while public diplomacy focuses on influencing foreign publics. USIAAA does not attempt to distinguish public diplomacy from propaganda. Instead, it candidly admits that public diplomacy is a form of propaganda based on facts. (6)  In June 1997, the Planning Group for Integration of the United States Information Agency into the State Department provided its own definition of public diplomacy: "[It] seeks to promote the national interest of the United States through understanding, informing and influencing foreign audiences." (7)  The 1987 U.S. Department of State Dictionary of International Relations Terms states that "public diplomacy refers to government-sponsored programs intended to inform or influence public opinion in other countries; its chief instruments are publications, motion pictures, cultural exchanges, radio and television." DOS does, in fact, use a variety of media in its efforts to convey U.S. national values to foreign publics. They include information exchanges, English language education programs, student exchange programs, collaboration with indigenous or nongovernmental organizations, and radio and television. (8) Newer media such as the Internet and satellite broadcasting have also become effective tools for employing soft power. DOS uses them to provide direct information exchange to remote areas.  Public diplomacy is one of the national instruments of power employed to implement the U.S. National Security Strategy.
 By winning over the hearts  
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

and minds of individuals within a state, public diplomacy can help the U.S. Government move a state toward more democratic forms of government. If the United States can successfully use public diplomacy for this purpose, then it achieves one of the National Security Strategy objectives: to "expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the infrastructure of democracy." (9)  Despite--or perhaps because of--the success it had conveying enduring U.S. values to the people in Communist countries, USIA was downsized after the cold war, and its functions were eventually merged into DOS. With these actions, the United States relegated public diplomacy to a lesser priority and effectively marginalized its ability to brandish soft power.  After 9/11, the United States declared war against religious terrorists originating in Muslim countries. In many of these countries, there is a general lack of understanding and, in some cases, a total rejection of Western ideals; U.S. interests are often misunderstood. Nye suggests that unrest in the Middle East lies at the heart of this terrorism, and that the unrest is symptomatic of a struggle between Islamic moderates and extremists. He claims that the United States and its allies will win the war on terror only if they adopt policies that appeal to the moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that appeal. (10) While all elements of national power can be used to counter religious extremists, public diplomacy can be especially effective in winning over moderates and reducing the influence of the extremists. The U.S. Government, in its national policy decisions, should give increased emphasis to the use of public diplomacy as an instrument of national power.  Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy  In a June 2003 supplemental appropriations bill, the U.S. House Appropriations Committee directed DOS to "engage the creative talents of the private sector ... [in order] to develop new public diplomacy approaches and initiatives ... [and to] establish an advisory group on public diplomacy for the Arab-Muslim world to recommend new approaches, initiatives, and program models to improve public diplomacy results." (11) In response, then-Secretary of State Colin Powell established the Advisory Group on Public Diplomacy for the Arab-Muslim World, in July 2003.  Chaired by Edward P. Djerejian, the former Ambassador to Syria and Israel, the Advisory Group consisted of a core group of 13 people with a variety of backgrounds--foreign service, academia, medicine, news media, public affairs, law, and business. Between July and September of 2003, the group expanded on the work of at least seven other studies that had been conducted since September 2001. Its members met with many specialists, both domestic and international, in the public, private, and nongovernmental arenas. They visited Egypt, Syria, Turkey, Senegal, Morocco, the United Kingdom, and France, and had teleconferences with key individuals in Pakistan and Indonesia. In October 2003, the group produced a report of its findings that offered recommendations to DOS regarding public diplomacy.  The report, "Changing Minds, Winning Peace: A New Strategic Direction for U.S. Public Diplomacy in the Arab-Muslim World" (frequently referred to as "the Djerejian Report"), begins by claiming that at a time when it is needed most, U.S. public diplomacy capability is inadequate due to outmoded techniques, insufficient resources, and too little strategic direction. The report flatly asserts that "the U.S. today lacks the capabilities in public diplomacy to meet the national security threat emanating from political instability, economic deprivation, and extremism, especially in the Arab and Muslim World." (12) Although the report focused on Arab-Muslim areas, the Advisory Group claims that many of its recommendations apply to public diplomacy in general.   The Djerejian Report emphasizes that state-to-state diplomacy isn't changing Arab-Muslim attitudes and that public diplomacy is needed. Although the aforementioned U.S. actions in Afghanistan and Iraq and U.S. moves vis-a-vis the Arab-Israeli conflict have certainly affected how Americans are perceived in the Arab-Muslim world, the Advisory Group thinks that the fundamental problem is a lack of understanding of American culture. It claims that Arabs and Muslims are exposed to heavily filtered media (e.g., limited TV stations, restricted and filtered access to the Internet) that typically deliver messages in native languages with the American viewpoint rarely represented. Although globalized technologies such as satellite TV and radio are breaking down these barriers, and although the Group was frequently told by Arabs and Muslims that they like American values and technologies, the same Arabs and Muslims said that they do not like the policies and actions of the American government. The report concludes that public diplomacy can reconcile this dichotomy through more effective communication of American policies.  Current public diplomacy techniques are not getting the word out. The Djerejian Report observes that even though Egypt is the second largest recipient of U.S. foreign assistance, Egyptian citizens give more credit to the Japanese for developing an opera house in Cairo than to the United States for funding critical infrastructure development in Egypt's cities. The report found that even though broadcast media, specifically television, are the most effective means to disseminate ideas, U.S. policies or positions are usually absent from Arab-Muslim media programs. (13)  Citing information from a September 2003 General Accounting Office (GAO) report on public diplomacy, the Djerejian Report provides statistics collected by several opinion research firms on favorable public opinion of the United States. (14) The data summarized in table 1 below indicate that favorable public opinion has been declining over the past several years. The Djerejian Report also refers to an April 2002 Zogby International survey (mentioned in the GAO report) showing that Arabs and Muslims had a favorable view of American movies, television, science and technology, and education, but were opposed to American policy toward Muslim countries.  The Djerejian Report provides detailed information on current public diplomacy activities as well as specific organizational, financial, and programmatic recommendations to transform DOS's public diplomacy efforts. It suggests that all public diplomacy programs should have some demonstrable measures of effectiveness before being implemented (although it does not make specific recommendations on such measures). Some current creative ideas, it says, need to be expanded. Among these are the "American Comers" program, which establishes cultural centers that provide free Internet access, books on American culture, and English language classes to citizens in Arab-Muslim cities; several Arabic-language radio programs (e.g., Radio Sawa) and magazines (e.g., Hi); and an Arabic-language TV network (Alhurrah) that offers regional programming. The report also approves of a new initiative, the American Knowledge Library, which will translate en masse books related to science, democracy philosophies, and American culture.   Despite these DOS efforts, the report concludes that U.S. public diplomacy is not making enough of an impact. It goes on to make its recommendations about increased funding and a new strategic direction (the latter led by the "political will" of the president and Congress). (15) The report also sets up the "Ends" (better understanding of U.S. national values among Arab-Muslim populations), "Ways" (establish and execute a strategic plan), and "Means" (increased levels of funding) to increase the effectiveness of public diplomacy in the Arab-Muslim world.

2NC soft power

Restarting the USIA solves soft power
Zwiebel 6 - (Michael J. Zwiebel, Military Review, Nov-Dec, 2006, “Why we need to reestablish the USIA,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_6_86/ai_n27084051/, JF)

Summary  Since the Advisory Group published its report on the use of public diplomacy to influence the hearts and minds of Arab and Muslim people, DOS has made some improvements. The BBG's broadcasting efforts, in particular, have been a real success. Probably the most difficult challenge for DOS will be to develop feedback mechanisms to measure the effectiveness of its myriad public diplomacy programs. In the face of this challenge, we should remember that without any public diplomacy efforts, the world would be a more dangerous place.   Although DOS has made improvements in wielding the information element of national power, public diplomacy initiatives continue to lack adequate funding, they aren't being properly coordinated with other foreign affairs agencies, and they need more strategic direction. Nevertheless, DOS has shown through the recent expansion of U.S. influence in the Arab-Muslim world that it has the necessary knowledge and processes to execute a truly effective public diplomacy program.  DOS does, however, need a better organizational structure to provide strategic focus. One solution would be to stand up an agency within DOS--something along the lines of the old USIA--that is specifically charged to prosecute public diplomacy. Doing so would ensure that public diplomacy policy is effectively coordinated at the department level and would allow for greater influence at the cabinet or strategic levels. The DOS-USAID model worked exceptionally well during the recent tsunami relief efforts in Asia; it could certainly be used to create a more effective organization for employing the information element of national power. Now is the time. To win the war on terror, we have to ensure that the Arab-Muslim world hears a consistent, positive U.S. message. We need a public diplomacy agency. 
Information is key to soft power – empirically proven by numerous tech advancements 

Nye 04 -- graduated summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard (8/2/2004,

 “The Benefits of Soft Power,” http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/4290.html)

Of course, these differences are matters of degree. Not all hard power actions promptly produce desired outcomes—witness the length and ultimate failure of the Vietnam War, or the fact that economic sanctions have historically failed to produce their intended outcomes in more than half the cases where they were tried. But generally, soft power resources are slower, more diffuse, and more cumbersome to wield than hard power resources.   Information is power, and today a much larger part of the world's population has access to that power. Technological advances have led to dramatic reduction in the cost of processing and transmitting information. The result is an explosion of information, and that has produced a "paradox of plenty." When people are overwhelmed with the volume of information confronting them, it is hard to know what to focus on. Attention rather than information becomes the scarce resource, and those who can distinguish valuable information from background clutter gain power. Editors and cue-givers become more in demand.    Among editors and cue-givers, credibility is an important source of soft power. Politics has become a contest of competitive credibility. The world of traditional power politics is typically about whose military or economy wins. Politics in an information age may ultimately be about whose story wins.    Reputation has always mattered in political leadership, but the role of credibility becomes an even more important power resource because of the paradox of plenty. Information that appears to be propaganda may not only be scorned; it may also turn out to be counterproductive if it undermines a reputation for credibility. Under the new conditions more than ever, the soft sell may prove more effective than a hard sell.     Finally, power in an information age will come not just from strong hard power, but from strong sharing. In an information age, such sharing not only enhances the ability of others to cooperate with us but also increases their inclination to do so. As we share with others, we develop common outlooks and approaches that improve our ability to deal with the new challenges. Power flows from that attraction. Dismissing the importance of attraction as merely ephemeral popularity ignores key insights from new theories of leadership as well as the new realities of the information age.   

SOFT POWER --> HARD POWER

Soft power key to hard power 

Nye 04 -- graduated summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard (8/2/2004,  “The Benefits of Soft Power,” http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/4290.html)  Conclusion  Soft power has always been a key element of leadership. The power to attract—to get 

others to want what you want, to frame the issues, to set the agenda—has its roots in thousands of years of human experience. Skillful leaders have always understood that attractiveness stems from credibility and legitimacy. Power has never flowed solely from the barrel of a gun; even the most brutal dictators have relied on attraction as well as fear.  When the United States paid insufficient attention to issues of legitimacy and credibility in the way it went about its policy on Iraq, polls showed a dramatic drop in American soft power. That did not prevent the United States from entering Iraq, but it meant that it had to pay higher costs in the blood and treasure than would otherwise have been the case. Similarly, if Yasser Arafat had chosen the soft power model of Gandhi or Martin Luther King rather than the hard power of terrorism, he could have attracted moderate Israelis and would have a Palestinian state by now. I said at the start that leadership is inextricably intertwined with power. Leaders have to make crucial choices about the types of power that they use. Woe be to followers of those leaders who ignore or devalue the significance of soft power.

Counterplan solves Hard Power best—Military Presence is not sufficient

Nye 04 -- graduated summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard (8/2/2004,

 “The Benefits of Soft Power,” http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/4290.html)

It is a central paradox of American power: The sheer might of the United States is unquestioned: U.S. troops are stationed in some 130 countries around the globe, and no opposing army would dare to challenge it on a level playing field. But as America's military superiority has increased, its ability to persuade is at low ebb in many parts of the world, even among its oldest allies. In the following remarks, drawn from an address given on March 11 at the Center for Public Leadership's conference on "Misuses of Power: Causes and Corrections," Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean [until June 30, 2004] of Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, distinguishes between hard power—the power to coerce—and soft—the power to attract.  The dictionary says that leadership means going ahead or showing the way. To lead is to help a group define and achieve a common purpose. There are various types and levels of leadership, but all have in common a relationship with followers. Thus leadership and power are inextricably intertwined. I will argue below that many leadership skills such as creating a vision, communicating it, attracting and choosing able people, delegating, and forming coalitions depend upon what I call soft power. But first we should ask, what is power?  What is power? At the most general level, power is the ability to influence the behavior of others to get the outcomes one wants. There are several ways to affect the behavior of others.  You can coerce them with threats. You can induce them with payments. Or you can attract or co-opt them. Sometimes I can affect your behavior without commanding it. If you believe that my objectives are legitimate, I may be able to persuade you without using threats or inducements. For example, loyal Catholics may follow the Pope's teaching on capital punishment not because of a threat of excommunication, but out of respect for his moral authority. Or some radical Muslims may be attracted to support Osama bin Laden's actions not because of payments or threats, but because they believe in the legitimacy of his objectives.  Practical politicians and ordinary people often simply define power as the possession of capabilities or resources that can influence outcomes. Someone who has authority, wealth, or an attractive personality is called powerful. In international politics, by this second definition, we consider a country powerful if it has a relatively large population, territory, natural resources, economic strength, military force, and social stability.  The virtue of this second definition is that it makes power appear more concrete, measurable, and predictable. Power in this sense is like holding the high cards in a card game. But when people define power as synonymous with the resources that produce it, they sometimes encounter the paradox that those most endowed with power do not always get the outcomes they want. For example, in terms of resources, the United States was the world's only superpower in 2001, but it failed to prevent September 11. Converting resources into realized power in the sense of obtaining desired outcomes requires well-designed strategies and skillful leadership. Yet strategies are often inadequate and leaders frequently misjudge—witness Hitler in 1941 or Saddam Hussein in 1990.  Soft power rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others. Measuring power in terms of resources is an imperfect but useful shorthand. It is equally important to understand which resources provide the best basis for power behavior in a particular context. Oil was not an impressive power resource before the industrial age, nor was uranium significant before the nuclear age. Power resources cannot be judged without knowing the context. In some situations those who hold high office, command force, or possess wealth are not the most powerful. That is what revolutions are about.  Soft power Everyone is familiar with hard power. We know that military and economic might often get others to change their position. Hard power can rest on inducements ("carrots") or threats ("sticks"). But sometimes you can get the outcomes you want without tangible threats or payoffs. The indirect way to get what you want has sometimes been called "the second face of power." A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other countries admire its values, emulate its example, aspire to its level of prosperity and openness. This soft power—getting others to want the outcomes that you want—co-opts people rather than coerces them.  Soft power rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others. In the business world, smart executives know that leadership is not just a matter of issuing commands, but also involves leading by example and attracting others to do what you want. Similarly, contemporary practices of community-based policing rely on making the police sufficiently friendly and attractive that a community wants to help them achieve shared objectives.  Political leaders have long understood the power that comes from attraction. If I can get you to want to do what I want, then I do not have to use carrots or sticks to make you do it. Soft power is a staple of daily democratic politics. The ability to establish preferences tends to be associated with intangible assets such as an attractive personality, culture, political values and institutions, and policies that are seen as legitimate or having moral authority. If a leader represents values that others want to follow, it will cost less to lead.  Soft power is not merely the same as influence. After all, influence can also rest on the hard power of threats or payments. And soft power is more than just persuasion or the ability to move people by argument, though that is an important part of it. It is also the ability to attract, and attraction often leads to acquiescence. Simply put, in behavioral terms, soft power is attractive power. Soft power resources are the assets that produce such attraction.  If I am persuaded to go along with your purposes without any explicit threat or exchange taking place—in short, if my behavior is determined by an observable but intangible attraction—soft power is at work. Soft power uses a different type of currency—not force, not money—to engender cooperation. It uses an attraction to shared values, and the justness and duty of contributing to the achievement of those values.  The interplay between hard and soft power Hard and soft power are related because they are both aspects of the ability to achieve one's purpose by affecting the behavior of others. The distinction between them is one of degree, both in the nature of the behavior and in the tangibility of the resources. Command power—the ability to change what others do—can rest on coercion or inducement. Co-optive power—the ability to shape what others want—can rest on the attractiveness of one's culture and values or the ability to manipulate the agenda of political choices in a manner that makes others fail to express some preferences because they seem to be too unrealistic.

CP Solves the middle east

CP Solves middle eastern backlash to the US--Radio broadcasting is key—statistics prove
Kretowski 4 - University of Maryland College Park (PAUL D. KRETKOWSKI, MONDAY, OCTOBER 11, 2004, U.S. INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING BOOSTS SOFT POWER ON THE CHEAP--AND CAN DO EVEN BETTER, http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2004/10/beacon-no-2-radio-rides-out-of-west.html)

The U.S. could be doing more, and getting more bang for its soft-power buck, by sharply expanding its radio broadcasting in the Middle East and around the world, increasing its current reach from 100 million listeners to 2 billion. It should also avoid large investments in TV broadcasting.   Here's why:   U.S. international broadcasting is cost-effective, reaching 100 million listeners in 2003 for just over $503 million , or about $5 a head.   There's just one problem with reaching 100 million people: The Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG), which oversees the federal government's non-military international broadcasting outlets like Radio Free Europe and the Voice of America, should target something closer to 2 billion listeners. That's how many people Thomas P.M. Barnett identifies as part of the "non-integrating Gap" in his The Pentagon's New Map (Putnam, 2004), and Barnett says those 2 billion—disconnected from a rapidly growing web of global institutions and information, poor and increasingly desperate—are the key to the next century's conflicts.   Reaching them with the messages that BBG stations excel at projecting—broadcasts that strive to be comprehensive, fair and free, showcasing the most important democratic values—is vital to any hope of integration with the rest of the world (ROW) and its institutions, and to lowering the odds that those billions will aid or abet al-Qa'ida's successors.   Reaching those 2 billion will be expensive. Simply multiplying the $503 million it took to reach 100 million listeners by 20 gives a rough idea of the cost: $10 billion or more, considering that any economies of scale might be wiped out by the added cost of serving large, low-density countries like Kazakhstan and the central African nations. It's a necessary expense, though, with such large swaths of the Middle East and ROW uncovered and cut off from the larger world of ideas and information.   If the money was found, how quickly could the BBG's broadcasters expand their operations? Take the example of Radio Sawa, which didn't even exist on paper on 9/11; it now broadcasts in FM in the United Arab Emirates (Abu Dhabi, Dubai); Morocco (Agadir, Casablanca, Fes, Marrakech, Meknes, Rabat, Tangier); Jordan and the Palestinian territories (Amman and the West Bank, Northern Jordan, Bethlehem/Ramallah); Iraq (Baghdad, Basra, Erbil, Mosul, Sulimaniyah), Djibouti; Qatar; Kuwait; and Bahrain. It's also heard on longer-range medium-wave frequencies in Egypt and the Levant, Iraq and the Gulf, and the Sudan and Yemen.   Many have argued that Radio Sawa's mix of programming—heavy on Arab and (occasionally racy) American pop, plus concentrated news blasts and some innovative cultural programming—isn't capturing Middle Eastern attention spans fast enough, but ACNielsen disagrees, reporting that Sawa's average 2003 listenership in Jordan, Kuwait, Egypt, Qatar and the U.A.E. was 32 percent. More importantly, it's "regarded as a reliable source of news."   In the rest of the world, Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty already broadcasts in 28 languages, Voice of America in 40 and Radio Free Asia in seven, while Radio Farda and Radio Martí focus on Farsi and Cuban Spanish, respectively. These operations' range of language skills and broadcasting sites offer a base from which the BBG could aggressively expand.   GETTING AWAY FROM RADIO?   The BBG has lately begun to expand its TV and Internet programming, including efforts like the Arabic-language TV station Al-Hurra ("the free one"). The Governors reason that this is where populations are heading for news and entertainment as connectivity, income and technological levels slowly rise.   But this strategy is a mistake—at least in the Middle East. Where radio is ubiquitous among the region's 223 million people , there are only about 16.63 million TV households, or roughly one per 13 persons.   Besides low penetration, TV sets are tremendously more expensive, transmitters are fewer and TV signals more easily jammed than radio.   Middle Easterners who do have a TV already have access to satellite broadcasts including CNN, the BBC and others, so it makes less sense for the U.S. to spend a lot entering TV markets already served by a range of news sources.   Radio, as personified by the BBG's stations, seems like the fastest, most cost-effective way to reach vast populations in the regions least-served by reliable news sources—and the U.S. has an opportunity to become their trusted partner, as it was for Eastern Europe during the Cold War. Even if the total cost of doing so seems large, it's worth the investment to move an ever-larger share of those disconnected billions toward the mainstream of global civilization.

Counterplan solvency

Radio broadcasting is key to effective soft power which is key to fighting terrorism 

Nye 04 -- graduated summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard (FOREIGN AFFAIRS, MAY/JUNE 2004, “The Decline of America's Soft Power,” http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/lofchie/AmericasSoftPower.pdf)

Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States' soft power -- its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them -- is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls, pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington's policies have had a negative effect on their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or payment. Skeptics of soft power (Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld professes not even to understand the term) claim that popularity is ephemeral and should not guide foreign policy. The United States, they assert, is strong enough to do as it wishes with or without the world's approval and should simply accept that others will envy and resent it. The world's only superpower does not need permanent allies; the issues should determine the coalitions, not vice-versa, according to Rumsfeld. But the recent decline in U.S. attractiveness should not be so lightly dismissed. It is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past (such as those regarding the Vietnam War), but that was often during the Cold War, when other countries still feared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. It is also true that the United States' sheer size and association with disruptive modernity make some resentment unavoidable today. But wise policies can reduce the antagonisms that these realities engender. Indeed, that is what Washington achieved after World War II: it used soft-power resources to draw others into a system of alliances and institutions that has lasted for 60 years. The Cold War was won with a strategy of containment that used soft power along with hard power. The United States cannot confront the new threat of terrorism without the cooperation of other countries. Of course, other governments will often cooperate out of self-interest. But the extent of their cooperation often depends on the attractiveness of the United States. Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. When Washington discounts the importance of its attractiveness abroad, it pays a steep price. When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries' domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions (witness the defiance of Chile, Mexico, and Turkey in March 2003). And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs. Some hard-line skeptics might counter that, whatever its merits, soft power has little importance in the current war against terrorism; after all, Osama bin Laden and his followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture and values. But this claim ignores the real metric of success in the current war, articulated in Rumsfeld's now-famous memo that was leaked in February 2003: "Are we capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?" The current struggle against Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations; it is a contest closely tied to the civil war raging within Islamic civilization between moderates and extremists. The United States and its allies will win only if they adopt policies that appeal to those moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that appeal. Yet the world's only superpower, and the leader in the information revolution, spends as little on public diplomacy as does France or the United Kingdom -- and is all too often outgunned in the propaganda war by fundamentalists hiding in caves. LOST SAVINGS With the end of the Cold War, soft power seemed expendable, and Americans became more interested in saving money than in investing in soft power. Between 1989 and 1999, the budget of the United States Information Agency (usia) decreased ten percent; resources for its mission in Indonesia, the world's largest Muslim nation, were cut in half. By the time it was taken over by the State Department at the end of the decade, usia had only 6,715 employees (compared to 12,000 at its peak in the mid-1960s). During the Cold War, radio broadcasts funded by Washington reached half the Soviet population and 70 to 80 percent of the population in Eastern Europe every week; on the eve of the September 11 attacks, a mere two percent of Arabs listened to the Voice of America (voa). The annual number of academic and cultural exchanges, meanwhile, dropped from 45,000 in 1995 to 29,000 in 2001. Soft power had become so identified with fighting the Cold War that few Americans noticed that, with the advent of the information revolution, soft power was becoming more important, not less. It took the September 11 attacks to remind the United States of this fact. But although Washington has rediscovered the need for public diplomacy, it has failed to master the complexities of wielding soft power in an information age. Some people in government now concede that the abolition of usia was a mistake, but there is no consensus on whether to recreate it or to reorganize its functions, which were dispersed within the State Department after the Clinton administration gave in to the demands of Senator Jesse Helms (R-N.C.). The board that oversees the voa, along with a number of specialized radio stations, has taken some useful steps -- such as the establishment of Radio Sawa to broadcast in Arabic, Radio Farda to broadcast in Farsi, and the Arabic-language TV station Al Hurra. The White House has created its own Office of Global Communications. But much more is needed, especially in the Middle East. Autocratic regimes in the Middle East have eradicated their liberal opposition, and radical Islamists are in most cases the only dissenters left. They feed on anger toward corrupt regimes, opposition to U.S. policies, and popular fears of modernization. Liberal democracy, as they portray it, is full of corruption, sex, and violence -- an impression reinforced by American movies and television and often exacerbated by the extreme statements of some especially virulent Christian preachers in the United States. Nonetheless, the situation is not hopeless. Although modernization and American values can be disruptive, they also bring education, jobs, better health care, and a range of new opportunities. Indeed, polls show that much of the Middle East craves the benefits of trade, globalization, and improved communications. American technology is widely admired, and American culture is often more attractive than U.S. policies. Given such widespread (albeit ambivalent) moderate views, there is still a chance of isolating the extremists. Democracy, however, cannot be imposed by force. The outcome in Iraq will be of crucial importance, but success will also depend on policies that open regional economies, reduce bureaucratic controls, speed economic growth, improve educational systems, and encourage the types of gradual political changes currently taking place in small countries such as Bahrain, Oman, Kuwait, and Morocco. The development of intellectuals, social groups, and, eventually, countries that show that liberal democracy is not inconsistent with Muslim culture will have a beneficial effect like that of Japan and South Korea, which showed that democracy could coexist with indigenous Asian values. But this demonstration effect will take time -- and the skillful deployment of soft-power resources by the United States in concert with other democracies, nongovernmental organizations, and the United Nations.

CP SOLVES--Diplomacy shapes u.s. image abroad
United States public diplomacy abroad shape the way countries view us 

Nakamura  & Weed 09 -- *Analyst in Foreign Affairs and ** Analyst in Foreign Policy Legislation (December 18, 2009, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/DIME/documents/Public%20Diplomacy%20Congress%20RptDec09.pdf, JF)

The attitudes and perceptions of foreign publics created in this new environment are often as important as reality, and sometimes can even trump reality. These attitudes affect the ability of the United States to form and maintain alliances in pursuit of common policy objectives; impact the cost and the effectiveness of military operations; influence local populations to either cooperate, support or be hostile as the United States pursues foreign policy and/or military objectives in that country; affect the ability to secure support on issues of particular concern in multilateral fora; and dampen foreign publics’ enthusiasm for U.S. business services and products. Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, Judith McHale, in discussing the implications of foreign perceptions and attitudes on U.S. foreign policy and national security, said, Governments inclined to support U.S. policies will back away if their populations do not trust us. But if we do this right, if we develop relationships with people around the world, if they trust us as a partner, this dynamic will be reversed. Less cooperative regimes will be forced to moderate their positions under popular pressure. To the extent that we succeed, threats we face today will diminish and new partnerships will be possible.3 Today, 14 Cabinet-level departments and over 48 independent agencies and commissions participate in at least one form of official public diplomacy, mostly regarding exchanges or training programs.4 Yet because of the increasing recognition of public diplomacy’s key role in the conduct of U.S. foreign affairs, many in the executive branch, Congress, think tanks, non- governmental organizations, and news media debate different approaches to improving U.S public diplomacy to respond to new challenges, determining public diplomacy authorities and 2 Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs Karen Hughes, Remarks at the Council on Foreign Relations, New York City, May 10, 2006. 3 Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs, Judith A. McHale, “Public Diplomacy: A National Security Imperative,” Address at the Center for a New American Security, Washington, June 11, 2009. 4
Interagency Working Group on U.S. Government-Sponsored International Exchanges and Training, FY2008 Annual Report, Washington, D.C., 2008, p. 14, http://www.iawg.gov/reports/inventory/. Congressional Research Service
2 U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues responsibilities, defining and executing public diplomacy strategy, and adequately resourcing public diplomacy.

USIA Bad – wastes money

USIA wastes tons of money 

Epstein 6 -- Specialist in Foreign Policy and Trade Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (Susan B. Epstein, May 1, 2006, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and the 9/11Commission Recommendations,”, http://italy.usembassy.gov/pdf/other/RL32607.pdf)

Funding In 1980, the U.S. government spent $518 million on public diplomacy activities,according to the Office of Budget and Management (OMB). Funding increased overthe following years and peaked in FY1994 to nearly $1.5 billion, largely due to costsassociated with the consolidation of the broadcasting entities. The President’sFY2007 budget request of $1.6 billion, if enacted, would set the record for U.S.government public diplomacy expenditures. Significant declines in funding duringthe late 1990s occurred partly because of the budget savings that emanated fromconsolidating broadcasting in 1994 and abolishing the USIA in 1999. Actual fundinglevels in FY2000, FY2001, and FY2002 were higher than in 1980 — $770 million,$712 million and $747 million, respectively. In constant dollars, however, fundingin FY2000, FY2001, and FY2002 dropped below FY1980 levels. And in FY2006,while the estimated actual dollar amount is more than 2½ times what it was inFY1980, in constant dollars the funding level is only about 15% higher. (See Figure1 below.)

USIA bad – cut because it wastes money 

Nakamura  & Weed 09 -- *Analyst in Foreign Affairs and ** Analyst in Foreign Policy Legislation (December 18, 2009, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/DIME/documents/Public%20Diplomacy%20Congress%20RptDec09.pdf, JF)

Third, and related to the first two factors, certain Members of Congress and leadership within the executive branch were seeking to reorganize and streamline government in general, as well as to reduce the size and resources of U.S. foreign policy agencies in particular. Concerns about the U.S. national debt, annual federal budget deficits, and the size of government led to initiatives to “reinvent government” and reap a “peace dividend” in the form of agency and bureaucracy consolidation. USIA became part of a group of foreign affairs agencies, along with the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) and the Agency for International Development (USAID), that were targeted as prime candidates for consolidation into the State Department. After an extended period of political wrangling in Congress and the Clinton Administration over issues not related to public diplomacy or arms control,27 Congress passed the Consolidation Act eliminating USIA and ACDA, with USAID surviving but in a restructured form.

USIA bad – out of date

USIA is useless legislation stuck in cold war era politics and can’t adapt to trade and economic liberalization 

Nakamura  & Weed 09 -- *Analyst in Foreign Affairs and ** Analyst in Foreign Policy Legislation (December 18, 2009, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/DIME/documents/Public%20Diplomacy%20Congress%20RptDec09.pdf, JF)

Abolishing USIA and Transferring Public Diplomacy to the State Department The Foreign Affairs Agencies Consolidation Act of 1998 (Subdivision A of Division G of P.L. 105-277) (Consolidation Act) abolished USIA.23 The Act transferred USIA’s functions to the Secretary of State. It also created the position of Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy in the Department of State. A number of factors have been identified as important to this transfer of public diplomacy responsibilities, not all of which bore directly on the improvement or importance of having a robust U.S. public diplomacy capability. First, the end of the Cold War meant that the central justification for a strong public diplomacy mechanism, namely, the ideological fight against the Soviet Union, no longer existed. After more than four decades of engaging the Soviet Union and its allies in ideological warfare, the Cold War came to an end with the collapse of the Soviet Union. The United States was the sole superpower, and the spread of democracy seemed to be on the march around the world. Many believed that the United States and the rest of the free world had won the war of ideas, and terms such as the “end of history” became popular. Some considered USIA an expendable “Cold War relic.” USIA had a difficult time defining its mission in this new context, attempting to focus on new issues such as trade and economic liberalization.24

usia bad - democracy

USIA bad – kills government unity which is key to democracy 

Nakamura  & Weed 09 -- *Analyst in Foreign Affairs and ** Analyst in Foreign Policy Legislation (December 18, 2009, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/DIME/documents/Public%20Diplomacy%20Congress%20RptDec09.pdf, JF)

Second, while some saw a greatly diminished need for public diplomacy resources in general, others perceived a specific weakness in the public diplomacy apparatus represented by an independent USIA that operated separately from the State Department. As one commentator argued, U.S. public diplomacy is characterized by two types of activities: advocating for U.S. foreign policy, and building mutual understanding between Americans and foreign peoples.25 Arguments for keeping public diplomacy in an organization separate from the State Department often focus on the importance of developing long-term relationships with the people of foreign countries, in order to create a foundation of mutual understanding, values, and interests that prepares the ground for acceptance of specific U.S. policies and actions. Placing those duties too close to the short-term policy activities of traditional diplomats within the State Department might diminish the importance of long-term efforts to achieve mutual understanding.  

usia bad – controversial and bureaucratic

Creation of new USIA would take to much time, just create a new useless bureaucratic institution, and too controversial 

Nakamura  & Weed 09 -- *Analyst in Foreign Affairs and ** Analyst in Foreign Policy Legislation (December 18, 2009, “U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/DIME/documents/Public%20Diplomacy%20Congress%20RptDec09.pdf, JF)

Although numerous perceived problems with the State Department’s public diplomacy organization have been identified, it appears that most experts are not willing to promote re- creating USIA or setting up a new government agency in order to restore the separation of public diplomacy from the State Department. Senator Sam Brownback introduced legislation in the 110th Congress that would have created a National Center for Strategic Communications, which would have served as the new focal point for public diplomacy and strategic communication for the U.S. government.95 Under this proposal, the public diplomacy apparatus within State would have been transferred to the Center, and the Center would also have had a defined leadership role in interagency coordination for communications with foreign publics. Broadcasting would have been placed under the leadership of the Center as well. For a number of reasons, however, most expert opinion appears focused on making improvements to the State Department’s organizational structure removing the public diplomacy function to a new agency. First, standing up a new government agency would take a significant amount of time.96 Second, creating new bureaucracies is not seen as an optimal solution—creating a new bureaucracy that does not consolidate older organizations, but actually separates organizational structures into separate bureaucratic entities. A new agency for public diplomacy would require a new management bureau to replace the State Department’s management organization that the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs currently relies upon. A new inspector general for the public diplomacy agency would also need to be created, among other things. Third, many observers have noted the current debate over the public diplomacy roles and responsibilities of several government agencies, especially between the State Department and DOD, as an impediment to successfully creating a new agency. It could be expected that any 92 Lord, Voices of America, p. 35. 93 Canning, p. 11. 94 Lord, Voices of America, p. 34. 95 Strategic Communications Act of 2008, S. 3546 (110th Cong.). 96 Christopher Paul, Whiter Strategic Communication?, Rand Corporation Occasional Paper, 2009, p. 10. Congressional Research Service
45 U.S. Public Diplomacy: Background and Current Issues problems with the determination of roles and the improvement of interagency coordination would be intensified with any effort to create a new agency, as different government actors would likely seek to further protect their perceived authorities in the area of communications with foreign publics. Interagency coordination would likely not improve through legislation designating a new agency as the lead on public diplomacy and strategic communication, given that current legislative language clearly designating the State Department as lead on such communications has not resolved questions about roles and authorities thus far.

***GTMO CP***

Guantanamo Closure 1NC shell

Text: The United States Federal Government should  immediately close the Guantanamo Bay detainment facility and accept those affected by the closure into the United States of America.

Not only will Guantanamo not close as planned, but it is further off than ever.

Dwyer and Vogue 6/2/10 (Devin and Ariane de, Devin is a City Councilman in The City of Huffington Beach writing for ABC news, Ariane is a senior correspondent for ABC news, Five Reasons Guantanamo Won’t Close This Year, June 2nd, 2010)

Congress and the administration, facing the realities of election-year politics and a litany of legal and security concerns, remain at an impasse about what do to with the dozens of detainees cleared for release abroad, those slated for prosecution in military or civilian courts and others to be held indefinitely without charge.                                     "Numerically speaking, the Obama administration has made some progress toward closing Guantanamo by transferring and releasing detainees abroad," said Matthew Waxman, who served as deputy assistant secretary of defense for detainee affairs in the George W. Bush administration. "But, legislatively, they've been losing ground and are now worse off than when they started because of congressional restrictions."                                                  The pending 2011 Defense Authorization Bill, which is the latest flash point in the Guantanamo debate, would slow the transfer of detainees to their home or third-party countries, hinder a future transfer of detainees to U.S. soil and block funds to buy or build a replacement for Guantanamo in the United States.                                                             But Congress' tight hold on the purse strings isn't the only roadblock to closing Guantanamo. Here are five more

Guantanamo Closure 1NC shell

Closure solves terrorism, reputation, and soft power
Massimino ‘8  (Elisa, CEO and Ex. Dir. Human Rights First, CQ Congressional Testimony, “RULE OF LAW; COMMITTEE: SENATE JUDICIARY; SUBCOMMITTEE: CONSTITUTION, CIVIL RIGHTS AND PROPERTY RIGHTS”, 9-16, L/N)
Second, fueled by the assertion that it was a "legal black hole," Guantanamo became a laboratory for a policy of torture and calculated cruelty that later migrated to Afghanistan and Iraq and was revealed to the world in the photographs from Abu Ghraib. These policies aided jihadist recruitment and did immense damage to the honor and reputation of the United States, undermining its ability to lead and damaging the war effort.  Third and perhaps most importantly, the policy at Guantanamo has backfired in terms of our counterterrorism strategy. Labeling Guantanamo prisoners as "combatants" engaged in a "war on terror" ceded an important advantage to al Qaeda, supporting their claim to be "warriors" engaged in a worldwide struggle against the United States and its allies rather than the criminals that they truly are. Accused 9/11 planner Khalid Sheikh Mohammed reveled in this status at his "combatant status review tribunal" hearing at Guantanamo in March 2007: "For sure I am [America's enemy]," he said. "[T]he language of any war in the world is killing . . . the language of war is victims."  Those whose job it is to take the fight to al Qaeda understand what a profound error it was to reinforce al Qaeda's vision of itself as a revolutionary force engaged in an epic battle with the United States. The new Army-Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual, drafted under the leadership of General Petraeus and incorporating lessons learned in a variety of counterinsurgency operations (including Iraq), stresses repeatedly that defeating non-traditional enemies like al Qaeda is primarily a political struggle, and one that must focus on isolating and delegitimizing the enemy rather than elevating it in stature and importance. As the Manual states: "It is easier to separate an insurgency from its resources and let it die than to kill every insurgent. . . . Dynamic insurgencies can replace losses quickly. Skillful counterinsurgents must thus cut off the sources of that recuperative power."  But U.S. counterterrorism policy has taken just the opposite approach. Prolonged detention without charge at Guantanamo, interrogations that violate fundamental human rights norms, and unjust military commissions have impaired counterterrorism cooperation with our allies and nurtured the "recuperative power" of the enemy.  There is now widespread agreement--even among many who initially supported the decision to detain prisoners at Guantanamo--that Guantanamo should be closed. Secretary of State Rice, Secretary of Defense Gates, and President Bush have all said they would like to close Guantanamo. Senators McCain and Obama have each vowed to close the facility as president. Closing Guantanamo will require comprehensive policy changes and a major investment of domestic and political capital. After seven years of error upon error, the policies underlying the existence of Guantanamo are embedded in law and executive pronouncements. Reversing this will require bold action.  It will be up to the next Congress and Administration to make the difficult choices that will lead us out of the trap that Guantanamo has become, and to construct a counterterrorism policy that instead conforms to the logic of counterinsurgency operations, to international human rights standards, and to the rule of law.  A. Close Guantanamo: Empty the Detention Facility within a Year  In July 2007, President Bush said: "I'd like to close Guantanamo, but I also recognize that we're holding some people there that are darn dangerous and that we better have a plan to deal with them in our courts." More than a year later--and despite growing recognition, even inside the current Administration, that Guantanamo is hurting U.S. interests-- paralysis has set in, and no one in the Administration appears to be prepared to move.  In August 2008, Human Rights First unveiled the attached detailed, multi-phased blueprint for closing Guantanamo during the first year of the next Administration. Our blueprint sets forth a series of recommendations in three phases--one month, six months, and twelve months into the next Administration--based on our extensive study of Guantanamo, military commissions and the federal criminal justice system.  Human Rights First observers have made 25 trips to Guantanamo and have attended nearly every military commission hearing since the proceedings began in 2004. Beginning in November 2007, Human Rights First participated in an inter-disciplinary and nonpartisan Working Group on Guantanamo and Detention Policy convened by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). CSIS has issued an important and detailed plan for closing Guantanamo drawn from the findings of the working group.  Human Rights First's blueprint for closing Guantanamo is based on our belief that Guantanamo has become a symbol of injustice, of expediency over fundamental fairness, and of this country's willingness to set aside its core values and beliefs. But, if the prison facility is closed, but the policies pursued there persist in another venue, the objectives prompting the closure of Guantanamo will not be achieved. Creating a state-side replica of the system for detaining and trying suspects at Guantanamo, as some have proposed, would raise serious practical and constitutional questions, and would likely perpetuate the same bureaucratic incentives that resulted in prolonged detention without trial at Guantanamo.  Part of the current problem with Guantanamo is that the system lacks incentives to force decisions about who to transfer and who to try. Under current policy, Guantanamo prisoners can be held without trial for an indefinite period. If they are tried and convicted in a military commission, they remain in detention-- perhaps even after their sentences are served; if they are tried and acquitted, they may also remain in detention.  The next president should announce his intention to empty the Guantanamo facility within one year. Setting a firm and definitive deadline for closing Guantanamo would change the existing incentive structure and create a new sense of urgency to separate those whom the United States suspects of having committed crimes from the rest.  The remaining prisoners at Guantanamo fall into three groups:  -- Prisoners suspected of having committed crimes against the United States. These should be prosecuted in regular criminal courts or in court-martial proceedings under the Uniform Code of Military Justice (UCMJ).  -- Prisoners suspected of having committed crimes in their home countries or third countries. These should be transferred for prosecution in accordance with international human rights obligations and humanitarian laws.  -- Prisoners not suspected of any criminal activity. These should be repatriated to their home countries whenever possible in accordance with international human rights and humanitarian law obligations. Those who face a substantial likelihood of torture in their own countries should be resettled in third countries.  To succeed, this plan requires the cooperation of third countries. U.S. allies, particularly European leaders who have called most loudly for the prison to be closed, must help and not just criticize. It is true that the United States climbed into this box alone, but those of our allies who truly want to see the end of Guantanamo will have to help us get there. To the extent Guantanamo and other failures of the current Administration's counterterrorism policy have promoted terrorist recruitment, this is more than just a U.S. problem now. And our allies have a shared interest and responsibility to help fix it.    The next president and next Congress will need to take swift action that demonstrates to the international community their complete rejection of this Administration's policies and their clear intention to close Guantanamo and steer a new course:  -- Immediately improve conditions of confinement at Guantanamo. Increasing access to family members through video- and tele- conferencing, improving access to counsel, and reducing the use of solitary confinement will ease the burden of isolation experienced by many Guantanamo prisoners and bring U.S. policy more in line with international treatment obligations. In addition, providing prisoners' families access to regular health assessments and other appropriate data, as is done for the families of U.S. detainees in Iraq, will inspire international confidence that the United States is treating prisoners with appropriate care.  -- Resettle some Guantanamo prisoners in the United States. Then- Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's early pronouncements that all Guantanamo prisoners are all dangerous terrorists engendered reluctance on the part of other countries to accept prisoners now found years later to pose no danger. Our failure to resettle any such prisoners here in the United States has only compounded that reluctance. A small number of prisoners who have not committed crimes against the United States, and whose individual circumstances make them eligible for relief, should be resettled here. This would send an important message and likely would increase the willingness of third countries to accept some prisoners themselves. It may also be necessary to convince other countries to accept their own citizens and legal residents.  -- Manage effectively the risk posed by repatriation and resettlement. Releasing some of the prisoners at Guantanamo will require an assumption of some risk. But that risk can be managed, and it is undoubtedly less than the risk posed by the continued detention of more than 200 Guantanamo prisoners without criminal charge. Risk management can be achieved by performing individualized risk assessments of detainees selected for repatriation and resettlement; obtaining appropriate security assurances from receiving countries; making transfers on a rolling basis to ease the burden on home countries; and passing legislation to invest in reintegration programs modeled after the Saudi rehabilitation program, which led to the transfer of more than 100 Saudis out of Guantanamo.  B. Repeal the MCA and Terminate the Military Commissions  In March of last year, I testified before the House Armed Services Committee and urged that terrorist suspects at Guantanamo be tried in regular federal courts or pursuant to the Rules for Courts-Martial under the UCMJ. Such trials would satisfy the requirement of the laws of war--and of our own laws-- that sentences be carried out pursuant to a "previous judgment pronounced by a regularly constituted court affording all the judicial guarantees which are recognized as indispensable by civilized peoples." That remains our view.  Human Rights First opposed the Military Commissions Act (MCA). Even some Members of Congress who voted for it did so while expressing the hope that the courts would step in to remedy its many defects.  Congress should not wait for the courts to come to the rescue, nor should it merely tinker with the machinery of military commissions. Instead, Congress should repeal the MCA and embrace its responsibility to ensure that suspected terrorists are brought to justice in proceedings worthy of this country.  The defects of the MCA are many and have been well-documented by Human Rights First and others. They include permitting coerced evidence, rules for classified evidence that prevent the defendant from seeing evidence that may show innocence or lack of responsibility, and violating the basic due process requirement that a person cannot be held criminally responsible for an action that was not legally prohibited at the time it was taken.  One of the most telling indictments of the military commissions is the way the system looks up close in actual practice. Recently Human Rights First observers attended the first military commission trial held at Guantanamo, of Salim Hamdan. There is no question that the defects in the MCA infected Hamdan's trial. Though the judge excluded some of Hamdan's statements obtained following coercive interrogations at Bagram, he admitted other statements extracted under abusive conditions at Guantanamo, conditions that included sleep deprivation and sexual humiliation.  The MCA itself is just one component of the problem. The military commission system has shown itself vulnerable at every turn to unlawful influence, manipulation and political pressure. Air Force Brig. Gen. Thomas Hartmann, the Pentagon's chief legal advisor to the military commissions, has already been disqualified from his role in three Guantanamo trials because of the perception that he is biased toward the prosecution. Gen. Hartmann still has legal advisor status in fourteen other cases, but defense lawyers in several of those cases also have filed motions to disqualify him based on unlawful command influence.  The military commissions at Guantanamo are staffed by many talented, dedicated and honorable service personnel. But the system itself is illegitimate, and no amount of good will or good lawyering can change that. It is abundantly clear from our observations of trial proceedings there why Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions requires, as a prerequisite for passing sentences and carrying out executions, trials by a "regularly constituted court." The system in operation at Guantanamo does not come close to passing that test.  C. Try Suspects in Federal Criminal Courts  Some say the answer to the failings of the military commissions lies in creating yet another substitute system for detaining and trying terrorist suspects. But such a detour risks embroiling the next President in prolonged legal challenges that would obviate many of the advantages of closing Guantanamo and ending military commissions. Most importantly, no new system has been proven necessary.  Last year, Human Rights First asked two former federal prosecutors from the Southern District of New York--Richard Zabel and James Benjamin, now partners at Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld--to carefully examine and evaluate international terrorism prosecutions brought in the federal courts. Their report, In Pursuit of Justice: Prosecuting Terrorism Cases in the Federal Courts, published by Human Rights First in May 2008, examines more than 120 terrorism cases prosecuted over the past 15 years, ranging from epic mega-trials for completed acts of terrorism to individual, pre-emptive prosecutions focused on prevention. It draws on the personal perspectives of judges, prosecutors and defense lawyers with firsthand terrorism litigation experience, as well as the views of security experts and academics. The focus of the examination is on the legal and practical issues that confront courts, law enforcement, and Congress regarding terrorism-related crimes. In Pursuit of Justice concludes that the federal system has capably handled important and challenging terrorism cases without compromising national security or sacrificing rigorous standards of fairness and due process.  The report found that:  -- Prosecutors have invoked a host of specially-tailored anti- terrorism laws and longstanding, generally-applicable federal criminal statutes to obtain convictions in terrorism cases.  -- Courts have consistently exercised jurisdiction over defendants brought before them, even those defendants apprehended by unconventional or forcible means.  -- Existing criminal statutes and immigration laws provide an adequate basis to detain and monitor suspects in the vast majority of known cases.  -- Applying the Classified Information Procedures Act (CIPA), courts have successfully balanced the need to protect national security information, including the sources and means of intelligence gathering, with defendants' fair trial rights.  -- Miranda warnings are not required in battlefield and non- custodial interrogations or interrogations conducted purely for intelligence-gathering purposes, and Miranda requirements have not impeded successful criminal terrorism prosecutions.  -- The Federal Rules of Evidence, including rules that govern the authentication of evidence collected abroad, provide a common- sense, flexible framework for guiding admissibility decisions.  -- The Federal Sentencing Guidelines and other applicable sentencing laws prescribe severe sentences for many terrorism offenses, and experience shows that terrorism defendants have generally been sentenced to lengthy periods of incarceration.  -- Courts are well able to assure the safety and security of trial participants and observers.  The justice system is not perfect, of course. Some terrorism cases have posed difficult challenges for the federal courts. But these challenges have not prevented the trials from proceeding successfully. To the contrary, the federal system has proved to be highly adaptive and flexible in delivering justice in these cases.  Many judges support our view that the federal system adequately meets the special challenges presented by terrorism prosecutions. In testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee in June 2008, Judge John Coughenour, who presided over the trial of the trial of "millennium bomber" Ahmed Ressam, remarked: "It is my firm conviction, informed by 27 years on the federal bench, that the United States courts, as constituted, are not only an adequate venue for trying suspected terrorists but also a tremendous asset against terrorism. Indeed, I believe it would be a grave error with lasting consequences for Congress, even with the best of intentions, to create a parallel system of terrorism courts unmoored from the values that have served us so well for so long." Similarly, during a speech at American University's Washington College of Law in February 2008, Judge Leonie Brinkema, presiding judge in the trial of Zacarias Moussaui, said: "I think that we need to seriously think about the implications of getting away from the standard criminal justice model for these cases?.[We must not be] so overcome with fear that we jettison fundamental principles of our legal and political system. It's something that we absolutely have to remember. You can address the terrorist threat with tools that we have if the people who are running those tools do their job."  While In Pursuit of Justice does not respond directly to the proposals of those who advocate a substitute justice system--such as "preventive detention" or a "national security court"--I would note here two significant disadvantages of such schemes:  First, it has become increasingly clear that many prisoners were sent to Guantanamo, rather than being indicted and tried in federal court, because sending them to Guantanamo relieved the government of the burden of doing the hard work of investigation and prosecution. A new system of indefinite or "preventive" detention would continue to relieve the government of this burden; in fact, it would undercut the incentive to use the criminal justice system at all. But if U.S. counterterrorism policy consists of detaining indefinitely everyone who harbors hostility toward the United States, we must face the reality that several hundred men at Guantanamo are just a drop in that bucket, and that holding them there without charge or fair trials will eventually mean that we will need to get many more, and much bigger, buckets. Second, creating a national security court would require devising from scratch the procedures, precedents, and body of law that would govern such a court. We already have walked down that path twice since 9/11--with the current Administration's unilateral creation of its original military commissions in 2002, and with the MCA. The disarray that has plagued the military commissions at Guantanamo--with abundant litigation and internal dissention within the military command structure--does not bode well for a new system. By contrast, federal courts have amassed many years of experience, a reservoir of judicial wisdom, and a broadly experienced bar to guide the course of particular cases.  Human Rights First continues to study these issues carefully. We urge Congress and the next Administration to consider them as well, and to explore any continuing gaps and shortcomings in the law that can be remedied by revision rather than with the creation of an entirely new court system.  V. Conclusion  The current Administration's misguided embrace of indefinite detention, torture and deeply flawed military commissions has greatly damaged the reputation of the United States, fueled terrorist recruitment and undermined international cooperation in counterterrorism operations. Repairing our reputation as a nation committed to the rule of law will require bold action, including finally closing the detention facility in Guantanamo and demonstrating -- in deed, not just in word--an unequivocal commitment to treating all prisoners humanely.

2NC Solvency 

Closing Gtmo and admitting inmates into the US solves soft power and international cooperation

Daskal 07 (Jennifer, "How to close Guantanamo.(Report)." World Policy Journal 24.3 (2007): 29+. Academic OneFile. Web.)

What should happen to the detainees who cannot be sent home? The United States complains that no other country will accept them, yet refuses to allow them into the United States. With the exception of Albania, none of the many allies that have long called on the United States to close Guantanamo have been willing to accept third-party nationals themselves. After all, why should another country help out Washington by resettling detainees that the United States refuses to accept?

The United States should break this impasse by agreeing to accept at least some of these detainees in the United States. (Uighur communities in the United States, for example, have already committed to providing housing, language, and job training to any Uighur who is provided asylum.) Then--and only then--will the United States be able to convince the rest of the world that it is serious about closing Guantanamo, and that while it needs international help to do so, it will not shift the entire burden of closing Guantanamo onto others.

Once that happens, the many nations that have long condemned the detentions at Guantanamo would no longer be able to point to Washington's inaction as an excuse for their own. With some pushing and prodding the United Nations or another international body might even be willing to take on the role of intermediary--screening the detainees and helping to find third-party placements around the world. Such international cooperation would also be useful in dealing with a number of other areas that have slowed down the returns from 

2nc—Rule of Law
Guantanamo  is outside of the US legal framework and must be closed NOW.

Daskal 07 (Jennifer, "How to close Guantanamo.(Report)." World Policy Journal 24.3 (2007): 29+. Academic OneFile. Web.)

The administration chose Guantanamo, a U.S. military base on the southeast end of Cuba, as a place that would allow--or so the administration thought--the detention and interrogation of terrorist suspects out side of any legal framework. It turns out, however, that taking someone out from under the rule of law is much easier than returning them back to a legal regime. What do you do with detainees who cannot be returned to their home countries because of fear of torture? How do you ensure that you do not just export the Guantanamo problem elsewhere? How do you protect against detainees walking out of Guantanamo and heading for the battlefield?

Closing Guantanamo will not be easy. It will require political resolve, creative diplomacy and an assumption of risk. But it must be done. In the words of President Bush's former secretary of state, Colin Powell: "Guantanamo has become a major, major problem.... [I]f it was up to me, I would close Guantanamo not tomorrow, but this afternoon." (7)

The tactics used at Guantanamo are in direct violation with the Rule of Law.

New York Times 07 (One of the largest, most subscribed to, and most read newspapers in the world with some of the top political analysts, Guantanamo Follies, April 2007)

For Americans, like us, who are sickened by the Guantanamo prison, the Hicks bargain was emblematic of its lawless nature. If there was evidence that Mr. Hicks was a terrorist, we have yet to see it. He was declared an illegal combatant by a kangaroo court created to confirm that designation, which had been applied long before. He was denied a lawyer and censored by the court when he tried to pursue abuse charges. Under his plea bargain he gave up his right to sue, repudiated his own accounts of abuse and was even barred from talking to the news media about his experience.

To understand why Mr. Hicks still found that sort of deal attractive, remember that once a person is declared an ''illegal enemy combatant,'' he faces a lifetime in detention. He might be released by a ''combatant status tribunal,'' but his chances are very slim, and the process mocks civilized standards of justice. If the prisoner is one of the very few that the Pentagon plans to charge with a crime, he will be brought before a military tribunal. That court may use evidence obtained through hearsay, coercion or even torture. If convicted, there is little likelihood that he will be released after serving his time. If acquitted, he just goes back to being an illegal combatant who can be held for life.

2NC--Terorrism
Gunatanamo makes us unpopular with the UN and the world. Closure of Guantanamo is the only way to solve soft power. Additionally, it hurts our fight against terrorism.

Daskal 07 (Jennifer, "How to close Guantanamo.(Report)." World Policy Journal 24.3 (2007): 29+. Academic OneFile. Web.)

The United States has long prided itself on its efforts to promote freedom, democracy, and human rights around the world. Yet it now finds these efforts sidetracked by easy--and often true--attacks on the United States' own integrity. "Take Guantanamo for example," exclaimed Robert Mugabe, Zimbabwe's autocratic President, in a statement before the 62nd session of the U.N. General Assembly. "Can the international community accept being lectured by this man on the provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights? Definitely not!" (17) Mugabe is not alone. A long list of leaders--including Russian president Vladimir Putin, Bashar Assad of Syria, and Iran's Mahmoud Ahmadinejad--have pointed to Guantanamo to deflect attention from human rights abuses in their own countries. (18)

U.S. diplomats in several countries have told Human Rights Watch of being unable to challenge state-authorized round-ups and detentions without trial because of Guantanamo. When Human Rights Watch raised concern about U.S. silence over arbitrary detentions in Malaysia, a senior State Department official replied, "With what we're doing in Guantanamo, we're on thin ice to push." (19) Allies that have long looked to the United States as a standard-bearer on human rights now find themselves instead issuing reports and public statements decrying the indefinite detention without charge of hundreds of men in Guantanamo.

The finger-pointing is justified. The continued detention of hundreds of detainees without charge at Guantanamo undermines U.S. moral authority, is in disregard of international human rights and humanitarian law, and is bad counterterrorism policy. It hurts--not helps--the fight against terror.

Guantanamo must be closed to maintain legitimacy for counterterrorism policy.

Daskal 07 (Jennifer, "How to close Guantanamo.(Report)." World Policy Journal 24.3 (2007): 29+. Academic OneFile. Web.)

The continued detention of hundreds of men without charge in Guantanamo is also bad counterterrorism policy. As the U.S. Army's new field manual on counterinsurgency operations warns, fighting a nontraditional enemy like al Qaeda requires counterintuitive approaches. It is simply not possible to kill and capture every enemy in such a battle. Nor is it necessarily a good idea. "Dynamic insurgencies can replace losses quickly," warns the manual. The only way to win, therefore, is to "cut off the sources of that recuperative power" by diminishing the enemy's legitimacy and appeal while increasing one's own. The manual cautions that the United States loses its legitimacy, and therefore its ability to win the fight against al Qaeda, if it engages in illegitimate actions. "Unlawful detention, torture and punishment without trial" are all cited as illegitimate actions to be avoided. (20)

The lesson derived from the counterinsurgency field manual is clear. Locking up a few hundred detainees without charge in a U.S. Navy base in Cuba does little to diminish al Qaeda's threat. To the contrary, it fuels animosity toward the United States and becomes a talking point and recruiting tool for future terrorists. While such a policy may take a few would-be suicide bombers out of circulation, it aids al Qaeda's ability to recruit others.

Aff Answer: GTMO links to politics

more than three quarters of Americans want Guantanamo to remain open.

CNN 3/29/10 (One of the senior political organizations worldwide, CNN Poll: Big shift on Closing of Guantanamo Bay Facility, March 29th, 2010)                                                               Attitudes about the U.S. detention facility at Guantanamo Bay in Cuba have changed dramatically since President Barack Obama took office, according to a new national poll.  Support for closing the facility has dropped 12 points over the past 14 months, a CNN/Opinion Research Corporation survey indicates.                                              Shortly before Obama's inauguration, 51 percent of Americans said they thought the facility in Cuba should be closed. Now that number is down to 39 percent, and six in ten believe the United States should continue to operate Guantanamo.                                 The poll, released Sunday, suggests independent voters are contributing to the 12 point overall drop.                                                                                                                    "Just Democrats still think that Guantanamo should be closed, but Independents have completely changed - from an even split in January 2009 to three-quarters who want to keep the facility open today," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland.                  More than three out of four Republicans questioned in the poll think that the facility should stay open.                                                                                                               Upon taking office in January 2009, President Obama said he intended to shut down the controversial detention facility in a year. That deadline has slipped, with no specific date announced for closing Guantanamo
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1NC Sanctions CP

The United States Federal Government should adopt a three-tiered system for sanctioning terrorist fininciers and create a National Security Sanctions Court composed of Article Three Judges.  We’ll Clarify.
This solves terror—allows for credible and flexible sanctions that shut down terrorist funding
O’leary 10 – Candidate, New York University School of Law. (10 March 10, Law Review(Robert, )International Law and Politics: Improving the Terrorist Finance Sanctions Process., http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv1/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_065797.pdf)
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I. INTRODUCTION
As part of the global effort to combat terrorism, the United States Department of Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) administers an economic sanctions program targeting terrorists. This sanctions regime gives OFAC the power to indefinitely freeze all of a legal person’s assets and publicly list it as a financier of terrorism. OFAC uses this tool broadly, sanctioning numerous individuals, banks, companies, and charitable organizations worldwide.1 OFAC terrorist sanctions are a relatively new phenomenon,2 and the effectiveness and accuracy of their use are debatable. Yet, they are extremely important on an international scale. The United States leads the global front in this important area of national security: its sanction decisions are largely adopted by the United Nations, which in turn makes them binding upon all signatory nations. Under the current regime, OFAC exercises unilateral discretion in its designation and asset-blocking actions and affords designated entities minimal due process.

This Note proposes two measures designed to increase institutional flexibility and enhance the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Department of Treasury’s OFAC sanctions. First, OFAC should adopt a three-tiered system for sanctioning terrorist financiers. Currently, OFAC offers no institutional flexibility, using only one all-or-nothing sanction tool regardless of the nature of the violation. Indeed, it offers a cliff: entities that OFAC investigates are either labeled “Specially Designated Global Terrorists,” with all of their assets indefinitely frozen, or they are not listed at all and no action is taken whatsoever. This Note proposes the creation of three tiers of designation—”Specially Designated Global Terrorist” (SDGT),“Out-of-Compliance,” and “Questionable Activity”—in order both to give OFAC enhanced flexibility and to better protect the due process interests of alleged terrorism financiers. Second, this Note proposes the creation of a National Security Sanctions Court (NSSC). OFAC would apply to the NSSC, composed of Article III judges, for permission to list an entity under one of the three designation categories depending upon the sufficiency of the administrative evidence. The NSSC would allow OFAC to assume a more traditional administrative regulatory role, working in conjunction with entities listed as “Out-of-Compliance” and “Questionable Activity” to remedy their alleged issues. The NSSC would relieve OFAC of its unilateral burden of blacklisting entities and freezing all of their assets, providing an important outside check on this prosecution-like power. The NSSC would also safeguard national security interests by encouraging the development of judicial expertise and by providing for the protection of classified evidence and sources. Finally, the NSSC would enhance the credibility and legitimacy of the OFAC sanctions program and thereby improve U.S. foreign relations.

2NC Sanctions CP

A three-tiered method is key to solve—shuts off terrorist funding 

O’leary 10 – Candidate, New York University School of Law. (10 March 10, Law Review(Robert, )International Law and Politics: Improving the Terrorist Finance Sanctions Process., http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv1/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_065797.pdf)
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 A. Moving to a Three-Tiered Designation Process 

Critical to improving the relationship between OFAC and regulated entities is a move to a multi-tiered designation process. There is an “enormous” difference between making contributions that eventually find their way into terrorists’ hands and intentionally funding terrorism. The United States should establish an independent process that would give more consideration to claims that particular individuals intentionally contribute to terrorist movements, allowing the U.S. to freeze the assets of those it determines are the real threat.147 Such due process protections would ensure that we find and punish those truly responsible for promoting and financing terrorist violence.148 Fitzgerald argues that in order to achieve a better process, multiple blacklisting categories, which would trigger different levels of restrictive measures, must be created.149 Under the current regime there is no differentiation between a secondary or tertiary target and a primary target, such as Osama bin Laden. Such a system chills communication between the regulators and the regulated.150 This Note builds upon Fitzgerald’s suggestion of multiple categories by laying the foundation for a three-tiered designation process with distinct evidentiary burdens and distinct penalties. Under this Note’s proposals, OFAC would make applications to the NSSC for permission to designate an alleged terrorist financier, corresponding with the sufficiency of the evidence OFAC has compiled. Similar to warrant applications for surveillance made to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISC), the applications made by OFAC would be in a closed, non-adversarial setting. This would prevent the exposure of classified information and also prevent notice to the designated entity, which might otherwise try to move or hide its assets. The highest designation level would carry the “Specially Designated Global Terrorist” label currently in effect. Individuals and entities that are primary targets of OFAC sanctions, and against which OFAC can make a criminal-standard showing of “clear and convincing evidence” to the National Security Sanctions Court, will be placed on the SDGT list. This way, even primary targets of the OFAC sanctions will receive at least some further due process in the form of a designation application to a neutral federal judge. However, OFAC will be able to maintain the necessary secrecy and surprise needed to effectively freeze terrorist assets. Entities placed on the SDGT list will be dealt with under the current program and will be subject to an indefinite blocking of their assets. Finally, individuals and entities directly funding terrorism will be appropriately labeled as “Specially Designated Global Terrorists.” 

2NC Sanctions CP

The Three-Tiered reform is the most constructive way to incapacitate terrorists

O’leary 10 – Candidate, New York University School of Law. (10 March 10, Law Review(Robert, )International Law and Politics: Improving the Terrorist Finance Sanctions Process., http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv1/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_065797.pdf)
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VI. CONCLUSION OFAC undoubtedly operates the most sophisticated terrorist sanctions program in the world, but it is also a program that was put together hastily and rests upon an awkward legal edifice. It unnecessarily sacrifices due process and transparency objectives for national security goals. The creation of a Three-Tiered Designation Process and a National Security Sanctions Court are institutional improvements that will alleviate many of the constitutional and practical concerns inherent in the current OFAC designation process. The creation of a three-tiered designation process and the NSSC are institutional improvements to the current OFAC terrorist sanctions program that should be appealing to OFAC and the government generally. Nothing is lost if the government adopts this institutionally flexible system and much is gained. Of course, the government might argue that secrecy is lost, but adopting the CIPA procedures would do much to alleviate such a concern. The creation of the three-tiered system does not open up the government or the American people to new risks, since OFAC retains almost unfettered discretion to place entities on the Questionable Activity list and impose a temporary asset freeze as it compiles an administrative record. Moreover, the NSSC would place the OFAC sanctions regime on more solid statutory and constitutional footing by enhancing procedural protections and checks. However, with media coverage of international and domestic counterterrorism resting almost squarely upon rendition and Guantánamo, there may not be enough political interest to address the inefficiencies and due process concerns in the OFAC terrorist sanctions process anytime soon. Despite the potential for insufficient executive and/or legislative momentum in support of an NSSC, the three-tier designation system can always be adopted internally by OFAC via regulation. OFAC must at the very least adopt more robust and transparent internal procedures for its terrorist sanctions regime.188 The NSSC would be a significant improvement over the current OFAC terrorist designation and blocking process. In spite of the serious power that it wields, OFAC currently designates entities as SDGTs in a process that is entirely within its discretion and control. OFAC has power over every step of the process; from the decision to investigate, to the designation of entities and indefinite blocking of assets, to the decision whether or not to review the designation, OFAC wields authority to label entities and individuals as “terrorists” and block all of their assets for indefinite periods of time. Such power should not be vested in a single, unelected organ of our federal government without any true checks. An NSSC would provide enhanced legitimacy to the process by putting the burden on federal judges, and not OFAC alone, to determine 188. If Congress does create an NSSC, it might also consider a realignment of national security courts on a larger scale. The creation of the National Security Sanctions Court may help lay the foundation for a broader National Security legal framework. The FISC is already established as an Article III court specializing in national security intelligence matters. The NSSC would serve a similar function for financial sanctions. President Obama has signed an executive order authorizing the closure of Guantanamo Bay within the upcoming year. Various prominent commentators have called for the creation of a national security court over the past few years to handle just such detainees. Rather than maintain three separate national-security-related court systems, the legitimacy of each court and the efficacy of the judicial branch in dealing with such matters may be enhanced by placing them under the same umbrella. The court handling detainee designations as “enemy combatants” or the like would be an Article III court, yet would operate on the same institutional level as the FISC and the NSSC; we will call it the National Security Detainee Court (NSDC). A National Security Court of Appeals would operate as an appellate body serving all three national security courts: the FISC, the NSSC, and the NSDC. This would eliminate the need for the FISC Court of Review and the NSSC Court of Review. Instead, all reviews of FISC grants of warrants would occur at the National Security Court of Appeals. Appeals of detainee designations and secondary appeals of NSSC designations would occur at the National Security Court of Appeals as well. Finally, decisions of the National Security Court of Appeals could be appealed to the Supreme Court of the United States. This altered framework would provide a coherent institutional landscape for Article III courts handling matters of national security. It would allow for the development of judicial expertise in ways not possible if the three systems are maintained separately. It would provide for greater transparency and legitimize what has been a very secretive and ad hoc process of development on all fronts. whether OFAC has compiled sufficient evidence to justify the use of its extraordinary sanctions power.A Three-Tiered Designation Process would rectify the lack of flexibility inherent in the current system, which discourages cooperation and results in the somewhat random application of sanctions. Under the current process, OFAC either labels entities as terrorists and authorizes an immediate, indefinite, and crippling asset freeze, or leaves them alone altogether. A Three-Tiered Designation Process would provide much needed flexibility by allowing OFAC to list entities and begin to work with them towards compliance in conjunction with a temporary freezing rather than the blunt all-or-nothing current regime, which discourages cooperation. A Three-Tiered Designation Process and an NSSC would not remedy all of the infirmities in the current process; no system could. Determined terrorist financiers will always work to thwart whatever controls are adopted. However, the ThreeTiered Designation Process and the NSSC provide a more effective method of achieving the ultimate goal of the sanctions program: reducing the terrorist threat. The Three-Tiered Designation Process could allow OFAC to engage the regulated industries and the communities most vulnerable to terrorist recruitment. OFAC’s terrorist sanctions program, like many other actions in the “War on Terror,” has been widely criticized but very little has been offered as a legitimate alternative or improvement. A Three-Tiered Designation Process and an NSSC provide two ways to legitimize a necessary sanctions program, enhance relations with the regulated industries, improve relations with vulnerable populations around the world, and augment the constitutional legitimacy of sanctions in our global battle against terrorism. 
2NC Sanctions Solve

The sanctions now aren’t enough—CP is key to effective sanctions

O’leary 10 – Candidate, New York University School of Law. (10 March 10, Law Review(Robert, )International Law and Politics: Improving the Terrorist Finance Sanctions Process., http://www.law.nyu.edu/ecm_dlv1/groups/public/@nyu_law_website__journals__journal_of_international_law_and_politics/documents/documents/ecm_pro_065797.pdf)
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B. The Effectiveness of the Current OFAC Sanctions Regime Current 

OFAC SDGT designations of Muslim charities may induce observant Muslims to continue to give via less-regulated and harder-to-detect means, such as hawala or cash remittance, networks, or alternative remittance systems. Charitable giving, or zakat, is one of the five pillars of Islam, making charitable contributions a religious obligation for Muslims.108 The burden on donors to ensure the innocence of the final use of their charitable contribution may be too high to meet.109 Noted drops in donations to Muslim charities have occurred because Muslims are afraid of being labeled as terrorists due to connections with a charity that comes under investigation, in addition to the real fear of actually funding terrorism.110 Such restrictions render Muslims unable to fulfill their religious duty.111 A study of 30 mosques found that all had suffered a loss of funds since September 11.112 However, freezing assets and introducing sweeping regulations may actually harm important national security interests because they induce terrorists and their financiers to move funds out of the regulated sector and into informal, unregulated networks utilizing hawaladars and couriers.113 Encouraging MuslimAmericans to give openly to established and institutional charities deters them from giving through less formal networks such as hawalas, which are extremely difficult to monitor.114 The SDGT listing process may be more about the idea that the government is doing something to stop the flow of money to terrorist organizations than it is about actually stopping that flow. The United States needs to put more emphasis on using signals intelligence and human intelligence to elaborate the financial picture of the ways in which money flows to terrorist organizations. Sweeping actions that push money out of the Western regulated sector only hurt our understanding of how money flows to terrorism.115 In spite of claimed successes with respect to the blocking or freezing of assets, enforcement is erratic and appears not to be a priority. Although the OFAC SDGT designation process may provide a sense that the government is taking positive action, that action may not actually be serving the goals intended. While announcements of the number of entities whose assets have been seized and the value of money frozen “may prove helpful for public relations purposes,” they do not indicate whether the regime targets the “right” people nor how important those people are to the flow of terrorist funds.117 Blacklists are inherently under- and over-inclusive.118 Zaring and Baylis argue that the effectiveness of OFAC’s sanctions probably lies mostly in the mere sense that the government is doing something about terrorism.119 While this is probably an overstatement, it highlights the lack of critical oversight of the process.

2NC Sanctions Solve

Targeted Sanctions are the vital internal link to cut off terrorism

Levey 06 – Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence (Stuart, 9 8 06, http://www.ustreas.gov/press/release/hp86.htm). 

Under-. //Stuart, Prepared Remarks by Before the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. ,JMP

Counterterrorism and security policy has traditionally been the province of foreign affairs, defense, intelligence, and law enforcement officials -- not Finance Ministers. But finance ministries worldwide are now working closely with the traditional security ministries to meet the government's first responsibility: ensuring the safety of its citizens. Promoting a safe, sound, and secure financial system will enable us to work toward that end.

As our government took stock of all of its tools to combat terrorism and the Executive Branch was reorganized after September 11, President Bush, members of his Cabinet, and the Congress recognized that the Treasury Department had unique authorities that could contribute to the fight. Although many of the Treasury's law enforcement functions were transferred to the Departments of Homeland Security and Justice in 2003, the Treasury quickly assumed a new role in U.S. national security policy as we began to apply these unique authorities in creative ways. This was the genesis of the office I oversee, the Office of Terrorism and Financial Intelligence.

Our mission is to marshal the Treasury Department's policy, enforcement, regulatory, and intelligence functions in order to sever the lines of financial support to international terrorists, WMD proliferators, narcotics traffickers, and other threats to our national security. There are financial networks that underlie all of these threats. Those networks are sources of valuable intelligence; they are also vulnerabilities we can exploit.

While combating terrorism finance is a top priority of my office, we have made progress on other fronts as well. Using a wide range of tools, we have helped shut down the networks of Colombian and other foreign drug kingpins; targeted Iranian, Syrian, and North Korean companies involved in WMD and missile proliferation; financially isolated key Syrian regime members; and struck a deep blow to the North Korean government's illicit financial network.

The intelligence component of our efforts is particularly important. For the first time in U.S. history -- and likely the first time worldwide -- we set up an intelligence analysis office, the Office of Intelligence and Analysis within the Treasury Department to bring the knowledge of the intelligence community to bear on the evolving threat of illicit finance. Having an intelligence analysis office at the Treasury is a tremendous innovation. Money trails don't lie. Financial intelligence is uniquely reliable; it allows us to track threats, as well as to deter and disrupt them.

The authorities that the Treasury has at its disposal are among the rare tools short of military force that we can use to exert leverage when traditional diplomatic options are exhausted. They allow the U.S. government to bring concentrated pressure to bear on an otherwise unresponsive threat, demonstrating to the world that failure to abide by internationally-accepted norms of behavior bears real consequences. With the Treasury Department's recent actions, the Iranian regime is beginning to see that first-hand.

Our use of these authorities in the financial war on terror is having an impact. The indicators of success are often complex and not readily quantifiable, such as reporting about terrorist cells having difficulty raising money or paying salaries or benefits. Some of the best evidence, of course, is classified. In recent months, we have seen at least one instance of what we look for most -- a terrorist organization indicating that it cannot pursue sophisticated attacks because it lacks adequate funding.

In some specific areas, we can however point to concrete indicators of success. For example, we have made dramatic progress in combating terrorist abuse of charities. Prior to 9/11 and even afterwards, terrorists used charities as safe and easy ways to raise and move large sums of money. Al Qaida and Hamas, in particular, relied on charities to funnel money from wealthier areas to conflict zones with great success. Through a combination of law enforcement and regulatory actions against several corrupt charities, both at home and abroad, we have taken out key organizations and deterred or disrupted others. In tandem, active engagement with the legitimate charitable sector has succeeded in raising transparency and accountability across the board.

We have thus far designated more than 40 charities worldwide as supporters of terrorism, including several U.S. charities such as the Holy Land Foundation, the Global Relief Foundation, the Benevolence International Foundation, the Al Haramain Islamic Foundation, and the Islamic African/American Relief Agency (IARA). The impact of these actions is serious, and sometimes decisive. IARA once provided hundreds of thousands of dollars to Osama bin Laden. More recently, IARA country offices have experienced increased pressure and its leaders have expressed concern about the organization's future.

Just last week, we took action against the Islamic Resistance Support Organization (IRSO), a key Hezbollah fundraising organization. Unlike some terrorist-supporting charities, IRSO makes no effort to obscure its support for violence. IRSO fundraising materials present donors with options of sending funds to equip Hezbollah fighters or to purchase rockets that Hezbollah uses to target civilian populations. Overall, enforcement actions against bad organizations like IRSO, combined with engagement with the charitable sector, have radically altered the dynamic, leaving dirty charities isolated and imperiled.

2NC Sanctions Solve

Business sanctions are successful 

Levey 06 – Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence (Stuart, 9 8 06, http://www.ustreas.gov/press/release/hp86.htm). 

Under-. //Stuart, Prepared Remarks by Before the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. ,JMP

We have had some important success with North Korea. Confronted with North Korean conduct ranging from WMD proliferation-related activities to counterfeiting of U.S. currency and other illicit behavior, the Treasury Department has taken two important steps.

First, we targeted a number of North Korean proliferation firms under a new Executive order, E.O. 13382. That order authorizes the Treasury and State Departments to target key nodes of WMD and missile proliferation networks, including their suppliers and financiers, in the same way we do with terrorists. A designation under this E.O. cuts the target off from access to the U.S. financial and commercial systems and puts the international community on notice about a particular threat.

Second, we took a regulatory action to protect our financial system against Banco Delta Asia (BDA), a Macau-based bank that was handling North Korea's dirty business without any pretense of due diligence or control. BDA was a willing partner, actively helping North Korean agents conduct surreptitious, multimillion dollar cash deposits and withdrawals without questioning the basis of these transactions. Indeed, BDA officials had negotiated a lower standard of due diligence with their North Korean clients. Using an authority provided in Section 311 of the USA PATRIOT Act, Treasury designated Banco Delta Asia as being of "primary money laundering concern." Section 311 enables us to cut off a bank's access to the U.S. financial system following a rule-making process. This tool has had a profound effect, not only in protecting the U.S. financial system from abuse, but also in notifying financial institutions and jurisdictions globally of an illicit finance risk.
As a result of these actions and public revelations about North Korea's criminal conduct, responsible foreign jurisdictions and institutions have taken steps to ensure that North Korean entities engaged in illicit conduct are not receiving financial services. Press reports indicate that some two dozen financial institutions across the globe have voluntarily cut back or terminated their business with North Korea, including institutions in China, Japan, Vietnam, Mongolia, and Singapore. The result of these voluntary actions is that it is becoming very difficult for the Kim Jong Il regime to benefit from its criminal conduct. U.N. Security Council Resolution 1695 -- passed in response to North Korea's launching of seven ballistic missiles in violation of North Korea's 1999 agreement to a moratorium on testing long-range missiles -- has accelerated the trend. It requires all countries to prevent the transfer of financial resources in relation to North Korea's WMD and missile programs.

Indeed, the line between North Korea's licit and illicit money is nearly invisible, and the U.S. Government is urging financial institutions around the world to think carefully about the risks of doing any North Korea-related business. If recent press reports are any guide, many seem to be doing just that.

Dealing with Iran -- a country that is much further integrated into the international financial system -- presents a more complex challenge.

2NC Sanctions Solve

Sanctioning would solve illegal trade—this cuts off all terrorist resources

Ehrenfeld 2 – NYC Director for the Center for Democracy (Rachel, ., March 2, http://www.apgml.org/frameworks/docs/7/Financing%20of%20Terrorism_Sources,%20Methods%20and%20Channels.pdf)

of NYC American . Funding Terrorism: Sources and Methods—Workshop held at Los Alamos National Laboratory. . 

FUNDING TERRORISM In the turmoil following the initial bombing of the World Trade Center on February 26, 1993, few noticed that the first man arrested, Mohammed Salameh, the poor, unemployed, and illegal immigrant, offered five million dollars for bail. Where could he possibly get this kind of money? The judge refused bail, but was the source of Salameh's offer the same as that which funded the eight men, arrested shortly afterwards, who had planned to blow up Manhattan's tunnels and bridges and assassinate public officials? Were the same money sources behind the final attack on the World Trade Center on September 11? We have heard quite frequently about the use of charitable organizations to collect and transfer illegal funds and about alternative payment systems. However, those funds are hardly enough to pay for the training camps, recruitment, conventional and unconventional weapons, travel, safe houses, propaganda, and all that is needed to carry out international terrorism activities. Yet, very little is said about the main sources of the very large funds required by the terrorists. Corruption that makes the illegal drug trade possible facilitates and in turn feeds the umbilical cord that is the terrorist lifeline, i.e., money. The illegal trade is their most vital and venomous source of funds. No other commodity, legal or not, exists on the market today that is better than illegal drugs that generates extremely high and fast returns. 

ILLEGAL DRUGS AND TERRORISM How many people across America would believe that two such beautiful plants as the poppy and the coca were responsible for funding September 11? Not many people realize that these same two plants are more valuable than diamonds, emeralds, platinum, and gold combined. Illegal drugs are cheap to make but they return enormous amounts of money. Illegal drugs are marketable almost everywhere. The illicit drug trade is the most reliable source of income in the world, with a demand that is constant and continues to grow. Illegal drug money funds terrorist organizations and activities. The terrorists point to our willingness to consume these drugs as direct evidence of our society’s moral degeneracy. According to an estimate from the State Department Office for International Narcotics Matters, the production of 1 kilo of cocaine costs about $3,000. The wholesale price of that kilo is about $20,000. Cocaine production takes as long as the leaves grow, and in Colombia, Peru, and especially Bolivia, they grow fast. Opium can be cultivated twice a year in Asia and the Middle East and at least three to four times in Mexico and Colombia because of the tropical climate. The production of heroin is more expensive than cocaine. It costs about $4,000 to $5,000 to produce a kilo of heroin. That kilo will sell for $250,000 to $300,000 wholesale. The drugs are delivered only after the money for them is paid in full. Losing drugs in shipment does not affect the dealers because they have already been paid. Largely, the drug syndicates keep 80 percent of the revenues. According to figures released by the State Department (2001), there was over 5,000 metric tons of cocaine sold during 2001 at a street value of at least fifty billion dollars. Five hundred metric tons of heroin generated at least thirty billion dollars on the street during that same timeframe. Since the Taliban took over Afghanistan, heroin production has soared each year. In 1999 alone, the world production of heroin was estimated at 500 metric tons with 400 of those produced by the Taliban, allowing the availability of funds to bin Laden and his associates worldwide. President Bush used the Super Bowl to launch a new anti-drug use campaign saying: "It is so important for Americans to know that the trafficking in drugs finances the work of terror, sustaining terrorists. Terrorists use drug profits to fund their cells to commit acts of murder. If you quit drugs, you join the fight against terror in America." This effort to make the American people aware of the connection between drugs and terrorism brings home the President’s message that: "if you harbor terrorists, feed them, or finance them, you are the enemy of the United States and we will find you and fight you." Since drugs, according to the President, help fund terrorism, it is not enough to tell the American people to stop using them, for there are many more millions of drug users around the world. Besides, most drugs are not grown or produced in the United States. 

2NC Narco-terrorsim Sanctions Solve

Narco-terrorism sanctions are the vital internal link to cut off funding

Ehrenfeld 2 – NYC Director for the Center for Democracy (Rachel, ., March 2, http://www.apgml.org/frameworks/docs/7/Financing%20of%20Terrorism_Sources,%20Methods%20and%20Channels.pdf)

of NYC American . Funding Terrorism: Sources and Methods—Workshop held at Los Alamos National Laboratory. . 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS INVOLVED IN THIS BUSINESS? 

Ten years ago, the guesstimate for the value of money laundering was one trillion dollars annually. This was happening despite many anti-money laundering conventions, new laws and regulations, and the new anti-terrorism convention that was signed by 148 countries. We do not know how many countries have actually implemented the law, but we do know that not many countries are helping the United States despite the fact that they have signed the conventions. They claim that they do not yet have the mechanisms in place, that it will take time. In the meantime there is not enough cooperation. It is safe to assume that if the guesstimate ten years ago was for one trillion dollars annually, the amount has not diminished since the drug trade and other illegal businesses have been on a steep increase. How much larger is it today? It is probably twice as much — about two trillion or more. You are all familiar with countries that harbor and support terrorist organizations. You recently heard that two or three additional organizations joined, and the list is growing. I will not elaborate because all of you are already familiar with the list. However, I will describe the overlap of drug trafficking organizations, organized crime, money launderers, and terrorism. The former Soviet Union used the illicit drug trade as part of its strategy to destabilize targeted countries. Terrorist organizations that have been trained by the former Soviet Union have followed instructions religiously. For decades, organizations like the Revolutionary Armed Forces (FARC) in Colombia, the Maoist Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) in Peru, and the Palestinian Liberation Organizations (PLO), used the illicit drug trade as advised by the Soviet model. Now, the Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP), and radical Muslim Organizations like Hamas, Hizballah, The Islamic Jihad, and all others that make up Bin Laden, “INC.,” have learned to use the drug trade for the exact same purposes. 

NARCOTERRORISM AND THE WEAKENING OF DEMOCRACIES There is ample evidence that Narcoterrorism exists today and has been in existence for the last five decades. Narcoterrorism is defined as the use of illicit drugs to advance political purposes and to fund terrorist activities. Greed, corruption, hypocrisy, and willful blindness among bankers, financial institutions, and to some extent lawmakers and law enforcement officials all over the world have made drug money and other illicit funds easy to launder and hide. Narcoterrorism made it easier for bin Laden and his followers to attack the United States. According to Sun Tzu, to win a war we need to know the enemy. Therefore, we can no longer fail to acknowledge the development of narcoterrorism — the use of illegal drugs for political purposes — as the major source to fund terrorism. Statements made by President Bush and Prime Minister Blair on the role of drugs in funding bin Laden and the Taliban reinforced that point. However, narcoterrorism goes far beyond funding the Taliban and al Qaeda. The evidence is clear that the drug/terrorism axis is a worldwide problem and is not limited to the Taliban and bin Laden. It includes organizations like Hamas, Islamic Jihad, the PLO and the Hizballah, Syria and Lebanon in the Middle East, ETA in Spain, the IRA in Ireland, the FARC in Colombia, the Sendero Luminoso in Peru, Laskar Jihad in Indonesia, the North Korean and the Chinese governments in Asia, and the Chechens in Russia, to mention a few. All of these countries use drugs to fund their terrorist activities against the United States and Western democracies. Under the banner of the "War on Terrorism," we now have the opportunity to also rid the world of the Hydra scourge of corruption and illicit drugs that feed this menace. Narcoterrorism and its corrosive consequences are a stealth attack on the United States. How serious is the danger? The same factors have already claimed Colombia, Latin America's first democracy and have destabilized Peru, Venezuela, Mexico, Panama, Laos, Myanmar, and Afghanistan, among others. Ignoring the Narcoterrorist threat and the corruption it spreads could cost the United States and the West their freedom. 

2NC Funding Key

Funding is uniquely key to counter-terrorism

Ehrenfeld 2 – NYC Director for the Center for Democracy (Rachel, ., March 2, http://www.apgml.org/frameworks/docs/7/Financing%20of%20Terrorism_Sources,%20Methods%20and%20Channels.pdf)

of NYC American . Funding Terrorism: Sources and Methods—Workshop held at Los Alamos National Laboratory. . 

HOW MUCH MONEY IS INVOLVED IN THIS BUSINESS? 

CONCLUSIONS The United States may achieve a short-term goal of finding bin Laden (dead or alive) and some of his assets and perhaps unseating the Taliban, but plenty of anti-United States terrorist groups will be prepared to take their place. Supporting them will be countries that resent the United States. To have an immediate and profound impact on defeating terrorism, it is necessary to follow and cut off the money supply to the terrorist groups and their sponsoring states that fund this evil. The September 11 attacks on America should serve as a reminder to the United States and other western governments, that there are no “good terrorists." All terrorists are criminals and there is no legitimate reason to produce illegal drugs or launder money. The attack on September 11 also launched an economic war against the United States and the West. It has already cost the United States close to one trillion dollars in lost revenues. The strategy of the Administration in the United States gave hope that this war on terrorism includes the long over-due war on Narcoterrorism, corruption, and money laundering. However, it is clear that the sources of money for terrorists and other international criminals have not been shut down. Unless the United States takes the lead to cut off the snake's head and its ability to poison our society, and undermine our economic and political stability, we will lose the war. Going after all the resources, including illegal drugs, will help the United States and its Western allies to sever the money sources of these evil organizations that poses a threat to democracy, the free market, and freedom. In conclusion, to confront global terrorism, especially Radical Muslim organizations, we need to cut off their money. Thus, we must also fight their support systems: criminal organizations, money launderers, and illegal drug producers and traffickers.
Funding is the vital internal link to counter-terrorism 

Levey 06 – Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence (Stuart, 9 8 06, http://www.ustreas.gov/press/release/hp86.htm). 

Under-. //Stuart, Prepared Remarks by Before the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. ,JMP

It is critical that the government use every legitimate tool at its disposal. In the past, those tools have been largely located in our military and intelligence services; where they always have and always will continue to play critical and central roles. However, in a world defined by global networks of information and financial services, we at the Department of Treasury also play a vital part in this fight. I am proud of the work my department has done. I am proud to know that as we approach the fifth anniversary of 9/11 that we have shown those engaged in terrorism and weapons proliferation that they will not be able to conduct "business as usual" in the international financial system.


2NC Funding Key

Funding is key—terrorism can’t happen without it
Asia Pulse 8 (October 28 8, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9621528247&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9621528250&cisb=22_T9621528249&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=157371&docNo=2)

Pulse – Sri Lanka says squeezing funding key to combat terrorism. Pulse. Nationwide International News. , . 

Stopping the flow of funds for terrorist activities is a key part of the effort to fight terrorism, Sri Lankan central bank governor Ajith Nivard Cabraal said Monday.

"If we can stop the funding for terrorist activities we can put a dampener on their activities," he told the opening session of an international conference on money laundering and terrorist financing.

"By cutting funding we can interrupt their (terrorists') progress and stop their agenda."

To do so, countries need to equip their law enforcement agencies, regulators, media, bankers and prosecutors with a better understanding of the problem and ways to tackle it.

"We have to learn from each other and share experiences," Cabraal told the Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering (APG) typologies workshop.

Typologies work is the study of methods, techniques and trends of money laundering and terrorist financing.

The conference in Colombo aims to bring together law enforcement authorities, regulators and experts as well as private sector representatives.

The Asia/Pacific Group on Money Laundering is an international organisation of 38 member countries and jurisdictions and a number of international and regional observers including the United Nations, IMF and World Bank.

Cabraal said Sri Lanka has been in the forefront of the worldwide effort to contain money laundering and terrorist financing because of its fight against Tamil Tiger terrorism.

The fight against terrorist financing is a co-ordinated and concentrated effort that needs the support and efforts of a wide range of people nationally and internationally, he said.

"Any fight against terrorism has to be on four different fronts. It is not only on the battlefield. Although the military aspect is important, that it self cannot defeat terrorism.

Other fronts to fight terrorism included diplomatic efforts and the international media.

"The fourth front is the financial aspect of money laundering and terrorist financing, without which terrorism cannot progress," Cabraal said.

"Countries need to take steps to ensure terrorist funding lines through money laundering are cut and to stop transactions."

They also need to be able to track people involved in money laundering and terrorist financing.

To do so countries need to build their own capacities.

2NC AT: Squo Solves

Iran proves—more sanctions needed now

Levey 6/16 – Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence. (6/16/2010, Under-. //Stuart, Prepared Remarks on Designations Targeting Iran’s Nuclear 
and Missile Programs ., http://www.ustreas.gov/press/releases/tg746.htm)/– 

Under- (Stuart, ). 

As Secretary Geithner said, we are taking a series of steps today to impose additional consequences on Iran for its continuing failure to meet its international obligations.     
First, we are sanctioning an additional Iranian bank, Post Bank.  At one time, Post Bank's business was conducted almost entirely within Iran.  But when some of Iran's largest banks were exposed for financing proliferation, Iran began to use Post Bank to facilitate international trade.  In fact, Post Bank stepped into the shoes of Bank Sepah, which is under UN sanctions, to carry out Bank Sepah's transactions and hide its identity.  International banks that would never deal with Bank Sepah have been handling these transactions that they think are really for Post Bank.

Second, we are taking action against Iran's national maritime carrier, IRISL.  Since we sanctioned IRISL in 

2008, it has desperately attempted to evade those sanctions, setting up new front companies, renaming and 

even repainting vessels to hide their true ownership.  Despite its deceptive maneuvers, IRISL has had to struggle to obtain insurance and other services.  

China’s lack of compliance proves the need for a multi-lateral effort

International Business Times 10 (International, April 14 10, “China sells gasoline to Iran, but sanctions loom.”, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/19761/20100414/china-sells-gasoline-to-iran-but-sanctions-loom.htm)

Times .   , . 

A Chinese state oil company has sold two cargoes of gasoline to Iran, industry sources said on Wednesday, an example that shows why Beijing is not so interested in any sanctions on Tehran that could hinder profitable economic ties.
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China's stance on Iran has become vital as Russia has hardened its position and moved closer to the other members of the United Nations Security Council, the United States and its European allies, which are pressing for swift, bold sanctions.

China agreed at a nuclear summit in Washington this week to help negotiate a new U.N. sanctions resolution on Iran, but stressed the need for a diplomatic solution and that any sanctions should not hurt trade, nor the Iranian people.

"The Chinese are obviously concerned about what ramifications this might have on the economy generally," President Barack Obama said on Tuesday. "Iran is an oil-producing state"

The United States and major European powers believe Iran is attempting to secretly build an atomic arsenal under the cover of a civilian nuclear programme that Tehran insists is entirely peaceful. Iran has already defied three sets of U.N. sanctions. 

U.S. intelligence agencies believe Iran will not be capable of producing nuclear weapons for at least a year, but may be technically able to do so within 3-to-5 years.

While Western states have had to dilute their demands for sanctions to exclude energy deals, the United States may impose unilateral sanctions on fuel suppliers to Iran. As a result, several of the world's top oil suppliers have already curbed sales to Iran to pre-empt penalisation of their U.S. operations.

But state-run Chinaoil appeared undeterred, selling a total of about 600,000 barrels of gasoline worth around $55 million to the Islamic Republic, the industry sources said. Lesser competition from western companies means higher profits for the Chinese companies.
2NC Multi-lateralism Key

A multi-lateral effort is imperative

International Business Times 10 (International, April 14 10, “China sells gasoline to Iran, but sanctions loom.”, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/19761/20100414/china-sells-gasoline-to-iran-but-sanctions-loom.htm)

Another Chinese company, Sinopec, is also poised to sell gasoline to Iran for the first time in six years, trade sources said, and Iran appeared confident it could weather any storm.

"We have no problem to meet the country's petroleum demand ... We are familiar with sanctions and sanctions will have no impact on our oil industry," the SHANA news agency quoted Oil Minister Masoud Mirkazemi as saying on Wednesday.

Multilateralism is key

Farmer 98 – US Secretary of Commerce and Vice President of government relations and international trade for Nortel (Former, September 30 98, “US Sanctions: Who Really Loses?”, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=153182&docNo=21)

It is true that sometimes sanctions make a significant and worthwhile contribution to ending a horrific government policy. However, most successful sanctions, such as those aimed at apartheid, were not imposed by the United States alone. The majority of sanctions that achieved the intended goals were imposed by a host of countries and were only one part of a grander scheme.

We have seen time and time again that unilateral sanctions do not work. Why? Foreign governments typically respond to U.S. sanctions by changing trading partners. U.S. companies may be excluded from doing business in the target country, but there are many other foreign companies eager to step in and seize those business opportunities. In a global economy, target countries are able to respond to sanctions by turning to alternative suppliers for products or services. And they do.

Unilateral sanctions usually backfire. At times they even result in an immediate loss of U.S. business to foreign competitors. Since 1992, the United States has imposed, or threatened to impose, sanctions on five of the largest potential markets for the United States: China, India, Indonesia, Turkey and Mexico. It is incongruent that while the U.S. government encourages open and free commerce, the United States is closing opportunities for U.S. businesses at an alarmingly rapid rate.
The imposition of unilateral sanctions is too often an expedient solution to international disputes that would be better served by a policy of engagement. As we have seen in President Clinton's recent visit to China, engagement can often accomplish more in a shorter period of time than years of sanctions.

This is not to say that unilateral sanctions never work. What is needed, however, is a rational approach to U.S. sanctions policy. Sanctions, after all, are just one tool in our foreign policy arsenal. Because their impact is felt so directly by so many, the use of sanctions must be carefully considered and used only when all other options have been exhausted.

2NC CP Solves Multilaterlism

Unilateral sanctions are key to multilateral sanctions

IPS 10 – Reporter (for, May 10, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=140610&docNo=23)

The senators explicitly rejected revisions that "would exempt companies engaged in otherwise sanctionable activities because they are incorporated in so-called 'cooperating countries."'

Some in Washington see the threat of unilateral sanctions as a tool to persuade U.N. Security Council members to support multilateral sanctions and bring Iran back to the negotiating table.

"It's a double-edged sword. It's quite possible that the threat of unilateral sanctions may help push multilateral sanctions forward, which may help push the Iranians forward. But once you have the fact of unilateral sanctions it cuts in the opposite direction and makes it much harder to do multilateral work or convince the Iranians to move forward," said Fine.

Their Pakistan claims are wrong—unilateral efforts function in a multi-lateral fashion

AHN 6 (Pakistan, 22, http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019069807?Pakistan%20Heeds%20U.S.%20Advice,%20Backs%20Out%20Of%20Iran%20Pipeline%20Deal)

AHN /. Pakistan Heeds U.S. Advice, Backs Out Of Iran Pipeline Deal.  All Headline News. 
Islamabad, Pakistan (AHN) - In anticipation of upcoming U.S. sanctions against Iran, Pakistan announced Tuesday that it would not go ahead with a gas pipeline deal with Iran.
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Pakistan Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gilani told a press conference, “If the U.S. imposes sanctions, they will have international implications and Pakistan as a member of the international community will follow them.”

The decision may have come in response to a request made by the U.S. special envoy to Pakistan, Richard Holbrooke, who had asked Pakistan to beware of going ahead with the pipeline deal because it might violate sanctions under consideration by the U.S. Congress.

The legislative body is in the process of imposing severe restrictions on Iran in addition to the new United Nations sanctions against the Islamic country passed June 9.

Pakistan reached the final deal with Iran last week. It would bring 21.5 million cubic meters of natural gas to Pakistan daily. The pipeline will become operational in 2014.

Although the Iranian government is likely to suffer a severe blow to its political ambitions if this deal is scraped, critics of Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad were not in favor of the pact, which, they felt sold the country’s resources at a discounted price.

	


2NC CP Popular

Sanctions are a bipartisan issue

IPS 10 – Reporter (for, May 10, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=140610&docNo=23)

A May 3 letter by a bipartisan group of 10 senators to Berman and Dodd urged the influential legislators to make sure the final Iran sanctions bill "requires implementation of the strongest possible sanctions".

"Specifically, we would find it difficult to support any conference report that would weaken sanctions by providing exemptions to companies or countries engaged in the refined petroleum trade with Iran," said the letter.

Iran proves- sanctions enjoy support in congress

Lee 6/22 – /. . Reporter for the associated press. Congress seeks rough Iran sanctions. (Matthew, 22, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5irxntKTOY-1ExO3tLZ4_aX3irZJwD9GGEADG4)
WASHINGTON — Democrats and Republicans alike urged the Obama administration Tuesday to endorse legislation that would significantly toughen U.S. sanctions on Iran over its suspect nuclear program and support for extremist groups.

Senators on both sides of the aisle told two top Treasury and State Department officials that they should back a bill that targets exports of gasoline and other refined petroleum products to Iran and bans U.S. banks from doing business with foreign banks that provide financial services to Iran's Revolutionary Guard.

In comments to the officials testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the lawmakers said that previous, less restrictive sanctions had failed to stop Iran from activities that could lead to nuclear weapons development. And they suggested that stability in the Middle East would be compromised unless the new measures are imposed.

"We're at that point where we really need to do something," said Sen. James Risch, R-Idaho. "We have got to get better at this because we're going to have a real wreck on our hands."
"It is important that we speak with a very strong voice," said Sen. Benjamin Cardin, D-Md.

The comments echoed those of others on the committee who heard from Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs William Burns and Under Secretary of Treasury for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence Stuart Levey.

The hearing was held a day after House and Senate negotiators reached agreement on new Iran sanctions legislation. Both chambers are expected to vote on it soon.

2NC CP Popular

Iran sanctions prove—multilateral efforts are bipartisan

Rogin 10 – . . Reporter for Foreign Policy. After U.N. deal (Josh, May 18 10, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/05/18/after_un_deal_a_bipartisan_push_for_us_sanctions_bill), 

a bipartisan push for U.S. sanctions bill. , . 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton stunned the world Tuesday morning when she testified that the United States had reached an agreement with other permanent members of the U.N. Security Council on a draft resolution leveling new sanctions against Iran. But there's one body that the administration still does not have an Iran sanctions agreement with: the U.S. Congress. 

Congressional leaders on both sides of the aisle and in both chambers pledged to swiftly reconcile the two versions of the Iran sanctions legislation, one sponsored by Senate Banking Committee chairman Chris Dodd, D-CT, and another led by House Foreign Affairs Committee head Howard Berman, D-CA. 

"We hope it will move out of conference this week and be on the floor next week," House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer, D-MD, said Tuesday. 

"International sanctions make a lot more sense than unilateral ... But we're not going to retreat from the unilateral sanctions effort," said Dodd. 

Inside the conference process, there's a lot going on. Conferees and non-conferees alike have been holding meetings on the legislation both at the staff and member level. Dodd and Berman have been engaged with the administration to work on the fixes the Obama team wants to see in the bill. 

The drive to complete the bill quickly, ahead of the U.N. Security Council process, is bipartisan and bicameral. Republicans don't believe the U.N. language will be tough enough and are resisting administration efforts to have Congress wait for the U.N. track to play out. Democrats don't want to be pegged as weak on national security, and are cautiously trying to accommodate the administration's request for a delay. 

But leading Republicans are growing impatient. 

"I hope that the Democrats and the administration would move forward with that as quickly as possible. They clearly have been stalling for a long period of time," Senate Armed Services committee ranking member John McCain, R-AZ, told The Cable. 

And there could be real consequences for Democrats if they don't complete the conference by May 28, when the Memorial Day recess begins. Aides said that House Republicans agreed to hold off from leveling public admonishments of the conference process, known as "motions to instruct conferees," if and only if the conference finished its work before the recess. 

What that means is that after the recess, the House GOP can and probably will force votes as often as every day on the issue, creating news stories about the delay in the legislation and forcing Democratic lawmakers to take uncomfortable votes that could highlight differences they have with the White House. 

Despite Hoyer's confidence, other senior Democrats are skeptical the bill can be passed in time. 

"I would hope there could be at least a deal struck by the 28th, even if it doesn't leave the Congress by then," Senate Armed Services Committee chairman Carl Levin, D-MI, said in an interview. 

House Democrats were more forceful. 

"As the administration continues its efforts to rally the international community for strong multilateral sanctions, Congress should move forward with bilateral sanctions," said Nita Lowey, D-NY, the chairwoman of the State and Foreign Operations appropriations subcommittee. 

Turn-Economy

Sanctions have an enormous impact on exports 

Farmer 98 – US Secretary of Commerce and Vice President of government relations and international trade for Nortel (Former, September 30 98, “US Sanctions: Who Really Loses?”, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=153182&docNo=21)

Farmer . Under-. , . The Hill.  

Currently, three billion people in 70 countries are prevented from doing business with the United States because they are under some form of economic sanctions imposed unilaterally by U.S. federal or state governments. 

These sanctions come at a great cost to the United States. They represent $ 800 billion worth of potential export markets for U.S. business. That translates into lost opportunity, lost U.S. exports, lost U.S. economic growth and lost jobs.
Recognizing the cost to America, we must ask ourselves: Are unilateral sanctions effective? Earlier this year Sens. Trent Lott (R-Miss.) and Tom Daschle (D-S.D.) announced the creation of a bipartisan task force to address this question. 

Congress is considering 30 sanction-related bills which will affect more than half of the world's population.

Proponents of unilateral economic sanctions argue that sanctions allow the United States to openly display its fervent disapproval of a government's policies or actions.

And, they add, their effectiveness lies in the message they send to the target nation. Clean up your act, treat your citizens properly, do not engage in religious discrimination or other deplorable acts or forget about doing business in the huge U.S. market.

Sanction exports are key to the economy

Farmer 98 –US Secretary of Commerce and Vice President of government relations and international trade for Nortel (Former, September 30 98, “US Sanctions: Who Really Loses?”, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=153182&docNo=21)

The State Department's Advisory Committee on International Economic Policy, on which I serve, recently issued recommendations calling for consideration of the short-and long-term impact of unilateral sanctions. While the committee recognizes that the judicious and appropriate use of economic sanctions can contribute to the achievement of U.S. objectives, we strongly emphasize the need for case-by-case evaluations when the United States is considering which foreign policy tool to use.

There should be mechanisms or perhaps a required impact statement or automatic sunset periods that could be extended by congressional review. With such mechanisms in place, the United States could monitor the effectiveness and cost of sanctions on our domestic economy.

Elected officials on the national, state and local levels must understand that sanctions, while sometimes seen as an attractive tool to protest domestically unpopular policies, are not only at times ineffective but also dangerous to the interests of the United States.

The Department of Commerce predicts that the future of the U.S. economy depends on exports. If that is true, we are in trouble. We must stop beating up on U.S. companies with a sanctions whipping board. Unilateral sanctions should not punish Americans and should be a tool of last resort.

CP=Squo

Their own author concedes status quo solves sanctions—financial institutions want to protect their reputation

Levey 06 – Secretary for Terrorism and Financial Intelligence (Stuart, 9 8 06, http://www.ustreas.gov/press/release/hp86.htm). 

Under-. //Stuart, Prepared Remarks by Before the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. ,JMP

A second powerful lesson we've learned is that -- particularly in the context of "targeted" sanctions -- we share common interests and objectives with the financial community. Financial institutions want to identify and avoid dangerous or risky customers who could harm their reputations and business. And we want to tell them where those risks lie.

CP Links to Ptx

CP links to politics 

IPS 10 – Reporter (for, May 10, http://w3.nexis.com/new/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9612731058&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9612731062&cisb=22_T9612731061&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=140610&docNo=23)

It has been a hot-button issue this week as the White House's calls for a "cooperating country status" in the legislation - a designation that would allow exemptions for companies from partner countries which are working with the U.S. on multilateral sanctions in the U.N. - was rejected by both Republican and Democratic lawmakers.

Berman, the House Foreign Affairs chair, acknowledged that the White House's suggestion had "a certain logic" but said he was under pressure from his own party and House Republicans.

CP Doesn’t solve

Experts say sanctions are not a panacea—CP won’t solve the terrorist threat

Kreiger 6/23 – Correspondent for the Jerusalem Post (Jerusalem, 23, http://www.jpost.com/IranianThreat/News/Article.aspx?id=179228)

Kreiger /. . Sanctions are not a panacea. Hilary Kreiger. 

WASHINGTON – Senior US officials have acknowledged that newly imposed sanctions against Iran would not be enough to end its quest for nuclear capabilities, but told Congress that the approach was bearing fruit.
“It will certainly not change the calculations of the Iranian leadership overnight, nor is it a panacea,” William Burns, under-secretary for political affairs at the State Department, said of US-backed sanctions passed by the UN Security Council earlier this month during testimony Tuesday before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. “But it is a mark of the potential effect that Iran has worked so hard in recent months to avert action in the Security Council and tried so hard to deflect or divert the steps that are now under way.”

Pakistan proves--sanctions aren’t effective

Abbot 6/23 – /. . Reporter for the Associate Press. Pakistan PM ignores US warning on Iran gas deal. (Sebastian, 23, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hkiMxbHNH0BqgpWA2ZG6VD6wVTmAD9GGN6F80)

ISLAMABAD — Defying a warning from Washington, Pakistan's prime minister promised to go ahead with a plan to import natural gas from Iran, even if the U.S. levies additional sanctions against the Mideast country.

Prime Minister Yousuf Raza Gilani's comments Tuesday came two days after the U.S. special envoy to Pakistan, Richard Holbrooke, cautioned Pakistan not to "overcommit" itself to the deal because it could run afoul of new sanctions against Iran being finalized by Congress.

The deal has been a constant source of tension between the two countries, with Pakistan arguing it is vital to its ability to cope with an energy 

crisis, and the U.S. stressing it would undercut international pressure on Iran over its nuclear program.

Gilani said Pakistan would reconsider the deal if it violated U.N. sanctions, but the country was "not bound to follow" unilateral U.S. measures. He said media reports that quoted him as saying Pakistan would heed Holbrooke's warning were incorrect.

The U.N. has levied four sets of sanctions against Iran for failing to suspend uranium enrichment, a process that can produce fuel for a nuclear weapon. The latest set of U.N. sanctions was approved earlier this month.

The U.S. has also applied a number of unilateral sanctions against Iran, and Congress is finalizing a new set largely aimed at the country's petroleum industry. Both houses have passed versions of the sanctions and are working to reconcile their differences.

Pakistan and Iran finalized the gas deal earlier this month. Under the contract, Iran will export 760 million cubic feet (21.5 million cubic meters) of gas per day to Pakistan through a new pipeline beginning in 2014. The construction of the pipeline is estimated to cost some $7 billion.

While U.S. officials have expressed opposition to the deal, Washington acknowledges that Pakistan faces a severe energy crisis and has made aid to the energy sector one if its top development priorities. Electricity shortages in Pakistan cause rolling blackouts that affect businesses and intensify suffering during the hot summer months.

CP Doesn’t Solve

Sanctions are ineffective and cause destruction

Koppel 2k – Reporter for Global Policy Forum (Naomi, August 15 2000, http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/170/41899.html)

Koppel . . Naomi Koppel. , . UN Report: Sanctions Ineffective. 

Economic sanctions aimed at changing government policy are usually ineffective and often illegal under international law, according to a U.N.-commissioned report released Tuesday. 

"The theory behind economic sanctions is that economic pressure on civilians will translate into pressure on the government for change. This theory is bankrupt both legally and practically," said the report by Belgian law professor Marc Bossuyt. 

The worst case is Iraq, where 10 years of U.N. sanctions driven by the United States and Great Britain has led to "a humanitarian disaster comparable to the worst catastrophes of the past decades," Bossuyt said in his report for the U.N. Subcommission on Human Rights. 

Bossuyt said the Security Council's decision to continue sanctions while knowing they caused an untold number of Iraqis to die was "unequivocally illegal" under international humanitarian law. 

The 40-year U.S. trade blockade on Cuba, which caused its people to suffer, was also illegal on humanitarian grounds, Bossuyt said. 

He said sanctions should carry a time limit to achieve an aim, and should not be targeted at civilians. Alternatives include freezing the foreign assets of the ruling elite, and bans on imports of luxury goods. 

Bossuyt's report comes amid a growing movement to end the sanctions in Iraq on moral grounds. Varied calls to end the sanctions have come from the Vatican, U.S. peace activists, Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez, former weapons inspector Scott Ritter, and two former U.N. humanitarian coordinators, Denis Halliday and Hans von Sponeck, who resigned in protest of the sanctions policy. 

On Tuesday, the current head of U.N. humanitarian programs in Iraq, Benon Sevan, said an oil-for-food program that allows Iraq to sell limited amounts of oil for some humanitarian goods and to fund Gulf War reparations and U.N. operations can never be a substitute for normal economic activity in Iraq. 

Others are more critical. In the May/June 1999 issue of Foreign Affairs magazine, American political scientists John Mueller and Karl Mueller said economic sanctions in Iraq, which they call the true "weapons of mass destruction," are far more deadly than the nuclear, chemical and biological weapons that the sanctions are aimed at eradicating. 

Strict trade sanctions imposed after Iraq's 1990 invasion of Kuwait are being kept in place until U.N. inspectors certify that Iraq is free of weapons of mass destruction. 

Aid distribution under the oil-for-food program has been plagued by delays as members of the Security Council, particularly the United States, raise questions about whether items ranging from sprinkler parts to agricultural chemicals could have military uses. 

As a result, some medicines and basic equipment such as chlorinators to purify drinking water are forbidden by the sanctions. Bad water has created an epidemic of dysentery and infectious diseases, resulting in thousands of child deaths. UNICEF said the number of child deaths has doubled since the sanctions. 

CP Doesn’t Solve

Middle east proves—sanctions change nothing

Choksy 9 – Professor of Iranian studies and former director of the Middle Eastern Studies Program at Indiana University (Jamsheed, August 4 9, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/08/04/crippling_iran_sanctions_will_still_be_ineffective)

Choksy . . Choksy. . , . "Crippling" Sanctions Will Still Be Ineffective. 

Official meetings, secret encounters, and private discussions between Western countries, the United Nations, and Iran have not produced sustainable results. Nor is it likely that either a September deadline set by G-8 nations or proposals from Iran's foreign ministry will break the impasse when neither side is presenting much that is new or changed. Sources in Iran suggest that one reason why Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei stands by President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is because he shares Khamenei's desire for nuclear weaponization, a disturbing prospect that might be less than a year away Western intelligence sources concluded recently.

Even if a grand bargain could be reached, covering all issues of concern to the West and Iran from the nuclear program, to terrorism, to Middle East peace, to Iran's frozen assets, and U.S. recognition of the regime's legitimacy, it is likely to end up having little mettle. The hard-liners in Iran do not have a track record of negotiating in good faith -- in Ahmadinejad's own words: "nothing will change."

Meanwhile the U.S. Congress is gearing up for another round of sanctions, with the understanding that the Obama administration is generally receptive. This time the targets are Iran's refined petroleum imports, trade insurance, and long-distance transportation. Soon the White House and State Department will be on board that same carousel, having stated publically that the opportunity for negotiations "will not remain open indefinitely."

Three decades of extensive sanctions have slowed but did not stop the Islamic Republic's move toward nuclear energy, weapons of mass destruction, support of Hamas and Hezbollah, and internal repression. Iranian leaders themselves have nary been inconvenienced, other than their costs of doing "business as usual" going up. Faced with long-term sanctions, they diverted allocations to continue policies and projects abhorred by the West. Limited resources led them to impoverish the people (currently facing at least 12.5 percent unemployment and 28 percent inflation), endanger civil aviation (at least 10 fatal crashes since 1980), and denude the environment (much of the Zagros range has been turned into cropland) rather than abjure their chosen paths. Simultaneously, externally imposed economic, diplomatic, and travel constraints have only strengthened the regime's internal authority by restricting many ordinary Iranians from the free world.

Nothing in the newly proposed sanctions suggests that this time will be different -- that they will truly hurt Iran's leaders or the organizations linked to their favored projects. What resources remain available would continue to be diverted for adventures abroad and nuclear research at home. Knowing that U.S.-facilitated regime change is unlikely, the government in Tehran and Qom has less to fear from outside.

CP Doesn’t Solve

Reports conclude multilateral sanctions as ineffective

Islamic Times (Islamic, July 5 7, http://www.islamictimes.co.uk/content/view/649/50/). 

Times. , . Iran sanctions ineffective’ ‘. 

The House of Lords has released a report describing western economic sanctions against the Islamic Republic of Iran as 'ineffective'. 

In a report released earlier in May titled The Effects of Economic Sanctions the House of Lords described the measures taken against Iran as “losing strategies.” The report cited an unsuccessful history of US and British sanctions against other nations and suggested making practical solutions instead to end the conflict between Iran and western powers. 

An expansion of diplomatic and trade relations with Iran, as well as providing Tehran with security assurances, were among the suggestions made in the report. Although Iran's nuclear activities are in accordance with the regulations of the nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty, certain Arab nations suggest Iran may one day stray from its peaceful path of acquiring nuclear energy technology. Iran is one of only a handful of countries that can produce nuclear fuel on an industrial scale and has asked other interested nations to cooperate in the production of its nuclear fuel, a move aimed at easing anxieties over Iran's atomic energy program. 

Al-Qaeda proves—terrorists overcome multi-lateral sanctions

BBC News 4 (BBC, August 27 4, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/3603862.stm). 

Al-Qaeda sanctions 'ineffective'. , . 

The UN requires members to freeze assets of any person or group linked to al-Qaeda or the Taleban. 

Members are also ordered to block suspects' passage and prevent them from obtaining arms or funding. 

Although assets linked to al-Qaeda have been frozen, the report said it had "been hard to tell what this means". 

Al-Qaeda's flexibility 

"It is not clear from all reports of asset freezing, for example, what those assets are, their value, or who owns them." 

The report adds that while al-Qaeda's access to funding had been curtailed as result of international co-operation, "so too has its need for money". 

Only 19 governments had recorded the presence in their countries of any person or group linked to al-Qaeda, even though the number of places where the group is operating is thought to be much higher. 

Only 34 governments had reported freezing al-Qaeda-linked assets. 

The findings of the Security Council committee, chaired by Chilean Ambassador Heraldo Munoz, are due to be debated on Monday. 

Investigators noted most al-Qaeda attacks have involved arms not covered by sanctions. 

The report gives the example of the Madrid train bombings in March, in which nearly 200 people were killed by devices made from locally-available mining explosives, detonated by mobile telephones. 

It says that al-Qaeda has spent less than $50,000 (£28,000) on each of its major attacks since the 11 September 2001 hijackings. 

Only the attacks on Washington and New York had required "significant funding of over six figures". 

The investigators went on say that while the UN Security Council has reacted to incidents, "al-Qaeda had shown great flexibility and stayed ahead of them". 

"There is no prospect of an early end to attacks from al-Qaeda," it added. 

"They will continue to attack targets in both Muslim and non-Muslim states, choosing them according to the resources they have available and the opportunities that occur." 

The panel said that based on evidence, al-Qaeda was trying to obtain biological and chemical weapons, as well as a so-called "dirty bomb" that would disperse radioactive material. 

"There is a real need... to try to design effective measures against this threat," the panel said. 

It recommends that the Security Council update its methods, which were first imposed in 1999 to reinforce international co-operation against terrorism. 

1nc – citizen soldier cp

The United States Federal Government should create, fund, and support a 15 month enlistment period, including support for college and other funding, without an eight year stop-loss obligation.  

Shortening the enlistment time would significantly increase the number of recruits and the quality – study on college campus

Moskos, 02 – Northwestern University Sociology Professor, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Fellow (September 2002, Charles, “Reviving the Citizen-Soldier,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0377/is_2002_Spring/ai_84557330/?tag=content;col1 ) WX

Even though recruitment goals for the active force were met in 2001, there were some disturbing signs of a drop in quality. The number of enlistees scoring in the top half of the armed-forces qualification tests has fallen by a third since the mid 1990s. Last year, the Army took in some 380 recruits with felony arrests, a number more than double that of 1998. The number of desertions is also climbing in recent years.

Recreating the citizen-soldier

The conventional wisdom within the Defense Department attributes recruitment and retention fluctuations to the economy. The conventional wisdom is wrong: The real problem is the high rate of college attendance. Today, some two-thirds of high school graduates go directly on to higher education. But military recruitment centers on the high school graduate--and, recently, those without diplomas as well. To focus on this population, rather than the expanding pool of college students and graduates, is self-limiting. The military needs to place greater attention on college recruitment, and must recognize that attracting college youth will require changes in the prevailing enlistment philosophy.

The biggest disincentive for college youth is the long enlistment. The armed forces try to get recruits to sign on for three, four, or more years by emphasizing such inducements as high pay and job training. For college youth, this is a nonstarter. Rather than stress military career opportunities, recruitment appeals must reinvigorate the ideal of the citizen-soldier. But more than the message must change.

The Defense Department spent $270,000,000 on recruitment advertising in 2001. To the consternation of many, the Army recently adopted a new recruiting slogan: "An Army of One." The hullabaloo over recruitment slogans may be overdone. In a survey of UCLA students I conducted last spring, three-quarters said they had not even heard of the slogan! Of those who had, over 90 percent said it would not affect their inclinations one way or the other. (Of the small number for whom the slogan had any effect, more said that it would make them less rather than more likely to join.) The extent to which the impact of such advertisements has been exaggerated was vividly brought to my attention when I addressed a large conference of Army recruiters in 1996. I asked them if they would prefer to have their advertisement budget tripled or have Chelsea Clinton join the Army. They unanimously raised their hands for the Chelsea option. 

The most effective way to revive the citizen-soldier ideal would be to introduce a 15-month or 18-month enlistment option. Such a term would involve five or six months of training followed by an overseas assignment. Obvious locales would be Korea, Germany, the Sinai, Bosnia, and Kosovo. Alternatively, the assignment might involve homeland defense. Rather than seeing such duty as onerous, short-termers would see it as a chance to do something entirely different for a year. It would be important to couple such a military enlistment with generous post-service educational benefits linked to a reserve obligation of, say, two years. Dedicated and intelligent reservists will be a vital part of future homeland-security missions.

Students who have earned bachelor's degrees often want a break before entering graduate school or the professional world. A short enlistment would also appeal to those who want to take a year off from school at some time during their college career. It could become the military equivalent of the "junior year abroad." A G.I. Bill that paid off student loans not just for college but also for graduate school would be especially attractive. The proportion of students with a bachelor's degree who go on to pursue an advanced degree is now higher than the proportion of World War II veterans who used the G.I. Bill to attend college.

Indeed, a major obstacle to military recruitment is the substantial amount of federal aid already given to college students. We now spend annually over $20 billion in grants and loan subsidies to college students. We have, in effect, created a G.I. Bill without the G.I. If we want to encourage the ideal of service, there must be a push to link federal college aid to enlistment--whether military or civilian. It is noteworthy that a 1995 Gallup poll found that 40 percent of the American public favored this proposition, an amazing level of support for a concept that has not even entered the public debate. A U.S. Army recruiting study showed that linking federal aid to some form of national service would boost military enlistments as well as civilian service.

Short-term enlistments have advantages beyond resolving recruitment woes. Recruits with higher educational levels are less likely to leave service before their enlistment is up. And there is another important factor to consider: The lower enlisted ranks are increasingly populated by married soldiers who bring with them the attendant strains of family life. With more college youth (who tend to marry later in life) entering the military, the proportion of married soldiers and single parents in the junior ranks would drop markedly (and so too would the number of service members on food stamps).

Willing to serve

The above proposal may sound idealistic, but it is supported by empirical data. College graduates are an untapped pool for peacekeeping and humanitarian missions--and, surely, homeland security. Recently, I surveyed 430 undergraduates at Northwestern University in my introductory sociology class. The students were asked about various social values as well as military-recruitment options. This was the first time such a survey had ever been conducted on a college campus. 
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

The results contain some surprises. But first, some background information. Northwestern students fall in the 93rd percentile on SAT scores, and 90 percent were in the top 10 percent of their high school graduating class. These students are, in the main, destined for high-paying corporate and professional positions. Slightly over half identified themselves as politically liberal, a third said they were middle of the road, and only 15 percent defined themselves as conservative. These are the kind of young people who are not joining the armed for ces. In fact, the military is not even attempting to recruit them.

 The survey presented four enlistment options: terms of four, three, or two years, or 15 months. Each of these options was paired with an educational benefits package, respectively, $60,000, $40,000, $25,000, and $15,000. These benefits could be used to underwrite graduate school or to pay off undergraduate student loans. Those answering "likely" or "possibly" were defined as having some propensity to join the military. The numbers were close to zero for the four- or three-year options, which are the terms of enlistment most favored by recruiters. About one in ten indicated some interest in the two-year or 15-month options.

Both women and men generally had similar views. The large majority had negative impressions of military life, with lifestyle, threat of danger, and length of commitment heading the list of their complaints. Such desired goals as travel, personal freedom, and meeting people of different backgrounds were seen as much more attainable in civilian life than in the military.
Short term recruits decrease recruitment costs and reserve costs so they can go to R&D – the 18 month program is a step in the correct direction, more is needed

Magee, 03 - fellow for National and Community Service at PPI (July 02, Marc, “From Selective Service to National Service: A Blueprint for Citizenship and Security in the 21st Century” http://www.dlc.org/documents/NSS_0703.pdf)
Second, by basing recruiting for the active duty force exclusively on long-term career-track enlistments, the current system has also fueled a steady increase in personnel costs. The higher upfront cost of advertising and enlistment bonuses is thus compounded by steadily increasing per capita manpower costs for the active-duty force, rising (in constant 1999 dollars) from $29,140 per year in 1964 to $43,209 per year in 1986, and $63,812 per year by 1999.18 Over time, these higher personnel costs have squeezed out funding for the R&D and procurement critical to our high-tech Armed Forces, and created pressure to move toward an ever-smaller active duty force with even greater numbers of critical personnel shifted into the lower-cost reserve force (see Chart 2). 

Third, by shifting more and more critical skills from the high-cost active duty force to the reserve force, the Total Force approach of the current system has become increasingly strained by more frequent deployments in the last decade. During the Cold War this Total Force model and multi-tiered structure was well-suited for its primary role of deterrence, and limited the service of most reservists to training one weekend a month and two weeks in the summer for the possibility of WWIII. As a result, in 1986 the Reserve component performed only 0.9 million duty days. However, as the Cold War came to a close and deterrence gave way to a more active military engagement in the world, this number has risen steadily, increasing to 13.5 million duty days by 2001 (see Chart 3).19 The mobilization of National Guard and Reserve troops since Sept. 11, the longest since Vietnam, has further stretched this Total Force system, placing tremendous strains on reservists and their families.20
 One sign of the heavy toll these mobilizations are taking on the troops is the fact that the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve have fallen 6,000 recruits short of their 62,000-person annual recruitment target. As Tom White, former secretary of the Army, stated, “I think it is reasonable to conclude that people are looking at the last 19 to 20 months of mobilization and they are voting with their feet.”21 The long-term military commitment in postwar Iraq ensures that the strains on the Reserves will only get worse as many of the critical skills needed for this effort, including support, logistics, transportation, security, and civil affairs, are found primarily or exclusively in these Reserves units.22 

While the all-volunteer force has proven to be an effective military system over the last 30 years, it is still a work in progress. What is needed now is a better way to tap the growing pool of college-bound youth, shift critical skills from the part-time reserve force to the full-time active duty force to help support the greater operational tempo of this new era, and do so in a way that holds down the growth of recruiting and personnel costs. 

Accomplishing these goals will require a sustained effort to reconnect national service and national defense. One important step forward in this effort was taken last year when the 18month citizen soldier enlistment program was signed into law as a result of the hard work of Sens. Evan Bayh and John McCain.23 It is now time to take the next step in this effort by scaling up this citizen soldier track and connecting it to a reinvented Selective Service System focused on bringing a much wider cross-section of Americans into military service and easing the growing strains on our military personnel.24
1nc – citizen soldier cp

New science and technology development is key to national power – funding is needed

Berry et. Al, 08 – National Defense University’s Center for Technology and National Security Policy Distinguished 

Research Fellos and University of Marlyand Department of Biology Senior Research Scientist (Oct 2008, William Berry, Timothy Coffey, Donald DeYoung, James Kadtke, Cheryl Loeb, “Reform of the National Security Science and Technology Enterprise,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA489377&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) WX

Introduction

A strong science and technology (S&T) program has been vitally important to American national security since World War II and has to date given the United States a strategic advantage over competitors. During World War II and throughout the Cold War, highly specific and large-scale technology needs led to the concentration of national security S&T (NSST) programs in a few agencies, with little cross-agency coordination. Since the end of the Cold War, circumstances have changed greatly. Meeting new and emerging threats to national security—from global climate change to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism—requires an effective mechanism for direction, funding, and integration of the highly fragmented and very wide range of federally supported S&T.

Science and technology underlie the elements of national power (diplomacy, intelligence, military, economics), but they are only rarely named as elements of national power, and the priorities, policies, and personnel for S&T are often neglected. Specific S&T capabilities have been particularly isolated in direct applications to traditional security capabilities, and fragmented even more in addressing the new and broad challenges to our security. Thus, the structure and integration of S&T in the Executive Branch agencies, integration of congressional S&T committees, and the roles and responsibilities of Government scientists and engineers, are key issues that must be considered when evaluating how we can significantly improve our nation’s security.

2nc solvency

Short term enlistment and a financial plan for college graduates would solve the recruitment woes of the armed forces.

Moskos 05 – sociology professor, military sociologist (4/7/05, Charles, “Toward a New Conception of the Citizen Soldier,” http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20050407.military.moskos.newconceptioncitizensoldier.html) WX

Two-thirds of American high school graduates now go directly on to some form of higher education. Of these, about half will graduate with a bachelor’s degree. Each year 1.2 million young people graduate with a bachelor’s degree. Yet military recruitment of college graduates at the enlisted level is minuscule.

Recruiting just 10 percent of these college graduates would solve the current recruitment woes of the armed forces.

Very significantly, among the college graduates, 40 percent intend to go on to some form of graduate work. In point of fact, a higher percentage of youth now go on to graduate school then went to undergraduate school in the post-WWII years of the original G.I. Bill. The average college graduate today leaves with about $19,000 in debt. The average debt of one who attends graduate school is $38,000!

The most practical way of alleviating impending shortfalls and excessive reliance on reserve components is to introduce a short enlistment option targeted at college attendees and college graduates. This would entail a 15-month active duty commitment. Such 15-month enlistees could well perform many of the roles now being met by reserve components as well as some number of active duty personnel.

There is a definite, albeit limited, market of college graduates who state a propensity for military service if the active-duty commitment is 15 months coupled with generous educational benefits. In the fall of 2002 enlistment propensities of undergraduates were assessed through surveys conducted at four representative universities: Northwestern University, University of Arizona, University of California-Los Angeles, University of Illinois-Chicago. A similar survey was completed in October 2004 at Northwestern University. These were the first and only surveys on enlistment propensity ever conducted on a university campus.

Options were given with different enlistment lengths and educational benefits. The educational benefits options ranged from $60,000 for a four-year enlistment to $15,000 for the 15-month enlistment. Across all universities, shorter terms had a notable positive effect on enlistment propensity. Twenty-three percent indicated an enlistment propensity for the 15-month option (with $15,000 in educational benefits) compared to two percent for the four- year option (with $60,000 in educational benefits).

Few of the students at the more selective universities had close relatives or friends who were serving in the military. Noteworthy, there was no correlation between military knowledge (half of the students did not know a colonel was higher than a major). There was also no correlation between political values and enlistment, with liberals and conservatives having the same propensity.

Very significantly, the October 2004 survey at Northwestern specifically asked how many of the students would consider serving as a prison guard in places like Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo. In return, they would have their student loans forgiven and be given G.I. Bill benefits for graduate school. A remarkable11 percent said that this would be a "very likely” option and another 18 percent would “seriously consider” such an option. Noteworthy is that the leading scholar on prison guards has also argued that short-term "citizen-guards” are preferable to professional prison guards.

Critical aspects of soldiers – quantity and quality are decreasing, short-term enlistment solves

The Washington Post, 03 (January 2003, “Sharing the Burdens of Military Service,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2003/jan/3/20030103-083812-4276r/) WX

A few of the soldiers have told their company commander that they will not go if recalled to active duty, and an unusually large number failed to report to base as ordered on Dec. 14. 

Contrary to initial accounts, the Sept. 11 attacks did not result in more recruits for the uniformed services. In addressing the question of a shared burden of self-defense, the Progressive Policy Institute -- the think tank affiliated with the centrist Democratic Leadership Council -- reports: "It is not that there are too many enlistees drawn from the ranks of the least-educated and least well-off Americans, but instead that there are too few enlistees drawn from the ranks of the best educated and most well-off citizens." 

In a recent policy report by Marc Magee and Steven J. Nidler, the PPI cited "a troubling decline over the last decade in the quality of our military recruits. ... The percentage of enlistees scoring in the top half of the Armed Forces Qualification Test has dropped by a third since the mid-1990s." 

Moreover, "about one-third of all enlistees do not complete their initial term of service," an attrition rate that costs the government more than $1.3 billion a year, according to GAO estimates. 

"An educated soldier clearly gives the Army a tremendous return on investment," Army Secretary Thomas E. White said in reference to the "virtual university" for enlisted soldiers. But the government gets its best value from those who enter the service already educated. In a recent commentary, a young attorney explained the reluctance of the best-educated Americans to enlist. 

Geoffrey Rapp, a 2001 graduate of Yale Law School, is one of the few who did take the enlistment oath in the wake of Sept. 11. In a Dec. 15 Washington Post Outlook essay titled "A Generation Willing to Serve If All Do," he wrote that when he joined the Naval Reserve as an intelligence officer, he was a federal law clerk, an adjunct law professor, "and already fully participating in the race up the career ladder." He expressed the belief that all of his "grade-chasing, success-obsessed" peers "would have dutifully embraced national service at some point after high school" except for the fear that the time committed to the military would put them behind their contemporaries professionally. "So instead of everyone signing up, no one does." 
2nc solvency
Past efforts of a similar program have been proven successful

Magee & Nider, 04-*fellow for National and Community Service at PPI AND **Director of Foreign and Security Studies at the PPI, PPI Defense Working Group Chair (3/23/04 “Expand the Call to Service,” http://www.ppionline.org/ndol/print.cfm?contentid=252480 ) WX
The Democrats are right to push for more personnel in addition to a clearly needed restructuring of existing forces. But for the Democrats' force expansion efforts to be successful they must look beyond traditional approaches to military recruitment. In October, the military began taking in the first recruits through a new National Call to Service enlistment program that is the most significant change in recruiting since the creation of the all-volunteer force. This approach should be an integral part of our long-term efforts to close the military's growing manpower gap.

The National Call to Service program enables volunteers to sign up for 15 months of service on active duty followed by 24 months in the reserves -- a radical departure from the four- and five-year active duty enlistments that are now the norm. First proposed by Sens. Evan Bayh (D-Ind.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.) in their Call to Service Act of 2001, the program is designed to help meet our growing personnel demands by offering America's youth a voluntary equivalent of the draft: a way to serve their country in uniform in a time of need without choosing a military career. By assigning short-term citizen-soldiers to high-demand military occupations that require shorter training periods, the program offers the promise of addressing critical personnel shortages while also sharing wartime sacrifice more broadly throughout society.

Evidence of early successes among the first 600 recruits, in a class that will reach 3,600 by the end of this year, suggests that the program is already beginning to fulfill its promise. The short-term program has a higher percentage of college-educated and college-bound enlistees than traditional enlistment programs; it is providing immediate relief to the active-duty military positions experiencing the greatest manpower shortages; and it is on track to deliver experienced soldiers into a reserve force that has been stretched thin by frequent mobilizations since 9/11.

Until now, broadening the military's recruiting base to include more young Americans with college experience has been a particularly frustrating challenge. In the traditional career-track enlistment programs, only about 6 percent of enlistees have any college education. But 27 percent of the initial recruits to the National Call to Service program have attended college. This successful demographic expansion of the military recruiting pool will help ensure that we can meet more ambitious overall recruiting targets, while also sharing the burden of service more widely and equitably.

A key test for the program will be its ability to bring more young Americans into those military jobs that are suffering the greatest manpower shortfalls. It bodes well that the program's first graduates from basic training are now serving almost exclusively in the positions with the greatest need. The Armed Services are also beginning to see advantages in the program beyond the initial help in recruiting for the active duty force. "You're not only getting the 15 months of active-duty time, you're also getting the 24 months in the reserves," said Frank Shaffery, assistant chief of staff for operations at the Army's recruiting command. "You're accomplishing two missions at the same time." This could prove particularly important in coming years as recruitment and retention of reserve personnel is strained by constant mobilizations.
2nc army losing recruits

The size of the military has decreased drastically – a short-term recruit is needed.

Moskos 05 – sociology professor, military sociologist (4/7/05, Charles, “Toward a New Conception of the Citizen Soldier,” http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20050407.military.moskos.newconceptioncitizensoldier.html) WX

The size of the active duty military is considerably smaller than in the recent past. The number serving was 2.5 million in 1960, 2.1 million during the Gulf War, and 1.4 million today. The number of reservists in drilling units is currently about 860,000. This has led some (including this writer), though not many, to argue for a return to conscription. The proposed conscription would be three-tiered: military, homeland security, and civilian service.

Inasmuch as a return to conscription is very unlikely, innovative thought must be given to a new concept of the citizen soldier in the 21st century. More explicitly, the issue is how to recruit more active-duty soldiers to perform duties currently being conducted by reservists. The purpose is to take some of the pressure off reserve components by creating a new form of citizen soldier — the short-term recruit. In this way, both active and reserve components will be enhanced. But before turning to that core issue, some prefatory remarks are in order on the sociology of reserve components.

What is termed the sociology of the military has been, in effect, the sociology of active duty forces. Reserve forces have rarely been the object of theoretical analysis and, until very recently, of not much more empirical research. Although the Army reserve components are the central concern, many of the findings have applicability to the reserve components of the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps. The guiding principle is that reserve components are more than just an organizational variation of active components.

Despite 9/11, recruitment is down

Moskos, 02 – Northwestern University Sociology Professor, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Fellow (September 2002, Charles, “Reviving the Citizen-Soldier,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0377/is_2002_Spring/ai_84557330/?tag=content;col1 ) WX

But truth to tell, there was no increase in recruiting in the days and weeks following the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. And there were also indications that less had changed than met the eye. A poll of Harvard students released a few weeks after the attack revealed that only 32 percent of campus Democrats, 41 percent of independents, and 56 percent of Republicans would be willing to serve in the military if called upon. Despite all the flag waving, it seems likely that recruitment will remain a problem for America's all-volunteer force (AVF), and that privileged young Americans will continue to shun military service.

According to surveys between 1980 and 2000, the number of young Americans saying they definitely would not volunteer for military service increased from 40 to 64 percent. Recruitment problems, however, were alleviated by the lower recruitment objectives resulting from the drawdown in military force levels following the end of the Gold War. At the end of this drawdown in the late 1990s, recruitment shortfalls began appearing in all the services (with the exception of the Marine Corps) in the late 1990s. In fiscal year 2001, recruitment goals were met, but with much greater expenditure--about $11,000 per recruit compared with half that figure in the late 1980s. Even with these additional outlays, however, recruiters continue to be hard-pressed to meet goals, especially for reserve components.

How recent innovations in recruitment will fare is yet to be seen. Some appear promising. All the services are moving into on-line recruitment, complete with "chat rooms," to enlist new troops. In 2000, the Army introduced a program offering financial assistance to community-college students in advance of enlistment. But we should not lose sight of one of the verities of recruitment--the best recruiter is a credible veteran with a positive military experience.

Adding to recruitment woes is the surge in attrition since the advent of the AVF. In the peacetime draft era between the Korean and Vietnam Wars, approximately 10 percent of draftees failed to complete their two-year obligation. For enlistees who volunteered for the typical three-year term, the attrition rate was about 20 percent. Since the 1990s, over one-third of enlistees have not finished their first term. Statistical differences in race, gender, and education were significant. White women had an attrition rate of 55 percent, compared with 39 percent for black women. For males, the attrition rate was 26 percent for Hispanics, 33 percent for blacks, and 36 percent for whites. Those with a high school diploma had an attrition rate of 35 percent compared to 52 percent who entered without a high school diploma.
2nc college students/high class under-representation

The burden of service is not shared equally – college graduates and high class adults are underrepresented

Magee and Nider, 02 - *fellow for National and Community Service at PPI AND **Director of Foreign and Security Studies at the PPI, PPI Defense Working Group Chair (December 2002, Policy Report, “Citizen Soldiers and the War on Terror,” http://www.ppionline.org/documents/Citizen_Soldier_1202.pdf) WX
However, before evaluating the potential impact of a short-term enlistment option on the equity of our military recruitment policy, a more basic question must be answered. Is the burden of military service shared equally in American society?
The best available evidence suggests that it is not shared equally, but not in the way that many people might think. It is not that there are too many enlistees drawn from the ranks of the least educated and least well-off Americans, but instead that there are too few enlistees drawn from the ranks of the best educated and most well-off. In addition, although enlistees are not completely representative of the nation’s racial and ethnic makeup, these patterns are less powerful than the patterns found in the areas of education and class. The best available evidence on this question is found in the Defense Department’s Population Representation in the Military Services reports.5 The results from these reports are summarized in Table 1.

In terms of race and ethnicity, the data from these reports show that overall, blacks are overrepresented and Hispanics are underrepresented among current enlistees in the active duty and Selected Reserve forces compared to the civilian population. Meanwhile, whites are slightly underrepresented among active duty enlistees and slightly overrepresented among Reserves compared to the civilian population. So, while the racial and ethnic characteristics of the military are not perfectly representative of the population as a whole, the argument that there is a large racial divide in American society between blacks who serve in the military and whites who largely do not is unsupported by the evidence.

Clearer patterns are found in the area of education and class. As stated above, it is not a matter of too many enlistees drawn from the ranks of the least educated and least well-off Americans, but instead that there are too few enlistees drawn from the ranks of those that are better educated. It is not that there are too many non-high school graduates, but that there are too few college graduates. While enlistees are slightly more likely to be high school graduates than the civilian population, they are much less likely to be college graduates. Among 18- to 24year-olds, the percent of military enlistees with some college experience is about six percent in both the Reserves and the active-duty force, while it is 46 percent in the civilian population. Among 18- to 44-year-olds, the gap closes somewhat, but the percentage of military enlistees with some college experience remains half that of the civilian population.

Similarly, in terms of class, it is not that there are too many people from the lower class, but that there are too few from the upper class. Measuring an enlistee’s class background is more complicated than simply measuring their level of education, and the lack of family income data in the military’s reports on population representation makes this process even more complicated. Nevertheless, the data collected by the military on the education, occupation, and housing status of enlistees’ parents shows a consistent pattern. Americans whose father has less than a high school education and whose father is a high school graduate are overrepresented, while Americans whose father is a college graduate are underrepresented. Likewise, Americans whose father rents his home are overrepresented, while Americans whose father owns his home are underrepresented. Finally, Americans whose father’s occupation is classified in lower status categories like “technician,” “transportation,” or “protective services” are overrepresented, while Americans whose father’s occupation is classified in high-status categories such as “professional” or “executive, administrative, or managerial” are significantly underrepresented (Table 1). In all cases—education levels, housing status, and occupation—the same patterns hold true for the mothers of enlistees. As the 1998 Department of Defense report concludes, military enlistees come disproportionately from “families in the lower three-quarters of the status distribution.”6

While college graduates and people from the upper-middle and upper classes are significantly underrepresented, the disconnect between American elites and the military is even greater. For example, the percentage of congressional members with military service has already declined sharply in the last 30 years, dropping from 75 percent in 1971 to less than 34 percent today.7 In the next generation of American leaders, the disconnect is even greater. Despite the widespread mobilization since Sept. 11, not one of the 435 members of the U.S. House of Representatives has a son or daughter on active duty in the enlisted ranks of the military. Only one Senator, Tim Johnson (D-S.D.), has a son or daughter in the enlisted ranks: Sgt. Brooks Johnson of the Army’s 101st Airborne. Further, only three other members of Congress have sons or daughters serving as officers on active duty: Sen. Jim Bunning (RKan.) and Reps. Duncan Hunter (R-Calif.) and Ike Skelton (D-Mo.).8 Without a reversal in the class patterns of military service, this gap is likely to widen even further in the years ahead. Would a short-term enlistment option attract more college graduates and people from the upper-middle and upper classes?

There exists very little evidence on the attitudes of this potential pool of recruits to different kinds of military enlistment options. However, a recent study conducted by Charles Moskos suggests that the use of a short-term enlistment option could make a big difference in increasing the number of college graduate enlistees. Results from this survey are summarized in Table 2.

2nc quality recruits key
Quality recruits are uniquely key to maintain US hegemony and readiness in the 21st Century.

Reimer, No Date – Former United States Army Chief of Staff (no date, Dennis, “America’s Army – The World’s Best Army: Where We’ve Been…Where we’re Headed,” http://www.hqda.army.mil/leadingchange/Articles_Speeches/greenbf.htm) WX

TRAINED AND READY . . .

As we near the conclusion of an unprecedented drawdown, the Army remains trained and ready to fight and win our Nation's wars. This, in my opinion, is attributable to two things: first, to our senior leadership - past and present - for providing a sound framework for tailoring the force while maintaining a strategic focus on the 21st century; second, to the dedicated men and women that make up this great Army who, while serving during this turbulent time, were always ready to answer our Nation's call. 

Quality soldiers have been and will continue to be the foundation of a trained and ready force. The focal point of the Army's leadership will continue to be recruiting and retaining quality soldiers--those possessing the intelligence and strength of character necessary to meet the challenges of defending our nation and furthering its peacetime security interests. The more our nation demands of our Army, the more pressing is our need for soldiers that have the abilities and desire to meet this challenge. We must continually emphasize the importance of quality young men and women and their development into the outstanding leaders the Army will need in the future. 

As a smaller Army, it is more important than ever that we leverage the capabilities of the entire force (Active, Reserve, and civilian), our Nation's industrial base, and the academic genius of our learning institutions. We are one Army whose sum is far greater than any of its parts. We must maximize the unique capabilities and talents each component brings to the warfighting table. We have come far in integrating our training and capitalizing on the strengths of each component. The concept of Enhanced Readiness Brigades, Offsite agreements, and the restructuring of the Reserve components have streamlined operations, reduced operating expenses and improved our go to war readiness posture. What we need to do now is build on our successes, refine the missions of the active and reserve components, and continue to build our partnerships with industry to support our force projection Army. We will continue to perfect our premobilization and postmobilization standards for the National Guard and Reserve units. Equally important, we'll continue to look for greater training opportunities to enhance our warfighting capabilities. 

The operational pace for our people is at an all time high. In fiscal year 1995, the Army saw an average of 22,200 soldiers operationally deployed to over 70 countries on any given day. In the last year, American soldiers helped the nation promote democracy in Haiti, deterred a new threat to regional stability in Southwest Asia, provided relief supplies to Rwandan refugees in Zaire, conducted peacekeeping exercises in Russia, reinforced peace in the Sinai, supported refugees in the Caribbean, protected United Nations operations in Somalia, treated wounded in Croatia, demonstrated resolve in Macedonia, and deterred aggression in Korea. 

In addition to these operations, the Army reinforced and maintained US overseas presence with 125,000 troops based outside the continental United States in places like Europe, Korea, Japan, and Panama. Soldiers have also taken on disaster relief missions at home--providing earthquake relief in California, fighting forest fires in the west, assisting flood victims in the Midwest and south, and helping stem the flow of illicit drugs across the borders of the United States. We could never have accomplished this multitude of missions without the total team effort of active and reserve soldiers and their civilian counterparts. 

For many soldiers this has meant back - to - back deployments and extended separations from their families. The average American soldier now spends 138 days a year away from home. I emphasize this point because I know we ask an awful lot of our soldiers and their families. If we want to retain these fine men and women, we must take care of them. 

These missions also reflect the continued development of our joint doctrine. The Army is -- and always has been-- a strategic force, playing a central role in joint warfighting. The Commission on Roles and Missions Report has further emphasized the importance of our role in the joint war fighting community. I see us as an integral part of the Joint Team. The Army is the Nation's historical force of decision -- the force of necessity. We provide unique capabilities and staying power to the warfighting CINC's. Our superior land combat force, our logistical sustainability, communications, intelligence, tactical psychological operations, civil affairs, SOF capabilities and military police operations are critical in war and essential to win the peace. The Army will always fight as part of a joint and/or combined team. Therefore, we will continue to train in a joint environment with maximum participation in joint training exercises that foster our joint family relationships. 

Today's global security environment remains complex and full of unknowns. No longer are we confronted with "a clear and present danger." Instead we find ourselves facing a wide spectrum of unpredictable dangers and threats. We find ourselves confronted with new challenges such as regional conflicts involving the use of advanced conventional weapons, ballistic missiles, and chemical and biological weapons as well as peace keeping, and peace making operations. 

We recognize that warfare is changing and that America's Army must stay ahead of the changes. Force XXI is our process for managing institutional change and exploiting the revolution in military affairs. Right now Force XXI is underfunded. Much has been done but much remains. Our challenge is to define Force XXI in terms of our doctrine and focus our available resources to provide our soldiers with the best possible organization, training and equipment. This is done by capturing emerging technology and integrating it into a focused force with instant situation awareness. We must harness the capabilities of our weapon systems and coordinate employment through a seamless information system, thus dramatically improving our ability to focus combat power and conduct high tempo operations inside our adversaries' decision cycles. Finding ways to exploit our competitive advantages---quality people and advanced technology --- becomes our future readiness challenge. 

2nc science and technology key

Science and technology key to meeting threats and promoting security

Berry et. Al, 08 – National Defense University’s Center for Technology and National Security Policy Distinguished 

Research Fellos and University of Marlyand Department of Biology Senior Research Scientist (Oct 2008, William Berry, Timothy Coffey, Donald DeYoung, James Kadtke, Cheryl Loeb, “Reform of the National Security Science and Technology Enterprise,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA489377&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) WX

The nature of national security has changed since the Cold War. The principal focus of national security strategy during the Cold War (major combat operations and nuclear deterrence) led to limited coordination between vertically structured departments and agencies,6 and national security S&T became “stovepiped” to serve the requirements of departments and agencies that funded it. Stovepiping created structural, organizational, and legal impediments to providing direction, funding, and access to S&T capabilities across traditional national security agencies, and even more difficulty in coordinating or accessing all Federal S&T that could apply to new security challenges. In the new security environment, S&T will be even more important to anticipating threats, developing innovative technologies to meet those threats, and informing the national security debate.
Generating funds for reengineering and increasing efficiency is key to 21st century warfare

Reimer, No Date – Former United States Army Chief of Staff (no date, Dennis, “America’s Army – The World’s Best Army: Where We’ve Been…Where we’re Headed,” http://www.hqda.army.mil/leadingchange/Articles_Speeches/greenbf.htm) WX

EFFICIENCIES . . .

One of my top priorities is to generate funds to resource America's Army into the 21st century. The Nation's resources available for defense are limited, but the uncertainties of today require a ready force capable of responding quickly and decisively to protect our Nation's needs. We must work hard at our reengineering efforts to help fund future modernization needs while maintaining our core competencies. This does not necessarily mean do more with less. 

We have a window of opportunity to make changes that make us more efficient. We must demonstrate, in everything we do, that we are good stewards of the Nation's resources and the taxpayers' investment in us. This is everyone's responsibility. We must find new and innovative ways to help ourselves. My guess is there are considerable efficiencies out there - and we can harvest them if everyone focuses on this issue. This requires a major change in the way we've run our "business practices" for the past two decades. We must find smarter ways to do business, streamline our management processes, reduce overhead, leverage outside resources, and use what we have more efficiently in order to be more effective. 

By eliminating dollars spent on non-value added programs, we can help close the modernization funding gap. Reengineering efforts are already underway. The tremendous reengineering efforts that are ongoing at the MACOM level are focused on improving quality of life without degrading readiness. Similarly, the logistics community is working to create efficiencies that save dollars and provide a tremendous capability to the warfighting CINCs. We need those dollars spent on non-value added programs to be reinvested in our future. We owe that to our soldiers. Bottom line is we will either become more efficient or smaller. We will be forced to become one or the other. 

2nc a2 already exists

Current program doesn’t work 8 year obligation and “stop-loss” authority allows them to be called back even after that

Wickham, 05 – former CBS news analyst, USATODAY columnist, former U.S. News and World Report Capitol Hill Correspondent (5/16/05, Dewayne, “A 15-Month Enlistment? Check Army’s Fine Print,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/columnist/wickham/2005-05-16-wickham_x.htm) WX
Faced with the biggest recruitment shortfall since the draft was abolished in 1973, the Army has come up with what it thinks is a good idea. The nation's largest military force will allow new enlistees the option of serving just 15 months on active duty.

That's a lot less time spent in uniform than was required of most of the men who were drafted into the Army during the Vietnam War. And it's considerably less than the three- and four-year active duty service options that most of the men and women now in uniform were given when they enlisted.

But before anyone bellies up to a recruitment center to take advantage of this offer, they should read the fine print in the enlistment contract and an appeals court ruling that was issued a day after the Army's announcement.

'Stop-loss' authority 

While one year and three months might not sound like a long time to serve this country in a time of war, those who take advantage of the Army's offer should know that their actual commitment to Uncle Sam will be at least eight years — not 15 months. Everyone who enters the all-volunteer military incurs a total service obligation of eight years, a portion of which is spent on active duty. For the remainder of this time, the enlistee can be called back into uniform at the government's discretion under a program called "stop-loss."
Now this small detail shouldn't cause a buckling of the knees among those who are moved by patriotism to accept the Army's offer. But for anyone who sees the Army's mini-tour as a quick way to earn some G.I. benefits and then retreat back into private life, they could be in for a big surprise. 

Since the Bush administration launched its war on terrorism, enlistments in the Army have fallen sharply. Initially, the Army's use of its stop-loss authority was seen as a way of keeping highly trained people as fighting raged in Iraq and Afghanistan and the nation's military was stretched thin by the deployment of troops to other hot spots. But as the war in Iraq started taking a steady toll on American lives, the Army's use of its stop-loss power seems to be intended more to keep the ranks of its units filled as enlistments continue to decline.

Appeals court acts 

Now if that isn't enough of a rude awakening, a ruling by the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals might make the Army's latest recruitment offer look even less inviting. A three-judge panel ruled Friday that the Army can use its stop-loss authority to keep people in the service even beyond their full eight-year military obligation.

"We do not minimize the disruption, hardship and risk that extension of his enlistment is causing," the appeals court said of Sgt. Emiliano Santiago, an Oregon Army National Guardsman who sued to keep from being forced to stay on active duty beyond the eight-year period. "For the reasons we have set forth, however, we conclude that the application of the stop-loss order did not breach his enlistment contract."

Other soldiers have mounted legal challenges to the stop-loss policy, but it's not likely that they will prevail where Santiago failed. In times of national emergency — and the fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan qualifies as that — the nation's all-volunteer Army has the power to involuntarily extend the time soldiers have to spend on active duty.

But such a practice, while not illegal, is a serious breach of faith. It is also compelling evidence of the need for this nation to return to a military conscription, which would give the Army a steady flow of inductees to fill its ranks. By offering new recruits a 15-month tour of duty, the Army has effectively gutted its own argument against a draft that the longer enlistments of the all-volunteer force are needed to produce better trained soldiers.

An expansion of the National Call to Service program is needed – program has shown success but there’s not enough support from top leadership

Magee & Nider, 04-*fellow for National and Community Service at PPI AND **Director of Foreign and Security Studies at the PPI, PPI Defense Working Group Chair (3/23/04 “Expand the Call to Service,” http://www.ppionline.org/ndol/print.cfm?contentid=252480 ) WX

The National Call to Service program's initial results point to the power of policies grounded in the progressive tradition of active citizenship and mutual responsibility. But there is still a long way to go before the program is truly an integral part of our efforts to close the military's manpower gap. The Bush administration has shown little interest in it. The president signed the defense authorization bill that established the program, but he never endorsed the initiative and has done nothing since its inception to facilitate a robust implementation. In fact, the centerpiece of his wartime citizen mobilization efforts -- the Freedom Corps service initiative -- doesn't mention a military service option at all.

Without direction from the commander-in-chief, Pentagon leadership capped the number of positions in the first year of the National Call to Service program at 3,600 recruits -- less than 2 percent of all enlistments in the coming year. The first class of recruits is big enough to demonstrate the effectiveness of this national service approach, but a much larger program is needed if we are to meet the challenges ahead. So as Democrats move forward in developing a permanent solution to the military's manpower gap, the National Call to Service program deserves to be a central part of their plans. 

2nc a2 demands on training base

Short term enlistment would lower attrition rates

Moskos 05 – sociology professor, military sociologist (4/7/05, Charles, “Toward a New Conception of the Citizen Soldier,” http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20050407.military.moskos.newconceptioncitizensoldier.html) WX

   1. “Short enlistments would increase demands on the training base.” Let us remember that almost one-third of our service entrants now fail to complete their initial enlistments. In fact, soldiers signing up for long enlistments — four to six years — have attrition rates double that of those who enter with two-year enlistments. Completion of an enlistment term is also strongly correlated with higher education. Much better to have a soldier serve 15 months honorably than be prematurely discharged. A 15-month enlistment option would both reduce personnel turnover and counter shortfalls in end strength.

2nc a2 short term training fails

Short term recruits fill the jobs that require a short training period, plus they learn faster.

Moskos 05 – sociology professor, military sociologist (4/7/05, Charles, “Toward a New Conception of the Citizen Soldier,” http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20050407.military.moskos.newconceptioncitizensoldier.html) WX

2. “Today’s military requires highly technical skills that cannot be met by short-termers.” Precisely. Higher compensation should be aimed at those who skills require extended training and experience. In the draft era, the pay ratio between a senior NCO and a private was six to one; today it is less than three to one. Future pay raises must be focused on the career soldier. 15-month enlistees could readily fill the multitude of jobs that require only a short formal training period or even just on-the-job training. It is well documented that higher educated recruits not only have markedly lower attrition rates, but also have the skills and motivation to quickly learn a wide variety of military jobs.
      A major morale problem among reservists is pulling guard duty for various installations. This could be an appropriate task for a short-term enlistee. Item: the total length of a training for an military police officer — from service entry to completion is 14 weeks. The short-term enlistee, moreover would be ideally suited for duties in peacekeeping missions such as in Bosnia, Kosovo, the Sinai (and perhaps Korea). These are the very missions the surveys show are most appealing to college students. Indeed, short enlistment soldiers are especially suited to those MOS’s now confronting recruitment shortfalls and excessive reliance on reserve components.
Short term recruits would have enough training to serve – Vietnam proves and they would already have technical skills

Moskos, 02 – Northwestern University Sociology Professor, Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars Fellow (September 2002, Charles, “Reviving the Citizen-Soldier,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0377/is_2002_Spring/ai_84557330/?tag=content;col1 ) WX

There are three major arguments against short enlistments. First, it is said that the peacekeeping missions for which our military is increasingly deployed require professional soldiers. But let us remember that in World War II, Korea, and Vietnam, most combat soldiers had only six months of training before being sent to war. And the training required to serve as a military policeman--the role often required for peacekeeping--takes only about six months. Moreover, when we consider that peacekeeping assignments such as those in Bosnia or Kosovo are typically six months long, the logic of a short enlistment seems apparent.

A second, related argument is that today's military requires highly technical skills that cannot be met by short-termers. This overlooks the reality that there are thousands of low-skilled military jobs, and that many college students would be coming in with computer skills far exceeding present levels in the armed forces.

2nc a2 detracts from long term

There’s a dual market – cp only attracts college graduates. 

Moskos 05 – sociology professor, military sociologist (4/7/05, Charles, “Toward a New Conception of the Citizen Soldier,” http://www.fpri.org/enotes/20050407.military.moskos.newconceptioncitizensoldier.html) WX

   3. “A short enlistment option would attract soldiers who otherwise would sign up for longer enlistment.” Quite the contrary. A 15-month enlistment coupled with educational benefits would attract college attendees and graduates who heretofore never would have considered entering the armed forces. The short-term option recognizes that there is a dual market in recruitment. One based on salary, skill training, and career benefits; the other on those seeking a temporary break between college and graduate studies or between school and career.

Also to be considered are the considerable long-term budget savings by introducing a new form of the citizen soldier. With a higher proportion of non-career soldiers, the exponentially growing retirement and medical costs for the career military would markedly reduce. In 2004 alone, the Army spent $1.5 billion in recruitment expenditures.
counterplan popular

CP is bipartisan – 2001 “Call to Service” bill proves

Magee and Nider, 02 - *fellow for National and Community Service at PPI AND **Director of Foreign and Security Studies at the PPI, PPI Defense Working Group Chair (December 2002, Policy Report, “Citizen Soldiers and the War on Terror,” http://www.ppionline.org/documents/Citizen_Soldier_1202.pdf) WX
In 2001, the military pillar of this national service initiative was revived in the bipartisan “Call to Service” bill introduced in the Senate by Sens. Evan Bayh (D-Ind.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.) and in the House of Representatives by Reps.

Harold Ford (D-Tenn.) and Tom Osborne (R-Neb.). 4 The final plan approved by Congress creates a new enlistment track involving an active duty commitment of 15 months (following at least three months of initial entry training), followed by 24 months in the Selected Reserves (which includes the National Guard and Active Reserves) and either a six-year period of availability for national emergencies in the non-drilling Individual Ready Reserves or a one- to two-year commitment of full-time civilian service in AmeriCorps or the Peace Corps. In return for their service, these citizen soldiers are offered the choice of an $18,000 education grant, a $5,000 cash bonus, or monthly educational assistance provided under the Montgomery GI Bill (either the full amount for one year or half of the full amount for three years). The defense authorization bill requires the Secretary of Defense to develop a full plan for implementation of this new short-term citizen soldier option no later than March 31, 2003, to commence with this new program no later than October 31, 2003, and to issue reports on its effectiveness no later than March 31, 2005 and March 31, 2007.

counterplan popular extension

Many members of congress support increasing the size of the army – but dislike the draft

Bowyer, 07 – Lieutenant Colonel (3/307, Richard F. “Recruiting 21st Century Army Warriors: A Task Requiring National Attention” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA468428) WX

With all of the additional programs and policy changes, the Army is making every effort to meet its immediate recruiting objectives. The question remains, will these changes be enough to maintain the Army’s current end-strength and potentially increase the size of the Army in the near future? Some members of Congress do not think so. Congressman Charles Rangel, a Democrat from New York, went so far as to introduce a bill on 14 February 2006 that mandates Universal National Service. If passed into law it would require: all persons in the United States, including women, between the ages of 18 and 42 to perform a two year period of military service or a period of civilian service in furtherance of the national defense and homeland security, and for other purposes.55

Not surprisingly the bill is stuck in committee and will in all likelihood fail due to its political sensitivity because it essentially reinstitutes the draft. Sen. John McCain has also expressed concerns about the size of the Army and maintaining its end-strength. As early as September 2004 he called for an increase of about 70,000 soldiers for the Army anticipating the “long war”.56 Like Sen. McCain, many members of Congress have been outspoken about the size of the Army and recognize the strategic implications for the nation if the Army continues to struggle.

CP popular – similar measure supported by republicans and passed in 01

Magee and Nider, 02 - *fellow for National and Community Service at PPI AND **Director of Foreign and Security Studies at the PPI, PPI Defense Working Group Chair (December 2002, Policy Report, “Citizen Soldiers and the War on Terror,” http://www.ppionline.org/documents/Citizen_Soldier_1202.pdf) WX

In a breakthrough that marries national service and national defense, President Bush recently signed into law a new, short-term enlistment option for America’s Armed Forces. It would enable volunteers to sign up for 18 months of service on active duty—the average enlistment now is four years—followed by service in the Reserves and then either a period of availability in the Individual Ready Reserves or civilian service in AmeriCorps or the Peace Corps.

The provision, contained in this year’s defense authorization bill, represents a triumph for Sens. Evan Bayh (D-Ind.) and John McCain (R-Ariz.), who proposed such a “citizen soldier” option in legislation last year aimed at enlarging national service. The short-term enlistment is intended to attract volunteers who would like to serve their country in uniform without pursuing a military career. Supporters say short-term enlistments would appeal especially to college-educated youths, who are now dramatically underrepresented in America’s all-volunteer force.

Bipartisan

DLC, 01 – (11/7/01 Democratic Leadership Council, Office of Democratic Senator Evan Bayh: “McCain, Bayh Issue New Call to Service,” http://www.dlc.org/ndol_ci.cfm?kaid=137&subid=258&contentid=3914) WX

Washington, DC -- In an effort to seize "a uniquely American moment" of patriotism and national unity, U.S. Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Evan Bayh (D-IN) today unveiled a bipartisan bill to dramatically expand volunteer opportunities and options for military service. Bayh and McCain were joined at the press conference by the bill's co-sponsors in the House of Representatives, Congressmen Harold Ford (D-TN) and Tom Osborne (R-NE). 

"The tragic events of September 11 have united Americans in their desire to help our nation at war. The Call to Service Act harnesses that patriotic spirit by providing more opportunities for people to volunteer or serve in the military and makes national service available for many more young Americans who want to help make a difference," McCain said. 

"We will issue a national call to service and watch as a new generation affirms our faith in America by rising to meet the challenge," Bayh said. "If we give the America people a chance to serve, we will improve homeland security, strengthen our communities, and create a common civic experience never before known in America." 

The Call to Service Act of 2001 expands opportunities for Americans to volunteer in a variety of ways. Most dramatically, the bill expands AmeriCorps five-fold -- with half of the new positions dedicated to homeland defense. The legislation also calls for elimination of the current tax on the AmeriCorps education award, expands eligibility for willing and able seniors to volunteer through the Senior Corps, and demands that colleges and universities use federal work-study funds to more vigorously promote student involvement in community service activities. 

The legislation links AmeriCorps to Homeland Defense by directing the Corporation for National Service to work with the Office of Homeland Security to determine ways of promoting national security through service programs. It requires State Commissions on National Service to consult with their State Emergency Management Agency to determine ways of using volunteers for appropriate emergency management functions. 

Recognizing the importance of senior citizens to community involvement, the bill increases opportunities for seniors to participate in a variety of capacities, including education, long-term care and serving as foster grandparents, and creates the "Silver Scholarship" program that rewards seniors who have logged 500 hours of tutoring and mentoring with a $1,000 education award which can be used for the education of a child designated by the senior volunteer. 

Additionally, the bill recognizes the increased personnel needs of today's military, especially while the U.S. is engaged in a global war on terrorism, and allows the Defense Department to create a new, shorter-term enlistment option known as the "18-18-18 plan." Under this plan, a person could serve 18-months in active duty plus18-months in the military reserve service and receive an $18,000 bonus payment which can be used for educational purposes, in addition to regular pay, at the end of his or her service. Our plan also significantly improves benefits under the Montgomery G.I. Bill by doubling the education award and encouraging more servicemembers to utilize these benefits. 

"I've talked to a lot of young Americans who wanted to serve before September 11 and a whole lot more want to serve now," said McCain. "It's my hope that this bill achieves the goal of giving more Americans additional opportunities to serve our great country." 

"The mood of the country has changed in significant ways," Bayh added. "Our challenge is to sustain this outpouring of patriotism, and make it as productive and rewarding as possible for our citizens." 

2ac 15-month option fails

Shortened enlistment times fail – not enough training time, risks of war outweigh enlistment time

Moniz, 05 – Gerald R. Ford Prize for distinguished military reporting, bachelor’s degree in journalism, Military Reporters and Editors co-founder (5/13/05, Dave, “Army Offers 15-Month Hitch,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/washington/2005-05-13-army-short-tour_x.htm”) WX
David Segal, a military personnel expert at the University of Maryland, said the 15-month enlistments are no panacea. Fifteen months, Segal said, is often not enough time to learn complex tasks in a high-tech Army.

Jim Martin, a retired Army officer who teaches military culture at Bryn Mawr College, said parents and teachers "see the Army as a real risk, a real danger" because of the war in Iraq. That, more than the length of service, is the major obstacle to recruiting.

Rochelle projected the service will have only half the number of recruits ready for 2006 than it did this year, when it had an unusually low number of recruits signed up in advance. Under the Army's delayed entry program, recruits can sign up one year and report for service a year later.

In 2006, the Army's stockpile of recruits is projected to drop from 18%, or 14,400 soldiers, of the recruiting target of 80,000 to just under 10%, or slightly less than 8,000, Rochelle said.

The Army usually aims at beginning a new recruiting year with 25-35% of its goal signed up in advance.

That cushion of advance recruits often determines whether the Army meets or misses its goal.

It's "not a bright picture," Rochelle said during a conference call.

More than halfway through its fiscal year, the Army has not been able to make a noticeable dent in the public's reluctance to enlist its sons and daughters. That's despite record-high bonuses paid to recruits, a new advertising campaign that targets parents and a dramatic increase in the number of recruiters throughout the nation. 

Segal said he doesn't think the Army will make its goals this year or next. The Marine Corps is struggling.
The 15 Month Option empirically fails - has done nothing to increase retention and recruitment rates and the quality of soldiers.

Flournoy & Hunt, 08 - *Senior Associate at the Center for Strategic and International Studies AND **Research Associate for the Center for a New American Security (Michèle A. and Alice E., The Center for American Progress Action Fund, “Military Readiness Overview: Ready or Not? U.S. Military Readiness Now and for the Future” http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008/changeforamerica/pdf/readiness.pdf) WX
The Army faces the greatest recruiting challenges of all the services. Since missing its 2005 recruiting target by a margin of 8 percent, the Army bolstered its accessions to meet its annual targets by raising the maximum age for enlistment from 35 to 42, offering a shorter-than-usual 15-month enlistment option, giving a $2,500 bonus to personnel who transfer into the Army from another service, and providing a new accession bonus to those who enter Officer Candidate School.9 Most notably, the Army accepted more recruits without a high school diploma,10 and increased the number of waivers granted for enlistment.11
More than 20 percent of new recruits, or 22,186, required a waiver in 2007; of those, 1,492 required a waiver for drug and alcohol use.12 The number of waivers given to recruits with felony convictions jumped 105 percent for the Army and 68 percent for the Marine Corps from 2006 to 2007.13 An Army study assessing the quality and performance of waiver soldiers compared to their overall cohort found that the waiver population had higher loss rates in six of nine adverse loss categories but had slightly higher valorous award and promotion rates in some communities.14 This mixed record highlights the importance of continuing to monitor the performance of waiver soldiers over time.

Loss rates for company grade officers (second lieutenant, first lieutenant, and captain) have remarkably remained fairly stable in recent years, despite the demands of multiple tours in quick succession. Yet as the size of the Army grows, the number of officers the Army needs has grown by 8,000 between 2002 and 2006; 58 percent of this growth is in the ranks of captain and major.15 The Army has an acute gap at the major level, particularly for those in medical, intelligence, and engineering specialties.16 As the Army expands, it will need to retain a higher percentage of its experienced officers to lead the force.
To decrease the historical loss rate of company grade officers, the Army is offering unprecedented incentives to those captains who agree to extend for three years, including the opportunity to transfer or change jobs, assignment at their post of choice, professional military or language training, fully funded graduate education, and receipt of up to $35,000 in a critical skills retention bonus.17 Given the criticality of retaining experienced field grade officers as it grows, the Army is paying particular attention to issues that affect retention.18

2ac short term training fails

Short training times doesn’t prepare soldiers enough for a wide spectrum of contingencies

Flournoy & Hunt, 08 - *Senior Associate at the Center for Strategic and International Studies AND **Research Associate for the Center for a New American Security (Michèle A. and Alice E., The Center for American Progress Action Fund, “Military Readiness Overview: Ready or Not? U.S. Military Readiness Now and for the Future” http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008/changeforamerica/pdf/readiness.pdf) WX
Compressed and narrowed training

The U.S. military must prepare for current operations as well a broad range of future contingencies, from sustained, small-unit irregular warfare missions to military training and advising missions, and high-end warfare against regional powers armed with weapons of mass destruction and other asymmetric means. Yet compressed training time between deployments means that many of our enlisted personnel and officers only have time to train for the missions immediately before them in Iraq and Afghanistan and not for missions over the horizon. These just-in-time training conditions have created a degree of strategic risk for the military.19 Marine Corps Commandant General James T. Conway has stated, for example, that the Corps is only training for the terrain of Iraq and Afghanistan, leaving them underprepared to take on missions in other environments.20

Army units have also found themselves racing to get certified for their next deployment with a 12-month dwell time that is compounded by personnel turnover, institutional education requirements, and unavailable equipment that is either returning from or deploying to theater. While home station training and exercises at the major training centers are evolving, units’ ability to train for the full spectrum of operations has been severely limited by time. This same compressed timeline has contributed to the overall stresses on the force.
2ac counterplan already exists

Sorry, 15 month option was implemented in 05

Army News Service, 05 (5/16/05, “15 Month Enlistment Option Available,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2005/05/mil-050516-arnews02.htm) WX
15-month enlistment option available

May 16, 2005 

FORT KNOX, Ky. (Army News Service, May 16, 2005) – A 15-month-plus Army enlistment
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option is now available nationwide for 59 occupational specialties, allowing recruits a choice of following military duty with service in a program such as AmeriCorps or the Peace Corps.
The U.S. Army Recruiting Command announced last week a nationwide expansion of its “15-Month Plus Training Enlistment Option,” a program USAREC officials said was designed to promote and facilitate military enlistment in support of national service. 
The 15-month-plus enlistment option was first implemented in October 2003 as a pilot program in 10 of the Army’s 41 recruiting battalions: Albany, N.Y.; Columbia, S.C.; Miami; Raleigh, N.C.; Cleveland; Kansas City, Mo.; Oklahoma City; Sacramento and Southern California (Mission Viejo, Calif.), and San Antonio, Texas. 


counterplan already exists extension

Program includes the “low-tech jobs” that their solvency advocate demands and the college incentives

Army News Service, 05 (5/16/05, “15 Month Enlistment Option Available,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2005/05/mil-050516-arnews02.htm) WX
Soldiers in the program also have the option of re-enlisting to remain on active duty, USAREC officials said.
Recruits who enlist for the 15-month-plus training option will be eligible to select one of the following enlistment incentives:
Incentives available
• a cash enlistment bonus of $5,000 payable upon completion of the initial active-duty obligation; 
• Student Loan Repayment of up to $18,000; 
• a monthly education allowance for up to 12 months (currently $816 per month); or 
• a monthly education allowance for up to 36 months (currently $408 per month). 
More about Army enlistment opportunities is available at goarmy.com.
MOSs in program
The 15-month-plus enlistment option is available for the following military occupational specialties:
o 11X Infantry
o 13B Cannon Crewmember
o 13D Field Artillery Automated Tactical Data Systems Specialist
o 13F Fire Support Specialist
o 13M Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS) Crewmember
o 13P MLRS Automated Tactical Data Systems Specialist
o 13S Field Artillery Surveyor
o 13W Field Artillery Meteorological Crewmember
o 15Q Air Traffic Controller
o 15R AH-64 Attack Helicopter Repairer
o 15T UH-60 Helicopter Repairer
o 15U CH-47 Helicopter Repairer
o 19D Cavalry Scout
o 19K Armor Crewman
o 21B Combat Engineer
o 21C Bridge Crewmember
o 21E Heavy Construction Equipment Operator
o 21F Crane Operator
o 21J General Construction Equipment Operator
o 21K Plumber
o 21L Lithographer
o 21M Firefighter
o 21R Interior Electrician
o 21S Topographic Surveyor
o 21T Technical Engineer
o 21U Topographic Analyst
o 21V Construction and Asphalt Equipment Operator
o 21W Carpentry and Masonry Specialist
o 25L Cable Systems Installer-Maintainer 
o 31B Military Police 
o 31E Internment and Resettlement Specialist
o 42A Personnel Administration Specialist
o 42L Administrative Specialist
o 44C Financial Management Technician
o 45B Small Arms/Artillery Repairer
o 52C Utilities Equipment Repairer-Heating and AC
o 52D Power Generation Equipment Repairer
o 56M Chaplain Assistant
o 63B Light Wheel Vehicle Mechanic
o 74D Chemical Operations Specialist 
o 88H Cargo Specialist
o 88M Motor Transport Operator
o 88N Transportation Management Coordinator
o 89B Ammunition Specialist 
o 91E Dental Specialist
o 91G Patient Administration Specialist
o 91Q Pharmacy Specialist
o 91R Veterinary Food Inspection Specialist
o 91S Preventive Medicine Specialist
o 91T Animal Care Specialist
o 91W Health Care Specialist
o 92A Automated Logistical Specialist
o 92F Petroleum Supply Specialist
o 92G Food Service Operations
o 92M Mortuary Affairs Specialist
o 92S Laundry and Textile Specialist
o 92W Water Treatment Specialist
o 92Y Unit Supply Specialist
o 96R Ground Surveillance Systems Operator

