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Restrictions are limitations imposed on action–not reporting and monitoring

Schiedler-Brown ‘12

Jean, Attorney, Jean Schiedler-Brown & Associates, Appellant Brief of Randall Kinchloe v. States Dept of Health, Washington,  The Court of Appeals of the State of Washington, Division 1, http://www.courts.wa.gov/content/Briefs/A01/686429%20Appellant%20Randall%20Kincheloe%27s.pdf
3. The ordinary definition of the term "restrictions" also does not include the reporting and monitoring or supervising terms and conditions that are included in the 2001 Stipulation. Black's Law Dictionary, 'fifth edition,(1979) defines "restriction" as; A limitation often imposed in a deed or lease respecting the use to which the property may be put. The term "restrict' is also cross referenced with the term "restrain." Restrain is defined as; To limit, confine, abridge, narrow down, restrict, obstruct, impede, hinder, stay, destroy. To prohibit from action; to put compulsion on; to restrict; to hold or press back. To keep in check; to hold back from acting, proceeding, or advancing, either by physical or moral force, or by interposing obstacle, to repress or suppress, to curb. In contrast, the terms "supervise" and "supervisor" are defined as; To have general oversight over, to superintend or to inspect. See Supervisor. A surveyor or overseer. . . In a broad sense, one having authority over others, to superintend and direct. The term "supervisor" means an individual having authority, in the interest of the employer, to hire, transfer, suspend, layoff, recall, promote, discharge, assign, reward, or discipline other employees, or responsibility to direct them, or to adjust their grievances, or effectively to recommend such action, if in connection with the foregoing the exercise of such authority is not of a merely routine or clerical nature, but required the use of independent judgment. Comparing the above definitions, it is clear that the definition of "restriction" is very different from the definition of "supervision"-very few of the same words are used to explain or define the different terms. In his 2001 stipulation, Mr. Kincheloe essentially agreed to some supervision conditions, but he did not agree to restrict his license.

“Restriction on war powers authority” must limit presidential discretion
Lobel, 8 -  Professor of Law, University of Pittsburgh Law School (Jules, “Conflicts Between the Commander in Chief and Congress: Concurrent Power over the Conduct of War” 392 OHIO STATE LAW JOURNAL [Vol. 69:391, http://moritzlaw.osu.edu/students/groups/oslj/files/2012/04/69.3.lobel_.pdf) 

So  too, the congressional power to declare or authorize war has been long held to permit Congress to authorize and wage a limited war—“limited in place, in objects, and in time.” 63 When Congress places such restrictions on the President’s authority to wage war, it limits the President’s discretion to conduct battlefield operations. For example, Congress authorized President George H. W. Bush to attack Iraq in response to Iraq’s 1990 invasion of Kuwait, but it confined the President’s authority to the use of U.S. armed forces pursuant to U.N. Security Council resolutions directed to force Iraqi troops to leave Kuwait. That restriction would not have permitted the President to march into Baghdad after the Iraqi army had been decisively ejected from Kuwait, a limitation recognized by President Bush himself.64
“Authority” is the ex-ante allocation of decision rights

Garfagnini, ITAM School of Business, 10/15/2012
(Umberto, italics emphasis in original, “The Dynamics of Authority in Innovating Organizations,” https://editorialexpress.com/cgi-bin/conference/download.cgi?db_name=MWETFall2012&paper_id=62)
Why do organizations change their internal allocation of authority over time? We propose a simple theory in which innovation with a new technology generates an endogenous need for coordination among divisions. A division manager has private information about the expected productivity of new technologies, which can be communicated strategically to headquarters. The organization has an advantage in coordinating technologies across divisions and can only commit to an ex-ante allocation of decision rights (i.e., authority). When the importance of cross-divisional externalities is small and the organization's coordination advantage is moderate, we show that an organization can optimally delegate authority to a division manager initially and then later centralize authority.

Vote negative—

Limits–hundreds of policies raise the costs of Presidential authority – they allow all of them

Ground–the key question is overarching authority in future situations – not programmatic changes

Precision–it’s a legal topic so those distinctions are the most important for education
Topicality is a voting issue, or the aff will read a new uncontested aff every debate
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The executive branch of the United States federal government should issue and enforce an executive order to establish an ex parte and ex ante judicial review process utilizing a strict scrutiny standard for targeted killing by drones. The order should also establish a bipartisan independent executive branch commission to ensure compliance.

Executive review processes solve the aff

Afsheen John Radsan, William Mitchell College of Law, and Richard W. Murphy, Texas Tech University School of Law, 2009, Due Process and Targeted Killing of Terrorists, , papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1349357
Yet as a practical matter, the judicial role just identified is vanishingly small. Justice Thomas is surely correct that the executive must dominate decisions about who lives and dies in war. This makes executive self-control all the more important—and leads to our second claim. Due process is everywhere. For a century, debate has bubbled over the extra-territorial reach of the Constitution.30 The logic of Boumediene‘s five-justice majority opinion is that the Due Process Clause binds the executive worldwide—from Alaska to Zimbabwe.31 This duty exists even for matters that cannot or should not be subject to significant judicial control; the executive must obey the Constitution even if no court is in a position to say so. Honoring this obligation requires the executive to adopt procedures that maximize the accuracy and propriety of the CIA‘s targeted killing without unacceptably harming national security.32 Following the lead of cases from the European Court of Human Rights and the Supreme Court of Israel,33 we submit that as one integral element of these procedures, executive authorities should conduct independent, impartial, post-hoc review of the legality of any targeted killing by the CIA and that this review should be as public as national security permits.34
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The affirmative re-inscribes the primacy of liberal legalism as a method of restraint—that paradoxically collapses resistance to Executive excesses.

Margulies ‘11

Joseph, Joseph Margulies is a Clinical Professor, Northwestern University School of Law. He was counsel of record for the petitioners in Rasul v. Bush and Munaf v. Geren. He now is counsel of record for Abu Zubaydah, for whose torture (termed harsh interrogation by some) Bush Administration officials John Yoo and Jay Bybee wrote authorizing legal opinions. Earlier versions of this paper were presented at workshops at the American Bar Foundation and the 2010 Law and Society Association Conference in Chicago., Hope Metcalf is a Lecturer, Yale Law School. Metcalf is co-counsel for the plaintiffs/petitioners in Padilla v. Rumsfeld, Padilla v. Yoo, Jeppesen v. Mohammed, and Maqaleh v. Obama. She has written numerous amicus briefs in support of petitioners in suits against the government arising out of counterterrorism policies, including in Munaf v. Geren and Boumediene v. Bush., “Terrorizing Academia,” http://www.swlaw.edu/pdfs/jle/jle603jmarguilies.pdf
In an observation more often repeated than defended, we are told that the attacks of September 11 “changed everything.” Whatever merit there is in this notion, it is certainly true that 9/11—and in particular the legal response set in motion by the administration of President George W. Bush—left its mark on the academy. Nine years after 9/11, it is time to step back and assess these developments and to offer thoughts on their meaning. In Part II of this essay, we analyze the post-9/11 scholarship produced by this “emergency” framing. We argue that legal scholars writing in the aftermath of 9/11 generally fell into one of three groups: unilateralists, interventionists, and proceduralists. Unilateralists argued in favor of tilting the allocation of government power toward the executive because the state’s interest in survival is superior to any individual liberty interest, and because the executive is best able to understand and address threats to the state. Interventionists, by contrast, argued in favor of restraining the executive (principally through the judiciary) precisely to prevent the erosion of civil liberties. Proceduralists took a middle road, informed by what they perceived as a central lesson of American history.1 Because at least some overreaction by the state is an inevitable feature of a national crisis, the most one can reasonably hope for is to build in structural and procedural protections to preserve the essential U.S. constitutional framework, and, perhaps, to minimize the damage done to American legal and moral traditions. Despite profound differences between and within these groups, legal scholars in all three camps (as well as litigants and clinicians, including the authors) shared a common perspective—viz., that repressive legal policies adopted by wartime governments are temporary departures from hypothesized peacetime norms. In this narrative, metaphors of bewilderment, wandering, and confusion predominate. The country “loses its bearings” and “goes astray.” Bad things happen until at last the nation “finds itself” or “comes to its senses,” recovers its “values,” and fixes the problem. Internment ends, habeas is restored, prisoners are pardoned, repression passes. In a show of regret, we change direction, “get back on course,” and vow it will never happen again. Until the next time, when it does. This view, popularized in treatments like All the Laws but One, by the late Chief Justice Rehnquist,2 or the more thoughtful and thorough discussion in Perilous Times by Chicago’s Geoffrey Stone,3 quickly became the dominant narrative in American society and the legal academy. This narrative also figured heavily in the many challenges to Bush-era policies, including by the authors. The narrative permitted litigators and legal scholars to draw upon what elsewhere has been referred to as America’s “civic religion”4 and to cast the courts in the role of hero-judges5 whom we hoped would restore legal order.6 But by framing the Bush Administration’s response as the latest in a series of regrettable but temporary deviations from a hypothesized liberal norm, the legal academy ignored the more persistent, and decidedly illiberal, authoritarian tendency in American thought to demonize communal “others” during moments of perceived threat. Viewed in this light, what the dominant narrative identified as a brief departure caused by a military crisis is more accurately seen as part of a recurring process of intense stigmatization tied to periods of social upheaval, of which war and its accompanying repressions are simply representative (and particularly acute) illustrations. It is worth recalling, for instance, that the heyday of the Ku Klux Klan in this country, when the organization could claim upwards of 3 million members, was the early-1920s, and that the period of greatest Klan expansion began in the summer of 1920, almost immediately after the nation had “recovered” from the Red Scare of 1919–20.7 Klan activity during this period, unlike its earlier and later iterations, focused mainly on the scourge of the immigrant Jew and Catholic, and flowed effortlessly from the anti-alien, anti-radical hysteria of the Red Scare. Yet this period is almost entirely unaccounted for in the dominant post-9/11 narrative of deviation and redemption, which in most versions glides seamlessly from the madness of the Red Scare to the internment of the Japanese during World War II.8 And because we were studying the elephant with the wrong end of the telescope, we came to a flawed understanding of the beast. In Part IV, we argue that the interventionists and unilateralists came to an incomplete understanding by focusing almost exclusively on what Stuart Scheingold called “the myth of rights”—the belief that if we can identify, elaborate, and secure judicial recognition of the legal “right,” political structures and policies will adapt their behavior to the requirements of the law and change will follow more or less automatically.9 Scholars struggled to define the relationship between law and security primarily through exploration of structural10 and procedural questions, and, to a lesser extent, to substantive rights. And they examined the almost limitless number of subsidiary questions clustered within these issues. Questions about the right to habeas review, for instance, generated a great deal of scholarship about the handful of World War II-era cases that the Bush Administration relied upon, including most prominently Johnson v. Eisentrager and Ex Parte Quirin. 11 Regardless of political viewpoint, a common notion among most unilateralist and interventionist scholars was that when law legitimized or delegitimized a particular policy, this would have a direct and observable effect on actual behavior. The premise of this scholarship, in other words, was that policies “struck down” by the courts, or credibly condemned as lawless by the academy, would inevitably be changed—and that this should be the focus of reform efforts. Even when disagreement existed about the substance of rights or even which branch should decide their parameters, it reflected shared acceptance of the primacy of law, often to the exclusion of underlying social or political dynamics. Eric Posner and Adrian Vermeule, for instance, may have thought, unlike the great majority of their colleagues, that the torture memo was “standard fare.”12 But their position nonetheless accepted the notion that if the prisoners had a legal right to be treated otherwise, then the torture memo authorized illegal behavior and must be given no effect.13 Recent developments, however, cast doubt on two grounding ideas of interventionist and unilateralist scholarship—viz., that post-9/11 policies were best explained as responses to a national crisis (and therefore limited in time and scope), and that the problem was essentially legal (and therefore responsive to condemnation by the judiciary and legal academy). One might have reasonably predicted that in the wake of a string of Supreme Court decisions limiting executive power, apparently widespread and bipartisan support for the closure of Guantánamo during the 2008 presidential campaign, and the election of President Barack Obama, which itself heralded a series of executive orders that attempted to dismantle many Bush-era policies, the nation would be “returning” to a period of respect for individual rights and the rule of law. Yet the period following Obama’s election has been marked by an increasingly retributive and venomous narrative surrounding Islam and national security. Precisely when the dominant narrative would have predicted change and redemption, we have seen retreat and retrenchment. This conundrum is not adequately addressed by dominant strands of post-9/11 legal scholarship. In retrospect, it is surprising that much post-9/11 scholarship appears to have set aside critical lessons from previous decades as to the relationship among law, society and politics.14 Many scholars have long argued in other contexts that rights—or at least the experience of rights—are subject to political and social constraints, particularly for groups subject to historic marginalization. Rather than self-executing, rights are better viewed as contingent political resources, capable of mobilizing public sentiment and generating social expectations.15 From that view, a victory in Rasul or Boumediene no more guaranteed that prisoners at Guantánamo would enjoy the right to habeas corpus than a victory in Brown v. Board16 guaranteed that schools in the South would be desegregated.17 Rasul and Boumediene, therefore, should be seen as part (and probably only a small part) of a varied and complex collection of events, including the fiasco in Iraq, the scandal at the Abu Ghraib prison, and the use of warrantless wiretaps, as well as seemingly unrelated episodes like the official response to Hurricane Katrina. These and other events during the Bush years merged to give rise to a powerful social narrative critiquing an administration committed to lawlessness, content with incompetence, and engaged in behavior that was contrary to perceived “American values.”18 Yet the very success of this narrative, culminating in the election of Barack Obama in 2008, produced quiescence on the Left, even as it stimulated massive opposition on the Right. The result has been the emergence of a counter-narrative about national security that has produced a vigorous social backlash such that most of the Bush-era policies will continue largely unchanged, at least for the foreseeable future.19 Just as we see a widening gap between judicial recognition of rights in the abstract and the observation of those rights as a matter of fact, there appears to be an emerging dominance of proceduralist approaches, which take as a given that rights dissolve under political pressure, and, thus, are best protected by basic procedural measures. But that stance falls short in its seeming readiness to trade away rights in the face of political tension. First, it accepts the tropes du jour surrounding radical Islam—namely, that it is a unique, and uniquely apocalyptic, threat to U.S. security. In this, proceduralists do not pay adequate heed to the lessons of American history and sociology. And second, it endorses too easily the idea that procedural and structural protections will protect against substantive injustice in the face of popular and/or political demands for an outcome-determinative system that cannot tolerate acquittals. Procedures only provide protection, however, if there is sufficient political support for the underlying right. Since the premise of the proceduralist scholarship is that such support does not exist, it is folly to expect the political branches to create meaningful and robust protections. In short, a witch hunt does not become less a mockery of justice when the accused is given the right to confront witnesses. And a separate system (especially when designed for demonized “others,” such as Muslims) cannot, by definition, be equal. In the end, we urge a fuller embrace of what Scheingold called “the politics of rights,” which recognizes the contingent character of rights in American society. We agree with Mari Matsuda, who observed more than two decades ago that rights are a necessary but not sufficient resource for marginalized people with little political capital.20 To be effective, therefore, we must look beyond the courts and grapple with the hard work of long-term change with, through and, perhaps, in spite of law. These are by no means new dilemmas, but the post-9/11 context raises difficult and perplexing questions that deserve study and careful thought as our nation settles into what appears to be a permanent emergency.

Legalism underpins the violence of empire and creates the conditions of possibility for liberal violence. 
Dossa ‘99

Shiraz, Department of Political Science, St. Francis Xavier University, Antigonish, Nova Scotia, “Liberal Legalism: Law, Culture and Identity,” The European Legacy, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp. 73-87,1
No discipline in the rationalized arsenal of modernity is as rational, impartial, objective as the province of law and jurisprudence, in the eyes of its liberal enthusiasts. Law is the exemplary countenance of the conscious and calculated rationality of modern life, it is the emblematic face of liberal civilization. Law and legal rules symbolize the spirit of science, the march of human progress. As Max Weber, the reluctant liberal theorist of the ethic of rationalization, asserted: judicial formalism enables the legal system to operate like a technically rational machine. Thus it guarantees to individuals and groups within the system a relative of maximum of freedom, and greatly increases for them the possibility of predicting the legal consequences of their action. In this reading, law encapsulates the western capacity to bring order to nature and human beings, to turn the ebb and flow of life into a "rational machine" under the tutelage of "judicial formalism".19 Subjugation of the Other races in the colonial empires was motivated by power and rapacity, but it was justified and indeed rationalized, by an appeal to the civilizing influence of religion and law: western Christianity and liberal law. To the imperialist mind, "the civilizing mission of law" was fundamental, though Christianity had a part to play in this program.20 Liberal colonialists visualized law, civilization and progress as deeply connected and basic, they saw western law as neutral, universally relevant and desirable. The first claim was right in the liberal context, the second thoroughly false. In the liberal version, the mythic and irrational, emblems of thoughtlessness and fear, had ruled all life-forms in the past and still ruled the lives of the vast majority of humanity in the third world; in thrall to the majesty of the natural and the transcendent, primitive life flourished in the environment of traditionalism and lawlessness, hallmarks of the epoch of ignorance. By contrast, liberal ideology and modernity were abrasively unmythic, rational and controlled. Liberal order was informed by knowledge, science, a sense of historical progress, a continuously improving future. But this canonical, secular, bracing self-image, is tendentious and substantively illusory: it blithely scants the bloody genealogy and the extant historical record of liberal modernity, liberal politics, and particularly liberal law and its impact on the "lower races" (Hobson). In his Mythology of Modern Law, Fitzpatrick has shown that the enabling claims of liberalism, specifically of liberal law, are not only untenable but implicated in canvassing a racist justification of its colonial past and in eliding the racist basis of the structure of liberal jurisprudence.21 Liberal law is mythic in its presumption of its neutral, objective status. Specifically, the liberal legal story of its immaculate, analytically pure origin obscures and veils not just law's own ruthless, violent, even savage and disorderly trajectory, but also its constitutive association with imperialism and racism.22 In lieu of the transcendent, divine God of the "lower races", modern secular law postulated the gods of History, Science, Freedom. Liberal law was to be the instrument for realizing the promise of progress that the profane gods had decreed. Fitzpatrick's invasive surgical analysis lays bare the underlying logic of law's self-articulation in opposition to the values of cultural-racial Others, and its strategic, continuous reassertion of liberalism's superiority and the civilizational indispensability of liberal legalism. Liberal law's self-presentation presupposes a corrosive, debilitating, anarchic state of nature inhabited by the racial Others and lying in wait at the borders of the enlightened modern West. This mythological, savage Other, creature of raw, natural, unregulated fecundity and sexuality, justified the liberal conquest and control of the racially Other regions.23 Law's violence and resonant savagery on behalf of the West in its imperial razing of cultures and lands of the others, has been and still is, justified in terms of the necessary, beneficial spread of liberal civilization. Fitzpatrick's analysis parallels the impassioned deconstruction of this discourse of domination initiated by Edward Said's Orientalism, itself made possible by the pioneering analyses of writers like Aime Cesaire and Frantz Fanon. Fitzpatrick's argument is nevertheless instructive: his focus on law and its machinations unravels the one concrete province of imperial ideology that is centrally modern and critical in literally transforming and refashioning the human nature of racial Others. For liberal law carries on its back the payload of "progressive", pragmatic, instrumental modernity, its ideals of order and rule of law, its articulation of human rights and freedom, its ethic of procedural justice, its hostility to the sacred, to transcendence or spiritual complexity, its recasting of politics as the handmaiden of the nomos, its valorization of scientism and rationalization in all spheres of modern life. Liberal law is not synonymous with modernity tout court, but it is the exemplary voice of its rational spirit, the custodian of its civilizational ambitions. For the colonized Others, no non-liberal alternative is available: a non-western route to economic progress is inconceivable in liberal-legal discourse. For even the truly tenacious in the third world will never cease to be, in one sense or another, the outriders of modernity: their human condition condemns them to playing perpetual catch-up, eternally subservient to Western economic and technological superiority in a epoch of self-surpassing modernity.24 If the racially Other nations suffer exclusion globally, the racially other minorities inside the liberal loop enjoy the ambiguous benefits of inclusion. As legal immigrants or refugees, they are entitled to the full array of rights and privileges, as citizens (in Canada, France, U.K., U.S—Germany is the exception) they acquire civic and political rights as a matter of law. Formally, they are equal and equally deserving. In theory liberal law is inclusive, but concretely it is routinely partial and invidious. Inclusion is conditional: it depends on how robustly the new citizens wear and deploy their cultural difference. Two historical facts account for this phenomenon: liberal law's role in western imperialism and the Western claim of civilizational superiority that pervades the culture that sustains liberal legalism. Liberal law, as the other of the racially Other within its legal jurisdiction, differentiates and locates this other in the enemy camp of the culturally raw, irreducibly foreign, making him an unreliable ally or citizen. Law's suspicion of the others socialized in "lawless" cultures is instinctive and undeniable. Liberal law's constitutive bias is in a sense incidental: the real problem is racism or the racist basis of liberal ideology and culture.25 The internal racial other is not the juridical equal in the mind of liberal law but the juridically and humanly inferior Other, the perpetual foreigner.
The alternative is to vote negative to endorse political, rather than legal restrictions on Presidential war powers authority. 
Goldsmith ‘12

Jack, 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. 205-209

DAVID BRIN is a science-fiction writer who in 1998 turned his imagination to a nonfiction book about privacy called The Transparent Society. Brin argued that individual privacy was on a path to extinction because government surveillance tools—tinier and tinier cameras and recorders, more robust electronic snooping, and bigger and bigger databases—were growing irreversibly more powerful. His solution to this attack on personal space was not to erect privacy walls, which he thought were futile, but rather to induce responsible government action by turning the surveillance devices on the government itself. A government that citizens can watch, Brin argued, is one subject to criticism and reprisals for its errors and abuses, and one that is more careful and responsible in the first place for fear of this backlash. A transparent government, in short, is an accountable one. "If neo-western civilization has one great trick in its repertoire, a technique more responsible than any other for its success, that trick is accountability," Brin argues, "[e]specially the knack—which no other culture ever mastered—of making accountability apply to the mighty."' Brin's notion of reciprocal transparency is in some ways the inverse of the penological design known as a "panopticon," made famous by the eighteenth-century English utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham. Bentham's brother Samuel had designed a prison in Paris that allowed an "inspector" to monitor all of the inmates from a central location without the prisoners knowing whether or when they were being watched (and thus when they might be sanctioned for bad behavior). Bentham described the panopticon prison as a "new mode of obtaining power of mind over mind" because it allowed a single guard to control many prisoners merely by conveying that he might be watching.' The idea that a "watcher" could gain enormous social control over the "watched" through constant surveillance backed with threats of punishment has proved influential. Michel Foucault invoked Bentham's panopticon as a model for how modern societies and governments watch people in order to control them.' George Orwell invoked a similar idea three decades earlier with the panoptical telescreen in his novel 1984. More recently, Yale Law School professor Jack Balkin used the panopticon as a metaphor for what he calls the "National Surveillance State," in which governments "use surveillance, data collection, and data mining technologies not only to keep Americans safe from terrorist attacks but also to prevent ordinary crime and deliver social services." The direction of the panopticon can be reversed, however, creating a "synopticon" in which many can watch one, including the government.' The television is a synopticon that enables millions to watch the same governmental speech or hearing, though it is not a terribly robust one because the government can control the broadcast. Digital technology and the Internet combine to make a more powerful synopticon that allows many individuals to record and watch an official event or document in sometimes surprising ways. Video recorders placed in police stations and police cars, cell-phone video cameras, and similar tools increase citizens' ability to watch and record government activity. This new media content can be broadcast on the Internet and through other channels to give citizens synoptical power over the government—a power that some describe as "sousveillance" (watching from below)! These and related forms of watching can have a disciplining effect on government akin to Brin's reciprocal transparency. The various forms of watching and checking the presidency described in this book constitute a vibrant presidential synopticon. Empowered by legal reform and technological change, the "many"—in the form of courts, members of Congress and their staff, human rights activists, journalists and their collaborators, and lawyers and watchdogs inside and outside the executive branch—constantly gaze on the "one," the presidency. Acting alone and in mutually reinforcing networks that crossed organizational boundaries, these institutions extracted and revealed information about the executive branch's conduct in war—sometimes to adversarial actors inside the government, and sometimes to the public. The revelations, in turn, forced the executive branch to account for its actions and enabled many institutions to influence its operations. The presidential synopticon also promoted responsible executive action merely through its broadening gaze. One consequence of a panopticon, in Foucault's words, is "to induce in the inmate a state of conscious and permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power."' The same thing has happened in reverse but to similar effect within the executive branch, where officials are much more careful merely by virtue of being watched. The presidential synopticon is in some respects not new. Victor Davis Hanson has argued that "war amid audit, scrutiny, and self-critique" has been a defining feature of the Western tradition for 2,500 years.' From the founding of the nation, American war presidents have been subject to intense scrutiny and criticism in the unusually open society that has characterized the United States. And many of the accountability mechanisms described in this book have been growing since the 1970s in step with the modern presidency. What is new, however, is the scope and depth of these modern mechanisms, their intense legalization, and their robust operation during wartime. In previous major wars the President determined when, how, and where to surveil, target, detain, transfer, and interrogate enemy soldiers, often without public knowledge, and almost entirely without unwanted legal interference from within the executive branch itself or from the other branches of government.' Today these decisions are known inside and outside the government to an unprecedented degree and are heavily regulated by laws and judicial decisions that are enforced daily by lawyers and critics inside and outside the presidency. Never before have Congress, the courts, and lawyers had such a say in day-to-day military activities; never before has the Commander in Chief been so influenced, and constrained, by law. This regime has many historical antecedents, but it came together and hit the Commander in Chief hard for the first time in the last decade. It did so because of extensive concerns about excessive presidential power in an indefinite and unusually secretive war fought among civilians, not just abroad but at home as well. These concerns were exacerbated and given credibility by the rhetoric and reality of the Bush administration's executive unilateralism—a strategy that was designed to free it from the web of military and intelligence laws but that instead galvanized forces of reaction to presidential power and deepened the laws' impact. Added to this mix were enormous changes in communication and collaboration technologies that grew to maturity in the decade after 9/11. These changes helped render executive branch secrets harder to keep, and had a flattening effect on the executive branch just as it had on other hierarchical institutions, making connections between (and thus accountability to) actors inside and outside the presidency much more extensive.

off

Judiciary adheres to pqd now – plan destroys it

Stuart Delery, Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General Civil Division, 12/14/12, DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS, http://www.lawfareblog.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/MTD-AAA.pdf
There is “no doubt that decision-making in the fields of foreign policy and national security is textually committed to the political branches of government.” Schneider, 412 F.3d at 194. The issues raised by this complaint unquestionably involve the conduct of hostilities in armed conflict, as well as national security, and foreign policy—matters which are constitutionally committed to the Executive and the Legislature in the first instance and are “rarely proper subjects for judicial intervention.” Haig v. Agee, 453 U.S. 280, 292 (1981) (citations omitted). First and foremost, Plaintiffs’ claims directly challenge the Executive’s alleged acts of warfighting and national self-defense abroad targeting members of an armed enemy group against which the political branches have authorized the use of all necessary and appropriate force. The United States is currently engaged in an armed conflict with al-Qa’ida and associated forces. See Hamdan, 548 U.S. at 630-31 (holding that Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions—which applies in armed conflicts not of an international character—applies to the conflict between the United States and al-Qa’ida and associated forces). The stated reasons for the U.S. government’s designation of Anwar Al-Aulaqi as an SDGT explain his role in that conflict. See SDGT Designation. Particularly, Al-Aulaqi was a leader of AQAP, which had conducted numerous attacks on U.S. targets, and he had “taken on an increasingly operational role” in that group, including preparing an individual to attack the United States by giving him instructions “to detonate an explosive aboard a U.S. airplane over U.S. airspace.” Id. at 75 Fed. Reg. 43,234. See also Unclassified Declaration in Support of Formal Claim of State Secrets Privilege by James R. Clapper, Director of National Intelligence ¶¶ 13-15, Al-Aulaqi v. Obama, No. 1:10-cv-1469 (D.D.C. Sept. 25, 2010), ECF No. 15-2 (Clapper Decl.).4 Any alleged missile strikes targeting Al-Aulaqi and Al-Banna, both members of AQAP, would have been taken in furtherance of the Nation’s self-defense in an armed conflict with al-Qa’ida and associated forces. 5 The conduct of armed conflict is a matter with a “textually demonstrable constitutional commitment” to the Executive and Legislative Branches. The President is “Commander in Chief” of the United States Armed Forces. U.S. Const. art. II, § 2. And the Constitution invests Congress with the power to “provide for the Common Defence”; “declare War”; “raise and support Armies”; “provide and maintain a Navy”; “make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces”; and “provide for calling forth the Militia to . . . repel Invasions.” Id. art. I, § 8. The en banc D.C. Circuit in El-Shifa explicitly recognized that claims directly implicating the political branches’ powers to use force abroad will often fall outside the Judiciary’s competence. There, the court dismissed on political question grounds tort claims seeking compensation for a U.S. missile strike against a factory in Sudan. In dismissing the claim, the court was unequivocal: “Whether the circumstances warrant a military attack on a foreign target is a ‘substantive political judgment[] entrusted expressly to the coordinate branches of government.’” 607 F.3d at 845 (quoting Gilligan v. Morgan, 413 U.S. 1, 11 (1973)). Plaintiffs’ complaint asks this Court to make a similar judgment as to whether the circumstances warranted the United States’ alleged conduct of missile strikes against targets located overseas. Indeed, in Al-Aulaqi v. Obama, Judge Bates of this Court found El-Shifa dispositive on facts that are materially identical to those here. There, plaintiff sought a preliminary injunction that would forbid the use of force against Anwar Al-Aulaqi unless certain conditions were met. See Al-Aulaqi, 727 F. Supp. 2d at 12. Here, Plaintiffs base their claims on the alleged use of that force. In dismissing the complaint in the earlier litigation, Judge Bates explained: “plaintiff asks this Court to do exactly what the D.C. Circuit forbid in El-Shifa—assess the merits of the President’s (alleged) decision to launch an attack on a foreign target.” Id. at 47. The same logic applies here, particularly given that Plaintiffs challenge not only the alleged attack on Anwar Al- Aulaqi, but also the propriety of the alleged attack on Al-Banna, an Egyptian national. Cf. Johnson v. Eisentrager, 339 U.S. 763, 789 (1950) (“Certainly it is not the function of the Judiciary to entertain private litigation—even by a citizen—which challenges the legality, the wisdom, or the propriety of the Commander-in-Chief in sending our armed forces abroad or to any particular region.”). In addition to the conduct of war and national self-defense, matters of foreign affairs— which clearly are implicated in a case challenging alleged missile strikes against targets on foreign soil, including a foreign national—also have a “textually demonstrable constitutional commitment” to the political branches. Article II of the Constitution states that the President “shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties . . . [and] appoint Ambassadors,” and also “shall receive Ambassadors and other public Ministers.” Id. art. II, §§ 2-3. Article I gives Congress the power to “regulate Commerce with foreign Nations” and “To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the high Seas, and Offences against the Law of Nations.” Id. art. I, § 8. It is little surprise, therefore, that courts have repeatedly declined to adjudicate cases directly implicating those areas. See, e.g., Haig, 453 U.S. at 292 (“Matters intimately related to foreign policy and national security are rarely proper subjects for judicial intervention.” (citations omitted)); Chicago & So. Air Lines, Inc. v. Waterman S.S. Corp., 333 U.S. 103, 111 (1948) (“[T]he very nature of executive decisions as to foreign policy is political, not judicial. Such decisions are wholly confided by our Constitution to the political departments of the government, Executive and Legislative.”); Oetjen v. Cent. Leather Co., 246 U.S. 297, 302 (1918) (“The conduct of foreign relations of our government is committed by the Constitution to the executive and legislative—‘the political’—departments of the government.”); El-Shifa, 607 F.3d at 841 (“Disputes involving foreign relations, such as the one before us, are ‘quintessential sources of political questions.’” (internal citation omitted)); Schneider, 412 F.3d at 194 (noting that there is “no doubt that decision-making in the fields of foreign policy and national security is textually committed to the political branches” in dismissing tort claims on political question grounds). Cf. Ludecke v. Watkins, 335 U.S. 160, 169 (1948) (“Whether and when it would be open to this Court to find that a war though merely formally kept alive had in fact ended, is a question too fraught with gravity even to be adequately formulated when not compelled.”). That is not to say that every claim that “touches foreign relations,” Baker, 369 U.S. at 211, or involves national security necessarily implicates the political question doctrine. For example, courts “have been willing to hear habeas petitions (from both U.S. citizens and aliens)” that implicate national security and foreign relations. Al-Aulaqi, 727 F. Supp. 2d at 49 (citing Boumediene v. Bush, 553 U.S. 723 (2008)). That is because “the Suspension Clause reflects a textually demonstrable commitment of habeas corpus claims to the Judiciary.” Id. (quotation marks omitted). But there “is no ‘constitutional commitment to the courts for review of a military decision to launch a missile at a foreign target.’” Id. at 50 (quoting El-Shifa, 607 F.3d at 849). Such matters “are textually committed not to the Judiciary, but to the political branches.” Id. Accordingly, the sorts of inquiries that would be triggered by any substantive examination of the Plaintiffs’ allegations squarely implicate issues with a “textually demonstrable constitutional commitment” to the political branches, and the first Baker factor warrants dismissal.
Key to executive foreign policy supremacy and hegemony—

Abebe ‘12

Daniel, Assistant Professor of Law, The University of Chicago Law School, “ONE VOICE OR MANY? THE POLITICAL QUESTION DOCTRINE AND ACOUSTIC DISSONANCE IN FOREIGN AFFAIRS,” The Supreme Court Review, Vol. 2012, No. 1 (2012), pp. 233-254

A common theme in foreign affairs law is the importance of the US speaking with “one voice” to the international community. Speaking with one voice, so the story goes, ensures that the US is not embarrassed by multiple, inconsistent pronouncements from the several states or the different branches of the national government when it takes a position on a foreign affairs issue.1 Such acoustic dissonance from the US could potentially result in a loss of credibility, a reduced capacity to achieve foreign policy goals, and a greater chance of conﬂict with other countries. So, when the Constitution is unclear about the allocation of decision-making authority on an issue, but the President or the national government speaks ﬁrst, the presumption in favor of speaking in one voice reduces the possibility of multiple governmental decision makers and permits the US to act clearly and decisively in foreign affairs. While it reduces acoustic dissonance, the presumption in favor of one voice has two other effects as well: the centralization of foreign affairs decision making in the federal government vis-a`-vis the states2 and centralization of foreign affairs decision making in the President vis-a`-vis Congress. The Supreme Court applies several doctrines to effectuate the one-voice preference in foreign affairs. For example, the Court has developed preemption doctrines to limit the capacity of the states to interfere with the national government’s prerogatives in foreign affairs. In several cases,3 the courts have struck down state laws that purport to interfere with congressional statutes or touch upon Congress’s Commerce Clause or Dormant Commerce Clause authority. In each, the Court relied on a notion of speaking with one voice in the face of potentially inconsistent state laws.4 Crudely stated, when the federal government and the states act on the same foreign affairs issue—even if the state acts ﬁrst—the one-voice presumption tends to protect federal government decision making. In regulating the President’s relationship with Congress, the Court’s one-voice vehicle has been the political question doctrine. As elucidated by the Court in Baker v Carr, 5 the political question doctrine serves to insulate the courts from adjudicating cases that implicate issues that the Court views as properly resolved by the political branches. In Baker, the Court outlined a six-factor test, and this article focuses on one of special relevance for foreign affairs: “the potentiality of embarrassment from multifarious pronouncements by various departments on one question”:6 in other words, when adjudicating the case would lead to the possibility of embarrassment by inhibiting the ability of the US to speak with one voice. In effect, the political question doctrine, at least as applied in the foreign affairs context, creates a ﬁrst-mover bias: since the ﬁrst mover is generally the ﬁrst “voice” to speak authoritatively on a foreign affairs issue, its voice beneﬁts from the presumption that one voice is preferred. And, since the ﬁrst mover is most often the President instead of Congress, the political question doctrine typically serves to insulate the President’s decision making from judicial review. At bottom, one factor of the political question doctrine’s multifactor test suggests that one voice is almost always preferred and, given the President’s capacity to act more quickly than Congress, it effectively means that the one voice will likely belong to the President 
off

Unemployment benefits will be restored, but continued pressure on the GOP is key

Jamelle Bouie 12-28, The Daily Beast, Republicans’ Unemployment Shame, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2013/12/28/republicans-unemployment-shame.html
The prospects for fixing the lapse are mixed. Most Republicans are opposed to extending benefits, and argue that the program increases dependency, despite research that the opposite is true; with some form of support guaranteed, unemployed workers are more likely to stay in the workforce and continue their search for a job. With that said, there are Republicans in the Senate—like Dean Heller of Nevada—who support a short-term extension of three months. And House Speaker John Boehner has signaled his willingness to consider an extension, provided it’s offset with further cuts to spending.

The problem is that Congress has just passed an agreement that maintains most sequester cuts, and congressional Democrats are unlikely to sign on to another round of deficit reduction, just as Republicans are loath to consider new spending.

If the long-term unemployed have anything on their side, it’s that extending benefits is popular with the public, with 55 percent in favor and 33 percent opposed, according to a recent survey (PDF) commissioned by the National Employment Law Project. Likewise, Public Policy Polling—a Democratic firm—found that in four GOP swing districts, large bipartisan majorities supported an extension. In some areas, in fact, local news outlets are hitting Republicans hard for their resistance to renewing emergency unemployment insurance.

There’s a chance that this pressure will work to move a few GOP lawmakers to the “yes” camp, providing votes to help the unemployed. But, as we saw throughout 2013, you’re almost certain to lose if you bet on Republicans to do the right thing.

The plan sparks an inter-branch fight derailing the agenda

Douglas Kriner, Assistant Profess of Political Science at Boston University, 2010, After the Rubicon: Congress, Presidents, and the Politics of Waging War, p. 67-69

Raising or Lowering Political Costs by Affecting Presidential Political Capital

Shaping both real and anticipated public opinion are two important ways in which Congress can raise or lower the political costs of a military action for the president. However, focusing exclusively on opinion dynamics threatens to obscure the much broader political consequences of domestic reaction—particularly congressional opposition—to presidential foreign policies. At least since Richard Neustadt's seminal work Presidential Power, presidency scholars have warned that costly political battles in one policy arena frequently have significant ramifications for presidential power in other realms. Indeed, two of Neustadt's three "cases of command"—Truman's seizure of the steel mills and firing of General Douglas MacArthur—explicitly discussed the broader political consequences of stiff domestic resistance to presidential assertions of commander-in-chief powers. In both cases, Truman emerged victorious in the case at hand—yet, Neustadt argues, each victory cost Truman dearly in terms of his future power prospects and leeway in other policy areas, many of which were more important to the president than achieving unconditional victory over North Korea."

While congressional support leaves the president's reserve of political capital intact, congressional criticism saps energy from other initiatives on the home front by forcing the president to expend energy and effort defending his international agenda. Political capital spent shoring up support for a president's foreign policies is capital that is unavailable for his future policy initiatives. Moreover, any weakening in the president's political clout may have immediate ramifications for his reelection prospects, as well as indirect consequences for congressional races." Indeed, Democratic efforts to tie congressional Republican incumbents to President George W. Bush and his war policies paid immediate political dividends in the 2006 midterms, particularly in states, districts, and counties that had suffered the highest casualty rates in the Iraq War.6°

In addition to boding ill for the president's perceived political capital and reputation, such partisan losses in Congress only further imperil his programmatic agenda, both international and domestic. Scholars have long noted that President Lyndon Johnson's dream of a Great Society also perished in the rice paddies of Vietnam. Lacking both the requisite funds in a war-depleted treasury and the political capital needed to sustain his legislative vision, Johnson gradually let his domestic goals slip away as he hunkered down in an effort first to win and then to end the Vietnam War. In the same way, many of President Bush's highest second-term domestic priorities, such as Social Security and immigration reform, failed perhaps in large part because the administration had to expend so much energy and effort waging a rear-guard action against congressional critics of the war in Iraq.

When making their cost-benefit calculations, presidents surely consider these wider political costs of congressional opposition to their military policies. If congressional opposition in the military arena stands to derail other elements of his agenda, all else being equal, the president will be more likely to judge the benefits of military action insufficient to its costs than if Congress stood behind him in the international arena
Capital is to passage – prevents economic collapse
AP 12/28 [“1.3 million are losing unemployment benefits Saturday morning,” http://www.columbiatribune.com/news/million-are-losing-unemployment-benefits-saturday-morning/article_9d1b52ec-6f81-11e3-9033-10604b9f6eda.html?comments=focus]

WASHINGTON — More than 1 million Americans are bracing for a harrowing, post-Christmas jolt as extended federal unemployment benefits come to a sudden halt this weekend, with potentially significant implications for the recovering U.S. economy. A tense political battle likely looms when Congress reconvenes in the new, midterm election year.¶ Nudging Congress along, a vacationing President Barack Obama called two senators proposing an extension to offer his support. From Hawaii, Obama pledged yesterday to push Congress to move quickly next year to address the "urgent economic priority," the White House said.¶ For families dependent on cash assistance, the end of the federal government's "emergency unemployment compensation" will mean some difficult belt-tightening as enrollees lose their average monthly stipend of $1,166.¶ Jobless rates could drop, but analysts say the economy might suffer with less money for consumers to spend on everything from clothes to cars. Having let the "emergency" program expire as part of a budget deal, it's unclear if Congress has the appetite to start it anew.¶ An estimated 1.3 million people will be cut off when the federally funded unemployment payments end today.¶ Started under President George W. Bush, the benefits were designed as a cushion for the millions of U.S. citizens who lost their jobs in a recession and failed to find new ones while receiving state jobless benefits, which in most states expire after six months. Another 1.9 million people across the country are expected to exhaust their state benefits before the end of June.¶ The Obama administration says those payments have kept 11.4 million people out of poverty and benefited almost 17 million children. The cost of them since 2008 has totaled $225 billion.

Cross apply econ collapse 

china

No drone prolif—capabilities and costs

Zenko, Douglas Dillon fellow in the Center for Preventive Action – CFR, ‘13
(Micah, “U.S. Drone Strike Policies”, Council Special Report No. 65, January)

There are also few examples of armed drone sales by other countries. After the United States, Israel has the most developed and varied drone capabilities; according to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Israel was responsible for 41 percent of drones exported between 2001 and 2011.57 While Israel has used armed drones in the Palestinian territories and is not a member of the MTCR, it has pre- dominantly sold surveillance drones that lack hard points and electrical engineering. Israel reportedly sold the Harop, a short-range attack drone, to France, Germany, Turkey, and India. Furthermore, Israel allows the United States to veto transfers of weapons with U.S.-origin technology to select states, including China.58 Other states invested in developing and selling surveillance drones have reportedly refrained from selling fully armed versions. For example, the UAE spent five years building the armed United-40 drone with an associated Namrod missile, but there have been no reported deliveries.59 A March 2011 analysis by the mar- keting research firm Lucintel projected that a “fully developed [armed drone] product will take another decade.”60 Based on current trends, it is unlikely that most states will have, within ten years, the complete system architecture required to carry out distant drone strikes that would be harmful to U.S. national interests. However, those candidates able to obtain this technology will most likely be states with the financial resources to purchase or the industrial base to manufacture tactical short-range armed drones with limited firepower that lack the precision of U.S. laser-guided munitions; the intelligence collection and military command-and-control capabilities needed to deploy drones via line-of-sight communications; and cross- border adversaries who currently face attacks or the threat of attacks by manned aircraft, such as Israel into Lebanon, Egypt, or Syria; Russia into Georgia or Azerbaijan; Turkey into Iraq; and Saudi Arabia into Yemen. When compared to distant U.S. drone strikes, these contingen- cies do not require system-wide infrastructure and host-state support. Given the costs to conduct manned-aircraft strikes with minimal threat to pilots, it is questionable whether states will undertake the significant investment required for armed drones in the near term.

No impact—drones make wars less intense
McGinnis, senior professor – Northwestern Law, ‘10
(John O., 104 Nw. U. L. Rev. Colloquy 366)

It is not as if in the absence of AI wars or weapons will cease to exist. The way to think about the effects of AI on war is to think of the consequences of substituting technologically advanced robots for humans on the battlefield. In at least three ways, that substitution is likely to be beneficial to humans. First, robots make conventional forces more effective and less vulnerable to certain weapons of mass destruction, like chemical and biological weapons. Rebalancing the world to make such weapons less effective, even if marginally so, must be counted as a benefit. Second, one of the reasons that conventional armies deploy lethal force is to protect the human soldiers against death or serious injury. If only robots are at stake in a battle, a nation is more likely to use non-lethal force, such as stun guns and the like. The United States is in fact considering outfitting some of its robotic forces with non-lethal weapon-ry. Third, AI-driven weaponry gives an advantage to the developed world and particularly to the United States, be-cause of its advanced capability in technological innovation. Robotic weapons have been among the most successful in the fight against Al-Qaeda and other groups waging asymmetrical warfare against the United States. The Predator, a robotic airplane, has been successfully targeting terrorists throughout Afghanistan and Pakistan, and more technologi-cally advanced versions are being rapidly developed. Moreover, it does so in a targeted manner without the need to launch large-scale wars to hold territory--a process that would almost certainly result in more collateral damage. n61 If one believes that the United States is on the whole the best enforcer of rules of conduct that make for a peaceful and prosperous world, this development must also be counted as a benefit.

Existing norms solve and precedent isn’t key

Anderson, professor of international law – American University, ‘13
(Kenneth, "The Case for Drones", https://www.commentarymagazine.com/articles/the-case-for-drones/)

The objection to civilian deaths draws out a related criticism: Why should the United States be able to conduct these drone strikes in Pakistan or in Yemen, countries that are not at war with America? What gives the United States the moral right to take its troubles to other places and inflict damage by waging war? Why should innocent Pakistanis suffer because the United States has trouble with terrorists? The answer is simply that like it or not, the terrorists are in these parts of Pakistan, and it is the terrorists that have brought trouble to the country. The U.S. has adopted a moral and legal standard with regard to where it will conduct drone strikes against terrorist groups. It will seek consent of the government, as it has long done with Pakistan, even if that is contested and much less certain than it once was. But there will be no safe havens. If al-Qaeda or its affiliated groups take haven somewhere and the government is unwilling or unable to address that threat, America’s very long-standing view of international law permits it to take forcible action against the threat, sovereignty and territorial integrity notwithstanding. This is not to say that the United States could or would use drones anywhere it wished. Places that have the rule of law and the ability to respond to terrorists on their territory are different from weakly governed or ungoverned places. There won’t be drones over Paris or London—this canard is popular among campaigners and the media but ought to be put to rest. But the vast, weakly governed spaces, where states are often threatened by Islamist insurgency, such as Mali or Yemen, are a different case altogether. This critique often leads, however, to the further objection that the American use of drones is essentially laying the groundwork for others to do the same. Steve Coll wrote in the New Yorker: “America’s drone campaign is also creating an ominous global precedent. Ten years or less from now, China will likely be able to field armed drones. How might its Politburo apply Obama’s doctrines to Tibetan activists holding meetings in Nepal?” The United States, it is claimed, is arrogantly exerting its momentary technological advantage to do what it likes. It will be sorry when other states follow suit. But the United States does not use drones in this fashion and has claimed no special status for drones. The U.S. government uses drone warfare in a far more limited way, legally and morally, and entirely within the bounds of international law. The problem with China (or Russia) using drones is that they might not use them in the same way as the United States. The drone itself is a tool. How it is used and against whom—these are moral questions. If China behaves malignantly, drones will not be responsible. Its leaders will be.

They don’t effect China ops
Global drone norms are impossible

McGinnis, senior professor – Northwestern Law, ‘10
(John O. 104 Nw. U. L. Rev. Colloquy 366)

It is hard to overstate the extent to which advances in robotics, which are driven by AI, are transforming the United States military. During the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, more and more Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) of different kinds were used. For example, in 2001, there were ten unmanned "Predators" in use, and at the end of 2007, there were 180. n42 Unmanned aircraft, which depend on substantial computational capacity, are an increasingly important part of our military and may prove to be the [*374] majority of aircraft by 2020. n43 Even below the skies, robots perform im-portant tasks such as mine removal. n44 Already in development are robots that would wield lasers as a kind of special infantryman focused on killing snipers. n45 Others will act as paramedics. n46 It is not an exaggeration to predict that war twenty or twenty-five years from now may be fought predominantly by robots. The AI-driven battlefield gives rise to a different set of fears than those raised by the potential autonomy of AI. Here, the concern is that human malevolence will lead to these ever more capable machines wreaking ever more havoc and destruction. III. THE FUTILITY OF THE RELINQUISHMENT OF AI AND THE PROHIBITION OF BATTLEFIELD RO-BOTS Joy argues for "relinquishment"--i.e., the abandonment of technologies that can lead to strong AI. Those who are concerned about the use of AI technology on the battlefield would focus more specifically on weapons powered by AI. But whether the objective is relinquishment or the constraint of new weaponry, any such program must be translated into a specific set of legal prohibitions. These prohibitions, at least under current technology and current geopolitics, are certain to be ineffective. Thus, nations are unlikely to unilaterally relinquish the technology behind accelerating compu-tational power or the research to further accelerate that technology. Indeed, were the United States to relinquish such technology, the whole world would be the loser. The United States is both a flourishing commercial republic that benefits from global peace and prosperity, and the world's hegemon, capable of supplying the public goods of global peace and security. Because it gains a greater share of the prosperity that is afforded by peace than do other nations, it has incentives to shoulder the burdens to maintain a global peace that benefits not only the United States but the rest of the world. n47 By relinquishing the power of AI, the United States would in fact be giving greater incentives to rogue nations to develop it. Thus, the only realistic alternative to unilateral relinquishment would be a global agreement for relinquishment or regulation of AI-driven weaponry. But such an agreement would face the same insuperable obstacles nuclear disarma-ment has faced. As recent events with Iran and North Korea demonstrate, n48 it seems difficult if not impossible to per-suade rogue nations [*375] to relinquish nuclear arms. Not only are these weapons a source of geopolitical strength and prestige for such nations, but verifying any prohibition on the preparation and production of these weapons is a task beyond the capability of international institutions. The verification problems are far greater with respect to the technologies relating to artificial intelligence. Relative-ly few technologies are involved in building a nuclear bomb, but arriving at strong artificial intelligence has many routes and still more that are likely to be discovered. Moreover, building a nuclear bomb requires substantial infrastruc-ture. n49 Artificial intelligence research can be done in a garage. Constructing a nuclear bomb requires very substantial resources beyond that of most groups other than nation-states. n50 Researching artificial intelligence is done by institu-tions no richer than colleges and perhaps would require even less substantial resources.

China won’t follow

Amitai Etzioni 13, professor of international relations at George Washington University, March/April 2013, “The Great Drone Debate,” Military Review, http://usacac.army.mil/CAC2/MilitaryReview/Archives/English/MilitaryReview_20130430_art004.pdf
Other critics contend that by the United States using drones, it leads other countries into making and using them. For example, Medea Benjamin, the cofounder of the anti-war activist group CODEPINK and author of a book about drones argues that, “The proliferation of drones should evoke reﬂection on the precedent that the United States is setting by killing anyone it wants, anywhere it wants, on the basis of secret information. Other nations and non-state entities are watching—and are bound to start acting in a similar fashion.”60 Indeed scores of countries are now manufacturing or purchasing drones. There can be little doubt that the fact that drones have served the United States well has helped to popularize them. However, it does not follow that United States should not have employed drones in the hope that such a show of restraint would deter others. First of all, this would have meant that either the United States would have had to allow terrorists in hardto-reach places, say North Waziristan, to either roam and rest freely—or it would have had to use bombs that would have caused much greater collateral damage. 

Further, the record shows that even when the United States did not develop a particular weapon, others did. Thus, China has taken the lead in the development of anti-ship missiles and seemingly cyber weapons as well. One must keep in mind that the international environment is a hostile one. Countries—and especially non-state actors— most of the time do not play by some set of selfconstraining rules. Rather, they tend to employ whatever weapons they can obtain that will further their interests. The United States correctly does not assume that it can rely on some non-existent implicit gentleman’s agreements that call for the avoidance of new military technology by nation X or terrorist group Y—if the United States refrains from employing that technology. 

I am not arguing that there are no natural norms that restrain behavior. There are certainly some that exist, particularly in situations where all parties beneﬁt from the norms (e.g., the granting of diplomatic immunity) or where particularly horrifying weapons are involved (e.g., weapons of mass destruction). However drones are but one step—following bombers and missiles—in the development of distant battleﬁeld technologies. (Robotic soldiers—or future ﬁghting machines— are next in line). In such circumstances, the role of norms is much more limited
SCS tension inevitable but won’t escalate, even if they win a huge internal link 
Michal Meidan 12, China Analyst at the Eurasia Group, 8/7/12, “Guest post: Why tensions will persist, but not escalate, in the South China Sea,” http://blogs.ft.com/beyond-brics/2012/08/07/guest-post-why-tensions-will-persist-but-not-escalate-in-the-south-china-sea/#axzz2Cbw54ORc
These tensions are likely to persist. And Beijing is not alone in perpetuating them. Vietnam and the Philippines, concerned with the shifting balance of powers in the region, are pushing their maritime claims more aggressively and increasing their efforts to internationalise the question by involving both ASEAN and Washington. Attempts to come up with a common position in ASEAN have failed miserably but as the US re-engages Asia, it is drawn into the troubled waters of the South China Sea.¶ Political dynamics in China – with a once in a decade leadership transition coming up, combined with electoral politics in the US and domestic constraints for both Manila and Hanoi – all augur that the South China Sea will remain turbulent. No government can afford to appear weak in the eyes of domestic hawks or of increasingly nationalistic public opinions. The risk of a miscalculation resulting in prolonged standoffs or skirmishes is therefore higher now than ever before. But there are a number of reasons to believe that even these skirmishes are unlikely to escalate into broader conflict.¶ First, despite the strong current of assertive forces within China, cooler heads are ultimately likely to prevail. While a conciliatory stance toward other claimants is unlikely before the leadership transition, China’s top brass will be equally reluctant to significantly escalate the situation, since this will send southeast Asian governments running to Washington. Hanoi and Manila also recognize that despite their need for assertiveness to appease domestic political constituencies, a direct confrontation with China is overly risky.¶ Second, military pundits in China also realize that the cost of conflict is too high, since it will strengthen Washington’s presence in the region and disrupt trade flows. And even China’s oil company CNOOC, whose portfolio of assets relies heavily on the South China Sea, is diversifying its interests in other deepwater plays elsewhere, as its attempted takeover of Nexen demonstrates.
Economics prevent conflict escalation

Creehan 12 – Senior Editor of the SAIS Review of International Affairs (Sean, “Assessing the Risks of Conflict in the South China Sea,” Winter/Spring, SAIS Review, Vol. 32, No. 1)

Regarding Secretary Clinton’s first requirement, the risk of actual closure of the South China Sea remains remote, as instability in the region would affect the entire global economy, raising the price of various goods and commodities. According to some estimates, for example, as much as 50 percent of global oil tanker shipments pass through the South China Sea— that represents more than three times the tanker traffic through the Suez Canal and over five times the tanker traffic through the Panama Canal.4 It is in no country’s interest to see instability there, least of all China’s, given the central economic importance of Chinese exports originating from the country’s major southern ports and energy imports coming through the South China Sea (annual U.S. trade passing through the Sea amounts to $1.2 trillion).5 Invoking the language of nuclear deterrence theory, disruption in these sea lanes implies mutually assured economic destruction, and that possibility should moderate the behavior of all participants. Furthermore, with the United States continuing to operate from a position of naval strength (or at least managing a broader alliance that collectively balances China’s naval presence in the future), the sea lanes will remain open. While small military disputes within such a balance of power are, of course, possible, the economic risks of extended conflict are so great that significant changes to the status quo are unlikely. 
And, US will always deter China---even if they acted it would only cause a diplomatic fuss

Vu Duc ‘13 "Khanh Vu Duc is a Vietnamese-Canadian lawyer who researches on Vietnamese politics, international relations and international law. He is a frequent contributor to Asia Sentinel and BBC Vietnamese Service, "Who's Bluffing Whom in the South China Sea?" www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=5237&Itemid=171
Conversely, China would find an increased American presence unacceptable and a nuisance. Of course, neither country is likely to find itself staring down the barrel of the other's gun. China's plans for the region would undoubtedly be under greater American scrutiny if Washington decides to allocate more assets to Asia-Pacific. 

For the US, returning in force to Asia-Pacific would prove to be a costly endeavour, resources the country may or may not be able to muster. Yet, even if this is true, Washington's calculations may determine that the security risk posed by China in the region outweighs whatever investment required by the US. 

China's dispute with Japan over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Island, however heated, will prove to be a peripheral issue with respect to China's dispute with the several claimant states over the Spratlys. Ultimately, it is not improbable that China would seize one or several of the Spratlys under foreign control as a means to demonstrate its resolve in the disputes and the region; but to do so is to engage in unnecessary risk. The consequences stemming from such action are too great for Beijing to ignore.
Although it is unlikely that China's neighbors would be able to mount more than a diplomatic protest, the fuss deriving from such an incident could prove more burdensome for China than it is willing to risk. The real consequence for China of any and all conflict in the region is and has always been an American intervention. As is, it would benefit Beijing to seek a peaceful, mutually agreed upon resolution, rather than brute force.

saudi 

--No oil shocks—multiple checks

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

Every shock will trigger a different mix of specific responses, but the overall effect will tend to restore (or exceed) the pre-shock level of supply, mitigating the post-shock price increase. Short-term disruptions encourage producers with spare capacity to bring extra oil into the market, firms holding large inventories to draw from their stocks, cartel members to squabble over who gets to replace the lost oil, and tanker masters to reroute to avoid trouble. They all see opportunity to increase profit or avoid a potential loss. Very large shocks also lead governments to tap their vast petroleum reserves. 

--No impact to oil shocks and they won’t happen-newest data obliterates their offense

Kahn 11 Jeremy Kahn, writer for Newsweek, IHT, and NYT, previous editor of the New Republic, Masters in IR from LSE and B.S. in History from Penn, "Crude reality" 2/13 www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2011/02/13/crude_reality/?page=full

Will a Middle Eastern oil disruption crush the economy? New research suggests the answer is no -- and that a major tenet of American foreign policy may be fundamentally wrong. For more than a month, the world has been riveted by scenes of protest in the Middle East, with demonstrators flooding streets from Tunisia to Egypt and beyond. As the unrest has spread, people in the West have also been keeping a wary eye on something closer to home: the gyrating stock market and the rising price of gas. Fear that the upheaval will start to affect major oil producers like Saudi Arabia has led speculators to bid up oil prices — and led some economic analysts to predict that higher energy costs could derail America’s nascent economic recovery. The idea that a sudden spike in oil prices spells economic doom has influenced America’s foreign policy since at least 1973, when Arab states, upset with Western support for Israel during the Yom Kippur War, drastically cut production and halted exports to the United States. The result was a sudden quadrupling in crude prices and a deep global recession. Many Americans still have vivid memories of gas lines stretching for blocks, and of the unemployment, inflation, and general sense of insecurity and panic that followed. Even harder hit were our allies in Europe and Japan, as well as many developing nations. Economists have a term for this disruption: an oil shock. The idea that such oil shocks will inevitably wreak havoc on the US economy has become deeply rooted in the American psyche, and in turn the United States has made ensuring the smooth flow of crude from the Middle East a central tenet of its foreign policy. Oil security is one of the primary reasons America has a long-term military presence in the region. Even aside from the Iraq and Afghan wars, we have equipment and forces positioned in Oman, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Qatar; the US Navy’s Fifth Fleet is permanently stationed in Bahrain. But a growing body of economic research suggests that this conventional view of oil shocks is wrong. The US economy is far less susceptible to interruptions in the oil supply than previously assumed, according to these studies. Scholars examining the recent history of oil disruptions have found the worldwide oil market to be remarkably adaptable and surprisingly quick at compensating for shortfalls. Economists have found that much of the damage once attributed to oil shocks can more persuasively be laid at the feet of bad government policies. The US economy, meanwhile, has become less dependent on Persian Gulf oil and less sensitive to changes in crude prices overall than it was in 1973. 

Iranian anti-access area-denial capabilities neutralize bases in the Persian Gulf – the Navy has no strategy to respond

Wood, 10
David Wood, Chief Military Correspondent, former correspondent for Time, and Pultizer prize finalist for writing on national security, 9-16-2011, “ China, Iran Creating 'No-Go' Zones to Thwart U.S. Military Power,” Politics Daily, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/03/01/china-iran-creating-no-go-zones-to-thwart-u-s-military-power/ 
But now the party's over. The United States, Pentagon strategists say, is quickly losing its ability to barge in without permission. Potential target countries and even some lukewarm allies are figuring out ingenious ways to blunt American power without trying to meet it head-on, using a combination of high-tech and low-tech jujitsu. At the same time, U.S. naval and air forces have been shrinking under the weight of ever more expensive hardware. It's no longer the case that the United States can overwhelm clever defenses with sheer numbers. As Defense Secretary Robert Gates summed up the problem this month, countries in places where the United States has strategic interests -- including the Persian Gulf and the Pacific -- are building "sophisticated, new technologies to deny our forces access to the global commons of sea, air, space and cyberspace.'' Those innocuous words spell trouble. While the U.S. military and strategy community is focused on Afghanistan and the fight in Marja, others – Iran and China, to name two – are chipping away at America's access to the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, the Persian Gulf and the increasingly critical extraterrestrial realms. "This era of U.S. military dominance is waning at an increasing and alarming rate,'' Andrew Krepinevich, a West Point-educated officer and former senior Pentagon strategist, writes in a new report. "With the spread of advanced military technologies and their exploitation by other militaries, especially China's People's Liberation Army and to a far lesser extent Iran's military and Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps, the U.S. military's ability to preserve military access to two key areas of vital interest, the western Pacific and the Persian Gulf, is being increasingly challenged.'' At present, "there is little indication that China or Iran intend to alter their efforts to create 'no-go' zones in the maritime areas off their coasts,'' writes Krepinevich, president of the non-partisan think tank, the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. What will save America's bacon, Gates and others hope, is something called the Air-Sea Battle Concept. Problem: It has yet to be invented. The most worrisome of the "area denial/anti-access'' strategies being deployed against the United States (and others) is by China, which groups its defenses under the term "shashoujian,'' or "assassin's mace.'' The term refers to an ancient weapon, easily concealed by Chinese warriors and used to cripple a more powerful attacker. In its modern incarnation, Krepinevich explains, shashoujian is a powerful combination of traditional but sophisticated air defenses, ballistic and anti-ship missiles, and similar weapons to put at risk nearby U.S. forces and regional bases, together with anti-satellite and cyberwar weapons to disable U.S. reconnaissance and command-and-control networks. Dennis Blair, the top U.S. intelligence official, described these developments in detail in a report to Congress last month, adding that taken together, they "improve China's ability to execute an anti-access and area-denial strategy in the western Pacific.'' Iran's area-denial arsenal includes coastal and inland missile batteries, ballistic missiles to threaten U.S. bases and Arabian oil facilities, mines and shallow-draft missile boats that can quickly swarm around heavy, slow-moving U.S. warships. Iran's ability to threaten any would-be invaders, or simply to shut off access to the Gulf, would be enhanced if it acquires a nuclear weapons capability, which some analysts believe could happen within President Obama's current term in office. As these new challenges have grown, America's air and naval forces have been quietly shrinking, a function of the staggering increase in complexity and cost of the hardware. Although other factors are at play, the bottom line is that the Pentagon can afford fewer planes and ships because each one costs more and more. As former Lockheed Martin chairman Norm Augustine pointed out in 1983, the cost of a fighter aircraft has quadrupled every 10 years, since the dawn of the age of aviation. The F16 fighter, for instance, originally cost about $35 million each (adjusted for inflation). It is being replaced by the F-35, currently priced at $266 million each. The pattern holds for the F-22, which the Pentagon has bought to replace its F-15s, and the B-1 and B-2 bombers built to replace B-52s and F-111s. Small wonder the Air Force inventory of fighter-attack planes and bombers has sagged 20 percent during the past 15 years from 2,073 to 1,649. The Navy also has fallen victim to the rising-cost, falling-inventory phenomenon. During the Vietnam War it boasted 932 warships. By 1985 the Navy could barely maintain 571 ships (despite the Reagan administration's rallying cry of a "600-ship Navy!''). Today's Navy has dwindled to 283 expensive warships. Robert Work, currently the under secretary of the Navy, pointed out as a private researcher last year that not only is the current naval force inadequate for a bust-in-the-door mission, the Navy's plans for a larger future fleet are still inadequate – and unaffordable to boot. The Navy's planned future fleet of 313 ships, he wrote in a major paper on naval strategy, "lacks the range to face increasingly lethal, land-based maritime reconnaissance/strike complexes (networks), or nuclear armed adversaries.'' And, he said, it ignores the growing challenge of China's shashoujian. Anyway, Work added, "the signs are that the Navy's plans are far too ambitious given likely future resource allocations ... the Navy needs to scale back its current plans; they are simply too ambitious for expected future budgets.'' So what's the plan? The plan is to develop a plan, for now being called the Air-Sea Battle Concept. The idea is based loosely on a strategy the Army came up with during the Cold War when the generals realized they were out-manned and out-gunned by the Red Army. Their solution was AirLand Battle, based mostly on the early work of Army Gen. Donn Starry, who advocated using closely coordinated air and ground combat power to attack deep into the enemy's rear at the outset of the fight, rather than waiting for the enemy to advance up to "the front.'' AirLand Battle became a reality after much headbutting among senior generals not willing to share the glory (or the budget dollars). It arguably helped to deter Soviet aggression in Europe. And it proved highly successful in Desert Storm and in the invasion of Iraq. The hope for Air-Sea Battle is to achieve similar synergy by joining naval and air power with space and cyberspace war-fighting capabilities for "defeating adversaries across the range of military operations, including adversaries equipped with sophisticated anti-access and area denial capabilities,'' according to the Pentagon's most recent strategic plan, the Quadrennial Defense Review, published earlier this month. If that sounds vague, it's because there's not much behind the words. A laconic sentence in the QDR hints that no one has any idea what Air-Sea Battle might mean in practice: "As it matures, the concept will also help guide the development of future capabilities needed for effective power projection operations.''

Bahraini base isn’t key to power projection – kick out spurs a strategic shift to a flexible basing strategy 

Koplovsky, 6

Michael Koploysvky, Foreign Service Officer, Ph.D. in Strategic Studies from Naval War College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463412&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Despite adamant arguments outlining the essential nature of U.S. forward bases to achieve military goals, the availability of options seems to blunt the claims. Real concerns about risks and costs further undermine the case for the necessity of a Bahrain base. Given its other options (many of which the United States is actively considering or pursuing), it appears that the United States can achieve its national security goals without a permanent base in Bahrain. Bases in other Gulf States, a reliable and credible lift capacity, sea-basing, and “rear-echeloning” collectively promise to compensate adequately in terms of operational factors. While each alternative has its own weaknesses, adopting a balanced combination of these options would enable the United States to deter and/or defend against Iran, reassure and protect Gulf allies and friends, conduct effective campaigns against terrorist groups, ensure free passage of energy exports through the Strait of Hormuz, and continue its reconstruction and stability activities in Iraq without a permanent presence in Bahrain. The very real danger of unintended consequences -- including eroding support for the United States, generating political troubles for regional partners, feeding perceptions of weak U.S. commitment to democracy, and stoking ideological recruitment -- argue against a large permanent presence. Forward deployed U.S. forces’ vulnerability to attack is another important concern. In an era of shrinking budgets and moves toward restructuring, a base in Bahrain might be a relic of obsolete U.S. force structure and projection. By kicking the U.S. military out, the Bahrainis could precipitate timely adoption of a new U.S. force posture with reduced overseas footprint, increased flexibility, diminished risk, and faster reaction.
The United States has lived without Bahrain before. In the late 1970s, following the loss of the home-porting agreement, the United States shifted to a “flag afloat” posture, rotating ships through the Persian Gulf without a permanent support base or Fifth Fleet Command ashore at Bahrain. During the Iran-Iraq War in the 1980s, the United States Navy successfully escorted tankers without a permanent naval presence in the Persian Gulf. Without adequate support in theater U.S. capabilities can be stretched to and even beyond their limits. One might argue that the 1980 Iran hostage rescue effort41 might have been more successful if launched and coordinated from a forward operating base in the Persian Gulf. Today, “flag afloat” is an expensive option. The U.S. Navy does not have a ship large or advanced enough to provide adequate communications connections or command and control, or to accommodate a Fifth Fleet staff. One would have to be built or costly adjustments and improvements made to realize a flagship command posture. In operational terms, “U.S. interests require the capacity to move, use, and sustain forces with dispatch and effectiveness.”42 The question is whether a forward base in Bahrain is essential to achieving this capacity in the Persian Gulf. A cursory look at the ample inventory of options, a preference by the current American political leadership for increased flexibility and diversification of risk, and a calculation of the possible costs, both financial and political, leads to a comforting if surprising conclusion: Not only could the U.S. military absorb the loss of basing rights in Bahrain, but it would force earlier adoption of the more flexible and reactive posture envisioned in ongoing military transformation. The debate over basing options is not over, but the sudden loss of a key forward operating base could help focus policymakers and operational strategists by forcing decisions with important ramifications. The loss of access to Bahrain, and a decision to rely on smaller “footprint” alternatives (e.g. intermittent access, sea-basing, or a shipboard “flag afloat” naval command headquarters), could be a blessing in disguise. At a minimum, the United States should plan for and be prepared to execute the mission without bases in Bahrain. By investing in and advancing research and development into sea-basing and enhanced air and sea lift, designing rotational training and exercises, pre-positioning equipment, and redoubling efforts to negotiate various access rights, the United States will have prepared itself for the operational challenges a loss of basing rights might present, perhaps even better preparing itself for future challenges in the region.
Solves their advantage and anti-access weapons, even without allied support

Eisenstadt, 2005
Michael Eisenstadt, senior fellow and director of The Washington Institute's Military and Security Studies Program, 2005, “Deter and Contain: Dealing with a Nuclear Iran,” http://www.npolicy.org/userfiles/file/Getting%20Ready-Deter%20and%20Contain-Dealing%20with%20a%20Nuclear%20Iran.pdf
Some Iranian decisionmakers might believe that “the bomb” might provide them with a free hand to take such steps with relative impunity, by deterring an effective response by its neighbors or the United States. For this reason, it is critical that the United States help its GCC allies obtain the means to counter Iran’s naval mine, special warfare, small boat, submarine, and coastal anti-ship missile forces on their own. Countering these capabilities will also require a significant U.S. military presence in Gulf. As a result, the U.S. Navy will remain susceptible to Iranian attempts to intimidate U.S. allies into denying U.S. forces access and basing. This will remain a potential vulnerability for the foreseeable future. For this reason, the U.S. Navy’s Sea Power 21 “Sea Basing” concept may be particularly useful for contingencies in or near the Gulf. This concept calls for the U.S. Navy to develop an ability to operate independent of shore-based logistical hubs, thereby limiting the impact of enemy anti-access measures and decisions by friendly states to refuse or limit access, basing, and overflight rights during crises or wartime.29 

And it solves heg and deterrence way better than the aff

Perry, commander – US Navy, ‘9
(Michael F, “Importance of Seabasing to Land Power Generation,” US Army War College)

Seabasing supports numerous aspects of America’s National Security, Defense and Military Strategies. This is best summarized by President George W. Bush recently declaring that the U.S. is “developing joint sea bases that will allow our forces to strike from floating platforms close to the action, instead of being dependent on land bases far from the fight.”36 In particular, U.S. National Defense Strategy relies upon the “ability to rapidly deploy and redeploy forces” as the “keystone” of U.S. National Military Strategy.37 Seabasing facilitates rapidly assembling and projecting the forces required to address any traditional, irregular, catastrophic and/or disruptive challenge and denies the sanctuary needed to plan attacks against the U.S. and develop weapons of mass destruction.38 This directly addresses national objectives regarding “strategic access” to “retain freedom of action,” “strengthening alliances and partnerships” and establishing “favorable security conditions.”39 Thus, Seabasing reassures our allies, helps deter and defeat potential adversaries, maximizes use of the “global commons” of the high seas, and ensures “timely generation and deployment of military forces” throughout the world.40 This approach to force design and planning “focuses less on a specific adversary” and more on flexibly responding to how an “adversary might fight” at a nearly unlimited number of locations.41 Thus, the extremely flexible capabilities of Seabasing are ideally aligned with the extremely flexible requirements of the National Security, Defense and Military Strategies of the United States.

Relationship of Seabasing to Joint Doctrine and Coalition Warfare

Tactically, Sea Basing capitalizes upon a long and highly successful tradition of amphibious warfare that integrated allied forces and stormed the beaches of Europe and the Pacific during WWII.42 Thus, as one might expect, Seabasing supports numerous aspects of U.S. Joint Military Doctrine. Specifically, Joint Publication 4-0 notes that logistics are the primary constraint upon operations. Thus, the most effective operations are most closely integrated with logistics, as is truly the case with Seabasing.43 Similarly, Joint Publication 3-0 notes how “littoral areas often offer the best position from which to begin, sustain and support joint operations, especially in operational areas with limited or poor infrastructure for supporting U.S. joint operations ashore.”44 Joint Publications 3-35 and 5-0 further cite the negative impact of “antiaccess” strategies upon operational planning and benefit of dictating the timing and tempo of operations through U.S. dominance in areas such as sea and air power.45 Finally, Seabasing supports many of the fundamental principles of war described by Joint Publication 3-0, including maneuver, mass, surprise, legitimacy, perseverance and security.46 Specifically, Seabasing integrates “sea, land, air, space and cyberspace to a greater degree than ever before” in a way that projects “precise and persistent” power around the globe and turns “asymmetrical challenges” to our advantage.47 In summary, the ability to strike from the relative security of the sea at the time and place of our choosing deters aggression and forces the enemy to defend its entire coastline against an array of threats and moving targets.48 This substantially increases the credibility of U.S. foreign policy and offers Joint Force Commanders a wide array of tactical options.
2nc

2nc no impact to drones
Existing drone norms prevent the impact

Michael Lewis, Professor of Law at Ohio Northern University Pettit College of Law, and Emily Crawford, Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, University of Sydney, 5/3/13, DRONES AND DISTINCTION: HOW IHL ENCOURAGED THE RISE OF DRONES, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/academics/law-journals/gjil/recent/upload/zsx00313001127.PDF

Many commentators have bolstered their arguments that the United States’ use of drones is illegal by “cautioning” that the rules for drone use which the United States is establishing could come back to haunt it when drones proliferate.156 After mentioning that over forty states possess drone technology, Philip Alston warns that “the rules being set today are going to govern the conduct of many States tomorrow. I’m particularly concerned that the United States seems oblivious to this fact when it asserts an ever-expanding entitlement for itself to target individuals across the globe.”157 Elsewhere he raises the specter that “[t]here are strong reasons to believe that a permissive policy on drone-fired targeted killings will come back to haunt the United States in a wide range of potential situations in the not too distant future.”158 Before discussing the legal merits of the norms that the United States is shaping through its present conduct of drone warfare, it is first necessary to dispel a pervasive misconception about drones that Alston and many other commentators have promulgated. That misconception is that the current manner in which the United States is using drones broadly justifies any use of drones by other countries against the United States and that drones represent a serious threat to the United States.159 This misconception has spread so easily because the reciprocity theme is intuitively appealing and, to a point, legally correct. It is true that whatever legal basis the United States offers for utilizing drones in Yemen, Pakistan, or Somalia must also be available to any other nation wishing to use drones as well. However, that does not mean that drones will be appearing over New York City anytime soon, in large part because drones are very vulnerable to air defense systems and signal interruption and because they are particularly unsuited to use by terror groups.160 Even the most advanced drones that the United States possesses are relatively slow and vulnerable to fighters or surface-to-air missiles, meaning that, as conventional weapons, drones would have limited utility in a traditional state-on-state armed conflict.161 Perhaps more importantly, the physical realities associated with using drones makes them of limited usefulness to terrorists. Drones that are capable of carrying any significant payload need hard surfaced runways and significant maintenance support. Any drone returning to such facilities would be closely followed by U.S. forces, meaning that any drone used by terrorists would be a single strike proposition, and quite an expensive one at that. Therefore, from a practical standpoint, car bombs, suicide bombs, and attacks on airliners remain by far the most credible threat to the United States, regardless of how it pursues its drone policy.

2nc squo solves
Even if the US model is lacking, global pressure solves

Beard, professorial lecturer – UCLA Law, ‘9
(Jack M., 103 A.J.I.L. 409)

The implications of the emerging robotic military model for human staffing, recruiting, and training requirements are complex and far-reaching. In shifting from a model in which the primary purpose of technology was to support hu-man combatants to a model in which the role of humans is to support the technology, the robotic military will necessari-ly demand greater levels of technical competence from the human "robotists." As these demands for greater competence proliferate and virtual technologies merge humans and machines even more [*444] closely, each component of these new virtual weapons systems, along with the sum of their parts, will continue to be scrutinized. It is in this context and on this basis that law-of-war obligations in the virtual era will be assessed. The virtual era is rapidly expanding to encompass the entire international community. The demand for UAVs, for example, is soaring as more and more countries, including many in the developing world, are obtaining and becoming familiar with virtual technologies and their ISR capabilities, in part because UAV systems cost much less than their manned counterparts. n169 The acquisition by many countries of UAVs manufactured in the United States, France, and Germany; by Georgia and India of UAVs manufactured in Israel; and by Pakistan and Egypt of UAVs manufactured in China demonstrates that the implications of the virtual era already extend far beyond U.S. military operations alone. n170 This growing worldwide familiarity with UAVs, even if some countries use them only for basic reconnaissance or artil-lery-spotting missions, will inescapably direct more attention in the future to the improving ability of military forces, especially those belonging to states that can afford to deploy many advanced systems, to verify objectives and take other precautionary measures to ensure observance of the proportionality principle in attacks. Virtual technologies are thus on the verge of significantly shaping the views and conduct of all states, even those that do not possess them or cannot afford to deploy them in great numbers. New, extensive virtual surveillance capabili-ties come with new burdens for the states that benefit from them--burdens that are more and more likely to be invoked by poor or other less technologically advanced states in any discussion about the corresponding legal duties. The devel-oped states that seek to avoid these burdens may again find themselves haunted by the new legal content of words such as "available." Once relied upon as permissive terms, these words may now unexpectedly impose constraints. For ex-ample, at the diplomatic conference that ultimately adopted Protocol I, one state observed that the obligation to identify military objectives as targets under Article 57(2) "depended to a large extent on the technical means of detection availa-ble to the belligerents." n171 In its Commentary, the International Committee of the Red Cross agreed, observing that " [s]ome belligerents might have information owing to a modern reconnaissance device, while other belligerents might not have this type of equipment." n172 Drawing on such considerations, less developed states can argue that richer coun-tries with extensive, widely deployed and sophisticated virtual surveillance capabilities and unprecedented access to once-unimaginable levels of ISR information are subject to a higher standard of care in verifying targets as military ob-jectives and taking other precautionary measures. The more exacting legal standards likely to flow from virtual surveillance capabilities will not be diminished by the global newsroom, which increasingly enhances its reporting with video [*445] footage furnished by virtual platforms overhead. Even the five-day standoff and military action against Somali pirates holding an American hostage on a small lifeboat in a remote corner of the Indian Ocean in April 2009 were not exempt from news reports showing video footage from a UAV used by U.S. forces in the operation. n173 When a military operation is not successful or what actually hap-pened is disputed, no small similarity may be remarked to the instant replay so familiar to American football fans; alt-hough it may lack the assigned referees, the process involves a close examination of digitally recorded facts, subjects disputed calls to wide public debate, prompts a more exacting application of rules, and sometimes leads to the refine-ment of those rules. Similarly, whether the home team likes the call or not, a new era of openness and debate has arrived, and with it new life for some of the rules on the playing field. Virtual weapons systems are poised to transform the conditions of future battlefields for humans and change law, war, and military institutions in profound, far-reaching ways. While military-technological advances have routinely worsened the plight of civilians in war and made law an even more distant concern on the battlefield, virtual technolo-gies are unexpectedly bringing laws that protect civilians closer to war than ever before. These technologies are in fact giving unprecedented traction, transparency, and relevance to venerable jus in bello rules that states have often ignored, manipulated, or consigned only to theoretical applications. At the same time, virtual technologies are refashioning the way military operations are conducted, the way military institutions function, and the way objectives are defined in war itself. The implications of the dawning virtual era deserve to be more carefully studied across a wide spectrum of human behavior. For the military institutions that must address the unfolding consequences of virtual technologies originally designed to help project military power, such a project is in some respects a study in irony.

 US precedent is locked in and it’s too late

NYT, 5/29/’12

(“Secret ‘Kill List’ Proves a Test of Obama’s Principles and Will”)

Justly or not, drones have become a provocative symbol of American power, running roughshod over national sovereignty and killing innocents. With China and Russia watching, the United States has set an international precedent for sending drones over borders to kill enemies.

Takes out the impact—other nations probably won’t model a restrictive drone policy, but they’re also not about to go nuts—international pressure solves

Hajjar, Institute for Public Policy and International Affairs @ ETH Zurich, ‘13
(Lisa, “Lawfare and US and Israeli Targeted Killings Policies,” ETH Zurich, April)

I refer to these as “attempts” to reinterpret international law because targeted killing has not gained international credibility. Were they to succeed, however, targeted killing would become an option for any government. Recall Daniel Reisner’s words: “If you do something for long enough, the world will accept it ...International law progresses through violations.” Lawfare has been a means of defending international consensus-based interpretations of IHL. In countries other than Israel or the US where lawsuits have been mounted, even when those cases have been dismissed—and even when national laws have been narrowed to impede such cases in the future—there has been no foreign governmental endorsement of the legal justifications for targeted killing. Rather, those judicial outcomes are the result of political pressure, diplomatic arm-twisting, or the desire not to offend allied governments. Lawfare has not (yet) succeeded to achieve accountability for extra-judicial executions and civilian deaths, nor forced a decisive return to international consensus-based behavior by either the Israeli or the US government. Lawfare has, however, been a means of exposing the contents and rationales of these states’ positions. This exposure, in turn, has contributed to making their targeted killing policies an issue of increasing international concern and activity. Thus, the value of lawfare should not be judged solely on the basis of judicial outcomes, but rather on the long-term significance of challenging law violations. Without such challenges, powerful states would be unhindered in their state lawfare efforts to rewrite the laws of war to make international consensus-defying policies they wish to employ appear legal. The law has not been rewritten.

The entire precedent thesis is wrong

Washington Post, 11/1/’12
(“Pulling the U.S. drone war out of the shadows,” Editorial Board)

Similarly, Mr. Volker asks “what we would say if others used drones to take out their opponents” — such as Russia in Chechnya or China in Tibet. The answer is twofold: Other nations will inevitably acquire and use armed drones, just as they have adopted all previous advances in military technology, from the bayonet to the cruise missile. But the legal and moral standards of warfare will not change. It’s hard to imagine that Russian drones would cause more devastation in Grozny than did Russian tanks and artillery, but if used there they would surely attract international censure.

US drone norms won’t encourage prolif

Michael Lewis, Professor of Law at Ohio Northern University Pettit College of Law, and Emily Crawford, Post-Doctoral Research Fellow, University of Sydney, 5/3/13, DRONES AND DISTINCTION: HOW IHL ENCOURAGED THE RISE OF DRONES, http://www.law.georgetown.edu/academics/law-journals/gjil/recent/upload/zsx00313001127.PDF

Lastly, the legal justification advanced by the United States for its drone use does not seek an “ever-expanding entitlement” to use drones around the world, nor is it likely to result in the use of drones against the United States. While states must always be wary of conducting themselves in a manner that serves their short-term security interests while creating a damaging long-term precedent, it does not appear that the United States’ legal justification does that. Because the justification is largely based upon the consent of the state in which force is employed, there are minimal sovereignty concerns related to drone use. Those concerns do arise when a state is unable or unwilling to prevent non-state actors within its borders from engaging in an armed conflict with another state. These concerns should be addressed by showing proper deference to the targeted state in arriving at an “unable or unwilling” determination. As long as proper deference is shown to the target state, an emerging legal norm allowing for selfdefense targeting of non-state actors on the territory of a third state if that “host” state is either unable or unwilling to detain or expel the non-state actors does not threaten the stability and cohesion of the international order, nor is it likely to “haunt” the United States in the future.169

2nc no global norms
Proves the US isn’t key 

Wright, Pulitzer-winning journalist, former writer and editor – The Atlantic, 11/14/’12
(Robert, citing Max Boot, senior fellow @ CFR, “The Incoherence of a Drone-Strike Advocate,” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/11/the-incoherence-of-a-drone-strike-advocate/265256/)

Naureen Shah of Columbia Law School, a guest on the show, had raised the possibility that America is setting a dangerous precedent with drone strikes. If other people start doing what America does--fire drones into nations that house somebody they want dead--couldn't this come back to haunt us? And haunt the whole world? Shouldn't the U.S. be helping to establish a global norm against this sort of thing? Host Warren Olney asked Boot to respond. Boot started out with this observation: I think the precedent setting argument is overblown, because I don't think other countries act based necessarily on what we do and in fact we've seen lots of Americans be killed by acts of terrorism over the last several decades, none of them by drones but they've certainly been killed with car bombs and other means. That's true--no deaths by terrorist drone strike so far. But I think a fairly undeniable premise of the question was that the arsenal of terrorists and other nations may change as time passes. So answering it by reference to their current arsenal isn't very illuminating. In 1945, if I had raised the possibility that the Soviet Union might one day have nuclear weapons, it wouldn't have made sense for you to dismiss that possibility by noting that none of the Soviet bombs dropped during World War II were nuclear, right? As if he was reading my mind, Boot immediately went on to address the prospect of drone technology spreading. Here's what he said: You know, drones are a pretty high tech instrument to employ and they're going to be outside the reach of most terrorist groups and even most countries. But whether we use them or not, the technology is propagating out there. We're seeing Hezbollah operate Iranian supplied drones over Israel, for example, and our giving up our use of drones is not going to prevent Iran or others from using drones on their own. So I wouldn't worry too much about the so called precedent it sets..."
Precedent is irrelevant—nobody will adopt it

Robert Chesney, Charles I. Francis Professor in Law at the University of Texas School of Law, non-resident Senior Fellow of the Brookings Institution, 10/28/11, The Pandora’s Box Critique of Drones, and Other Concerns, www.lawfareblog.com/2011/10/the-pandoras-box-critique-of-drones-and-other-concerns/

Last, the Pandora’s Box critique. Swift argues (once more quoting Alston) that our approach to drone strikes will “come back to haunt the United States,” as more and more countries develop this technology (Swift emphasizes Iran in the concluding line of his paper). While it is always wise to bear in mind such possibilities, I just can’t agree with those who imply that states like Iran, China, and Russia would not develop and deploy armed drone technology without the precedent of the American drone program, nor that these states would refrain from using the technology in certain ways but for the legal positions that the United States has taken. On the latter point, it is important to bear in mind that the U.S. government has never asserted the authority to simply use lethal force wherever in the world al Qaeda members might be found, without respect to the wishes of the host-state in whose territory the al Qaeda members turn out to be. Aside from Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya, the public record suggests that lethal force has been used in Pakistan, Somalia, and Yemen, and that in each instance the U.S. government either had consent from the host state (private, perhaps, but consent nonetheless) or else was acting in a circumstance in which the host state was unwilling or unable to act. U.S. actions are precedent for nothing more, and nothing less, than this. Of course, that does not mean that a state like Iran won’t do its best to analogize some future action to the U.S. drone program, in circumstances in which we do not find the analogy persuasive (because we disagree that the host-state is unwilling or unable to act, or more likely, because we disagree that the target of that state’s use of force posed a sufficient threat to justify such an action). Such cases no doubt will arise one day. But I am skeptical that such cases would not arise but for current U.S. drone activities. In any event, the debate should focus much less on the weapons platform involved and far more on the question of which fact patterns are appropriate to justify non-consensual uses of force on the territory of other states.

Any legal regime will be circumvented

Ricks 12 (Tomas, fellow at Center for a New American Security, Foreign Policy, “Are the strategic costs of Obama's drone policy greater than the short-term gains?”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/06/27/are_the_strategic_costs_of_obama_s_drone_policy_greater_than_the_short_term_gains_0, ZBurdette)

While both panelists supported a convention governing drone usage, there are convincing reasons to suspect that new international laws enacted to reflect a changing global environment will remain wholly ineffective. Any legal framework governing drone use will confront the perennial challenge of state behavior in an anarchic system: Irrespective of the international laws and norms in place, states will disregard codes of conduct if they perceive them to be contrary to their national interests. We know that current international rules technically prohibit targeted killings, just as the U.N. charter prohibits war. Even the federal government imposes its own ban on assassinations. Issued by President Reagan, Executive Order 12333 strictly prohibits target killings, asserting that "no person employed by or acting on behalf of the United States Government shall engage in, or conspire to engage in, assassination." However, the expansion of drone use under the Obama administration does not result from a murky international laws. It simply proves that a new legal framework will fail to chart new norms on future drone use. Give a lawyer the task of justifying any policy "and he will find the legal regime," said one of the panelists.

2nc at china impact

China won’t use drones offensively

Erickson, associate professor – Naval War College, associate in research – Fairbank Centre @ Harvard, 5/23/’13
(Andrew, China Has Drones. Now What?", www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/136600/andrew-erickson-and-austin-strange/china-has-drones-now-what)

Beijing, however, is unlikely to use its drones lightly. It already faces tremendous criticism from much of the international community for its perceived brazenness in continental and maritime sovereignty disputes. With its leaders attempting to allay notions that China's rise poses a threat to the region, injecting drones conspicuously into these disputes would prove counterproductive. China also fears setting a precedent for the use of drones in East Asian hotspots that the United States could eventually exploit. For now, Beijing is showing that it understands these risks, and to date it has limited its use of drones in these areas to surveillance, according to recent public statements from China's Defence Ministry. What about using drones outside of Chinese-claimed areas? That China did not, in fact, launch a drone strike on the Myanmar drug criminal underscores its caution. According to Liu Yuejin, the director of the anti-drug bureau in China's Ministry of Public Security, Beijing considered using a drone carrying a 20-kilogram TNT payload to bomb Kham's mountain redoubt in northeast Myanmar. Kham had already evaded capture three times, so a drone strike may have seemed to be the best option. The authorities apparently had at least two plans for capturing Kham. The method they ultimately chose was to send Chinese police forces to lead a transnational investigation that ended in April 2012 with Kham's capture near the Myanmar-Laos border. The ultimate decision to refrain from the strike may reflect both a fear of political reproach and a lack of confidence in untested drones, systems, and operators. The restrictive position that Beijing takes on sovereignty in international forums will further constrain its use of drones. China is not likely to publicly deploy drones for precision strikes or in other military assignments without first having been granted a credible mandate to do so. The gold standard of such an authorisation is a resolution passed by the UN Security Council, the stamp of approval that has permitted Chinese humanitarian interventions in Africa and anti-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden. China might consider using drones abroad with some sort of regional authorisation, such as a country giving Beijing explicit permission to launch a drone strike within its territory. But even with the endorsement of the international community or specific states, China would have to weigh any benefits of a drone strike abroad against the potential for mishaps and perceptions that it was infringing on other countries' sovereignty - something Beijing regularly decries when others do it. The limitations on China's drone use are reflected in the country's academic literature on the topic. The bulk of Chinese drone research is dedicated to scientific and technological topics related to design and performance. The articles that do discuss potential applications primarily point to major combat scenarios -such as a conflagration with Taiwan or the need to attack a US aircraft carrier - which would presumably involve far more than just drones. Chinese researchers have thought a great deal about the utility of drones for domestic surveillance and law enforcement, as well as for non-combat-related tasks near China's contentious borders. Few scholars, however, have publicly considered the use of drone strikes overseas. Yet there is a reason why the United States has employed drones extensively despite domestic and international criticism: it is much easier and cheaper to kill terrorists from above than to try to root them out through long and expensive counterinsurgency campaigns. Some similar challenges loom on China's horizon. Within China, Beijing often considers protests and violence in the restive border regions, such as Xinjiang and Tibet, to constitute terrorism. It would presumably consider ordering precision strikes to suppress any future violence there. Even if such strikes are operationally prudent, China's leaders understand that they would damage the country's image abroad, but they prioritise internal stability above all else. Domestic surveillance by drones is a different issue; there should be few barriers to its application in what is already one of the world's most heavily policed societies. China might also be willing to use stealth drones in foreign airspace without authorisation if the risk of detection were low enough; it already deploys intelligence-gathering ships in the exclusive economic zones of Japan and the United States, as well as in the Indian Ocean. Still, although China enjoys a rapidly expanding and cutting-edge drone fleet, it is bound by the same rules of the game as the rest of the military's tools. Beyond surveillance, the other non-lethal military actions that China can take with its drones are to facilitate communications within the Chinese military, support electronic warfare by intercepting electronic communications and jamming enemy systems, and help identify targets for Chinese precision strike weapons, such as missiles. Beijing's overarching approach remains one of caution - something Washington must bear in mind with its own drone programme.

2nc at: miscalc

Miscalc doesn’t cause war

Quinlan 9—distinguished frmr British defence strategist and former Permanent Under-Secretary of State.  (Michael, Thinking About Nuclear Weapons, 63-9)

Even if initial nuclear use did not quickly end the fighting, the supposition of inexorable momentum in a developing exchange, with each side rushing to overreaction amid confusion and uncertainty, is implausible. It fails to consider what the situation of the decisionmakers would really be. Neither side could want escalation. Both would be appalled at what was going on. Both would be desperately looking for signs that the other was ready to call a halt. Both, given the capacity for evasion or concealment which modern delivery platforms and vehicles can possess, could have in reserve significant forces invulnerable enough not to entail use-or-lose pressures. (It may be more open to question, as noted earlier, whether newer nuclear-weapon possessors can be immediately in that position; but it is within reach of any substantial state with advanced technological capabilities, and attaining it is certain to be a high priority in the development of forces.) As a result, neither side can have any predisposition to suppose, in an ambiguous situation of fearful risk, that the right course when in doubt is to go on copiously launching weapons. And none of this analysis rests on any presumption of highly subtle or pre-concerted rationality. The rationality required is plain. The argument is reinforced if we consider the possible reasoning of an aggressor at a more dispassionate level. Any substantial nuclear armoury can inflict destruction outweighing any possible prize that aggression could hope to seize. A state attacking the possessor of such an armoury must therefore be doing so (once given that it cannot count upon destroying the armoury pre-emptively) on a judgement that the possessor would be found lacking in the will to use it. If the attacked possessor used nuclear weapons, whether first or in response to the aggressor's own first use, this judgement would begin to look dangerously precarious. There must be at least a substantial possibility of the aggressor leaders' concluding that their initial judgement had been mistaken—that the risks were after all greater than whatever prize they had been seeking, and that for their own country's survival they must call off the aggression. Deterrence planning such as that of NATO was directed in the first place to preventing the initial misjudgement and in the second, if it were nevertheless made, to compelling such a reappraisal. The former aim had to have primacy, because it could not be taken for granted that the latter was certain to work. But there was no ground for assuming in advance, for all possible scenarios, that the chance of its working must be negligible. An aggressor state would itself be at huge risk if nuclear war developed, as its leaders would know. It may be argued that a policy which abandons hope of physically defeating the enemy and simply hopes to get him to desist is pure gamble, a matter of who blinks first; and that the political and moral nature of most likely aggressors, almost ex hypothesis, makes them the less likely to blink. One response to this is to ask what is the alternative—it can only be surrender. But a more positive and hopeful answer lies in the fact that the criticism is posed in a political vacuum. Real-life conflict would have a political context. The context which concerned NATO during the cold war, for example, was one of defending vital interests against a postulated aggressor whose own vital interests would not be engaged, or would be less engaged. Certainty is not possible, but a clear asymmetry of vital interest is a legitimate basis for expecting an asymmetry, credible to both sides, of resolve in conflict. That places upon statesmen, as page 23 has noted, the key task in deterrence of building up in advance a clear and shared grasp of where limits lie. That was plainly achieved in cold-war Europe. 11 vital interests have been defined in a way that is clear, and also clearly not overlapping or incompatible with those of the adversary, a credible basis has been laid for the likelihood of greater resolve in resistance. It was also sometimes suggested by critics that whatever might be indicated by theoretical discussion of political will and interests, the military environment of nuclear warfare—particularly difficulties of communication and control—would drive escalation with overwhelming probability to the limit. But it is obscure why matters should be regarded as inevitably so for every possible level and setting of action. Even if the history of war suggested (as it scarcely does) that military decision-makers are mostly apt to work on the principle 'When in doubt, lash out', the nuclear revolution creates an utterly new situation. The pervasive reality, always plain to both sides during the cold war, is 'If this goes on to the end, we are all ruined'. Given that inexorable escalation would mean catastrophe for both, it would be perverse to suppose them permanently incapable of framing arrangements which avoid it. As page 16 has noted, NATO gave its military commanders no widespread delegated authority, in peace or war, to launch nuclear weapons without specific political direction. Many types of weapon moreover had physical safeguards such as PALs incorporated to reinforce organizational ones. There were multiple communication and control systems for passing information, orders, and prohibitions. Such systems could not be totally guaranteed against disruption if at a fairly intense level of strategic exchange—which was only one of many possible levels of conflict— an adversary judged it to be in his interest to weaken political control. It was far from clear why he necessarily should so judge. Even then, however, it remained possible to operate on a general fail-safe presumption: no authorization, no use. That was the basis on which NATO operated. If it is feared that the arrangements which a nuclear-weapon possessor has in place do not meet such standards in some respects, the logical course is to continue to improve them rather than to assume escalation to be certain and uncontrollable, with all the enormous inferences that would have to flow from such an assumption. The likelihood of escalation can never be 100 per cent, and never zero. Where between those two extremes it may lie can never be precisely calculable in advance; and even were it so calculable, it would not be uniquely fixed—it would stand to vary hugely with circumstances. That there should be any risk at all of escalation to widespread nuclear war must be deeply disturbing, and decision-makers would always have to weigh it most anxiously. But a pair of key truths about it need to be recognized. The first is that the risk of escalation to large-scale nuclear war is inescapably present in any significant armed conflict between nuclear-capable powers, whoever may have started the conflict and whoever may first have used any particular category of weapon. The initiator of the conflict will always have physically available to him options for applying more force if he meets effective resistance. If the risk of escalation, whatever its degree of probability, is to be regarded as absolutely unacceptable, the necessary inference is that a state attacked by a substantial nuclear power must forgo military resistance. It must surrender, even if it has a nuclear armoury of its own. But the companion truth is that, as page 47 has noted, the risk of escalation is an inescapable burden also upon the aggressor. The exploitation of that burden is the crucial route, if conflict does break out, for managing it to a tolerable outcome—the only route, indeed, intermediate between surrender and holocaust, and so the necessary basis for deterrence beforehand. The working out of plans to exploit escalation risk most effectively in deterring potential aggression entails further and complex issues. It is for example plainly desirable, wherever geography, politics, and available resources so permit without triggering arms races, to make provisions and dispositions that are likely to place the onus of making the bigger and more evidently dangerous steps in escalation upon the aggressor who wishes to maintain his attack, rather than upon the defender. (The customary shorthand for this desirable posture used to be 'escalation dominance'.) These issues are not further discussed here. But addressing them needs to start from acknowledgement that there are in any event no certainties or absolutes available, no options guaranteed to be risk-free and cost-free. Deterrence is not possible without escalation risk; and its presence can point to no automatic policy conclusion save for those who espouse outright pacifism and accept its consequences. Accident and Miscalculation Ensuring the safety and security of nuclear weapons plainly needs to be taken most seriously. Detailed information is understandably not published, but such direct evidence as there is suggests that it always has been so taken in every possessor state, with the inevitable occasional failures to follow strict procedures dealt with rigorously. Critics have nevertheless from time to time argued that the possibility of accident involving nuclear weapons is so substantial that it must weigh heavily in the entire evaluation of whether war-prevention structures entailing their existence should be tolerated at all. Two sorts of scenario are usually in question. The first is that of a single grave event involving an unintended nuclear explosion—a technical disaster at a storage site, for example, or the accidental or unauthorized launch of a delivery system with a live nuclear warhead. The second is that of some event—perhaps such an explosion or launch, or some other mishap such as malfunction or misinterpretation of radar signals or computer systems—initiating a sequence of response and counter-response that culminated in a nuclear exchange which no one had truly intended. No event that is physically possible can be said to be of absolutely zero probability (just as at an opposite extreme it is absurd to claim, as has been heard from distinguished figures, that nuclear-weapon use can be guaranteed to happen within some finite future span despite not having happened for over sixty years). But human affairs cannot be managed to the standard of either zero or total probability. We have to assess levels between those theoretical limits and weigh their reality and implications against other factors, in security planning as in everyday life. There have certainly been, across the decades since 1945, many known accidents involving nuclear weapons, from transporters skidding off roads to bomber aircraft crashing with or accidentally dropping the weapons they carried (in past days when such carriage was a frequent feature of readiness arrangements—it no longer is). A few of these accidents may have released into the nearby environment highly toxic material. None however has entailed a nuclear detonation. Some commentators suggest that this reflects bizarrely good fortune amid such massive activity and deployment over so many years. A more rational deduction from the facts of this long experience would however be that the probability of any accident triggering a nuclear explosion is extremely low. It might be further noted that the mechanisms needed to set off such an explosion are technically demanding, and that in a large number of ways the past sixty years have seen extensive improvements in safety arrangements for both the design and the handling of weapons. It is undoubtedly possible to see respects in which, after the cold war, some of the factors bearing upon risk may be new or more adverse; but some are now plainly less so. The years which the world has come through entirely without accidental or unauthorized detonation have included early decades in which knowledge was sketchier, precautions were less developed, and weapon designs were less ultra-safe than they later became, as well as substantial periods in which weapon numbers were larger, deployments more widespread and diverse, movements more frequent, and several aspects of doctrine and readiness arrangements more tense. Similar considerations apply to the hypothesis of nuclear war being mistakenly triggered by false alarm. Critics again point to the fact, as it is understood, of numerous occasions when initial steps in alert sequences for US nuclear forces were embarked upon, or at least called for, by indicators mistaken or misconstrued. In none of these instances, it is accepted, did matters get at all near to nuclear launch—extraordinary good fortune again, critics have suggested. But the rival and more logical inference from hundreds of events stretching over sixty years of experience presents itself once more: that the probability of initial misinterpretation leading far towards mistaken launch is remote. Precisely because any nuclear-weapon possessor recognizes the vast gravity of any launch, release sequences have many steps, and human decision is repeatedly interposed as well as capping the sequences. To convey that because a first step was prompted the world somehow came close to accidental nuclear war is wild hyperbole, rather like asserting, when a tennis champion has lost his opening service game, that he was nearly beaten in straight sets. History anyway scarcely offers any ready example of major war started by accident even before the nuclear revolution imposed an order-of-magnitude increase in caution. It was occasionally conjectured that nuclear war might be triggered by the real but accidental or unauthorized launch of a strategic nuclear-weapon delivery system in the direction of a potential adversary. No such launch is known to have occurred in over sixty years. The probability of it is therefore very low. But even if it did happen, the further hypothesis of its initiating a general nuclear exchange is far-fetched. It fails to consider the real situation of decision-makers, as pages 63-4 have brought out. The notion that cosmic holocaust might be mistakenly precipitated in this way belongs to science fiction. 
2nc no impact 

--Won’t effect the economy—even a 25% increase 

Rasmussen 11—Senior economist in the IMF's Middle East and Central Asia Department 

Tobias and Augustin Roitman “Oil Shocks in a Global Perspective: Are they Really that Bad?”  published by the IMF in August, http://www.relooney.info/0_New_10862.pdf, CMR

To analyze the impact of large oil price shocks on economic activity, we focus on the 12 episodes since 1970 in which oil prices have reached three-year highs. Even here we find no evidence of a widespread contemporaneous negative effect on economic output across oilimporting countries, but rather value and volume increases in both imports and exports. It is only in the year after the shock that we find a negative impact on output for a small majority of countries. These findings suggest that the higher import demand in oil-exporting economies resulting from oil price increases has an important and immediate offsetting effect on economic activity in the rest of the world, and that the adverse consequences are mostly relatively mild and occurring with a lag. We complement this analysis with dynamic panel regressions showing that the lagged negative impact of oil price increases on GDP in oil importing economies is statistically significant and depends on the size of oil imports relative to GDP. The results indicate that, after controlling for global economic conditions, a 25 percent increase in oil prices (roughly equal to the median price increase in our 12 oil shock episodes) causes the typical oil importer (where net oil imports have averaged between 3 and 4 percent of GDP) to experience a cumulative loss of output of around 0.3 percent of GDP over a 2–3 year period. For oil importers with oil imports greater than 5 percent of GDP the output loss increases to about 1 percent.
Their empirics don’t apply
Losman 1—professor of economics at the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, National Defense University (Donald, 1 August 2001, “Economic Security: A National Security Folly?,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1268)

Considerations of practicality, morality, and efficiency, however, argue that economic goals should not be regarded as national security responsibilities. The economic trauma of the 1970s was more a result of foolish American economic policy than of the capabilities of oil- producing nations to do damage. Even at that time, self-inflicted wounds far exceeded those externally imposed. Today, U.S. susceptibility to such external pressure is minimal. In short, there is no need to use America's military resources to defend the U.S. economy.

ADAPTION 

--Prefer our evidence—based off 6 empirical examples
Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

Since the post-1973 creation of the modern oil market, six major supply disruptions show the various adaptation mechanisms in action: (1) Iranian oil industry strikes in 1978; (2) the collapse of the Iranian oil industry in 1979; (3) the start of the Iran-Iraq War; (4) the “Tanker War” phase of the Iran-Iraq War; (5) the 1990 Iraqi invasion of Kuwait; and (6) the 2002–03 strikes in the Venezuelan oil fields.28 In five of these cases, adaptation rapidly replaced the missing barrels on the supply side of the market. The purpose of the six case studies is not merely to see if oil prices rose and fell in a way consistent with the patterns we expect but also to see whether the mechanisms of the theory are borne out.

Several factors make these cases particularly useful for evaluating the extent of oil market flexibility. In each case, the supply disruption resulted from a political shock (unrest or military attacks). Second, the volume of oil denied to world markets was substantial. In the least serious case, Venezuelan strikes reduced that country’s production by 2.3 million barrels per day, a 3 percent drop in world production. In the most serious instance, the 5.3 mb/d of Iraqi and Kuwaiti oil lost in 1990 was 9 percent of world production. Finally, to varying degrees, each event surprised world markets, so the disruption and adjustment can be observed using aggregate data on oil production and price. In contrast, the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq was widely anticipated, so markets gradually adjusted, beginning before the conflict. Sudden, major supply disruptions are the ones that most stress the adaptation mechanisms, so if the mechanisms work in those cases, they should likely work even better in more stable times.

--Adaptation worked every time 

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

The evidence from these oil disruption cases generally confirms our expectations of market adaptation. The cases reveal four key findings. First, in five of the six cases (the exception is the 1979 Iran disruption), major reductions in any country’s oil production quickly triggered compensating increases elsewhere. The 1978 disruption in Iran (nearly 5 mb/d lost) was replaced in six months. The outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War (3 mb/d lost) was fully replaced in five months. The 5 mb/d shortfall after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait was replaced even faster, in only four months. And it only took three months in 2003 to replace the 2.3 mb/d of Venezuelan production disrupted by strikes. Figure 1 tracks the decline and recovery of oil production in these cases.54 Second, in five of six cases (with the same exception) oil prices either remained nearly constant or quickly returned to pre-disruption levels. The 1978 Iranian oil strikes did not have a significant effect on prices—they remained at the $27–28 per barrel level until the disruption was resolved. Although the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War triggered a jump, oil prices returned to pre-war levels in about eighteen months. Iranian and Iraqi attacks on shipping during the Tanker War had no discernible effect on global supply or prices. Even after the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the subsequent UN embargo, oil prices dropped to pre-war levels in eight months. The Venezuelan oil strikes also caused only a brief spike in oil prices; within five months prices were back to their pre-war level. Figure 2 shows the increase in oil prices after each of these disruptions and their recovery over time.

Third, international oil markets appear increasingly efficient at replacing disrupted oil supplies, thereby reducing the duration of price spikes. Figures 1 and 2 show that the three most recent disruptions required the least time for markets to adapt, even though one of these three (the 1990 Gulf War) involved the greatest immediate shortfall. This finding is consistent with the argument that the invention of new international financial and investment tools since the 1970s has enabled sophisticated spot and futures markets for oil, facilitating quick market adjustments and allowing producers, wholesalers, refiners, and major consumers to smooth risks. Finally, the Iran-Iraq War case provides excellent evidence about the intra-cartel bargaining problems that price spikes trigger. From 1981 to 1985 Saudi Arabia tried in vain to reestablish cartel discipline, but high and volatile oil prices encouraged cartel members to overproduce. As war raged in the Gulf, as the belligerents pumped oil as quickly as possible, and as the other OPEC members chose sides, finding OPEC agreements that the cartel members would keep became impossible. The West enjoyed the benefits of these disputes in the form of several years of cheap oil. 

No impact to oil shocks 

(a) increased production 

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

HOW MARKETS RESPOND TO SHOCKS Each day, twenty-four million barrels of crude are pumped from the Persian Gulf region, most of which are loaded onto supertankers to feed refineries around the world.8 The immediate effect of a major supply disruption in the Gulf would leave one or more consumers wondering where their next expected oil delivery will come from. But the oil market, like most others, adjusts to shocks via a variety of mechanisms. These adaptations do not require careful coordination, unusually wise stewardship, or benign motives. Individuals’ drive for profit triggers most of them. The details of each oil shock are unique, so each crisis triggers a different mix of adaptations. Some adjustments would begin within hours of a disruption; others would take weeks or longer to implement. Similarly, some could only supply the market for short periods of time, and others could be sustained indefinitely. But the net result of the adaptations softens the disruptions’ effects on consumers. Increased Production Any event that reduces oil supply—for example, a fire at a pumping sta- tion in Kuwait or a labor strike in Venezuela—will spur other producers around the world to increase output. Disruptions draw new oil into the market through two distinct mechanisms. First, producers not part of the OPEC cartel (including major players such as Russia, the United States, and Canada) increase output to respond to short-term price spikes. Firms in these countries typically produce as much oil as they can, as long as the expected price exceeds their costs.9 They will see an opportunity to profit from the higher price during a spike, and so after a disruption, they pump more than they did before. In most cases, these non-OPEC countries have only modest amounts of ready-to-pump “spare capacity,” but their additional output can help eliminate temporary shortages.10 The second mechanism is based on politics rather than economics: oil market shocks tend to disrupt delicate cartel agreements, leading to increased global production.11 The purpose of cartels like OPEC is to limit the total amount of product on the market. Members of a cartel agree to produce less than they otherwise would, thereby raising the price. Not surprisingly, cartels rarely function smoothly: billions of dollars are at stake as members squabble over total cartel output and the size of each country’s assigned quota.12 Furthermore, whatever the cartel decides, every member has a short-term incentive to cheat (and an even stronger incentive to suspect everyone else of cheating).13 Although successful cartels can reduce output and enrich their members, the process is often acrimonious, and disputes among members are common. The international negotiations among cartel members facilitate adaptation to oil supply shocks for three reasons. The first is simply the raison d’etre of any cartel: when members produce less than they could, they create spare capacity. Cartel members can turn on that slack relatively quickly in response to a supply disruption elsewhere. Second, because cartel members always have an incentive to cheat by exceeding their output quota, cartel leaders like Saudi Arabia in OPEC usually maintain significant slack capacity to discipline wayward members: too much cheating may arouse the leader to flood the market, driving down prices for everyone.14 The cartel leader’s spare capacity is available to replace barrels of supply lost in a disruption. Finally, oil shocks impede smooth cartel management.15 Global production has dropped, so someone ought to replace it, but who? Each member will want a share. When supply conditions change substantially, the cartel must reopen its delicate, zero-sum negotiations, dividing shares among its members. Every reallocation is an opportunity for disputes, and while the ne- gotiations proceed (often slowly), many members will act on their incentive to exceed their pre-shock production quota. Furthermore, if the disruption is caused by infighting among cartel members—as it was during the Iran-Iraq War and after Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait—the odds of a smooth, coordinated cartel response are slim.16 Because OPEC cartel members tend to possess most of the world’s spare capacity, the breakdown of cartel discipline in the wake of a shock can trigger major increases in global oil production.17 Of course, increased production alone is no panacea for consumers. Spare capacity cannot be tapped instantly, and in rare circumstances, the world’s producers max out their pumping capacity, leaving little slack for crises.18 But market incentives and the political challenges of cartel management mitigate the consequences of most disruptions.19
(b) Private inventories

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

 Private Inventories

Commercial firms hold large private inventories of oil, which help shield global markets from supply shocks.20 The amount of oil in commercial stockpiles varies with market conditions, but commercial stocks in the United States alone often hold between one and two billion barrels—that is, they are roughly twice as large as U.S. government stockpiles (described below).21 In normal times, companies use their private stocks to smooth out the day-to-day fluctuation in oil deliveries and to account for routine delays caused by weather, small-scale accidents, labor unrest, or political disruptions. 22 But the private inventories, held by companies as part of their prudent normal operations, also provide a valuable buffer for the global economy. Much like oil exporters, inventory holders are potential suppliers in the market. They are just suppliers who pump oil out of storage tanks rather than out of geologically determined underground reservoirs. For example, a flare-up of violence in Nigeria could remove up to two million barrels a day from global markets. In such a contingency, prices would rise, and firms would have an incentive to tap their inventories. The inventory holders might consume oil directly from their own stocks, or they might sell oil from their stocks to other consumers. Either way, they would in essence put oil back on the market, compensating for the disruption.

The existence of privately owned storage space does not always mitigate short-term disruptions. If buyers expect conditions to worsen after an initial shock, they may react by increasing their holdings or hoarding, rather than by selling from inventory.23 Consequently, global demand for oil may sometimes increase in the middle of a crisis, sharply driving up prices. Some of this hoarding behavior may be irrational, based on unfounded fears, but when buyers calculate that a shock presages a higher rate of disruptions in the future, some of that behavior is rational. Hoarding can even benefit consumers: if the hoarders are right and the supply shocks recur, that hoarded oil will be available, allowing those with large stocks to use them or sell them, putting oil back on the market.

Overall, shortages and increased prices tend to draw stockpiled inventories into the market. As a result, the massive private inventories act as shock absorbers for the companies holding them, and they also smooth the ride for the global economy. 

(c) Government inventories

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

Government-Controlled Inventories

Many countries maintain strategic petroleum stockpiles under the direct control of the government to ensure access to oil during supply shocks.24 For example, the United States holds approximately seven hundred million barrels of crude in strategic reserves; the European members of the International Energy Agency hold approximately four hundred million barrels, half as crude oil and half as refined product stocks. In East Asia, Japan, China, and South Korea hold large reserves. In other words, the United States and its closest allies control more than 1.4 billion barrels of ready-to-deploy oil. Consumer governments make the decision on whether to release this oil, and the first barrels could be auctioned and pumped into the market in a matter of days.

Analysts often criticize these stockpiles—too harshly.25 At first glance, these stocks appear woefully inadequate. For example, the United States consumes roughly nineteen million barrels of oil per day (mb/d), so a seven hundred million barrel reserve would last less than six weeks. Furthermore, the maximum flow rate of oil out of the U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve is far lower than 19 mb/d. This criticism, however, misses the mark because there is no plausible scenario in which the U.S. petroleum reserve would have to replace all nineteen million barrels of oil the United States consumes. A better benchmark for these reserves would compare the size of the stockpile to the size of plausible disruptions. If, for example, the largest plausible disruption (after factoring in the other adaptations listed in this section) would leave the world 3 mb/d short, then the United States alone could replace every lost barrel for many months. The combined stockpiles of U.S. and allied governments could replace lost oil from most plausible disruptions, barrel-for-barrel, for well over a year.
Governments that hold large strategic petroleum stockpiles try to avoid tapping them as a response to fluctuations in oil prices; their reserves can respond to temporary supply shocks but cannot change the long-term trends in global oil supply and demand.26 Government stockpiles were not an antidote to the high oil prices of 2007–08, nor will they insulate the global economy if commodity prices rise sharply when the global economy recovers from the current recession. But if a fire, labor unrest, or a series of attacks on oil tankers reduces access to oil, governments can sell stocks to quickly add millions of barrels of oil to global markets. 

(d) Re-routing

Eugene Gholz (assistant professor of public affairs at the LBJ School of Public Affairs at the University of Texas) and Daryl G. Press (associate professor of government at Dartmouth College) August 2010 “Protecting “The Prize”: Oil and the U.S. National Interest” Security Studies, Vol 19, Issue 3

Re-routing Transportation Seaborne transportation is the most rapidly adaptable part of the energy industry. Oil tankers can change routes to avoid troubled waters (for example, war zones and pirates), and in some cases, oil exporters can offset reduced tanker traffic by increasing the flow through pipelines or offset pipeline disruptions through increased tanker traffic.

Maps of peacetime shipping routes create the illusion of energy vulnerability: the global economy appears to hinge on keeping the shipping arteries clear of disruptions. But this vulnerability is an illusion. Shipping patterns are chosen because they are the most efficient routes in normal circumstances; when threats arise, shippers compare their normal patterns to their next best alternative and pick the best option. The global energy transport industry is not like a body’s circulatory system. It is more like the World Wide Web where packets are re-routed around blockages to get to their final addresses. This simple point is often overlooked when analysts talk about threats to shipping. For example, many analysts worry about threats to tanker traffic through the Strait of Malacca, a popular route for ships traveling between the Middle East and East Asia. But if tanker traffic were harassed there, captains could simply sail through the Straits of Lombok and Makassar instead—a minor diversion.27 

 The implication is not that oil transport is immune to disruption; in fact, a few key waterways are particularly important because alternative routes add significant time and expense. If the Suez Canal were blocked, the best shipping route from the Middle East to Europe would pass all the way around the southern tip of Africa. Similarly, the Strait of Hormuz—arguably the world’s only true chokepoint—is the only sea passage out of the Persian Gulf. The key point is that disruptions to the transportation network trigger rapid adjustments: tankers re-route and pipelines max-out, getting oil back on the market. 
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2nc at: infeasible

Seabasing isn’t hard – the fleet stays offshore, supplied by logistical boats and airlifts, and it conducts operations from there. We can easily do that today

Perry, commander – US Navy, ‘9
(Michael F, “Importance of Seabasing to Land Power Generation,” US Army War College)

Recent Examples of Seabasing
U.S. joint and coalition forces have employed limited forms of Seabasing over the past few years with great success. The U.S.S. Kitty Hawk (CV 63) served as an Afloat Forward Staging Base for projecting Special Forces deep into Afghanistan during the initial stages of Operation ENDURING FREEDOM.72 Seabased forces were equally important to the initial stages of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM due to Turkey and Saudi Arabia denying access to its airspace and bases.73 Seabasing was also critical to the U.S. response to the devastating tsunami of 2005, which literally erased ports located throughout the Pacific.74 Similarly, Seabasing housed thousands of relief workers and provided the sole fully operational airfield in the Joint Operating Area during the U.S. response to Hurricane Katrina.75

Additionally, recent military exercises and proofs of concept have demonstrated the viability and effectiveness of more advanced Seabasing capabilities. For example, recent exercises off the coast of Liberia demonstrated use of lighterage to selectively offload cargo in-stream and delivered fully mission capable assets directly ashore. 76 Similar demonstrations conducted along the West Coast of the U.S. proved the concept of constructing Mobile Landing Platforms and facilitating joint reception, staging, onward movement and integration of forces during heavy sea states.77 To help develop littoral capabilities and coalition support, the U.S. Navy’s “Global Fleet Station” recently visited Belize, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Honduras, Jamaica, Nicaragua and Panama and provided 39,890 hours of Security Assistance in the areas of leadership, small boat operations, port security and small unit tactics.78 Finally, experience has dramatically improved the lives of Seabased forces deployed to protect the Iraqi oil terminals and addressed many of the concerns associated with Seabasing more than 17,000 troops at once off the coast of a Joint Operating Area.79

We did it in Afghanistan

Work, senior naval analyst – Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, ‘6
(Robert, “Thinking About Seabasing: All Ahead, Slow,” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/2006.03.01-Seabasing.pdf)

Less than three weeks after the 2001 QDR was published, the first US counter-offensive of the GWOT, Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), was launched literally half-way around the world in land-locked Afghanistan. Plans for the operations were complicated by the fact that the United States did not enjoy immediate or ready access to nearby Central Asian bases. Substantial access was subsequently negotiated to allow US forces to operate from bases in Pakistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan, and to arrange for refueling and overflight rights throughout Central Asia.325 However, as was the case with Task Force Hawk, these negotiations took some time to complete. In the interim, seabased strike and maneuver forces provided critical access and warfighting capability during both the early and subsequent phases of the operation.326 For example, the first attacks against the Taliban were supported by the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers Enterprise and Carl Vinson operating in the Arabian Sea.327 Moreover, the first conventional ground combat unit projected into Afghanistan was a Marine unit air-landed from Task Force (TF) 58—a hastily assembled seabase off the coast of Pakistan commanded by a Marine general, and built around two forward-deployed ARG/MEUs. Although the units movement inland could not have been accomplished without supporting land bases, the fact remained that ready combined arms forces, initially located in the region on a distributed seabase unfettered by access complications, were inserted inland nearly 400 miles from the sea—and much faster than other conventional combat units being deployed from the United States.328

We seabased for all of WWII

Tangredi, 2010
Sam J. Tangredi, regional director of the planning-consulting firm Strategic Insight, 11-21-2010, http://www.eurasiareview.com/21112010-seabasing-concept-issues-and-recommendations-2/
 There is both a broad and a narrow view of what seabasing is about. In its broad vision, seabasing refers to the capability to use the sea in the same way that U.S. forces use overseas regional bases for deterrence, alliance support, cooperative security, power projection, and other forward operations This broad vision stems from conceptual discussions that began within the U.S. Navy in the 1990s. It is also reflected in the introductory sections of the more recent joint U.S. Marine Corps-U.S. Navy-U.S. Army Concept for Employment for Current Seabasing Capabilities, released May 19, 2010. From that perspective, seabasing is decidedly not a new concept. U.S. forces have been seabasing since the U.S. Navy became a global Navy at the turn of the last century-and, arguably, even before. “The World War II ‘fleet train’ [auxiliaries, oilers and supply ships that replenished the combatant ships at sea] that provided the U.S. battle fleet with such unprecedented range and freedom of action” could be considered a seabase since it allowed the fleet to resupply at sea or in isolated anchorages.[4] Likewise, it is easily observed that aircraft carriers are floating airbases that can be positioned and repositioned on a global basis. Amphibious warships also constitute the components of a base for forces (primarily U.S. Marine Corps) that can be rapidly inserted onto land by both surface and air. Combining with the USN grey hulls of the amphibious fleet are the Military Sealift Command’s civilian-crewed MPF ships.[5] The U.S. Army also operates prepositioning ships. 

Current capabilities sufficient – exercises prove 
Marine Corps News, 2008
Sgt. Rocco DeFilippis, “ Marines, Sailors Conduct Exercise,” http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,164676,00.html?ESRC=marinenews.RSS

 ABOARD USS FORT MCHENRY - Marines and Sailors participating in Western Africa Training Cruise 08, a landmark sea basing proof-of-concept exercise, have just completed their first phase of maneuvers off the coast of Monrovia, Liberia, March 21

The WATC 08 exercise is being held March 17 to April 5 in concert with the ongoing African Partnership Station deployment with a focus on the delivery of humanitarian assistance supplies to various clinics and schools in Monrovia, Liberia from a sea based command.
Marines from 4th Landing Support Battalion, 4th Marine Logistics Group, completed the first phase by transferring vehicles and equipment from the maritime prepositioning ships, USNS 2nd Lt John Bobo and USNS LCpl Roy M. Wheat, to the USS Fort McHenry (LSD 43).

With the help of the Navy's, Naval Beach Group Two, 19 Marines of 4th LSB employed new concepts and equipment during the exercise designed to evaluate the progress of the seabasing model.

"This seabasing portion is designed to take future operational concepts and execute them using today's platforms,"said Michael Harvey, prepositioning officer, U.S. Marine Corps Forces Europe. "We are taking equipment that was originally designed for ship-to-shore movement and we are using it as a ship-to-ship connecter."
Assisted by their naval counterparts, the Marines' mission was to transfer seven Marine Corps vehicles embarked on the USNS 2nd Lt John Bobo of the Maritime Preposition Squadron One, to the Navy's new Improved Navy Lighterage System. The INLS is a system of floating causeways designed to move equipment from ship-to-shore. After a short ride on the INLS, the Marines drove the vehicles from the INLS platforms directly into the well deck of the USS Fort McHenry, where they are being prepared for the next phases of WATC 08.

"We are dealing with multiple naval platforms during this exercise, tying in with African Partnership Station,"said Lt. Col. Clarence R. Edmonds, Eurasia regional planner, Marine Forces Europe. "[The INLS] gives us the stable platform we need to offload vehicles and equipment from one ship to another at sea."

The exercise marked the first time that the INLS had been assembled and used in an open sea environment, Edmonds said. The capabilities provided by the INLS make it possible for the Marine Corps to operate in more flexible ways.
"The seabasing environment gives us the opportunity to offload select equipment, materials and supplies to conduct arrival and assembly operations at sea,"Edmonds said. "This gives us multiple capabilities to execute a mission ashore, within a very limited time frame and with a very limited footprint (ashore)."

It’s feasible and cheap

Corpening, Hurry, Young, 2006

 “The Role of Seabasing in SOF Operations” Major Michael Corpening, United States Army Lieutenant Colonel Linda Hurry, United States Air Force Commander Gregory Young, United States Navy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA456860
 As the Department of Defense struggles with continuing budgetary constraints, it has

become obvious that forces must find new and innovative ways to use our existing capabilities to

meet future challenges. The concept of seabasing is a national capability that clearly provides
one such solution. Seabasing is a critical capability that the United States military must further

develop as it works to overcome anti-access challenges in rapidly projecting military power

anywhere around the globe. Seabasing will exploit the strategic maneuver space of the seas to

enable joint operations and provide the joint force commander with a flexible and efficient

option to achieve national security objectives. Likewise, it is clear the seabasing concept is a

beneficial, logistically feasible and overall viable option to project SOF forces. Therefore, the

seabasing option, if properly developed in the JCIDS process and documented in the JIC, can

help the SOF community meet its 2006 QDR mandate: “To achieve the future force

characteristics for SOF and build on progress to date, the Department will…enhance capabilities

to support SOF insertion and extraction into denied areas from strategic distances.”32 
at: bMD
Their evidence says there aren’t enough Aegis ships to credibly deter with BMD

Goure and Grant, 2009
 Goure and Grant 9—Daniel, PhD, former Deputy Director of the International Security Program at the CSIS, and Rebecca, PhD, "US Naval Options for Influencing Iran", Lexington Institute, Report under consideration for publication in the Naval War College Review, http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/us-naval-options.pdf 
Missile defenses can also serve to reassure allies such as Israel, making it potentially less likely that they would react to a perceived threat from Iran with offensive action against that nation. But for this option to be credible, the U.S. would have to permanently station several Aegis-capable ships in the Persian Gulf and possibly also in the Black Sea. In addition, the Navy will need to increase the number of Aegis-capable warships equipped with the new anti-missile capable Standard Missile 2. The challenge for the Navy is that it has too few Aegis BMDS-capable ships armed with an insufficient quantity of missiles. 

Arms sales solve BMD presence

UAE

Tristam, 2010
Pierre Tristam, About.com, 2010, “ Why Is the US Selling Ballistic Missile Defense Technology to the UAE?” http://middleeast.about.com/b/2010/06/26/thaad-missiles-uae.htm
 The National, the UAE's leading English-language newspaper, reported the following earlier this month: "The UAE is approaching a milestone in its plans to purchase the Terminal High Altitude Area Defence (THAAD) missile system for an estimated US$7 billion (Dh25.71bn) from the US, according to officials from the American defence company Lockheed Martin. A sale would mark the first time the THAAD system has been exported by the US and underscore the deep ties forming between America and the Emirates." 

Kuwait

BBC, 2010
 BBC News, 8-11-2010,“US to sell Kuwait Patriot anti-ballistic missile system,” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-middle-east-10945524 
 The US government has said it plans to sell Kuwait its latest Patriot anti-ballistic missile system to meet "current and future threats". The Defense Security Co-operation Agency told Congress in a notice that Kuwait was seeking as many as 209 of the MIM-104E Patriot Guidance Enhanced Missile-T (GEM-T) interceptors. The deal is valued at $900m (£570m). While the perceived threats were not specified, analysts said the sale was part of a drive to contain Iran. Kuwait lies only a short distance from Iran across the Gulf. 
Their evidence clearly doesn’t say Bahrain based BMD is key – it lists three other countries and land based systems

Ellison, 11
 Ellison 11—Riki, chairman and founder of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, "Unstable Momentum in Middle East Causes More US Need for Missile Defense", Feb 22, PR Newswire, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/unstable-momentum-in-middle-east-causes-more-us-need-for-missile-defense-116674494.html 

One of the best offensive and defensive military mobile capabilities for the United States is the Navy Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) Destroyer and Cruiser. The Aegis BMD ships located in the Persian Gulf can independently sense, track and destroy any regional missile threat as well as all types of deployed Iranian ballistic missiles threatening Gulf State allies and U.S. forward operating bases. The U.S. Navy plays a vital role in the stability of the Middle East region through the constant presence of its Aegis BMD ships in the Persian Gulf. It is critical to provide these ships with upgrades to their Aegis processors so they can increase their mission capability and to have considerable numbers of the new Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) Block IB missiles in their arsenal. The 2012 budget allocated for buying 46 SM-3 Block IB interceptors, four upgraded 4.01 processors and one 5.0 processer for five Aegis BMD Ships. This is not enough, even in combination with other navy missions and the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) allocations to deal with the current numerical missile threat, especially the thousands of Iranian missiles located in the Persian Gulf region. In order to provide stability and protection for our allies in the Middle East region and protect the flow of commercial traffic over international waters the United States has forward operating bases in the region. Four of these forward operating bases are located in the Persian Gulf States of Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar and UAE. Bahrain, a site of current anti-government protests, is home to the U.S. Naval Forces Central Command, U.S. Fifth Fleet Combined Maritime Forces and is the only port in the Persian Gulf where U.S. ships can refurbish, refuel and dock. All of these bases are defended by U.S. Army Patriot Air and Missile Defense batteries because of their extremely high value to the United States and Gulf States, particularly those in Bahrain and Qatar that host U.S. air operations in the region. To further supplement missile defense capability, the U.S. looks to deploy Forward Based X-band radars (AN/TPY-2) that can provide more capability as well as discrimination and the very capable Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) land-based missile defense system that can create a second layer of defense between the Aegis BMD and Patriot systems. Funding for the THAAD and two Forward Based radars was supported by the Administration in the 2012 Budget.

Seabasing solves the turn

Perry, commander – US Navy, ‘9
(Michael F, “Importance of Seabasing to Land Power Generation,” US Army War College)

The U.S. Air Force is also heavily reliant upon a decreasing number of overseas air bases, which are becoming increasingly vulnerable to attacks. These bases are essential to supporting land power with the latest generation of short-range tactical aircraft.62 For example, limited air basing and/or over flight rights have adversely impacted at least twelve U.S. contingency operations since the late 1950s.63 Seabasing offers alternatives to air bases and opportunities to develop new generations of heavylift short-range aircraft. As a result, the November of 2003 Transformation Flight Plan of the U.S. Air Force cites Seabasing as being essential to transformation within the U.S. Department of Defense.64 Seabasing also offers an ideal platform for launching the latest generations of missile defense systems and unmanned aircraft. For example, the U.S. Navy and Air Force recently collaborated to successfully intercept an incoming ballistic missile with an anti-missile system launched from an Aegis Cruiser.65 Given the increasingly sophisticated capabilities of our potential adversaries, Seabased antiballistic missile systems will become increasingly important to defending joint forces as well as the homelands of the U.S. and its allies.

at: saibins
Quickly redeploying the fleet solves cred – their evidence all assumes a major loss for the US – not a quick movement to bases TWENTY MILES OFF THE SHORE

Hokayem, Middle East analyst – International Institute for Strategic Studies, 10/19/’11

(Emile, “U.S. Has Few Options to Curb Crackdown in Bahrain,” http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/10/us-has-options-to-curb-crackdown-in-bahrain-an-ally/246942/?&utm_content=Google+Reader)

Closing the base would also send all the wrong regional signals. Iran, whose involvement in the uprising was marginal and has little to show for its bombast, would nevertheless boast that it pushed U.S. forces out of the Gulf. This in turn would raise anxiety among the Gulf states, already paranoid about Iran and doubtful of U.S. commitment in the region, possibly driving them to tighten government restrictions even further. Such a drastic move should occur only as part of a U.S. effort to reduce its military footprint and a regional arrangement that would reassure but also constrains Iran -- not exclusively to punish Bahrain, something that would weaken the U.S. in the process. 

Regional allies don’t care about abstract credibility, only the outcome of conflicts – otherwise Iraq and Afghanistan would cause the link

Cohen, associate VP for research – CSIS, June ‘11
(Craig, “Capacity and Resolve: Foreign Assessments of US Power,” http://csis.org/files/publication/110613_Cohen_CapacityResolve_Web.pdf) 
There is widespread agreement in the Gulf that operations in Iraq and Afghanistan constrain U.S. military options with regard to Iran, and there is widespread understanding that the consequences of U.S. deployments in those regions will affect U.S. forces for years. Yet, as one Saudi prince explained, “Being a great power means there are many options: military, financial, soft power, working through allies. Yet the outcomes are not guaranteed.”33 The most insightful observation came from an Emirati minister who dismissed as “noise” the discussions about U.S. “declinism.” Arguing that alleged signs of U.S. failure could be found all over the world, he contended that what truly mattered was what the outcome was when the United Sates really wanted to do something. In his estimation, the United States had put its full weight behind only a small number of initiatives in recent years, and although they were not wholly successful, the U.S. role was both consequential and constructive. Gulf security is an issue that the United States would be deeply serious about, and he judged that the way to measure the U.S. ability to influence that set of issues should not be shaped by something very different, such as the U.S. ability to shape elections in Ghana. The issues are of different levels of magnitude and importance.34
Their sea-basing kills heg card is laughable – it says that sea basing is so good for heg that it enables unilateralism – proves that we solve deterrence and heg 

Sabins, 2004
Amol Sabnis, Lt. Cdr, Indian Navy, 2004, “Concept of Sea Basing and its Effect on Indo-US Relations: The Way Ahead,” online 

Sea basing will give the US the capability to quickly deploy its forces in any part of the globe. This would give the US the potential to act unilaterally in any crisis. Although the US would not prefer to act without allies, the very fact that it has the potential may be unnerving to many countries including its current allies.38 The manner in which the US decided to “liberate” Iraq may justify their fears. The capabilities inherent in sea basing may reinforce the perception of the willingness of US to use pre-emptive policy without considering the views of other countries. Taking the effect of this to the extreme, one can imagine a condition in which the majority of the countries are aligned against the US instead of being aligned with the US – a wholly undesirable effect! Of course, in the present circumstances, it is highly improbable and it would not be fair to ascribe such a situation only to the US policy of sea basing. Nevertheless, the possibility will remain and increase if the US relies more on its military power vice other elements of national power. 

at: india

The last line of their evidence says joint exercises solve risk of break-down in US-India relations

Sabins, 2004
Amol Sabnis, Lt. Cdr, Indian Navy, 2004, “Concept of Sea Basing and its Effect on Indo-US Relations: The Way Ahead,” online

The possibility of sea basing in the Indian Ocean and the Arabian Sea raises

questions whether India and its navy have anything to fear. Sea basing of the US Navy will

result in a far greater movement of its ships in these areas that have been the traditional area

of operation of the Indian Navy. One may argue that the increased presence of US ships

and aircraft will result in virtually imposing restrictions on the operations of the Indian

Navy. If the Indian Navy does not honor the restrictions, intentionally or otherwise, it may

result in some ugly incidents at sea. These could range from buzzing of ships by aircraft

and interfering in the conduct of each other’s exercises at sea at the lower end to firing at

each other’s ships or aircraft at the higher end. This possibility makes the issue of trust and

confidence between the navies more pertinent and this can be ensured by conducting joint

naval exercises.


Joint exercises now

Raman, 2007

Sunil Raman, staff writer, 9-6-2007, “Military ties of India and US,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/6982367.stm

BBC News, Delhi, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/6982367.stm
India and the US are involved in army and naval exercises that have raised a political storm in India. But for the Indian armed forces, these are opportunities they missed out on during the Cold War. Thirty-six years ago, a threat by the US to move the Seventh Fleet to the Bay of Bengal during the India-Pakistan war had a lasting influence on Indian government policy towards the US. This week the USS Kitty Hawk and USS Nimitz, accompanied by several other warships, are participating in joint naval exercises with India, Japan, Australia and Singapore. Further east in the jungles of Mizoram, soldiers from the US and India are involved in a 20-day-exercise to expose the US Special Forces to tactics used by the Indian army in low-intensity conflicts. For decades Indian soldiers have dealt with insurgency movements in India's north-east and Kashmir. The Mizoram exercises at the counter-insurgency and jungle warfare school, codenamed Thunderstrike, aim to teach soldiers how to deal with the local population in a conflict zone "without compromising its strike power". Distance The Indian armed forces had to wait until the mid-1990s before the military leadership and soldiers of the two countries could start interacting. Left-wing opponents of the exercises Opponents of the exercises question their strategic aims Politics in the Cold War years dictated India's calculated distance from the US, particularly the military. India's overwhelming dependence on the Soviet Union for military hardware ensured that the Indian armed forces personnel only interacted with the Soviet military. Retired Rear Admiral RB Vohra of the Maritime Foundation says that, as young officers, he and his colleagues never imagined that they would ever interact with American military personnel. He recalls that exercises with the Soviet military were about "hardcore equipment", focussing on how to use Russian weapons. That is not so with the Americans. Since 1995 there have been 13 military exercises involving the armies, navies and air forces of India and the US. Limited The current relationship between the two militaries is based on a 2005 agreement, the Agreed Minute of Defence Relations. This 10-year-agreement stresses an "enhanced level of co-operation" between the two military forces as well as defence industry and technological development.

2nc must read impact

The US needs to transition its conventional deterrent to seabasing to defeat inevitable rogue state prolif – failure causes perception of US weakness and global prolif plus kicks out of every global base – that causes nuclear war

Work, senior naval analyst – Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, ‘6
(Robert, “Thinking About Seabasing: All Ahead, Slow,” http://www.csbaonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/2006.03.01-Seabasing.pdf)

This new emphasis on being able to mount counter-proliferation operations, to posture one’s forces to be able to absorb attacks involving a small number of nuclear weapons, and to be able to sustain operations thereafter is an unfortunate new requirement in the Joint Expeditionary Era, explained, in part, by the awesome overmatch enjoyed by the US armed forces in the Guided Weapons Warfare Regime. As suggested by the stunning swiftness of the major combat operations phase of Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, US joint battle networks employing large numbers of guided weapons have changed the calculus on the “traditional” battlefield, or in any battlefield scenario where an adversary chooses to mass, stand, and fight. Potential US adversaries have taken note, and many are pursuing nuclear weapons to deter US attacks. As one noted strategist has written, “In Iran and North Korea…the invasion of Iraq appears to have convinced leaders in those countries that they must have a nuclear capability of their own. Far from deterring them, the United States may have pushed them into finding ways to deter it.” 585 Should countries like North Korea and Iran acquire nuclear weapons, and these weapons are perceived as having protected these countries from US interventions, more countries may also opt to pursue them. Indeed, Paul Bracken argued in 2000 that the world was on the verge of a “second nuclear age” in which nuclear weapons are acquired by as many as ten Asian nations from Iran to North Korea with the aim of reversing the centuries of Western domination that began with Vasco da Gama’s landing in India in 1498.586 Another expert, Dr. Andrew F. Krepinevich, agrees, worrying that the US may soon face a 5,000-mile “Arc of Atomic Instability” stretching from the Persian Gulf to North Korea.587 The conventional wisdom is that no responsible or even irresponsible nation would actually employ these weapons. But in the words of strategist John Gaddis:

States that have acquired nuclear weapons have so far handled them carefully. To take comfort in this pattern, however, is like trying to find reassurance in an extended game of Russian roulette: sooner or later the odds turn against you.588

Conventional wisdom also relies on the notion of nuclear retaliation to forestall attacks involving nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction. However, in the words of one expert:

…it is entirely unlikely that Pyongyang’s or Tehran’s calculations, let alone al Qaeda’s, hinge on whether the United States has 6,000, 3,500, or 2,200 deployed strategic weapons (the numbers permitted under the last three rounds of US-Russian nuclear arms agreements), retains tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe, forswears nuclear retaliation for chemical or biological weapons use, or develops new types of nuclear weapons.589

Indeed, analysts at the Army’s Institute for Land Warfare have concluded that a future enemy might not believe that the United States would decimate an entire country in retaliation for a single nuclear strike, and thus would be more apt to attempt such a limited strike.590 No wonder, then, that a group of RAND analysts recently wrote that:

Following the end of the Cold War, the United States military placed emphasis on planning for wars against regional opponents who lacked nuclear weapons. A key assumption on the part of the United States was that middle-sized regional powers such as Iraq or North Korea would not have nuclear arms. However, the emergence of a nuclear-armed Korea has rendered this assumption obsolete…This will change how the United States plans and executes combat operations against such nations…All the Services will need to come to grips with the realities of fighting in a military environment where there could be limited use of nuclear weapons. The joint operational concept of any future large-scale forcible entry operation and the ensuing campaign of regime change will have to be redesigned to minimize the vulnerability of those forces to nuclear attack (emphasis added).591

Even setting aside a possible nuclear confrontation with a middlesized regional power, the US might be forced to adopt a more aggressive counter-proliferation posture. As Henry Kissinger wrote in March 2005: . . . the spread of nuclear weapons, especially in regions of revolutionary upheaval, will produce a qualitatively different world whose perils will dwarf the worst nuclear nightmares of the Cold War. Such a world is all too likely to culminate in a cataclysm followed by an imposed international regime for nuclear weapons (emphasis added).592

An “imposed international regime” would likely include: threats or acts of intervention to prevent some regimes from acquiring nuclear weapons; threats or acts of intervention against nuclear-armed states suspected of selling nuclear weapons technologies to rogue states or extremists; and operations designed to seize or destroy nuclear weapons in a failed nuclear-armed state. Add to these threats or acts of intervention against a regional power using nuclear weapons to blackmail local powers. Any or all of these operations would likely be vigorously opposed by the respective regimes.593 US use of nuclear weapons, or even a declared policy of potential “first use” of nuclear weapons in any of these circumstances, would likely be counter-productive to its own interests. As explained by one expert: To the extent that international support for these USled [counter-proliferation] efforts is inf luenced by nuclear policy…a growing reliance by Washington on nuclear weapons for its security would complicate its efforts to marshal international cooperation against WMD terrorism and overhaul nuclear arms control regimes….So Washington should carefully weigh the marginal benefits of new nuclear capabilities for deterrence and destruction against their diplomatic costs to the overall counter-proliferation effort….The costs of crossing the nuclear threshold would be high [for the United States].

…DOD should seek to widen the already huge gap between its conventional military capabilities and those of other nations, develop better non-nuclear counters to WMD, and use transformational technology to narrow the range of circumstances in which the United States would resort to nuclear weapons. With such an approach, nuclear weapons would play an enduring but background role as a deterrent of last resort (emphasis added).594 This entire discussion suggests that the US armed forces consider the tactics, techniques, and procedures necessary to project conventional power under the threat of nuclear attack. In this regard, seabasing would likely be a critical part of any operational plan that relied on con- ventional forces armed with guided weapons to take on nuclear-armed states or actors. Indeed, given the associated risks and dire consequences of such operations, the threat of nuclear attack seems to be one of the very few circumstances that might dissuade every country within a theater of operations from allowing US forces base access. The ability to project power from the sea in these instances will thus likely be a critical joint capability. As a result, DoN planners would do well to pursue new capabilities and to change fleet operational and tactical approaches in order to improve the fleet’s ability to operate in and from littoral waters threatened from attack by a relatively small number of nuclear warheads or other weapons of mass destruction.595 This might suggest an increased emphasis on assault seabases composed entirely of amphibious warships.

econ

Area denial causes Iran to cut off Hormuz – tanks the global economy
Kaplan, senior fellow – Center for a New American Security, ‘8
(Robert D, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2008/10/asymmetry-at-sea/7093/?single_page=true)

Iran is bringing 21st century warfare to the seas by planning small-boat suicide attacks that would resemble in some ways the aerial and naval suicide missions launched by Imperial Japan during its last desperate days in the Second World War. At the Battle of Okinawa in 1945, the Japanese mixed unconventional and conventional tactics to kill 12,000 Americans and wound more than 33,000. Iran, by contrast, is threatening a purely unconventional naval war, including attacks on U.S. military targets and on international maritime traffic. Oil prices would spike, and Iran would enjoy a long-term profit, even if it temporarily could not export its own oil.

“Iran has developed a comprehensive doctrine of asymmetric warfare, based on its experience during the  Iran-Iraq War, as well as more recent conflicts,” writes Fariborz Haghshenass, a specialist on the Iranian military, in a superb monograph (“Iran’s Asymmetric Naval Warfare”) published recently by the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. Thanks to this doctrine, Iran holds the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz—the world’s energy lifeline—“in its grip.”
The Persian Gulf possesses 55 percent of the world’s crude oil reserves. Iran dominates the whole Gulf, from the Shatt al Arab on its Iraqi border to the Strait of Hormuz 615 miles away. Deployed from this immense seaboard are the Islamic Republic of Iran Navy and the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps Navy, or IRGCN. U.S. Navy officers told me they have had civil encounters at sea with the regular Iranian navy, but not with the IRGCN. The IRGCN is a fully mechanized terrorist force. Although it is the unconventional offshoot of the regular navy, it is actually slightly larger than its parent, with 20,000 reportedly heavily-ideological sailors. It promises an unprecedented fusion of a modern military with sea-based asymmetric force.

The IRGCN was established in 1985 and made its reputation during the Iran-Iraq War with a daring assault led by young Basiji frogmen on Iraq's Faw peninsula. But most IRGCN attacks on Iraq focused on Iraqi ships, and were vulnerable to early detection by the Iraqis. The IRGCN learned from the experience and embarked on a modernization program that included the purchase of anti-ship missiles on portable platforms, small fast-attack craft heavily armed with rockets and anti-ship missiles, and mines and mine-laying platforms.

The IRGCN also learned to exploit Iran's coastline, which is rugged with bays, inlets, coves, and islands well suited to conceal small bases. Iran has three major navy bases on the mainland, and three on the strategically valuable islands of Abu Musa, Larak, and Siri, smack in the middle of the Gulf near the Strait of Hormuz. The Iranian navies maintain 60 other small ports, and Revolutionary Guard personnel have embedded among local inhabitants in many other easy-to-conceal staging areas in fishing villages along the Iranian shore.

As Haghshenass observes in his monograph, Iran’s heavily armed smaller speedboats “can be launched discreetly...off the back of a flatbed truck under cover of darkness, during high tide without any special accommodations,” and with low risk of detection. The IRGCN will use its knowledge of coastal terrain to the utmost, perhaps as effectively as guerrillas in Afghanistan used their terrain against the Soviets and NATO.
The heart of the IRGCN arsenal is its 200 small potential-suicide boats. They tend to be locally produced fiberglass motorboats with a heavy machine gun, a multiple rocket-launcher, or a mine. They may also carry heavy explosives, if rigged to ram and blow a hole in the hull of a larger ship. These boats will likely employ a strategy of “swarming”—coming out of nowhere to ambush merchant convoys and American warships in narrow shipping lanes. Iran’s three Kilo-class submarines and four smaller, locally made midget submarines will help out, the latter by mining channels and choke-points.  And the most potent weapon the IRGCN may possess is its religious zeal and culture of martyrdom. Thousands of religious commissars buttress its ranks, and the IRGCN has emphasized preparing spiritually for asymmetric combat.

The U.S. Navy is certainly not defenseless against kamikaze warfare. “We have been preparing for it for a number of years with changes in training and equipment,” said Vice Admiral (ret.) Kevin Cosgriff, former commander of U.S. Naval Forces Central Command. Cosgriff told me that the U.S. has put more machine guns and 25-millimeter gyro-stabilized guns on the decks of warships, modified the 5-inch gun to make it more capable of dealing with high-speed boats, and improved the sensor suit of the Aegis computer-integrated combat system aboard destroyers and cruisers. But Cosgriff cautions that the IRGCN represents an “evolving, thinking adversary” who may employ not only simple swarming tactics but also attacks by fewer platforms that come armed with more sophisticated weapons, like anti-ship missiles and long-range torpedoes.

In 2002, the U.S. military conducted a war game that revealed a critical vulnerability to swarming speedboats in shallow coastal waters like the Gulf. The war game led to “the worst [simulated] naval defeat since Pearl Harbor,” according to the San Francisco Chronicle. Stanley Weeks, a naval specialist at the Institute for Defense Analysis in Washington, told me that “swarming, together with mobile coastal missile batteries aimed at our ships, might overload our combat systems and is, therefore, a real concern and stress.” U.S. ships and helicopters with precision guided weapons might destroy most of these small boats, but if even a few boats and missiles get through, they could create psychological and financial havoc.
china

A2AD undermines China  deterrence

Fisher, 6-29
Richard Fisher, Senior Fellow on Asian Military Affairs at the International Assessment and Strategy Center,  6-29-2011, “ PLA and U.S. Arms Racing in the Western Pacific,” http://www.strategycenter.net/research/pubID.247/pub_detail.asp 

 Since the March 1996 confrontation the PLA made broad and targeted investments in what American officials have called “anti-access” or “area denial” (A2AD) military capabilities intended to stop U.S. military forces that may seek to thwart a PLA attack on Taiwan.   In the last two years or so, this level of sustained military investment has enabled the PLA to begin fielding military capabilities that could severely constrain the ability of the United States to defend its strategic interests or its friends and allies.  In fact, the United States is now in a multi-front arms race with China.  In some areas the Obama Administration is trying to respond, but in others, for reasons ideological and/or fiscal, it is either failing or refusing to respond.  There is an increasing danger that instead of leading PLA military technical developments and sustaining deterrence, the U.S. instead may increasingly find that it is following PLA developments and losing the ability to deter Chinese aggression, against Taiwan and perhaps against Japan and Korea.  However, while sustaining an American military lead in this arms race with China will require adequate investments, the Obama Administration is preparing for further U.S. defense cuts.[4]  As such, contrary to General Chen’s preference for U.S. rhetorical disarmament regarding the PLA, there is a requirement for far greater candor from U.S. leaders about the PLA’s growing threats in order ensure U.S. defense capabilities will be adequate to deter, counter or defeat them.    

Power projection prevents Taiwan escalation

Ross 2

Robert, Professor of Political Science, Boston College, and Associate of the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies, Harvard University, International Security, “Navigating the Tiawan Strait: Deterrance, Escalation Dominance, and US-China Relations,” 

Fait Accompli Strategies and the Taiwan Strait Deterrence could fail if China's leaders believe that the rapid use of coercive military power could decisively destabilize Taiwan, compelling it to acknowledge PRC sovereignty over the island before the United States could intervene. This strategy would depend on a massive short-term barrage of PRC missiles and air assaults on Taiwan to create political and economic chaos and associated psychological pressures. In the absence of timely U.S. intervention, Taiwan could capitulate. It could sue for peace by accepting hitherto unacceptable symbolic concessions, thus ending its aspirations for independence. 80 The [End Page 76] United States would then face a PRC fait accompli and have to ponder going to war to reverse Taiwan concessions that would not damage U.S. interests directly but would harm U.S. regional credibility. Confidence that China can carry out this strategy depends on its capability to compel Taiwan to submit before the United States can intervene. But the forward presence of the U.S. military in East Asia and U.S. intelligence capabilities minimize such confidence. U.S. forces deployed at Kadena Air Force Base on Okinawa, including seventy-two F-15s, are an imposing threat. Although this force lacks numerical superiority over the Chinese air force, U.S. qualitative superiority, including electronic warfare capabilities and pilot expertise, would neutralize Chinese aircraft, including the advanced Su-27s and Su-30s. The deployment of U.S. forces in close proximity to Taiwan and the possibility that in a crisis the United States would act first and consult with Japan later should give China pause. Moreover, the likelihood of Japanese support for the U.S. use of Kadena would be high should China use force for unification, rather than in response to a destabilizing Taiwan declaration of independence. Also, in recent years Japanese concern over China's growing power has increased, and Japanese public opinion has become less tolerant of Chinese transgressions on Japanese interests. This further enhances the credibility of U.S. intervention with Kadena-based U.S. aircraft. 81 In addition to the U.S. forward presence at Kadena, a carrier task force would likely be present near the Taiwan Strait at the outbreak of war and would consolidate U.S. air superiority. 82 In response to increased apprehension over the prospect of a mainland attack on Taiwan and heightened suspicion of Chinese intentions, the United States has begun to routinely deploy a carrier task force near Taiwan when China conducts major maritime military exercises. The addition of a second carrier battle group would provide the United [End Page 77] States with overwhelming superiority, yet it would amount to only a fraction of the forces that the United States would mobilize for a major theater war. Moreover, U.S. forces will continue to carry out transfers from the European theater to the Pacific theater. A Los Angeles-class attack submarine left for its new home port in Guam in September 2002. Two additional attack submarines will arrive in Guam by fiscal year 2004. The U.S. Navy will also gain increased access to facilities in Singapore and the Philippines. Thus the U.S. forward presence near Taiwan will grow. 83 In addition, a fait accompli strategy cannot compensate for China's vulnerability to a rapid U.S. preemptive strategic strike as a prelude to intervention. U.S. signal intelligence capabilities, in cooperation with facilities based on Taiwan, and satellite surveillance capabilities can detect Chinese preparations for the use of force. 84 Only if China relied on missile launches could it confidently take the United States and Taiwan by surprise. Yet in the absence of other military operations, including air attacks, conventional missile strikes would likely lack both the destructive and psychological force necessary to coerce Taiwan to surrender. If U.S. intelligence estimates are correct and Beijing deploys as many as 650 DF-15 missiles across from Taiwan by 2010, China will still lack a powerful coercive capability. 85 In the wars in Kosovo and Afghanistan, the United States dropped approximately 22,000 bombs. In Afghanistan, this figure included more than 12,000 precision-guided bombs. Yet in both cases, these attacks did not cause enough destruction to coerce rapid surrender. In comparison, Chinese missile deployments in the Taiwan theater are [End Page 78] both fewer and of lesser quality than those used by U.S. forces in Kosovo andAfghanistan. 86 Moreover, with a circular-error-probable of 300 meters, the DF-15 lacks the accuracy to degrade with confidence Taiwan's command-and-control centers, radar facilities, aircraft, and runways. Even with greater accuracy, Chinese missiles would not be very effective at destroying hardened targets. Thus, a Chinese missile-based fait accompli strategy might be able to wreak havoc in Taiwan, but Beijing cannot have high confidence that it would cause the government of Taiwan to accede to even symbolic political unification. If Taiwan did not surrender, the ensuing humiliation would devastate the CCP's legitimacy and significantly undermine it staying power. If Taiwan fought back, using its superior air power to damage the Chinese navy and air force and to fight the mainland to a draw, the humiliation would be even greater. 87 Should Chinese leaders then decide that they had no choice but to prosecute a long-term war for unification, the CCP would face an even greater likelihood of U.S. intervention, military defeat, domestic humiliation, and collapse. Chinese missiles and aircraft may be a powerful deterrent, and a fait accompli strategy might be China's only recourse should deterrence fail and Taiwan declare independence, but it is not a reliable instrument of coercive warfare. China faces a high expected cost of use of force that deters it from using a fait accompli strategy to challenge the status quo. Crisis Instability and Deterrence in the Taiwan Strait Deterrence could also fail if either the United States or China believed that it was vulnerable to a debilitating first strike. The danger of crisis instability in the Taiwan theater could involve a U.S. temptation to strike first if Washington believed that Beijing was preparing for a first strike against U.S. forces as a prelude to an attack on Taiwan. Given U.S. maritime superiority, however, a Chinese first strike could not determine the outcome of the war. Even if China were able to inflict costs on U.S. forces, it could not significantly weaken U.S. capabilities. The United States could still defend Taiwan against mainland air and naval capabilities and inflict punishing retaliation against Chinese military and economic targets. Thus, during periods of heightened tension in which Chinese forces mobilize for military exercises for diplomatic signaling, U.S. forces do not need to [End Page 79] go on heightened alert, much less carry out a preemptive attack in response to a possible Chinese first strike. Rather Washington can monitor Chinese activities and reinforce U.S. defensive capabilities, enhancing its deterrence of a first strike. This was the case in March 1996, when China mobilized for its largest show of force against Taiwan since the 1950s. Although Chinese forces could conceivably have been used against U.S. maritime forces, U.S. policymakers did not expect war and did not believe that there was a crisis. Secretary of Defense Perry explained that attacking Taiwan would be "a dumb thing" for China to do. China did "not have the capability" to invade Taiwan. Although Perry believed that China had the ability to "harass" Taiwan, he observed that "it does not make any sense....I do not expect China to be attacking Taiwan." 88 U.S. fear of a Chinese strike against U.S. forces was even more remote. Improved Chinese capabilities have not greatly increased the vulnerability of U.S. forces to a first strike. Although China's short-range missiles and Russian aircraft have given it a much improved deterrent against a Taiwan declaration of independence, [End Page 80] it is unlikely that China will develop first-strike capabilities well into the twenty-first century. In the offense-defense balance, the advantage will remain with the defensive capabilities of the maritime power, thus mitigating the security dilemma and the likelihood of unintended escalation. U.S. maritime forces enjoy overwhelming advantages that assure it of significant retaliatory capabilities, and geopolitical constraints pose a long-term impediment to Beijing's ability to challenge U.S. maritime superiority. First, China's land-power forces lack offshore offensive capabilities. Water provides a significant defensive "moat" for U.S. naval forces. Second, as a land power facing significant long-term challenges to border security from many potential adversaries, China will be hard-pressed to devote adequate financial resources to enable development of a significant maritime capability. 89 Third, the U.S. lead in capabilities will enable the United States to maintain its advantages even as China modernizes. Conclusion: Managing Deterrence and U.S.-China Cooperation The United States can continue to deter China from initiating war in the Taiwan Strait for many decades. In the absence of a Taiwan declaration of independence, China prefers to maintain the status quo and an international environment conducive to economic and military modernization. Moreover, Chinese analysts understand that China is vastly inferior to the United States in nearly all facets of international power and that it will remain so for a long time. One analyst estimated that Chinese military technology is fifteen to twenty years behind that of the United States. 90 More important, Chinese analyses of "comprehensive national power," which takes into account the military, technological, educational, and economic bases of national strength, estimated in 2000 that China would catch up to the United States in 2043 if Chinese comprehensive national power grew at a rate of 6 percent per year and U.S. comprehensive national power grew at 3 percent per year. 91 During the Cold War, the most pessimistic U.S. civilian and government analysts insisted that only if the United States possessed war-winning capabilities and/or escalation dominance could it deter the Soviet use of force in Europe. 92 In the twenty-first century, the United States possesses escalation dominance in the Taiwan Strait. At every level of escalation, from conventional to nuclear warfare, the United States can engage and defeat Chinese forces. Moreover, it can do so with minimal casualties and rapid deployment, undermining any Chinese confidence in the utility of asymmetric and fait accompli strategies. Chinese military and civilian leaders have acknowledged both U.S. resolve and its superior war-winning capabilities. Confidence in its deterrence capabilities enables the United States to protect Taiwan while developing cooperative relations with China. This was post-Cold War U.S. policy toward China in both the George H.W. Bush and Clinton administrations. Maintaining this policy is both possible and necessary. On the one hand, the United States should continue to develop its capabilities in long-range precision-guided weaponry and in its command-and-control facilities. It should also continue to develop and forward deploy not only aircraft carriers but also Trident SSGNs and UAVs, platforms that enable the United States to [End Page 81] deliver precision-guided weaponry and carry out surveillance with minimal risk of casualties, thus further reducing PRC expectations that asymmetric capabilities or a fait accompli strategy could deter U.S. defense of Taiwan. But instead of welcoming the benefits of deterrence, the George W. Bush administration has developed policies that contribute to conflict by unnecessarily challenging China's interests in Taiwan. It has expanded arms sales to Taiwan, including reversing the twenty-year policy of refusing Taiwan's requests for submarines. Its 2001 arms sales offer to Taiwan was the largest since 1992. U.S. officials have recently said that they were "eager to help" Taiwan's military modernization effort and would welcome any requests for additional weaponry. They continue to consider the possible sale to Taiwan of missile defense technologies, including technology enabling Taiwan access to U.S. satellite-based intelligence. 93 Working-level and high-level exchanges between U.S. and Taiwan military officials are expanding, and U.S. officers have provided advice during Taiwan's military exercises and have discussed wartime coordination with its military officials. Interoperability of the U.S. and Taiwan militaries is also under consideration. Further, the administration has also enhanced its treatment of Taiwan civilian and defense
2nc Their add on saudi prolif impact

Relations doesn’t solve prolif or conflict 

Hokayem, senior fellow for regional security – International Institute for Strategy Studies, and Esfandiary, research analyst and project coordinator – IISS, 10/27/’11
(Emile and Dina, “Rising tensions in Iran and Saudi Arabia's Cold War,” http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-experts-commentary/rising-tensions-in-iran-and-saudi-arabias-cold-war/)

The failed assassination attempt on the Saudi ambassador to Washington, allegedly master-minded by the Iranian government, has led to a heightening of tension between two countries that have been stuck in a Cold War for many years. Saudi condemnation of the foiled plot has been voracious, and threats have not been veiled. But while the US sent an envoy to Europe to convince allies of the need for imposing sanctions against the Iranian Central Bank, the Saudis have yet to take decisive action.
So what can they do? One thing is certain; there will be no conventional retaliation. Although Saudi Arabia spends as much as four times more than Iran on its military, it could not afford such a conflict. The political cost of a war is unconscionable for everyone. But Saudi Arabia does have other options:
Firstly, the economic option. Saudi Arabia can influence the price of oil to affect Iran’s exports and revenues. This would mean increasing oil production by up to 3 million barrels a day; a lengthy process with no guarantee of success. At first, many analysts thought this would be the most likely outcome, especially after Prince Turki outlined the kingdom’s ideal position to ‘squeeze’ Iran economically at a meeting in the UK this summer.

It is not the first time that Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states are thought to be considering oil as a weapon. Many analysts speculated that they could guarantee oil supply to China in exchange for a tougher Chinese approach at the UN Security Council over Iran’s nuclear programme. But it is unlikely that Saudi Arabia would pull this off. Saudi Arabia’s own budgetary requirements necessitate a high oil price. In March, the Kingdom unveiled a 130-billion dollars package to pre-empt any unrest related to popular dissatisfaction and its own financial prospects on the long term are dire.

Politically, Saudi Arabia could use its clout in the region, and more importantly, through regional organisations such as the Gulf Cooperation Council and the Arab League, to bring other Arab states in line with its anti-Iran stance. Not all Arab states are comfortable with a tough approach toward Iran, and Arab public opinion itself is largely opposed to direct pressure on Iran, which it sees as a Western and Israeli-driven conspiracy.

The Saudis could take it a step further by condemning Iranian action in international forums such as the Organisation of Islamic Cooperation, within the presence of Iranian diplomats. This would effectively humiliate them in front of their peers, and force countries on the fence to take a position. The plot also gives Riyadh a way to press China and Russia harder on their support of Iran at the UN Security Council. An assertive Saudi Arabia could convince or even shame these reluctant powers to re-examine their posture.

Another proposed option is a reduction in the Saudi diplomatic presence in Iran, and a push to convince others to follow suit. This may not work given the close political and economic ties between Iran and countries in the region, such as Oman and Qatar. But the plot has presented the Saudis with a golden opportunity to cry out ‘Iran’ anytime they want to justify intervention in other states, including Yemen, Syria, Lebanon and Bahrain.

The Saudis have also unleashed a media campaign against Iran. Saudi-owned newspapers and TV networks have unconditionally espoused the official line on the alleged plot. A Saudi columnist wrote that Iran is the real enemy of the Arabs, while Israel comes only second.

Finally, the Saudis could respond to the plot asymmetrically, by targeting Iranian interests, businessmen and diplomats in countries such as Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan. This would not be unheard of: while Saudis traditionally shun confrontation, they too have developed proxies throughout the region and could make Iran’s life difficult. Saudi Arabia already blames Iran for the killing of a Saudi diplomat in Pakistan in May, and may see a need to retaliate in kind.

US deterrent failure causes Saudi prolif turns the add on

Bradley Bowman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff member for the Middle East, February 2008, “Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East,” http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf
Those who believe Saudi Arabia would not respond to an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons by pursuing a weapon of its own usually emphasize one of three arguments. The first suggests the value the Saudis place on their relationship with the United States would dissuade them from taking a nuclear decision that would severely damage their most important bilateral relationship. Undoubtedly, Saudi Arabia values its relationship with the United States. The United States has served as Saudi Arabia’s most important security guarantor since 1945. However, Saudi Arabia values its relationship with the United States because the United States has served Saudi Arabia’s interests. If Saudi Arabia comes to believe the United States cannot or will not protect the Kingdom and its core interests, the Saudi regime will not hesitate to develop the independent means to deter its enemies. If the United States does not take assertive steps now to restore Saudi faith in the U.S. security guarantee, this will increase the likelihood that the Saudis will respond to a perceived decline in the reliability of U.S. security guarantees and the emergence of an Iranian nuclear threat by pursuing an independent nuclear deterrent.
2nc air power impact

Seabasing is key to air power

Perry, commander – US Navy, ‘9
(Michael F, “Importance of Seabasing to Land Power Generation,” US Army War College)

The U.S. Air Force is also heavily reliant upon a decreasing number of overseas air bases, which are becoming increasingly vulnerable to attacks. These bases are essential to supporting land power with the latest generation of short-range tactical aircraft.62 For example, limited air basing and/or over flight rights have adversely impacted at least twelve U.S. contingency operations since the late 1950s.63 Seabasing offers alternatives to air bases and opportunities to develop new generations of heavylift short-range aircraft. As a result, the November of 2003 Transformation Flight Plan of the U.S. Air Force cites Seabasing as being essential to transformation within the U.S. Department of Defense.64 Seabasing also offers an ideal platform for launching the latest generations of missile defense systems and unmanned aircraft. For example, the U.S. Navy and Air Force recently collaborated to successfully intercept an incoming ballistic missile with an anti-missile system launched from an Aegis Cruiser.65 Given the increasingly sophisticated capabilities of our potential adversaries, Seabased antiballistic missile systems will become increasingly important to defending joint forces as well as the homelands of the U.S. and its allies.

Solves nuclear wars everywhere

Tellis, 98 – senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation

(Ashley, Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf) 

This subsection attempts to synthesize some of the key operational implications distilled from the analyses relating to the rise of Asia and the potential for conflict in each of its constituent regions. The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. 

2nc nato impact

Seabasing resolves NATO’s alliance constraints – key to credible joint military action

Perry, commander – US Navy, ‘9
(Michael F, “Importance of Seabasing to Land Power Generation,” US Army War College)

The North American Treaty Organization (NATO) supports Seabasing for similar reasons and has begun coordinating the Seabasing capabilities of its members.49 Seabasing also eliminates many of the political obstacles that might complicate security cooperation by centering operations on the freedom of the high seas. For example, a recent Seabasing “proof of concept” exercise off the coast of Africa in March of 2008 demonstrated use of Seabasing to rapidly project humanitarian assistance into Liberia.50 In addition, as recent events in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq have shown, Seabasing is essential to overcoming the limits of alliances and coalition warfare. Specifically, Seabasing is immune to the vagaries in alliances that have delayed recently operations for lack of access to overseas bases and/or airspace. For example, the $26 billion that the U.S. nearly paid Turkey for access rights just before Operation IRAQI FREEDOM dramatically defines the value of Seabasing to land power generation.51 That alone would have paid for all of the new ships being requested by the U.S. Navy to support Seabasing. Thus, Seabasing is essential to supporting combined operations as well as providing the U.S. with options when its allies disagree with U.S. foreign policy and refuse to share their bases or airspace.

That solves nuclear war

Albright, et al. 10 (Madeline, former secretary of state under president Clinton, assistant professor at Georgetown School of Foreign Service, NATO group of experts, NATO 2020: Assured Security; Dynamic Engagement) 
Military transformation: a work in progress. The results of these initiatives and summit directives have been mixed. Due in the main to limited resources, NATO’s military forces have moved only slowly to pursue agreed guidelines. Thus, a significant distance still separates potential missions and available capabilities. Much of the progress that has taken place towards military transformation has been driven by operational requirements in Kosovo and Afghanistan. ISAF operations in particular have underlined the need for forces that are deployable and sustainable, for common approaches to counter-insurgency operations, and for interoperable command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities. The primary limiting factor hindering military transformation has been the lack of European defence spending and investment. Today, only six of twenty-six European Allies spend 2 percent or more of GDP on these purposes; only about a dozen have met goals for making military forces deployable and sustainable. The Alliance benchmark of 20 percent of military spending allocated to investment has been achieved by less than half of NATO nations (though the trend is slowly improving). The gap is especially large between U.S. capabilities and the rest of NATO, an imbalance that if left unchecked could undermine Alliance cohesion. Contributing to the problem is the fact that, in the past twenty years, European defence spending has been consumed disproportionately by personnel and operational costs. As a result, European national forces generally do not have nearly enough transformed forces. Analysis and Recommendations The new Strategic Concept should provide direction for the further transformation of NATO’s defence capabilities. Given the nature of the modern security environment and constraints on fiscal resources, NATO will need a flexible, deployable, networked, and sustainable military force posture that can meet the full range of Alliance responsibilities at an affordable cost. These responsibilities include the deterrence of aggression, the defence of Alliance territory, undertaking demanding missions at strategic distance, and preparing for a wide range of lesser contingencies. The new Strategic Concept should update the guidelines established in the 1999 Concept and be accompanied by an agreed set of priority capabilities and military reforms to be endorsed by Alliance leaders at the Lisbon Summit. NATO’s Military Missions. In the coming decade, NATO will have four central interrelated military missions; these missions will complement the core tasks outlined in Chapter Two. They are: Deter, prevent and defend against any threat of aggression in order to ensure the political independence and territorial integrity of every NATO member in accordance with Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. Cooperate with partners and civilian institutions to protect the treaty area against a full range of unconventional security challenges. Deploy and sustain expeditionary capabilities for military operations beyond the treaty area when required to prevent an attack on the treaty area or to protect the legal rights and other vital interests of Alliance members. Help to shape a more stable and peaceful international security environment by enhancing partner interoperability, providing military and police training, coordinating military assistance, and cooperating with the governments of key countries. Conventional Defence Capabilities. If NATO is to fulfil these four missions successfully, it must halt the precipitous decline in national defence spending, implement new reforms and efficiencies, and set priorities for future capabilities. Important steps need to be taken at the Lisbon summit on all three counts. The Secretary General has already undertaken significant reform efforts; these are well worthy of encouragement and support. In addition, prior to Lisbon, clear priorities for capabilities requirements need to be prepared for approval by Alliance leaders. Defence priorities include those related to Article 5 needs and to the goal of military transformation. Recommendation: 1. The new Strategic Concept should address, in addition to other priorities, the following conventional defence needs: Provide reassurance on Article 5 commitment. Assuring Allies with regard to Article 5 requires refreshing and maintaining essential skills and capabilities. The Alliance has developed adequate military readiness criteria to meet Article 5 commitments but it should do more to guarantee its readiness in practice. This will require better contingency planning, preparations for crisis management, equipment assessments, and appropriate military exercises. Such exercises should not be provocative, should be announced in advance, and should be open to observers from neighbouring countries. Achieve deployability and sustainability goals. Forces offered to NATO by members or partners for any mission within or beyond NATO territory should be both deployable and sustainable. To this end, Allies should restructure more of their forces away from traditional fixed territorial defence missions. Deployability also requires strategic lift, which is in short supply, although the C-17 consortium is a step in the right direction. Creating a NATO Deployment Agency is an idea that has merit and should be explored. Such an agency could take responsibility for consolidating all aspects of Alliance preparations for rapid deployment. Broaden the role of the NATO Response Force. The NRF should be prepared to undertake Article 5 as well as non-Article 5 missions and should be a central participant when Article 5 exercises are conducted. Capitalize on commonality between Article 5 and expeditionary missions. NATO needs to be prepared for both Article 5 and non-Article 5 missions. To achieve both goals efficiently, it should review the two mission sets -- which are neither entirely identical nor wholly different -- for areas of commonality. The core similarity is that both missions require well-prepared forces and support assets. The core difference is that a major combat operation in Europe against a serious adversary is inherently different from involvement by an expeditionary force in a stabilisation operation in a distant state. To be ready for both, NATO must take full advantage of overlaps between the two. Understand C4ISR as NATO’s operational glue. C4ISR capabilities provide the operational sinew binding NATO and national forces together into an interoperable, agile, and cohesive whole. They should be a high priority for future investment by members as well as by NATO itself. Allies should invest first in compliance with the latest NATO CIS architectures and ISR platform standards. Likewise, NATO should ensure the same architectural standards are met and maintained across its command structure. Allies and partners should emphasise investment in national systems at the tactical and operational levels that will tie into NATO’s strategic-operational networks. Strengthen Special Operations Forces (SOF) capabilities. Much has already been done to bring together the SOF capabilities of members and partners, including the establishment of the NATO Special Operations Headquarters. This body is developing common training and doctrine as well as enhancing intelligence sharing. More can be done to sharpen NATO’s ability to make use of these expeditionary capabilities. In keeping with the Strasbourg-Kehl Summit Declaration, the NAC should consider designating NATO Special Operations Headquarters as a full component command. Upgrade Allied Command Transformation. ACT needs a bolder mandate, greater authorities, and more resources. It should champion the development of both transformational capabilities and new efficiency measures. It should also take full charge of NATO lessons learned, doctrine, training and education programmes. Transform NATO Education and Training. Led by ACT, NATO should exploit the information revolution by establishing a process of continual learning for military and civilian personnel. People are NATO’s foremost asset and up-to-date knowledge is an essential attribute for its people. Modern educational tools, including distance learning, exchanges, and emergency simulations can burnish operational and strategic skills. To the extent possible, these programmes should include personnel from partner countries and organisations. Enhance maritime situational awareness. A new level of secure maritime situational awareness is called for by changing risks around the periphery of NATO and in the High North, Gulf, Indian Ocean and other areas. NATO should harmonize investments in such surveillance platforms as unmanned aerial vehicles, maritime patrol aircraft, land-based radars, surface and subsurface vessels, and robotic systems. NATO should also agree on specific surveillance mission areas that underpin Article 5, such as those related to illegal attacks on shipping, WMD proliferation and terrorist activities. Reforms and efficiencies. If NATO is to keep pace with evolving threats, it must improve its capabilities more rapidly than it has. The challenge of catching up is aggravated by a less than favourable economic climate. The best and most realistic way to close the gap is through a commitment to efficiency measures and other reforms. The economic and military logic behind such reforms is clear, yet nations may still be reluctant to undertake them. Leadership is required. Recommendation: A balanced package of reform and efficiency proposals should be developed by the Secretary General in time for presentation to the heads of government at the Lisbon summit. As part of this package, NATO should encourage: new, truly multinational formations with unified command and control, interdependent logistics and integrated civilian-military components; new informal pooling arrangements, especially for lift; increased NATO common funding and interoperability for C4ISR; common approaches to logistics; the further evolution and coordination of national specialisation and niche capabilities; exploration of opportunities for additional multinational procurement programs; development of a NATO/EU defence capabilities agency; using common funds for costs related to selected deployments, including an annual exercise of the NRF; and a further review of NATO’s command structure for the purpose of reducing costs and enhancing force flexibility and deployability. Comprehensive approach. Several years after the concept of a comprehensive approach was widely accepted as the best means for responding to complex security challenges, NATO efforts to operate with civilian partners remain disjointed. As noted earlier, such an approach often requires NATO to act in partnership with other organisations, whether in a leading or a supportive role. The Alliance’s 2006 CPG describes NATO’s approach to conflicts as “the coherent and comprehensive application of the various instruments of the Alliance to create overall effects that will achieve the desired outcome.” The CPG also states that NATO has “no requirement to develop capabilities strictly for civilian purposes,” relying instead on its partners. Although true in theory, this logic has not always proven out in practice. Effective military-civilian relationships require a good deal of hard work. Military and civilian personnel tend to plan differently, set different priorities, establish different standards of accountability, recruit and deploy personnel differently, and often even speak the same language in ways that one has trouble understanding the other. In fact, NATO today does not work as well as it should -- indeed, as it must -- with civilian organisations. The Strategic Concept must address this shortcoming, while also encouraging each Ally to improve the ability of its military to work with civilian partners. Recommendations: NATO at all levels should prepare to be part of integrated civilian-military missions. This requires establishing a small civilian planning unit within NATO to maintain points of contact, share information, and engage in joint planning with partner countries and organisations. NATO should maintain up-to-date memoranda of understanding with such key institutions as the UN, the EU and the OSCE, as well as other national and regional bodies and major NGOs. NATO’s Defence Planning Process should identify civilian capabilities -- whether NATO or non-NATO -- to be deployed along with initial combat forces for immediate post-conflict stability operations. NATO should ask member states to identify a cadre of civilian specialists with experience in complex operations who would be available for rapid deployment for selected missions if qualified personnel from partner countries or institutions are not. These civilian reservists should be prepared through NATO training to move into an area in the wake of conflict and to work with local authorities and combat forces for a limited period of time in order to provide security and other public services. NATO should strive on a systematic basis to help potential partners improve their ability to contain and respond to crisis situations; this can be done through -- among other means -- training, material assistance, and strategic assessments aimed at early warning and prevention. Nuclear Weapons and Arms Control. NATO relies upon a mixture of conventional and nuclear weapons for the purpose of deterring an armed attack. Changes in threats to the Alliance have broadened the concept of deterrence and allowed NATO to dramatically reduce the types, numbers and roles of its nuclear forces. At the same time, global leaders -- including many from Allied nations -- have expressed a desire to move toward a world free from the threat posed by nuclear arms. Looking ahead, the Alliance should be prepared for in-depth consultations on the future role of nuclear weapons in its deterrence strategy. Some parameters for those consultations, which will take place against the backdrop of the larger global nuclear debate, are suggested below: As long as nuclear weapons remain a reality in international relations, the Alliance should retain a nuclear component to its deterrent strategy -- at the minimum level required by the prevailing security environment. Under current security conditions, the retention of some U.S. forward-deployed systems on European soil reinforces the principle of extended nuclear deterrence and collective defence. Broad participation of the non-nuclear Allies is an essential sign of transatlantic solidarity and risk sharing. Participation by the non-nuclear states can take place in the form of nuclear deployments on their territory or by non-nuclear support measures. NATO should continue to ensure the absolute physical security of nuclear weapons stored on European soil. There should be an ongoing NATO dialogue with Russia on nuclear perceptions, concepts, doctrines, and transparency. These talks should help set the stage for the further reduction and possible eventual elimination of the entire class of sub-strategic nuclear weapons. NATO should re-establish the Special Consultative Group on Arms Control for the purpose of facilitating its own internal dialogue about the whole range of issues related to nuclear doctrine, new arms control initiatives, and proliferation. NATO should make clear its full support for efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, to reduce further the prominence of nuclear arms in the defence doctrines of any country, and to ensure that nuclear materials are handled in a safe and secure manner. NATO should endorse a policy of not using or threatening to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states that are party to the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty and in compliance with their nuclear non-proliferation obligations. Recommendation: As long as nuclear weapons exist, NATO should continue to maintain secure and reliable nuclear forces, with widely shared responsibility for deployment and operational support, at the minimum level required by the prevailing security environment. Any change in this policy, including in the geographic distribution of NATO nuclear deployments in Europe, should be made, as with other major decisions, by the Alliance as a whole. NATO should invite an ongoing dialogue with Russia on nuclear perceptions, concepts, doctrines, and transparency, and should convene a Special Consultative Group in order to inform and coordinate its internal dialogue about nuclear-related issues. Ballistic missile defence. The Alliance should have a fuller role in dealing with the emerging ballistic missile threat. The new U.S. phased, adaptive approach to ballistic missile defence provides an opportunity for the development of an effective NATOwide strategy that would add to the defence of populations as well as forces. The U.S. systems to be deployed will be much more effective against the ballistic missile threat to Europe from the Gulf than those previously envisioned. They are not directed against Russia, nor would they threaten Russia’s nuclear deterrent. A NATO missile defence system would enhance deterrence and transatlantic sharing of responsibility, reinforce the principle that security is indivisible, and allow for concrete security cooperation with Russia. Recommendation: NATO should recognize territorial missile defence as an essential mission of the Alliance. To that end, NATO should agree to expand its Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence System to provide the core command and control capability of a NATO territorial missile defence system. Responding to Unconventional Dangers. Throughout the Group’s investigation, NATO’s response to terrorism, cyber vulnerabilities, energy security, and climate change was discussed. Some new capabilities may be needed. Strengthening NATO’s role in fighting terrorism. NATO’s military forces are playing a vital role in the fight against violent extremism in Afghanistan. Within the treaty area, however, counter-terrorism is primarily the responsibility of police and other domestic agencies. Nonetheless, the Alliance can play a supporting part through the protection of vital military facilities, sharing intelligence, and providing assistance, when asked, in consequence management. It is worth recalling, for example, that NATO aircraft flew AWACS patrols over the United States for seven months following the 9/11 attacks. In 2004, the Alliance established a Defence Against Terrorism Programme that was designed to develop new technologies to protect troops and civilians against such dangers as improvised explosive devices, suicide bombs and anti-aircraft rocket strikes. Recommendation: NATO’s Defence Against Terrorism Programme should expand from its current focus on ten areas of technology-related work to include, among other subjects, collaborative research on investigative techniques, deterrence, and social networking. Cyber defence capabilities. The next significant attack on the Alliance may well come down a fibre optic cable. Already, cyber attacks against NATO systems occur frequently, but most often below the threshold of political concern. However, the risk of a large-scale attack on NATO’s command and control systems or energy grids could readily warrant consultations under Article 4 and could possibly lead to collective defence measures under Article 5. Effective cyber defence requires the means to prevent, detect, respond to, and recover from attacks. NATO has taken steps to develop these capabilities through creation of a Cyber Defence Management Authority, a Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence, and a Computer Incident Response Capability. Nonetheless, there persist serious gaps in NATO’s cyber defence capabilities. The Strategic Concept should place a high priority on addressing these vulnerabilities, which are both unacceptable and increasingly dangerous. Recommendation: NATO should recognize that cyber attacks are a growing threat to the security of the Alliance and its members. Accordingly: A major effort should be undertaken to increase the monitoring of NATO’s critical network and to assess and furnish remedies to any vulnerabilities that are identified. The Centre of Excellence should do more, through training, to help members improve their cyber defence programmes. Allies should expand early warning capabilities in the form of a NATO-wide network of monitoring nodes and sensors. The Alliance should be prepared to send an expert team to any member experiencing or threatened by a major cyber attack. Over time, NATO should plan to mount a fully adequate array of cyber defence capabilities, including passive and active elements. Energy security. Access to sufficient supplies of energy is a requirement for any modern state. However, most countries are dependent, to one degree or another, on external energy sources and on the means for delivering needed supplies via pipelines or shipping. Any substantial or sudden interruption of supplies to an Ally would be of concern, especially if the interruption were caused by the sabotage of energy infrastructure or by unlawful interference with maritime commerce. Such an occurrence, if prolonged, could lead to consultations under Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty and to a determination by the Allies of an appropriate response. As a general matter, energy policy is a domestic issue, with the EU and the International Energy Agency offering services at the multinational level related to potential energy supply disruptions. NATO, however, has an obligation to protect its own energy reserves in order to ensure the capability of its forces. Also, in 2008 the Alliance agreed at the Bucharest Summit to take a number of additional steps pertaining to energy security, including the sharing of intelligence, support for the protection of critical infrastructure, and support for an expanded dialogue with energy supplier countries. Recommendation: The potential for major energy supply disruptions should figure prominently in NATO’s strategic assessment and contingency planning activities. Thought should be given in advance to how the Alliance might work with partners in an emergency situation to mitigate harm to its members and to find alternative sources of supply. Climate change. As an Alliance, NATO does not have a formal role in regulating the greenhouse gas emissions that experts believe lead to global warming. NATO could, however, be called upon to help cope with security challenges stemming from such consequences of climate change as a melting polar ice cap or an increase in catastrophic storms and other natural disasters. The Alliance should keep this possibility in mind when preparing for future contingencies. The process of developing a new Strategic Concept should provide a timely reminder to all that NATO serves unique and indispensable functions. Without NATO during the Cold War, the Euro-Atlantic region would have entered the twenty-first century deprived of freedom in its East and with no common strategy in its West; the world would still be hostage to a superpower rivalry,
 with nuclear annihilation a single miscalculation away. Without NATO in the 1990s, the newly-freed states of Central and East Europe would have lacked a powerful incentive to embrace democracy internally and to mend fences with external rivals. Meanwhile, the Balkans would have remained a cauldron of ethnic bitterness, ruled by the sword, and split asunder by the memory of past conflicts. If NATO did not exist today, Afghanistan might once again be ruled by the Taliban, providing a safe haven for al-Qa’ida, allowing terrorists to train and to plan their attacks systematically and without fear. Euro-Atlantic states would lack an effective community forum for responding to traditional threats and emerging perils. Without NATO in the future, the prospects for international stability and peace would be far more uncertain than they are. The Alliance is not alone in its commitment to these objectives, but its combination of military capability and political solidarity make it both singularly valuable and irreplaceable. NATO thrives as a source of hope because, from the very beginning, its members have described their common agenda in a positive fashion: to enhance international security, safeguard liberty, and promote the rule of law. These objectives are neither tied to any calendar nor diminished by any advance in technology. They do not depend on any particular adversary. They are enduring needs and will survive as long as NATO has the courage to defend them through the unity of its members, the bravery of its citizens, and the free expression of its collective will. 

