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A. Interpretation – Statutory restrictions must directly prohibit activities currently under the president’s war powers authority – this excludes regulation or oversight
Statutory restrictions prohibit actions

Lamont 5 (Michael, Legal Analyst @ Occupational health, "Legal: Staying on the right side of the law," http://www.personneltoday.com/articles/01/04/2005/29005/legal-staying-on-the-right-side-of-the-law.htm#.UgFe_o3qnoI)

It will be obvious what 'conduct' and 'redundancy' dismissals are. A statutory restriction means that the employee is prevented by law from doing the job - for example, a driver who loses his driving licence. 'Some other substantial reason' means "Parliament can't be expected to think of everything".
Restrictions on authority are distinct from conditions 

William Conner 78, former federal judge for the United States District Court for the Southern District of New York United States District Court, S. D. New York, CORPORACION VENEZOLANA de FOMENTO v. VINTERO SALES, http://www.leagle.com/decision/19781560452FSupp1108_11379

Plaintiff next contends that Merban was charged with notice of the restrictions on the authority of plaintiff's officers to execute the guarantees. Properly interpreted, the "conditions" that had been imposed by plaintiff's Board of Directors and by the Venezuelan Cabinet were not "restrictions" or "limitations" upon the authority of plaintiff's agents but rather conditions precedent to the granting of authority. Essentially, then, plaintiff's argument is that Merban should have known that plaintiff's officers were not authorized to act except upon the fulfillment of the specified conditions.
B. Vote Neg – 

1. Limits – Regulation and oversight of authority allows a litany of new affs in each area – justifies indirect effects of statutory policies and affs that don’t alter presidential authority – undermines prep and clash

2. Ground – Restriction ground is the locus of neg prep – their interpretation jacks all core disads – politics, presidential powers, and any area based disad because an aff doesn’t have to prevent the president from doing anything
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Sanctions push has run aground, but GOP is strategizing to revive the push

Greg Sargent, WaPo, 2/3/14, Another big blow to the Iran sanctions bill, www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/plum-line/wp/2014/02/03/another-big-blow-to-the-iran-sanctions-bill/
The push for a new Iran sanctions bill may have stalled in the Senate, but it’s still alive and kicking in the House, where leaders are telling members such a measure could still be considered this year. Indeed, proponents of more sanctions appear to be clinging to the hope that if something passes the House with broad bipartisan support, it could pressure the Senate to act. But here’s something that could help block that from happening — in the process delivering yet another big blow to the prospects of a new Iran sanctions measure. I’m told more than 70 House Dems — from a diverse ideological background — have now signed a new letter coming out against any new sanctions measure and calling for diplomacy to be given a chance. This represents the first public statement from House Dems en masse against the measure and for diplomacy, matching what we’ve been seeing in the Senate. Here’s the text, which hasn’t yet been released but was sent over by a source: Dear Mr. President: As Members of Congress — and as Americans — we are united in our unequivocal commitment to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon. The proliferation of nuclear weapons in the Middle East would threaten the security of the United States and our allies in the region, particularly Israel. The ongoing implementation of the Joint Plan of Action agreed to by Iran and the “P5+1 nations last November increases the possibility of a comprehensive and verifiable international agreement. We understand that there is no assurance of success and that, if talks break down or Iran reneges on pledges it made in the interim agreement, Congress may be compelled to act as it has in the past by enacting additional sanctions legislation. At present, however, we believe that Congress must give diplomacy a chance. A bill or resolution that risks fracturing our international coalition or, worse yet, undermining our credibility in future negotiations and jeopardizing hard-won progress toward a verifiable final agreement, must be avoided. We remain wary of the Iranian regime. But we believe that robust diplomacy remains our best possible strategic option, and we commend you and your designees for the developments in Geneva. Should negotiations fail or falter, nothing precludes a change in strategy. But we must not imperil the possibility of a diplomatic success before we even have a chance to pursue it. Dem Rep. Lloyd Doggett — a senior member of the House Ways and Means Committee who spearheaded this letter along with Dem Rep. David Price – tells me in a statement: “Iranian hard liners may ultimately obstruct a meaningful permanent agreement, but Congress should not give them a pretext for doing so. The support for this letter from a broad and growing coalition of more than 70 Members sends a strong signal that Democrats stand for peace and diplomacy.” Aides who have seen the letter tell me it’s been signed by some prominent Jewish Democrats and at least one member of the Dem leadership (James Clyburn). This comes after former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton (belatedly) weighed in against the sanctions bill, another blow to its prospects. While it does appear that the push for a sanctions vote has run aground, it’s worth reiterating that if something goes wrong in the talks, those who want a vote — including Republicans who appear to be using this as a way to divide Dems, and Democrats who refuse to be swayed by the administration’s insistence that a vote could derail diplomacy — could have a hook to revive their push. Eric Cantor is still said to want to move an Iran sanctions bill, and Dems have been wary of the possibility that Steny Hoyer — the number two Dem in the House — could join Cantor’s effort, thus giving it bipartisan legitimacy and perhaps leading more Dems to support it. The new letter from around six dozen House Dems opposing such a move could make that outcome that much less likely — particularly if it continues to pick up more signatures.
The plan’s authority restriction is a loss for Obama—causes defections

Dr. Andrew J. Loomis, Visiting Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, and Department of Government at Georgetown University, 3/2/2007, Leveraging legitimacy in the crafting of U.S. foreign policy, http://citation.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/7/9/4/8/pages179487/p179487-36.php

Declining political authority encourages defection. American political analyst Norman Ornstein writes of the domestic context, In a system where a President has limited formal power, perception matters. The reputation for success—the belief by other political actors that even when he looks down, a president will find a way to pull out a victory—is the most valuable resource a chief executive can have. Conversely, the widespread belief that the Oval Office occupant is on the defensive, on the wane or without the ability to win under adversity can lead to disaster, as individual lawmakers calculate who will be on the winning side and negotiate accordingly. In simple terms, winners win and losers lose more often than not. Failure begets failure. In short, a president experiencing declining amounts of political capital has diminished capacity to advance his goals. As a result, political allies perceive a decreasing benefit in publicly tying themselves to the president, and an increasing benefit in allying with rising centers of authority. A president’s incapacity and his record of success are interlocked and reinforce each other. Incapacity leads to political failure, which reinforces perceptions of incapacity. This feedback loop accelerates decay both in leadership capacity and defection by key allies. The central point of this review of the presidential literature is that the sources of presidential influence—and thus their prospects for enjoying success in pursuing preferred foreign policies—go beyond the structural factors imbued by the Constitution. Presidential authority is affected by ideational resources in the form of public perceptions of legitimacy. The public offers and rescinds its support in accordance with normative trends and historical patterns, non-material sources of power that affects the character of U.S. policy, foreign and domestic. 

The GOP will exploit this to flip Democratic votes on Iran—causes sanctions

Josh Rogin, Daily Beast, 2/5/14, GOP Will Force Reid to Save Obama’s Iran Policy—Over and Over Again, www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2014/02/05/gop-will-force-reid-to-save-obama-s-iran-policy-over-and-over-again.html
Dozens of Republican senators joined Wednesday to demand that Harry Reid allow a floor vote on a new Iran sanctions bill. If he doesn’t, they are planning to make his life miserable.

The Republican Senate caucus is planning to use every parliamentary trick in the book to push Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid to allow a floor vote on a new Iran sanctions bill that the Obama administration strenuously opposes. The Obama White House has succeeded in keeping most Democrats in line against supporting quick passage of the “Nuclear Weapon Free Iran Act,” which currently has 59 co-sponsors, including 13 Democrats. Reid has faithfully shelved the bill, pending the outcome of negotiations between Iran and the world’s major powers—the so-called “P5+1.” But tomorrow, Republicans plan to respond by using an array of floor tactics—including bringing up the bill and forcing Reid to publicly oppose it—as a means of putting public pressure on Reid and Democrats who may be on the fence. “Now we have come to a crossroads. Will the Senate allow Iran to keep its illicit nuclear infrastructure in place, rebuild its teetering economy and ultimately develop nuclear weapons at some point in the future?” 42 GOP senators wrote in a letter sent to Reid late Wednesday and obtained by The Daily Beast. “The answer to this question will be determined by whether you allow a vote on S. 1881, the bipartisan Nuclear Weapon Free Iran Act, which is cosponsored by more than half of the Senate.” The GOP letter calls on Reid to allow a vote on the bill during the current Senate work period—in other words, before the chamber’s next recess. Senate GOP aides said that until they get a vote, GOP senators are planning to use a number of procedural tools at their disposal to keep this issue front and center for Democrats. Since the legislation is already on the Senate’s legislative calendar, any senator can bring up the bill for a vote at any time and force Democrats to publicly object. Senators can also try attaching the bill as an amendment to future bills under consideration. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell has been a harsh critic of Reid’s shelving of the bill, so he could demand a vote on it as a condition of moving any other legislation. If those amendments are blocked by Reid, Senators can then go to the floor and make speech after speech calling out Reid for ignoring a bill supported by 59 senators—and calling on fence-sitting Democrats to declare their position on the bill. “This letter is a final warning to Harry Reid that if Democrats want to block this bipartisan legislation, they will own the results of this foreign policy disaster,” one senior GOP senate aide said. The Republican senators believe, based on recent polls, that the majority of Americans support moving forward with the Iran sanctions bill now. They also believe that if Reid did allow a vote, the bill would garner more than the 59 votes of its co-sponsors and that Democrats vulnerable in 2014 races would support it, pushing the vote total past a veto-proof two-thirds supermajority.
New sanctions cause negotiation collapse and Middle East War

Rachel Kleinfeld, Carnegie Endowment For International Peace, 1/31/14, Sanctions Could Disrupt Negotiations With Iran, carnegieendowment.org/2014/02/03/sanctions-could-disrupt-negotiations-with-iran/h02v
Facing skyrocketing inflation, a collapsing currency and a sudden loss of imported goods, Iranians voted last year to kick out Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and elected a government they thought might jump-start their economy.

The new government of President Hassan Rouhani is not "moderate" - but it is practical. It would like a nuclear weapon, but it wants economic relief more. Rouhani knows his only bargaining chip to end sanctions is to stop the nuclear weapons program.

But the Rouhani government is on a short leash. Iran's supreme leader, Ali Khamenei, holds the ultimate power - and he is skeptical that a deal can be struck. Hardliners in Iran who benefit from sanctions are against it, as are many in the U.S. Congress. Khamenei needs to walk a careful line: If he looks like he's capitulating too much, then he'll face domestic backlash. He knows he has only a few months to deliver.

That is why the congressional threat of more sanctions - even if they take effect only if the deal fails - is so dire. Hardliners and Khamenei will take such legislation as proof that the United States wants regime change, not an end to Iran's nuclear program. Rouhani himself has said that if sanctions legislation passes, negotiations are off.
So why have more than 50 senators signed up as co-sponsors of new sanctions? Some do want regime change. So would we all - Iran is a noxious, terrorist-supporting, human-rights-destroying government. But regime change wouldn't end the security threat. Even the "Green Movement" that marched for democracy a few years ago wanted to obtain a nuclear weapon.

Others think that sanctions got Iran to the negotiating table, so more sanctions will push them even harder. This is a miscalculation. Negotiations have begun. Iran has allowed nuclear inspectors to seal up their nuclear plants. More sanctions will simply seem like bad faith on our part. They also could provide the excuse other countries are looking for to break with the sanctions regime. Bans on oil imports are causing real economic hardship to allies such as Japan who depended on Iran for much of their energy, and export bans are hurting European companies desperate to restart growth. If the United States looks like the bad guy, these governments are likely to give in to domestic pressure and reduce their sanctions against Iran.
Finally, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee is lobbying Congress hard with the message that a vote against sanctions is a vote against Israel. To me, as a Jew and a Zionist, this is not only hogwash: It is allowing an unelected American nongovernmental organization to wrap itself in the Israeli flag while suggesting actions that threaten Israel.

If we cannot end Iran's nuclear program with diplomacy, we will end it through war. Two years ago, the national security organization I founded worked with Pentagon planners on a simulation game to look at what would happen after the United States bombed Iran. In all the possible scenarios, Iran was likely to do one thing: attack Israel to open up a two-front war and further drag America into conflict in the Middle East. A vote for sanctions at this point is a vote for war - and for Iranian missile attacks on Israel.
Nuclear war

James A. Russell, Senior Lecturer, National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, ‘9 (Spring) “Strategic Stability Reconsidered: Prospects for Escalation and Nuclear War in the Middle East” IFRI, Proliferation Papers, #26, http://www.ifri.org/downloads/PP26_Russell_2009.pdf 

Strategic stability in the region is thus undermined by various factors: (1) asymmetric interests in the bargaining framework that can introduce unpredictable behavior from actors; (2) the presence of non-state actors that introduce unpredictability into relationships between the antagonists; (3) incompatible assumptions about the structure of the deterrent relationship that makes the bargaining framework strategically unstable; (4) perceptions by Israel and the United States that its window of opportunity for military action is closing, which could prompt a preventive attack; (5) the prospect that Iran’s response to pre-emptive attacks could involve unconventional weapons, which could prompt escalation by Israel and/or the United States; (6) the lack of a communications framework to build trust and cooperation among framework participants. These systemic weaknesses in the coercive bargaining framework all suggest that escalation by any the parties could happen either on purpose or as a result of miscalculation or the pressures of wartime circumstance. Given these factors, it is disturbingly easy to imagine scenarios under which a conflict could quickly escalate in which the regional antagonists would consider the use of chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons. It would be a mistake to believe the nuclear taboo can somehow magically keep nuclear weapons from being used in the context of an unstable strategic framework. Systemic asymmetries between actors in fact suggest a certain increase in the probability of war – a war in which escalation could happen quickly and from a variety of participants. Once such a war starts, events would likely develop a momentum all their own and decision-making would consequently be shaped in unpredictable ways. The international community must take this possibility seriously, and muster every tool at its disposal to prevent such an outcome, which would be an unprecedented disaster for the peoples of the region, with substantial risk for the entire world. 
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Executive war power primacy now—plan flips that

Eric Posner, 9/3/13, Obama Is Only Making His War Powers Mightier, www.slate.com/articles/news_and_politics/view_from_chicago/2013/09/obama_going_to_congress_on_syria_he_s_actually_strengthening_the_war_powers.html
President Obama’s surprise announcement that he will ask Congress for approval of a military attack on Syria is being hailed as a vindication of the rule of law and a revival of the central role of Congress in war-making, even by critics. But all of this is wrong. Far from breaking new legal ground, President Obama has reaffirmed the primacy of the executive in matters of war and peace. The war powers of the presidency remain as mighty as ever.

It would have been different if the president had announced that only Congress can authorize the use of military force, as dictated by the Constitution, which gives Congress alone the power to declare war. That would have been worthy of notice, a reversal of the ascendance of executive power over Congress. But the president said no such thing. He said: “I believe I have the authority to carry out this military action without specific congressional authorization.” Secretary of State John Kerry confirmed that the president “has the right to do that”—launch a military strike—“no matter what Congress does.”

Thus, the president believes that the law gives him the option to seek a congressional yes or to act on his own. He does not believe that he is bound to do the first. He has merely stated the law as countless other presidents and their lawyers have described it before him.

The president’s announcement should be understood as a political move, not a legal one. His motive is both self-serving and easy to understand, and it has been all but acknowledged by the administration. If Congress now approves the war, it must share blame with the president if what happens next in Syria goes badly. If Congress rejects the war, it must share blame with the president if Bashar al-Assad gases more Syrian children. The big problem for Obama arises if Congress says no and he decides he must go ahead anyway, and then the war goes badly. He won’t have broken the law as he understands it, but he will look bad. He would be the first president ever to ask Congress for the power to make war and then to go to war after Congress said no. (In the past, presidents who expected dissent did not ask Congress for permission.)

People who celebrate the president for humbly begging Congress for approval also apparently don’t realize that his understanding of the law—that it gives him the option to go to Congress—maximizes executive power vis-à-vis Congress. If the president were required to act alone, without Congress, then he would have to take the blame for failing to use force when he should and using force when he shouldn’t. If he were required to obtain congressional authorization, then Congress would be able to block him. But if he can have it either way, he can force Congress to share responsibility when he wants to and avoid it when he knows that it will stand in his way.

The plan splinters presidential power

Jack Goldsmith, Harvard Law School Professor, focus on national security law, presidential power, cybersecurity, and conflict of laws, Former Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, and Special Counsel to the Department of Defense, Hoover Institution Task Force on National Security and Law, March 2012, Power and Constraint, p. 228-31

Another cost of lawfare is the fragmentation of authority within the executive branch during war. The Commander in Chief traditionally had unified hierarchical command over the executive branch that empowered him to act quickly and that promoted accountability to the public by identifying him as the person responsible for all executive action. This understanding has broken down in the last decade. We have seen how consequential independent inspectors general are in checking the presidency's national security goals. Lawyers too have gained more independence and power that the President cannot effectively control, especially in the military, but in other pockets of the executive branch as well. These lawyers enforce the law (when they interpret it correctly), but they also attenuate the unity of accountability and command. The increasing involvement of courts and other outside actors in military and intelligence decisions does not violate the theory of the unitary executive, but it has a similar effect on the executive branch. As we have seen, judicial review of wartime tactics has all sorts of hard-to-see constraining consequences on presidential decision-making. The decentralized legal enforcers that have risen in power in the last decade splinter the Commander in Chief's executive unity like nothing in American wartime history. Benjamin Wittes closes his book Detention and Denial by speculating what would happen if a prisoner released from GTMO is later found in an al Qaeda leadership position. "We have no accountability when our system fails," he says, before asking, "Were these releases the fault of courts (whose threats of review spurred them), the Bush administration (which carried them out), . . . or the left and the international community (which ruthlessly pushed for them)?"' The problem is deeper and wider than Wittes describes. It is deeper because he does not mention the independent players inside the executive branch who shape and constrain presidential action through investigation and legal interpretation. And it is broader because it applies far beyond the detention context to surveillance, targeting, and every element of the war on terrorism. Moreover, the opposite of Wittes's speculation is also possible, indeed likely: the President will be blamed when something goes wrong even if because of the splintering of executive authority, he lacked the effective power to do what in retrospect should have been done. Distributed accountability can bring many benefits, but its undoubted costs are the difficulty of identifying the locus of accountability when something goes wrong, and the possibility that the leader of the flattened organization will be blamed even though he lacked effective control. A related cost of lawfare is the weakening of wartime presidential initiative and dispatch. When more eyes have to review an operation in advance, it takes longer. Covert operations have many layers of review and approval beginning with many in the CIA and moving up through other bureaucracies to the President. Decisions on the targets in this war often go through a similarly extensive review process for targets off the traditional battlefield, and less extensive but still elaborate reviews for targets on a tradi-tional battlefield. In general, all military and intelligence actions of any significance have elaborate and law-heavy preclearance processes. These up-front reviews delay action and can be so burdensome to negotiate that they result in otherwise useful and appropriate actions not being taken at all. Another factor slowing down and sometimes precluding executive action is the anticipated personal and professional costs of accountability. The rise of powerful, networked, and harshly critical NGOs has meant that not only top government officials, but midlevel ones as well, are subject to vivid, reputation-harming charges published globally on the Internet, as well as the possibility of lawsuits in the United States and abroad. The "mere threat of lawsuits and legal charges effectively bullies American decision makers, alters their actions, intimidates our security forces, and limits our country's ability to gather intelligence," says Donald Rumsfeld, lamenting lawfare's effect.' Stripped of its negative connotations, Rumsfeld's judgment—which in less colorful terms applies to every accountability constraint described in this book—should not be controversial. "Bullying" and "intimidating" are forms of influencing, and influencing government behavior to make it more prudent and lawful is the point of the legalized accountability mechanisms. "I think people should think twice; I think that's a good thing," says the ACLU's Jameel Jaffer upon learning about the effect of legal scrutiny and criticism on government officials. "I don't want people to think twice about doing things that are both in the national interest and consistent with the law but if by think twice you mean think twice before sticking a man in a box with a bug, then absolutely, think twice," he adds, referring to one of the Bush administration's most controversial interrogation techniques.' There is no doubt that lawfare significantly influences and constrains officials, not only by direct prohibitions but also, and more significantly, by getting them to "think twice" about what they are doing. The hard question is whether this influence goes too far. The bug-in-the-box is now prohibited by law, partly as a result of Jaffer's efforts, but in many cases what is in the national interest and what is lawful are not black and white, but rather various shades of gray. Government officials every day have to decide how far to push into this gray area. The accountability mechanisms give them pause and lead them not to push as far into the darker shades. Whether that leads them to a place in the gray area where they should be or short of where they should be depends on facts about the future that no one has, as well as one's view of the relevant law, which is not always clear. As a result of the last decade executive officials up and down the chain of command are much more sensitive to law and accountability, and many worry that this sensitivity leads to excessive caution. It is hard to know if they are right, but Jaffer's opposite and easy-sounding injunction—follow the law and act in the national security interest—is far too simple.

War powers affect executive power – momentum of power

Weiner  ’13 [Greg Weiner, 5/1/13, Liberty Forum, Liberty Forum is a platform for the discussion of the legal and philosophical principles that inform and govern a free people, “Congress and Deliberation in the Age of Woodrow Wilson: An Elegy,” http://www.libertylawsite.org/liberty-forum/congress-and-deliberation-in-the-age-of-wilson-an-elegy/, accessed 6/30/13, JTF]

Wilson ultimately found a strong Presidency useful for Progressive aims; contemporary neoconservatives have tended to find it hospitable to their goals in national security and foreign affairs.[2] But they would do well to remember that the power inheres in the office, not the function.  It is difficult to quarantine it to a single purpose.  If Congress is emasculated on matters of foreign policy it can hardly assert itself on issues of domestic affairs, just as a President who possesses extraordinary powers to wage war on terror is sure to claim them to wage war on purported domestic crises too.  President Obama already has, threatening Congress to its face in the State of the Union address that either it would act on climate change or he would, the two courses apparently being interchangeable.
Strong foreign affairs Obama solves warming

Wold ‘12

Christopher, Professor of Law & Director, International Environmental Law Project (IELP), Lewis & Clark Law School, “Climate Change, Presidential Power, and Leadership: “We Can’t Wait”
In 2007, then-Senator Barack Obama wrote, “As the world’s largest producer of greenhouse gases, America has the responsibility to lead.” 1 As President, he has led. At the domestic level, working primarily through the Environmental Protection Agency, President Obama has increased fuel economy standards,2 imposed new limits on greenhouse gas emissions from “major emitting facilities,” 3 and imposed limits on emissions relating to the development of oil and gas,4 among many other things.5 As he has said, he must use his executive power because “We Can’t Wait” for Congress to act on climate change.6 Nonetheless, he must do more. President Obama has pledged to the international community that the United States will reduce its greenhouse gases by 17% of 2005 levels by 2020 and by 83% by 2050.7The President has also set a goal of ensuring that “[b]y 2035 we will generate 80 percent of our electricity from a diverse set of clean energy sources—including renewable energy sources like wind, solar, biomass, and hydropower; nuclear power; efficient natural gas; and clean coal.” 8 None of his actions come close to meeting these goals. Moreover, he must do more to help the international community reach its goal of keeping average global temperatures from increasing 2°C above pre-industrial levels.9 Many scientists argue that the 2°C goal can be met, and the worst impacts of climate change avoided, if we keep carbon dioxide concentrations below 350 parts per million (ppm). 10 As of July 2012, atmospheric concentrations of carbon dioxide exceeded 394 ppm.11 The United States is by far the largest historic contributor to these high levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide, having contributed 28.52% of carbon dioxide from energy.12 As such, the United States must do much more to ensure that the world’s largest historic emitter of greenhouse gases fulfills its moral and perhaps legal obligation to reduce greenhouse gases before we reach climate change tipping points beyond which climate change will be irreversible for millennia to come. And indeed, President Obama can do much more. As described below, the president can use his foreign affairs power to take a more positive role on the international stage, whether that stage is the climate change negotiations, the negotiations concerning other international treaties, or within the World Trade Organization. He can also do more with his executive power, not only by increasing existing standards but also by applying them to existing sources of greenhouse gases, not just new sources. Further, President Obama has so far failed to take advantage of strategies to mitigate emissions of short-term climate forcers such as black carbon that could provide significant climate benefits. Lastly, the approaches adopted so far have not pushed regulated entities or others to develop the transformative technologies that will be needed to deliver sufficient climate change benefits to avert the environmental and economic crisis that lies ahead if we fail to take more aggressive action. Section II of this article summarizes the climate change challenges facing humanity. Section III reviews the major climate-related actions supported and adopted by President Obama. Section IV describes how these actions fall short of what is needed and the additional steps that the President can take. Section V concludes that, while congressional action is preferable to presidential action, the President has many more climate change mitigation opportunities available to him. His failure to pursue them will have grave consequences for the United States and the world. 
Extinction

Flournoy 12 (Citing Dr. Feng Hsu, a NASA scientist at the Goddard Space Flight Center, in 2012, Don Flournoy, PhD and MA from the University of Texas, Former Dean of the University College @ Ohio University, Former Associate Dean @ State University of New York and Case Institute of Technology, Project Manager for University/Industry Experiments for the NASA ACTS Satellite, Currently Professor of Telecommunications @ Scripps College of Communications @ Ohio University, Citing Dr.  "Solar Power Satellites," Chapter 2: What Are the Principal Sunsat Services and Markets?, January, Springer Briefs in Space Development, Book)

In the Online Journal of Space Communication, Dr. Feng Hsu, a NASA scientist at Goddard Space Flight Center, a research center in the forefront of science of space and Earth, writes, “The evidence of global warming is alarming,” noting the potential for a catastrophic planetary climate change is real and troubling (Hsu 2010). Hsu and his NASA colleagues were engaged in monitoring and analyzing cli- mate changes on a global scale, through which they received first-hand scientific information and data relating to global warming issues, including the dynamics of polar ice cap melting. After discussing this research with colleagues who were world experts on the subject, he wrote: I now have no doubt global temperatures are rising, and that global warming is a serious problem confronting all of humanity. No matter whether these trends are due to human interference or to the cosmic cycling of our solar system, there are two basic facts that are crystal clear: (a) there is overwhelming scientific evidence showing positive correlations between the level of CO2 concentrations in Earth’s atmosphere with respect to the historical fluctuations of global temperature changes; and (b) the overwhelming majority of the world’s scientific community is in agreement about the risks of a potential catastrophic global climate change. That is, if we humans continue to ignore this problem and do noth- ing, if we continue dumping huge quantities of greenhouse gases into Earth’s biosphere, humanity will be at dire risk (Hsu 2010). As a technology risk assessment expert, Hsu says he can show with some confi- dence that the planet will face more risk doing nothing to curb its fossil-based energy addictions than it will in making a fundamental shift in its energy supply. “This,” he writes, “is because the risks of a catastrophic anthropogenic climate change can be potentially the extinction of human species, a risk that is simply too high for us to take any chances” (Hsu 2010). It was this NASA scientist’s conclusion that humankind must now embark on the next era of “sustainable energy consumption and re-supply, the most obvious source of which is the mighty energy resource of our Sun” (Hsu 2010) (Fig. 2.1).
solvency

The Aff is not a magic bullet – Their author concedes no solvency
Damrosch 97 [Lori Fisler Damrosch, Professor of Law at the Columbia University School of Law, "Use of Force and Constitutionalism", Columbia Journal of Transnational Law, 36 Colum. J. Transnat’l L. 449, Lexis]
Theories about the democratic peace tend to cluster in two groups: normative-cultural explanations and structural-institutional ones.26 In the normative-cultural explanations, one sees echoes of Henkin's belief that states with a strong domestic rule-of-law tradition will be more likely to abide by international law. The contention is that in contrast to authoritarian regimes (which typically rely on violent repression for domestic stability), democratic states have internalized the norms of resolving conflict without resort to violence; thus they are expected to pursue their international aims pacifically as well (at least with respect to states committed to similar norms).

[begin MSU card]

Structural-institutional explanations, on the other hand, point to features of liberal-democratic systems that could act as brakes on conflict-initiation, as the American framers and Kant in Perpetual Peace had long ago suggested. 7 To the extent that executive military powers are subject to checks and balances-for example, by accountability to the legislature-war (or at least war-initiation) ought to become less likely under the structural-institutional view. Latter-day exponents of the Kantian claim have thus hypothesized that structural constraints on executive military powers belong among the factors that may well explain (or help explain) the peace among democracies. 2' For this reason, democracy-and-peace research has pointed to the extent of constraints on the chief executive as one of the components of democracy which ought to be measured and studied in relation to the warinvolvement of democratic regimes; 29 but the role of such constraints in keeping democratic polities from becoming involved in wars (or certain wars) is still only imperfectly understood." The perception that one's adversary is (or is not) constrained may be just as important as actual constraints: "the presence of democratic institutions provides a visible and generally correct signal of 'practical dovishness'-restraints on war in the form of institutional constraint if not of inherent disposition."31

[end MSU card]

The most prominent published work investigating the competing theories suggests that either the normative-cultural explanation or the structural-institutional explanation may be plausible; but neither has been conclusively established to date.32 Skeptics about the democratic peace typically cite the difficulties in explaining the phenomenon as one reason for doubting its existence. It is said, among other things, that either the normative-cultural or the structural-institutional explanations ought to lead to the conclusion that democracies should be more pacific in general; but such a conclusion is widely viewed as lacking empirical foundation.33 Indeed, most proponents of the democratic peace hypothesis concede that the available evidence does not support the view that democracies are more pacific than nondemocracies; all that can be empirically sustained is that democracies are more pacific in their relations with each other than in their relations with nondemocracies (or than nondemocracies are in their relations with any regime).34

Moreover, the opponents contend (and some proponents concede) not only that democracies are as conflict-prone as other regime-types, but also that they are just as likely to be the initiators of violence in their disputes with non-democratic regimes.3 Focusing for present purposes only on examples from the post-1945 period,36 those who deny that democracy plays a pacifying role in international relations point to a number of episodes in which democratic states have initiated (or are said to have initiated) major military action against other (non-democratic) states. Prominent among the instances cited are some of those to which Henkin devotes attention in How Nations Behave, including Suez-Sinai (1956) (Israel, the United Kingdom and France against Egypt),37 the Six-Day War (1967) (Israel against Egypt and others),3" India's clashes with Pakistan over Kashmir (1965)' 9 and Bangladesh (1971),40 and U.S. involvement in the Vietnam war (19641975). 41 The bill of particulars against the democracies would grow even larger with the inclusion of colonial wars or of small-scale interventions.42

Evaluation of these episodes poses the threshold question of what it means to say that a democratic state has "initiated" the use of force.

Congressional constraints useless

Douglas Kriner, Assistant Profess of Political Science at Boston University, 2010, After the Rubicon: Congress, Presidents, and the Politics of Waging War, p. 41-2

However, if Congress can exert influence over military policymaking only by taking a leading role and exercising these formal legislative mechanisms to mandate its preferred policy course, then there are reasons to be skeptical of its ultimate influence. Throughout American history, presidents have deployed American military forces across the globe to pursue a variety of policy objectives. Yet, in all but the rarest of cases, Congress has failed to avail itself of any of these tools to limit the president's authority as commander in chief. When presidents request a congressional authorization to use force, it is almost always forthcoming. When they act unilaterally without prior congressional assent, they almost always evade legislative sanction. Congress has invoked the War Powers Resolution's withdrawal clock only once, and even then it simultaneously authorized an eighteen-month deployment for the Marine mission in Lebanon. And, as recent debates concerning the war in Iraq have demonstrated, in almost every case of interbranch conflict over military policy, the power of the purse has proven to be a blunt instrument whose costs, both strategic and political, have virtually precluded its successful use.5 Given this record of congressional acquiescence to presidential initiatives and the reality that when members of Congress do rise up against the president's policies they consistently fail to write their preferences into law, why would presidents ever adjust their military policies in response to or anticipation of congressional opposition? What costs can the legislature impose on the president to dissuade him from pursuing his chosen policy course, regardless of legislative unease? If the only way in which Congress can affect the president's strategic calculus in the military arena is by legally compelling him to abandon his preferred policies, then Congress is indeed all but impotent in military affairs. A host of factors combine to hinder Congress from acting legislatively to constrain the commander in chief. Collective-action problems necessarily plague any effort by 535 atomized, individual ac tors to protect their institutional prerogatives as legislators in military affairs.6 More importantly, the partisan incentives of many members of Congress to support a president of their own party often overwhelm their interest in maintaining the power stakes of their institution. This reality, coupled with a legislative process riddled with transaction costs and supermajoritarian requirements, virtually precludes Congress from building the requisite majorities, or in some cases supermajorities, needed to chart a military course independent of the president.' Finally, the courts have long been reticent to intervene and protect legislative prerogatives in war powers that Congress itself is loath to assert.8 For all of these reasons, presidents act in the military arena secure in the knowledge that they can operate as they please with little risk of Congress exercising its constitutional and statutory prerogatives to compel them to do otherwise. If Congress does retain any influence in the military arena, it must be able to affect presidents' decision calculus through other, more indirect means. 
Judicial enforcement turns the case
Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
The Dangers of Judicial Intervention

Faced with the prospect that congressional participation can sometimes play a salutary role in avoiding unnecessary wars, an antecedent question naturally arises. Should the courts decide if such a congressional role would be appropriate? Indeed, a recurring theme running through much of the Congress-first literature is that judicial intervention is necessary to vindicate the congressional role in initiating conflicts. n66 But if one accepts the signaling model developed here, there are significant reasons why one ought to be wary of a judicial role in resolving war powers controversies.

 [*2537]  First, under our model of international crisis bargaining, judicial review would likely undermine the value of signals sent by the President when he seeks legislative authorization to go to war. In other words, it is the fact that the signal is both costly and discretionary that often makes it valuable. Once one understands that regime characteristics can influence the informational value of signaling, n67 it makes sense that the President should have the maximum flexibility to choose less costly signals when dealing with rogue states or terrorist organizations. The alternative - a judicial rule that mandates costly signals in all circumstances, even when such signals have little or no informational value to the foreign adversary - would dilute the overall value of such signals.

Second, judicial review would preclude the possibility of beneficial bargaining between the President and Congress by forcing warmaking into a procedural straitjacket. In this picture, judicial review would constrain the political branches to adopt only the tying hands type of signal regardless of the nature or stage of an international crisis. n68 But the supposed restraining effect attributed to the tying hands signal can vary considerably depending on whether the democracy is deciding to initiate an international crisis or is already in the midst of an escalating crisis. Requiring legislative authorization may make it less likely that the democracy will be willing to back out of a conflict once it starts. n69 Thus, tying hand signals and judicial insistence that the President seek legislative authorization will contribute to greater international instability once a conflict has already started.

Thus far, our argument presupposes that there are only two institutional models of judicial review from which to choose: a judicial approach that mandates legislative authorization for all conflicts and a hands-off judicial approach that gives the President wide latitude to decide if such costly signaling would be beneficial. But there is a third possibility. The courts could make the initial determination as to whether a foreign adversary is the type that would benefit from costly signaling. n70

At first blush, such a judicial choice of an interpretive approach might appear to resolve the problem of over-inclusive signaling identified above. But  [*2538]  here the objection to judicial review would be on institutional competence grounds. Simply put, it would take a leap of faith to believe that courts would be able to discern correctly the regime type of a foreign adversary and decide whether legislative participation would prove to be valuable in any specific war. Of course, courts sometimes make case-by-case judgments about factual predicates in other contexts, but decisions about the signaling value of legislative authorization would not only require access to possibly classified information about foreign threats but also the resources to analyze such threats - information and resources that courts clearly lack. Nor can one assume that all democratic regimes will behave alike in their proclivity to initiate or reciprocate hostility. For instance, the President might conclude that although a foreign adversary is nominally a democratic regime, it would not be responsive to costly tying hands signals because it is facing domestic political turmoil. n71 In any event, the judiciary's insulation from the political process makes it particularly ill suited to decide whether the President's decision about the value of signaling in a particular conflict is wrong or not.

Increasing ex-ante congressional involvement allows the President to externalize political fallout WITHOUT meaningfully constraining the decision to go to war – triggers spiraling adventurism and collapses warfighting

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]

Contrary to the received wisdom, this experimental Article advances the empirically plausible assumption that congressional authorization of the use of force might actually have a perverse effect. Thus, rather than create a drag effect that minimizes the impulse to rush into imprudent wars, congressional authorization might actually do the opposite: because such authorization allows the President to spread the potential political costs of military failure or stalemate to other elected officials, it will lead the President to select into more high risk wars than he would otherwise choose if he were acting unilaterally. In other words, since congressional authorization acts as a political “insurance policy” that partially protects the President against the possible political fallout from a military misadventure, he is likely to be more willing to engage in wars where the expected outcome is uncertain. More importantly, not only is the President likely to use congressional authorization as a hedge to prevent future political opponents from exploiting his misfortunes, he is also likely to use it to protect members of his party in Congress who are more likely to be electorally vulnerable in the absence of such authorization.

While this notion of congressional authorization as political insurance might appear puzzling, it makes sense when understood as a cheap mechanism designed to protect a vulnerable President or ruling party from the insecure political atmosphere that is likely to exist in the aftermath of a high risk conflict. Significantly, two factors operate in tandem to ensure that the initial Presidential decision to seek congressional authorization will not be particularly costly from a political perspective. First, since a member of Congress is likely to have less information than the President about the likely outcome of a high risk conflict, he or she is likely to defer to the President’s judgment that the conflict will have a positive outcome and hope to ride the President’s electoral coattails as voters rally around the flag. Thus, the purported institutional benefit of deliberation by multiple voices that congressional authorization is supposed to confer is likely to be trivial, if not non-existent. Second, since the electoral consequences of voting against a successful war are likely to be dearer than voting for a losing war, the President is relatively assured of getting a favorable vote to use force from those members of Congress who are elected from swing districts. In sum, seeking congressional authorization for the use of force becomes a tradeoff in which Presidents are willing to accept the relatively low short-term costs of involving other elected officials in the war decision-making process in exchange for longterm political security.

china

Taiwanese Arms sales and Senkaku resolution mean China has already lost all faith in the us partnership. Also not reverse causal - can't alter Chinese statements.
No U.S. draw-in – lack of public support

[Khanh Vu Duc, Vietnamese-Canadian lawyer who researches on Vietnamese politics, international relations and international law, 8/29/13, “Seeking Peace in the South China Sea,” http://www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5672&Itemid=188, accessed 9/15/13, JTF]

Yet, near the other side of the world in Southeast Asia, another conflict continues to brew and demand American attention. The long-running maritime and territorial disputes in the South China Sea, if allowed to degenerate into a conflict, would necessarily require US intervention, if not only to contain the conflict then most certainly to respect its commitments to regional allies. However, as the Syrian civil war has demonstrated, an American war-weary public may not be so eager to find itself embroiled in another foreign dispute.
First and foremost, would the US intervene militarily should war break out in the South China Sea? The White House, whether under the administration of President Obama or someone else, would be unlikely to commit resources to a conflict without public and political support. Afghanistan and Iraq have long since sapped America's appetite for foreign intervention, and will continue to influence successive administrations with regards to sending troops into battle, as shown by America's response to Libya and Syria.
Drones are an alt cause

AARON STEIN is an Associate Fellow at the Royal United Services Institute, 12/19/13 [“Drone Decrees,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/140584/aaron-stein/drone-decrees]

The United States has never had a monopoly on drones. It was the Israeli Air Force’s use of drones during its war in Lebanon in the 1980s that first prompted a skeptical U.S. military to support fully the development of remote-controlled systems. The decision to arm them came later, during the hunt for Osama bin Laden after 2001 and the war on terrorism. By now, U.S. drone strikes are a regular occurrence in areas where terrorist organizations have taken root.¶ Drone technology and drone use have also proliferated in other countries. And even more are seeking to develop their own systems. These systems are likely to be more local affairs than those of the United States. Most of the emerging drone states -- including China -- lack the United States’ worldwide network of military bases and satellites, which allow it to operate drones far from its own borders. And, like the United States, emerging drones states are eager to develop armed drones for counterterrorism operations and surveillance. With more drones in more places come more security and policy challenges for the United States. To deal with them, it will have to come up with a new drone policy.¶ The tensions between China and Japan over the Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands are a good example of how drones introduce new diplomatic questions. Chinese manned and unmanned surveillance flights routinely violate Japan’s 12-nautical-mile zone around the islands. Japan has dispatched fighter jets to intercept a Chinese manned surveillance plane and is reported to have even contemplated shooting down Chinese drones. In response, Wang Hongguang, the former deputy commander of China’s Nanjing Military Region, wrote in early November that China should attack Japanese manned planes should Japan shoot down Chinese surveillance drones. Things have become even tenser since China declared a so-called Air Defense Identification Zone over part of the East China Sea. Japan’s Nikkei reports that the United States plans to use Global Hawk drones for surveillance in the area in conjunction with increased Japanese manned E-2C Hawkeye early-warning aircraft.¶ Although there has always been a risk of unintended escalation in the East China Sea, the emergence of unmanned systems adds a new twist. For example, the 2001 aerial collision near Hainan Island in the South China Sea involved manned aircraft operating in international airspace. The American plane was flying a surveillance mission when two Chinese fighter jets began to tail it. One of the Chinese fighter jets accidently bumped the U.S. plane, prompting an emergency landing at a Chinese military facility on Hainan Island. China then detained the U.S. crew and inspected the plane, despite warnings that the aircraft was U.S. sovereign territory. The incident touched off a diplomatic row between two great world powers and was an early diplomatic test for the recently elected George W. Bush administration.¶ The rules of engagement are relatively clear for the intentional downing of a manned aircraft, but the potential response to the shooting down of an unmanned system -- as Japan seems ready to do -- is far murkier. On the one hand, such an act could escalate and lead to a conflict. On the other, since downing a drone would pose no danger to human life, China or Japan could conclude that the provocative use of drones -- or the intentional targeting of U.S. drones -- carries less risk of retaliation and is therefore a low-stakes means of coercion.¶ That idea is not so far off base: In the Persian Gulf, Iran has fired on U.S. drones and was even successful in spoofing the Global Positioning System (GPS) signal of the advanced RQ-170 drone flying over its territory. An Iranian engineer told The Christian Science Monitor, “By putting noise [jamming] on the communications, you force the bird into autopilot. This is where the bird loses its brain.” The U.S. Government Accountability Office has acknowledged the risk of GPS spoofing and recommends the introduction of spoof-resistant navigation systems on drones.¶ In the Gulf, the United States has sporadically opted to escort its surveillance drones with manned fighter jets, which raises the cost of such operations as well as the risk of escalation. Absent a clear norm on the response to shooting down an unmanned system, incidents involving drones could snowball quickly. And that is why the United States should develop a clear policy about the targeting of drones. It should be designed to prevent unintended escalation by defining the cost of provocatively using or targeting unmanned systems. These rules would need to apply to all parties, including the United States.¶ First, the United States should signal that it would hold the operator responsible for the actions of unmanned systems. Any retaliation need not target the actual operator, given the complexity of locating the pilot, but could include the air base from which the drone was launched. The goal would be to reintroduce the prospect of casualties and escalation into the drone equation by clearly laying out the potential American response if an adversary considers using unmanned systems in a coercive way against the United States or its allies and partners. In short, U.S. policy should be to treat drones like their manned cousins. Similarly, in the cases where a potential adversary targets a U.S. drone, Washington should make clear that it regards such an act as akin to the downing of a manned aircraft. The response, therefore, could include the use of force or strong diplomatic action.¶ In setting out this policy, the United States would tacitly accept that its own drone program could invite retaliation and that bases from which it flies drones could be targeted. Yet in most cases, the United States receives overflight rights for its drone operations, which should thereby protect the United States from potential retaliation from the countries in which it currently uses drones. The policy would, therefore, weigh more heavily on new drone-operating nations while keeping in place many of the United States’ own drone programs.¶ Holding drone bases responsible could help minimize the ways in which emerging drone states use drones coercively against U.S. interests, as well as push them to reach similar overflight arrangements to those that the United States keeps with its partners. The new policy would not address the legality of targeted killings, but such legal questions can be dealt with separately.¶ The United States should begin to prepare for a world in which it no longer has a monopoly on drone technology. Still, it should do so knowing that, for now, it will retain the unique capability to use military force on a global scale. For the foreseeable future, potential adversaries will mostly use unmanned systems locally and in ways that affect the security of U.S. allies. As the United States increases its own use of drones, it should be taking steps to map out a strategy to respond to provocations. Doing so would help establish new norms for everyone.
No asia war - costs of aggression are too high

Porter 14

Dr. Patrick Porter is a reader in War and International Security and Leverhulme Research Fellow at the University of Reading, and a fellow of the UK Chief of the Defence Staff’s Strategic Forum, War on the Rocks, January 28, 2014, "IT’S TIME TO ABANDON THE GLOBAL VILLAGE MYTH", http://warontherocks.com/2014/01/its-time-to-abandon-the-global-village-myth/

Strategic space is not a politically uncontested thoroughfare of climate and terrain simply to be moved through. (That is not even true of tourism!) Space is a medium into which other humans intrude, through which (and for which) violent political struggle takes place. Amidst the white noise of globalisation rhetoric, this distinction has been lost.

Nowhere is this more true than along Asia’s maritime peripheries. New weapons and instruments have widened, rather than shrunk, the Asia-Pacific space. Surveillance assets in the hands of watchful defenders make it harder to inflict a sudden surprise long-range attack like Pearl Harbor. Tools of “access denial”—such as long-range anti-ship missiles—make it easier for states to fend off enemy fleets and raise the costs of aggression. Even weaker enemies can inflict a devastating, even fatal sting on aggressors. This makes it harder for America to intervene in a war with China—but harder also for China to expand. Conquest has become an expensive rarity.
US-China cooperation impossible—leadership transition locks in confrontational relations

Stapleton Roy, Director of the Kissinger Institute on China and the United States, Former Ambassador, 2/21/13, US-China Relations: Be Wary of Rivalry, www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5197&Itemid=171
With China's leadership in transition and incoming Secretary of State John Kerry heading a new foreign policy team in the second Obama administration, leaders in both countries must face a "frightening array of domestic and foreign policy problems" in managing their vital relationship, longtime senior US diplomat J. Stapleton Roy said in a Feb. 13 address at the East-West Center in Hawaii. (See the video of Roy's speech.) "No task is going to be more important than trying to arrest the current drift in US-China relations toward strategic rivalry," he said. "If leaders in both countries fail to deal with this issue, there is a strong possibility that tensions will rise and undermine the benign climate that has been so important in producing the Asian economic miracle - and to a significant degree, political miracle - over the past 30 years." Roy, who served as US ambassador to China from 1991 to 1995, said the two nations are "locked in the traditional problem of an established power facing a rising power, and we know from historical precedent that competitive factors that emerge in such situations often result in bloody wars." The good news, he said, is that "leaders in both countries are aware of the historical precedents and are determined to not let history repeat itself." While top leaders on both sides have recognized the need to work together toward a stable balance between cooperation and competition, Roy said, neither country has been able to implement this, and "it remains to be seen if it is even possible to establish this new type of relationship." Roy said opinion polls over the last couple of years have shown a dramatic increase in the percentage of Chinese citizens and officials who view relations with the US as characterized by hostility rather than cooperation. During the same period, he said, US polls indicate that "we don't think of China in the same way." "This is something we need to be concerned about," he said, "because the tensions and passions on the other side are stronger than they are on our side, and this requires careful management." While incoming Chinese President Xi Jinping and Premier Li Keqian have already declared their interest in implementing further market reforms and reining in pervasive corruption, Roy said, "the Communist Party may lack the legitimacy and will to force through the far-reaching reforms that are needed against the influence of special interests, especially large state-owned businesses. One can reasonably doubt if a party corrupted by wealth at the highest level can carry out the kind of fundamental systemic reforms that are necessary." In addition, he said, China's new leaders will be faced with a litany of internal difficulties that "illustrate why it would still be foolish to postulate that the 21st century will belong to China." These include what even outgoing premier Wen Jiabao has characterized as an "unstable, unbalanced, uncoordinated and unsustainable" economy, Roy said, along with a rapidly aging population, slowing economic growth, and what is known as the "middle income trap," when a rising economy loses the competitive advantage of low-cost labor as it climbs the income scale. "Wages in China have been rising rapidly, especially for skilled labor," Roy said. "So they have to substitute something else, such as innovation or efficiency." Historically, he said, "over 100 countries have reached the middle income trap, and 86 percent failed to get out of it. They grow, then reach a certain level and stall out. China has to find way to avoid this, and that's a big challenge." Another huge issue, Roy said, is that "rising nationalism is pushing China toward a more assertive international style and enmeshing it in difficulties with a lot of its neighbors. This has the potential to undermine the benign international environment that has underpinned the dramatic accomplishments China has made." China's more assertive recent behavior is "both typical and predictable for a rising power," he said. "But China is finding that when it expresses this nationalism through more assertive behavior, its neighbors all show solidarity with the US, which is not what China is trying to accomplish. And this is causing resentment in China, because they find that they can't use their growing power effectively as a result of the negative consequences." This could actually prove to be a positive phenomenon for the US, he said, "because if we're skillful enough to understand this dynamic, we are in a position to constrain China when it's behaving irresponsibly and cooperate with it when it behaves responsibly." "China is not the Soviet Union," he said. "China's rise has benefitted all of the countries around it, and as a result they don't want a containment policy; they want responsible behavior by China so they can expand economic and trade relations, which already dwarf their relations with other countries. But when China behaves badly, then they want the United States to be present because they can't deal with China on their own. It's a dynamic that skillful diplomacy should be able to take advantage from." With China now "locked in a web of disputes" with its neighbors over small but potentially resource-rich islands in the region, Roy said, "the United States finds itself in the awkward situation of trying to reassure our allies at the same time we try to restrain their behavior, because we don't want tiny little islands in the western Pacific to end up bringing us into a great-power confrontation with China." The threat of such hostility is real, he said, and "these disputes are having direct impact on US-China relations - but it's an asymmetrical impact, because Americans basically don't care about these islands. But in China it is an issue of great nationalist importance, as it is for Japan, the Philippines and other claimants." Such issues, he said, illustrate the complexity of trying to manage this vitally important relationship: "A stronger China will undoubtedly see itself as again becoming a central regional player, but the United States intends to remain actively engaged in East Asia, where we have formal alliances and strategic ties throughout the region." The question for leaders of both countries, Roy said, is whether they can find a solution to this conundrum. As of now, he said, "there is a disconnect between the high-level desire on both sides not to have our relationship drift toward rivalry and confrontation, and the way we're actually behaving, which is driving us in that direction." Open military conflict is unlikely and preventable, he said, but just the threat of it could cause a costly "military capabilities competition" for decades to come, at a time when the US is already facing budget cuts.
No escalation—assumes their warrants
Xudong ‘12

Han, professor at the PLA University of National Defense, “Risk of armed Asian conflict on the rise, but trade links rule out war,” http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/735653.shtml
Island sovereignty and maritime interest disputes in the Asia-Pacific region have attracted an increasing amount of global attention recently. With external powers ready to intervene, conflicts among the relevant parties have intensified and the unrest has gotten worse. If the trend cannot be curbed, armed conflicts are more likely. With the US pivot to the Asia-Pacific region and the global economic focus moving toward the region, the region has gradually entered into a troubled period. The US has set the region as the focus of its overseas military deployment and is taking advantage of the unrest in the region so as to adjust the power structure. Moreover, the US has carried out military exercises with relevant countries to create unrest and instigated them to confront neighboring countries. For example, over the Huangyan Island dispute, the US backs the Philippines through holding joint military exercises on island defense, as it has done with Japan over the Diaoyu Islands dispute. This is the usual tactic by the US to back relevant countries' confront actions with China. As the territorial disputes among relevant countries are closely related to core national interests, no involved parties will compromise easily. Relevant countries usually use comprehensive national strength, especially military strength, as a lever to adjust their interests. Take the dispute over the South Kuril Islands between Russia and Japan. Russia has increased its military presence on the islands and used military power to deal with Japanese provocations. Similarly, South Korea has begun to deploy its forces on Dokdo Islands, where it has disputes with Japan. At present, while China has repeatedly advocated a peaceful settlement of the Diaoyu Islands dispute, the nation has sufficient confidence and courage to face up to the challenges and safeguard its sovereignty and interests. All those conflicts mentioned above have the potential to further deteriorate. After all, international politics is the continuation and manifestation of domestic politics. Since the beginning of this year, key players in hot issues of the Asia-Pacific region all have been confronted with the sensitivity of domestic power transition. Russia had its presidential election in March. And South Korea, Japan, the US and China will soon see elections or leadership change. At such a critical moment, attitudes on safeguarding the core interests of the nation had been used as a stake to gain support, as particularly seen in Japan. Currently, the right-wing forces in Japan are promoting the campaigners to form a consistent approach over the Diaoyu Islands dispute, that is, to take an increasingly tough stance and policy. Japan hasn't made a full reflection on its war crimes. The right-wing frequently blusters about the use of force to solve the territorial disputes. This adds to the uncertainty of the security situation in the Asia-Pacific region. But one certain thing is that a war is unlikely in the Asia-Pacific. Even if the parties in a dispute had a collision of forces, it wouldn't develop into full-blown war. The use of force is the highest means but the last resort to maintain core interests of nations. The current situation is totally different from other periods in history. With global economic integration, the expanding of armed conflicts will be no good to any country involved. Therefore, the relevant countries all hope the scale of conflicts could be restrained. Besides, the US is not willing to see a regional war in the Asia-Pacific. A turbulent situation without war is in its best interests. From this perspective, the Asia-Pacific region does face the potential danger of low intensity conflicts and operations. The possibility of an armed collision is on the rise, but the scale will be limited.
warfighting

U.S. deterrence strong now---even if their internal link is right, other countries perceive U.S. superiority.
Reed 10 (Matthew M. Reed, Managing Editor, 10/11/10, International Affairs Review, “The Return of American Muscle,” http://www.iar-gwu.org/node/202)

Alarmists are convinced the United States is losing ground around the world. Two critical regions make them particularly anxious: Asia and the Middle East, where American power is challenged by big competitors and small rogue states. Both regions are also home to opaque nuclear programs and anti-American regimes; North Korea possesses nuclear warheads, while Iran most likely wants the same. Worse yet, America’s position is compromised by military and economic challenges, as it concludes two major wars and struggles to recover from a fierce recession. If the triple threat of China, North Korea, and Iran remains unchecked – as some claim it might– it would be news to these countries and their capitals. The US responded to each challenge symbolically and substantively in 2010. In some cases, it explicitly declared its intent while in others, it pursued bold action and empowerment measures. The return of American muscle is a reminder that no power can project force like the US and no country enjoys the multitude of friends who share its strategic vision (e.g. hemming in China, countering Iran, isolating North Korea). Any swan song is premature. This year’s warning shots were fired loudest in Asia, where the US and South Korea held a series of massive war games following North Korea’s alleged attack on a South Korean vessel in March. By July, thousands of Americans and South Koreans were mobilized for anti-submarine drills and joint maneuvers off the coast of North Korea – a combined effort that left no doubts about American resolve in Asia. "These defensive, combined exercises are designed to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behavior must stop, and that we are committed to together enhancing our combined defensive capabilities," read a July statement from US Defense Secretary Robert Gates. North Korea is not the only target of American posturing. The US’s expansive role in Asian waters is raising alarms in Beijing as well. US and Japanese navies are scheduled for drills off the coast of Okinawa in December. Last month, US and South Korean forces launched joint exercises in the Yellow Sea – water considered vital to China. And in August, the US staged joint maneuvers in the South China Sea with Vietnam, a country whose territorial claims frequently clash with the People’s Republic. The frequency of these drills is a direct consequence of renewed fears among China’s neighbors. China’s maritime assertiveness – specifically its claims to regional waters and recent deployments of advanced submarines and destroyers – has given new urgency to American primacy in Asia. As The Economist noted in August, “Absent without leave, America helped foster an overblown perception in the region of America’s decline and China’s ascent. It is now putting that right,” with high-profile displays of power 
and solidarity. Regional fears are also allowing the US to strengthen its position in the Persian Gulf, where Iran’s ambitions are creating consensus. This year has been punctuated by significant arms deals between the US and states like Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates. Although the $60 billion deal with Saudi Arabia received the most attention, Kuwait and the UAE are both expecting deliveries of sophisticated anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems soon, thus offsetting the threat posed by Iranian warheads. Not surprisingly, Qatar and Bahrain are both abstaining from the American-sponsored arms race, and with good reason: both maintain sizable US bases that already protect them from Iranian aggression. In May, the US broke ground in Bahrain for the purposes of doubling the size of its naval base there, which is situated directly across the Persian Gulf from Iran. This combination of new weapons systems and anti-missile technology ensures a more hostile environment for Iran, one in which its threats are cheapened and American allies are immune to intimidation. By empowering friendly states and flexing American muscle in the form of joint drills and deployments, the US is dispelling the myth that the world’s only superpower is neither super nor powerful. The Beltway is momentarily full of pessimists but America’s profile in Beijing, Riyadh, Seoul, Tehran, and Pyongyang is consequential like no other. Critical US allies are enjoying new resources and priority, while challengers to the American order suffer from isolation (North Korea), the threat of overwhelming force (Iran), and territorial push-back (China).

The plan eviscerates power projection---turns their national strategy internal link. 
Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
Much of the war powers literature focuses on the concern that the United States might erroneously enter a war in which the expected costs outweigh the expected benefits. Statisticians usually label such errors of commission Type I errors. However, the other side of the coin is just as important. Errors of  [*2518]  omission, when the United States does not enter a conflict whose expected benefits outweigh the costs, are called Type II errors and may be just as undesirable as Type I errors. n15 But scholars rarely, if ever, ask whether requiring congressional ex ante approval for foreign wars could increase the likelihood of Type II errors. Legislative control could prevent the United States from entering into wars that would advance its foreign policy or national security objectives. The clearest example is World War II. During the inter-war period, Congress enacted several statutes designed to prevent the United States from entering into the wars in Europe and Asia. In 1940 and 1941, President Franklin D. Roosevelt recognized that America's security would be threatened by German control of Europe, and he and his advisers gradually attempted to bring the United States to the assistance of Great Britain and the Soviet Union. n16 Nonetheless, congressional resistance delayed entry into the war and prevented Roosevelt from doing anything more than supplying arms and loans to the Allies and providing partial protection for convoys to Great Britain. In hindsight, most would agree that America's earlier entry into World War II would have benefited both the United States and the world.

We must compare the impact of Type I and Type II errors under a Congress-first system with the results of a President-first approach. Presidents may cause the United States to begin wars that appear unnecessary or unwise initially; however, some of these conflicts may look better in hindsight. The Cold War experience, which provides the best examples of major military hostilities conducted without ex ante congressional authorization, does not stand as an unambiguous example of how legislative control promotes institutional deliberation and results in better conflict selection. Many of the conflicts, such as Panama and Grenada, ended successfully for the United States. To be sure, the Korean War, which many would consider a draw, did not, but the Korean War may have succeeded in its broader objectives of containing the expansion of communism in East Asia.

Congress not key to war-fighting
Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
A second dimension that ought to guide our evaluation of the decision-making process for war is whether the Congress-first model or the President-first model yields more accurate decisions. In many circumstances, considering multiple perspectives can improve the quality of decision-making by elected officials. But it may be that Congress, with all of its peculiar institutional deficits and disabilities, is unlikely to improve decision-making accuracy.
As a preliminary matter, Congress does not seem to have access to better forms of information than the executive branch. It seems that Presidents have more incentive to invest in methods for obtaining better information. For instance, if there is any domestic backlash against erroneous intelligence, the President is more likely to be blamed than members of Congress. n28

If we again view the President's role as that of an agent acting on behalf of his principals (i.e., the American people), a successful warmaking system  [*2523]  would encourage the national government to wage war only when it is in the nation's interest. We define the nation's interest as advanced when the United States engages in wars in which the expected benefits of the conflict exceed the expected costs. From the standpoint of institutional design, it seems that the executive branch has critical advantages over a multi-member legislature in reaching foreign policy and national security decisions that are more accurate. As Alexander Hamilton argued in The Federalist No. 70, the executive is structured for speed and decisiveness in its actions and is better able to maintain secrecy in its information gathering and its deliberations: "Decision, activity, secrecy, and dispatch will generally characterize the proceedings of one man in a much more eminent degree than the proceedings of any greater number; and in proportion as the number is increased, these qualities will be diminished." n29

The executive branch also has access to broader forms of information about foreign affairs than those available to Congress. It has access to foreign policy and national security information produced not only by diplomatic channels, but also by clandestine agents and electronic eavesdropping. In terms of receiving and processing that information, the executive branch is not restricted by the collective action problems that plague a multi-member body like Congress. n30 Since the bulk of the intelligence community works in the executive branch, that branch also devotes more resources to analyzing intelligence information than does the legislature. While Congress may have its own independent staff that analyzes intelligence and foreign information, this staff is dwarfed by the size of the executive branch's intelligence and foreign policy apparatus. n31

The events leading up to the Iraq War illustrate the difference in resources and capability in intelligence gathering and processing between the executive and legislative branches. As the commission headed by Judge Laurence Silberman and former Senator Charles Robb made clear, the intelligence community was "all wrong" about the existence of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) in pre-war Iraq. n32 This failure resulted from difficulties in  [*2524]  collecting accurate and reliable information on Iraq's WMD programs and shortcomings in analysis by the intelligence agencies. n33 Congress brought no independent collection or analysis of information to bear. Instead, Congress based its decision to authorize the use of force against Iraq on the intelligence and analysis presented by the Bush Administration. Congress does not have the institutional resources to seek alternate sources of information. As a result, the inclusion of Congress, ex ante, in the decision to use force did not lead to any greater accuracy in decision-making.
A critic might argue that having two institutions involved in the decision for war, even if both are reading the same facts, would lead to better judgments. This point has an intuitive appeal, although recent efforts at intelligence reform have rejected it in favor of greater centralization. n34 Further, it ignores the problems with the organization and incentives of legislators, both of which make it unlikely that Congress will be willing to make difficult decisions in foreign affairs and national security. David Epstein and Sharyn O'Halloran, for example, have developed a promising theoretical model to explain when Congress will delegate significant discretion to the other branches, particularly to the executive. n35 According to their model, legislators interested in re-election will delegate authority to reduce transaction costs. Epstein and O'Halloran argued that Congress will delegate when the internal inefficiencies of making policy are high (as when committees are outliers to the views of the median member of Congress); when the internal organization of Congress prevents effective bargaining; and when coordination problems prevent the building of coalitions. Congress will also delegate when the President's views are closer to that of the median member of Congress and when uncertainty associated with a certain policy area is high. n36

A transaction cost approach suggests that Congress will delegate authority over issues that are either informationally complex or in which the consequences of government action are difficult to predict. Congress will choose to retain control over policy when it can target benefits to narrow groups of constituents, as with taxation. n37 William Howell has incorporated  [*2525]  this approach into a broader theory of unilateral executive action; he predicts that when Congress is fragmented and suffers from high transaction costs and uncertainty, Presidents are more likely to act unilaterally, whether through constitutional power or delegated rulemaking authority. n38 Congress is unlikely to interfere in decisions to initiate war because it is difficult to predict the costs and benefits of such decisions.

These problems with Congress's structure lend support for presidential initiative. Congress's organization and the nature of foreign affairs (high potential costs and benefits, extreme uncertainty and unpredictability) make the legislature less likely to take a leading role in foreign affairs. Practice, at least since the end of World War II, seems to demonstrate that the political branches have read the constitutional text to establish a stable, working system of war powers. The President has taken the primary role in deciding when and how to initiate hostilities. Congress has allowed the executive branch to assume the leadership and initiative in war and instead has assumed the role of approving military actions after the fact by declarations of support and by appropriations. n39 Thus, the collective action problems faced by Congress undermine the idea that ex ante congressional authorization will improve decision-making about war.

Empirically testing the assertion that greater institutional participation produces more accurate decisions would require us to determine whether congressional participation, ex ante, correlates with positive outcomes for war. While a systematic review is outside the scope of this Essay, a quick review of the record does not seem to suggest any connection between success in war - which itself could be the product of good conflict selection or better performance - and congressional ex ante approval. Declarations of war generally have marked victories for the United States. The first and second World Wars and the Mexican-and Spanish-American Wars ended with the United States prevailing, and the War of 1812 could be considered a draw. But other wars that ended on an unpopular note, such as Vietnam and perhaps the current Iraq occupation, do not suggest a clear relationship between ex ante statutory authorization and American success. These examples are anecdotes, and it remains possible that ex ante legislative authorization could help select  [*2526]  the appropriate conflicts; but ultimately this is an empirical question, and it cannot be answered definitively through theoretical models.

Political constraints solve the aff 
Weiner 7 (Michael Anthony, J.D. Candidate, Vanderbilt School of Law, 2007, “A Paper Tiger with Bite: A Defense of the War Powers Resolution,” http://www.vanderbilt.edu/jotl/manage/wp-content/uploads/Weiner.pdf)

IV. CONCLUSION: THE EXONERATED WPR AND THE WOLF IN SHEEP'S CLOTHING The WPR is an effective piece of war powers legislation. As Part III made clear, no presidential unilateral use of force since 1973 has developed into a conflict that in any way resembles the WPR's impetus, Vietnam. Rather, the great majority of these conflicts have been characterized by their brevity, safety, and downright success. Yes, there have been tragic outcomes in Lebanon and Somalia; but what happened in response to those tragedies? In Lebanon, President Reagan actually submitted to being Congress's "messengerboy," 203 asking for its permission, per the WPR, to continue the operation. And in Somalia, at the first sight of a looming disaster, it was President Clinton who cut short the operation. Thus, from 1973 on, it is easy to argue that sitting Executives have made responsible use of their power to act unilaterally in the foreign affairs realm. The WPR has even contributed to a congressional resurgence in the foreign affairs arena. In many of these conflicts, we have seen Congress conducting numerous votes on whether and how it should respond to a unilaterally warring Executive. In some of the conflicts, Congress has come close to invoking the WPR against rather impetuous Executives. 20 4 In Lebanon, Congress actually succeeded in the task.20 5 It is this Note's contention, though, that even when Congress failed to legally invoke the WPR, these votes had normative effects on the Executives in power. Such votes demonstrate that Congress desires to be, and will try to be, a player in foreign affairs decisions. So, perhaps the enactment of the WPR, the rise of Congress (at least in the normative sense) and the successful string of unilateral presidential uses of force are just a series of coincidences. This Note, however, with common sense as its companion, contends that they are not. Rather, it is self-evident that the WPR has played a significant role in improving the implementation of presidential unilateral uses of force.

Obama’s personality solves their international coalition arguments regardless of intervention

Mead 11  – James Clarke Chace Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest magazine, former Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (8/22, Walter Russell, American Interest, “W Gets A Third Term In The Middle East”, http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/2011/08/22/w-gets-a-third-term-in-the-middle-east/)
The most irritating argument anyone could make in American politics is that President Obama, precisely because he seems so liberal, so vacillating, so nice, is a more effective neoconservative than President Bush. As is often the case, the argument is so irritating partly because it is so true.¶ President Obama is pushing a democracy agenda in the Middle East that is as aggressive as President Bush’s; he adopts regime change by violence if necessary as a core component of his regional approach and, to put it mildly, he is not afraid to bomb. But where President Bush’s tough guy posture (“Bring ‘Em On!”) alienated opinion abroad and among liberals at home, President Obama’s reluctant warrior stance makes it easier for others to work with him.¶ In some ways, President Obama’s Middle Eastern foreign policy does for President Bush’s democratization policy what President Eisenhower did for President Truman’s containment doctrine. In both cases, a necessary and useful foreign policy had become deeply unpopular; Eisenhower implemented containment but made the country feel better about it — partly by rhetorical shifts, partly by tweaking the execution. Obama is trying to do the same thing with Bush’s transformation agenda.¶ In many ways we are living through George W. Bush’s third term in the Middle East, and neither President Obama’s friends nor his enemies want to admit it. President Obama, in his own way and with his own twists, continues to follow the core Bush policy of nudging and sometimes pushing nasty regimes out of power, aligning the US with the wave of popular discontent in the region even as that popular sentiment continues to dislike, suspect and reject many aspects of American power and society. And that policy continues to achieve ambivalent successes: replacing old and crustily anti-American regimes, rooted deeply in the culture of terror and violence within and beyond their borders, with weaker, more open and — on some issues at least — more accommodating ones.¶ Additionally, the combination of tough military attacks on Al Qaeda and its affiliates wherever they rear their ugly heads and the opening of new political space in the Middle East continues to marginalize the acolytes of Bin Laden. There was a time when Bin Laden hoped to become the voice of Arab protest and resistance; the US had killed his dream long before Team Six got to his house.¶ Obama is better than Bush at building international coalitions and managing the appearance of American policy in a contentious world. In Libya, Obama faced a constraint not dissimilar to Bush’s situation in Iraq. Both presidents got something from the Security Council, but neither got enough. Bush responded by defying the body over the failed “second resolution” on Iraq; Obama simply ignored the gap between what the resolution allowed and what the US needed, stretching a humanitarian mandate to effect regime change.¶ Gratuitous snubs to global sensibilities were one of the Bush administration’s most expensive failings; when the WMD in Iraq did not appear and the occupation turned into a nightmare, an infuriated world (and many Americans) rejoiced at what they saw as a well deserved comeuppance. President Obama’s more conciliatory stance does nothing to win over America’s enemies — but it makes it harder for those enemies to mobilize world opinion on their side. He has also cut the legs off the anti-war movements at home by depriving it of a clear target. Nobody in America much likes all the wars we are fighting in so many obscure places — but the anti-war movement has been reduced to its irrelevant hard core.¶ Obama has plenty of faults of his own, and, like Bush’s, his mistakes can be costly. He has never understood the dynamics of the US-Israel relations or the Israeli-Palestinian issue. He clearly underestimated the conflict in Libya; we shall see whether he and the allies have underestimated the problems of reconstruction. The combination of a surge in Afghanistan with the naming of a date for withdrawal sent mixed signals and probably encouraged the Taliban to fight on.¶ But since the world hates Obama less than it hated Bush, the US and the global press are more forgiving of his errors, and pass lightly over shortcomings and contradictions that, if Bush were still in the White House, would be the mainstay of the nightly news. When was the last time you read something about Obama’s failure to close Guantanamo?¶ The result is that the advance of US power in the Middle East that began under Bush has continued and developed under Obama. Our worst enemies disappear; the Gulf monarchies are more dependent on us than ever; the coalition against Iran deepens and strengthens.

They don’t access Ikenberry---he says complete overhaul of grand strategy is necessary

Ikenberry 11 – G. John Ikenberry, Peter F. Krogh Professor of Global Justice at the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, “A World of Our Making”, Democracy: A Journal of Ideas, Issue #21, Summer, http://www.democracyjournal.org/21/a-world-of-our-making-1.php?page=all
Grand Strategy as Liberal Order Building¶ American dominance of the global system will eventually yield to the rise of other powerful states. The unipolar moment will pass. In facing this circumstance, American grand strategy should be informed by answers to this question: What sort of international order would we like to see in place in 2020 or 2030 when America is less powerful?¶ Grand strategy is a set of coordinated and sustained policies designed to address the long-term threats and opportunities that lie beyond the country’s shores. Given the great shifts in the global system and the crisis of liberal hegemonic order, how should the United States pursue grand strategy in the coming years? The answer is that the United States should work with others to rebuild and renew the institutional foundations of the liberal international order and along the way re-establish its own authority as a global leader. The United States is going to need to invest in alliances, partnerships, multilateral institutions, special relationships, great-power concerts, cooperative security pacts, and democratic security communities. That is, the United States will need to return to the great tasks of liberal order building.¶ It is useful to distinguish between two types of grand strategy: positional and milieu oriented. With a positional grand strategy, a great power seeks to diminish the power or threat embodied in a specific challenger state or group of states. Examples are Nazi Germany, Imperial Japan, the Soviet bloc, and perhaps—in the future—Greater China. With a milieu-oriented grand strategy, a great power does not target a specific state but seeks to structure its general international environment in ways that are congenial with its long-term security. This might entail building the infrastructure of international cooperation, promoting trade and democracy in various regions of the world, and establishing partnerships that might be useful for various contingencies. My point is that under conditions of unipolarity, in a world of diffuse threats, and with pervasive uncertainty over what the specific security challenges will be in the future, this milieu-based approach to grand strategy is necessary.¶ The United States does not face the sort of singular geopolitical threat that it did with the fascist and communist powers of the last century. Indeed, compared with the dark days of the 1930s or the Cold War, America lives in an extraordinarily benign security environment. Rather than a single overriding threat, the United States and other countries face a host of diffuse and evolving threats. Global warming, nuclear proliferation, jihadist terrorism, energy security, health pandemics—these and other dangers loom on the horizon. Any of these threats could endanger Americans’ lives and way of life either directly or indirectly by destabilizing the global system upon which American security and prosperity depends. What is more, these threats are interconnected—and it is their interactive effects that represent the most acute danger. And if several of these threats materialize at the same time and interact to generate greater violence and instability, then the global order itself, as well as the foundations of American national security, would be put at risk.¶ What unites these threats and challenges is that they are all manifestations of rising security interdependence. More and more of what goes on in other countries matters for the health and safety of the United States and the rest of the world. Many of the new dangers—such as health pandemics and transnational terrorist violence—stem from the weakness of states rather than their strength. At the same time, technologies of violence are evolving, providing opportunities for weak states or nonstate groups to threaten others at a greater distance. When states are in a situation of security interdependence, they cannot go it alone. They must negotiate and cooperate with other states and seek mutual restraints and protections. The United States can-not hide or protect itself from threats under conditions of rising security interdependence. It must get out in the world and work with other states to build frameworks of cooperation and leverage capacities for action against this unusually diverse, diffuse, and unpredictable array of threats and challenges.¶ This is why a milieu-based grand strategy is attractive. The objective is to shape the international environment to maximize your capacities to protect the nation from threats. To engage in liberal order building is to invest in international cooperative frameworks—that is, rules, institutions, partnerships, networks, standby capacities, social knowledge, etc.—in which the United States operates. To build international order is to increase the global stock of “social capital”—which is the term Pierre Bourdieu, Robert Putnam, and other social scientists have used to define the actual and potential resources and capacities within a political community, manifest in and through its networks of social relations, that are available for solving collective problems.¶ If American grand strategy is to be organized around liberal order building, what are the specific objectives and what is the policy agenda? There are five such objectives. First, the United States needs to lead in the building of an enhanced protective infrastructure that helps prevent the emergence of threats and limits the damage if they do materialize. Many of the threats mentioned above are manifest as socioeconomic backwardness and failure that cause regional and international instability and conflict. These are the sorts of threats that are likely to arise with the coming of global warming and epidemic disease. What is needed here is institutional cooperation to strengthen the capacity of governments and the international com-munity to prevent epidemics or food shortages or mass migrations that create global upheaval—and mitigate the effects of these upheavals if they occur. The international system already has a great deal of this protective infrastructure—institutions and networks that pro-mote cooperation over public health, refugees, and emergency aid. But as the scale and scope of potential problems grow in the twenty-first century, investments in these preventive and management capacities will also need to grow. Early warning systems, protocols for emergency operations, standby capacities, etc.—these safeguards are the stuff of a protective global infrastructure.¶ Second, the United States should recommit to and rebuild its security alliances. The idea is to update the old bargains that lie behind these security pacts. In NATO, but also in the East Asia bilateral partner-ships, the United States agrees to provide security protection to the other states and brings its partners into the process of decision-making over the use of force. In return, these partners agree to work with the United States—providing manpower, logistics, and other types of support—in wider theaters of action. The United States gives up some autonomy in strategic decision-making, although it is more an informal restraint than a legally binding one, and in exchange it gets cooperation and political support.¶ Third, the United States should reform and create encompassing global institutions that foster and legitimate collective action. The first move here should be to reform the United Nations, starting with the expansion of the permanent membership on the Security Council. Several plans have been proposed. All of them entail adding new members—such as Germany, Japan, India, Brazil, South Africa, and others—and reforming the voting procedures. Almost all of the candidates for permanent membership are mature or rising democracies. The goal, of course, is to make them stakeholders in the United Nations and thereby strengthen the primacy of the UN as a vehicle for global collective action. There really is no substitute for the legitimacy that the United Nations can offer to emergency actions—humanitarian interventions, economic sanctions, uses of force against terrorists, and so forth. Public support in advanced democracies grows rapidly when their governments can stand behind a UN-sanctioned action.¶ Fourth, the United States should accommodate and institution-ally engage China. China will most likely be a dominant state, and the United States will need to yield to it in various ways. The United States should respond to the rise of China by strengthening the rules and institutions of the liberal international order—deepening their roots, integrating rising capitalist democracies, sharing authority and functional roles. The United States should also intensify cooperation with Europe and renew joint commitments to alliances and multilateral global governance. The more that China faces not just the United States but the entire world of capitalist democracies, the better. This is not to argue that China must face a grand counterbalancing alliance against it. Rather, it should face a complex and highly integrated global system—one that is so encompassing and deeply entrenched that it essentially has no choice but to join it and seek to prosper within it.¶ The United States should also be seeking to construct a regional security order in East Asia that can provide a framework for managing the coming shifts. The idea is not to block China’s entry into the regional order but to help shape its terms, looking for opportunities to strike strategic bargains at various moments along the shifting power trajectories and encroaching geopolitical spheres. The big bargain that the United States will want to strike is this: to accommodate a rising China by offering it status and position within the regional order in return for Beijing’s acceptance and accommodation of Washington’s core strategic interests, which include remaining a dominant security provider within East Asia. In striking this strategic bargain, the United States will also want to try to build multilateral institutional arrangements in East Asia that will tie China to the wider region.¶ Fifth, the United States should reclaim a liberal internationalist public philosophy. When American officials after World War II championed the building of a rule-based postwar order, they articulated a distinctive internationalist vision of order that has faded in recent decades. It was a vision that entailed a synthesis of liberal and realist ideas about economic and national security, and the sources of stable and peaceful order. These ideas—drawn from the experiences with the New Deal and the previous decades of war and depression—led American leaders to associate the national interest with the building of a managed and institutionalized global system. What is needed today is a renewed public philosophy of liberal internationalism—a shift away from neoliberal-ism—that can inform American elites as they make trade-offs between sovereignty and institutional cooperation.¶ Under this philosophy, the restraint and the commitment of American power went hand in hand. Global rules and institutions advanced America’s national interest rather than threatened it. The alternative public philosophies that have circulated in recent years—philosophies that champion American unilateralism and disentanglement from global rules and institutions—did not meet with great success. So an opening exists for America’s postwar vision of internationalism to be updated and rearticulated today.¶ The United States should embrace the tenets of this liberal public philosophy: Lead with rules rather than dominate with power; provide public goods and connect their provision to cooperative and accommodative policies of others; build and renew international rules and institutions that work to reinforce the capacities of states to govern and achieve security and economic success; keep the other liberal democracies close; and let the global system itself do the deep work of liberal modernization.¶ As it navigates this brave new world, the United States will find itself needing to share power and rely in part on others to ensure its security. It will not be able to depend on unipolar power or airtight borders. It will need, above all else, authority and respect as a global leader. The United States has lost some of that authority and respect in recent years. In committing itself to a grand strategy of liberal order building, it can begin the process of gaining it back.

Plan collapses CMR—the military will ignore the aff—kills heg

Mackubin Thomas Owens, professor of national security affairs in the National Security Affairs Department of the Naval War College, Spring 2012, WHAT MILITARY OFFICERS NEED TO KNOW ABOUT CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/1ef74daf-ebff-4aa4-866e-e1dd201d780e/What-Military-Officers-Need-to-Know-about-Civil-Mi.aspx
CIVILIAN CONTROL INVOLVES NOT ONLY THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

It involves Congress as well. As the constitutional scholar Edward Corwin once famously observed, the Constitution is an “invitation to struggle for the privilege of directing American foreign policy” between Congress and the president.13 But there is a similar tension at work with regard to civil-military relations. Those who neglect the congressional role in American civil-military relations are missing an important element.14
The military has two civilian masters, and this has implications for civil-military relations that officers must understand. For instance, while the president and secretary of defense control the military when it comes to the use of force, including strategy and rules of engagement, Congress controls the military directly with regard to force size, equipment, and organization, and indirectly regarding doctrine and personnel. Indeed, Congress is the “force planner” of last resort.

The U.S. military accepts civilian control by both Congress and the president but offers advice intended to maintain its own institutional and professional autonomy. On use of force, the military is usually granted a good deal of leeway regarding the terms and conditions for such use.

By not dissenting from executive-branch policy, American military officers implicitly agree to support presidential decisions on the budget and the use of force, but they also must recognize an obligation to provide their alternative personal views in response to Congress. However, officers must recognize that Congress exerts its control with less regard for military preferences than for the political considerations of its individual members and committees. Thus congressional control of the military is strongly influenced by political considerations, by what Samuel Huntington called “structural,” or domestic, imperatives as opposed to strategic ones.

When the president and Congress are in agreement, the military complies. When the two branches are in disagreement, the military tends to side with the branch that most favors its own views, but never to the point of direct disobedience to orders of the commander in chief. Military officers are obligated to share their views with Congress. Doing so should not be treated as an “end run” undermining civilian control of the military.15

THE ABSENCE OF A COUP

The absence of a coup does not indicate that civil-military relations are healthy or that civilian control has not eroded. All too often, officers seem to believe that if the United States does not face the prospect of a Latin American– or African-style military coup d’état, all is well in the realm of civil-military relations. But this is a straw man. A number of scholars, including Richard Kohn, Peter Feaver, the late Russell Weigley, Michael Desch, and Eliot Cohen, have argued that although there is no threat of a coup on the part of the military, American civil-military relations have nonetheless deteriorated over the past two decades.16

Their concern is that the American military “has grown in influence to the point of being able to impose its own perspective on many policies and decisions,” which manifests itself in “repeated efforts on the part of the armed forces to frustrate or evade civilian authority when that opposition seems likely to preclude outcomes the military dislikes.” The result is an unhealthy civil-military pattern that “could alter the character of American government and undermine national defense.”

preemption

Executive preemption is key to resolve multiple existential threats---outweighs SOP and the president can still choose to go before Congress, which solves signaling. 
Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
These developments in the international system may demand that the United States have the ability to use force earlier and more quickly than in the past. In order to forestall a WMD attack, or to take advantage of a window of opportunity to strike at a terrorist cell, the executive branch needs the flexibility to act quickly, possibly in situations in which congressional consent cannot be obtained in time to act on the intelligence.

These cases suggest that a permanent constitutional rule requiring congressional permission to use force would be over-inclusive. In certain situations, particularly when the United States is facing a nation-state with a  [*2536]  similar political system or one that can draw on a sophisticated understanding of foreign nations, signaling through congressional participation may prove valuable. But costly signals may prove ineffective in other situations, particularly when the opponent is a rogue state or an international terrorist organization. There may be little value in revealing private information through legislative commitments if the opponent does not understand the meaning of congressional participation or does not share a common value system that would allow a bargain to be struck. In other words, the signaling model that underwrites the value of congressional participation breaks down when confronted with these opponents. In such cases, we might conclude that the benefits of swift, even preemptive military action might outweigh the potential effectiveness of signaling. These considerations suggest that a two-tier approach to war powers might be desirable, in which conflicts with similar nation-states should involve congressional authorization, which can only assist the executive branch in reaching a bargain with a foreign nation. But if the opponent is a terrorist organization or a rogue nation, the United States might be better off retaining a system of executive initiative in war.

We should make an important clarification. Our argument does not preclude the possibility that some nondemocractic regimes could understand the informational value of legislative signaling, but it assumes that democratic regimes are more likely to appreciate such signals. In some circumstances, the President might seek legislative authorization for the use of force against nondemocractic states to improve the chances of a peaceful settlement. But it will depend on the circumstances and on whether the benefits of such a signal would be outweighed by the costs of delay. We believe that the President is best suited, as a structural matter, to determine whether to seek to signal a nondemocractic regime with legislative authorization.
Tons of alt causes they can cite - death penalty, guantanamo, drone strikes - importntly - china can use any red herring to criticize the US
The plan is not sufficient to solve SOP modeling

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]
I. CONGRESSIONAL AUTHORIZATION AS AN INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINT ON WAR

This Part explores some of the central assumptions that motivate the claim that congressional authorization of the use of force will lead to less high risk wars by the United States. An argument will be made that those assumptions are logically questionable
 or highly contentious, raising serious questions about the purported utility of congressional authorization.

One might reduce the purported benefits of congressional authorization of the use of force to two distinct claims: (1) it acts as a procedural constraint that will slow down the war-making process and thus make it more difficult for the United States to embark on foreign military ventures;9 and (2) it promotes the democratic marketplace of ideas by ensuring that the use of force is vetted by multiple political actors.10 The first claim assumes that congressional authorization will act as a procedural barrier on the President’s foreign policy discretion and hence limit the range of possible wars engaged in by the United States, even if it only does so marginally. Thus, even if members of Congress tend not to object strenuously to the President’s foreign policy initiatives, involving them in the process should at least make the President wary of embarking on high-risk conflicts for which there is little public support. The second claim assumes that the existence of some debate and deliberation by multiple institutional actors with different points of opinion might help weed out any unfounded or self-serving foreign rationales for going to war because all such rationales will be subject to scrutiny by other democratically accountable actors. In sum, these procedural features assume that congressional authorization would likely reduce the overall number of wars and make it less likely that the President will embark on imprudent wars.

These assumptions are all questionable. As a preliminary matter, there is not much casual evidence that supports the institutional constraints logic. As various commentators have noted, Congress’s bark in war powers is often much more than its bite. Significantly, skeptics like Barbara Hinckley suggest that any notion of an activist Congress in war powers is a myth and members of Congress will often use the smokescreen of “symbolic resolutions, increase in roll calls and lengthy hearings, [and] addition of reporting requirements” to create the illusion of congressional participation in foreign policy.11 Indeed, even those commentators who support a more aggressive role for Congress in initiating conflicts acknowledge this problem,12 but suggest that it could be fixed by having Congress enact more specific legislation about conflict objectives and implement new tools for monitoring executive behavior during wartime.13

Yet, even if Congress were equipped with better institutional tools to constrain and monitor the President’s military initiatives, it is not clear that it would significantly alter the current war powers landscape. As Shepsle and Horn have argued elsewhere: “[N]either specificity in enabling legislation . . . nor participation by interested parties is necessarily optimal or self-fulfilling; therefore, they do not ensure agent compliance. Ultimately, there must be some enforcement feature—a credible commitment to punish . . . .”14 Thus, no matter how much well-intentioned and specific legislation Congress passes to increase congressional oversight of the President’s military initiatives, it will come to naught if members of Congress lack institutional incentives to monitor and constrain the President’s behavior in an international crisis.

Various congressional observers have highlighted electoral disincentives that members of Congress might face in constraining the President’s military initiatives.15 Others have pointed to more institutional obstacles to congressional assertiveness in foreign relations, such as collective action problems.16 Generally, lawmaking is a demanding and grueling exercise. If one assumes that members of Congress are often obsessed with the prospect of reelection,17 then such members will tend to focus their scarce resources on district level concerns and hesitate to second-guess the President’s response in an international crisis.18 Even if members of Congress could marshal the resources to challenge the President’s agenda on national issues, the payoff in electoral terms might be trivial or non-existent. Indeed, in the case of the President’s military initiatives where the median voter is likely to defer to the executive branch’s judgment, the electoral payoff for members of Congress of constraining such initiatives might actually be negative. In other words, regardless of how explicit the grant of a constitutional role to Congress in foreign affairs might be, few members of Congress are willing to make the personal sacrifice for the greater institutional goal. Thus, unless a grand reformer is able to tweak the system and make congressional assertiveness an electorally palatable option in war powers, calls for greater congressional participation in war powers are likely to fall on deaf ears.
Indeed, Congress’s experience toying with the War Powers Resolution of 1973 (WPR) suggests that any serious reform geared towards a greater congressional role in war powers is unlikely. Despite repeated suggestions from many of the leading foreign relations scholars in the country to strengthen the WPR, including detailed recommendations on how to do so,19 no member of Congress has been willing to take the bait. Indeed, to the contrary, members of Congress have responded with a slew of bills intended to repeal the WPR altogether and give the President even broader latitude in initiating conflicts. One such proposal—introduced by Henry Hyde in 1995—almost passed despite the fact that it was introduced by a Republican member of Congress under a Democratic President. Remarkably, in imploring his colleagues to support Hyde’s measure, the Republican Speaker Newt Gingrich observed that the President did not deserve to be “undermined and cluttered and weakened” by members of Congress in his role as commander-in-chief. 20

SOP is resilient and flexible
Rosman 96 [Michael E. Rosman (General Counsel @ Center for Individual Rights; JD from Yale); Review of “FIGHTING WORDS: INDIVIDUALS, COMMUNITIES AND LIBERTIES OF SPEECH”; Constitutional Commentary 96 (Winter, p. 343-345)]

Of course, the other branches also shove at the boundaries of branch power--FDR's Court-packing plan being one notable example of this practice. Sometimes the law of unintended consequences grabs hold. Perhaps the Court-packing plan concentrated the Justices' minds on finding ways to hold New Deal legislation constitutional, but it also blew up in FDR's face politically. 

At least for the last two hundred years, however, no branch has managed to expand its power to the point of delivering an obvious knock-out blow to another branch. Seen from this broader perspective, cases such as Morrison,(33) Bowsher v. Synar,(34) and Mistretta v. United States(35) surely alter the balance of branch power at a given historical moment, but do not change the fundamental and brute fact that the Constitution puts three institutional heavyweights into a ring where they are free to bash each other. 
Judicialocentrism tends to obscure this obvious point because it causes people to dwell on the hard cases that reach the Supreme Court. The power of separation of powers, however, largely resides in its ability to keep the easy cases from ever occurring. For instance, Congress, although it tries to weaken the President from time to time, has not tried to reduce the President to a ceremonial figurehead a la the Queen of England. Similarly, Congress does not make a habit of trying cases that have been heard by the courts. This list could be continued indefinitely. 

The Supreme Court has had two hundred years to muck about with separation-of-powers doctrine. Over that time, scores of Justices--each with his or her own somewhat idiosyncratic view of the law--have sat on the bench. Scholars have denounced separation-of-powers jurisprudence as a mess. But the Republic endures, at least more or less. These historical facts tend to indicate that the Court need not rush to change its approach to separation of powers to prevent a slide into tyranny.
No modeling – US signals are dismissed

Zenko 13 [Micah, Council on Foreign Relations Center for Preventive Action Douglas Dillon fellow, "The Signal and the Noise," Foreign Policy, 2-2-13, www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2013/02/20/the_signal_and_the_noise, accessed 6-12-13, mss]

Later, Gen. Austin observed of cutting forces from the Middle East: "Once you reduce the presence in the region, you could very well signal the wrong things to our adversaries." Sen. Kelly Ayotte echoed his observation, claiming that President Obama's plan to withdraw 34,000 thousand U.S. troops from Afghanistan within one year "leaves us dangerously low on military personnel...it's going to send a clear signal that America's commitment to Afghanistan is going wobbly." Similarly, during a separate House Armed Services Committee hearing, Deputy Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter ominously warned of the possibility of sequestration: "Perhaps most important, the world is watching. Our friends and allies are watching, potential foes -- all over the world." These routine and unchallenged assertions highlight what is perhaps the most widely agreed-upon conventional wisdom in U.S. foreign and national security policymaking: the inherent power of signaling. This psychological capability rests on two core assumptions: All relevant international audiences can or will accurately interpret the signals conveyed, and upon correctly comprehending this signal, these audiences will act as intended by U.S. policymakers. Many policymakers and pundits fundamentally believe that the Pentagon is an omni-directional radar that uniformly transmits signals via presidential declarations, defense spending levels, visits with defense ministers, or troop deployments to receptive antennas. A bit of digging, however, exposes cracks in the premises underlying signaling theories. There is a half-century of social science research demonstrating the cultural and cognitive biases that make communication difficult between two humans. Why would this be any different between two states, or between a state and non-state actor? Unlike foreign policy signaling in the context of disputes or escalating crises -- of which there is an extensive body of research into types and effectiveness -- policymakers' claims about signaling are merely made in a peacetime vacuum. These signals are never articulated with a precision that could be tested or falsified, and thus policymakers cannot be judged misleading or wrong. Paired with the faith in signaling is the assumption that policymakers can read the minds of potential or actual friends and adversaries. During the cycle of congressional hearings this spring, you can rest assured that elected representatives and expert witnesses will claim to know what the Iranian supreme leader thinks, how "the Taliban" perceives White House pronouncements about Afghanistan, or how allies in East Asia will react to sequestration. This self-assuredness is referred to as the illusion of transparency by psychologists, or how "people overestimate others' ability to know them, and...also overestimate their ability to know others." Policymakers also conceive of signaling as a one-way transmission: something that the United States does and others absorb. You rarely read or hear critical thinking from U.S. policymakers about how to interpret the signals from others states. Moreover, since U.S. officials correctly downplay the attention-seeking actions of adversaries -- such as Iran's near-weekly pronouncement of inventing a new drone or missile -- wouldn't it be safer to assume that the majority of U.S. signals are similarly dismissed? During my encounters with foreign officials, few take U.S. government pronouncements seriously, and instead assume they are made to appease domestic audiences.

US action not key to foreign use of preemption
Keir A. Lieber 2, Assistant Professor of Political Science, University of Notre Dame and Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and Foreign Service, Georgetown University, December 2002, http://164.109.48.86/journals/itps/1202/ijpe/pj7-4lieber.htm
Some analysts believe that it is counterproductive to make explicit the conditions under which America will strike first, and there are compelling reasons for blurring the line between preemption and prevention. The attacks of September 11th demonstrate that terrorist organizations like al Qaeda pose an immediate threat to the United States, are not deterred by the fear of U.S. retaliation, and would probably seize the opportunity to kill millions of Americans if WMD could effectively be used on American soil. A proactive campaign against terrorists thus is wise, and a proclaimed approach toward state sponsors of terrorism might help deter those states from pursuing WMD or cooperating with terrorists in the first place. Other critics have argued that the Bush NSS goes well beyond even the right to anticipatory self-defense that has been commonly interpreted to flow from Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, and thus the Bush strategy will undermine international law and lead other states to use U.S. policy as a pretext for aggression. The most common examples are that the broad interpretation of legitimate preemption could lead China to attack Taiwan, or India to attack Pakistan. This logic is not compelling, however, as these states are not currently constrained from taking action by any norm against preemption, and thus will not be emboldened by rhetorical shifts in U.S. policy.
Their Rehman ev is only describing the 2002 NSS preemption doctrine

Rehman, 1ac ev, 12 (Fehzan Rehman, International Relations at the University of Westminster, "Analyzing America’s National Security Strategy", e-International Relations, 9-13, http://www.e-ir.info/2012/09/13/analyzing-americas-national-security-strategy/)

The 11th September 2001 attacks on America catalysed the foreign policy objectives and decisions made by President George W. Bush, known as the Bush Doctrine. Some aspects of the Bush Doctrine were codified, particularly with a document called The National Security Strategy (NSS). This essay questions the implications the NSS has had on sovereignty and international law. Are we coming to a new age of collective security, where American exceptionalism sets the standards for interventions, and such institutions like the UN can be seen as a limit to a state’s sovereignty? Are we seeing a trend set by America where institutions like the UN and its international power will dwindle and have a similar fate as its predecessor, the League of Nations?

Obama already repudiated that --- creates a double bind --- either the status quo solves or the aff can’t 

AP 10 Associated Press writers Anne Gearan and Robert Burns, “ Obama's National Security Strategy Turns Away From Bush Administration Goals,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/05/26/obamas-national-security_n_590109.html
WASHINGTON — President Barack Obama is breaking with the go-it-alone Bush years in a new strategy for keeping the nation safe, counting more on U.S. allies to tackle terrorism and other global problems. It's an approach that already has proved tricky in practice.¶ The administration's National Security Strategy, a summary of which was obtained Wednesday by The Associated Press, also for the first time adds homegrown terrorism to the familiar menu of threats facing the nation – international terror, nuclear weapons proliferation, economic instability, global climate change and an erosion of democratic freedoms abroad.¶ From mustering NATO forces for Afghanistan to corralling support to pressure North Korea to give up its illicit nuclear weapons program, the U.S. has sometimes struggled in leaning on friends and allies in recent years. Still, the new strategy breaks with some previous administrations in putting heavy emphasis on the value of global cooperation, developing wider security partnerships and helping other nations provide for their own defense.¶ In his first 16 months in office, Obama has pursued a strategy of gentle persuasion, sometimes summarized as "engagement."¶ His administration has attended more closely to ties with Europe, sought a "reset" of relations with Russia, pushed harder to restart stalled Mideast peace talks and consulted widely on a roadmap for defeating the Taliban in Afghanistan.¶ Obama's critics, however, assert that his policies have largely failed, given the continued defiance of Iran and North Korea on nuclear development, the stalemate in Afghanistan and rising worries about terrorist attacks at home.¶ Presidents use their national security strategy to set broad goals and priorities for keeping Americans safe. But the document isn't an academic exercise: it has far-reaching effects on spending, defense policies and security strategy.¶ For example, President George W. Bush's 2002 strategy document spelled out a doctrine of pre-emptive war.¶ "We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the United States and our allies and friends," the Bush strategy said, with Iraq clearly in mind. The following year U.S. forces invaded, launching a conflict that has lasted far longer and cost far more money and lives than Bush intended.¶ Obama's new strategy is expected to move away from that doctrine.
2nc solvency

2nc ex-ante bad

Boosting ex-ante congressional involvement fractures political blame – that makes adventurism comparatively more likely and ensures draw-in to high risk conflicts – perceived information gap and electoral incentives ensure Congress can’t check this back – that’s Nzelibe

Increasing procedural constraints provides political insurance to the President – that incentivizes risk-taking and moral hazard – makes wars more frequent and less careful
Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]
To recapitulate, the conventional wisdom that prior congressional authorization for the use of force will lead to less dangerous wars by the United States has not been shown, and there is deductive logic and some contrary evidence that suggests that congressional authorization will actually do the opposite. In other words, congressional authorization to use force, ostensibly intended as an institutional constraint on the executive branch’s discretion, is more likely to act as a form of political insurance which protects the President against the political fallout from high risk wars. But like all insurance systems, congressional authorization is prone to the pathology of moral hazard because it is likely to encourage excessive risk-taking by the insured. More significantly, the moral hazard problem created by congressional authorization is likely to be acute because the ex ante costs incurred by the President in seeking congressional authorization are likely to be insignificant when compared to the political insurance benefits reaped by the President. Critics of the model might object by pointing out that increasing procedural barriers on the President’s foreign policy discretion should limit the President’s military initiatives, even if it only does so marginally. But this objection fails to appreciate that bifurcating the burden of political accountability when one party has almost complete control of the crisis escalation agenda can have unintended consequences. In other words, congressional authorization for the use of force means that no single political actor is completely responsible for the political fallout from imprudent or unpopular wars even though one actor is very much responsible for framing the agenda for going to war. By making the war initiation process less of a high-stakes decision than it would be otherwise, congressional authorization can influence the President’s calculus in a direction towards more high-risk and unpredictable wars.
Perception of the plan makes presidential adventurism uniquely worse than the squo – accelerates risky and unpredictable warmaking – that’s true EVEN IF the President wouldn’t actually survive the political fallout

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]

The Mechanics of Moral Hazard in the War Powers Context

Like all insurance schemes, congressional authorization is subject to the potential risk of moral hazard.58 In this picture, one significant consequence of providing political insurance to the President is that he is likely to be less careful about the kinds of wars he chooses, provided that he knows that he will share any down-side risks with other political actors. Thus an institutional framework ostensibly designed to create stumbling blocks in the war-making decision process might very well have the unintended consequence of increasing the amount of risky wars entered into by the United States. Of course, if Congress only authorized wars in which it independently determined that the risks and objectives were worth the military and political costs, it might reduce some of the moral hazard effects. But there is very little empirical evidence that suggests that Congress engages in any kind of meaningful oversight when it approves the President’s request to use force.

One way for Congress to reduce the moral hazard problem is to distribute some of the risks of military failure back to the President. In practice, this is what normally happens whenever the President seeks congressional authorization for the use of force. As discussed earlier in Part II, when members of Congress authorize the President’s military initiatives, they do not reallocate all the political risks of going to war from the President to themselves.59 Indeed, congressional authorization operates more like a severe co-insurance scheme in which the bulk of the political risk of military failure still remains with the insured—the President. However, this approach does not completely eliminate the moral hazard effect. So long as congressional authorization offers the President some prospect of protection from punishment by a disappointed domestic audience, it creates some moral hazard even though it does not guarantee that the President will survive the political fallout from a failed military engagement.

That link turns case and there’s zero chance Congress solves the impact – 3 reasons

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]

The variance between the costs and benefits to the President of seeking congressional authorization stems from three different factors. The first is the President’s ability to dominate the war agenda and frame it in a manner most likely to obtain congressional support. The second, which is closely related to the first, is that the decision to initiate the use of force is likely to have higher electoral saliency than almost any other foreign or domestic issue. The third stems from the fact that the electoral consequences of voting to go to war are usually assymetric; in other words, it is usually much more electorally dangerous for a member of Congress to vote against a popular war than to vote for an unpopular war. Altogether, these factors suggest that ex ante congressional authorization might actually exacerbate the moral hazard problem, increasing the overall level of high risk wars entered into by the United States.

at: aff solves

Agenda-setting and electoral incentives mean Congress can’t solve the impact – that’s above

Err negative – empirics and theory are on our side 

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]

Does congressional authorization of the use of force decrease the likelihood that the President will initiate imprudent or unpopular wars? Legal commentators and social scientists have largely assumed that it does; but no systematic empirical evidence supports this claim. This Article does not purport to correct this empirical lacuna in the literature, but merely suggests that the claims regarding the deliberative or drag effects of congressional authorization rest on empirical and theoretical assumptions that are either dubious or highly contestable. More importantly, it suggests that by fragmenting the political blame for potentially risky military engagements between the President and the political opposition congressional authorization might actually have a perverse effect of unintentionally encouraging the President to engage in more imprudent wars. This Article introduces a theoretical framework to understand the problem and illustrates it by reference to some of the ongoing congressional debates about whether to continue endorsing the President’s handling of the Iraqi occupation.

Turn outweighs – probability

Nzelibe 7 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Professor of Law @ Northwestern); “Are Congressionally Authorized Wars Perverse?”; Stanford Law Review: Vol. 59, 2007; http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=952490]

Significantly, although largely ignored by the received wisdom, the value of prior congressional authorization for the use of force is not only about democratic deliberation but also about buying political insurance for the President and the ruling party in the context of the political uncertainty created by high-risk wars. But given the relatively low costs the President usually incurs when he seeks congressional authorization before he initiates conflict, it seems highly unlikely that the deliberative value will consistently trump the political insurance value. When it does not, the moral hazard effect afforded by congressional authorization might actually increase the level of high stakes or imprudent wars entered into by the United States.

at: point of order

Doesn't stop Congressional deference

Mitchell 09

Jonathan F. Mitchell, Prof at George Mason University School of Law, "LEGISLATING CLEAR-STATEMENT REGIMES IN NATIONAL-SECURITY LAW", Georgia Law Review, Vol. 43, No. 4, Summer 2009, pp. 1059-1115

Point-of-order mechanisms would not completely foreclose Congress from enacting ambiguous legislation such as the 1999 Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act or the post-9/11 Authorization to Use Military Force. But they would impose significant procedural obstacles to legislation that executive-branch lawyers might use to claim implicit congressional authorization for extended military hostilities or electronic surveillance. Unless Congress specifically authorizes military hostilities beyond sixty days or warrantless electronic surveillance, appropriations statutes that fail to explicitly prohibit or withhold funding for such activities will survive only if: (1) Every single legislator in a chamber fails to raise a point-of-order objection; (2) A majority in that chamber votes to overrule a point-of-order objection; or (3) Congress repeals the point-of-order device before considering the bill.
Boehner will waive the point of order

Hendrickson 13

Ryan C. Hendrickson is assistant professor of political science at Eastern Illinois University, Global Change, Peace & Security: formerly Pacifica Review: Peace, Security & Global Change, April 3, 2013, "Libya and American war powers: warmaking decisions in the United States", 25:2, 175-189

What makes the American military operation in Libya and the war powers interplay equally interesting is that President Barack Obama and Vice President Joseph Biden entered office with records in the Senate for advocating for Congress’s, and not the president’s, war powers.1 In addition, in his effort to justify presidential insulation from congressional oversight during the strikes, Obama advanced a legal argument on the War Powers Resolution, which proved to be controversial to many members of Congress, constitutional law experts and even top legal advisors in his own administration.2 Moreover, this use of force is especially intriguing given that a number of substantive political and legal congressional challenges were advanced against the commander in chief, though, as it has done so many times before, Congress chose to follow Obama’s lead and avoided questions surrounding the constitutionality of the president’s conduct. Obama later referred to congressional concerns over his asserted authority to use force in Libya dismissively as ‘noise about the process’.3

While Congress’s challenges were considerable, this opposition had little meaningful impact on how American forces were used or on Obama’s foreign policy. These legislative war powers insurgencies were generally discouraged, co-opted or simply opposed by the House and Senate leadership, which worked to keep Congress’s constitutional and political authority for the strikes limited and tertiary. Though much has been written about the exercise of congressional war powers, and more generally, Congress’s role in foreign policy, this paper examines the role of Congress’s institutional and party leaders, who in this case were central in keeping Congress’s war powers authority subdued and avoiding congressional interference in the president’s military operation. Speaker of the House John Boehner (R-OH) played a critical role in this process of curtailing significant constitutional challenges to the commander in chief, and instead continued the practice of congressional deference to the president during military conflicts. A bipartisan group consisting of House Democrats and freshmen ‘Tea-Party’ Republicans were unable to overturn the standard practice of Congress’s deference to the commander in chief. This case also speaks to the United States’ ability, and more importantly, the American president’s role in determining if force will be used abroad.

Mitchell cites the UMRA as proof point of order works

Mitchell 09

Jonathan F. Mitchell, Prof at George Mason University School of Law, "LEGISLATING CLEAR-STATEMENT REGIMES IN NATIONAL-SECURITY LAW", Georgia Law Review, Vol. 43, No. 4, Summer 2009, pp. 1059-1115

Point-of-order devices are commonplace in framework legislation that governs the federal budget process. For example, the UMRA declares that “[i]t shall not be in order” in the House or Senate to consider certain legislation that imposes certain unfunded mandates on state and local governments. The Senate’s “Byrd Rule” allows 197 individual senators to raise points of order against certain provisions in budget reconciliation bills that increase the deficit in future fiscal years. And the Congressional Budget and 198 Impoundment Control Act of 1974 and the Gramm-RudmanHollings legislation also employed point-of-order mechanisms to enforce budgetary precommitments. Without the point-of-order 199 mechanisms, future Congresses could easily escape these framework statutes’ constraints by proposing and enacting legislation that exempts itself from these earlier-enacted restrictions. The point-of order device empowers individual legislators to resist such efforts in future Congresses and strengthens the precommitment in the framework statute.200

But Congress has never included this type of mechanism to enforce its clear-statement requirements in national-security legislation. In these statutes, Congress codifies strongly worded clear-statement regimes that require Presidents to obtain specific congressional authorization for certain actions, but it fails to establish effective mechanisms to enforce them against future political actors. The clear-statement requirements become mere parchment barriers that executive-branch lawyers can evade with expansive theories of constitutional avoidance and implied repeal, while Congress acquiesces to Presidential actions that lack specific congressional authorization. Congress could enact stronger institutional enforcement mechanisms for its codified clearstatement regimes, but it does not do so, even as it continues to enact more narrow and explicit clear-statement requirements in its national-security legislation.201

But that empirically fails - only 1 of 13 objections are upheld

GAO 05

GAO, March 2005, "UNFUNDED MANDATES", http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GAO-05-454/pdf/GAOREPORTS-GAO-05-454.pdf

Conversely, parties primarily from academic/think tank, business, and federal sectors did not believe the point of order has been effective in preventing or deterring the enactment of mandates. Moreover, others commented about its infrequent use. In the last 10 years, at least 13 points of order under UMRA were raised in the House of Representatives and none in the Senate. Only 1 of the 13, regarding a proposed minimum wage increase as part of the Contract with America Advancement Act in 1996, resulted in the House voting to reject consideration of a proposed provision.
at: policy trial

Doesn't solve our warrants - the trial requires a majority vote - our argument is that Congress has no incentive to vote

Buchanan 08 – Bruce Buchanan, Professor of Government at the University of Texas at Austin, "Presidential Accountability for Wars of Choice", Issues in Governance Studies, Number 22, December, http://www.brookings.edu/~~/media/research/files/papers/2008/12/3020war20buchanan/1230_war_buchanan.pdf
The model for policy trials is the impeachment process, as described in Article 1 sections 2 and 3 of the Constitution, where the prospective war policy, and not the president, is examined. The power to establish a policy trial process is in Article 1 Section 4, which grants each House the right to determine the rules of its own proceedings.

The process, triggered by a majority vote of the House, would impose special rules of order designed to create a debate on the merits before any congressional resolution or declaration of war is possible.
Doesn't solve unilateral executive, especially during crises - their author
Buchanan 13

Bruce Buchanan, Professor in Government at the University of Texas at Austin, Presidential Power and Accountability: Toward a Presidential Accountability System, 2013, p. 145, Googlebooks

The gravity of the choice (in the fictional case below, the options are to escalate or pull out of Afghanistan) and the luxury of time to fully consider the pros and cons using the best available information (actually present in the cases of Afghanistan, Vietnam, and Iraq, partially accessible in the case of Korea) justify a temporary, decision-specific suspension of traditional deference to the president. Deference now leaves presidents free to pre-empt (Obama), evade (Truman), obstruct (Bush), or manipulate (Johnson) congressional debate as they see fit. It is clearly understood that invocation of a policy trial does not alter the traditional presidential power to act unilaterally in time-sensitive emergencies and crises.
Doesn't solve Congress' lack of motive - their author

Buchanan 13

Bruce Buchanan, Professor in Government at the University of Texas at Austin, Presidential Power and Accountability: Toward a Presidential Accountability System, 2013, p. 37-8, Googlebooks

Congress

The U.S. Congress is often described as the most powerful and independent legislature in the world (e.g., Kernell and Jacobson. 2006: 256). The potentially decisive formal instruments of accountability at Congress’s disposal, instruments that make a Congress with the will and the supermajority votes needed to exert them an overmatch for any president, go to the heart of Congress's unique role in the PAS. That role is to facilitate the leadership of the presidents it supports (e.g., by approving and financing their legislative agendas or uses of the war power), but also to disapprove, guide, restrain, or even disable through investigative hearings, legislation the power of the purse, impeachment, and conviction any president whose actions provoke the extraordinary levels of consensus in both House and Senate required to take such decisive steps. The key point, however, is this: among the agents of accountability, only Congress is constitutionally able to impose prior restraint on the use of power by a president. But as we see next, its dysfunctions and limitation severely constrain the will of Congress to check the president.
Dysfunctions

An unfortunate consequence of the re-election incentive in an age of terrorism (in contrast to the post-Watergate era) has been to reduce the willingness of legislators to risk the electoral consequences of working to check the initiatives of presidents pressing the limits of their powers. It is easier and safer to do nothing. If things go well members can claim credit for not standing in the president's way. If things go poorly, members can blame the president (Rudalevige, 2006: 276). The dysfunctional effect is to sap the will to exercise oversight of those best positioned to check the president.

Another dysfunction is the adulteration of accountability that occurs when partisan loyalty trumps institutional loyalty (Table 3.1). Since the mid-1970s Congress has lost its moderates and split into two polarized ideological camps: conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats (McCarty et al.. 2006: 3). Adulteration accompanies polarization, and comes in the form of a variable accountability standard. Congresses organized by the party in opposition to the incumbent president are likely to oversee and restrain with vigor (e.g.. the 110th Congress), whereas congresses controlled by the president's party are likely to overlook presidential mistakes and transgressions (e.g., the 109th Congress) (Levinson 2006).
All our circumvention warrants apply - wouldn't have stopped Iraq - again, their author

Buchanan 13

Bruce Buchanan is a professor in the Department of Government in the College of Liberal Arts, September 26, 2012, "Balancing Act: War Power and Accountability", http://blogs.utexas.edu/elections2012/2012/09/26/balancing-act-war-power-and-accountability/

You recommend policy trials as a vehicle to provide prospective accountability. What are they modeled after?

They’re modeled on the impeachment process described in the Constitution. That’s the model, but the big difference is that the president is absolutely not on trial; it’s the war policy.

It’s careful review of the merits; that’s the first advantage. The second advantage is — and this is why it’s not harmful to the president — the president can win this trial. If he does, then what he wins is likely to be a more durable brand of political and popular support even if the war news turns bad.

Every president from Truman to Johnson to the second Bush experienced the war news turning bad. What I’m suggesting is if the people and the Congress endorse going to war after a careful argument rather than a high-pressure selling job, then that’s a form of buy-in.

Suppose the president loses. Well, then he’s off the hook. He can’t be held accountable for whatever happens because he proposed what he thought was the right thing, and he lost. So it doesn’t necessarily hurt him politically at all, and it may — it certainly would have in the case of Truman, LBJ and George W. Bush — have helped them to dodge what turned out to be a very significant bullet.

Was there a potential for a full and fair prospective review in the months leading up to the invasion of Iraq?

There wasn’t and here is why. Number one, we were close to 9/11, and there was an anxious and fearful mood within the country, which made the public not terribly skeptical about a president’s arguments that we ought to get involved.

Number two, we were close to a midterm election at that point. The public was supporting Bush in the 80-90 percent range — they were still scared from 9/11. Even people who would later come out in strong opposition to the war, such as Hillary Clinton and John Kerry, who were members of the Senate, voted in favor of this resolution that Bush got through in that climate.

Third, the president made it clear; he is on record as having said “I don’t want to debate this with you. I just want your vote.” And he could say that because of the situation. Bottom line, there wasn’t going to be a full and fair hearing.
2nc human rights

tons of alt causes disprove the 

War declaration not key – Their own 1ac author concedes that the US has fought more than 175 wars without any congressional authorization
Weinberger 9 [Seth Weinberger, Assistant Professor in the Department of Politics and Government at the University of Puget Sound, M.A. and Ph.D. in Political Science from Duke University, "Balancing War Powers in an Age of Terror", The Good Society, 18(2), http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/good_society/v018/18.2.weinberger.html]

The key to developing a constitutionally, legally, and practically sound balanced theory of war powers rests on the rehabilitation of a congressional power that has fallen into disuse over time—the formal declaration of war. Despite the constitutional grant to Congress of the power to declare war, war has only been formally declared in 5 conflicts, even though U.S. armed forces have been involved in more than 200 conflicts.12 An additional 11 conflicts have been explicitly authorized by Congress by means short of a formal declaration of war.13 However, that still leaves more than 175 uses of American armed forces without express authorization from Congress, including the Korean War (1950–1953), the invasion of Panama (1989), the intervention in Somalia (1993), and the participation in the NATO operation against Kosovo (1999).14

Modeling fails – different cultures and resources

Jeremy Rabkin 13, Professor of Law at the George Mason School of Law. Model, Resource, or Outlier? What Effect Has the U.S. Constitution Had on the Recently Adopted Constitutions of Other Nations?, 29 May 2013, www.heritage.org/research/lecture/2013/05/model-resource-or-outlier-what-effect-has-the-us-constitution-had-on-the-recently-adopted-constitutions-of-other-nations
Even when people are not ambivalent in their desire to embrace American practices, they may not have the wherewithal to do so, given their own resources. That is true even for constitutional arrangements. You might think it is enviable to have an old, well-established constitution, but that doesn’t mean you can just grab it off the shelf and enjoy it in your new democracy. You might think it is enviable to have a broad respect for free debate and tolerance of difference, but that doesn’t mean you can wave a wand and supply it to your own population. We can’t think of most constitutional practices as techniques or technologies which can be imported into different cultures as easily as cell phones or Internet connections.

No human rights modeling for small countries
Moravcsik 2 (Andrew, Professor of Government – Harvard University, Multilateralism & U.S. Foreign Policy: Ambivalent Engagement, Ed. Patrick and Forman, p. 365)

There is little evidence that Rwandan, Serbian, or Iraqi leaders would have been more humane if the United States had submitted to more multilateral human rights commitments. The human rights movement has firmly embedded itself in public opinion and NGO networks, in the United States as well as elsewhere, despite the dubious legal status of international norms in the United States. In sum, the consequences of U.S. nonadherence to global norms, while signaling a weakening in theory, is probably of little import in practice.
Modeling is impossible – The US can effectively leverage other countries post plan because we’ve already signaled that we don’t actually care about enforcement

Amy McDonough is a Program Assistant with the Open Society Foundations in Washington, DC, 13 [“Human Rights and the Failings of U.S. Public Diplomacy in Eurasia,” Open Society Institute, February, http://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/sites/default/files/Policy%20Brief%20-%20Human%20Rights%20and%20the%20Failings%20of%20US%20Public%20Diplomacy.pdf]

The degree to which the United States Government holds countries in the former Soviet Union publicly accountable for respecting human rights and democracy depends on each country’s relative strategic importance to the United States, not the human rights conditions in each country. U.S. officials publicly laud countries such as Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan that are vital to the U.S. mission in Afghanistan or other key interests, while saying as little as possible about these countries’ failings in the areas of human rights and democracy.

In countries that are less important to U.S. interests in the region, such as Belarus and Tajikistan, the United States treats progress in human rights and democracy as a requirement for furthering relations and works to “shine a spotlight” on abuses. In Russia, the United States takes a more multifaceted approach, where it speaks openly about human rights and democracy but separates them from other issues in order to maintain a working relationship.

For the region to view the United States as a legitimate promoter and protector of human rights, its rhetoric needs to be more consistent and forthright. The current inconsistent U.S. approach makes publics and elites in the region cynical about the United States, reducing the United States’ legitimacy when it does decide to speak out. The current U.S. approach gives allies little incentive to improve their human rights practices while leaving their publics to conclude they cannot rely upon the United States to champion their interests in their defense.

How the United States addresses human rights and democracy with other governments, both in private and in public, will vary based on interests and diplomatic calculations. But the United States’ current country-by-country approach in the former Soviet Union is counterproductive.

Instead of continuing to publicly defend human rights and democracy only when it is convenient, the United States should:

Specifically true in russia – won’t push hard for Russian reform and Russia doesn’t listen

Amy McDonough is a Program Assistant with the Open Society Foundations in Washington, DC, 13 [“Human Rights and the Failings of U.S. Public Diplomacy in Eurasia,” Open Society Institute, February, http://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/sites/default/files/Policy%20Brief%20-%20Human%20Rights%20and%20the%20Failings%20of%20US%20Public%20Diplomacy.pdf]

The United States’ approach to Russia on human rights and democracy reflects a more complex and layered relationship. The United States speaks loudly about human rights issues in Russia, but the volume and stridency of these statements rises and falls based on other considerations. Through the “Reset” with Russia, the United States decoupled its bilateral interests from its human rights agenda, and pursued them as separate issues so as not to stall progress on other issues, such as arms control, Iran and trade. As Secretary Clinton put it in a March 2010 interview with Russian news station First Channel Television:¶ What we are trying to do with both China and Russia, is to have such broad and comprehensive relationships that they don’t rise or fall on any one issue, no matter how important…So let’s take our relationship with Russia. We have spoken out against the murders of journalists. We have spoken out against some of the oppression of dissidents, because we think Russia is a great enough country that it can absorb dissident expression, that people can express their views and that it adds to the dynamism of Russia in the 21st century. But even while we speak out against that, we’re hard at work in Geneva to continue to finish the START agreement on nuclear weapons.xv¶ In public statements by U.S. officials, human rights take a seat alongside many other interests of the United States in Russia, including trade and investment, Afghanistan, and non-proliferation.xvi While navigating the protection of these other interests, the United States speaks often and openly about Russia’s many human rights and democracy problems. One particular instance was the December 2011 Parliamentary elections, which were widely criticized as unfair. After the elections, Secretary Clinton stated in a speech at the OSCE First Plenary Session in Vilnius: We have serious concerns about the conduct of those elections. Independent political parties, such as PARNAS, were denied the right to register. And the preliminary report by the OSCE cites election day attempts to stuff ballot boxes, manipulate voter lists, and other troubling practices. We’re also concerned by reports that independent Russian election observers, including the nationwide Golos network, were harassed and had cyber attacks on their websites, which is completely contrary to what should be the protected rights of people to observe elections, participate in them, and disseminate information. We commend those Russian citizens who participated constructively in the electoral process. And Russian voters deserve a full investigation of electoral fraud and manipulation. And we recognize the Russian Government’s willingness to allow the OSCE to observe these elections, we now hope and urge them to take action on the recommendations that will be forthcoming from the OSCE electoral observer mission. The Russian people, like people everywhere, deserve the right to have their voices heard and their votes counted. And that means they deserve fair, free, transparent elections and leaders who are accountable to them…xvii¶ But the United States is not always so outspoken. Secretary Clinton’s statement following Vladimir Putin’s reelection in March 2012, for example, was much weaker, suggesting that the United States was looking ahead to the difficult issues on which it would have to engage with Putin going forward, including Syria:¶ I think as the OSCE made clear, there were a number of concerns about this latest electoral process that should be investigated and addressed. And we also remain concerned about the arrests of peaceful protesters, which occurred again on Monday. But the election had a clear winner and we are ready to work with President-elect Putin as he is sworn in and assumes the responsibilities of the presidency. We are going to be looking for ways to enhance cooperation on a range of difficult issues. You mentioned one of them, Syria.xviii¶ Other statements on issues of human rights and democracy in Russia demonstrate that while the U.S. tone is not generally as harsh as used in statements regarding Belarus, the United States is far more forthright in addressing these problems in public than it is in the cases of Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, where the United States continually insists that these matters should be discussed privately between governments.xix This is particularly striking in that Russia could just as easily cut off U.S. access to the NDN as could Kazakhstan or Uzbekistan.¶ A unique aspect of the U.S. approach to Russia is its willingness to refer frankly to its own imperfections in the area of human rights. While the United States acknowledges that it needs to improve in this area along with Russia, it also seems to make the rather dubious assumption that the Russian authorities agree on the need for the fundamental protection of human rights and the rule of law, and that this justifies continuing an approach based on partnership. Thus, in a March, 2010 interview with Russian newspaper The New Times, Secretary Clinton stated:¶ The reset of relations between Russia and the U.S. is not merely on a government to government level but also about bringing our two peoples closer together. And it is on the strong foundation of accountable governance and the rule of law that we can strengthen the many ties between our two nations…We reject the idea that some countries are not ready for democracy. We believe that human rights are universal and that all people, regardless of where they live, thrive in an open society where ideas are exchanged freely. This competition of ideas leads to more accountable governance and a more innovative, prosperous economy, which form a solid foundation for the kind of relationship that we are looking for with Russia and Russians.xx As opposed to its approaches to Belarus, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, with Russia the United States highlights the proposition that despite friction on some issues, including democracy and human rights, Russia remains a partner. U.S. officials seek to ensure the relationship does not turn overwhelmingly negative while at the same time encouraging greater reform. As President Obama’s statement after Putin’s election displays, Russia will remain a key partner of the United States no matter what. He stated during remarks following a bilateral meeting with President Medvedev in March 2012:¶ …the last three years of my work with President Medvedev has been extremely productive…It is true that there have been times where we have had to manage tensions between our countries, and that's to be expected. Obviously, there are always tensions between countries, and that's certainly true given the long history of the Cold War between our two countries. But what I think we've been able to do is to ensure that rather than look backwards, we've been looking forwards…xxi

And in China –they’re un-phased by us leverage – act in self interest
deLisle 2k (Jacques, Professor of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law School, “China's Approach to International Law: A Historical Perspective”, Proceedings of the Annual Meeting (American Society of International Law), Vol. 94, (APRIL 5-8, 2000), pp. 267-275, JSTOR, ZBurdette)

Under these circumstances, it becomes important to understand Chinese approaches to international law and obligations. Here, history surely matters. It has special force with respect to international law, where authoritative rules and sovereign-like institutions remain few and weak, and where individual states' deep-seated interpretations therefore retain central importance. It has special force with respect to China, where the past casts a long shadow. In Chinese leaders' recorded ruminations, historical analogies occupy a prominent place, as in Mao Zedong's fondness for comparing himself to Qin Shi Huangdi (the emperor who unified China over two millennia ago) and in Deng Xiaoping's insistence, when demanding Hong Kong's return, that he would not be another Li Hongzhang (the nineteenth-century official forever tainted by his role in the territory's cession).

The history that matters is not narrowly legal. Current Chinese discussions look back—sometimes explicitly—to China's past experiences with international law, and especially to unhappy encounters with the Western-created system during the last century and a half. Nonetheless, Chinese theory and practice of international law are relatively recent, narrow, and shallowly rooted. They are a small part of a long, rich tradition of Chinese approaches to international relations. 

Two persisting features mark that tradition. First, international relations (and, by extension, international law) has both a normative-ideological dimension and a power-based or interest maximizing dimension. Second, there is a close connection between the character of the international order (including its legal dimensions) and the internal order of states. At a general level, these features are familiar to non-Chinese audiences. The first echoes a long-standing dichotomy in occidental thinking. The Western trope that E.H. Carr famously characterized as a clash between idealism and realism has roots (in Thucydides) nearly as ancient, and persistence (in contemporary academic and policy debates) no less impressive, than does its Chinese analogue.2 The second resonates with several related strands in Western thought and practice. These include contentions that states' domestic orders determine the character of the international order (such as "second image" models, or the "democratic peace" thesis) and arguments that international law and relations among liberal states do or should differ from international law and relations between liberal and illiberal states. They also include assertions that the international order molds states' domestic orders (such as "second image reversed" theories and foreign policy prescriptions to promote democracy, human rights, or the rule of law abroad).3 

The similarities, although real, may mislead. Notions of power and interest, norms and values, have evolved differently in China. So too have ideas about links between internal and external orders. Within the Chinese experience, shifts in China's structural position in its international order have correlated with changes in the specific content of the two persisting features. Such shifts delineate five principal phases in the evolution of Chinese perspectives on international relations and international law.

Chinese thinking and practice on these questions reached a developed form more than two millennia ago, in an era that ran from the times of Confucius and his early followers through that of their rivals, the Legalists, and into the earliest unifying dynasties. During this period, China was divided into often-warring states or only recently and (often) precariously unified. China also began to have significant interactions with non-Han peoples, especially along the inner Asian frontier. In this setting, Chinese statesmen necessarily engaged in international relations, primarily within the Chinese world. Among Chinese states, there developed rules for conducting diplomacy and making treaties, and precepts concerning the use of force, grounds for war, rights of neutrals, and absorption or division of states. At times, pale versions of elements of this regime might also guide relations with "barbarians" along China's periphery. 

Confucian and Legalist theorists and their worldly adherents staked out conflicting positions on the places of normative considerations and power in international relations. There was an external face to the classic debate over domestic law and governance, in which the Confucian position emphasized informal norms of behavior (Zi) and the inner moral force (ren) that animated conforming acts, while the Legalist stance stressed positive laws (fa) and reliance on external, often coercive means (xing) to achieve compliance.4 On the Confucian view of international relations, it was normatively imperative to secure the political unity of China, a domain of shared culture in which, when government operated well, Confucian virtue held sway. In practice, relations among Chinese states frequently were Machiavellian, but the real did not negate the ideal (and, indeed, it was the disappointing state of the Chinese world that prompted Confucians to articulate their ideal.) Dealings with peoples along the Chinese world's borders generally had to be conducted along lines Confucians disdained at home. This presumption followed from the lack of the shared normative framework that made it conceivable (if not always possible) to achieve morally better relations within China. Although difficult, it was possible, especially with a righteous Chinese ruler as a polestar, for barbarians to assimilate elements of the Confucian order. The stewards of China's external relations should pursue this goal where practicable. If they succeeded, Sino-barbarian relations could transcend their initially sparse and ignoble character.

The Legalist perspective saw international relations starkly in terms of power and state interest. Within a multi-state Chinese order or in a Chinese state's dealings with the non Chinese world, the same analyses and prescriptions applied. A state's ruler should and must seek to maximize his state's wealth and power. Conquest was a proper goal and force a proper method. Limits were matters of prudence, not moral principle. Survival and expansion in a hostile environment required accumulating the resources to overcome or intimidate rivals, and using those resources to structure incentives (or, where necessary, to use force) to induce other states to act in accordance with one's own interests and will. In intra-Chinese and Chinese barbarian interstate relations alike, the wise and successful ruler followed Legalist techniques for acquiring and using power, and eschewed the recipe for defeat urged by Confucians' moralistic prattle. 

Although disagreeing sharply about much, classical Confucian and Legalist thought and practice shared the conviction that domestic and international orders were closely linked. The connection is manifest in the Confucian view that different types of interstate orders should, would, or must govern relations within the Chinese world and relations between China and the outside world. It was also clear in the Confucian argument that a morally superior ruler pursuing the right foreign policy might push outward the zone where Confucian virtue reigned (and thus expand the domain of the better form of interstate relations). Linkage is equally evident in the Legalist vision. True, Legalists drew a sharp distinction between internal and external realms, one resting largely on the king's ability to make and enforce positive law at home but not abroad. Nonetheless, fundamental continuity between the two realms derived from Legalists' vision of an amoral science of creating and protecting domestic and inter national power alike through the use of incentives and sanctions. 

Later periods brought the fruition of the Confucian tradition, with substantial elements drawn from Legalist analyses, under quite different structural conditions in China's inter national relations. In this long era and especially in its later centuries, the dominant conception, and often the reality, was a world that revolved around a unified and dominant China (albeit one that sometimes was unified under alien?but ultimately sinified?dynasties).5 This sinocentric international order saw the development of relatively extensive, law-like rules for relations among states. These took fullest form in the tribute system of the Ming and Qing periods. They included rules and rituals (li) for the conduct of diplomatic missions to and from the Chinese emperor's court, the presentation of tribute by peripheral states to China, the conduct of international trade, and a variety of other interactions among states and their representatives. The later imperial international order also was sufficiently subtle and adaptable to permit Sino-foreign agreements and arrangements involving diverse issues, parties, and terms which sometimes departed considerably from the tribute system's ideals. 

The normative dimension of interstate relations is unmistakable in the orthodox vision of this period. The laws and formalities of the tribute system were meant to reflect and reinforce a distinctly Confucian and hierarchical order. The Chinese ruler's position at the apex of the international order was, ideally and in principle, a manifestation of superior virtue (de). The more dense, intimate, and "value-laden" relations that inner vassal states enjoyed stemmed from their moral and cultural proximity to Chinese civilization, along a gradient that generally tracked physical distance. The benevolent emanations of a virtuous Chinese ruler and a good Chinese state could attract and transform (laihua) outside kingdoms and peoples, making possible their admission into nearer circles and higher ranks in the order that flowed from the celestial court.

The idea that this moral order also reflected—and depended upon—power and the pursuit of state interest was hardly absent from late imperial theory and practice. Chinese statesmen and commentators appreciated that a unified and strong China was essential to bringing international behavior into line with the inegalitarian rules and ideals of a sinocentric virtuocracy. They accepted, sometimes candidly, that relatively tight integration (and even absorption) of nearby and weak vassals and looser ties and lesser leverage with more distant and powerful entities reflected the contours of China's international power and represented a sensible strategy for maintaining and enhancing China's position. They also proved adept at adapting the forms and, where necessary, abandoning them when China grew too weak or fractious—or when the foreign state was too formidable or remote—for China to hold a clearly superior position. Where the alignment of power left few other choices, China accommodated. Striking examples of these concessions to "realism" include some of the more distinctively legal features of the era's international relations. China accepted agreements that retained the appearance and rhetoric, but not the substance, of the tribute system's hierarchy. Chinese governments acquiesced in arrangements that looked like Western-style treaties among juridical equals (including pacts with many partners during Song and late- to post-Tang weakness, and with Central Asian kingdoms and Russia even amid Ming and Qing strength).

US adversaries criticize the US for violating a basket of human rights violations: surveillance, voter discrimination, income and gender inequality, military intervention all prove the US has the ability to leverage others despite its flaws or that it will inevitably be unable to do so

Xinhua News 13 [“China hits back with report on U.S. human rights record,” April 21, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/china/2013-04/21/c_132326904.htm]

BEIJING, April 21 (Xinhua) -- China on Sunday retorted the U.S. criticism and distortions of its human rights situation by publishing a report of the U.S. human rights record.¶ The Human Rights Record of the United States in 2012 was released by the Information Office of China's State Council, or the Cabinet, in response to the Country Reports on Human Rights Practices for 2012 issued by the U.S. State Department.¶ China in the report argued that there are serious human rights problems in the U.S. which incur extensive criticism in the world, as it has posed as "the world judge of human rights" again.¶ "As in previous years, the reports are full of carping and irresponsible remarks on the human rights situation in more than 190 countries and regions including China," China said in its report. "However, the U.S. turned a blind eye to its own woeful human rights situation and never said a word about it."¶ CLOSER SURVEILLANCE OF CITIZENS¶ U.S. citizens' civil and political rights were further restricted by the government, the report says.¶ The U.S. government continues to step up surveillance of ordinary citizens, restricting and reducing the freedom of the U.S. society to a considerable extent, and seriously violating the freedom of citizens, according to the report.¶ The U.S. congress approved a bill in 2012 that authorized the government to conduct warrantless wiretapping and electronic communications monitoring, a move that violated people's rights to privacy.¶ According to documents released by the American Civil Liberties Union in last September, federal law enforcement agencies are increasingly monitoring American's electronic communications.¶ The National Security Agency collects purely domestic communications of Americans in a "significant and systematic" way, intercepting and storing 1.7 billion emails, phone calls and other types of communications every day, the report says.¶ Also, the police often abused their power, resulting in increasing complaints and charges for infringement upon civil rights, the report said.¶ The proportion of women in the victims of domestic violence and sexual assault kept increasing in the U.S., it adds.¶ MORE VIOLENT CRIMES INVOLVING GUNS¶ Firearms-related crimes posed serious threat to the lives and personal security of citizens in the U.S, the report says.¶ Last year, several shootings left astonishing casualties, such as the school shooting in Oakland, the Century 16 theater shooting in Colorado and the school shooting in Connecticut.¶ Americans are the most heavily armed people in the world per capita and firearms-related violent crimes posed as one of the most serious threats to the lives and personal security of the U.S. citizens, the report said.¶ According to a CNN report in last July, there were an estimated 270 million guns in the hands of civilians in the U.S. and more than 100,000 people were shot by guns each year. In 2010, there were more than 30,000 deaths caused by firearms.¶ However, the U.S. government has done little in gun control, the report says.¶ MONEY WARS IN POLITICS¶ The U.S. citizens have never really enjoyed common and equal suffrage, the report said.¶ Despite an increase of over eight million citizens in the eligible population in the U.S. presidential election of 2012, voter turnout registered a drop of five million from four years before, with only 57.5 percent of eligible citizens voting, according to the report.¶ The U.S. election is like money wars, with trends of the country's policies deeply influenced by political donations, it says.¶ The 2012 election had an estimated cost totaling six billion U.S. dollars with both groups having funding support from business giants, it says.¶ WORSENING POVERTY, INCOME GAP¶ Poverty in the U.S. has increasingly worsened since the global financial crisis in 2008, the report says.¶ The poverty rate in the U.S. was 15 percent in 2011, with 46.2 million people in poverty, according to the U.S. Census Bureau data released in last September.¶ The gap between the rich and poor is growing in the U.S. over the years, the report adds.¶ The U.S. has the fourth worst income inequality compared to other developed countries, according to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development.¶ Its Gini index was 0.477 in 2011 and income inequality increased by 1.6 percent between 2010 and 2011, indicating a widened rich-poor gap.¶ VIOLATING HUMAN RIGHTS IN OTHER NATIONS¶ The U.S. seriously infringed upon human rights of other nations, the report says.¶ Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. has waged wars on other countries most frequently. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, both started by the U.S., have caused massive civilian casualties.¶ From 2001 to 2011, the U.S.-led "war on terror" killed between 14,000 and 110,000 per year, said the report, quoting an article posted on the website of Stop the War Coalition in last June.¶ In 2012, U.S. military operations in Yemen, Afghanistan and Pakistan caused massive civilian casualties, the report said.¶ Also, U.S. soldiers had severely blasphemed against local residents' religion by burning copies of the Muslim holy book, the Koran, and insulting bodies of the dead, it says.¶ There was a huge rise in birth defects in Iraq since the war against Iraq with military actions in which American forces used metal contaminant-releasing white phosphorus shells and depleted uranium bombs.¶ The U.S. army has for long detained foreigners illegally at the Guantanamo prison. By January 2012, 171 people were still held there.¶ The U.S. was not able to effectively participate in international cooperation on human rights, the report says.¶ To date, the U.S. remains a country which has not participated in or ratified a series of core UN conventions on human rights, such as the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women, and the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, according to the report.

But the system won’t collapse EU already effectively serves as model for human rights promotion

Karen Alter is a law professor at Northwestern University School of Law and Associate Professor of Political Science, 11 (Alter, Karen J. "The Global Spread of European Style International Courts" (2011). Faculty Working Papers. Paper 7 http://scholarlycommons.law.northwestern.edu/facultyworkingpapers/7)

The ECJ-model has clearly diffused around the world. The best explanation for this fact¶ is that regions are drawing lessons from the ECJ’s experience. What, however, are regional¶ systems learning? In the 1960s, many regions copied Europe’s approach to regional integration,¶ without creating supranational courts. Most of these regional economic systems remained¶ lackluster, failing to achieve their primary economic and political objectives (Mattli 1999). Legal¶ observers noticed that the ECJ was helpful in overcoming legal difficulties arising in the process¶ of regional integration, and they frequently proposed creating ECJ style ICs. These proposals¶ languished until member states sought to relaunch regional economic integration endeavors.¶ Adopting provisions to establish a community court became part of a package of reforms aimed¶ at making regional integration systems more robust.¶ Supranational legal architects also learned from the ECJ’s experience. Some regional¶ integration projects wrote safeguards to protect national sovereignty into their Court’s founding¶ charters, such as not requiring national court references or limiting the content of the Court’s¶ reply. But they also explicitly incorporated the ECJ’s revolutionary doctrines of the direct effect¶ and supremacy of community law, and the idea that “community law” is distinct from traditional¶ international law. Judges and lawyers working in regional ICs also learn from ECJ’s¶ jurisprudence, although they use this jurisprudence as a guide rather than as dogma.¶ Many local factors hinder regional ICs from following the ECJ’s trajectory. Most¶ regional ICs remain hampered by a lack secondary legislation that might spur litigants to invoke¶ community law and judges and administrators to work with Community institutions. Also¶ challenging is that ECJ emulators are located in the developing world, where national judges are¶ weak, reluctant and at times corrupt partners. The limited political and judicial support means¶ that ECJ copies resemble more closely in practice the ECJ during the 1950s and 1960s than the¶ ECJ of today.¶ While I have documented the emulation of the ECJ, I argued that one should not focus¶ too much on institutional copying. Europe has contributed in many ways to the expansion of the¶ global judiciary, by offering models of human rights, war crimes and economic courts that others¶ could emulate, and by being a constant force facilitating the creation and development of¶ international legal mechanisms (Alter 2011). The European Union does not need to pressure or¶ coerce others to follow its lead; the ECJ model has its own attractions and adherents. The existence of ECJ copies allows us to hold constant the design of the IC, to explore how ICs build¶ their authority. We can take variation in litigation rates as a sign of varying demand for IC¶ rulings, which itself reflects limited social and political mobilization around community goals.¶ Wade Jacoby argued that institutions diffuse through a combination of external pressures¶ and internal mobilization. A coalitional approach to building domestic institutions based on¶ foreign models, he argues, tends to result in more robust domestic institutions compared to¶ emulations that are imposed or simply put in to substitute for what existed before (Jacoby 2006).¶ I have explored in greater depth European-style ICs where litigation rates are growing. Jacoby’s¶ argument appears to hold. Faithfully copying the ECJ is not as likely to ensure institutional¶ success than is building an international legal system that local actors find useful. Promoting¶ regional free trade is not necessarily locally useful, which may be why regional integration¶ systems lack secondary legislation and remain politically marginal. The OHADA system aims to¶ attract foreign investment, and the ECOWAS system increasingly focuses on promoting good¶ governance practices in the region. Both of these objectives are politically popular. The¶ dependence of international courts on national interlocutors means that ECJ copies may not¶ become lawmaking engines of market liberalization. This does not mean, however, that one¶ should count these ICs out. We may find that they instead become promoters of good¶ governance, and dispute resolution bodies for foreign actors that that see litigation as a useful¶ means to promote their objectives.
Countries care more about them then the US
Ignatieff 2 (Michael, Carr professor of human rights, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard, “NO EXCEPTIONS?” Legal Affairs, May/June)

Finally, the United States is indifferent to legal decisions of other countries. In the words of the Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia, "We think such comparative analysis inappropriate to the task of interpreting a constitution, though it was of course quite relevant to the task of writing one." 

America's European allies, by contrast, have signed on to the European Convention on Human Rights and a European court with power to review national legislation under that convention. While most American judges look inward, the judiciaries of other countries increasingly look to each other: Israeli judges survey Canadian precedents on cases about the rights of linguistic and religious minorities, and the South African Constitutional Court studies German cases to interpret claims. 
The US deprioritizes human rights leadership – plan won’t be leveraged

Amy McDonough is a Program Assistant with the Open Society Foundations in Washington, DC, 13 [“Human Rights and the Failings of U.S. Public Diplomacy in Eurasia,” Open Society Institute, February, http://www.opensocietyfoundations.org/sites/default/files/Policy%20Brief%20-%20Human%20Rights%20and%20the%20Failings%20of%20US%20Public%20Diplomacy.pdf]

In her keynote address to a National Democratic Institute award dinner on November 7, 2011 (ironically, the date on which the Soviet Union celebrated the Bolshevik Revolution), Secretary Clinton said: “As a country with many complex interests, we’ll always have to walk and chew gum at the same time,” addressing both human rights concerns and strategic interests, particularly in friendly states.xxii In practice, in the former-Soviet Union the U.S. has been less than successful at this particular type of multitasking, though the approach to Russia demonstrates that the U.S. is capable of walking, chewing gum, and speaking out about its concerns all at the same time.¶ The United States should adopt this approach throughout the post-Soviet region. As it is, the current country-by-country public diplomacy approach to human rights and democracy lacks consistency, which fuels cynicism toward the United States and minimizes its authority when it does speak out on human rights. The cost of this approach to U.S. interests – including strategic interests – became clear after the April 2010 revolution that overthrew the authoritarian Bakiyev regime in Kyrgyzstan. In an interview with the Washington Post only days after replacing Bakiyev as President, Roza Otunbayeva pointedly stated that:¶ I would say that we have been really unhappy that the U.S. Embassy here was absolutely not interested in the democratic situation in Kyrgyzstan. It was not paying attention to our difficulties over the last two years. We were not happy that they never had the time to meet with us. We concluded that the base is the most important agenda of the U.S., not our political development and the suffering of the opposition and the closing the papers and the beating of journalists. They turned a blind eye.” xxiii¶ This U.S. approach also fails to maximize the incentive for countries to change their behavior, since strategic partners know the United States will not seriously criticize them in public. Meanwhile, the people of these countries see that they cannot rely on the United States to defend them when their rights are threatened or violated because this might put at risk higher U.S. priorities. The long-term danger this perception creates is amply visible in public opinion surveys of attitudes towards the United States carried out in Egypt after the fall of Hosni Mubarak.¶ While a completely uniform response to human rights is unrealistic given the many different relationships the United States has around the world, it is imperative that U.S. public diplomacy around these issues be more consistent so that other governments take U.S. pronouncements on human rights more seriously and public opinion abroad is less cynical when the U.S. does speak out. To implement such an approach, the United States needs to implement the following:¶ Recommendations 1. Give greater weight to public diplomacy considerations in determining its overall approach to human rights and democracy promotion, starting with the precept that the people of a country are as important and attentive an audience for U.S. statements – and U.S. silence -- as the government. Human rights issues can no longer be private issues that are only discussed between governments; the public needs to know that the United States cares enough to speak publicly about these issues. 2. Speak more forthrightly about human rights violations in countries where the United States has strategic interests. While raising the profile of human rights issues, the United States can express concern as a friend of the country in question. Coming out strongly in defense of human rights does not mean the United States has to speak to other countries as harshly as it does toward Belarus or jeopardize strategic relations, but there is significant room to increase pressure on countries such as Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, whose governments will not change course without greater pressure – both public and private – from the United States and the international community. 3. Weave human rights into discussions of other issues and address them concurrently. Progress in human rights needs to be integrated into and given a prominent position on the agenda for bilateral discussions to ensure that human rights do not lag behind other issues. It is simply impermissible for U.S. officials to state, as they repeatedly do, that they discussed human rights issues “last but not least.” Last is least; it’s a means of trying to ensure that unpleasant discussions on human rights will not poison discussions on other, more strategic issues. When speaking about business, for instance, U.S. officials should focus on the human rights and rule of law angle instead of having two separate discussions. Treating human rights and democracy on a par with other issues will further display the United States’ commitment to these issues and encourage real progress.

2nc china

2nc alt cause

The risk of this advantage is close to nil – the uncut portion of their carpenter evidence is one giant alt cause – says that congressional meddling passing a resolution regarding chinese territorial disputes and sales of arms to Taiwan have soured relations and cooperation between the two countries 

Carpenter 13 – Ted Galen Carpenter, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and Contributing Editor to The National Interest, "Dangerous Congressional Meddling in the South China Sea", China US Focus, 8-12, http://www.chinausfocus.com/foreign-policy/dangerous-congressional-meddling-in-the-south-china-sea/
[MSU card starts here]

The role of Congress in the conduct of foreign policy has become nearly the opposite of what the founders of this country intended. The architects of the Constitution placed the day-to-day conduct of diplomacy in the hands of the executive branch. Indeed, the need to have the federal government deal with foreign affairs more effectively than it had under the Articles of Confederation was a key reason why the Constitution established a presidency with significant, independent powers.¶ At the same time, the founders wanted Congress to play a major role in the most crucial aspects of foreign affairs. Thus, all treaties had to receive approval by a two-thirds vote of the Senate. Even more graphic evidence of original intent was the provision regarding the war power. When it came to making the momentous decision about whether to take the republic to war, the Constitution gave Congress, not the president, that authority.¶ What we have today is a perverse mirror image of that system. Presidents have usurped—and Congress has abdicated—the war power, yet Congress has become more involved in everyday diplomacy.¶ The last time that Congress declared war, or was even asked to do so, was immediately following the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor—more than seven decades ago. Yet the United States has fought a record number of armed conflicts, including some very large-scale wars, during that same period. In some cases, such as preludes to the wars in Vietnam, the Persian Gulf, and Iraq, presidents sought vague congressional resolutions that essentially gave the executive a blank check to conduct policy however he wished. In other cases, such as the Korean “police action” and the Balkan interventions in the 1990s, presidents acted without even the fig leaf of perfunctory congressional approval.¶ With the recent Syrian crisis, President Barack Obama tried both approaches. Initially, he insisted that he had the power to launch missile strikes against Syria without any congressional authorization. When he received surprising push back from Congress, and when numerous opinion polls showed that the American public overwhelmingly opposed going to war without congressional approval, the president beat a tactical retreat and asked Congress for a typical blank-check resolution. He still emphasized, however, that he was seeking legislative approval merely as a matter of courtesy, not that it was a constitutional requirement. Russia’s diplomatic initiative at the UN at least temporarily short-circuited what might have been a refreshing reassertion of the congressional war power.¶ Even as Congress became (at least until the Syria dispute) little more than a cipher regarding decisions about war and peace, it became increasingly active on measures that should properly be left to the executive branch. Three recent examples highlight that growing tendency to meddle in the day-to-day conduct of foreign affairs.

[MSU card ends here]

One was a Senate resolution passed in the summer of 2013 regarding the highly sensitive territorial disputes in the South China and East China seas between China and neighboring states. Several of the “resolved” clauses in the resolution exhibited unsubtle criticism of and hostility toward China.¶ Not surprisingly, the Chinese government reacted angrily to the passage (by an overwhelming margin) of that resolution. Chinese suspicions have grown over the past four or five years that the United States is injecting itself into the murky, emotional territorial disputes. The last thing the U.S. Senate needed to do was become directly involved (especially in such a biased fashion) and confirm that Washington intends to undermine China’s claims and interests. This set of issues was already a diplomatic mine field, and the Senate’s action increased the likelihood of a detonation.¶ A second example of congressional meddling involves the sensitive matter of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. The Obama administration, even more than its predecessors, has sought to pursue a “Goldilocks” strategy regarding the issue—selling just enough modern weapons to satisfy the Taiwanese government without enraging Beijing. That balancing act is inherently delicate and difficult, but recent congressional actions make it more so.¶ Pressure (especially from the Republican-controlled House of Representatives) is mounting on the Obama administration to sell Taiwan ever more advanced weaponry. House members inserted an amendment in the 2013 National Defense Authorization Act urging President Obama to sell Taipei advanced (C and D) models of the F-16 fighter—a decision that would cross one of China’s bright red lines of unacceptable U.S. conduct. Reports also circulated in Taiwan that a senior Republican, Senator James Inhofe of Oklahoma, assured Taiwanese officials during a visit to the island earlier this year that the United States would approve the sale of Apache attack helicopters in 2014 and Patriot missiles in 2015.¶ Beijing’s reaction to sales of the Apaches or Patriots would be anything but mild. Chinese officials regard those systems with only a little less hostility than they do the sale of advanced F-16’s. The Taiwan arms sale issue is sensitive enough without this kind of congressional meddling.
Drones also make conflict and tension in the region inevitable – Japan is fully committed to shooting down chinese UAVs, which has no legal precedent in the squo 

More evidence – drones make conflict de-escalation impossible
Bodeen 13 (Christopher, Beijing correspondent for The Associated Press, 5/3/2013, "China's Drone Program Appears To Be Moving Into Overdrive", www.huffingtonpost.com/2013/05/03/china-drone-program_n_3207392.html)

Chinese aerospace firms have developed dozens of drones, known also as unmanned aerial vehicles, or UAVs. Many have appeared at air shows and military parades, including some that bear an uncanny resemblance to the Predator, Global Hawk and Reaper models used with deadly effect by the U.S. Air Force and CIA. Analysts say that although China still trails the U.S. and Israel, the industry leaders, its technology is maturing rapidly and on the cusp of widespread use for surveillance and combat strikes.
"My sense is that China is moving into large-scale deployments of UAVs," said Ian Easton, co-author of a recent report on Chinese drones for the Project 2049 Institute security think tank.

China's move into large-scale drone deployment displays its military's growing sophistication and could challenge U.S. military dominance in the Asia-Pacific. It also could elevate the threat to neighbors with territorial disputes with Beijing, including Vietnam, Japan, India and the Philippines. China says its drones are capable of carrying bombs and missiles as well as conducting reconnaissance, potentially turning them into offensive weapons in a border conflict.

China's increased use of drones also adds to concerns about the lack of internationally recognized standards for drone attacks. The United States has widely employed drones as a means of eliminating terror suspects in Pakistan and the Arabian Peninsula.

"China is following the precedent set by the U.S. The thinking is that, `If the U.S. can do it, so can we. They're a big country with security interests and so are we'," said Siemon Wezeman, a senior fellow at the arms transfers program at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute in Sweden, or SIPRI.

"The justification for an attack would be that Beijing too has a responsibility for the safety of its citizens. There needs to be agreement on what the limits are," he said.

Though China claims its military posture is entirely defensive, its navy and civilian maritime services have engaged in repeated standoffs with ships from other nations in the South China and East China seas. India, meanwhile, says Chinese troops have set up camp almost 20 kilometers (12 miles) into Indian-claimed territory.

It isn't yet known exactly what China's latest drones are capable of, because, like most Chinese equipment, they remain untested in battle.

The military and associated aerospace firms have offered little information, although in an interview last month with the official Xinhua News Agency, Yang Baikui, chief designer at plane maker COSIC, said Chinese drones were closing the gap but still needed to progress in half a dozen major areas, from airframe design to digital linkups.

Executives at COSIC and drone makers ASN, Avic, and the 611 Institute declined to be interviewed by The Associated Press, citing their military links. The Defense Ministry's latest report on the status of the military released in mid-April made no mention of drones, and spokesman Yang Yujun made only the barest acknowledgement of their existence in response to a question.

"Drones are a new high-tech form of weaponry employed and used by many militaries around the world," Yang said. "China's armed forces are developing weaponry and equipment for the purpose of upholding territorial integrity, national security and world peace. It will pose no threat to any country."

Drones are already patrolling China's borders, and a navy drone was deployed to the western province of Sichuan to provide aerial surveillance following last month's deadly earthquake there.

They may also soon be appearing over China's maritime claims, including Japanese-controlled East China Sea islands that China considers its own. That could sharpen tensions in an area where Chinese and Japanese patrol boats already confront each other on a regular basis and Japan frequently scrambles fighters to tail Chinese manned aircraft.

Drones are an alt cause

AARON STEIN is an Associate Fellow at the Royal United Services Institute, 12/19/13 [“Drone Decrees,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/140584/aaron-stein/drone-decrees]

The United States has never had a monopoly on drones. It was the Israeli Air Force’s use of drones during its war in Lebanon in the 1980s that first prompted a skeptical U.S. military to support fully the development of remote-controlled systems. The decision to arm them came later, during the hunt for Osama bin Laden after 2001 and the war on terrorism. By now, U.S. drone strikes are a regular occurrence in areas where terrorist organizations have taken root.¶ Drone technology and drone use have also proliferated in other countries. And even more are seeking to develop their own systems. These systems are likely to be more local affairs than those of the United States. Most of the emerging drone states -- including China -- lack the United States’ worldwide network of military bases and satellites, which allow it to operate drones far from its own borders. And, like the United States, emerging drones states are eager to develop armed drones for counterterrorism operations and surveillance. With more drones in more places come more security and policy challenges for the United States. To deal with them, it will have to come up with a new drone policy.¶ The tensions between China and Japan over the Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands are a good example of how drones introduce new diplomatic questions. Chinese manned and unmanned surveillance flights routinely violate Japan’s 12-nautical-mile zone around the islands. Japan has dispatched fighter jets to intercept a Chinese manned surveillance plane and is reported to have even contemplated shooting down Chinese drones. In response, Wang Hongguang, the former deputy commander of China’s Nanjing Military Region, wrote in early November that China should attack Japanese manned planes should Japan shoot down Chinese surveillance drones. Things have become even tenser since China declared a so-called Air Defense Identification Zone over part of the East China Sea. Japan’s Nikkei reports that the United States plans to use Global Hawk drones for surveillance in the area in conjunction with increased Japanese manned E-2C Hawkeye early-warning aircraft.¶ Although there has always been a risk of unintended escalation in the East China Sea, the emergence of unmanned systems adds a new twist. For example, the 2001 aerial collision near Hainan Island in the South China Sea involved manned aircraft operating in international airspace. The American plane was flying a surveillance mission when two Chinese fighter jets began to tail it. One of the Chinese fighter jets accidently bumped the U.S. plane, prompting an emergency landing at a Chinese military facility on Hainan Island. China then detained the U.S. crew and inspected the plane, despite warnings that the aircraft was U.S. sovereign territory. The incident touched off a diplomatic row between two great world powers and was an early diplomatic test for the recently elected George W. Bush administration.¶ The rules of engagement are relatively clear for the intentional downing of a manned aircraft, but the potential response to the shooting down of an unmanned system -- as Japan seems ready to do -- is far murkier. On the one hand, such an act could escalate and lead to a conflict. On the other, since downing a drone would pose no danger to human life, China or Japan could conclude that the provocative use of drones -- or the intentional targeting of U.S. drones -- carries less risk of retaliation and is therefore a low-stakes means of coercion.¶ That idea is not so far off base: In the Persian Gulf, Iran has fired on U.S. drones and was even successful in spoofing the Global Positioning System (GPS) signal of the advanced RQ-170 drone flying over its territory. An Iranian engineer told The Christian Science Monitor, “By putting noise [jamming] on the communications, you force the bird into autopilot. This is where the bird loses its brain.” The U.S. Government Accountability Office has acknowledged the risk of GPS spoofing and recommends the introduction of spoof-resistant navigation systems on drones.¶ In the Gulf, the United States has sporadically opted to escort its surveillance drones with manned fighter jets, which raises the cost of such operations as well as the risk of escalation. Absent a clear norm on the response to shooting down an unmanned system, incidents involving drones could snowball quickly. And that is why the United States should develop a clear policy about the targeting of drones. It should be designed to prevent unintended escalation by defining the cost of provocatively using or targeting unmanned systems. These rules would need to apply to all parties, including the United States.¶ First, the United States should signal that it would hold the operator responsible for the actions of unmanned systems. Any retaliation need not target the actual operator, given the complexity of locating the pilot, but could include the air base from which the drone was launched. The goal would be to reintroduce the prospect of casualties and escalation into the drone equation by clearly laying out the potential American response if an adversary considers using unmanned systems in a coercive way against the United States or its allies and partners. In short, U.S. policy should be to treat drones like their manned cousins. Similarly, in the cases where a potential adversary targets a U.S. drone, Washington should make clear that it regards such an act as akin to the downing of a manned aircraft. The response, therefore, could include the use of force or strong diplomatic action.¶ In setting out this policy, the United States would tacitly accept that its own drone program could invite retaliation and that bases from which it flies drones could be targeted. Yet in most cases, the United States receives overflight rights for its drone operations, which should thereby protect the United States from potential retaliation from the countries in which it currently uses drones. The policy would, therefore, weigh more heavily on new drone-operating nations while keeping in place many of the United States’ own drone programs.¶ Holding drone bases responsible could help minimize the ways in which emerging drone states use drones coercively against U.S. interests, as well as push them to reach similar overflight arrangements to those that the United States keeps with its partners. The new policy would not address the legality of targeted killings, but such legal questions can be dealt with separately.¶ The United States should begin to prepare for a world in which it no longer has a monopoly on drone technology. Still, it should do so knowing that, for now, it will retain the unique capability to use military force on a global scale. For the foreseeable future, potential adversaries will mostly use unmanned systems locally and in ways that affect the security of U.S. allies. As the United States increases its own use of drones, it should be taking steps to map out a strategy to respond to provocations. Doing so would help establish new norms for everyone.
US-China cooperation impossible—leadership transition locks in confrontational relations

Stapleton Roy, Director of the Kissinger Institute on China and the United States, Former Ambassador, 2/21/13, US-China Relations: Be Wary of Rivalry, www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5197&Itemid=171
With China's leadership in transition and incoming Secretary of State John Kerry heading a new foreign policy team in the second Obama administration, leaders in both countries must face a "frightening array of domestic and foreign policy problems" in managing their vital relationship, longtime senior US diplomat J. Stapleton Roy said in a Feb. 13 address at the East-West Center in Hawaii. (See the video of Roy's speech.) "No task is going to be more important than trying to arrest the current drift in US-China relations toward strategic rivalry," he said. "If leaders in both countries fail to deal with this issue, there is a strong possibility that tensions will rise and undermine the benign climate that has been so important in producing the Asian economic miracle - and to a significant degree, political miracle - over the past 30 years." Roy, who served as US ambassador to China from 1991 to 1995, said the two nations are "locked in the traditional problem of an established power facing a rising power, and we know from historical precedent that competitive factors that emerge in such situations often result in bloody wars." The good news, he said, is that "leaders in both countries are aware of the historical precedents and are determined to not let history repeat itself." While top leaders on both sides have recognized the need to work together toward a stable balance between cooperation and competition, Roy said, neither country has been able to implement this, and "it remains to be seen if it is even possible to establish this new type of relationship." Roy said opinion polls over the last couple of years have shown a dramatic increase in the percentage of Chinese citizens and officials who view relations with the US as characterized by hostility rather than cooperation. During the same period, he said, US polls indicate that "we don't think of China in the same way." "This is something we need to be concerned about," he said, "because the tensions and passions on the other side are stronger than they are on our side, and this requires careful management." While incoming Chinese President Xi Jinping and Premier Li Keqian have already declared their interest in implementing further market reforms and reining in pervasive corruption, Roy said, "the Communist Party may lack the legitimacy and will to force through the far-reaching reforms that are needed 
against the influence of special interests, especially large state-owned businesses. One can reasonably doubt if a party corrupted by wealth at the highest level can carry out the kind of fundamental systemic reforms that are necessary." In addition, he said, China's new leaders will be faced with a litany of internal difficulties that "illustrate why it would still be foolish to postulate that the 21st century will belong to China." These include what even outgoing premier Wen Jiabao has characterized as an "unstable, unbalanced, uncoordinated and unsustainable" economy, Roy said, along with a rapidly aging population, slowing economic growth, and what is known as the "middle income trap," when a rising economy loses the competitive advantage of low-cost labor as it climbs the income scale. "Wages in China have been rising rapidly, especially for skilled labor," Roy said. "So they have to substitute something else, such as innovation or efficiency." Historically, he said, "over 100 countries have reached the middle income trap, and 86 percent failed to get out of it. They grow, then reach a certain level and stall out. China has to find way to avoid this, and that's a big challenge." Another huge issue, Roy said, is that "rising nationalism is pushing China toward a more assertive international style and enmeshing it in difficulties with a lot of its neighbors. This has the potential to undermine the benign international environment that has underpinned the dramatic accomplishments China has made." China's more assertive recent behavior is "both typical and predictable for a rising power," he said. "But China is finding that when it expresses this nationalism through more assertive behavior, its neighbors all show solidarity with the US, which is not what China is trying to accomplish. And this is causing resentment in China, because they find that they can't use their growing power effectively as a result of the negative consequences." This could actually prove to be a positive phenomenon for the US, he said, "because if we're skillful enough to understand this dynamic, we are in a position to constrain China when it's behaving irresponsibly and cooperate with it when it behaves responsibly." "China is not the Soviet Union," he said. "China's rise has benefitted all of the countries around it, and as a result they don't want a containment policy; they want responsible behavior by China so they can expand economic and trade relations, which already dwarf their relations with other countries. But when China behaves badly, then they want the United States to be present because they can't deal with China on their own. It's a dynamic that skillful diplomacy should be able to take advantage from." With China now "locked in a web of disputes" with its neighbors over small but potentially resource-rich islands in the region, Roy said, "the United States finds itself in the awkward situation of trying to reassure our allies at the same time we try to restrain their behavior, because we don't want tiny little islands in the western Pacific to end up bringing us into a great-power confrontation with China." The threat of such hostility is real, he said, and "these disputes are having direct impact on US-China relations - but it's an asymmetrical impact, because Americans basically don't care about these islands. But in China it is an issue of great nationalist importance, as it is for Japan, the Philippines and other claimants." Such issues, he said, illustrate the complexity of trying to manage this vitally important relationship: "A stronger China will undoubtedly see itself as again becoming a central regional player, but the United States intends to remain actively engaged in East Asia, where we have formal alliances and strategic ties throughout the region." The question for leaders of both countries, Roy said, is whether they can find a solution to this conundrum. As of now, he said, "there is a disconnect between the high-level desire on both sides not to have our relationship drift toward rivalry and confrontation, and the way we're actually behaving, which is driving us in that direction." Open military conflict is unlikely and preventable, he said, but just the threat of it could cause a costly "military capabilities competition" for decades to come, at a time when the US is already facing budget cuts.
2nc no impact

No senkaku conflict

Logan 13

[Justin Logan is director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, “War over the 
Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands,” Cato, 2/20/13, http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/war-over-senkakudiaoyu-islands?utm_source=dlvr.it&utm_medium=twitter&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+CatoRecentOpeds+%28Cato+Recent+Op-eds%29]

Washington is deeply entangled in the dispute between China and Japan over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands. But the most basic question has hardly been examined: Would America really fight a war with China over the islands?¶ As with so many issues in East Asia, Washington clearly wishes the dispute would just go away—or at least away from American officials’ desks. Further complicating matters, however, is the fact that the United States has apparently contradictory legal obligations as regards the islands. In short, even a modestly liberal reading of American commitments lends fuel to the Chinese and Japanese fires both.¶ It is simple to understand why Beijing and Tokyo are so exercised about the uninhabited islands. If sovereignty over the islands were settled, the victor would gain not just the fishing and (potential) energy resources that lay in the surrounding waters, but recognized territorial waters that implicate naval rights. Further, a virulent and irrational nationalism has captured both countries’ citizens, constraining policymakers’ room for negotiation.¶ What’s harder to understand is what Washington has at stake in this fight. State Department spokeswoman Victoria Nuland was visibly uncomfortable trying to explain the U.S. position on the sovereignty of the islands last summer, repeating the U.S. position that Washington does not take sides in the dispute over their sovereignty, but views them as covered by the U.S. security guarantee to Japan, since they have been under the administration of Japan.¶ But would the United States really engage in a shooting war with China over the islands?¶ There’s good reason to wonder.¶ The biggest reason to doubt it is the stakes involved. Even if China acted aggressively, as it did when it apparently engaged a Japanese vessel and locked fire-control radar on it, the stakes are almost certainly lower than the costs of a war. America has littered the globe with a variety of security guarantees and promises, banking on the assumption that they will never be challenged but can depress security competition in peacetime.¶ This reality can be seen in a 2007 statement from then-presidential candidate Hillary Clinton. In a conversation with a U.S. Asia scholar, Clinton remarked that it is absurd to think that Americans would support a war with China over Taiwan—a much more important strategic asset than the Senkakus/Diaoyus. (Apparently there was some miscommunication about who was on the record when, because the video containing the discussion was swiftly edited to remove the Taiwan comment.)¶ Clinton’s remark about Taiwan points to a truth that is even greater in the case of the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands: the game just isn’t worth the candle. Even if Washington dealt China a swift and decisive defeat, the consequences would be extremely costly in both economic terms and in terms of making a permanent enemy out of China without doing anything to moderate its future ambitions or capabilities.¶ The present condition looks alarmingly like what Peter Liberman feared when in 1998 he assessed whether Germany and Japan would rely too much on security guarantees from the United States. Following the historian Geoffrey Blainey’s observation that “some alliances, on the outbreak of war, had no more force than a flapping sheet of paper,” Liberman considered scenarios in which U.S. security guarantees could be modified in adjustment to new political contexts facing its clients. Liberman judged that one of the worst scenarios would be if the American commitment to Japan were weaker than its client believed, and wound up being withdrawn in a crisis scenario. In such an instance the danger would be that Japan would fail to adjust gradually, running the related risks of crash nuclearization and preventive war. Liberman sensibly judged that:¶ Early warning signs of any emerging dangers should…trigger a policy reevaluation, preferably before it is too late for the option of gradual renationalization.¶ Despite the ample early warning signs of trouble in East Asia, Washington does not look to be reevaluating policy.¶ In literally every discussion I have had with Japanese security scholars and political scientists, these experts are unwilling to give an inch on their position on Senkaku/Diaoyu while pointing to U.S. assurances that the islands are covered by the MDT. At the same time, I have seen no evidence that U.S. defense policy makers are thinking seriously about fighting a shooting war against China over the rocks—to say nothing of the American public.

No Asian Wars – tensions are hype and won’t escalate

Barry Desker, Director of the Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies, Dean of the S Rajaraham School of International Studies, Trustee of Singapore’s Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, Former Ambassador to Indonesia, 08 [“Why War is Unlikely in Asia: Facing the Challenge from China,” IISS-JIIA Conference 2-4 June 2008, http://www.iiss.org/conferences/global-strategic-challenges-as-played-out-in-asia/asias-strategic-challenges-in-search-of-a-common-agenda/conference-papers/fifth-session-conflict-in-asia/why-war-in-asia-remains-unlikely-barry-desker/]

¶ War in Asia is thinkable but it is unlikely.  The Asia-Pacific region can, paradoxically, be regarded as a zone both of relative insecurity and of relative strategic stability.  On the one hand, the region contains some of the world’s most significant flashpoints – the Korean peninsula, the Taiwan Strait, the Siachen glacier – where tensions between nations could escalate to the point of resulting in a major war.  The region is replete with border issues, the site of acts of terrorism (the Bali bombings, Manila superferry bombing, Kashmir, etc.), and it is an area of overlapping maritime claims (the Spratly Islands, Diaoyutai islands, etc).  Finally, the Asia-Pacific is an area of strategic significance, sitting astride key sea lines of communication (SLOCS) and important chokepoints.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Nevertheless, the Asia-Pacific region is more stable than one might believe.  Separatism remains a challenge but the break-up of states is unlikely.  Terrorism is a nuisance but its impact is contained.  The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearization of the peninsula.  Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict (especially after the KMT victories in Taiwan).  The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), the nascent Six Party Talks forum and, in particular, ASEAN, and institutions such as the EAs, ASEAN + 3, ARF which ASEAN has conceived.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Although the United States has been the hegemon in the Asia-Pacific since the end of World War II, it will probably not remain the dominant presence in the region over the next 25 years.  A rising China will pose the critical foreign policy challenge, probably more difficult than the challenge posed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War.  This development will lead to the most profound change in the strategic environment of the Asia-Pacific.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ On the other hand, the rise of China does not automatically mean that conflict is more likely.  First, the emergence of a more assertive China does not mean a more aggressive China.  Beijing appears content to press its claims peacefully (if forcefully), through existing avenues and institutions of international relations.  Second, when we look more closely at the Chinese military buildup, we find that there may be less than some might have us believe, and that the Chinese war machine is not quite as threatening – as some might argue.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Instead of Washington perspectives shaping Asia-Pacific affairs, the rise of China is likely to see a new paradigm in international affairs – the “Beijing Consensus” – founded on the leadership role of the authoritarian party state, a technocratic approach to governance, the significance of social rights and obligations, a reassertion of the principles of national sovereignty and non-interference, coupled with support for freer markets and stronger regional and international institutions.  The emphasis is on good governance.  Japan fits easily in this paradigm.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Just as Western dominance in the past century led to Western ideas shaping international institutions and global values, Asian leaders and Asian thinkers will increasingly participate in and shape the global discourse, whether it is on the role of international institutions, the rules governing international trade or the doctrines which under-gird responses to humanitarian crises.  An emerging Beijing Consensus is not premised on the rise of the ‘East’ and decline of the ‘West’, as sometimes seemed to be the sub-text of the earlier Asian values debate.  I do not share the triumphalism of my friends Kishore Mahbubani and Tommy Koh.  However, like the Asian values debate, this new debate reflects alternative philosophical traditions.  The issue is the appropriate balance between the rights of the individual and those of the state.  This debate will highlight the shared identity and shared values between China and the states in the region.  I do not agree with those in the US who argue that Sino-US competition will result in “intense security competition with considerable potential for war” in which most of China’s neighbours “will join with the United States to contain China’s power.”[1]  These shared values are likely to reduce the risk of conflict and result in regional pressure for an accommodation with China and the adoption of policies of engagement with China, rather than confrontation with an emerging China.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ China is increasingly economically inter-dependent,
 part of a network of over-lapping cooperative regional institutions.  In Asia, the focus is on economic growth and facilitating China’s integration into regional and global affairs.  An interesting feature is that in China’s interactions with states in the region, China is beginning to be interested in issues of proper governance, the development of domestic institutions and the strengthening of regional institutional mechanisms.  Chinese policy is not unchanging, even on the issue of sovereignty.  For example, there has been an evolution in Chinese thinking on the question of freedom of passage through the Straits of Malacca and Singapore.  While China supported the claims of the littoral states to sovereign control over the Straits when the Law of the Sea Convention was concluded in 1982, China’s increasing dependence on imported oil shipped through the Straits has led to a shift in favour of burden-sharing, the recognition of the rights of user states and the need for cooperation between littoral states and user states.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Engagement as part of global and regional institutions has resulted in revisions to China’s earlier advocacy of strict non-intervention and non-interference.  Recent Chinese support for global initiatives in peace-keeping, disaster relief, counter-terrorism, nuclear non-proliferation and anti-drug trafficking, its lack of resort to the use of its veto as a permanent member of the UN Security Council and its active role within the World Trade Organisation participation in global institutions can be influential in shaping perceptions of a rising China.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ Beijing has greatly lowered the tone and rhetoric of its strategic competition with the United States, actions which have gone a long way toward reassuring the countries of Southeast Asia of China’s sincerity in pursuing a non-confrontational foreign and security strategy.  Beijing’s approach is significant as most Southeast Asian states prefer not to have to choose between alignment with the US and alignment with China and have adopted ‘hedging’ strategies in their relationships with the two powers.  Beijing now adopts a more subtle approach towards the United States: not directly challenging US leadership in Asia, partnering with Washington where the two countries have shared interests, and, above all, promoting multilateral security processes that, in turn, constrain US power, influence and hegemony in the Asia-Pacific.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is certainly in the midst of perhaps the most ambitious upgrading of its combat capabilities since the early 1960s, and it is adding both quantitatively and qualitatively to its arsenal of military equipment.  Its current national defence doctrine is centered on the ability to fight “Limited Local Wars”.  PLA operations emphasize preemption, surprise, and shock value, given that the earliest stages of conflict may be crucial to the outcome of a war.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ The PLA has increasingly pursued the acquisition of weapons for asymmetric warfare.  The PLA mimics the United States in terms of the ambition and scope of its transformational efforts – and therefore challenges the U.S. military at its own game.  Nevertheless, we should note that China, despite a “deliberate and focused course of military modernization,” is still at least two decades behind the United States in terms of defence capabilities and technology.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ There is very little evidence that the Chinese military is engaged in an RMA-like overhaul of its organizational or institutional structures.  While the Chinese military is certainly acquiring new and better equipment, its RMA-related activities are embryonic and equipment upgrades by themselves do not constitute an RMA.  China’s current military buildup is still more indicative of a process of evolutionary, steady-state, and sustaining – rather than disruptive or revolutionary – innovation and change.¶ ¶  ¶ ¶ In conclusion, war in the Asia-Pacific is unlikely but the emergence of East Asia, especially China, will require adjustments by the West, just as Asian societies have had to adjust to Western norms and values during the American century.  The challenge for liberal democracies like the United States will be to embark on a course of self-restraint
warfighting
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Eu CT cooperation and data sharing inevitable

KUNA 11/19/13 [“US, EU agree on increased cooperation against terrorism,” Kuwait News Agency, http://www.kuna.net.kw/ArticleDetails.aspx?id=2345254&Language=en]

WASHINGTON, Nov 19 (KUNA) -- US Attorney General Eric Holder and Acting Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Secretary Rand Beers held here Monday a meeting with European counterparts on combating terrorism and cyber security and the two sides agreed to enhance cooperation in these sectors.¶ In a joint statement, the US and EU officials affirmed their meeting was "constructive and productive," and that they discussed "a broad array of issues critical to the European Union and the United States." Among the issues discussed were "coordinating work on counter-terrorism and security issues; countering violent extremism," in addition to "joint efforts in the areas of cybercrime and cyber security," it said.¶ "Of special note, we discussed the threat posed by foreign fighters going to third countries, in particular Syria, and the possible response to address it," the joint statement affirmed, saying "we intend to promote close information sharing between our respective agencies, as well as coordinated initiatives in third countries." "We also discussed efforts of the US and the EU in countering violent extremism, and agreed to intensify our cooperation," the official US-EU statement declared, also indicating that the meeting tackled "data protection and issues related to alleged activities of US intelligence agencies." "We together recognize that this has led to regrettable tensions in the transatlantic relationship, which we seek to lessen. In order to protect all our citizens, it is of the utmost importance to address these issues by restoring trust and reinforcing our cooperation on justice and home affairs issues," the statement affirmed.¶ The statement also noted that "since 9/11 and subsequent terrorist attacks in Europe, the EU and US have stepped up cooperation, including in the areas of police and criminal justice," affirming that "sharing relevant information, including personal data, while ensuring a high level of protection, is an essential element of this cooperation, and it must continue." "We are therefore, as a matter of urgency, committed to advancing rapidly in the negotiations for a meaningful and comprehensive data protection umbrella agreement in the field of law enforcement," the statement said.¶ The agreement would act as "a basis to facilitate transfers of data in the context of police and judicial cooperation in criminal matters, by ensuring a high level of personal data protection for US and EU citizens," with the "aim to complete the negotiations on the agreement ahead of summer 2014." "The EU welcomes that the US is considering adopting additional safeguards in the intelligence context that also would benefit EU citizens," the statement added.

US and EU increasing cooperation over drones and cyber tech

John-Thor Dahlburg, AP Correspondent, 12/19/13 [“NATO: EU leaders must cooperate more on defense,” http://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2013/12/19/eu-leaders-bond-for-more-defense-cooperation]

BRUSSELS (AP) — NATO called on European Union leaders Thursday to improve their cooperation on defense in the face of dwindling military budgets or face American disengagement from Europe.¶ British Prime Minister David Cameron came straight from World War I battlefields in western Belgium to tell a summit of the bloc's 28 leaders to stand together to meet new defense challenges, even as he rejected pooling defense resources under a common EU flag.¶ At the same time, French President Francois Hollande used his country's military actions in the Central African Republic to underscore the need for common funding to back up the costly military operations of a single member state. He said he will ask European leaders on Friday to designate the intervention in Central Africa an EU operation, which would allow the use of EU money to pay for some of it.¶ Hollande's request is likely to meet with resistance from some of his European partners. "If you ask for European solidarity, the decision-making should be inside European structures," said Swedish Prime Minister Fredrik Reinfeldt.¶ Though some EU countries have provided air transport, none has joined France so far in putting boots on the ground. Hollande said Poland is willing to deploy a military transport and 50 air force personnel to the Central African Republic for three months, but that a single country's presence isn't enough to make it an EU operation.¶ Earlier, NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told the EU leaders to move swiftly to do more for their nations' defense or risk seeing a weakening in Europe's military relationship with the United States, which dates back nearly a century to World War I.¶ "Unless we Europeans take our security seriously, North Americans will rightly ask why they should," Rasmussen said. "Unless we recommit to our own defense, we risk seeing America disengage — and Europe and America drift apart."¶ For decades, NATO member states have paid lip service to joint projects and closer cooperation of their defense industries. But in the high-technology, high-investment age of drone incursions and cyber warfare, the EU still struggles to find synergies between its member states.¶ "We allow ourselves the luxury of maintaining 16 large shipyards which build warships — the USA has two," EU parliament President Martin Schulz told the leaders during the opening session of their two-day summit.¶ "We have 19 different types of armored personnel carrier and 14 types of battle tanks — the USA has one of each," Schulz said.¶ Hollande acknowledged that it was a key point the EU needed to address.¶ "Today we want to have a certain number of results, especially on the defense industry, which has to increase its cooperation on equipment," he said.¶ The summit concluded that military cooperation should be improved, including support for the development of drones within the next decade.¶ Britain, ever wary when it comes to closer EU integration, sought to draw a line on how far European military cooperation should go.¶ Cooperation, yes, said Cameron, but "it is not right for the EU to have capabilities, armies, air forces and the rest of it and we need to get that demarcation correct."¶ Failing to get that balance right has cost the EU in duplication even as defense budgets are suffering from the continent's economic crisis.¶ "In 2001, EU member states were still spending 251 billion euros ($343 billion) on defense, whereas in 2012, the corresponding figure was 190 billion euros ($260 billion)," Schulz told the EU leaders.¶ "In many cases, we would be quite incapable of carrying out a military operation without the support of the United States," Schulz added.
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Data disproves hegemony impacts

Fettweis, 11
Christopher J. Fettweis, Department of Political Science, Tulane University, 9/26/11, Free Riding or Restraint? Examining European Grand Strategy, Comparative Strategy, 30:316–332, EBSCO

It is perhaps worth noting that there is no evidence to support a direct relationship between the relative level of U.S. activism and international stability. In fact, the limited data we do have suggest the opposite may be true. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defense spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defense in real terms than it had in 1990.51 To internationalists, defense hawks and believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible “peace dividend” endangered both national and global security. “No serious analyst of American military capabilities,” argued Kristol and Kagan, “doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America’s responsibilities to itself and to world peace.”52 On the other hand, if the pacific trends were not based upon U.S. hegemony but a strengthening norm against interstate war, one would not have expected an increase in global instability and violence.

The verdict from the past two decades is fairly plain: The world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable United States military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums, no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races, and no regional balancing occurred once the stabilizing presence of the U.S. military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in U.S. capabilities. Most of all, the United States and its allies were no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Clinton, and kept declining as the Bush Administration ramped the spending back up. No complex statistical analysis should be necessary to reach the conclusion that the two are unrelated.

Military spending figures by themselves are insufficient to disprove a connection between overall U.S. actions and international stability. Once again, one could presumably argue that spending is not the only or even the best indication of hegemony, and that it is instead U.S. foreign political and security commitments that maintain stability. Since neither was significantly altered during this period, instability should not have been expected. Alternately, advocates of hegemonic stability could believe that relative rather than absolute spending is decisive in bringing peace. Although the United States cut back on its spending during the 1990s, its relative advantage never wavered.

However, even if it is true that either U.S. commitments or relative spending account for global pacific trends, then at the very least stability can evidently be maintained at drastically lower levels of both. In other words, even if one can be allowed to argue in the alternative for a moment and suppose that there is in fact a level of engagement below which the United States cannot drop without increasing international disorder, a rational grand strategist would still recommend cutting back on engagement and spending until that level is determined. Grand strategic decisions are never final; continual adjustments can and must be made as time goes on. Basic logic suggests that the United States ought to spend the minimum amount of its blood and treasure while seeking the maximum return on its investment. And if the current era of stability is as stable as many believe it to be, no increase in conflict would ever occur irrespective of U.S. spending, which would save untold trillions for an increasingly debt-ridden nation.

It is also perhaps worth noting that if opposite trends had unfolded, if other states had reacted to news of cuts in U.S. defense spending with more aggressive or insecure behavior, then internationalists would surely argue that their expectations had been fulfilled. If increases in conflict would have been interpreted as proof of the wisdom of internationalist strategies, then logical consistency demands that the lack thereof should at least pose a problem. As it stands, the only evidence we have regarding the likely systemic reaction to a more restrained United States suggests that the current peaceful trends are unrelated to U.S. military spending. Evidently the rest of the world can operate quite effectively without the presence of a global policeman. Those who think otherwise base their view on faith alone.

congress fails – decision making

Congressional involvement doesn’t boost decision-making---only a risk it mires the process. 
Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
One perceived advantage of the Congress-first approach is that it slows down the warmaking process, which in turn prevents imprudent wars that may be too costly and ineffective. As Ely stated, "The point was not to exclude the executive from the decision - if the president's not on board we're not going to have much of a war - but rather to "clog' the road to combat by requiring the concurrence of a number of people of various points of view." n10 Several younger scholars, including Michael Ramsey, Jane Stromseth, and William  [*2517]  Treanor, have provided more elaborate defenses of this functional approach by delving further into the Framing history. n11 This approach is appealing because it bears close similarity to the process that governs the enactment of ordinary legislation. It promises the deliberation, consensus, and clarity prized by the new legal process approaches that recently have influenced thinking about legislation and administrative law. n12

But before accepting this seemingly attractive vision, we should ask whether the Congress-first system lives up to its promises. In other words, has requiring congressional ex ante approval for foreign wars produced less war, better decision-making, or greater consensus? A cursory review of previous American wars does not suggest that requiring congressional authorization before the use of force invariably produces better decision-making. For example, the declarations of war initiating the Mexican-American and Spanish-American Wars did not result from extensive deliberation or necessarily result in good policy. n13 Although both wars benefited the United States by expanding the nation's territory and enhancing its presence on the world stage, n14 they remained offensive wars of conquest. Nor is it clear that congressional participation has resulted in greater consensus. Congress approved both the Vietnam and the 2003 Iraq Wars, but both have produced sharp divisions in American domestic politics.

Their empirics are cherry picked. 

Nzelibe & Yoo 6 [Jide Nzelibe (Asst. Profesor of Law @ Northwestern) and John Yoo (Emanuel S. Heller Professor of Law @ UC-Berkeley Law); “Rational War and Constitutional Design”; Yale Law Journal, Vol. 115; 2006] 
Statements defending congressional approval of military hostilities, in effect, argue that congressional authorization produces deliberation, consensus, and good selection of wars. However, there is little or no empirical data to support this conclusion, and some of the best known anecdotes from the historical record point in the other direction. If empirical data on American wars would be too difficult to analyze, perhaps we should proceed along a different line, by constructing better models of state behavior in the  [*2519]  international system to judge the efficacy of warmaking arrangements. We do not claim that the empirical record shows that a President-first approach is always superior. We argue that the Congress-first approach is based on unproven and questionable assumptions, and that as a matter of theory an approach that allows the President to choose whether to seek congressional support for war will be superior. We do not attempt to provide new empirical analysis here, but we will show as a matter of theory why the Congress-first approach does not provide the benefits claimed by its proponents.
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UN fails 
Anderson 12 (Kenneth Anderson is a professor of international law at Washington College of Law, American University, Washington, D.C., and a visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution. He specializes in international law, human rights and the laws of war, as well as international business law, international development, and not-for-profit law.  Before joining the American University law faculty, he was founding director of the Human Rights Watch Arms Division and later general counsel to the Open Society Institute/Soros Foundations., 7/25/2012, "Why Does the UN Still Exist?", www.hoover.org/publications/defining-ideas/article/123451)

What exactly is the United Nations and, for that matter, why is there still a United Nations at all? How has it managed to survive over time, from 1945 down to the present—given its long record of underperformance, frequent outright failure, and even more frequent irrelevance? On the United Nations’ core issues—collective peace and security, development, and universal human values and rights—its record is mediocre, unless one counts sheer institutional persistence as enough. And that record is particularly poor concerning the issue from which the collective sprang in 1945: international peace and security through the collective itself. Why, then, has not the ruthless evolutionary logic of history pruned it as a failed institutional sapling in a relentlessly competitive forest, as the League was pruned? The textbooks in international law and organizations provide one set of answers to account for the persistence of the United Nations. They tell us the heroic story of the United Nations’ founding in 1945 and the first meetings in San Francisco; Eleanor Roosevelt et al. They tell us about the efforts of the Second World War Allies to create an organization that would be able to establish true collective security and avoid the fatal—and predictable—errors of international organizations that yielded, among other things, the failed League of Nations and the naïve Kellogg-Briand Pact. They describe the present-day organization as an attempt to provide global governance in a recalcitrant world. They tend, above all, to tell a progressive moral history—“Whig history”—of advances toward greater and better international order through international law and organizations. Accounts from the field of international relations tend to be more skeptical, but their skepticism comes typically from a realist perspective. The skepticism is descriptive rather than normative. These international-relations accounts do not necessarily challenge the normative goals of the United Nations and international order but instead note just how difficult the task is and the limited success the institution has had. But descriptive and normative accounts of the United Nations, successes and failures, seen from the outside are not the only accounts that matter. One would get a rather different perspective on the United Nations than either of these big-picture external accounts by perusing the institution’s finances. For those (few) willing to delve into its internal budget, management, fiscal control, accounting, managerial structures, and labor relations, a striking organizational beast emerges. The organization’s priorities are mirrored in its budgets and fiscal structures that allocate its resources. This is a picture of the United Nations characterized by rent-seeking and sometimes outright corruption, lack of fiscal discipline or control, and a chief executive officer, the secretary-general, who has no exact idea how many people work for his organization. These are not facts that many experts on UN diplomacy choose to pay much attention to. Rather, the diplomats often find them tiresome when forced on their attention, for they distract from the grand issues of diplomacy and international law that make the United Nations exciting. The international-relations specialists find that they distract from accounts of power relations among states at the United Nations. But they are surely relevant, too, in establishing the terms of US-UN relations. Yet none of these accounts of the United Nations, useful and interesting though each may be, provides much of a basis for guiding the United States in its dealings with the United Nations. That requires an account not merely of the United Nations’ heroic self-conception, its less-than stellar record, or its tawdry organizational reality—but also of its intellectual and ideological trajectory, in relation to the United States, from the past into the future, and those in relation to the ideals and interests of the United States. We need ways of explaining the United Nations so as to explain and predict how it will evolve and whether and when that evolution will support US ideals and interests or conflict with them. A Crisis of Identity at the UN So let us shift to another, quite different means of explaining the United Nations. The master issue, in this explanation, is the institution’s source of legitimacy. The key to relations between the United States and the United Nations is fundamentally to address their contrasting—sometimes supporting and sometimes competing—legitimacies. Doing that begins with a close look at the source and nature of the United Nations’ legitimacy and how the peculiar limits of that legitimacy contribute to the institution’s most persistent large-scale feature—paralysis, a very particular kind of paralysis, to be sure, because it consists of marching, constant marching, but marching in place. Call it immobilité perpétuelle. The United Nations consists of deep contradictions. More exactly, the United Nations consists of antinomies—profound, connected opposites that are “baked into” the institution’s structure, history, incentives, and motivations. The United Nations is an independent institution with independent global claims to govern; the United Nations is a mere instrumentality of the member states. The United Nations is an institution based around the sovereign equality of states participating in a universal institution; the United Nations is committed to certain values and yet, at least in principle, there are standards to be met by states as a condition of joining and participating. The United Nations is the talking shop of the nations; the United Nations is a genuinely shared society of the world and not just the meeting ground of states’ politics. The United Nations is merely the humble servant of its states-party; the United Nations is an independent governmental actor directly representing the “peoples” of the world. The secretary-general is merely the ministerial servant of the member states of the United Nations; the secretary-general is something approaching, albeit weakly, the “president” of the world. The United Nations is about global governance; yet it is said to be governance without a global government. The False Dream of Tomorrow But the most powerful of the United Nations’ many and varied antinomies is the one that ironically turns the institution’s very failures into its most potent source of legitimacy. The distinctive salience of the United Nations is that it is a failure today—and a hope for tomorrow. And this is so even though it is always a failure today, each and every day—and yet always a hope for tomorrow. Imagine the United Nations as a sickly sapling. Sickly as it is today, however, it still holds out the promise of growing to become a glorious overarching tree—the glorious sheltering tree of global governance—but tomorrow, and always tomorrow. The tree never seems to grow or overcome its pathologies; it always remains the same sickly sapling. But likewise the promise of tomorrow, too, always remains as glorious. This paradox points to one of the fundamental reasons for the persistence of the United Nations over time. The chronic promise of tomorrow provides a reason to put up with the chronic failures of today. Everything the organization does today, no matter how ineffective, ineffectual, corrupt, rent-seeking, or just plain wrong, has to be excused on the basis of what the organization will someday be. It does not finally matter what the scandal, the appallingly bad behavior, the failure of management or of execution or of fiscal control happens to be. It can be wholesale mismanagement and corruption through the Oil-for-Food program (does anyone still recall that multi-billion dollar scandal?) and the flight of a senior UN executive to his extradition-free home state. It might be rape and sexual predation against the young, not only by UN peacekeeping troops trading sex for food but also by UN civilian staff in African conflicts—followed by stern pronouncements of zero tolerance but no actual criminal prosecutions. Or it might be the unveiling of a $23 million mural on the ceiling of the UN Human Rights Council chambers—the main sponsor, Spain, having raided its international development aid budget to help pay for it. It might be the relentless orchestration of reports, statements, declarations, resolutions, and investigations by that same Human Rights Council, beneath its magnificent mural, and its members and various “independent” experts and NGO enablers against a single state: Israel. Or it could be the utter and disastrous inability of the United Nations to actually get aid in a timely fashion to victims of the 2004 tsunami, as its aid czar held press conferences and sent observers to reconnoiter and finally fell into the usual default activity of blaming the United States. Or—at the largest political levels, looking back across UN history—it might be UN inaction in genocide in Rwanda and Bosnia. This leaves aside the question of whether the United Nations’ general inability to create positive outcomes, even when not acting badly but merely inefficaciously, is a reason to wonder about whether it is an organization worth having around in the long run. It leaves aside the dangling question of whether the United Nations might be better replaced with some other structure of global political coordination. After all, such institutions of global coordination as do exist with some effectiveness—the World Trade Organization, for example—are formally reckoned part of the UN system through, as it were, branding but in fact are governed under their own mandates. Those successful global coordination exercises share a couple of defining features. First, they tend to be about economic matters in which a reasonably large group of states have reasonably overlapping interests, whatever their other conflicts. Second, they see their activities as fundamentally self-limiting to that particular activity, function, and justification—not leading beyond it into grand political projects, regardless of how much theorists of governance would like to see themselves gradually building into some grander political structure. The successful and reasonably effective institutions of global coordination have a deeply Burkean sense of limits: the length of time it takes to elaborate limited institutions of coordination and how quickly that coordination can be eroded or even toppled. These are not the qualities of the United Nations as such; its mandate is by its nature political and invites expansion on every metric save effectiveness. Indeed, rather than inviting grander political projects in global governance, the United Nations’ manifest failures ought rationally to invite the question of whether the United Nations’ existence has the unfortunate effect of impeding the very possibility of the emergence of an alternative structure—some evolution towards something else, something with fewer contradictions, antinomies, and ambiguities. The Platonic Ideal of Global Governance But the deepest of these is the way in which future promises lock in failure today. The rhetoric that surrounds the United Nations, the rhetoric that gives us the persistent ideal of “The Parliament of Man,” has this constant and peculiar trope. It is always looking beyond the dismal present day of the United Nations to the glorious transcendental future of global governance, always on offer, but always on offer tomorrow. Call it “UN platonism.” Or maybe call it—the non-falsifiable idea of the United Nations. It amounts to an infatuation with “global governance” as an ideal platonic form. There are apparently no circumstances in the real world in which the ideal of the platonic United Nations could be found definitively wanting. The persistence of global hunger? Inevitably it means we must commit ever more deeply to the United Nations and give more to its development program. An outbreak of epidemic disease sweeps the planet? Clearly, we need to invest more in UN agencies and should have done so earlier. Nuclear war breaks out between regional powers? The problem must surely have been that insufficient emphasis was placed on engagement through the United Nations’ multilateral disarmament and nuclear nonproliferation negotiations. The United Nations always remains the default answer, no matter what the question and no matter how badly its own failures contributed to the problem. If it is somehow not the answer for today, then certainly it is the answer for tomorrow. And even if it is not the answer right now, we should act as though it were in order that it may become the answer for tomorrow. For some people, this is a general proposition, directly an article of faith about global governance and the United Nations as its historical vessel. Others maintain that they have an open mind, and so the United Nations might not necessarily (as a matter of historical necessity) be the answer to global coordination. But somehow, there turns out to be nothing in fact that could alter their commitment to the institution, because of what it represents for the future or, at least minimally, because it always turns out to be the hypothesized least-bad alternative. The first is straight-up UN platonism; the second is a functional, constructive UN platonism. However one gets there, the final result is the same. Future possibilities hold the present hostage, and so every failure must finally be excused. No matter what the question, the answer is somehow always a greater and deeper commitment to the United Nations. It has to be reckoned a non-falsifiable faith, not a reasoned judgment.

No UN cred and Obama won’t support multilat

Bosco 11
David Bosco, Foreign Policy, 2/9/12, Are the Obama folks genuine multilateralists?, bosco.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/02/09/are_the_obama_folks_genuine_multilateralists
The debate about whether the West was disingenuous and manipulative in its use of Security Council authorization has now run for months, and the camps are pretty well delineated. Rice and others (see Erik Voeten's smart post here) insist that the BRIC claims to have been snookered are not credible. Others, myself included, see the Libya operation as fairly clearly in excess of Security Council authority (though not necessarily bad policy).

On its own, this debate is not all that important and should probably now be consigned to dusty law reviews, where folks can wrangle over the fine points of old Security Council resolutions for years. But there is embedded in this debate something important: the question of whether the Obama administration is genuine in its professed committment to multilateralism. Steve Walt, in response to an earlier post of mine, doubles down on his insistence that the administration (and interventionists more broadly) are deeply hypocritical:

    The real puzzle is why advocates of intervention are so fond of invoking multilateralism, institutions, and the importance of international law, and then so quick to ignore it when it gets in the way of today's pet project. Realists aren't always right, but at least we're not hypocrites. 

The charge here is that many of those who claim to respect law and institutions in fact use them as mere means to an end and will happily discard them when inconvenient. They do not see them as genuine restraints that should be respected for their own sake, but as tactical instruments to be deployed and withdrawn as the situation demands. The administration loves the UN's Human Rights Council when it is criticizing others, but feels no obligation to respond seriously to the UN 
special rapporteur on extrajudicial killings when he asks about American targeted assassinations.

Nor does the administration appear inclined to part with the customary great-power privileges that sap the legitimacy of existing multilateral institutions in the eyes of much of the world. Despite the administration's claims to want a more equitable international architecture, for example,  it quietly backed Europe's bid to maintain leadership of the IMF. It shows no signs that it will surrender its customary privilege of naming the head of the World Bank and open that process to international competition. And on perhaps the most enervating issue of great-power privilege--the structure of the UN Security Council--the administration has zero appetite for reform.
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No ME war defense - sanctions cause US-iran war - draws in regional powers and escalates to extinction - Russell

Turns case - would cause US military lashout - perfect opportunity for executive to circumvent

strikes

Robert Satloff, Washington Institute Executive Director, 11/25/14, Iran's Nuclear Program Is Still Growing, and America's Fist Is Shrinking , www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/view/irans-nuclear-program-is-still-growing-and-americas-fist-is-shrinking
The key question is whether Netanyahu is so incensed that he will turn the cold war hot by sending Israel's F-16s to do what Obama decided not to do -- derail Iran's nuclear program by force. While Israel has twice before bombed Arab nuclear sites -- in Iraq in 1981; in Syria in 2007 -- such a move would, in effect, not just blow up Iran's nuclear facilities but also Obama's most noteworthy diplomatic achievement. When the dust clears, no one can know for certain whether the U.S.-Israel relationship will still be intact.

Against this background, the chances that Israel acts militarily against Iran over the next six months are, for all practical purposes, nil. The political risks are just too great. Instead, Israel is likely to focus its efforts on urging friends on Capitol Hill to approve legislative measures that clarify and tighten aspects of the Geneva deal -- additional sanctions that only go into effect in the event Tehran violates the terms of the agreement, and limitations on the administration's ability to extend the period of the deal beyond its original six-month term. Some legislators will also try to exploit a loophole in the Geneva deal to expand non-nuclear sanctions, focusing on Iran's continued support of terrorism and worsening human rights record. The administration can be expected to oppose all these measures as contrary to the spirit of good faith promised in the Geneva text. A fight is coming.

But if no final agreement is reached within six months and the administration opts to extend the "first step" deal beyond its initial term, all bets are off. Israel may take that as a sign that the temporary is becoming permanent, a common Middle East occurrence, and consider itself free from the constraint of acting against a strategic partner. If Netanyahu regrets that he didn't act against Iran's nuclear program during the 2012 election season, as many commentators suggest, a decision to renew the first-step deal may give him another chance to act in the 2014 election cycle.

Hopefully, such speculation will amount to no more than a bad dream. But that will require the Obama administration to follow on the most important achievements of the Geneva deal with robust implementation, strict sanctions enforcement, and speedy, time-limited negotiation for an even stronger, tighter, firmer final arrangement with Iran. In other words, the really tough part is yet to come.

Strikes trigger biological warfare and draw in Russia and China

Morgan 9 (Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693)
This scenario has gained even more plausibility since a January 2007 Sunday Times report [13] of an Israeli intelligence leak that Israel was considering a strike against Iran, using low-yield bunker busting nukes to destroy Iran’s supposedly secret underground nuclear facilities. In Moore’s scenario, non-nuclear neighboring countries would then respond with conventional rockets and chemical, biological and radiological weapons. Israel then would retaliate with nuclear strikes on several countries, including a pre-emptive strike against Pakistan, who then retaliates with an attack not only on Israel but pre-emptively striking India as well. Israel then initiates the ‘‘Samson option’’ with attacks on other Muslim countries, Russia, and possibly the ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ cities of Europe. At that point, all-out nuclear war ensues as the U.S. retaliates with nuclear attacks on Russia and possibly on China as well.11

Uniqueness overwhelms

GOP constantly searching for fissures to force Dem defections on Iran—their uniqueness evidence is a snapshot of the status quo, which the plan fundamentally changes—they’ll make Iran front and center, use the plan to effectively pressure Dems and revive the sanction push—That’s 1NC Rogin and Sargent

Iran sanctions is an ongoing showdown

Jennifer Rubin, 2/7/14, Menendez’s blasts Obama’s Iran policy, www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right-turn/wp/2014/02/07/menendezs-blasts-obamas-iran-policy/
The administration has a big problem on Iran. It has for now successfully fended off sanctions, but in doing so it helped forge consensus about the flaws in its approach and set the scene for a major showdown with Congress when, as everyone but Secretary of State John Kerry expects, Iran refuses to agree to even minimal steps to dismantle its nuclear weapons program. In other words, it has set itself up for failure with no back-up plan. Thursday, Sen. Robert Menendez (D-N.J.), denied by his majority leader a vote on a sanctions bill that would pass with more than 70 votes, explained in detail the administration’s gross mishandling of negotiations. It is worth reading in full, but some portions deserve emphasis. After describing in detail the requirements the administration, the United Nations and former administration official Dennis Ross have confirmed are needed to prevent a nuclear-capable Iran, the New Jersey Democrat summed up the flaws in the interim deal:

Pro-sanction groups are only tactically retreating—they’ll pounce on the plan

Stephen Collinson, AFP, 1/29/14, Obama repels new Iran sanctions push... for now, news.yahoo.com/obama-repels-iran-sanctions-push-now-032127269.html
President Barack Obama appears to have prevailed, for now, in a campaign to stop Congress from imposing new sanctions on Iran he fears could derail nuclear diplomacy.

Several Democratic senators who previously backed a bipartisan sanctions bill publicly stepped back after Obama threatened a veto during his State of the Union address Tuesday.

Several sources familiar with behind-the-scenes maneuvring say a number of other Democratic senators signed up for more sanctions had privately recoiled from a damaging vote against their own president.

According to some counts in recent weeks, the measure had 59 likely votes, including 16 Democrats, and was even approaching a two-thirds veto-proof majority in the 100-seat Senate.

But latest developments appear to have checked that momentum.

"I am strongly supporting the bill but I think a vote is unnecessary right now as long as there's visible and meaningful progress" in the Iran negotiations, Senator Richard Blumenthal told AFP, after expressing reservations earlier this month.

Democratic Senator Chris Coons made a similar declaration at a post-State of the Union event hosted by Politico.

"Now is not the time for a vote on an Iran sanctions bill," he said.

Another Democratic Senator, Joe Manchin, hopes Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid will not bring it up.

"I did not sign it with the intention that it would ever be voted upon or used upon while we're negotiating," Manchin told MSNBC television.

"I signed it because I wanted to make sure the president had a hammer if he needed it and showed him how determined we were to do it and use it if we had to."

The White House mounted an intense campaign against a bill it feared would undermine Tehran's negotiators with conservatives back home or prompt them to ditch diplomacy.

Obama aides infuriated pro-sanctions senators by warning the measure could box America into a march to war to halt Tehran's nuclear program if diplomacy died.

The campaign included a letter to Reid from Democratic committee chairs urging a vote be put off.

Another letter was orchestrated from a group of distinguished foreign policy experts.

Multi-faith groups weighed in and coordinated calls from constituents backing Obama on nuclear diplomacy poured into offices of key Democrats.

The campaign appears for now to have overpowered the pro-sanctions push by hawkish senators and the Israel lobby, whose doubts on the Iran nuclear deal mirror those of Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu.

Senator Johnny Isakson, a Republican co-sponsor of the legislation, said: "It looks like we're kind of frozen in place."

Those behind the anti-sanctions campaign though privately concede they may have won a battle, not a war.

'A crucial victory'

The push for new sanctions will flare again ahead of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee's (AIPAC) annual conference in March, which Netanyahu is expected to address.

It could also recur if the talks with Iran on a final pact extend past the six-month window set by the interim deal.

But for now, groups that supported the push against sanctions are jubilant.

"This is a major victory, a crucial victory for the American public who don't want to see a war," said Kate Gould of the Friends Committee on National Legislation.

But she warned: "There'll be other efforts to try and sabotage the process."
Obama has won the Iran fight now, but faces continued opposition

Michael Crittenden, WSJ, 2/4/14, Congress Eases Standoff With White House Over Iran Sanctions, online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424052702304851104579363372176271460
The Obama administration appeared to be prevailing in its effort to persuade lawmakers to give U.S. diplomacy with Iran a chance, but faced continued skepticism from senators at a hearing Tuesday.

Senior aides said pressure on Senate leaders to allow a vote on new sanctions has eased in recent weeks, as lawmakers gauge the effectiveness of an interim deal reached in November between Iran and world powers.

But while many lawmakers said they were willing to give diplomacy time to work, Democrats and Republicans alike said the stakes were high if talks fail.

"If these negotiations fail, there are two grim alternatives, a nuclear Iran, or war, or perhaps both," said Sen. Richard Durbin (D., Ill.), a Senate Foreign Relations Committee member.

The White House and lawmakers have wrestled over the issue for months. Many in Congress support new sanctions, while the administration insists such a step would disrupt high-level negotiations with Tehran. A six-month deal provides Iran with relief from international sanctions in exchange for enhanced inspections and Tehran's agreement to halt or roll back parts of its nuclear program.

Sen. Robert Menendez (D., N.J.), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, argued the agreement provides Iran with economic benefits that outpace what Western governments have received in return. He said he remained concerned Iran would never agree to fully put aside its nuclear ambitions.

"I am convinced that we should only relieve pressure on Iran in return for verifiable concessions that will fundamentally dismantle Iran's nuclear program," Mr. Menendez said.

A top State Department official argued that any move by the U.S. to impose new sanctions would risk unraveling the international talks. "It is crucial we give diplomacy a chance to succeed," Wendy Sherman, the State Department undersecretary of political affairs, told the Foreign Relations panel.

President Barack Obama and his administration have urged lawmakers to hold off on additional actions. Mr. Obama vowed in his State of the Union address to veto any bill "that threatens to derail these talks."

Lawmakers have bristled at some of the White House criticism, particularly the suggestion that those seeking more sanctions were in favor of war. Sen. Timothy Kaine (D., Va.), addressing those complaints Tuesday, said that those who support new sanctions "are not pro-war and those that oppose it are not soft on Iran or anti-Israel."

pc

Capital key

Peter Nicholas, WSJ, 1/21/14, The Missing Pieces in Obama’s Bully Pulpit, blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2014/01/21/the-missing-pieces-in-obamas-bully-pulpit/

Mr. Obama has never been one for strong-arm tactics: intimidating opponents or striking fear into lawmakers who’ve crossed him.  It’s not part of his emotional wiring.

Nor has he put much stock in seducing lawmakers in the manner, say, of a Lyndon Johnson.

He prefers making a reasonable argument that resonates with the broader public, pressuring Congress to fall in line.
Mr. Obama got a huge laugh at the White House Correspondence Association dinner last year when he said: “Some folks still don’t think I spend enough time with Congress. ‘Why don’t you get a drink with [Senate Republican leader] Mitch McConnell?’ they ask. Really? Why don’t you get a drink with Mitch McConnell?”

Robert Gates, the former defense secretary who served under both George W. Bush and Mr. Obama has just come out with a memoir describing his time in office. Meeting with reporters over breakfast last week, Mr. Gates said of Messrs. Bush and Obama: “They were neither much liked nor much feared on the Hill.”

With three years left in his presidency, White House advisers say Mr. Obama is charting a course that ensures his agenda won’t be hostage to a polarized Congress. He’ll make more use of his executive authority to curb global warming and boost the economy.

Yet the president won’t be able to bypass his legislative adversaries altogether. He needs to fend off a push by some in Congress to impose new sanctions on Iran, a move that could complicate his efforts to thwart Iran’s nuclear program through diplomatic means. He wants to pass an immigration bill, a promise left over from his 2008 campaign.

deal good

results in new sanctions that collapse negotiations and cause war

William Davnie, Former State Dept Officer, Chief of State at Iraq provincial office, 1/5/14, Iran sanctions bill threatens progress; pressure is on Franken, Klobuchar, http://www.startribune.com/opinion/commentaries/238660021.html

The historic Geneva deal to limit Iran’s nuclear program is scheduled to go into effect later this month. Once it does, the world will be farther away from a devastating war and a nuclear-armed Iran. As U.S. Rep. Betty McCollum, D-Minn., rightly pointed out, “this initial deal is a triumph for engagement and tough diplomacy.” However, the U.S. Senate could reverse that progress through a vote on new sanctions as early as this week, putting the United States and Iran on a collision course toward war.
For the first time in a decade, the Geneva deal presses pause on Iran’s nuclear program, and presses the rewind button on some of the most urgent proliferation concerns. In exchange, the United States has committed to pause the expansion of its sanctions regime, and in fact rewind it slightly with limited sanctions relief. Imposing new sanctions now would be just as clear a violation of the Geneva agreement as it would be for Iran to expand its nuclear program.

That’s why the Obama administration has committed to vetoing any such measures and has warned that torpedoing the talks underway could put our country on a march toward war. A recent, unclassified intelligence assessment concurred with the White House’s caution, asserting that new sanctions “would undermine the prospects for a successful comprehensive nuclear agreement with Iran.”

However, in an open rebuke of the White House, the intelligence community and the 10 Senate committee chairs who cautioned against new sanctions, Sens. Robert Menendez, D-N.J.; Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y., and Mark Kirk, R-Ill., have introduced a bill (S. 1881) to impose new oil and financial sanctions on Iran.

Supporters of this measure stress that new sanctions would take effect only if Iran violates the Geneva agreement or fails to move toward a final deal at the end of the six-month negotiation period. And some dismiss this congressional threat as toothless, given President Obama’s vow to veto any sanctions legislation. But simply passing these sanctions would dangerously escalate tensions with Iran. U.S. Rep. Keith Ellison, D-Minn., put it best: “New sanctions stand to kill any hope for diplomacy.”

Already, anti-Geneva-deal counterparts in Iran’s parliament have responded with their own provocation, introducing legislation to require Iran to enrich near weapons grade if the United States imposes new sanctions.

Like the Senate sanctions bill, the Iranian parliament’s legislation would have a delayed trigger. Like the Senate bill, the mere introduction of this reckless legislation isn’t a violation of the letter of the Geneva agreement per se. But both bills risk restarting the vicious cycle of confrontation that has defined the U.S.-Iran relationship for decades.

midterms
Midterm flip is too late to effect Iran negotiations

Julian Pecquet, The Hill, 1/23/14, GOP Senate takeover could kill Iran deal, thehill.com/blogs/global-affairs/middle-east-north-africa/196170-gop-senate-takeover-could-kill-iran-nuclear

Iran hasn't emerged as an issue in midterm elections dominated by ObamaCare and the economy, so Republicans wouldn't be under great pressure to act if they do win. And if a final deal — however imperfect — is reached, Republicans might have a hard time defending a vote that the administration will most likely frame as a path to war.
“If against all odds, there is a deal, and we have some sort of peaceful, diplomatic track toward stopping Iran's nuclear program, it would seem to me that legislation that might blow up that process would be so problematic that, hopefully, the Republicans wouldn't even go there,” said Tommy Vietor, the former spokesman for Obama's National Security Council and now a principal with consulting firm Fenway Strategies.

yes negotiations

Negotiations likely to succeed and be durable

Colin Kahl, 1/7/14, Still Not Time to Attack Iran, www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/140633/colin-h-kahl/still-not-time-to-attack-iran
In my article “Not Time to Attack Iran” (March/April 2012), I made the case for pursuing a diplomatic solution to the Iranian nuclear challenge, arguing that, because of the risks and costs associated with military action, “force is, and should remain, a last resort, not a first choice.” Key developments in 2013 -- namely, the election of Hassan Rouhani, a moderate, as Iran’s new president and the signing of an interim nuclear deal by Iran and the United States and its negotiating partners -- reinforce this conclusion. Whatever hawks such as Reuel Marc Gerecht or Matthew Kroenig might argue, it is still not time to attack Iran. Indeed, the prospects for reaching a comprehensive agreement to resolve the nuclear impasse peacefully, while far from guaranteed, have never been brighter. A LIGHT AT THE END OF THE TUNNEL After decades of isolation, the Iranian regime may finally be willing to place meaningful limits on its nuclear program in exchange for relief from punishing economic sanctions. In Iran’s June 2013 presidential election, Rouhani handily defeated a slate of conservative opponents, including the hard-line nuclear negotiator Saeed Jalili, who had campaigned on continuing Iran’s strategy of “nuclear resistance.” Rouhani, in contrast, pledged to reach a nuclear accommodation with the West and free Iran from the economic burden imposed by sanctions. Rouhani, also a former nuclear negotiator, believes he has the support of the Iranian people and a green light from Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei to reach a comprehensive nuclear accord with the United States and the other members of the P5+1 (Britain, China, France, Germany, and Russia). The first step on the road to a comprehensive deal came in November 2013 with an interim agreement in Geneva, in which Tehran agreed to freeze and modestly roll back its nuclear program in exchange for a pause in new international sanctions and a suspension of some existing penalties. The deal represents the most meaningful move toward a denuclearized Iran in more than a decade. It neutralizes Iran’s stockpile of 20 percent uranium and therefore modestly lengthens Iran’s “breakout” timeline -- the time required to enrich uranium to weapons grade -- by one or two months. A new inspections regime also means any breakout attempt would be detected soon enough for the international community to react, and expanded International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) access to Iran’s nuclear infrastructure will make it more difficult for Iran to divert critical technology and materials to new secret sites. The terms also preclude the new plutonium reactor at Arak from becoming operational, halting the risk that Iran could soon use plutonium to build a bomb. For all its good points, the interim agreement does not by itself resolve the Iranian nuclear challenge. Rather, the accord is designed to create at least a six-month diplomatic window (the initial period of the agreement), or longer if the agreement is extended, to negotiate a final, comprehensive solution. At the very least, U.S. officials have suggested that the ultimate deal must permanently cap Iran’s enrichment at five percent; substantially reduce Iran’s low-enriched uranium stockpile; place significant limits on the number of Iranian centrifuges and enrichment facilities; dismantle Arak or convert it to a proliferation-resistant light-water reactor; allow much more intrusive inspections of both declared and undeclared facilities; and account for the “past military dimensions” of Iran’s nuclear research. In exchange, Iran would receive comprehensive relief from multilateral and national nuclear- and proliferation-related sanctions. GOING FOR BROKE Some analysts argue that U.S. negotiators should use the leverage created by crippling economic sanctions and Iran’s apparent willingness to negotiate to insist on a total dismantling of Iran’s fuel-cycle activities. The maximalist approach is reflected in Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu’s stated requirements for a final deal: no uranium enrichment at any level, no stockpile of enriched uranium, no centrifuges or centrifuge facilities, and no Arak heavy-water reactor or plutonium reprocessing facilities. Attempting to keep Iran as far away from nuclear weapons as possible seems prudent and reasonable. It is imperative that any final deal prohibits Iran from possessing facilities that would allow it to produce weapons-grade plutonium, for example. But in reality, the quest for an optimal deal that requires a permanent end to Iranian enrichment at any level would likely doom diplomacy, making the far worse outcomes of unconstrained nuclearization or a military showdown over Tehran's nuclear program much more probable. Regardless of pressure from the United States, its allies, and the wider international community, the Iranian regime is unlikely to agree to end all enrichment permanently. Khamenei, the ultimate decider on the nuclear file, has invested far too much political capital and money (more than $100 billion over the years) in mastering enrichment technology and defending Iran's nuclear rights (defined as domestic enrichment). The nuclear program and “resistance to arrogant powers” are firmly imbedded in the regime’s ideological raison d’être. So, even in the face of withering economic sanctions, Khamenei and hard-liners within the Revolutionary Guard are unlikely to sustain support for further negotiations -- let alone acquiesce to a final nuclear deal -- if the end result reflects a total surrender for the regime. As Alireza Nader, an Iran analyst at the RAND Corporation, observes, “[S]anctions are a danger to their rule, but weakness in the face of pressure might be no less a threat.” Nor are Rouhani and his negotiating team likely to agree to halt enrichment or advocate for such a policy, since doing so would be political suicide. In 2003, during Rouhani’s previous role as Iran's chief nuclear negotiator, he convinced Khamenei to accept a temporary suspension of enrichment. But further talks with the international community stalled in early 2005 over a failure to agree on Iran’s asserted right to enrichment, and Tehran ended its suspension shortly thereafter. Rouhani is unlikely to let that happen again. 

PLAYING CHICKEN Given the certainty that Iran will reject maximalist demands from the United States, the United States should only make such demands if it is willing to go to the brink of the abyss with Iran, escalating economic and military threats to the point at which the regime’s survival is acutely and imminently in danger. Yet pursuing such a high-risk strategy is unlikely to succeed, and the consequences of failure would be profound. First, it is unclear whether any escalation of sanctions could bring the regime to its knees in time to prevent Iran from achieving a breakout capability. Iran’s apparent willingness to negotiate under pressure is not, in and of itself, evidence that more pressure will produce total surrender. Iran’s economy is in dire straits, but the country does not appear to be facing imminent economic collapse. Khamenei and the Revolutionary Guard also seem to believe that the Islamic Republic weathered far worse during the Iran-Iraq War, an eight-year conflict that killed hundreds of thousands of Iranians and produced over half a trillion dollars in economic losses before Iran agreed to a cease-fire. Even if Washington goes forward with additional sanctions, economic conditions are not likely to produce enough existential angst among Iranian leaders, generate mass unrest, or otherwise implode the regime before Iran achieves a nuclear breakout capability. And even if they did lead to regime change, it still might not prove sufficient to force a nuclear surrender. After all, the imprisoned leaders of the Green Movement and Iranian secularists opposed to the Islamic Republic, as well as a significant majority of the Iranian people, also support Iran’s declared right to enrichment. Second, and somewhat paradoxically, ramping up sanctions to force regime capitulation now could end up weakening international pressure on Iran. For better or worse, Rouhani has already succeeded in shifting international perceptions of Iran. If the United States, rather than Iran, comes across as intransigent, it will become much more difficult to maintain the international coalition currently isolating Tehran, particularly on the parts of China, Russia, and numerous other European and Asian nations. Some fence sitters in Europe and Asia will start to flirt with Iran again, leaving the United States in the untenable position of choosing between imposing extraterritorial sanctions on banks and companies in China, India, Japan, South Korea, Turkey, and elsewhere, or acquiescing to the erosion of the international sanctions architecture. Third, issuing more explicit military threats (through public warning by U.S. President Barack Obama or congressional passage of a resolution authorizing the use of military force, for example) is also unlikely to achieve a maximalist diplomatic outcome. There is little doubt that maintaining a credible military option affects the Iranian regime’s calculations, raising the potential costs associated with nuclearization. And if diplomacy fails, the United States should reserve the option of using force as a last resort. But threats to strike Iranian nuclear sites surgically, no matter how credible, would not create a sufficient threat to the survival of the regime to compel it to dismantle its nuclear program completely. Finally, attempting to generate an existential crisis for the Islamic Republic could backfire by increasing the regime’s incentives to acquire nuclear weapons. If the United States escalates economic or military pressure at the very moment when Iran has finally begun to negotiate in earnest, Khamenei will likely conclude that the real and irrevocable goal of U.S. policy is regime change. Solidifying this perception would enhance, rather than lessen, Tehran’s motivation to develop a nuclear deterrent. In short, playing chicken with Iran will not work and is likely to result in a dangerous crash. Gambling everything by insisting on an optimal deal could result in no deal at all, leaving Iran freer and potentially more motivated to build atomic arms and making a military confrontation more likely. STILL TIME FOR DIPLOMACY During a December 2013 forum hosted by the Brookings Institution, Obama said, “It is in America’s national security interests . . . to prevent Iran from getting a nuclear weapon. . . . But what I’ve consistently said is, even as I don’t take any options off the table, what we do have to test is the possibility that we can resolve this issue diplomatically.” When asked by a former Israeli general in the audience what he would do if diplomacy with Iran breaks down, Obama said, “The options that I’ve made clear I can avail myself of, including a military option, is one that we would consider and prepare for.”

Given the dangers associated with a nuclear-armed Iran, Obama is right to keep the military option alive. But he is also right to strongly prefer a diplomatic outcome. Leadership changes in Tehran and the diplomatic momentum created by the Geneva interim accord mean that there is a real chance that the Iranian nuclear crisis -- a challenge that has haunted the international community for decades -- could finally be resolved peacefully. No one can say for sure how high the odds of success are. But given the enormous dangers associated with both an Iranian bomb and the bombing of Iran, it is imperative to give diplomacy every chance to succeed.

Khamenei will support the deal and he is key

Kahl 12/31 (Colin, Colin H. Kahl is an associate professor in Georgetown University’s Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service and a senior fellow and director of the Middle East Security Program at the Center for a New American Security. From 2009 to 2011, he was the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for the Middle East, National Interest, “The Danger of New Iran Sanctions”, 2012, http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/the-danger-new-iran-sanctions-9651)

History thus suggests that external economic pressure matters, but the balance of domestic political forces in Iran matters at least as much—and it is the interaction between the two that matters most of all. The Islamic Republic's authoritarian political system is not nearly as static or monolithic as many casual observers assume. Rather, it is an arena for contestation between competing political actors and interests—and the winners of these battles can have considerable influence over the ultimate course Iran takes. To be sure, Supreme Leader Khamenei is the most powerful actor in the Iranian government, and he is the ultimate decider on the nuclear issue. But he is not omnipotent or unmovable. More often than not, Khamenei stays above the political fray, waiting to weigh in on controversial decisions until he has assessed the domestic power balance and the direction the political winds are blowing.

Iran’s domestic politics matter because competing factions place different values on the nuclear program relative to other national priorities, and they have fundamentally divergent diplomatic and economic worldviews. Iranian moderates—including both pragmatic conservatives and reformers—believe Iran’s national interests are best served by international recognition and integration. They value the country’s nuclear program, but they also worry that pursuing nuclear weapons could ultimately leave Iran less secure by worsening regional tensions and, by making Iran the target of sanctions, ruining the nation’s economy. Consequently, they may be willing to settle for a nuclear outcome in which Iran maintains some distant, latent capability to develop nuclear weapons under significant international constraints. Such a capability, in their view, would be sufficient to deter foreign adversaries if security conditions deteriorate, but would not put Iran so close to an actual bomb that it results in international isolation. For pragmatists like Rouhani, that latent status was achieved once Iran mastered uranium-enrichment technology, and they seem willing to trade away more advanced nuclear capabilities to achieve their higher-order objectives of sanctions relief and reintegration into the international community.

In contrast, Iranian hardliners—including so-called Principlists and traditional clerical conservatives—do not seek integration with the wider world. They embrace a narrative that portrays the United States, Israel and the West as unrelenting enemies hellbent on toppling the Islamic Republic and depriving Iran of the economic and scientific wherewithal to take its rightful place among the world’s great nations. They see resistance to the West as the core of Iran’s national identity. And they view economic self-reliance and the acquisition of a one-turn-of-the-screwdriver-away “threshold” nuclear capability or actual nuclear weapons as the only means of deterring Western aggression and realizing Iran’s regional ambitions. For this group, international threats and sanctions simply vindicate their worldview, encouraging them to escalate their own provocative counter-reactions.

In this clash of perspectives, Khamenei appears closer to the hardliners’ camp. But Khamenei is also concerned about the legitimacy and survival of the system as a whole, which was badly damaged by the rigged 2009 elections and the mishandling of foreign and economic policy during Ahmadinejad’s tenure. Rouhani's sweeping election victory thus mattered not only because of the new president’s own preferences, but because the election itself signaled to Khamemei that some policy shift was required in order to maintain domestic legitimacy. Anxious to shore up the system, Khamenei appears willing to give Rouhani a chance to resolve the nuclear impasse, but only so long as the president and his negotiating team do not cross the leader’s red lines, especially as it relates to defending Iran’s asserted right to enrichment.
Allies are posturing—deal likely

Michael Hirsch, National Journal, 11/11, Every Nation Is Just Posturing on Iran, www.nationaljournal.com/defense/every-nation-is-just-posturing-on-iran-20131111
Benjamin Netanyahu is posturing on Iran. The Israeli prime minister is fulminating over a prospective nuclear deal and appears to be threatening to scuttle the already-stumbling talks with the Palestinians if Secretary of State John Kerry agrees to ease sanctions on Iran. Ever since he first met then-candidate Barack Obama in mid-2008, Netanyahu has lumped the Iran and Palestinian issues together and insisted they be solved sequentially—Iran first, then peace and statehood. "If Iran became nuclear it would mean the victory of the militants in Hamas and Hezbollah and undercut the moderates," Uzi Arad, Netanyahu's then-national security advisor, explained to me then. So Netanyahu now has an excuse to put off the issue of Palestinian statehood yet again, even though doing so might be shooting himself in the foot, demographically speaking. (A one-state solution, however satisfying to hawks, still turns Israel into a Middle East version of an apartheid state.) And whatever threats Netanyahu might make about Israeli military action against Iran, he knows that's not going to happen in the middle of these negotiations. Nor is it likely to any time soon: the Israeli PM's martial bluster can't hide the fact that most of Israel's defense/intelligence apparatus is resisting a strike—because an attack could, in the end achieve the precise opposite of what Israel needs. It might damage Iran's nuclear facilities only partially, marginalize the moderates in Tehran, and send Iran racing at an even greater rate toward a bomb, many Israeli officials fear. The French, too, are posturing on Iran. Paris gets piqued when it's not fully consulted on major Middle East issues, especially since it has taken a muscular lead in addressing recent flashpoints from Libya to Mali. French President Francois Hollande and his foreign minister, Laurent Fabius, were unhappy about America's apparent eagerness to spearhead a deal with Tehran, following Obama's unexpected and embarrassing reversal over attacking Syria just a day after Hollande had supported U.S. action. The French led previous efforts to negotiate suspension of enrichment with Tehran going back to 2003—long before Washington joined the process—so U.S. efforts to dictate policy today in both Syria and Iran are seen as an affront to restored Gallic pride. And the French relish their newfound influence in the region; they knew they could curry favor with the Saudis and their new buddies, the Israelis, as well as anti-Iran Gulf states, by playing the hard guys. Yet Kerry, in remarks made in Abu Dhabi on Monday, said the differences between the American and French positions were exaggerated, and a French official agreed that for the most part the two countries were still presenting a "united front." "[We were] unified on Saturday when we presented a proposal to the Iranians," Kerry said, "and the French signed off on it, we signed off on it, and everybody agreed it was a fair proposal. There was unity, but Iran couldn't take it at that particular on moment, they weren't able to accept that particular thing.'' The Iranians are posturing, too. No matter how badly the sanctions are biting, New President Hassan Rouhani and Foreign Minister Mohammad Javad Zarif are on a very short leash when it comes to concessions they can make, a point punctuated by the latest mutterings of Ayatollah Ali Khamenei and other hardline officials and Rouhani's defensive insistence on Iran's "right" to uranium enrichment. Khamenei could yank that leash summarily if Rouhani and Zarif give up too much at once, including the ongoing construction of the heavy-water Arak reactor, for a gradual easing of sanctions that does not quickly deliver a boost to Iran's tottering economy. So despite some real issues at stake, the failure to reach agreement over the weekend in Geneva was really about the fact that there were just too many political sensitivities at stake for the quick resolution of a ten-year-old conflict. The Americans need time to appease their most nervous allies in the region, especially the Israelis; the French need to satisfy their pride; and the Iranian negotiators need to assuage the Islamist militants at home who are snarling at their backs. "After ten years, we can wait another ten days," said one diplomat, referring to the scheduled resumption of talks on Nov. 20. Nonetheless, the signs are that all sides badly want this deal, which will likely entail a six-month freeze of Iran's enrichment to weapons-grade uranium in exchange for partial easing of sanctions, and that it will probably happen in the coming months, as Kerry boldly suggested. Reports Monday suggested that a new deal with U.N. inspectors could open Arak to monitoring, which might be enough to paper over the differences on that problem.
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Issue specific uniqueness first—prices in link uniqueness—supporters believe Obama’s war power cred is sufficient enough 
The Economist, 1/18/14, Mr Obama’s Iran problem, www.economist.com/news/united-states/21594295-congress-not-helping-president-deal-islamic-republic-mr-obamas-iran-problem

NEAR the end of George W. Bush’s presidency, his inner circle twice debated whether diplomacy or American air strikes were the best way to stop Middle Eastern foes from building a nuclear bomb. In both debates, involving Syria and Iran respectively, Robert Gates, the defence secretary, argued that Mr Bush could afford to try talking first without sacrificing his credibility. “I suspect no one in the world doubts this administration’s willingness to use force,” Mr Gates told Mr Bush in 2007, with more than a touch of understatement.

Now Iran is again causing angst in Washington. Barack Obama faces acute, bipartisan scepticism in Congress, after his envoys joined other world powers in brokering an interim nuclear agreement with the Islamic Republic. This is due to take effect on January 20th, easing international sanctions in exchange for slowing Iran’s nuclear work, and buying time for a more comprehensive deal. At the time of writing 59 of 100 senators say they back a proposal to hold extra sanctions over Iran’s head, despite warnings from Mr Obama that if Congress votes for new sanctions Iran may abandon the talks. That means Senate sceptics are not far from the two-thirds majority they need to override Mr Obama’s threat of a veto. (The Republican-controlled House of Representatives strongly backs tougher sanctions, either because members think the Iranians are bluffing about walking out, or because their favoured Iran strategy involves regime change.) Team Obama has let rip, asserting that passing new sanctions—even ones whose bite is suspended—will wreck talks, shatter international unity over Iran and trigger a “march toward war”. A National Security Council staffer said that if some members of Congress want military action against Iran, “they should be upfront with the American public and say so.”

Some of the forces at work have changed little since 2007. Friends such as Israel and allies such as Saudi Arabia still believe that Iran is a rogue power that will always break nuclear promises. Many members of Congress sincerely loathe Iran’s regime, partly because it sponsors terrorism and tortures dissidents, but also, perhaps, because of a sense that Iran bested America in the battle for influence in post-Saddam Iraq. If the Iranian government of President Hassan Rohani presents a smiling face to the world, many American lawmakers see that as a trick or as a sign that existing tough sanctions have worked, making it imperative to keep a boot on the regime’s neck, while reminding Iran that fresh cheating will be punished.

Another constant is domestic politics, especially in a mid-term election year. An influential pro-Israel group, the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), has been lobbying members of Congress to keep the pressure on Iran. So have members of the People’s Mujahedeen of Iran (often known by the Persian acronym MEK), a group with a violent past whose opposition to the Iranian regime has nonetheless earned it allies in Congress. Lastly, cynicism remains a lodestar. Democratic leaders in the Senate are not rushing to put plans for extra sanctions to a vote, and insiders say that suits some senators very well. For such opportunists, co-sponsoring a sanctions bill that goes nowhere is an ideal outcome: it avoids hard foreign-policy trade-offs, while warding off attack ads that call them soft on Iran.

Yet at least one big thing is new: a widespread belief, certainly among Republicans, that Mr Obama is in exactly the opposite position to Mr Bush. Plenty of people in the world doubt his willingness to use force, even to prevent Iran from building a nuclear bomb on his watch. If Congress is willing to risk scuppering talks with Iran at this early stage, a big part of the explanation is that Mr Obama is suffering a crisis of presidential credibility. That crisis dates back, most acutely, to his failure to secure congressional approval for promised strikes on Syria for using chemical weapons. Put bluntly, Washington critics think Mr Obama talks endlessly and wields only sticks small enough to be delivered by drone.

Putin and Assad take him seriously

Obama supporters inside and outside government offer two big counter-arguments about credibility. First, they offer a different interpretation of what happened over Syria last year. At the very moment that Washington was focused on Mr Obama’s apparent weakness, they say, the people who counted—Presidents Bashar Assad of Syria and Vladimir Putin of Russia—found talk of American strikes credible enough—and frightening enough—to dismantle Syria’s chemical arsenal.
Second, it is argued, when such allies as the Saudis or Israelis talk about American credibility, they often mean that they want American troops to fight and die to advance their own foreign- policy interests. In their bleakest moods, American officials accuse the Gulf monarchies of being willing to hold the coats of the last American soldiers to fall on their behalf, but not much more.

In public, Israel and the Gulf monarchies say their fear is that a nuclear deal with Iran cannot work. In private, Obama-backers suggest, such Middle Eastern allies are almost as frightened of the opposite outcome: that a nuclear accord might work, paving the way for Iran to resume its pre-revolutionary role as a Shia regional power and a counterweight to the influence of the mostly-Sunni Gulf monarchies. There are few signs of Congress pondering these questions very hard. “There aren’t five senators who have really thought through what it means for the geopolitical balance of power, if we do reach a [nuclear] deal,” growls a senior figure on Capitol Hill.

Much simpler for Congress to cover its back while planning for failure. Overall, Mr Obama’s handling of foreign policy is far from flawless: his approach to Syria is a mess, for instance. But with Iran he is right to try talking, not least because international unity has probably peaked. He could do with more help at home—but is unlikely to get it.
Domestic-issue fights are isolated from Iran

Judy Woodruff, PBS, 1/2/14, Examining Obama's options to push his agenda in 2014, www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/white_house/jan-june14/yearahead_01-02.html

But the Republicans are divided. You know, there is a civil war going on in the Republican Party between those Tea Party conservatives who have really had the upper hand since 2010 and more establishment Republicans, more mainstream Republicans, including some of the business interests, some of the big donors, who want to steer a different path. 

And that may make - that may create opportunities for President Obama to make deals with that part of the party. But it also may create problems in trying to deal with a divided enemy.

JUDY WOODRUFF: And with that backdrop, Jerry, we have been talking about domestic issues. Are there also international issues? They may not be working their way through the Congress, but the president is going to be dealing on the side with what's - with Iran, a potential nuclear deal with Iran, with the Middle East, perhaps, John Kerry, the secretary of state. 

How much do international issues come into play at a time like this? 

GERALD SEIB: You know, in every second term, international issues increasingly take over the agenda for the president. As his power at home is restricted, his ability or his desire to move abroad increases. 

And that will probably be the story of the next three years. I think in the next year, the big question on that agenda is the nuclear deal with Iran. Will it come to - you know, there is a temporary deal in place. That will expire in a few months. Will there be a permanent deal in place to restrict the Iranian nuclear program? Will it go down well in Congress, where there is a lot of skepticism about it? Will it go down well with the allies? Will it go down well with the Israelis?

I think that is the big international question, and it is a tough one for the president in the first few months. 

No spillover—Iran is Obama’s top priority—and other fights don’t anger key Democratic votes

Yochi Dreazen, Foreign Policy, 1/16/14, Pennsylvania Avenue's Cold War, www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2014/01/16/pennsylvania_avenue_s_cold_war

Secretary of State John Kerry has spent the last week hopscotching through Europe and the Mideast, seeking to build support for Syria peace talks, but he has also had to carve time out of his packed schedule to revisit an issue he thought was already settled, one reopened by a man who under ordinary circumstances ought to be a reliable ally.

Sen. Bob Menendez, a fellow Democrat and Kerry's successor as chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, has been pushing a controversial Iran sanctions bill that Barack Obama's administration sees as an existential threat to the current nuclear agreement with Tehran, which was first hammered out by Kerry in November. Kerry, according to a senior U.S. State Department official, has been phoning back to Washington to tell former Senate colleagues on the panel that their current co-worker might well torpedo a once-in-a-generation opportunity to keep Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons.

Kerry's not alone. This month, Deputy Secretary of State William Burns placed a quiet phone call to Menendez and urged him to change his mind about the sanctions bill. Meanwhile, members of the White House staff are all but openly blasting Menendez for his sanctions push, claiming that backers of the bill are nothing but warmongers.

    "If certain members of Congress want the United States to take military action, they should be upfront with the American public and say so," White House spokeswoman Bernadette Meehan said last week.

The lobbying campaign against Menendez's bill -- which would impose expansive new sanctions on Iran if the current nuclear negotiations fail -- highlights his surprising emergence as one of the White House's leading congressional adversaries. It also reflects the growing amount of bad blood between the administration and one of the Senate's most powerful Democrats. Menendez has long believed that the White House was too quick to oppose his earlier efforts to sanction Iran -- including a measure that cut Iran's Central Bank off from the global financial system -- and too quick to then claim credit when those provisions hammered the Iranian economy and helped bring Tehran to the negotiating table. Menendez, according to those familiar with his thinking, also opposed earlier White House efforts to improve U.S. ties with Cuba.

Committee chairmen like Menendez normally walk in lock step with presidents from their own party. Menendez, by contrast, has publicly challenged the White House's handling of the current nuclear talks with Iran, the administration's top foreign-policy priority, and has given no indication that he's willing to back down on the sanctions fight. That has put him squarely in the White House's cross-hairs and has put other Democratic lawmakers into the uncomfortable position of having to decide whether to side with the White House or with one of their own.
Obama won’t actually use XOs—avoids the Congressional fight

Eric Posner, Chicago Law School Distinguished Professor, 1/29/14, A strange debate about executive power, ericposner.com/a-strange-debate-about-executive-power/
As I note in a comment on NYT’s Room for Debate, the “executive order” imbroglio coming out of the State of the Union speech is strange. The White House told newspapers before the speech that the president planned to sling about executive orders like Zeus with his thunderbolts, and they duly reported it on their front pages. Republicans duly exploded with outrage. The speech itself has a single mention of executive orders (“I will issue an executive order requiring federal contractors to pay their federally-funded employees a fair wage of at least $10.10 an hour”). The president continues in this vein, saying that he is going to do a bunch of other extremely minor things using his existing statutory authority, though it would be better if Congress would chip in with some legislation. The resulting controversy about presidential power is entirely manufactured–by both sides. Maybe the president’s strategy was to look fierce to his supporters while not actually doing anything that might get him in trouble with Congress.
deal good

The deal solves prolif risks—resolves incentives, inspections work, and no chance of breakout—sanctions lock-in prolif

Christian Cooper, Truman national security fellow, 1/21/14, Limited Rights, www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/140651/christian-h-cooper/limited-rights

Such criticisms ignore some fundamental realities about enrichment, given the oversight Iran already agreed to with the interim deal in November, which took effect January 20. The International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) now estimates that it would take about two months to develop an undetected breakout of low-enriched uranium from the 20 percent level -- the threshold needed for weaponization. That time frame is substantially longer than the mere hours it would take for the United States and its allies to launch a strike on Iran’s nuclear facilities. Therefore, the world should rest easy that an Iranian breakout capacity could be dealt with in due course, as long as enrichment is permanently and verifiably halted at around five percent as part of a permanent deal. The best way to reach that goal is not by threatening more economic sanctions but by gradually rolling them back and eventually allowing limited domestic enrichment. In such a deal, the West could exchange Iran’s right to enrich for the IAEA’s physical custody of the country’s refueling process and the temporary export of its already-enriched uranium, which would be converted to fuel and sent back to Iran. Of course, the acceptance of this level of Iranian enrichment by the United States and its allies is hardly a foregone conclusion. U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry has adamantly avoided any language confirming Iran’s right to enrich. Doing so would only undermine international law, since Iran is presently in violation of both the Security Council and the IAEA’s safeguards because of previous failures to allow inspections of its nuclear facilities. But the Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), despite its specificity about compliant, signatory nations’ inalienable right to use peaceful nuclear power, is vague, either by design or omission, about where that enrichment can take place. November’s agreement still leaves open the question of the future “scope and level of [Iran’s] enrichment activities, capacity, where it is carried out, and stocks of enriched uranium.” The phrase “where it is carried out” will surely be hotly contested as negotiations over a final settlement ramp up, and could provide a potential opening. The crucial piece of this plan is convincing Iran to let the IAEA take control of its refueling process, not just oversee it. France, which has one of the world's largest civilian nuclear programs, and Russia, which has existing uranium enrichment deals with Iran, are natural choices for countries that could take the Iranian uranium already enriched at the 20 percent concentration level and return it as civilian fuel. Iran is currently estimated to possess around 600 pounds of enriched uranium at the 20 percent level. The interim deal will reduce this amount, but the details are unclear. Although that stockpile is still a tiny fraction of the estimated 15,000 pounds of the five percent enriched uranium Iran has on hand, it is still a huge security risk. As for the five percent enriched uranium that Iran possesses, it could fuel the single, Russian-built reactor at Bushehr for about four months. Since Iran intends to run Bushehr for some time and has plans to build 20 more such reactors in the future, it will need far more uranium than it has now. A deal that allows Iran to enrich domestically, in return for IAEA custody of that uranium and no unsupervised refueling of Iran’s reactors, would be another speed bump in the road for the Iranian nuclear program. The IAEA would know exactly what fuel and at what concentration, down to the individual rods, is going into the core. It would also know the exact concentration of waste product that would remain in the rods at the next refueling, which is crucial since the by-product of spent fuel rods, plutonium, can also be used to create a nuclear device. By permitting Iran to seek domestic enrichment in exchange for IAEA custody of the refueling process, the international community would resolve a few seemingly intractable roadblocks. Iranian negotiators would get political cover at home by only temporarily shipping uranium overseas -- one of their self-declared red lines. The rest of the world would get expanded oversight over Iran’s program. It would also signal some willingness on Iran’s part toward formally adopting the additional protocols of the NPT, which are the holy grail of this entire process. Those additional protocols mandate near-total IAEA access to any given country’s civilian nuclear program. (Although Iran has signed the additional protocols, it has yet to ratify them.) Best of all, the deal would generate goodwill and open even more room for the specific details of a comprehensive, long-term agreement. Alternatively, the United States could pursue yet more crushing sanctions, or demand that Iran give up enrichment without offering anything in return. But that would only breed more resentment and make the final peace less sustainable. Current proposals in Congress aimed at Iran’s total abandonment of its domestic nuclear enrichment program are simply disconnected from reality. The United States and its allies must embrace the opportunity, through negotiations, to let Iran lift the curtain on its nuclear program and enrich according to accepted international standards. At the intermission of a long, poorly scripted 60-year-old play between the United States and Iran, Washington now has the chance to choose a better ending. The recent progress is a historic win for diplomacy that could ensure a potentially horrible Act II never sees the light of day. In 2006, Qassim Suleimani, Iran’s top spy, praised his country’s involvement in Lebanon since it gave Hezbollah “a central role in turning the stones of the Palestinians into missiles.” The deal with Iran could guarantee that those missiles are never nuclear tipped.
2nr at waivers

Sanctions kill trust - waivers by obama don't look credible

1ar defense isn't assumptive of the sanctions bill - it includes provisions that make waivers impossible

Paul Blumenthal, HuffPo, 1/30/14, Pro-Israel PACs Went All In For Senators Supporting Iran Sanctions, But They're Still Losing, www.huffingtonpost.com/2014/01/30/iran-sanctions-pacs_n_4695417.html
In fact, the sanctions would go into force 90 days after the legislation became law. Supporters note that the bill provides for a presidential waiver to push that date back to the end of the interim deal, but, according to National Iranian American Council policy director Jamal Abdi, the waiver would be impossible to invoke.

"The waiver that it gives him requires him to make certifications to Congress that go above and beyond what's inside the deal," Abdi said.

2nr uq o/w

It’s a question of momentum—that can still shift back

Sara Sorcher, National Journal, 1/29/14, Inhofe: Obama 'Naive,' but Winning, on Iran, www.nationaljournal.com/defense/inhofe-obama-naive-but-winning-on-iran-20140129
President Obama used his State of the Union address Tuesday to threaten a veto of any congressional plan to slap Iran with new sanctions, and he just might have gotten his way. The top Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee thinks Obama is "naive" to believe the U.S. is having any "great success" in persuading Iran to curb parts of its nuclear program—but he is not optimistic there's enough momentum in the Senate, all told, to ram through new sanctions against the wishes of the president. "[Obama] said last night he would veto any [new sanctions]," Sen. Jim Inhofe said in an interview. "The question is, is there support to override a veto on that? I say, 'No.' " The Nuclear Weapon Free Iran Act, authored by two senators, Illinois Republican Mark Kirk and New Jersey Democrat Robert Menendez, has 59 cosponsors, and includes measures to punish Iran's oil industry if it breaches diplomatic commitments. Inhofe does not believe a vote now would result in the majority necessary to override a presidential veto, because enough Democrats would still side with their president. Even some of the Senate bill's Democratic cosponsors, including Joe Manchin of West Virginia and Christopher Coons of Delaware, have also backed away from the sanctions bill since Obama's speech, The Hill reported. In his address Tuesday night, Obama defended the interim deal, which he said "has halted the progress of Iran's nuclear program--and rolled parts of that program back--for the very first time in a decade." Iran has started eliminating its stockpile of higher levels of enriched uranium, Obama said, and is no longer installing advanced centrifuges. If diplomacy fails, then all options--presumably even military force--remain on the table, Obama promised. "I will be the first to call for more sanctions, and stand ready to exercise all options to make sure Iran does not build a nuclear weapon." Inhofe, though, isn't buying it. New Iranian President Hassan Rouhani is not to be trusted; inspections won't be enough, he said. "They," Inhofe said, referring to the Obama administration, "seem to think, for some reason, that this new president is a president they can talk to, and negotiate with…. This guy, I don't think we can trust him more than anybody else, [even former President Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad." Even though the momentum may be slipping, Inhofe said, Democrats loyal to Obama are quickly becoming "endangered species." So if talks between world powers and Iran fall apart, or new revelations emerge that Iran is breaking its diplomatic commitments, it's possible the political winds could shift. For now, though, Obama may be in the clear.
