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The United States federal government should substantially increase its democratic governance support for Libya. 

1ac – lead from behind

Contention one is credibility

US needs to take the lead on Libyan reconstruction—that rebuilds US image throughout the region—ceding leadership to others undermines good will
Paul Wolfowitz 11-3, former United States Ambassador to Indonesia, U.S. Deputy Secretary of Defense, President of the World Bank, and former dean of the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University. He is currently a visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, “America's Opportunity in Libya”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204394804577011721031265512.html
But the failure of the U.S. to support the opposition more strongly in other ways was a costly mistake. The delay in recognizing the National Transitional Council, the continuing delays in getting them access to frozen assets, and the refusal to provide arms made the conflict longer and bloodier, deprived the country of some of its bravest potential leaders, and reduced America's ability to secure the Gadhafi regime's surface-to-air missiles, now a major concern. Worst of all, having ceded leadership to others, the U.S. is less able to support those who share its values. The U.S. missed a rare opportunity to play a leading role in support of a cause that was widely admired in Libya and throughout the Arab world. Mrs. Clinton deserved a hero's welcome when she visited Tripoli, like the one that British Prime Minister David Cameron and French President Nicolas Sarkozy received. Instead she was asked why the U.S. hadn't done more. As one student said, "Many people feel that the United States has taken a back seat." That mistake should not be repeated now. Forty-two years of despotism have left Libya with virtually no functioning institutions, a poorly educated population, and no civil society. The violence of the rebellion has created new motives for revenge and put weapons in the hands of thousands. It was Gadhafi, not NATO, who broke Libya, and NATO doesn't own Libya. For the first time in 42 years, the courageous Libyan people own it. But they face formidable challenges. Libya's most urgent need is to bring its many armed groups into an organized security force and to secure their enormous weapon supplies. This is a task best achieved not by force but with money, to pay the new security forces and to buy back weapons. And it could also provide jobs for dangerously unemployed armed men. The Libyans have money, but much of it is still frozen in accounts around the world. The U.S. should get them much more rapid access to their own funds, if necessary by advancing loans against still-frozen assets. Washington should also establish a security assistance program to help train and organize the new Libyan forces. Another urgent need, given the estimated 50,000 wounded, is medical assistance. Even basic things like aspirin and antibiotics are in short supply. The U.S. has a program to fly some severely wounded Libyans to the U.S. and Germany for treatment. Much more could be done, perhaps comparable to the assistance given to Haiti after its 2010 earthquake. That would also maintain the goodwill that Libyans feel toward the U.S. and help replace the distorted image of the West fed to them for so long by Gadhafi. The new authorities in Tripoli told Arizona Sen. John McCain last month that they would even be willing to reimburse the U.S. for the cost of this humanitarian assistance. A third important initiative would be to encourage Libyans to manage their oil revenues so as to avoid the "oil curse" that has damaged so many countries, particularly Libya. The experience of Norway and Alaska, which have given their people a direct stake in their oil revenues, could show Libyans how the country's wealth can be shared more fairly among all the people. That would also provide a safeguard against a future ruler gaining too much power. Finally, if Libyans want it, the U.S. should help them with basic constitutional, electoral and political issues. Americans may not always agree with their decisions. But the U.S. can urge that those issues be decided freely and democratically, taking into account the views of all Libyan men and women, including ethnic minorities. The U.S. should also encourage the development of civil society groups that support democratic and humane values. Success for Libya will not come easily or quickly. But success doesn't require perfection. Even in Central Europe, where conditions are more favorable, many new democracies are still struggling 20 years after the end of Soviet rule. But the U.S. will gain much if the Libyans can create a stable, representative government that respects the rights of its people. And there are risks if Libya fails to do so. There is much that the U.S. could have done to end the bloody fighting in Libya more quickly. Today there is much to do, without a costly military commitment, to help Libyans build a better future. This is leadership the U.S. can afford. In the end, Americans will pay a higher price if we do nothing.

Libya is the key test case

Ghitis 11 (World Politics Review Contributing Editor, 8/25, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/9882/world-citizen-libya-emerges-as-major-test-of-western-u-s-influence)
The future of Libya was never terribly important to the U.S. That has now changed. Under the rule of the flamboyant Col. Moammar Gadhafi, Tripoli managed to garner a lot of attention, but, in fact, the country had only marginal strategic importance to the West. Then-Secretary of Defense Robert Gates admitted as much soon after the U.S. agreed to join a NATO effort on the side of the rebels seeking to topple the regime. Once NATO launched its operation in Libya, however, the stakes for Washington suddenly grew. And now more than ever, with Gadhafi out of power, Libya has become a test case for America and the West's ability to play a constructive role in determining the shape of the new Arab world. If post-Gadhafi Libya does not become a nation with generally democratic, largely pluralistic and fairly liberal standards, the West's intervention will have been a failure. And America will have sent its clearest sign yet that it is impotent to influence the course of events in the Middle East. The impression that America has become irrelevant is already taking hold in the region. In a recent interview with the Lebanese television network ANB, a leading Palestinian official dismissively declared that Washington "does not play a role any more in the Middle East." The intervention in Libya, ironically, did little to counteract that image. Washington seemed halfhearted in its participation, and the fight against Gadhafi seemed more difficult than it should have been, considering the magnitude of forces arrayed against the regime. The lingering stalemate made the mighty military forces of NATO seem less than awe-inducing. Now that the revolution has finally reached Tripoli, Washington has the crucial task of steering the emerging government in a direction that is consistent with Western values and interests. If the West and its ideological allies in what we have called the Libyan opposition succeed, they could have an impact that goes beyond the future of Libya and perceptions of the U.S, inspiring and influencing the course of events in other Arab countries. The task ahead is not easy. The scrappy band of revolutionaries who took on Gadhafi and his mercenaries espouse a wide assortment of ideologies, backgrounds and even ethnicities, bound together by their common goal of ending a four-decade-old dictatorship. Beyond ending Gadhafi's rule, however, they don't all share a vision of what Libya should become. The American ideal -- a functioning, inclusive democracy with secular rule of law and an impartial judiciary -- has strong proponents within the National Transitional Council (NTC), the governing entity established by the rebel forces. But some of the rebels adhere to sharply different ideologies. The many exiled Libyans who returned to their country to fight Gadhafi after years in the West have brought with them a deep familiarity with American and European-style democracy, and that is precisely what many of them would like to build. The NTC is headed by Mahmoud Jibril, who studied political science at the University of Pittsburgh. Jibril and the NTC have repeatedly made a commitment to democracy, as they have lobbied the West to free Libyan assets and help the rebels achieve victory. The council is on record with its goal of bringing free elections, pluralism and human rights to the country. One can make the cynical case that anti-Gadhafi Libyans who disagreed with those progressive views knew they should hold their cards close to their vest in order to secure the aid needed to overthrow Gadhafi. But there is no question that many in the NTC hold genuinely democratic ideals. Ramadan Ben Amer, an engineer who also studied in the U.S., leads the recently formed New Libya Party (NLP), which calls itself the country's first political party. The NLP, he says, aims to create a democracy in the image of the American system, with three co-equal branches of government. But the rebels who fought Gadhafi also include conservative tribal members, some of whom may seek revenge more than inclusion, as well as committed jihadists, activist Berbers and others. In addition, the intense regional rivalries between the Tripoli-centered west and the Bengazi-centered east add to the complications of creating a political system on a level field. The Libyan Islamic Fighting Group (LIFG), which had tried to overthrow Gadhafi since its establishment in 1995, includes members who are highly experienced and deeply devoted to their Islamist cause. Documents seized by U.S. forces in Sinjar, Iraq, list scores of Libyans fighting with al-Qaida in Iraq. The LIFG, officially a member of al-Qaida, aims for the adoption of Islamic law and the reinstatement of a Muslim caliphate. Another Libyan group that has played a prominent role in the uprising is the Amazigh, the Berbers. Long oppressed by Gadhafi, Libya's Berbers speak a different language and have a distinct culture shared with Berbers in neighboring Morocco. Libya's social structure is built on tribalism and regionalism. Tribes inspire a loyalty deeper than does the state. The Gadhafi regime favored certain clans at the expense of others and brutalized those who dared to challenge it. As a result, tribal conflict could easily erupt. Tribal attacks have already occurred, for example, in Berber-majority areas liberated from Gadhafi rule, where houses of the members of other tribes have been burned and their occupants have fled. The largest tribe is the Warfalla, once allied with Gadhafi but also the first to join the opposition. The Gadhafa tribe, to which Gadhafi belongs, is small but has enjoyed enormous privilege. It is also the most likely to suffer revenge attacks and become the focus of civil conflict. Similarly, the al-Awaqir played a prominent role in the fallen regime and could also be targeted in revenge attacks. The second largest tribe is the Magariha, which until a few years ago was also loyal to Gadhafi. The convicted -- and later freed -- Lockerbie bomber, Abdel Basset al-Megrahi, is a member. And yet, Libya is a country with a small population. Washington, its NATO allies and their friends in the Libyan opposition have had five months to plan for this moment. They have had time to build ties to each other. After playing a negligible role during the Arab uprisings, Western strategists now have the opportunity to show that the U.S. and the West are still major players on the global arena. And in doing so they can help the Arab people build a new system that is consistent with freedom and democracy, not to mention friendly to the West.
Leading from behind fails

Hamid 10/1
Shadi Hamid, 10/1/11, What Obama and American Liberals Don’t Understand About the Arab Spring, http://www.tnr.com/article/environment-energy/95538/arab-spring-obama-realism-democracy-neoconservatives-mubarak?page=0,0
Throughout the Arab spring, analysts and policymakers have debated the proper role that the United States should be playing in the Middle East. A small number argued that the U.S. should adopt a more interventionist policy to address Arab grievances; others, that Arab grievances are themselves the result of our aggressive, interventionist policies; and still more that intervention was simply not in our national self-interest. The Obama administration, for its part, attempted to split the difference, moving slowly, especially at the outset, to censure dictators like Hosni Mubarak in Egypt and Bashar Al Assad in Syria, while eventually supporting aggressive military action against Muammar Qaddafi in Libya. The reasons for the Obama administration’s passivity during the Arab spring have been many, but perhaps none is more helpful in explaining it than the notion of “declinism.” With the exception of neoconservatives and a relatively small group of liberal hawks, nearly everyone seems to think America has less power to shape events than it used to. An endless stream of books and articles has riffed on this theme. The most well-known of the genre are Fareed Zakaria’s The Post-American World, Parag Khanna’s The Second World, and, from a more academic perspective, Charles Kupchan’s The End of the American Era.The Obama administration has appropriated some of the main arguments of this literature. An advisor to Obama described U.S. strategy in Libya as “leading from behind,” which Ryan Lizza, in The New Yorker, explained as coming from the belief “that the relative power of the U.S. is declining … and that the U.S. is reviled in many parts of the world.” But in an ironic twist of fate, even as Americans seem to be placing an all-time low amount of faith in their ability to effect change around the world, many Arabs participating in the recent uprisings—despite their apparent fear and loathing of U.S. power—placed a disproportionate amount of their faith and hopes upon us. Americans—and American liberals, in particular—have yet to grasp this basic paradox. In their time of need, facing imprisonment, torture, and even death, protesters, rebels, and would-be revolutionaries still look to the United States, not elsewhere. Whether they find what they’re looking for is another matter. DURING THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION, when anti-American sentiment spread like wildfire across the Middle East following the invasion of Iraq, policymakers on all sides of the political spectrum, but particularly liberals, gravitated away from support for interventionism in general and democracy promotion in particular. The “kiss of death” hypothesis—in which overt American support for Arab democracy movements is considered toxic to the cause—became commonplace. But it is worth noting that Bush’s short-lived embrace of Mideast democratic reform—despite his deep personal unpopularity throughout the region—did not appear to hurt the Arab reform movement, and, if anything, did the opposite. This is something that reformers themselves reluctantly admit. In 2005, at the height of the first Arab spring, the liberal Egyptian publisher and activist Hisham Kassem said, “Eighty percent of political freedom in this country is the result of U.S. pressure.” And it isn’t just liberals who felt this way. Referring to the Bush administration’s efforts, the prominent Muslim Brotherhood figure Abdel Moneim Abul Futouh told me in August 2006, “Everyone knows it. … We benefited, everyone benefited, and the Egyptian people benefited.” Liberals had often told the world—and, perhaps more importantly, themselves—that the Bush administration’s destructive policies were a historic anomaly. When a Democrat was elected, America would undo the damage. For many liberals, including myself, this was what Obama could offer that no one else could—a president with a Muslim name, who had grown up in a Muslim country, who seemed to have an intuitive understanding of the place of grievance in Arab public life. But, after President Obama’s brief honeymoon period, the familiar disappointments returned. In a span of just one year, the number of Arabs who said they were “discouraged” by the Obama administration’s Middle East policies shot up from 15 percent to 63 percent, according to a University of Maryland/Zogby poll. By the time the protests began in December 2010, attitudes toward the U.S. had hit rock bottom. In several Arab countries, including Egypt, U.S. favorability ratings were lower under Obama than they were under Bush. Indeed, an odd current of “Bush nostalgia” had been very much evident in Arab opposition circles. In May 2010, a prominent Brotherhood member complained to me: “For Obama, the issue of democracy is fifteenth on his list of priorities. … There’s no moment of change like there was under Bush.” Indeed, while the Arab spring was and is about Arabs, it is also, in some ways, about us. If for decades, the U.S. was seen as central in supporting autocratic Arab regimes, so it was assumed that it would be just as critical in facilitating their demise. Before the Egyptian revolution, the leader of the liberal April 6 Movement, Ahmed Maher, told The Atlantic: “The problem isn’t with Mubarak’s policies. The problem is with American policy and what the American government wants Mubarak to do. His existence is totally in their hands.” Islamists, meanwhile, have a specific term—the “American veto”—dedicated to a belief in America’s outsize ability to determine Arab outcomes. The United States, so the thinking went, could prevent democratic outcomes not to its liking. When unrest broke out in Egypt, activists therefore hung on every major American statement, trying their best to interpret the Obama administration’s sometimes impenetrable language. On Al Jazeera, Egyptians asked why the U.S. and Europe weren’t doing more to pressure the Mubarak regime. Two of the Muslim Brotherhood’s leading “reformists,” Esam el-Erian, as well as Abul Futouh, wrote op-eds in The New York Times and The Washington Post. Futouh’s op-ed—simultaneously overestimating America’s influence, decrying it, and believing that, somehow, it could be used for good—is representative of the genre: “We want to set the record straight so that any Middle East policy decisions made in Washington are based on facts. … With a little altruism, the United States should not hesitate to reassess its interests in the region, especially if it genuinely champions democracy.” The more repressive the Egyptian regime became, the more impassioned the calls grew. I remember receiving urgent, sometimes heartbreaking calls from Egyptian friends and colleagues. One broke out in tears, telling me that if the U.S. didn’t do something soon, the regime was going to commit a massacre under the cover of darkness. That the military did not open fire appeared to confirm America’s still considerable leverage. Two days before Mubarak stepped down, I met with several of the Muslim Brotherhood’s youth activists. The well-known blogger Abdelrahman Ayyash—only 20 years old at the time—told me that he and other members broke out into applause in Tahrir Square when Obama called for an “immediate” transition to democracy in Egypt. Ayyash’s remark stood out because it echoed something I have been hearing from activists across the political spectrum for more than five years: Despite their sometimes vociferous anti-Americanism, they almost always seemed to want the U.S. to do more in the region, rather than less. Indeed, while the Egyptian activists were happy to see Obama act, nearly all of them told me the administration stood by Mubarak too long, siding with the protesters only at the last moment. Across the region, activists were even less forgiving in their condemnation of American policy, even as they called on Obama to do more to pressure their regimes to democratize. In March, about a thousand Bahrainis protested in front of the U.S. embassy in the capital of Manama. One of the participants, Mohamed Hasan, explained why they were there: “The United States,” he said, “has to prove that it is with human rights, and the right for all people to decide [their] destiny.” And well before the most recent crackdown, the opposition figure Abdeljalil al-Singace tried to give President Bush a petition signed by 80,000 Bahrainis—around one-seventh of the entire population—calling for a new democratic constitution. In 2009, al-Singace wrote in The New York Times that “it would be good if Mr. Obama vowed to support democracy and human rights. But he should talk about these ideals only if he is willing to help us fulfill them.” Al-Singace—by no means a liberal—is a leader of Al Haq, a hard-line Shia Islamist group with sympathies toward Iran. Yet he was not asking Iran, but rather Iran’s enemy, the United States, for assistance in his country’s struggle for democracy. This same logic holds true in places like Libya and Syria, where regimes have effectively waged war on their own people, pushing, once again, the question of external pressure to the fore. When you’re being killed, you don’t particularly care who saves you. In the days leading up to the successful U.N. resolution authorizing military force, Libya’s rebels were reduced to begging for Western intervention. In Benghazi, one child held up a memorable sign saying “Mama Clinton, please stop the bleeding.” The Arab League, the Gulf Cooperation Council, and the Organization of the Islamic Conference—none of which are known as beacons of democracy—all called for a no-fly zone before the United States did. “[The West] has lost any credibility,” rebel spokeswoman Iman Bugaighis said at the time. In such instances, dislike and distrust of the U.S. seems to be inextricably tied to a faith that we can, and should, do the right thing. EXAMPLES OF THIS SORT of exhortation are too numerous to note and have been a regular feature of Arab commentary. The fact that so many activists, secular and Islamist alike, believe—or want to believe—in America’s better angels undermines the oft-repeated claim that aggressive support for democracy will taint indigenous reformers. But this latter view is one that the Obama administration appears to have maintained during, first, the Green Revolution in Iran and, now, the Arab revolts. Indeed, this “kiss of death” argument is particularly appealing to many liberals because it subsumes arguments for inaction under the guise of helping reformers on the ground. In effect, it argues for doing nothing at the precise moment that doing something would be most effective. Some liberals, in other words, would like the U.S. to manage its own presumed decline and adapt to a changing world where America cannot and will not act alone. The Arab revolutions, however, make clear that there is no replacement for American leadership, even from the perspective of those thought to be the most anti-American. This puts America in a strong position but also a potentially dangerous one. While the world continues to look to the U.S. for moral leadership, it often comes away disappointed. This is likely, then, to be remembered as a costly era of missed opportunities for the United States. The Obama administration, and liberals more generally, found themselves unprepared for the difficult questions posed by the Arab spring. Far from articulating a distinctive national security strategy, Democrats were content to emphasize problem solving, drawing inspiration from the neo-realism of the elder Bush administration. But a sensible foreign policy is different than a great one. Pragmatism is about means rather than ends, and it has never been entirely clear what sort of Middle East the Obama administration envisions. Ahead of Obama’s May 19, 2011 speech on the Arab revolts, the White House promised a comprehensive, “sweeping” approach. Instead, the speech promised more of the same—a largely ad-hoc policy that reacts to, rather than tries to shape, events. Of course, in the case of Libya, as Qaddafi’s forces marched toward Benghazi the United States did act, albeit at the eleventh hour. In rebel strongholds, Libyans raised American flags and offered their thanks to President Obama, something that is difficult to imagine happening anywhere else in the region. The episode only reinforces the idea that, in their moment of need, pro-democracy forces do not look to China, Russia, or other emerging powers. They look to the West and, in particular, the United States. This is what the declinist literature—and the Obama administration—seems willing to discount. Economic power, as important as it is, is no substitute for the moral and political legitimacy that comes with democracy. Declinists draw disproportionate backing from statistics that paint a dim picture of American military and economic competitiveness. Gideon Rachman’s January/February Foreign Policy essay on American decline (subtitled “this time it’s for real”) is based almost entirely on economic arguments. The moral components of power, however, cannot be so easily measured. But, more than nine months since the Arab spring began, America’s window of opportunity is closing. Arabs can wait for a change in heart, but they cannot wait forever. The conventional wisdom in Washington is that the Obama administration has done a passable job in response to the Arab revolts. Passable, however, is not good enough. The gravity of the situation demands bold, visionary leadership—a grand strategy that capitalizes on an historic opportunity for the U.S. to fundamentally re-orient its policies in the region and make a break with decades of support for “stable,” repressive regimes.

Nuclear war

Barnett, Professor, Warfare Analysis and Research Dept – U.S. Naval War College, 3/7/’11
(Thomas, “The New Rules: Leadership Fatigue Puts U.S., and Globalization, at Crossroads,” http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8099/the-new-rules-leadership-fatigue-puts-u-s-and-globalization-at-crossroads)

 
Events in Libya are a further reminder for Americans that we stand at a crossroads in our continuing evolution as the world's sole full-service superpower. Unfortunately, we are increasingly seeking change without cost, and shirking from risk because we are tired of the responsibility. We don't know who we are anymore, and our president is a big part of that problem. Instead of leading us, he explains to us. Barack Obama would have us believe that he is practicing strategic patience. But many experts and ordinary citizens alike have concluded that he is actually beset by strategic incoherence -- in effect, a man overmatched by the job.  It is worth first examining the larger picture: We live in a time of arguably the greatest structural change in the global order yet endured, with this historical moment's most amazing feature being its relative and absolute lack of mass violence. That is something to consider when Americans contemplate military intervention in Libya, because if we do take the step to prevent larger-scale killing by engaging in some killing of our own, we will not be adding to some fantastically imagined global death count stemming from the ongoing "megalomania" and "evil" of American "empire." We'll be engaging in the same sort of system-administering activity that has marked our stunningly successful stewardship of global order since World War II.  Let me be more blunt: As the guardian of globalization, the U.S. military has been the greatest force for peace the world has ever known. Had America been removed from the global dynamics that governed the 20th century, the mass murder never would have ended. Indeed, it's entirely conceivable there would now be no identifiable human civilization left, once nuclear weapons entered the killing equation.  But the world did not keep sliding down that path of perpetual war. Instead, America stepped up and changed everything by ushering in our now-perpetual great-power peace. We introduced the international liberal trade order known as globalization and played loyal Leviathan over its spread. What resulted was the collapse of empires, an explosion of democracy, the persistent spread of human rights, the liberation of women, the doubling of life expectancy, a roughly 10-fold increase in adjusted global GDP and a profound and persistent reduction in battle deaths from state-based conflicts.
1ac – new adv

Contention two is the NTC

Tripoli will collapse because the NTC lacks legitimacy and transparency
Tony Karon 1-4, senior editor at TIME, “In Post-Gaddafi Libya, Freedom is Messy—and Getting Messier”, http://globalspin.blogs.time.com/2012/01/04/in-post-gaddafi-libya-freedom-is-messy-and-getting-messier/

 “I fear this looks like a civil war”, one Libyan rebel commander from Misrata told the Associated Press, in the wake of a fierce firefight between rival militia factions using heavy weapons in broad daylight in Tripoli on Tuesday. Four fighters were reportedly killed and five wounded in the clash ignited by the attempts of a Misrata-based militia to free a comrade detained by the Tripoli Military Council on suspicion of theft. But such clashes have become increasingly common in the Libyan capital over the past two months, as rival militias stake out turf in the power vacuum caused by the collapse of the Gaddafi regime. And while leaders on both sides of Tuesday’s clash were eventually able to broker a cease-fire, the deep fissures of tribe, region, ideology and sometimes even neighborhood that divide rival armed groups persist —and there’s no sign yet of the emergence of a central political authority with the military muscle to enforce its writ. The residents and militias of Tripoli have been trying for months to persuade the Misrata and Zintan fighters who stormed the capital to topple the regime to go back to their home towns, but those fighters are staying put—and are accused of harassing the locals. They see themselves as the ones who shouldered the greatest burden in the battle to drive out Gaddafi, and they are suspicious of edicts by the National Transitional Council (NTC), which they see as self-appointed interlopers from Benghazi (the NTC’s recognition by the West and Arab governments as Libya’s legitimate government notwithstanding). The fighters of Zintan and Misrata are in no hurry to subordinate themselves to a national army led by returned exiles and a government of which they’re wary; nor are they willing to accept the authority of the Tripoli Military Council headed by the Islamist Abdel Hakim Belhadj, despite his endorsement by the NTC. Mindful of the political power that flows from being armed and organized, and determined to leverage that into a greater share of power and resources for the regions and towns they claim to represent, the regional militias are in no rush to give up their control of prized political real estate. They’ve ignored the Dec. 20 deadline to leave Tripoli. And, when NTC-backed armed groups tangle with them, as happened with the New Year’s Eve arrest of some of their men, they’re willing to fight. “Freedom is messy”, former U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld famously offered as an explanation for the chaos that beset Baghdad in the weeks that followed the ouster of Saddam Hussein. The difference, of course, is that in Iraq, the U.S. military had established a monopoly of force —Rumsfeld was simply clinging to the hope that it wouldn’t have to be used to stabilize post-Saddam Iraq, and could be brought home pronto. But Libya, as we know, was a different kind of operation— an aproach hailed by U.S. and NATO officials as a new model of ‘intervention-lite’ in which Western powers and Arab allies could help indigenous populations oust odious dictators with minimal commitment of blood and treasure. While months of air strikes and a few hundred Qatari special forces troops on the ground proved to be enough to shatter Colonel Gaddafi’s regime, it could not—nor did it intend to—fill the resultant security void. NATO and its partners simply recognized the Benghazi-based NTC and its allied armed formations as the legitimate authority, supplied it with aid and resources, and hoped for the best. The problem, of course, was that the Libyan rebels were never an army; they were patchwork of small local militia units, deserters from the regular army, and a smattering of former exiles with military experience. Moreover, the recognition extended by foreign powers to the NTC was far in advance of the extent to which Libyans, even many of those in the forefront of the battle to oust Gaddafi, were willing to accept its lead. The fact that the rebel leadership had not established an alternative power center meant that the collapse of Gaddafi also meant an effective collapse of state authority. The challenge now facing the rebels is to build a new state on the ruins of the old, and the first order of state-building business is establishing a monopoly on military force within its borders. The NTC is struggling to meet that challenge. Residents of the capital complain of being menaced by the militiamen from out of town. The situation is particularly grim for residents of towns and neighborhoods thought to have supported Gaddafi, which are routinely subject to abuse by fighters . The NTC may talk of “national reconciliation,” but it has precious little control over fighters whose actions imperil that objective. Instead, the NTC is forced to accommodate them. Even as tribal and regional schisms intensify the sometimes violent contest among the different militia formations, the alienation of communities that had supported Gaddafi’s regime also creates fertile soil for an insurgency. There are certainly plenty of men of fighting age out there (many of them armed) who fought for the old regime. In some Tripoli neighborhoods, pro-Gaddafi graffiti still reportedly goes up nightly. And British officials warned late last month that a number of top al-Qaeda leaders have left Pakistan for Libya, looking to take advantage of the security vacuum to set up shop. The security challenges would be more manageable if a political consensus existed on the terms for building a new democratic state in Libya, but that too remains elusive. The NTC has been beset with challenges over its less than transparent composition and process of selection—in December it even faced a tent-city protest established outside its headquarters to demand that it disclose its membership and make public its decisions. The Misrata and Zintan militias don’t trust the Benghazi rebel leadership, and they shamelessly use their military muscle to demand a greater share of the political pie—for example, refusing to hand over high-value detainees, such as Gaddafi’s son Saif al-Islam, until their political demands have been met. Last month, an umbrella group claiming to represent 70% of militia fighters demanded that the NTC granted them 40% of its seats. The conflict among the militia is inherently political: It’s the form in which rival tribal and regional groupings are staking their claim to power and resources in the post-Gaddafi order. And it’s far from clear how the formal political system being put in place to regulate such competition will ease tensions. Yet, the criteria by which the NTC selects its own members has not been made public. And the draft law setting rules for elections to be held in June that the Council released for discussion last Monday suggests that the promise of elections may not resolve the emerging schisms. The draft evades the highly-charged issue of districting, meaning that there’s no clarity on how many seats in a new legislature will be allocated to each town and region, a decision that will shape the distribution of oil wealth in the new system. The draft law also plans to exclude as candidates those who hold positions in the current interim government and its local and military councils, officials of the former regime and those deemed to be late adopters of the revolutionary cause. Thus the downside of intervention lite: It’s a lot easier to take down a regime, as the U.S. learned in Iraq, than it is to establish a new order. And yet in Libya, the forces trying to establish that new order are far weaker, in security terms, than the U.S. had been in Iraq, even if some of their leaders —most notably NTC President Mustafa Abul Jalil—enjoy the advantage of a legitimacy never accorded to the U.S. in Iraq. Given the mounting threat of chaos, Jalil’s authority may not be enough. Just as those Bush Administration Kool Aid merchants who insisted that most of the U.S. forces sent into Iraq could be brought home almost immediately suffered a nasty rebuke from reality, so might the advocates of Libya-style intervention-lite find themselves forced to reconsider their prescriptions in the months ahead.

Militias fuel a regional arms explosion

Waddington 12/19/11

http://www.consultancyafrica.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=917:the-arms-proliferation-threat-of-post-gaddafi-libya-&catid=60:conflict-terrorism-discussion-papers&Itemid=265
 I'm currently pursuing a PhD through the University of Johannesburg. My thesis examines the role of resource scarcity, specifically water, in shaping normative approaches to contemporary and future warfare. I completed an MA at the University of KwaZulu-Natal, examining the potential role(s) of private military and security contractors in peacekeeping activities. I taught various business ethics related courses for the School of Management Studies at UKZN from 2005 to 2011, 

 The National Transitional Council that currently governs Libya is, in fact, merely the overseer of a collection of loosely aligned committees, distributed across the country and separated by a range of geographic, ideological, religious, and tribal allegiances. At the local level then, there exists the threat that post-conflict recovery in Libya could collapse into violence; a possibility greatly enhanced by the vast amounts of unsecured weaponry scattered around the country, often in the hands of groups of fighters who are waiting to see what the post-Gadaffi future holds before they decide to hand over their weapons. Critical post-conflict processes of disarmament, demobilisation, and reintegration (DDR) are hampered by the lack of cohesion within the NTC and will not be easy to achieve without continued international support.  Regional stability is also threatened by proliferation of weaponry, particularly in the Sahel region. Libya shares land borders with Algeria, Chad, Egypt, Niger, Sudan, and Tunisia. Given the enormous scale of these borders, the remote nature of the terrain, and the generally poor capabilities of the countries in the region, border security is extremely difficult to ensure. The political makeup of the region also lends itself to insurrections and allows the growth of non-state actors such as Al Qaeda in the Islamic Mahgreb (AQIM). The terrorist organisation threat taken together with the unknown status of Libya’s MANPADs has garnered the bulk of Western (media) attention. Not only does AQIM stand to gain from the availability of weapons, munitions and other material, but so too do other non-state organisations such as Al Shabaab in Somalia and Boko Haram in Nigeria. General Carter Ham of AFRICOM has suggested that Boko Haram might have begun cooperating; this is signified by declarations by AQIM leaders for support of Boko Haram, along with reports of cross-training efforts and tactical changes by Boko Haram to emulate AQIM and Al Shabaab.(14) 

Loose weapons destabilize the Sinai 

Noga Tarnopolsky 11, Global Post, “Libya's missing weapons being smuggled into Gaza”, 10-8, http://mobile.globalpost.com/dispatch/news/regions/middle-east/israel-and-palestine/111008/libya-missing-weapons-arms-smuggling-gaza-hamas
 Victoria Nuland, a spokesperson for the U.S. State Department, said at a briefing Friday in Washington that the United States was actively scouring Libya in search of conventional weapons that may have gone missing since the conflict in Libya began earlier this year. “The Libyans have asked for our help, and we have increased our support apace,” Nuland told reporters. Several hoards of weaponry incoming from Libya were caught and confiscated during the late summer and early fall by Egyptian police operating near the Libyan border. The Sinai has increasingly acquired the feel of an untamed no man’s land. With Egyptian military and police personnel occupied keeping the peace in Cairo and other urban centers, and with the military government apparently distancing itself from promises of democratic reform, it is unclear who rules the desert. A fringe group of extremists calling itself “Al Qaeda of Sinai” has taken control of growing stretches of the peninsula and appears to be attempting to cement ties to the Bedouin tribes that reside there. For love of guns: Mass proliferation of small arms worries authorities in Libya Egyptian-Israeli relations have become severely strained since the fall of President Hosni Mubarak last February, and despite the grave concern both governments express at the influx of arms, these apprehensions have not brought about renewed cooperation. Late last month, Egyptian authorities briefly closed the Rafah border crossing without consulting their Israel counterparts after another, larger than usual, cache of Libyan arms was detected on its way into Gaza. Speaking on Army Radio, Gen. (Ret.) Shlomo Gazit, a former head of military intelligence who was privy to the intelligence report, brought up the inflow of weapons from Libya as a primary reason for the urgency of establishing a new base for Israeli-Egyptian relations. “It is another reason Israel has to get itself back on track with its neighbors. I just read the study about Libyan weapons coming into Gaza, and it’s not clear we know who we can even talk to about this right now,” he said. 

Extinction

Zitun 9/5/11

http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-4118220,00.html
staff writer, quoting Senior IDF officer

 IDF general: Likelihood of regional war growing  Senior IDF officer warns of 'radical Islamic winter' that may lead to regional war, could prompt use of WMDs; new, more lethal weapons discovered in hands of terrorists during latest round of fighting in Gaza, Major General Eisenberg says    Recent revolutions in the Arab world and the deteriorating ties with Turkey are raising the likelihood of a regional war in the Middle East, IDF Home Front Command Chief, Major General Eyal Eisenberg warned Monday.  "It looks like the Arab Spring, but it can also be a radical Islamic winter," he said in a speech at the Institute for National Security Studies in Tel Aviv.    "This leads us to the conclusion that through a long-term process, the likelihood of an all-out war is increasingly growing," the IDF general said.  "Iran has not abandoned its nuclear program. The opposite it true; it continues full steam ahead," he said. "In Egypt, the army is collapsing under the burden of regular security operations, and this is reflected in the loss of control in the Sinai and the turning of the border with Israel into a terror border, with the possibility that Sinai will fall under the control of an Islamic entity."   IDF general: Likelihood of regional war growing  Senior IDF officer warns of 'radical Islamic winter' that may lead to regional war, could prompt use of WMDs; new, more lethal weapons discovered in hands of terrorists during latest round of fighting in Gaza, Major General Eisenberg says  Recent revolutions in the Arab world and the deteriorating ties with Turkey are raising the likelihood of a regional war in the Middle East, IDF Home Front Command Chief, Major General Eyal Eisenberg warned Monday.   In Lebanon, Hezbollah is growing stronger within government arms, but it has not lost its desire to harm Israel, and the ties with Turkey aren't at their best," Major General Eisenberg added.  Weapons of mass destruction?  Referring to what he characterized as the possibility of a "radical Islamic winter," Major-General Eisenberg said: "This raises the likelihood of an all-out, total war, with the possibility of weapons of mass destruction being used."   During his address, the senior IDF official revealed that new, more lethal arms surfaced in the hands of Gaza terror groups during the latest round of fighting in the area. As result of the disturbing development, Israeli civilians were instructed to adopt greater precautions, he said.   "We discovered a new weapon, and as result of this we instructed the public to hide under two roofs, rather than only one," he said.  Eisenberg added that some 25% of local authorities in Israel are ill prepared to face emergency situations.  However, Major General Eisenberg's words infuriated some security and defense officials, who slammed the senior IDF officer for revealing classified information and provoking regional tensions.  "It's unclear why an IDF general heats up tensions in the region and why he exposes secret intelligence information about new Palestinian capabilities," one official said.  Notably, Eisenberg's remarks were approved for publication by censorship officials.  
Libyan instability spills over to Western Sahara through weapons to Polisario

PR Newswire 11/10/11
http://www.moroccoboard.com/news/5490-brookings-peril-in-north-africa-from-al-qaeda-and-western-sahara-separatists-
 Moroccans go to the polls Nov. 25 to elect a Parliament under the new Constitution approved by voters July 1. "Morocco's Constitution is both liberal and progressive," said Anouar Boukars, Assistant Professor, International Relations, at McDaniel College. "It constitutionalizes important freedoms and equality."  "The Arab Spring has created opportunities to achieve changes that will break down old barriers to cooperation and give the region the much needed chance at economic development and political reform," said Ambassador Edward Gabriel, at the Atlantic Council forum, "Ripples Across The Sands: The Impact of the Fall of Qaddafi on Security in the Maghreb & Sahel." Gabriel noted, however, "There is also an underside to the Arab Spring."  Gabriel said lack of coordination "encourages tactics by terrorists and insurgents who are well aware of the soft spots" in each nation's counterterrorism networks. "Nowhere is this more obvious than the recent abduction by AQIM of European aid workers from the Rabouni camp run by the Polisario in Algeria." Gabriel noted that Morocco's King Mohammed VI in a speech Sunday again called for greater regional cooperation, especially between Morocco and Algeria, to improve security and stability in the region.    Dr. J. Peter Pham, director of the Atlantic Council's Ansari Africa Center, warned of a "growing nexus between extremism and criminality" in West Africa and the Sahel. Pham cited "new reports of Libyan arms flooding into the Sahel, while AQIM, Boko Haram, the Western Sahara Polisario group, and other militant groups are flexing their muscles."  "There is a tremendous amount of weapons proliferation," said Geoffrey Porter, President, North Africa Risk Consulting, Inc., adding that this is a serious internal issue for Libya's new leadership and also "poses a threat" to Niger, Mali, and especially Algeria. "Algeria is once again a security story--that's just a cold hard reality."  Fadel Lamen, President, American Libyan Council, said as Libyans rebuild relations in the region "they will look at who supported Qaddafi." He said "Libya will become very close with Morocco and Tunisia," but its Algeria relations are "frozen." "Libyans felt a lot of weapons and mercenaries came through Algeria" to support Qaddafi.  Atlantic Council panelists agreed that the "continuing impasse between Morocco and Algeria over the Western Sahara" was a "major obstacle to cooperation" needed to overcome the rising security threat to the region.  Lamen said "Qaddafi's departure creates an opportunity for change," as Qaddafi was "a major contributor to failed Maghreb unity, and used the Polisario and Tuaregs to divide." Lamen said this can change now, but the region could use America's help. "Libya's success creates an opportunity to improve security stability in the region," he said, but noted "there is reluctance for engagement in the US." 

Polisario almost exhausted from lack of weapons – now key to Polisario explosion

Abenay 11

http://www.internationalviewpoint.org/spip.php?article2130
 Hassan Abenay is a member of the editorial board of the Moroccan revolutionary Marxist monthly, Almounadil-a. T 

 Unless major events occur within it, or there are significant changes in relations between the Moroccan and Algerian regimes, this coming Congress will be crucial for its future and the question of Western Sahara as a whole. Polisario and the impasse of the military solution  At the beginning of its armed struggle, the Popular Army inflicted some crushing defeats on the F.A.R., despite the fierce media censorship of the time, to such a point that the Moroccan regime had deny the detention of its soldiers by Polisario until recent years. Through reliance on guerrilla warfare, on a deep knowledge of the Saharan milieu, on its ability to adapt to hostile geographical conditions, on strong support in arms and training from Libya, Cuba, Algeria and the Eastern Bloc, and by counting on the combative spirit of the launch of armed struggle, the Polisario Front was able to take control of the vast majority of Western Saharan territory and threaten the Saharan towns with military attacks and incursions outside the contested area.  However, the relationship of military forces was reversed when the F.A.R built military barriers which total 2.720 kms in length, and surround about 87.5% of the area of Western Sahara. These barriers number six, the fifth being the longest at 670 kms. The objectives of these walls are the following: to isolate the fighters of Polisario from the rest of the population; protect the Bougraa mines and the sea coasts; allow the F.A.R regiments to cover in defence; avoid surprise attacks from the guerrillas deploying means of radar surveillance radars and detector dogs; prevent “enemy” invasions to gain time to carry out better prepared actions by mobilizing strong resources in soldiers and equipment. These barriers are supported by more than 150,000 soldiers and seven sand belts, each three metres high. They are also reinforced by tanks, artillery, radar, barbed wire, mines, dams of sand and stone, barricades, and so on. Thus, Polisario was forced to retreat to marginal pockets of the Sahara region, whereas the areas of tension were remote from the towns. It is this military situation which explains Morocco’s mastery of the stakes of the conflict.  Twenty years of ceasefire seem to have worn out Polisario’s Popular Army. Also its numbers have decreased, many of its cadres have left and its morale has weakened. Need it be recalled that in contrast to conventional armies, popular armies soften and atrophy, which is indeed the case for the army of Polisario.    That being so, the question that arises is how Polisario can impose real gains when the means by which it exerts weight is decomposing? Polisario and the moral-psychological crisis  In the mid-1970s, the Polisario Front was founded by young people, not exceeding thirty as an average age, in addition to a few activists from the Liberation Army against Spanish colonialism and a few members of the vanguard organization founded by Mohammed el-Basri. In the wake of the global wave of national liberation movements, the radicalization of youth and the general rise of the left, it initiated the fight against the Spanish occupier, who was forced to leave the region while manoeuvring to ensure its interests in its riches (phosphate and fishing). This merged with the interests of the Mauritanian regime in the region, and those of Morocco in the annexation of the Sahara. In this context, Polisario made the fatal mistake of carrying out its actions outside the cities and encouraging the inhabitants to desert them, brandishing the threat of the repression that the Moroccan forces deployed. This choice cost them dearly. It prompted them to use the territory of another state, so that political decisions became dependent on it. At the same time this choice deprived it of the support of the Saharawi masses in the towns. Despite the initial advances represented by the departure of the Spanish and the abandonment by Mauritania of its interests in the region specified by the "Algerian Pact" signed by the two protagonists, the impasse could not be avoided: to obtain independence by armed struggle while supported by another regional powers, was to leave themselves open to blackmail, and condemn themselves also to the loss of roots amongst the masses in the towns of the Sahara.  Moreover, it should be noted that most of the refugees are educated youth, and that many of them have benefited from scholarships in various countries (Algeria, Libya, Cuba and so on). Also many people live in the camps in the expectation and the hope of work abroad. Thus, young people undergo a strong pressure because of an uncertain horizon and future. Also, they find private spaces in which they can express their aspirations given the very hostile natural conditions throughout the year and the miserable conditions of life. These young people are awaiting international aid that Polisario distributes through the Red Crescent of the Sahara, or positions in the civil service, diplomacy in particular. This situation has prompted a number of cadres to prefer not to return to settle in the camps. In sum, emigration has become the sole social outcome. This state of deterioration of conditions alters significantly the commitment and enthusiasm of the inhabitants, and their ability to support life in the camps where the most basic living conditions are absent. This state of mind has challenged the credit enjoyed by Polisario as being the sole legitimate leadership. Indeed, this is understandable if we recall how anchored phenomena of corruption are; the activities of smuggling, the apparent enrichment of a few leaders; clientelism through tribal links for the allocation of responsibilities in the absence of criteria of competence; a severe restriction on freedom to movement in a closed territory which is however open to television channels. This makes the Polisario Front a real powder keg that could explode at any time. It makes very probable the eruption of mass movements in the camps, comparable to the events of 1988 or even more so. The absence of a political outcome only reinforces this. 
Polisario violence spills over to jack the global phosphate supply – extinction

Pearce 6/7/11
http://e360.yale.edu/feature/phosphate_a_critical_resource_misused_and_now_running_out/2423/
 Fred Pearce is a freelance author and journalist based in the UK. He serves as environmental consultant for New Scientist magazine and is the author of numerous books, including When The Rivers Run Dry and With Speed and Violence. In previous articles for Yale Environment 360, Pearce has written about the environmental consequences of humankind’s addiction to chemical fertilizers and about how agribusiness threatens a critical African wildlife migration. 

 If you wanted to really mess with the world’s food production, a good place to start would be Bou Craa, located in the desert miles from anywhere in the Western Sahara. They don’t grow much here, but Bou Craa is a mine containing one of the world’s largest reserves of phosphate rock. Most of us, most days, will eat some food grown on fields fertilized by phosphate rock from this mine. And there is no substitute.  The Western Sahara is an occupied territory. In 1976, when Spanish colonialists left, its neighbor Morocco invaded, and has held it ever since. Most observers believe the vast phosphate deposits were the major reason that Morocco took an interest. Whatever the truth, the Polisario Front, a rebel movement the UN recognizes as the rightful representatives of the territory, would like it back.  Not many people would call phosphate a critical issue or one with serious environmental consequences. But even leaving aside the resource politics of the Sahara, it is an absolutely vital resource for feeding the world. It is also a resource that could start running low within a couple of decades — and one we grossly misuse, pouring it across the planet and recycling virtually none of it.    The world’s food supplies are alarmingly dependent on the phosphate fertilizer that is hewn from the desert of the Western Sahara. The vast open-cast mine at Bou Craa delivers several million tons of phosphate rock every year down a 150-kilometer-long conveyor belt, the world’s longest, to the Atlantic port of El Ayoun. From there, it is distributed around the world and made into fertilizer.  Morocco’s phosphate reserves are owned by the Office Cherifien des Phosphates, a Moroccan state agency. Given the almost unlimited executive powers of the Moroccan monarch, it might reasonably be said that most of the world's known reserves of phosphate are, in effect, owned by King Mohammed VI and his Alaouite dynasty, which has reigned in Morocco since the 17th century.  If the people of Western Sahara ever resume their war to get their country back — or if the Arab Spring spreads and Morocco goes the way of Libya — then we may be adding phosphate fertilizer to the list of finite resources, such as water and land, that are constraining world food supplies sooner than we think.    Phosphorus is one of the building blocks of all life. Every living cell requires it. Plants need phosphorus to grow as much as they need water. Many soils do not have enough to meet the voracious demands for phosphorus of the high-yielding crop varieties of the Green Revolution. But we can provide more by mining phosphate rock and turning it into fertilizer to spread on the land.  It takes one ton of phosphate to produce every 130 tons of grain, which is why the world mines about 170 million tons of phosphate rock every year to ship around the world and keep soils fertile.  Currently, only about 15 percent of that comes from mines in the Western Sahara and Morocco. But the only other large producers, the U. S. and China, mostly keep supplies for their own use. So Morocco is by far the biggest contributor to international trade, with more than half the total business. The people of India, the world’s largest importer, would be  starving without Morocco’s phosphates. Brazil’s agricultural boom would never have happened otherwise.  Even more critically in the longer term, the U.S. Geological Survey says that of the 65 billion tons of the world’s known phosphate rock reserves — and the estimated 16 billion tons that might be economic to mine — almost 80 percent is in Western Sahara and Morocco. Add in China’s reserves, and the figure rises to almost 90 percent. The U.S., with 1.4 billion tons, is close to running out. You can see why agronomists are starting to get worried.  The world is not about to run out of phosphate. But demand is rising, most of the best reserves are gone, and those that remain are in just a handful of countries. Dana Cordell of Linkoping University in Sweden, who runs an academic group called the Global Phosphorus Research Initiative, says we could hit “peak phosphorus” production by around 2030.  As domestic production wanes, the U.S. is starting to join those countries — most of the world, in fact — that import phosphate from Morocco and the Western Sahara. American imports cross the Atlantic courtesy of Potash Corp, the Canada-based fertilizer company whose hostile takeover bid by the Australian mining giant BHP Billiton was blocked by the Canadian government last year. And phosphate mining in Florida, which is home to the world’s largest phosphate mine, is being challenged by environmentalists concerned about its impact on waterways and drinking water supplies.  Already, like other key commodities with once-dominant sources running low, the price of phosphate is starting to yo-yo alarmingly. Prices spiked at an 800-percent increase in 2008.  A century ago, much of the world’s internationally traded phosphate came from bones (a major English import at one time) and guano, excavated from Pacific islands where birds had been defecating phosphate for millions of years. But bones are not traded much any more, and most of the guano islands are now mined out. The island state of Nauru, for instance, is nothing more than a moonscape after decades of mining it to fertilize the grain fields of Australia.  The other key ingredient needed to fertilize modern high-productivity farm soils is nitrogen. We know how to “fix” nitrogen from the atmosphere. If the German chemist Fritz Haber hadn’t come up with his process in 1908, there wouldn’t have been a Green Revolution — and there wouldn’t be 7 billion people on the planet today. The nitrogen produced by this process is estimated to be directly responsible for feeding 3 billion of us.  But there are no new sources of phosphate. We continue to mine the rock — or we starve. 
Only threat of extinction

Klare, 6

(Peace and World Security Studies-Hampshire College, http://www.waterconserve.org/shared/reader/welcome.aspx?linkid=53710&keybold=water%20land%20conflict)

"As famine, disease, and weather-related disasters strike due to abrupt climate change," the Pentagon report notes, "many countries' needs will exceed their carrying capacity" -- that is, their ability to provide the minimum requirements for human survival. This "will create a sense of desperation, which is likely to lead to offensive aggression" against countries with a greater stock of vital resources. "Imagine eastern European countries, struggling to feed their populations with a falling supply of food, water, and energy, eyeing Russia, whose population is already in decline, for access to its grain, minerals, and energy supply." Similar scenarios will be replicated all across the planet, as those without the means to survival invade or migrate to those with greater abundance -- producing endless struggles between resource "haves" and "have-nots." It is this prospect, more than anything, that worries John Reid. In particular, he expressed concern over the inadequate capacity of poor and unstable countries to cope with the effects of climate change, and the resulting risk of state collapse, civil war and mass migration. "More than 300 million people in Africa currently lack access to safe water," he observed, and "climate change will worsen this dire situation" -- provoking more wars like Darfur. And even if these social disasters will occur primarily in the developing world, the wealthier countries will also be caught up in them, whether by participating in peacekeeping and humanitarian aid operations, by fending off unwanted migrants or by fighting for access to overseas supplies of food, oil, and minerals. When reading of these nightmarish scenarios, it is easy to conjure up images of desperate, starving people killing one another with knives, staves and clubs -- as was certainly often the case in the past, and could easily prove to be so again. But these scenarios also envision the use of more deadly weapons. "In this world of warring states," the 2003 Pentagon report predicted, "nuclear arms proliferation is inevitable." As oil and natural gas disappears, more and more countries will rely on nuclear power to meet their energy needs -- and this "will accelerate nuclear proliferation as countries develop enrichment and reprocessing capabilities to ensure their national security." Although speculative, these reports make one thing clear: when thinking about the calamitous effects of global climate change, we must emphasize its social and political consequences as much as its purely environmental effects. Drought, flooding and storms can kill us, and surely will -- but so will wars among the survivors of these catastrophes over what remains of food, water and shelter. As Reid's comments indicate, no society, however affluent, will escape involvement in these forms of conflict.

Technical assistance gives the NTC the means to disarm militias
ICG 12-14, international crisis group – independent non-profit NGO, “holding libya together: security challenges after qadhafi”, http://www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/Middle%20East%20North%20Africa/North%20Africa/115%20Holding%20Libya%20Together%20--%20Security%20Challenges%20after%20Qadhafi.pdf
In principle, there is little dispute among brigade commanders and political leaders on the need to unite the security forces and bring them under the authority of a single, credible national authority. As stated by the head of the Tripoli brigades, Mehdi al-Harati, “In the future, almost all the thuwwar wish to come under the National Army’s umbrella”.232 Similar sentiments were echoed by the commander of Zintan’s Mohammad alMadani Brigade and Misratan rebels returning from the frontline in Sirte.233 Translating such abstract sentiments into concrete action is a different matter. The fragmentation of the security landscape reflects political divisions and longer-term structural issues: Qadhafi’s neglect of the old National Army along with other institutions; regional friction and political factionalism; the uprising’s geographically uneven and uncoordinated development; the surplus of weapons and deficit in trust; the absence of a strong, respected executive authority; and widespread feeling among many armed fighters that the new National Army lacks both relevance and legitimacy. In the words of a Western military analyst, “We came in thinking that the militias would be subsumed under the National Army. It now looks more like the National Army will be subsumed under the militias”.234 The scope of the problem is substantial. According to an NTC spokesman, some 125,000 to 150,000 mostly young Libyans joined militias and took up arms to liberate their country, and most still have not given up their weapons and status as fighters available to defend the neighbourhood, village, or town.235 As the war wound down, a senior member of the Tripoli brigades said, “You can’t let go. It’s like an addiction. I really don’t want to go back home. But then again, many don’t want the boredom of a disciplined military life. There’s an attitude of ‘It’s free Libya. I’m free to go to the front if I want’”.236 The heart of the issue is political. The security landscape’s fragmentation reflects distrust among new actors and genuine concern, as well as uncertainty regarding who has the legitimacy to lead during the transitional period. Militias, but also the towns that support them, are unlikely to fully surrender arms and demobilise men before they have confidence in the political process. As a Misrata brigade commander said, “People in Misrata are concentrating on security issues. There is no war now, but you’ve got to keep watch for a new fight”.237 Expressions of goodwill notwithstanding, Libyans are likely to maintain their separate security organisations as long as these are deemed useful to protect local interests. Some militia leaders suggested that they will only hand in their weapons once a legitimate central authority has come into being – meaning at a minimum not before elections for a constituent assembly are held – they currently are scheduled to be held eight months after the end of the conflict, in June 2012 – and arguably not until subsequent parliamentary elections and formation of a government. The new cabinet appears to enjoy greater political support than its predecessor, but that is unlikely to suffice to fully reassure the militias. It includes representatives from more regions238 and its members have not been tainted by prior positions under Qadhafi’s regime nor by any perceived corruption or malfeasance during the NTC’s previous administration. Leading ministers hail from the ranks of the new revolutionaries and from new power centres such as Misrata and Zintan – features no doubt intended to give the NTC greater clout in dealing with militias from those areas. Prime Minister al-Keeb himself was highly active among Tripoli rebel networks and invested much personally in the uprising, providing him with real credibility and a strong support base in the capital. Likewise, the new defence and interior ministers hail from Zintan and Misrata respectively, and thus might be able to enhance cooperation between regions and bolster the NTC’s legitimacy. A former military trainer and educator from Zintan who defected early in the conflict, Defence Minister Osama al-Juwaili, bridges the cultural gap between the National Army, where he trained, and the new civilian rebels, with whom he fought; he also commanded the militia responsible for Saif al-Islam’s capture. Even so, he will need significant political and technical backing to fulfil his mission; that is even more so for his counterpart at the interior ministry, Fawzi Abdul-A’al, a young former prosecutor from Misrata. Initial reactions from other militias so far have been lukewarm; as seen, their security and political concerns go well beyond the identity of the person running the ministry in the capital. 239 Indeed, scepticism of central government runs so deep that ministers – as was the case under Qadhafi – risk being considered irrelevant. The NTC’s tendency toward opacity has not helped matters, feeding further suspicion. As a journalist in Tripoli put it, For the NTC to address the situation, it needs to end its secrecy – including naming all 54 members and confirming that there are indeed 54 members; publishing minutes of its meetings and decisions; making public where the oil revenues are going; and explaining how decisions to issue broadcasting licenses are made. All these problems are interlinked. Misratans and Zintanis remain convinced that the NTC is up to no good, and thus far the NTC has done little publicly to disprove this impression.240 So far, any hope that the new NTC administration would be able to curb militia-on-militia violence has proved wholly unfounded. As of early December, violence in Tripoli if anything had escalated, with armed confrontations occurring virtually on a nightly basis.241 An inventory of some of the more dramatic recent incidents illustrates the point. In late November, Prime Minister alKeeb’s convoy came under attack – an event the NTC publicly denied yet privately acknowledged.242 Violence hit the international airport on at least two separate occasions: on 29 November a militia from Suq al-Jumaa prevented an airplane from taking off as a means of pressuring the new NTC executive to support them in a dispute with Bani Walid;243 later, on 11 December, a large-scale firefight erupted when men under the control of Khalifa Heftar – the National Army’s most senior commander – clashed with Zintani militias that refused to vacate the airport since Tripoli’s fall despite several NTC attempts to negotiate a solution.244 The NTC and Tripoli’s new municipal council, in association with the Tripoli Military Council has imposed a 20 December deadline for the withdrawal of such militias; consequences of ignoring it remain unclear. Ultimately, whatever progress is made in shoring up the NTC’s and its executive’s credibility, they will remain fragile at least until elections are held; in the interim, Abdul Rahim al-Keeb’s cabinet will be forced to negotiate with – and achieve cooperation from – militias whose claims rest not just on fears of instability and the need for local defence, but more importantly on the revolutionary legitimacy gained during the struggle to oust the former regime. The discredit that befell the rebel National Army leadership during the fighting only compounded the problem, leaving the country with weakened armed forces. Tellingly, no single militia commander has gained sufficient support across the country to emerge as a truly national, unifying figure. Disputes among leading civilian militia commanders and National Army figures are costly; as a Misrata fighter said, “Personalities are becoming the problem”.245 With militias unable to act cohesively, dispute resolution essentially is a bilateral, ad hoc affair; clashes among them are growing ever more serious.246 In the meantime, militias are likely to become increasingly entrenched, with positions and assets to protect; the proliferation of weapons, regional friction247 and concern about what to do with young, idle, demobilised fighters248 complicate the prospect of dismantling armed groups further. This was reflected by a Tripoli brigade fighter: “Everyone has a gun now. We can’t solve any problem without bringing weapons”.249 Militias are aware of the problem but their instinctive response is to further consolidate themselves, duplicating police and military functions, training recruits, and saying only they intend in time to integrate their units into a centralised one.250 Likewise, brigades have set up separate weapons storage systems, refusing to hand over their arsenal to the NTC. According to a Misratan fighter, “All heavy weapons are in central storage facilities; units register their respective weapons which are stored on their behalf rather than handed over. Many fighters are retaining small arms and machine guns”.251 Undoing this process of militia consolidation will take time and require incentives that, so far, are non-existent. The NTC has taken some initiatives to centralise control. In early October, it set up the Supreme Security Council (SSC) in the aftermath of allegedly acrimonious talks with militias that were presided over by Abdul Jalil and led by Abdul Majid Saif al-Nasr, a wellrespected, long-time Qadhafi opponent.252 But the results so far have been mixed. The SSC presided over the handing over by Misrata brigades of more than 500 light arms to the interior ministry.253 The Belhaj-led Tripoli Military Council also nominally recognised its authority. Several buildings were transferred to its control, including the city’s five-star hotels, Mitiga airport254 and, most significantly, on 20 October a major criminal prison (Jdeida). Still, even as nominal authority and administrative functions were passed on to the SSC, actual authority clearly remains in militia hands. Notably, SSC communiqués urging militias to leave the capital went unheeded through early December 2011. Moreover, its writ appears to extend to Tripoli alone; there is no visible national strategy to bring militias under a single umbrella. The NTC’s new executive has undertaken other initiatives. Among them is a “Mobilisation Committee”, headed by Mustafa Saqisley, whose creation Jalil announced on 24 October and whose purpose is to help with the reintegration of militia fighters.255 That said, fighters interviewed by Crisis Group as well as a high-level NTC official were unaware of its existence;256 in the words of a Western diplomat, “There has not been much action coming out of this body”.257 On 26 November, the cabinet also reportedly set up an interministerial Commission of Warrior Affairs, which includes the defence, interior, finance and labour ministers, yet here too its precise agenda and status remain unclear.258 For the most part, what progress has occurred toward DDR involves welcome bottom-up efforts by the brigades themselves to coordinate their work. Thus, even as they ignored calls from the National Army and the Supreme Security Council to vacate the capital and come under their leadership, militias at times have reached out to one another to defuse tensions and resolve disputes – albeit generally only after a conflict has erupted. The establishment of the Union of Revolutionary Brigades likewise reflected an attempt by a variety of militias to better coordinate their efforts and to lessen tensions between Misratans and the Tripoli Military Council.259 In October, as clashes between Zintani and Tripoli militias increased, their respective leaders stressed their desire to resort to local negotiations and pointed to several successful endeavours.260 In most of these cases, results were obtained not through directives from above or from outside or third-party mediation, but rather via local, traditional dispute resolution methods. 261 Neighbourhood councils, sheikhs and clerics also have been involved in such mediations. For now, that is not necessarily a bad thing. To be sure, the militias’ preference for talking directly to each other rather than through the NTC likely will hamper, or at least delay, establishment of truly centralised armed forces. Understandably, the National Army leadership has tended to dismiss these inter-militia arrangements as inconsequential. Brigadier-General Suleyman Mahmoud al-Obeidi, the National Army officer in charge of security in the capital, described the Union of Revolutionary Brigades as “a few individuals with their own agendas”.262 Pointedly, the day following announcement of it, he called on all local military councils to join the National Army. Nor do local dispute resolution methods guarantee success, as many such negotiations have been known to break down. 263 But inter-militia negotiations and understandings are important; more than that, they are the most effective avenue for short- to medium-term progress. The search for a quick-fix solution bypassing local brigades and militias is illusory and dangerous. In the weeks before Qadhafi’s final strongholds were seized, some NTC officials privately warned they would use force to disarm fellow rebels.264 But they quickly realised this was no option; after NATO declared the end of its mission on 31 October, the NTC lacked the capacity to act on such threats. The brigades mostly view themselves as competing with the central authorities – and one another. They feel the need to retain their weapons and fear the consequences of abrupt demobilisation of highly-armed youth, particularly in the absence of alternative job opportunities. They feel far more comfortable building up their own institutions with the promise of coming under the central government in the future. Interviews with scores of young fighters suggest it will be near impossible to convince them to submit fully to the National Army’s or police’s authority as they currently stand. The National Army’s continuous – unheeded – demands that the thuwwar brigades leave the capital have only served to underscore their lack of authority vis-à-vis the militias. Intensified fighting between the National Army and militias – including the 10-11 December confrontation between a Zintani militia and soldiers led by National Army General Khalifa Heftar – makes it ever more difficult to imagine merging the two. What this suggests is that progress toward disarming and reintegrating militias will come only in full cooperation with these local militias and only if they are consulted every step of the way. It also means that there are limits to what the transitional authorities can do. But that does not mean doing nothing, for steps can be taken to encourage militia initiatives and pave the way for greater central control. First, the NTC should work with the militias and respected local figures to establish common guidelines and rules of engagement. Key in this respect is ensuring militias operate according to shared standards of behaviour, including: application of the laws of war and ensuing disciplining of noncompliant fighters; registration of weapons and fighters; as well as respect of rights of prisoners and of targeted communities (notably former Tuwergha residents). This last aspect is of critical importance. As mentioned, the UN estimates that some 7,000 individuals currently are detained in prisons and makeshift detention facilities, mostly controlled by a variety of revolutionary brigades without supervision by central authorities;265 conditions range from acceptable to abysmal, with particular problems for female and children detainees.266 The NTC should work with the militias to achieve agreement on military inspections of arms depots, detention facilities, checkpoints and other brigades-controlled installations.267 Central authorities also should take advantage of the militias’ clear yearning for support in coping with the reality of heavily armed and highly mobilised fighters who have become idle and frustrated. Echoing the views of many, a Misratan militia leader said he wished to see a central official organisation to which demobilised fighters could turn. “Many young guys have nothing to do. You need something like the British Legion to provide them support, allow them to network, give their lives structure and provide psychological help”.268 Among fighters, the hunger for new economic opportunities is palpable. A former colonel in a Zintani militia, even as he defended the actions of his men in stealing cars in Tripoli, said: “Do you really think, in five years time, when the oil begins to flow, that young men will want to sit around and hold guns? My fear isn’t that the militias will be too many. My fear is that the army will be too small, and we will be like a Gulf state, hiring our soldiers from abroad!”269 By beginning to establish support networks and new opportunities, the NTC could set the stage for a more robust effort to reintegrate militia fighters down the road. A crucial step for the transitional authorities will be to fundamentally restructure central military, police and judicial structures, in cooperation with local military councils, regions and cities. Rebuilding these institutions will be necessary to ensure the requisite moral and political authority to carry out what ultimately must take place: large-scale weapons decommissioning; demobilisation of fighters; dismantling of militias; and, in time, transfer of power to the centralised police force and army. In particular, enhancing the police and offering training as well as salaries to militia members in exchange for enrolment in a national training program will be key; for now, police forces have been only partially deployed, chiefly in Tripoli and principally for limited functions such as directing traffic.270 International support to the NTC in this realm largely has been confined to proffering advice and training when asked. Foreign actors are right to proceed gingerly and to be sensitive to local concerns about heavy-handed outside involvement and mindful of the impossibility of quick movement toward militia disarmament or demobilisation.271 Their relatively hands-off approach also is explained in part by difficulty in identifying appropriate interlocutors within the NTC, because government formation was on hold, the relevant official had not been appointed or the matter at issue involved participation of local actors outside the Council’s remit.272 They can, nonetheless, be of assistance, notably by offering well-coordinated technical advice and expertise regarding matters on which Libyans clearly will need both, including providing equipment and training for setting up a new police force, professionalising the security sector, helping with quick need assessments related to security and DDR more broadly and dealing with the phenomenon of ad hoc detention centres, as well as with the proliferation of weapons. So far, as local and international actors focus on other tasks, and in the absence of clearly identified NTC interlocutors, much of this work has been deferred. It is time to get moving again.

US expertise is key in the short term
Andrew Engel 12-25, research assistance at the Washington Institute, “Challenges Facing the Libyan Government”, http://www.thecuttingedgenews.com/index.php?article=53470&pageid=&pagename=
Escalating militia clashes and protests are challenging the legitimacy of Libya's interim government at a crucial period of transition from the chaos of the post-Muammar Qadhafi phase to that of statebuilding. Yet the National Transition Council (NTC) can successfully execute the last seven months of its statebuilding mandate before elections are held, as long as the government gets access to Libya's frozen assets, some of which were released last week. Foreign expertise, particularly U.S. experience, should also help. Libya's interim prime minister, Abdul Rahim al-Keib, has charted a bold course. Choosing neophyte candidates over those with experience, he has formed a government of technocrats drawn from across Libya, a country where east-west tension runs deep. He also resisted the urge to nominate to his cabinet powerful Islamists from the Tripoli Military Council (TMC) or the Tripoli Revolutionists Council (TRC), even though these entities had pressed hard for portfolios, particularly in the Defense and Interior ministries. For Keib, delaying the announcement of the new government paid off: The arrest of Saif al-Islam al-Qadhafi on November 19 by fighters of the Zintan Military Council enabled the prime minister to nominate the group's leader, Usama al-Juwaili - hitherto not considered a candidate - for minister of defense. In addition, Misratah security chief Fawzi Abdulal was named minister of interior in recognition of his city's role in the revolution. Both the TMC and TRC have grudgingly accepted these nominations. Others, however, feeling excluded, have protested. The first to do so were Libya's Amazigh (Berbers) - in particular, the Benghazi-based Awagi and Maghariba tribes - and outgoing NTC officials such as former oil and finance minister Ali al-Tarhuni, who decried the government as "an unelected elite." On Monday, December 12, protestors gathered in Benghazi to voice their objections to the government, demanding for the first time the resignation of NTC president Mustafa Abdul Jalil, among others, and a cleansing of all former Qadhafi-era officials, to be replaced by "the people." Protests have reportedly spread to Misratah and Darnah. Libya's Militias Both Libyans and the international community will watch events in Tripoli to gauge whether Libya can demobilize its militias. In response to increasing tensions, Tripoli's eleven military councils have set up checkpoints to prevent the flow of weapons into the capital. The Tripoli Local Council (TLC) gave nonlocal militias until December 20 (December 31, by some accounts) to disband. Yet the deadline is likely to be unmet. Certain military commanders from Misratah and Zintan - cities that field some of the most powerful militias operating in Tripoli - have agreed to comply, in principle, while TRC head Abdullah Ahmed Naker said, "We accept the decision to disarm the militias, but we would like to know how the weapons will be handed over." The growing frequency of clashes between militias underlines the importance of achieving visible progress in the demobilization effort. On December 10, at a Tripoli International Airport checkpoint, Zintani fighters opened fire on a convoy carrying Khalifah Haftar, acting chief of staff for the Libyan National Army; Haftar alleged on December 17 that his son, a national army volunteer, is being held captive by rebels at the airport. Alarmingly, on December 12, fighters from Zintan, including Naker, engaged in "anti-Qadhafi operations" against the al-Mashashia tribe in Wamis, in what was most likely a reprisal attack emerging from tribal tensions. Islamists Prefer Stability - for Now Libya's Islamists, possibly under the influence of Islamist victories in Morocco, Tunisia, and Egypt, may see that working with the emerging state is more advantageous than working against it. TMC head Abdul Hakim Belhaj has said he would set up a political party and that his fighters would transfer their fealty to the NTC, although he has not specified when this would happen. He has also discussed amalgamating his forces into the state's apparatus and "preparing for the future political project," albeit, again, without providing details. Naker, in addition, may seek near-term accommodation with the NTC. Meanwhile, in Benghazi on November 17, the Muslim Brotherhood convened its first public conference in Libya, selecting a new shura council and secretary-general, Bashir al-Kabti, who lived for thirty-three years in the United States. Kabti called for "establishing a modern, contemporary state, a state of institutions and laws." The Brotherhood will not establish a local political party but is encouraging all its members "to participate with other patriots in forming a nationalistic party with an Islamic character," ensuring representation across political parties. Kabti stressed that founding a state "comes before founding a party. Political participation will come at a later stage." On November 28, under the auspices of the Ministry of Islamic Affairs - the only cabinet-level agency led by an Islamist - some 250 religious figures met in Tripoli for the first time since Qadhafi's fall. The clerics expressed their fears that tribal and regional tensions could affect security and encouraged the new government to collect weapons and form a national army - while also demanding a constitution based on Islamic law. Salim Jabar, an imam from Benghazi, said, "We need to focus on reconciliation and on building a new state for Libya." Broader Security Concerns Remnants of the old regime, described by former NTC prime minister Mahmoud Jibril on November 17 as being "very capable of fomenting every kind of instability," threatened to exploit the sectarian clashes that shook al-Maya the previous weekend. Despite numerous threats leveled by Qadhafi loyalists, the arrest of Saif al-Islam delivered a massive blow to hangers-on from the old regime. On November 29, investigators from Zintan said that Saif has been very forthcoming in providing vital information on remaining Qadhafi loyalists as well as Libya's missing assets. As for loose weapons, Mokhtar Belmokhtar, leader of al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, stated publicly,"Our acquisition of Libyan armaments" was "an absolutely natural thing." More recently, on December 6, senior al-Qaeda fighter Abu Yahya al-Libi urged Libyans to hold on to their weapons. Libya's Next Steps In response to increasing domestic pressure, the interim government has proposed the "decentralization of government work." In such an arrangement, Benghazi will become Libya's economic capital, hosting the ministries of Economy and Oil; Misratah will receive the Ministry of Finance; Darnah will get the Ministry of Culture; and fifty local councils will be granted their own budgets. To address concerns related to militias, NTC president Jalil has promised a "security structure for the army and an established police and border guards in no more than a hundred days." For his part, Interior Minister Fawzi Abdulal is planning to put 25,000 rebels on payroll and to form an integrated force. Training and job opportunities will be provided for those who wish to return to civilian life. Defusing popular discontent and unifying military command are two critical steps through which the government must fulfill its statebuilding mandate. Longer-term issues include reconciliation, reconstruction, and political capacity building before elections. To take these first steps, Libya needs immediate funds and accompanying expertise. Because oil production is currently at one-third of prerevolution levels and may not return to former levels until the interim government's mandate ends in mid-2012, the only recourse for funds is from Libya's frozen assets. Although Libya is still under UN Security Council Chapter XII sanctions that have frozen an estimated $150 billion, the UN's release on December 16 of more than $40 billion and the subsequent U.S. release of $30 billion will test the new government's competence in governing and building patronage networks. Because Libya's disparate actors recognize that only the government has access to Libya's purse strings, its elevated holdings should result in increased legitimacy, at least in the short term. The interim government is set to release a budget by the end of the month, a good starting point for establishing sound financial management, accountability, and the vetting Libya's ambitious economic program of decentralization. The country's remaining frozen assets can be used to reward good governance. The extent to which Libya's assets are still allocated overseas remains unclear and will require close cooperation among the United States, Europe, and regional states, Lastly, while it is important that the U.S. government support the UN Support Mission in Libya (UNSMIL), which just extended its mandate for another three months, steps other than releasing assets need to be taken more quickly. For example, the U.S. government could increase its diplomatic presence in Tripoli, assist in a comprehensive anti-corruption strategy to manage Libya's newly recovered assets, or communicate lessons learned from the integration of Iraqi militias into the new Iraqi Security Forces and from the reconstruction efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan to the interim government. Such steps are meant not just for Libya's sake but also to provide competition with other countries operating unilaterally outside the UN framework.

1ac – new adv

Contention three is Russia
Perception of US inaction on Libya has emboldened Russia to secure Libyan gas supplies

Kavkaz Center, 8/5

(Chechnen Internet News Agency, http://kavkazcenter.com/eng/content/2011/08/05/14899.shtml)

"Well, I think this shows what Prime Minister Putin really thinks about the United States. He thinks we're in decline. He's deriding our economy and our administration. And it's a real indication of his basic attitude. It's also an indication of the failure of President Obama's reset policy because we have in Putin, probably president again, somebody who's utterly unimpressed with the multiple concessions that President Obama has made to him. It has gotten us nothing back from Russia, not even respect". Fox presenter replied that "We are indebted to Russia, and so he has jumped on us for this, and that is very troubling. And he's not alone. China has also been critical of us. And they are, of course, our -- they -- we owe them a whole lot of money, even more than Russia. If oil and natural gas prices globally fell, their economy would collapse. They have an aging, sick, declining population." Bolton continued: "What they do have, because of high oil prices, is a rapidly increasing military capability, rebuilding, upgrading their ballistic missiles and their nuclear weapons, all while the United States declines under the Obama administration's policies in all of our strategic weapons areas". Asked about the so-called "reset", the former US Ambassador to the UN said: "Russia today is acting as an international troublemaker. Vladimir Putin said a few years ago when he was still president, the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the 20th century was the collapse of the Soviet Union. Now, most of us think that was actually a pretty good way to end the 20th century, but it's an indication Putin wants to re-expand Russia hegemony in the space of the former Soviet Union. He's actively working to do it. He's pressuring Eastern and Central Europe, using the oil and natural gas weapon. He has actively intervened to frustrate American efforts to try to bring peace and security in the Middle East. Russia has flown political air cover for Iran and North Korea's nuclear weapons program. And now President Obama actually invited Russia to try and mediate between the NATO alliance and the -- and Gadhafi in Libya. So all of these steps I think that Russia has taken show that they're not really interested in cooperating with us at all. They will pocket every concession that this administration makes, but in reciprocity, we got nothing."

Russian control of post-war Libya ensures continued European dependence on Russian gas 

Kurtz, 11

(Columnist-The National Review, 7/21, http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/272296/obama-hands-libya-russia-stanley-kurtz
Why is Obama giving Libya to the Russians? John Bolton poses the question in an Op-Ed so filled with exasperation you can almost hear Bolton scream as you read it. Let me venture a possible answer to Bolton’s question. Obama is giving Libya to the Russians because he doesn’t want to commit American troops to a messy and protracted post-war occupation, and he knows that NATO won’t send troops either — at least not in the numbers or with the tenacity required to get the job done. Have a look at this piece on the scant planning for a post-Qaddafi Libya. There we learn that a violent post-conflict mess is a very real possibility, that there is no clear source of forces sufficient to police the reconstruction process, and that the U.S. and Britain have already said they won’t do it. So might Obama’s willingness to risk extending Russian influence by handing it a major mediating role have something to do with our own unwillingness to manage a post-war Libya? Have Obama and the Europeans, after chiding President Bush for a poorly planned occupation in Iraq, made the same mistake in Libya? Or perhaps help from Russia is the plan? Or do these amount to much the same thing? It’s hard for many to believe that Obama entered Libya chiefly to buck up utopian international-law precedents like “Responsibility to Protect” (R2P). But that, and an effort to get on the good side of Egypt’s young secular protestors (I won’t say “secular liberal,” since they’re a whole lot less liberal than advertized), is in fact why Obama went in. Obama’s willingness to cede so much to the Russians reflects the fact that he is far less interested in achieving and enforcing regime change in Libya than in using this intervention to advance the utopian plans of his hyper-internationalist advisers. As Douglas J. Feith and Seth Cropsey put it in their important article on the Obama Doctrine, the president “cares more about restraining America than about accomplishing any particular result in Libya.” Wouldn’t that answer Bolton’s question? That is, Obama may be willing to cede Russia substantial de facto control over Libyan oil and gas resources as the price for Russian cooperation in authorizing and organizing a post-war U.N. peacekeeping force. That would simultaneously bolster the development of a post-American world order — with an R2P-enforcing U.N. exercising a larger military role — and exempt Obama from having to send in U.S. troops. The only drawback would be the substantial enhancement of Russia’s strategic position, i.e. the heightening of its ability to use its control of oil and gas resources to bully the Europeans. But again, Obama is less concerned about those sorts of strategic considerations than about advancing the vision of a world policed by a U.N. freed of U.S. domination.

That destroys EU pro-democracy efforts in Eurasia

Baran, 7

[Zenyo, senior fellow and director of the Center for Eurasian Policy at the Hudson Institute in Washington, D.C., “ EU Energy Security: Time to End Russian Leverage,” THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY AUTUMN 2007, http://ao.hudson.org/files/publications/07autumn_baran.pdf]

Much has been made of President Vladimir Putin’s recent aggressive posturing against Europe and the United States. In the past few months, the Russian leader imposed a “moratorium” on the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty, compared U.S. government policies to those of the Third Reich, and threatened to aim nuclear-tipped missiles at European targets again. These developments are certainly troubling, but the days when NATO troops looked warily across the Folda Gap in Germany for signs of invading Soviet tanks are long gone. Russian power and influence is no longer measured in ballistic missile accuracy or bomber production but in miles of pipeline constructed and barrels of oil per day exported, and for Europe, this energy invasion has already begun. Questions regarding the security and sustainability of energy supply have mostly been left to individual EU member states and to the invisible hand of the market. Many European leaders preferred not to discuss the geopolitics of energy, instead delegating this portfolio to their economic ministries. Moreover, there is little unity among member states’ energy policies. Russia, the European Union’s primary oil and gas provider, has deliberately taken advantage of this lack of cohesion to gain favorable energy deals and heighten European dependence on Russian supplies. Moscow is pursuing a divide and conquer strategy of amassing bilateral deals with member states. This disunity has also allowed Moscow to preemptively block European attempts to construct transport routes for Caspian and Central Asian oil and gas that do not involve Russia. Given Russia’s high-level political involvement in energy issues, the EU needs a corresponding degree of intensity. Specifically, Europe must realize the very real foreign and security policy ramifications that the supply of energy has. Enhancing cooperation on energy security within the EU is essential to withstand Russian pressure. Europe’s Troubling Dependence The lack of reliable and sustainable European access to energy represents a clear threat to the continent’s security. Under the leadership of Putin, the Kremlin has pursued a strategy whereby Europe’s substantial dependence on Russian energy is leveraged to obtain economic and political gains. If this situation continues, the EU will find itself in further danger, as its dependence leaves it beholden to Russian interests. There simply is no readily available alternative to the supplies the EU receives from Russia, particularly natural gas. Unlike oil, gas is extremely difficult and costly to ship via tankers; pipelines are the preferred method of transportation. Thus, if a supplier refuses to provide gas or charges an unreasonable price, the consumer cannot quickly or easily turn to another source. The consumer state would have no choice but to accept the supplier’s conditions or go without natural gas, an option that is all but unacceptable for most. The unjust manipulation or interruption of energy supplies is as much a security threat as military action is, especially since the EU relies on Russia for more than 30 percent of its oil imports and 50 percent of its natural gas imports. This dependence is not distributed evenly. As one heads eastward, Russia’s share of the energy supply grows ever larger. No fewer than seven eastern European countries receive at least 90 percent of their crude oil imports from Russia, and six EU nations are entirely dependent on Russia for their natural gas imports. The Ukrainian gas crisis in January 2006 catapulted energy security to the forefront of the EU agenda. On the very day it took over the presidency of the Group of Eight (G-8)—a presidency that had announced energy security as its key theme—Russia halted natural gas deliveries to Ukraine. Because the gas pipelines crossing Ukraine carry supplies destined for EU markets, this shutdown resulted in significant supply disruptions for several member states, raising awareness that dependence on Russia has increased Europe’s geopolitical vulnerability. Several EU states have experienced the misfortune of Russian supply cuts directly. Disputes between Russia and the Baltic states have led to the halt of pipeline deliveries of oil multiple times. In January 2003, Russia ceased supplying oil via pipeline to Latvia’s Ventspils Nafta export facility. This embargo, which followed Riga’s unwillingness to sell the facility to a Russian energy company, continues to this day. In July 2006, Moscow shut down a pipeline supplying Lithuania’s Mazeikiu Nafta refinery, which is the largest company in Lithuania and one of the biggest oil refineries in central and eastern Europe. As with Ventspils Nafta, this shutdown came after a Russian company failed to obtain the energy infrastructure it coveted. Moscow has further sought to increase Europe’s dependence on Russian energy supplies by acquiring significant stakes in the energy distribution companies and infrastructure of EU member states, typically through its proxy, Gazprom. This massive energy company—the world’s largest—has control over the Russian gas pipeline network and consequently handles all Russian and Central Asian exports, either directly or through wholly owned subsidiaries. Such a preponderance of power would be troubling enough if the company were transparent, privately owned, and played by the rules of the free market, but Gazprom is none of those things. It is majority state owned and has deep ties to the Russian government. Many of the company’s executive management and board members also occupy or previously occupied key positions within the Kremlin. For many years, Gazprom has owned significant portions of energy companies throughout the former Soviet Union. It is the largest or second-largest shareholder in the gas utilities of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. Recently, Gazprom has been expanding its influence even further into the domestic gas distribution networks of western Europe. In the past two years, Gazprom has signed deals with Eni (Italy), Gasunie (the Netherlands), BASF (Germany), E.ON Ruhrgas (Germany), and Gaz de France. Desperate for access to energy and the profits it brings, European companies are played against each other by the Kremlin in order to secure more advantageous conditions for Russia. If one company does not want to agree to Moscow’s terms, a competitor will gladly accept them, leaving the first company with nothing. In addition to the economic disadvantages of such dependence, the broader foreign policy goals of EU states also suffer. Specifically, EU members limit their criticisms of Moscow, lest they be given a raw deal at the negotiating table. Russia’s increasingly tainted record on transparency, responsible governance, and human rights is thus allowed to stand unchallenged and unquestioned. Dependency also erodes EU support for key allies in Europe and Asia. Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, and Ukraine—all crucial energy producers or transit countries—have each been subject to intimidation by Moscow. Instead of standing up to this harassment, Europe’s dependence compels its leaders to look the other way. Most disturbing of all is that this dependence even leads the EU to turn a blind eye when Moscow utilizes these tactics against fellow EU members. The July 2006 shutdown of the Lithuanian pipeline, for example, drew little protest outside of Poland and the Baltic states. Russia claimed that this cutoff was the result of technical difficulties yet refused all offers from third parties to examine the damaged pipe or assist repairs in any way. Although this incident is suspicious enough on its own, it becomes a clear case of political manipulation given Russia’s status as a repeat offender. Many times over the past decade, Moscow has utilized near-identical tactics in countries it considers to be its near abroad. It has repeatedly cut off energy supplies during a political dispute, smugly blamed technical difficulties for the problem, and eventually shifted supplies to another destination unless the victim acceded to the Kremlin’s demands. Despite this history and repeated pleas from President Valdas Adamkus, the response from most western European countries was rather muted during the Lithuanian shutdown. The countries of the West have never experienced these strong-arm tactics firsthand and fail to view it as anything more than an economic dispute. Moreover, they were too concerned that standing up for Lithuania would ruin their chances to get preferential access to Russian oil and gas resources. By design, the Russian strategy is driving a wedge between eastern and western Europe, exacerbating the challenges the EU faces in devising a common energy policy, as was seen during the dispute between Poland and Germany ahead of the June EU summit. This diplomatic row was ostensibly over Russia’s failure to remove its embargo on Polish meat products but more broadly involved the perceived reluctance of Berlin to stand up to Moscow on a whole host of issues, not the least of which was energy. The EU’s inability to take Russia to task for its illiberal market actions threatens European energy security in another way. It decreases efficiency in an already inefficient Russian energy industry, raising costs for consumers. Russia’s increasingly state-owned energy industry is largely unregulated. Without competitive market forces, companies such as Gazprom have no reason to behave like commercially minded entities. The absence of market stimuli is having detrimental effects on Russian productivity. Between 1998 and 2005, output in Russia’s then-mostly privately owned oil sector rose by 50 percent. 2 During that same period, production in the gas sector (Gazprom) barely grew at all. Since 2004, when the Kremlin began its consolidation over the oil sector in earnest, Russian oil production has leveled off as well. Due to the extremely close relationship between the energy industry and the Kremlin, Russia’s oil and gas companies can pursue strategies that make little economic sense but that serve the long-term interests of the Russian state, namely, ensuring European dependence on Russian energy supplies. For example, Russia’s undersea Nord Stream pipeline will cost at least three times more than a proposed overland route through Lithuania and Poland would have. Given the environmental sensitivity of the Baltic Sea, some industry insiders are predicting costs as high as $10 billion or even $15 billion. 4 By divorcing western Europe’s gas supply from eastern Europe’s, however, the undersea route grants Moscow the ability to manipulate the European energy market more effectively. Needless to say, the unnecessarily high cost of the pipeline’s construction will be passed on to European consumers. Many industry experts have expressed concern that corruption and inefficiency, coupled with Moscow’s refusal to allow significant foreign investment in the energy sector, will soon lead the Russian oil and gas industry to burn out. 5 Instead of developing new oil and gas fields or investing in its energy infrastructure, Russia has utilized windfall profits to pursue the aggressive policy of expansion and acquisition described above. Unless Moscow is able to secure additional gas supplies from fields in Central Asia, it may struggle to meet its commitments to Europe, which is why maintaining full control over Central Asia’s export routes is so critical for the Kremlin. Engaging the Caspian Enshrined as the second of the three pillars of the EU, the Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) states that the EU should seek to promote democracy, rule of law, and respect for human rights within its borders and abroad. Yet, dependence on Russian energy supplies undermines Europe’s efforts to foster the ideals of good governance, market transparency, and democracy both in Russia and in Russia’s neighbors. Although the establishment of these principles in energy suppliers is a worthy goal in its own right, doing so will also create a more stable environment for energy sector development, thereby improving European security. Diversifying oil and gas supplies by constructing pipelines directly from the Caucasus and Central Asia to Europe would not only decrease Russia’s influence on EU countries but would also loosen Moscow’s grip on Europe’s neighbors. If the EU wishes to foster true reform within former Soviet states, it must offer them a non-Russian perspective, which can best be done through cooperation on joint energy projects. In the Caspian region, this strategy has been pursued with success by the United States. In the late 1990s, the United States pushed hard for the construction of several oil and gas pipelines that would carry Caspian energy westward without transiting Russia. It did so to break Russia’s monopoly on the region’s energy transportation system, thereby giving the Caspian countries greater economic and political independence from Moscow. Naturally, this proposal prompted strong objections and highpressure tactics by the Russian government 
Ensures Central Asian instability

Asmus, 8

[Ronald,  Executive Director of the Transatlantic Center at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, in Brussels. From 1997 to 2000, he served as U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs, “ Europe's Eastern Promise; Rethinking NATO and EU Enlargement,”  Foreign Affairs. New York: Jan/Feb 2008. Vol. 87, Iss. 1; pg. 95]
In light of these new circumstances in Russia, enlargement needs to be rethought from the ground up, starting with its strategic rationale. After the accession of a band of countries from the Baltic states in the north to Bulgaria and Romania in the south, many in the West assumed that the enlargement project was almost complete, with the western Balkans constituting the last piece of unfinished business. They were surprised to suddenly find new countries from Eurasia, and specifically the wider Black Sea region, starting to knock on the doors of NATO and the EU -- and unsure how to respond. In dealing with these new candidate countries, the West must stick to the values and diplomatic principles it laid down in the 1990s, including the notion that countries are free to choose their alliances. But that alone is unlikely to be enough, because although these countries clearly consider themselves European, many Europeans do not feel the same historical or moral commitment to them or see a compelling strategic need to integrate them. Thus, in addition to moral and political arguments, the United States and Europe need to articulate a strong strategic rationale for anchoring them to the West. That argument is straightforward. The challenge of securing Europe's eastern border from the Baltics to the Black Sea has been replaced by the need to extend peace and stability along the southern rim of the Euro-Atlantic community -from the Balkans across the Black Sea and further into Eurasia, a region that connects Europe, Russia, and the Middle East and involves core security interests, including a critical energy corridor. Working to consolidate democratic change and build stability in this area is as important for Western security today as consolidating democracy in central and eastern Europe was in the 1990s. It is not only critical to expanding the democratic peace in Europe but also vital to repositioning the West vis-à-vis both Central Asia and the Middle East. This strategy presents an opportunity to redraw the strategic map of Europe and Eurasia in a way that enhances the security of countries on Europe's periphery as well as that of the United States and Europe. The United States and Europe also need to rethink what anchoring means in practice. In the 1990s, it meant pursuing membership in NATO and the EU roughly in parallel. Now the West needs to be more flexible and take a long-term view. The goal is to tie these countries as closely to the West as politics and interests on both sides allow. For some countries, this may mean eventual membership in both NATO and the EU; for others, it may mean membership only in NATO; and for the rest, it may mean membership in neither but simply much closer relations. Policy will have to be much more à la carte than prix fixe. The link between NATO membership and EU membership should be relaxed, if not dropped. The EU has enough on its plate sustaining its commitments to the western Balkans and Turkey; anything beyond that is probably a nonstarter for the time being. NATO will once again have to take the lead in anchoring countries such as Georgia and others in the wider Black Sea region. The West must also rethink how it should engage and reach out to these countries. If membership is less plausible as a short-term option, then the quality of ties short of membership must be improved to compensate. Outreach must grow in importance and may increasingly become the centerpiece of U.S. and European strategy. At the moment, the fear of future enlargement is one factor actually holding allies back, with institutions afraid of taking even small steps down what some fear could be a slippery slope. Yet precisely because the countries in question are weaker and more endangered, NATO and the EU should actually be reaching out and engaging them earlier. They need the security umbrella and engagement of the West as much, if not more, than the countries of central and eastern Europe did. The way out of this dilemma is to consider membership a long-term goal and focus in the mean time on strengthening Western outreach and engagement. This means recasting policy tools to address the different needs of the countries that are less developed politically and economically. Tools such as NATO's "membership action plan" should be extended earlier and tied less closely to actual membership commitments, thus allowing these countries to benefit from guidance and engagement while downplaying the question of the end goal. At the same time, the EU needs to enhance its own tools, such as the Common Foreign and Security Policy and the European Neighborhood Policy, as well as reach out to these countries more directly by offering them political and economic support. When communism collapsed, NATO and the EU had little idea how to reach out to postcommunist countries and anchor them to the West. Bureaucrats in both institutions said it could not be done. But political will and strategic imagination prevailed, and fresh approaches were developed. Political will can do the same today. As for Russia, neither Washington nor Brussels wants a confrontation with Moscow at a time when they face daunting challenges beyond Europe. But this does not mean the West should abandon its belief that the spread of democracy along Russia's borders contributes to peace and stability just because the current authoritarian rulers in Moscow disagree. Nor should the West abandon its principles and succumb to the sphere-of-influence thinking currently If the United States and Europe still hope that democracy will eventually take root in Russia, they must recognize that consolidating a pro-Western, democratic Ukraine would indirectly encourage democratization in Russia. Of course, antidemocratic forces in Russia will oppose such a move. After all, Moscow only acquiesced in previous rounds of NATO and EU enlargement because it concluded that the United States and Europe were determined to carry them out and that its efforts to oppose the West would be futile. Western unity on issues such as the future of Ukraine is therefore of the utmost importance. Still, holding true to NATO's and the EU's core principles and expanding these organizations' reach does not mean starting a new Cold War. The West and Moscow should look for other areas in which their interests are more aligned, such as expanding trade and investment or controlling nuclear proliferation and building a new arms control regime. The key question is whether Russia -- when faced with a unified West -- will start to look for common ground. As strong as Russia may appear at the moment, it remains a country with real long-term structural weaknesses and problems. It, too, needs friends and allies, and the United States and Europe should be among them. UNCERTAIN FUTURES Three very different scenarios for the future of Western policy toward Europe's periphery reveal just how high the stakes are in this region. In the best-case scenario, the United States and Europe would regroup under the next U.S. president and launch a new era of transatlantic cooperation by overcoming differences on Iraq, avoiding disagreements over Iran, and stabilizing Afghanistan. This renaissance would include a new and ambitious democratic-enlargement strategy, and the results would be significant. Securing independence for Kosovo without turning Serbia against the West would facilitate the successful integration of the western Balkans into NATO and the EU. In Turkey, the AKP-led government would continue democratic reforms, bringing the country closer to EU accession. Georgia and Ukraine would continue to move closer to the West as well. That prospect would help create positive pressure for democratic change in Azerbaijan and encourage Armenia's reorientation toward the West. By 2012, a reunified West would have begun to build an arc of democratic stability eastward into Eurasia and especially the wider Black Sea region. Realizing that its real adversaries lie elsewhere, Russia would eventually have no choice but to reassess its policy and seek a new rapprochement with the West. A less optimistic scenario is stagnation. In this case, the United States and Europe would regain some political momentum after 2008 but fail to achieve any significant democratic breakthroughs. A new U.S. administration would manage to stabilize and then extricate itself from Iraq, but transatlantic tensions over Iran and other Middle Eastern issues would persist. Kosovo would achieve independence, but in a manner that leaves Serbia alienated and unable to find its way back onto the path toward EU accession. In the western Balkans, only Croatia would remain on track for both EU and NATO membership. Turkey's prospects for joining the EU would fade, and reforms in Georgia and Ukraine would stall. Azerbaijan would remain an autocratic pro-Western ally increasingly vulnerable to growing radicalization from within. By 2012, the West would have patched up relations across the Atlantic but without breakthroughs in the Balkans or Turkey -- let alone in Ukraine or the wider Black Sea region. All of this would lead to a more competitive relationship with Russia, resulting in stalemate and a new chill in relations with Moscow. In the worst-case scenario, rather than the West consolidating new democratic breakthroughs, Russia would succeed in a strategy of rollback. The United States and Europe would not achieve a meaningful rapprochement, and they would fail to consolidate democracy in the western Balkans. Kosovo would become independent, but without agreement from all sides. This would launch Serbia on a new nationalist trajectory, bringing further instability to the region. U.S. failure in Iraq would lead to partition, estranging Turkey and prompting Ankara to invade northern Iraq and further loosen its ties to the West. This, in turn, would badly damage Turkey's already strained relations with both Washington and Brussels. Ukraine would drift back to autocracy, and Georgia, the one liberal democratic experiment in the Black Sea region, would lose reform momentum and teeter toward failure. Last November's declaration of a state of emergency in Tbilisi was a reminder of how fragile and vulnerable this experiment is. Using its energy supplies and influence, Russia would emerge as an authoritarian capitalist alternative to the West, attracting autocratic leaders throughout Europe and Eurasia. Rather than a renaissance of the transatlantic alliance, the result would be a retreat of democracy and a further splintering of the democratic West. As these scenarios make clear, the western Balkans, Georgia, Ukraine, and the wider Black Sea region are less stable and more at risk today than central and eastern Europe were a decade ago. And the stakes are high. A world in which Ukraine has successfully anchored itself to the West would be very different from one in which it has failed to do so. A world in which Georgia's success has sparked democratic progress in the region and helped stabilize the southern flank of the Euro-Atlantic community would be a much safer one than a world in which Georgia has become an authoritarian state in Russia's sphere of influence. And a world in which the democratic West is ascendant would be very different from one in which an autocratic, nationalist Russia is on the rise. 
Extinction
Blank 2k [Stephen J. - Expert on the Soviet Bloc for the Strategic Studies Institute, “American Grand Strategy and the Transcaspian Region”, World Affairs. 9-22]

Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)

Central asia escalates – It’s a geopolitical hub
Arun Sahgal &, former Army officer who created the Office of Net Assessment in the Indian Joint Staff, Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses and ‘Distinguished Fellow’ School of Geo-Politics at the Manipal Academy of Higher Education,  Vinod Anand 10, postgraduate in defence and strategic studies and is an alumnus of Defence Services Staff College and College of Defence Management, “Strategic Environment in Central Asia and India”, http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/publications/1004Joshi-V-Strategic.pdf
The geo-strategic salience of Central Asia today has been underscored by two main factors. First, Central Asia has become important because of the discovery of hydrocarbon reserves and second, it has become a major transportation hub for gas and oil pipelines and multi-modal communication corridors connecting China, Russia, Europe, the Caucasus region, the Trans-Caspian region and the Indian Ocean. Furthermore, whether it was Czarist Russia or the Soviet Union or even the present Central Asian regimes, there has always been a strategic ambition in the north to seek access to the warm waters of the Indian Ocean. Thus Afghanistan, which links Central Asia and South Asia, is a strategic bridge of great geopolitical significance. Central Asia and South Asia are intimately connected not only geographically but also strategically. The Central Asian republics of Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan have borders with Afghanistan, Iran lies to its west and Pakistan to the east and south. Therefore, the geostrategic significance of Afghanistan is enhanced even though it may not be an oil- or gas-rich country. With the control of Afghanistan comes the control of the land routes between the Indian subcontinent and resource-rich Central Asia, as well as of a potential corridor to Iran and the Middle East. Thus, stability and peace in Afghanistan, and for that matter Pakistan, are a geostrategic imperative. Central Asia has never been a monolithic area and is undergoing a turbulent transitional process with a diverse range of ethnicities and fragmented societies throughout the region. These societal divisions and lack of political maturity compound the social, economic and political challenges. Security and economic issues are the two most important components of the Central Asian states’ engagement with outside powers. Among the states themselves there are elements of both cooperation and competition. Historical legacies, their geo-strategic locations, and above all their perceived national interests profoundly influence the political choices of Central Asian nations. The weaknesses of the new nations in Central Asia pave the way for outside powers to interfere in their internal affairs.

Libya key to European diversification—only US support can reduce Russian leverage

McNamara, 9

(Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, “Europe Should Reduce Dependence on Russian Energy,”  http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/01/europe-should-reduce-dependence-on-russian-energy-and-develop-competitive-energy-markets)

Energy expert Dieter Helm could have had this scenario in mind when he described Europe's energy policy as "a substantive failure."[2] The absence of competition from European energy markets has resulted in a massive dependence on Russian energy, particularly gas. Europe gets more than 40 percent of its gas and almost a third of its oil from Russia.[3] Gazprom has become synonymous with energy intimidation and has specifically targeted former Soviet states such as Ukraine as it seeks to carve out a Russian-dominated sphere of influence in its near abroad.

Although Russia has, until now, tended to be a reliable energy supplier to Western Europe, Europe cannot afford to stand idly by and hope that Moscow will play fair in the future. This is all the more pressing considering first, that Europe's energy dependence on Moscow is growing, and second, that Moscow has a head-start on Europe in negotiating pipeline deals that will tighten its grip on East-West transit routes.

Europe cannot allow itself to be boxed into a corner when dealing with Moscow on important foreign policy questions (such as NATO enlargement) because it is scared of Russia turning off the energy taps. Europe must now diversify its supply routes and seek reliable alternate sources of energy such as nuclear power. It must also coordinate a policy toward Russia that confronts, rather than accommodates, an increasingly aggressive Moscow.[4] The Need for Diversification of Supply The European Commission estimates that Europe's total imports of natural gas will increase from 61 percent to 84 percent by 2030.[5] At present, this increase looks like it will have to be sourced from Moscow. In the face of growing dependence on gas imports, a strategic diversification of supply makes sense. Moscow recently offered to buy all Azeri gas in what can only be seen as an effort to monopolize the market.[6] Presently, oil and gas are available from Europe's neighbors other than Russia, despite Moscow's best attempts to corner the market. Azerbaijan has not yet accepted Moscow's offer, and Europe, in coordination with the United States, must take this opportunity to counter Russia's monopolistic ambitions by engaging the energy producers of the Caspian basin. However, even with the availability of alternate suppliers, the question of how this gas gets to Europe remains a vexed question. Gazprom currently controls almost all of the gas pipelines supplying Europe from its East, with 80 percent transported via Ukraine.[7] There is little doubt that Russia fears Europe's development of alternate East-West routes that bypass Russia, such as the Nabucco pipeline.[8] Yet this is exactly what Europe must do if it is to realize any semblance of energy security. Russia has sought to use pipelines as a strategic element in its petro-political arsenal; if it controls the transit routes, it can turn the tap off at a political whim, as it has done with Ukraine in January 2006 and once again this week. Moscow has responded to the proposed EU-backed Nabucco pipeline with the Russia-controlled South Stream project. The Nabucco pipeline would pump Caspian gas to Europe through Georgia, Turkey, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, and Austria, bypassing not only Russia but also Iran. It gives Europe an opportunity to undertake a pipeline project genuinely independent of Russian interference and offers Europe an alternative to wholesale dependence on Russian gas imports. To secure Nabucco, Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan need to make a commitment to Europe as well. However, South Stream will route Russian gas to the same terminal in Austria and another in Italy, intentionally undermining Nabucco's viability. Nabucco is a truly European project that has the long-term possibility of importing Middle Eastern and Iraqi gas.[9] However, Europe's commitment has wavered. In April 2008, Greece signed onto the rival South Stream project, which is all the more ironic considering Greece is one of the countries affected by Russia's latest maneuvers in its dispute with Ukraine.[10] This will be a critical year for Nabucco's advancement or abandonment, and Europe should not underestimate the negative ramifications of discarding this key infrastructure project. Russian Aggression Russia sent Europe a very powerful message in August when it illegitimately and immorally invaded Georgia. It sent Europe the message that in seeking alternate energy-supply routes, Russia can challenge stability and security in its backyard and challenge Western confidence in non-Russian energy projects. Russian bombs fell perilously close to the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan (BTC) pipeline, which pumps oil to Europe through Baku (Azerbaijan), Tbilisi (Georgia) and Ceyhan (Turkey). Russia vehemently opposed the BTC pipeline before it became operational in May 2006, much as it opposes Nabucco. Moscow seeks dominance through a monopoly and by bypassing countries it deems less friendly to Russian interests. As Europe weighs up the pros and cons of Nabucco over South Stream, it must not be tempted to accommodate Russian aggression by favoring South Stream for fear of Russian interference in the Nabucco project. EU Commissioner for Energy Andris Piebalgs stated that the Russian-Georgian war gives more impetus, not less, to realizing Nabucco.[11] However, Europe has plunged headlong into restoring business as usual with Russia, led by France and Germany, who use the EU as a cosmetic cover to jealously protect valuable bilateral deals with Moscow. As British journalist Simon Tisdall states: "Without so much as a blush, Europe is putting its political, commercial and energy interests before its responsibilities to collective security."[12] If Europe is serious about seeking alternate energy suppliers, it is sending the wrong signals to Moscow. American leadership will be vital to reversing Europe's collective weakness. The BTC pipeline and the Baku-Tbilisi-Erzurum gas pipeline (which pumps gas from Azerbaijan to Turkey) were both constructed with "unequivocal U.S. support."[13] The incoming Obama Administration should continue to lead in this policy area, specifically by cooperating with Europe and the South Caucasus to diversify Europe's energy portfolio and by supporting U.S. allies such as Georgia and Ukraine as they develop their fragile democracies. Focus on Energy Security The EU's obsession with making ever-bolder promises on cutting carbon emissions has resulted in a European energy policy that is far too focused on unrealistic targets to address climate change at the expense of seriously addressing energy security. The EU has made reckless assumptions about the reliability of unproven renewable energy sources, such as wind power, without careful enough attention to the benefits of proven technologies such as nuclear energy. For instance, the British Wind Energy Association was recently forced to admit that the carbon-cutting benefits of wind power have been grossly overstated.[14] The pursuit of a low-carbon economy will continue to be a European conundrum so long as the EU simultaneously repudiates nuclear energy, which The Economist describes as "the biggest source of low-carbon energy in the EU."[15] The EU proposal to cut carbon emissions by 20 percent by 2020, compared with 1990 levels, is unlikely to be achieved without a greater energy mix that at least includes nuclear power. Europe should also diversify its sources of natural gas. First, it can pipe more gas from North Africa. Second, it can expand its network of the liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminals to import energy from major suppliers such as Qatar and Nigeria. It can also expand and upgrade the coal-fired power stations. Natural gas, although clean, cannot be the only strategy for Europe to pursue its 2020 policy.

Apart from the fact that diversifying suppliers and routes will take time, it would be incredibly unwise to put all European eggs in one energy basket. The International Energy Agency, reporting on EU energy policy, recommended the continued use of nuclear power to realize European energy goals, and a more diversified energy portfolio will certainly be needed if Europe is to even come close to having sustainable and clean energy supplies in the long term.[16] It should not be assumed that increasing EU power in the field of energy is a silver-bullet solution either. The as-yet un-ratified Lisbon Treaty would create an energy solidarity clause, although there are currently no plans as to who will supply what in the event of an actual crisis.[17] There are also plans to create a "high official for foreign policy on energy security" who will work under a future EU foreign minister.[18] Neither of these initiatives takes the European energy debate forward in a particularly useful way. Although greater European cooperation and solidarity is desperately needed to confront Russia, this must be conducted on an intergovernmental rather than supranational basis. The indecent haste with which the EU resumed business with Russia following its illegal annexation of South Ossetia and Abkhazia (contrary to an EU-negotiated ceasefire) demonstrates the folly of allowing the EU to dictate members' policies toward Russia. All the Eggs in One Basket Western Europe seems comforted by the fact that Russia currently needs it as a customer as much as Europe needs Moscow's merchandise. This confidence is misplaced, however, as demonstrated by Gazprom's latest actions with regards to Ukraine. Codependency has not fostered a healthy relationship between Russia and Europe so far, and there's little reason to expect that it will in the future. Europe's over-reliance on Russian energy is a fundamental strategic weakness. In the event that Europe continues to increase its dependence on Moscow, it will once again find itself literally left out in the cold.
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Governance assistance strengthens the TNC and cements US leadership
Engel 11/2 (Former Research Assistant-The Washington Institute & Beirut-based analyst who recently traveled across Libya, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC05.php?CID=3417)

Libya's challenges are immense, but Washington can take steps to facilitate the transition while ensuring that U.S. interests are not sidelined by other actors. On Monday, the prime minister of Libya's National Transition Council (NTC), Muhammad Jibril, handed off power to a new interim leader, Abdul Rahim al-Keib. That same day, intense fighting broke out between militias from Zintan and the NTC's Tripoli Brigade at the capital's central hospital, with antiaircraft guns brought to bear. As the outgoing prime minister soberly warned, Libya has entered "a political battle" in which "the rules of the game are not clearly defined." At this moment of flux, the United States can help smooth the country's hazardous transition by helping Libyans build good governance and political capacity, treating more of the wounded, and playing a more assertive role, rather than allowing other actors to negatively influence events on the ground. Zones of Control The NTC's authority is limited apart from Benghazi (where it has based its headquarters) and the western and eastern borders (where it enforces visa requirements at crossings controlled by young, barely uniformed rebels). For example, in response to Muammar Qadhafi's execution -- which itself underscored a lack of widespread NTC control -- the council declared, "Whoever is responsible for that will be judged and given a fair trial." Yet according to the rebel who reportedly pulled Qadhafi from his hiding place, the council's forces "won't come near us," even though the identities of the Misratah natives who killed Qadhafi is widely known. More broadly, Libya's urban centers are controlled by a variety of groups. In Benghazi, the police and the Benghazi Protection Brigade have secured the city, giving it a semblance of normalcy. Yet in Tripoli, numerous militias direct traffic in the capital and maintain loose control of the neighborhoods. Although the NTC has blessed the Tripoli Military Council (TMC) with securing the city, tensions persist between the two. The TMC consists of several Islamist brigades reportedly totaling 8,000-10,000 fighters, led by the controversial Abdul Hakim Belhaj, a veteran of the Afghan jihad. In addition, local rebels and the Tripoli Revolutionists Council compete with both the NTC and TMC. The Revolutionists Council is led by Abdullah Ahmed Naker, an Islamist who claims to represent seventy-three factions comprising some 20,000 fighters. Meanwhile, the territory between Tripoli and Benghazi resembles the Wild West: The Misratah district. Young fighters can be seen clogging Misratah's main throughway with ad hoc military parades while tanks aimlessly roam the town, ripping up asphalt amid continued sounds of celebratory gunfire. According to Antar Abdul Salaam al-Beiri, commander of the 300-strong group Amir Katibat Misratah, there are around 200 brigades in the district ranging from 100 to 500 fighters each, totaling approximately 25,000 armed rebels. Although the Misratah Military Council claims control over the area, there is no true authority. On October 28, the NTC announced a "turn in your weapons for cash" day, but few rebels participated: al-Beiri has made clear that he and other commanders will not hand over their arms until after a legitimate government is formed and elections are held, even if this means waiting a year. Gulf of Sirte. Qadhafi's birthplace of Sirte has been completely destroyed; even two weeks after its capture, it remains a ghost town with the lingering smell of death. Towns loyal to Qadhafi, the rebels, or a mix of the two dot the coastline between Sirte and Benghazi. Outstanding Security Concerns Remnants of Qadhafi's arsenal, along with a deluge of weapons from outside the country, continue to threaten stability. Despite NTC attempts to secure loose weapons, journalists reporting from south of Sirte have described "SCUD missiles and chemical weapons spread throughout the desert." Qadhafi's forces, in a rush to strip off their uniforms and melt back into the population, have hastily abandoned many bases, leaving artillery for the taking. In addition, Western diplomats are concerned over attempts by al-Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb (AQIM) to establish a "green belt" across southern Libya. AQIM is profiting from Tuareg tribal distrust of the rebels, the absence of authority in the south, and the availability of weapons, especially shoulder-fired antiaircraft missiles that can take down commercial airliners and which have apparently been found on al-Qaeda fighters in Algeria and Chad. Meanwhile, many rebels and other Libyans are currently serving in security roles on a volunteer basis "out of national duty," though some may receive a small stipend from the NTC. Commander al-Beiri stated that his fighters "would be willing to work without pay for a long time." Yet some diplomats worry that once the euphoria subsides and Libya's economic situation settles in, the many easy-to-assemble checkpoints currently manned by untrained rebels may be used to facilitate theft -- or, worse, to control areas for self-serving purposes and exclude tribal foes. Reintegrating the rebels into society is unlikely absent political and economic progress. Future Fault Lines Although Libyans were unified in their hatred of Qadhafi, the old and new tensions coming into play since his death may divide them once again. Libya's preexisting fault lines include tribal, ethnic (Arab versus Berber), and geographic (east versus west) fissures. And new concerns have emerged over potential reprisals. For example, the 75,000 Sirte residents who fled during the revolution are now returning to an inhospitable city. One resident warned, "The people of Sirte are Bedouins, and the Bedouin man does not forget to avenge injustice...We will not forget what happened in Sirte." Moreover, the rebels are still holding some 7,000 prisoners of war. And in Misratah, rebel forces recently shot, arrested, beat, and detained unarmed displaced residents of the nearby pro-regime town of Toarag. In addition, Libya's Islamists are armed and assertive in seeking the political power denied them under Qadhafi. One leading Islamist rebel stated that his forces "must have a political role in the coming stage," even as an unnamed NTC official warned that "a growing Islamic influence in Tripoli could lead to a political and military breakdown." Meanwhile, Islamists in Tripoli have threatened to kill journalists affiliated with the newly founded liberal newspaper Arous al-Bahr, which has criticized followers of TMC leader Belhaj. At the same time, NTC chairman Mustafa Abdul Jalil has warned of "a stolen revolution." Recommendations for U.S. Policy Libyans are desperate for normalcy after forty-two years of eccentric rule and international isolation. They strongly believe that Qadhafi intentionally avoided investing in the country's infrastructure and education system, and therefore have high expectations that Libya will benefit from joining the international community. Accompanying this post-revolution euphoria is widespread goodwill toward those involved in the NATO operation, as well as a desire for continued cooperation. This represents an opportunity for the United States. Yet talk of a Qatari-led international coalition in Libya following the end of NATO's mandate and recent U.S. overtures could point to one weakness of "leading from behind." The $135 million in pledged U.S. nonmilitary assistance has been dedicated to locating weapons stockpiles and treating Libya's war wounded. The latter issue is so pressing that the NTC has already sacked a temporary minister who apparently did not address it sufficiently; in addition, the council created a new Ministry of Martyrs and Wounded. Directly providing more treatment assistance would win considerable goodwill for the United States. Additional assistance -- technical rather than financial -- should be dedicated to developing good governance and political capacity, the necessary prerequisites for unifying Libya's rebels into national military and security institutions. After stability sets in, Washington should also encourage the establishment of high-quality educational institutions, much like the new Turkish and U.S. educational facilities in Iraq. Leaving the task of rebuilding the country to other actors would represent a loss of U.S. influence on the ground. Qatar, which recently revealed that it had "hundreds" of representatives "in every region" of Libya, assertively seeks to play a role in the revolution's outcome. This could be problematic given Qatar's support for Islamists such as Belhaj and Ali Salabi (an influential cleric who previously lived in exile in the emirate), as well as other actors who have openly opposed the NTC and favor an Islamic state over a democratic state with Islamic values.

Aid now, but not for governance
Christopher M. Blanchard 12-8, analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs at CRS, “Libya: Transition and U.S. Policy”, https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33142.pdf
Many Members of Congress welcomed the announcement of Libya’s liberation and the formation of the interim government, while expressing concern about security in the country, the proliferation of weapons, and the prospects for a smooth political transition. Congress continues to exercise oversight over U.S. diplomatic, security, and assistance efforts in Libya and is considering appropriation and authorization requests and notifications related to Libya programs. Securing stockpiles of Libyan conventional and chemical weapons has emerged as an issue of broad congressional concern, as has ensuring that transitional authorities act in accordance with international human rights standards in pursuing justice and handling detainees. U.S. programs to mitigate threats posed by weapons proliferation continue. On May 9, the Administration notified Congress that it had waived normal congressional notification requirements to immediately obligate $1.5 million in Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, Demining and Related Programs (NADR) account funding for “urgently needed assistance to collect, destroy, and reestablish control of Libyan munitions and small arms and light weapons” in response to “a substantial risk to human health or welfare.”6 These efforts are now being expanded. The Obama Administration has notified Congress of its intention to use $40 million in previously appropriated funding to support disarmament and weapons depot security efforts that are now ongoing, with U.S. civilian advisers working with the TNC to locate, secure, and disable shoulder-fired anti-aircraft missiles and other weaponry.7 During the conflict, the Administration also notified Congress of its intent to offer up to $25 million in nonlethal material support to groups in Libya, including the TNC. U.S. officials argued that the rebels’ most pressing needs were command and control, communications, training, organization, and logistics support. These needs are now reflected in discussions about reconstituting a national military for Libya, incorporating opposition fighters and former regime personnel into security forces, and demobilizing civilian volunteers. U.S. officials have not publicly discussed specific proposals to assist Libya’s interim government in this regard. U.S. civil society support for Libya’s transition is being provided under the auspices of the Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI) and the $5 million Libya Transition Initiative (LTI), managed by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) Office of Transition Initiatives (OTI). Through the LTI, USAID contract partners are implementing programs to provide civil society training and resources to Libyan citizens and organizations.8 The U.S. government also continues to provide medical and humanitarian assistance to Libyans injured or displaced during the revolution.9

And it doesn’t solve leadership
Warrick 10/19 (Joby, Washington Post, “Clinton vows backing for Libya”, http://articles.boston.com/2011-10-19/news/30298576_1_mahmoud-jibril-libyan-capital-libyan-leaders)

Unlike other Arab states that have overthrown dictatorships, Libya has vast resources, including one of the world’s largest petroleum reserves and billions of dollars in cash and assets locked away in Western accounts during Gaddafi’s rule. Citing those riches, Clinton offered only modest increases in U.S. financial and other aid. She announced millions of dollars in additional funds and dozens of specialists to help Libyan officials recover and destroy conventional weapons from Gaddafi’s arsenal.

The relatively restrained pledges prompted questions about the depth of the Obama administration’s commitment to Libya’s uprising. At the town-hall meeting, one man asked why Washington had deferred to other countries over leadership of NATO’s air campaign. Others have questioned why it took the Obama administration so long to send a high-level official to Tripoli, as France and Britain did weeks ago.

“Many people feel the United States has taken a back seat in helping the revolution. Will you now take the lead in helping us rebuild our country?” the questioner asked.

USAID just gave a huge grant that sucks
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In helping to develop Libyan civil society, the international community, especially countries such as the UK with very effective civil societies, have a pivotal role to play. To date, however, very little has been achieved by the international community in this area, although there are aspirations to that end. At the governmental/multilateral level, the EU has been given the lead in helping to develop Libyan civil society. Beyond that, however, non-governmental efforts are also being undertaken. The US Agency for International Development (USAID) recently awarded a multimillion dollar contract to the development consultancy Chemonics International, although it remains unclear how far efforts have come since that time, or what precisely those efforts are. 
Best studies prove democracy assistance solves civil conflict
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Scholars of intrastate conflict have shown that credible commitment problems facilitate the outbreak of civil conflict (e.g., Fearon 1998; Lake and Rothchild 1996). Building upon this literature, we propose that democracy aid can decrease the risk of conflict by mitigating the severity of commitment problems prevalent during the early phases of democratization. Democracy assistance programs help transitioning states not only strengthen their key political institutions such as the legislature and judiciary but also empower nonstate actors such as civil society organizations. Functioning political institutions increase the central government's ability to credibly signal its intentions to opposition groups and make future promises to the society. Similarly, using external electoral assistance programs to support democratic transitions provides additional credibility to the promises made by the state to the newly enfranchised domestic groups. Finally, the empowered civil society organizations can monitor the state's actions and thereby reduce the centralization of power and fears about state's intentions. Although it does not constitute as large a portion of the foreign aid budget of Western democracies as development aid, democracy aid is gaining in importance. For example, the amount the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) has spent on democracy promotion programs has increased from $121 million to $722 million per year from 1990 to 2003 in constant 1995 U.S. dollars (Scott and Steele 2011). In this article, we investigate whether higher levels of external democracy aid can partially compensate for the instability created by democratic transition. The goal of this research is not to establish whether democracy aid is effective in increasing democratic governance. Recent work on democratization shows a mostly positive relationship between democracy aid and democratization ₪ stopped here at 20:01 ₪ (Finkel, Pérez-Liñán, and Seligson 2007; Kalyvitis and Vlachaki 2010; Scott and Steele 2011; Wright 2009). We are instead interested in whether the civil war propensity of democratizing countries that receive democracy aid is lower than that of countries that receive little or no aid. In other words, our goal is to assess whether democracy aid can provide political stability in a fragile environment. The article proceeds as follows. In the next section, we review the existing literature on democratization and civil conflict and develop an argument about how democracy aid can help democratizing countries reduce the risk of civil conflict. In the following section, we test our argument using the OECD's governance and civil society promotion data between 1990 and 2003, including considerations for potential endogeneity problems in aid allocation. The findings provide strong and robust empirical support for our theoretical argument. Then, we briefly address some of the existing arguments against aid effectiveness and discuss how our research fits into this debate. We conclude by discussing our key argument, findings, and projecting avenues for future research. Democratization, Civil Conflict, and Democracy Aid The fact that democracies do not fight each other is one of the most well-established findings in international relations (e.g., Maoz and Abdoladi 1989; Maoz and Russett 1993; Oneal and Russett 1997; Ray 1998; Russett 1993; Russett and Oneal 2001). It is safe to argue that no other empirical regularity identified by international relations scholars has found as much resonance within the policy community as the “democratic peace” proposition. The rise in democracy promotion efforts by the international community since the 1990s is a testament to this argument (Carothers 1999; Diamond 1995). Within this context, when Mansfield and Snyder (1995, 1997) proposed that democratization can be a violent process, it inevitably initiated a controversial debate in the literature. While several scholars lent support to Mansfield and Snyder's thesis (Hegre et al. 2001), a number of others have been more critical of its validity, particularly on methodological grounds (e.g., Enterline 1996; Gleditsch and Ward 2000; Goldsmith 2010; Narang and Nelson 2009; Vreeland 2008; Ward and Gleditsch 1998). Given the two competing positions, there is still no scholarly consensus on the subject. How does democratization increase the risk of conflict?Snyder (2000) proposes that during the early phases of the democratization process, two conditions favorable to the initiation of civil conflict emerge: (a) political elites exploit rising nationalism for their own ends to create divisions in the society, and (b) the central government is too weak to prevent elites’ polarizing tactics. More generally, democratization increases the risk of civil conflict by creating several credible commitment problems. First, the political elites have difficulty in trusting each other's intentions and promises. During regime transitions, political actors “find it difficult to know what their interests are, who their supporters will be, and which groups will be their allies or opponents” (Karl 1990, 6). The new and old political elites are wary of each other's intentions and hence are unlikely to believe that any promises made or concessions given during the transition period will be honored once central authority is consolidated. The key problem is that the elites perceive each other as “conditional in their support for democracy and equivocal in their commitment to democratic rules of the game” (Burton, Gunther, and Higley 1992, 31). The “equivocal commitment to democratic rules” increases the level of distrust and suspicion among the elites and thereby increases the risk of collapse of political rule. If a state includes multiple ethnic groups, another credible commitment problem is likely to arise between the elites and domestic ethnic groups during early phases of democratization.2 The weakening of state authority, combined with uncertainty in the environment, increases the sense of insecurity that comes with democratization (Pridham 2000). This insecurity is particularly acute among minority groups who feel unprotected in an environment of nascent institutions, opportunistic elites, weak state authority, and rising nationalism. Weingast (1998) demonstrates that during fundamental political changes in a society, institutions are typically weak and everything is at stake. This implies two things. First, the mechanisms limiting one ethnic group from using the state apparatus to take advantage of another are not effective. Institutions cannot credibly commit to protect the state apparatus from being captured by any group to exploit the other. Second, since the stakes are high during regime change, the critical threshold probability that breeds violence based on fears of victimization is particularly low (Weingast 1998, 191). That is, it does not take much for the minority group to resort to violence out of fear during regime change. The extant literature on civil wars shows that minority groups are more likely to resort to violence if they fear that there is a risk of annihilation in the future and the commitments made by the state are not credible (Fearon 1998). We propose that democracy assistance programs can provide a potential constraining force on the risk of domestic political violence. That is, even if a state does not have strong institutions to manage the democratization process, democracy aid can provide an exogenous source of state strength, stability, and institutional credibility to smoothen the transition. Before discussing how democracy assistance programs can help reduce the risk of civil conflict in democratizing countries, we need to define democracy assistance and differentiate it from development aid. Our focus is on foreign aid given primarily for democracy promotion. According to Carothers, democracy promotion programs consist of “aid that is specifically designed to foster a democratic opening in a non-democratic country or to further a democratic transition in a country that has experienced a democratic opening” (1999, 6).3 For analytical purposes, we divide democracy assistance programs into three categories: (a) state institutions, (b) civil society, NGOs, and the media, and (c) electoral assistance. We discuss how by bolstering both state institutions and civil society, which supports both top-down and bottom-up democratization, democracy aid can lower the risk of domestic political violence during the early phases of regime transition. One of the central goals of democracy aid is to help transitioning states establish democratic governance. Aid programs are designed to assist democratizing states adopt key principles such as the decentralization of political power and increased transparency and accountability as they develop democratic institutions. By training state officials and providing necessary financial resources, democracy assistance programs can increase the legislature's capacity to shape and monitor policy and strengthen its oversight capacity in recipient countries. The U.S. Agency for International Development's (USAID) role during the Indonesian transition from Suharto's regime to democracy in 1999 is a case in point. The end of Suharto's regime unleashed religious, economic, and ethnic tensions in Indonesia with a potential to lead to a full-scale civil war. The Office of Transition Initiative (OTI), operated by the USAID, was influential in assisting the Indonesian government with the implementation of a series of democratic reforms. For example, as a part of decentralization of political power, the new Indonesian government enacted a series of laws that gave strong powers to local administrations across the country. This was an important step for reducing the concentration of power in the center and thereby alleviating minorities’ fear of exploitation in the future. In return for decentralization, local public officials were expected to be fully accountable to their constituents. Yet, being the first popularly elected local officials in Indonesia, these officials’ ability to run a transparent and efficient local government was of great concern for the public. The USAID's assistance in training local officials and setting up procedures to improve accountability and efficiency at the local level was an important step in alleviating some of the concerns and distrust held by the Indonesian public about the new regime's ability to govern fairly.4 Democracy aid can also contribute to democratic governance by strengthening a country's judicial institutions and the rule of law. In authoritarian regimes, courts are usually treated as adjuncts to the regime in power. Therefore, in most democratizing states, judicial independence is limited and institutions have not yet developed the capacity to implement the existing law. Aid money can be used for legal reforms, administration of justice, training judges, helping write detailed constitutions, and providing resources to improve citizens' access to justice. Strengthening the judiciary is important for political stability as a strong judiciary implies the rule of law and increased legitimacy of the state. Increased legitimacy in turn improves a state's credibility in the eyes of the society. Support for political parties is another essential component of democracy assistance programs. Strengthening political parties has been a major component of the aid programs extended by the Western European countries (Carothers 1999). Political parties, especially the inclusive ones, impose a structure to the chaotic political process during the transition period by aggregating interests into broader governing coalitions and bridging social cleavages. By doing so, they help decrease uncertainty about intentions and actions of key political actors. Political parties also help with commitment problems as it is easier to negotiate and strike successful bargains among well-defined parties than individuals. In sum, by contributing to the establishment of democratic governance in transitioning states, democracy aid can improve a state's legitimacy and credibility in the eyes of the political opposition and public and bolster a state's capacity to deal with the elites’ potential divisive tactics. Admittedly, strengthening the legislature, judiciary, or political parties of a democratizing state is not a guarantee that the rules of the game will be respected or the fears of the minority about the state's intentions will be eliminated. Democracy aid potentially can help bolster state institutions; however, it may not always be the case that new “democrats” will not be prone to “undemocratic” tendencies. In addition, it would be harder for democracy assistance to improve the public trust in the legitimacy of the state if aid is perceived as a tool used by foreign powers to further their interests. This is where the importance of empowering civil society and providing electoral assistance comes into play. Civil society refers to the “multitude of non-state associations around which society organizes itself in accordance with their specific needs and agenda of interests” (Hansen 1996, 12). It includes associations that organize around functional interests (business, labor, and professional associations), sectoral concerns (education and the environment), and matters of general public interest (human rights and civic education associations) (13). Not all elements of civil society have necessarily prodemocracy inclinations. However, most of these organizations have the potential to champion democratic reform. Supporting proreform civil society organizations is an important component of democracy promotion programs. For example, between 1990 and 1997, more than 56% of the U.S. National Endowment for Democracy (NED) disbursements went to civic and labor organizations (Scott and Steele 2005, 448). One important function of civil society organizations is to limit state power and subject the government's actions to close public scrutiny. They do so by monitoring public institutions and disseminating information about the government's actions. However, most civil society organizations in states coming out of authoritarian rule have weak foundations. Democracy assistance programs can increase the watchdog capabilities of civil society organizations and NGOs by providing technical and financial assistance. Democracy aid given to civil society organizations can also empower moderate “prodemocracy” actors in the society vis-à-vis the extreme groups and/or the ones with authoritarian tendencies (Finkel, Pérez-Liñán, and Seligson 2007; Scott and Steele 2011). Electoral assistance programs are another critical channel through which external actors can help domestic actors monitor state actions. Electoral support can provide some degree of legitimacy and credibility to the promises made during the elections, validate fairness of elections, and impose constraints on the free reign of the elites. To ensure free and fair elections, aid agencies can become involved in a variety of activities from designing electoral systems, supporting voter education, training domestic observers, to actually providing election monitoring. External support during the election process may be critical in dampening domestic political violence as it may contribute to increasing public confidence that the outcome of the election is not the result of manipulation or fraud.5 For example, the United States, Canada, the European Union, and the Netherlands extended around $12 million to the National Electoral Commission of Ghana to enhance its capacity to facilitate free and fair elections in 1996 (Devarajan, Dollar, and Holmgren 2001; Jeffries 1998). In addition to the financial aid, the donors were actively involved in voter education programs on registrations, elections rights, and responsibilities in Ghana (Jeffries 1998). The presence of external actors during the 1996 elections signaled to the Ghanaian public that it was unlikely that the outcome of the election was manipulated by the government. That is, the external validation of the 1996 elections in Ghana through democracy assistance programs kept the uncertainty and potential undemocratic tendencies of the elites at a minimum level (Gyimah-Boadi 1999). In sum, external democracy aid can strengthen newly established political institutions, bolster state legitimacy, and act as a “validation” of promises that the new government makes, and thereby decrease the risk of domestic political violence. Carothers (1996) argues that even if democracy assistance programs fail to produce the desired effects in some countries, they still can be important in boosting the morale and commitment of the public in the early stages of the democratization process. Improving the public's morale and commitment to the democratic principles during the democratization period may be critical for maintenance of domestic political stability as improved commitment to democracy is likely to decrease attacks on the new regime. Therefore, we hypothesize that: Hypothesis: Democratizing states that receive high levels of external democracy aid are less prone to civil wars than democratizing states that receive no or low levels of democracy aid, holding everything else constant. Research Design, Empirical Models, and Findings The sample for our study is composed of Official Development Aid (ODA) eligible countries between 1990 and 2003.6 There has been a steady increase in the number of democracy aid recipient countries over the years. While only 30 countries received OECD democracy aid in 1990, this number increased to 76 in 1995, and 134 countries received democracy aid in 2003. The unit of analysis is country-year.7 The main theoretical variable of interest is the level of democracy aid. The data for this variable come from the OECD's categorization of aid as intended for “Government and Civil Society.” The OECD defines aid aimed at good governance as aid intended to enhance “the accountability, efficiency, and effectiveness of the official sector,” while aid for democratization “integrates participation and pluralism, including the right of opposition, into the political life of the country and provides a basis for legitimacy of the government” (OECD 2007, 118).8 Democracy aid also includes aid intended to increase the respect of human rights, gender equity, and participatory development, among other elements. Democracy Aid is measured as bilateral aid disbursements per 1,000 citizens from OECD members to recipients in constant 2005 USD.9 The dependent variable is Conflict Initiation, a dummy variable assuming a value of 1 for a given year if a domestic conflict with at least 25 battle deaths begins after at least two years without an initiation. We use the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict dataset for this variable (Gleditsch et al. 2002).10 We measure democratization as the change from year t-2 to year t in the 21-point Polity score from the Polity IV data (Marshall and Jaggers 2002). Democratization is coded 1 if a country experiences a 3-point or more positive change in its Polity score during the previous two years, and 0 otherwise. This measure of democratization is similar to one used in other studies assessing effects of democratization (Morrison 2009; Smith 2004; Wright 2009). Given the conditional nature of our hypothesis, we construct an interaction of Democracy Aid and Democratization. Also included in the models are a set of factors shown to be robust predictors of civil war initiation (see Collier and Hoeffler 2004; Fearon and Laitin 2003). Growth Real GDP per capita is a measure of per capita GDP growth, expressed as the percentage change in 2000 constant prices, while Real GDP per capita measures the real GDP per capita in constant 2000 U.S. dollars. Population is the natural log of the recipient's population (in thousands). Each of these variables is taken from the Penn World Tables (Heston, Summers, and Aten 2006). Democracy is the recipient country's Polity score from the 21-point scale as a measure of the existing regime type. Larger values of Democracy indicate increased levels of democracy while smaller values show higher levels of autocracy. It is also important to account for temporal dynamics in grouped duration data (Beck, Katz, and Tucker 1998). In order to capture temporal dynamics within our models, we utilize three cubic splines and a time-counter, Peace Years, which measures the period since the last conflict initiation. We also include a dummy measure, Conflict, Prior Year, indicating whether there was an active conflict in the prior year. The data for this measure are taken from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002).11 Model 1 in Table 1 presents the result of our base logit estimation.12 In line with our expectations, the interaction of Democracy Aid * Democratization is negative, and the conditional coefficient of Democracy Aid and the interaction term is statistically significant.13 This suggests that democratizing states that receive higher levels of aid are less likely to experience conflict than those that receive less aid. Substantively, the conflict-dampening effect of every dollar of aid per thousand citizens is around 4%.14 This finding supports our hypothesis. We also find that democratization is conflict enhancing: democratizing states which do not receive democratization aid are over four times more likely to experience civil wars than nonaid recipients. Democracy Aid is itself statistically insignificant, indicating that democracy aid has no effect upon the likelihood of experiencing a conflict outside of democratization. Since our expectation of the effect of aid on conflict pertains to the democratization period, this is not a surprising finding. Of the controls, higher levels of economic development reduce the probability of an initiation, while countries with larger populations are more likely to experience conflict. Table 1. Logit Estimates of Civil War Onset, 1990–2003 Model 1 Clustered robust standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.1, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01 (one-tailed). Estimated with three cubic splines (not reported). Democracy Aid 0.00009 (0.0001) Democracy Aid * Democratization −0.042* (0.024) Democratization 1.48*** (0.55) Democracy −0.026 (0.028) Growth Real GDP per capita 0.0065 (0.011) Real GDP per capita −0.0002*** (0.00007) Population (logged) 0.312*** −0.112 Conflict, Prior Year −0.356 (0.33) Peace Years 0.033 (0.115) Constant −4.75*** (1.06) N 1600 Pseudo Log-Likelihood −196.56 Akaike Information Criterion 419.11 One important issue researchers need to address when they estimate the effect of aid on conflict is the possibly endogenous process of aid allocation. If the presence or immediate threat of a conflict influences donors’ decision-making calculus regarding whom to give aid and how much to allocate, the model would be nonrecursive and potentially biased. This is of particular concern if donors anticipate the outbreak of conflict and adjust the aid allocation accordingly.15 If donors decrease aid to countries in which a conflict is thought to be imminent, aid would then go predominantly to countries at peace, and a pacifying effect of democratization aid may be a reflection of this selection. A priori, however, we cannot exclude the possibility that donors might actually increase the amount of aid flows to war-prone countries due to strategic considerations.16 Lagging aid flows may be a potential way to deal with such endogeneity concerns. However, as de Ree and Nillesen argue, lagging aid may take care of reverse causality bias but may be insufficient to deal with omitted variable bias as donors may adjust the level of aid they are willing to extend in anticipation of conflict in recipient countries (2009, 305). A more systematic way to deal with the endogenous process of aid allocation is the use of instrumental variables (IV) analysis. The basic intuition behind the IV approach is to estimate the endogenous variable, in our case the level of aid allocation, using an exogenous variable(s) that is (are) correlated with the endogenous variable but uncorrelated with the dependent variable, in our case civil conflict onset, beyond its effect on the endogenous variable (Angrist and Krueger 2001; Angrist and Pischke 2009). For our IV analysis, we base our models on those adopted by other studies which analyze the effect of endogenous regressors (economic growth and aid allocations, respectively) on conflict.17 In line with these studies, we estimate the effect of democracy aid on conflict initiation using the Instrumental Variables Two-Stage Least Squares method (IV-2SLS).18 The validity and reliability of IV estimation depend crucially upon the selection of the instruments. A good instrument needs to satisfy two important criteria: (a) it must be correlated with the endogenous variable; and (b) it must not have a direct causal effect upon the dependent variable (or by extension the error component of the estimation). These criteria imply that any changes in the dependent variable that may result from changes in the values of an instrument must be attributable to the endogenous variable and must be unrelated to the reciprocal relationship between the dependent variable and the endogenous variable. We use two instruments for Democracy Aid. First, following de Ree and Nillesen (2009), we use Donor GDP as an instrument of aid flows. Donor GDP measures a logged average of the annual GDP in millions of constant 2000 USD of three major OECD aid donors: the United States, France, and Sweden. These donors are selected given their representative nature of three different types of aid donors.19 The data for this measure are taken from the World Bank World Development Indicators. Donor GDP is lagged two periods prior to the observations for Democracy Aid. We select this measure on the understanding that aid allocations should be related to the economic health of the donor; when the donors are experiencing economic growth, aid allocations should increase. However, when donor economies are slumping, aid allocations may diminish if more funds are diverted towards the domestic economy. The second desirable property of Donor GDP is that it is a priori exogenous to conflict initiation in the recipient country; it is difficult to identify a mechanism by which the economic performance of the donor countries could have a direct effect upon conflict initiation in the recipients, so any effect should be indirect and through donor aid allocations. Although Donor GDP is enough to identify the equation (that is, providing as many instruments as there are endogenous regressors), using it as the sole instrument may be insufficient. Since Donor GDP will be the same for each recipient country in a given year, it will help explain differences in aid allocations between years but it will not explain variation within years and between recipients. Therefore, we also select a second instrument which varies according to the characteristics of the recipient to account for within-panel heterogeneity. For our second instrument we use Affinity with U.S., which measures the change in the annual Affinity measure generated by Gartzke and Jo (2002).20 Affinity calculates the similarity in two countries’ votes in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) in a given year on a scale from −1 to 1, with higher values indicating greater similarities in member votes. We interpret Affinity as a measure of the similarity (or divergence) in the interests of the recipient state with the United States.21 Therefore, positive changes in Affinity with U.S. represent convergence in the states’ interests, while negative changes indicate movement towards −1, or increasing dissimilarity in the interests of the two states. We use the recipient's affinity with the United States for a number of reasons.22 The first is that the United States is one of the largest donors of democracy aid. Additionally, the United States has traditionally had a strategic interest in promoting and protecting democracy abroad. We therefore expect that a state's Affinity with the United States should be related to democratization aid allocations, satisfying the first criterion for instruments described above. Since it is also a measure of external policy orientation, it should be sufficiently exogenous from domestic conflict initiation to satisfy the second criterion.23 Having identified our instruments, we implement IV-2SLS analysis in the following manner. First, we regress Democracy Aid on our instruments to ensure that instruments are indeed related to democracy aid. Model 2 in Table 2 presents the first-stage results of the IV-2SLS estimation.24 The results show that both instruments are significant predictors of the endogenous variable-democracy aid. To further assess whether the instruments satisfy the first criterion, we need to consider the F-test and the partial R2. For an instrument to be relevant, the F-statistic needs to be at least 10 and the partial R2 should be at least 0.10 (Shea 1997; Staiger and Stock 1997). In our model, the F-statistic is 25.62 (p < 0.01) and R2 is 0.13. Based on this F-statistic we can also reject the null hypothesis of weak instruments proposed by Stock and Yogo (2002). Overall, the results indicate that the instruments satisfy the first criterion by showing covariation between the instruments and the endogenous variable.25 Table 2. Instrumental Variables Analysis Results Dependent Variable Model 2 IV-2SLS First Stage Democratization Aid Model 3 IV-2SLS Second Stage Conflict Initiation Model 4 IV-2SLS Instrumented Interaction Conflict Initiation All variables lagged one year unless otherwise noted. Robust standard errors clustered by country in parentheses. Bootstrapped standard errors in parentheses in Model 4. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01 (one-tailed). Democracy Aid −0.00002** −0.00004*** (0.00001) (0.00002) Democracy Aid * Democratization −0.00008** (0.00004) Excluded Instruments  Donor GDP 3990.7*** (564.22)  Affinity with U.S. −326.08*** (113.86) Democratization −145.05 −0.001 0.013 (160.89) (0.018) (0.035) Democracy 20.78** −0.0004 0.002 (10.21) (0.0009) (0.003) Growth Real GDP per capita 2.05 0.0002 −0.0002 (3.69) (0.0005) (0.0006) Real GDP per capita −0.059*** −0.000003*** 0.000002 (0.009) (0.0000008) (0.000003) Population (logged) −225.48*** 0.004 0.026 (37.05)*** (0.006) (0.08) Conflict, Prior Year −163.83* 0.003 −0.15*** (90.56) (0.017) (0.04) Constant −111965.2*** 0.029 −0.156 (16033.32) (0.053) (0.713) N 1478 1478 Number of Clusters 129 129 Second, we need to show that the instruments can be omitted from the second-stage equation without inducing bias: i.e., the instrument should only affect the dependent variable (conflict) operating through the endogenous variable (democracy aid) as the key “channel” or “mechanism.”26 This is an intrinsically untestable assumption. It is often very hard to identify the exact mechanism through which the instrument is associated with the dependent variable (Miguel, Satyanath, and Sergenti 2004). However, as stated above, we have theoretical grounds to believe that our instruments comply with the exclusion restriction, and the empirical results are also favorable. The Sargan-Hansen statistic, which adopts a null hypothesis that the instruments are uncorrelated with the error term, is statistically insignificant at conventional levels.27 By failing to reject the null assumption of the test, we find evidence in support of our second criterion for instrumental variables. Taking the results of all three empirical tests of our criteria, we have joint evidence that our instruments perform adequately on each criterion and are satisfactory for our purposes. Model 3 presents the second-stage estimation of the impact of democracy aid on conflict. The second-stage regression uses instrumented values of Democracy Aid estimated in the first-stage model as a substitute for observed values of Democracy Aid in the second stage. The results indicate that Democracy Aid has a dampening effect on the likelihood of conflict initiation. The results of the above analysis suggest that the instrumented Democracy Aid satisfies the criteria for a good instrument. However, as our hypothesis directly addresses the conditional nature of the relationship between democracy aid and democratization, we also present an instrumented interaction term. Since our endogeneity concerns extend only to our measure of democracy aid, and we have already determined that we have a valid measure of this concept, we use this instrument to generate the interaction. We do this by estimating the first-stage equation as in Model 2, and then capturing the predicted value of Democracy Aid and interacting it with Democratization. We then use these values in a second-stage estimation using fixed-effects ordinary least squares with bootstrapped standard errors.28 The second-stage results of this procedure are presented in Model 4. As in Model 1, the sign on the interaction term is negative and statistically significant, in line with our hypothesis. That this result holds even controlling for potential endogeneity provides a stringent test of the hypothesis. The other advantage of our approach is that the second stage is estimated using fixed effects, controlling for unobserved qualities of the recipient countries which may also affect conflict propensity. We ran a series of additional tests to assess the robustness of the main results presented in Table 1.29 First, we excluded the U.S. portion of democracy aid to examine whether the United States may be unduly affecting our results. It does not. The results are also robust to the inclusion of Official Development Assistance (ODA), a potential alternative source of revenue to the government during democratization. Then, we ran models with ethnic fractionalization, a series of regional dummies, and a population-averaged logit to alleviate concerns about omitted country variable bias. In each model the effect of democracy aid on civil war onset during democratization remains negative and statistically significant. The results also remain the same using a logged measure of democratization aid to ensure that potential skewness in the aid measure is not influencing the results. Finally, some have questioned the use of the Polity democracy scale in predicting the onset of civil conflict given that particular subcomponents of the Polity measure reflect domestic violence (Vreeland 2008).30 We address these concerns by estimating two new models using additional indicators of democracy: the Freedom House index of political rights and Vreeland's (2008) measure of Polity, “xpolity,” which omits the subcomponents linked with domestic conflict. The results of the estimates using these alternative democracy measures are supportive of our original findings. The robustness of the estimated effect to various measures of democracy gives us confidence that our results are not an artifact of Polity IV coding rules. What is the substantive effect of democracy aid on the risk of civil war?Figure 1 presents a graph of the predicted probability of a conflict initiation during democratization, conditional on the receipt of democratization aid.31 In line with Mansfield and Snyder's democratization thesis, we see that democratizing states, on average, face a higher risk of civil conflict than nontransitioning states. However, the probability of conflict onset during democratization decreases as the amount of aid received increases. For example, countries at or above the 40th percentile of democratization aid within the sample have a risk of conflict initiation during democratization which is similar to that of a nondemocratizing country. Figure 1, therefore, suggests that the aid effect is substantively as well as statistically significant. Figure 1. Predicted Probability of a Conflict Onset During Democratization The Debate on Aid Effectiveness One potential criticism against our article might come from scholars who contend that foreign aid has no or a negative effect on the democratization process in the recipient country (e.g., Djankov, Montalvo, and Reynal-Querol 2008; Knack 2001, 2004). The common argument against the effectiveness of aid is that aid reduces the government's accountability by reducing its need for taxes. The assumption is that aid goes to the central government and decreases the government's incentives to collect taxes (similar to oil-producing countries) and thereby reduces the government's accountability to the public. However, this argument is not very applicable to our study for two reasons. First, most existing studies of foreign aid utilize the Official Development Assistance (ODA) as a measure of aid. We argue that this is not a proper practice as it conflates the effect of democracy assistance programs with the effect of aid given for purposes other than democratization. Although the promotion of democracy may be a by-product of aid allocated for economic development, it is unfair to expect such aid to have a significant effect on democratization of the recipient country. Indeed, the recent revisionist work on aid efficacy shows that when democracy promotion aid is isolated from development aid, democracy aid increases democratization. Finkel, Pérez-Liñán, and Seligson (2007), using democracy promotion assistance programs extended by the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) between 1990 and 2003, show that democracy assistance is a significant predictor of democratization in recipient countries. More recent empirical studies by Kalyvitis and Vlachaki (2010) and Scott and Steele (2011) give additional credence to Finkel, Pérez-Liñán, and Seligson's (2007) finding: democratic aid flows are positively associated with a move towards democracy in recipient countries. The critics of foreign aid efficacy also assume that foreign aid always goes to the government of the recipient country. Although most of the development aid goes to the governments of the recipient countries, democracy assistance aid is usually disbursed to a variety of sectors in the recipient country (Crawford 2001; Scott and Steele 2005). For example, Crawford (2001) shows that in 1994 and 1995 an average of 54% of the European Union's political aid programs were implemented by the recipient governments, and this percentage was only 5.1% for Swedish political aid (124). Similarly, Crawford reports that between 1992 and 1995, central and local governments were the main beneficiaries of 54% of the EU political aid. This number was 35.4% for Sweden and 55.7% for the United States, and 92.9% for the United Kingdom. On the other hand, civil society organizations, such as prodemocracy groups and human right groups, were the main beneficiaries of 46% of the EU political aid, 64.6% of the Swedish aid, 44.3% of the U.S. aid, and 7.1% of the U.K. democracy aid programs (138). These figures indicate that, unlike development aid, the majority of democracy aid goes to nonstate actors. In sum, our research can be considered as a part of the recent revisionist literature that challenges the dominant pessimistic view of aid efficacy. Recent cross-sectional studies have demonstrated that democracy aid can be effective in achieving its goal of democratization. This article complements this new line of research by identifying an additional positive role that democracy aid can play in democratizing countries. We show that there is an additional benefit of democracy promotion programs—democracy aid decreases the risk of conflict. Therefore, aid effectiveness should be assessed with these important second-order effects of aid in mind. Conclusion The virtues of democratic regimes have been long praised in academic and policy circles alike. However, the path to democracy may not be an easy one. Democratization is likely to increase the uncertainty domestic actors have regarding the intentions of others and thereby weaken the credibility of commitments made. In such environments, the risk of domestic political violence increases. We argue that democracy assistance programs can help democratizing countries cushion this risk by improving democratic governance and providing external validation of commitments and promises made during the transition. The empirical evidence is consistent with our argument: democratizing countries that receive high levels of democracy aid are less likely to experience civil conflict than those that receive little or no democracy aid. Unfortunately, the existing literature fails to consider such potential positive roles of democracy assistance programs. The main focus of the literature has been on the direct involvement of international and regional organizations in democratic transitions (e.g., Hawkins 2008; Mansfield and Pevehouse 2006; Pevehouse 2005). For example, Pevehouse (2005) suggests that external reassurances by regional organizations provide a crucial inducement during early phases of the regime transition (22). However, he acknowledges that it is not costless for regional organizations to undertake this task, and there are certain conditions under which regional organizations can make a difference. We argue that although democracy assistance programs may not be a perfect substitute for regional organizations, they can act as a complement or a less expensive alternative to the legitimization and validation functions of regional organizations in their efforts to smoothen the thorny aspects of the democratization process. Our findings also shed some light on the debate on the “dark side of democratization.” Mansfield and Snyder's thesis has been rebutted on methodological grounds. However, there may also be theoretical reasons as to why democratization does not sometimes lead to war. For example, some democratizing countries receive external assistance while others do not. In this article, we provide evidence that the former group is less vulnerable to conflict than the latter as democracy aid helps these countries better address commitment problems during the early phases of democratization. 
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We meet

Atlantic Council, 8

(Non-partisan network of leaders who stimulate dialogue and discussion about critical international issues with a view to enriching public debate and promoting consensus on appropriate responses in the Administration, the Congress, the corporate and nonprofit sectors, and the media in the United States and among leaders in Europe, Asia, Africa and the Americas, “Enhancing Democracy Assistance”,http://www.acus.org/publication/enhancing-democracy-assistance)

This report offers recommendations to hone proven approaches to democracy assistance, specifically, programs that strengthen civil society, prepare elections, assist political party development, and support democratic governance. It also identifies different regime types that are the focus of democracy assistance -- authoritarian states, illiberal democracies, free-wheeling kleptocracies, and post-conflict states. While recognizing that the distinctions among them are not iron-clad, the report offers context-specific recommendations for each.
Counter Interpretation—4 government-wide categories for democracy assistance—civil society, governance, elections, and rule of law

GAO, US Government Accountability Office, ‘9
(September, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09993.pdf)

In January 2006, to better align foreign assistance programs with U.S. foreign policy goals, the Secretary of State appointed a Director of Foreign Assistance with authority over all State and USAID foreign assistance funding and programs.13 In working to reform foreign assistance, the Director’s office, State/F, has taken a number of steps to integrate State and USAID foreign assistance processes. These steps have included, among others, integrating State and USAID foreign assistance budget formulation, planning and reporting processes. As part of the reform, State/F, with input from State and USAID subject matter experts, developed the Foreign Assistance Framework, with its five strategic objectives, as a tool for targeting U.S. foreign assistance resources; instituted common program definitions to collect, track, and report on data related to foreign assistance program funding and results; and created a set of standard output-oriented indicators for assessing foreign assistance programs. State/F also instituted annual operational planning and reporting processes for all State and USAID operating units. Moreover, State/F initiated a pilot program for developing 5-year country assistance strategies intended to ensure that foreign assistance provided by all U.S. agencies is aligned with top foreign policy objectives in a given country. These integrated processes are supported by two data information systems, known as the Foreign Assistance Coordination and Tracking System (FACTS) and FACTS Info.14 

In July 2009, the Secretary of State announced plans to conduct a Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review, intended in part to maximize collaboration between State and USAID. According to State, this review will identify overarching foreign policy and development objectives, specific policy priorities, and expected results. In addition, the review will make recommendations on strategy, organizational and management reforms, tools and resources, and performance measures to assess outcomes and—where feasible—impacts of U.S. foreign assistance. The review will be managed by a senior leadership team under the direction of the Secretary of State and led by the Deputy Secretary for Management and Resources, with the Administrator of USAID and the Director of the Policy Planning serving as co-chairs and with senior representation from State and USAID.15 Although State has not announced a formal time frame for producing a final report of the review’s results, a senior State official indicated that the process would likely produce initial results in early 2010.

Democracy Assistance and the Foreign Assistance Framework 

Under the Foreign Assistance Framework developed by State/F in 2006, the strategic objective GJD has four program areas—”Rule of Law and Human Rights,” “Good Governance,” “Political Competition and Consensus-Building,” and “Civil Society”—each with a number of program elements and subelements. State/F’s information systems, FACTS and FACTS Info, track funding allocated for assistance in support of GJD and these four program areas. Table 1 shows the four program areas and associated program elements.

	Table 1: GJD Program Areas and Program Elements Program area 
	Program elements 

	Rule of Law and Human Rights 

To advance and protect human and individual rights, and to promote societies in which the state and its citizens are accountable to laws that are publicly promulgated, equally enforced, and independently adjudicated, and which are consistent with international norms and standards 
	Constitutions, laws and human rights 

Judicial independence 

Justice system 

Human rights 



	Good Governance 

To promote democratic institutions that are effective, responsive, sustainable, and accountable to the people 
	Legislative function and processes 

Public sector executive function 

Local government and decentralization 

Anticorruption reforms 

Governance and security sector 



	Political Competition and Consensus Building 

To encourage the development of transparent and inclusive electoral and political processes, and democratic, responsive, and effective political parties 
	Consensus-building processes 

Election and political processes 

Political parties 



	Civil Society 

To empower individuals to exercise peacefully their rights of expression, association, and assembly, including through their establishing and participating in NGOs, unions, and other civil society organizations 
	Civic participation 

Media freedom and freedom of information 




Funding Allocations for Democracy Assistance 

In fiscal years 2006 through 2008, funds allocated for the GJD strategic objective were provided for democracy assistance programs in 90 countries around the world. Almost half of all democracy funding over this period was spent in Iraq and Afghanistan; the next highest funded countries, Sudan, Egypt, Mexico, Colombia, and Russia, accounted for more than 25 percent of the remaining GJD funding allocated to individual countries other than Iraq and Afghanistan. Of the 20 countries with the largest GJD allocations, 8 have been rated by Freedom House, an independent nongovernmental organization, as not free; 8 have been rated as partly free; and 4 have been rated as free.16 Figure 1 illustrates the worldwide distribution of GJD funding, and table 2 shows funding levels and Freedom House ratings for the 20 countries with the largest allocations.
Prefer our interpretation—it’s from the government, which makes it the most predictable and precise interpretation

We don’t unlimit – only 4 categories with a clear intent to define – their interpretation sets no limit because anything can be targeted at democracy.

Mixes burdens – impossible to determine whether assistance brings about democratic outcomes without evaluating solvency – no reason the word is key and it’s in the plan

Reasonability – competing interpretations causes a race to the bottom – over-incentivizes going for T

A2 lead from behind bad

No link – the plan doesn’t affect overall doctrine, just reassures allies

Obama’s locked in – cred is key
Ikenberry 10, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, (G. John, "The Right Grand Strategy," January-February, www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=760
President Obama inherited the most daunting and intractable tangle of foreign policy challenges of any American leader since the early years of the Cold War. The new Administration found itself saddled with crises and festering problems complex in character and long in the making: unfinished and unpopular wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, stalled peace talks in the Middle East, hostile states acquiring nuclear capabilities and a deteriorating non-proliferation regime, a global financial crisis and deep economic recession, looming climate and environmental dangers, mounting public debt and strained budgets, and growing “multipolar” worries brought on by a rising China and an estranged Russia. Added to this, the new Administration entered office after years of turmoil in which American popularity around the world and standing among Western allies had fallen to unprecedented lows. Under these circumstances, it is probably forgivable if the new Administration has not yet achieved a long list of breakthroughs and successes. The question to ask is: Has the Obama team articulated a grand strategy that is responsive to these looming global problems? In a world where the threats and challenges are so diffuse and deeply entrenched, the United States needs a grand strategy of global order-building that puts in place frameworks for sustained partnership and collective action on many fronts. The good news is that the Obama Administration seems to be animated by precisely this vision. It appears to have learned the right lessons from the misadventures of the recent past. It is not leading a weary America backward into a retreat from global leadership and engagement. Instead, it is articulating a moderate internationalist grand strategy built on both liberal and realist sensibilities. It is liberal in its orientation toward engagement, multilateralism and progressive change. It is realist in its orientation toward great power restraint and accommodation. Reflecting this synthesis, candidate Obama remarked to a reporter in 2007: “We can and should lead the world, but we have to apply wisdom and judgment. Part of our capacity to lead is linked to our capacity to show restraint.” As President, Obama has moved American foreign policy back into the postwar mainstream, emphasizing alliances, partnerships, multilateralism, great power forbearance and democratic community. There are two ways in which the Obama grand strategy is putting the United States on a more solid footing to tackle 21st-century international security challenges. First, Obama himself has clearly and repeatedly articulated a coherent vision of these challenges. The specific threats are many—terrorist networks, WMD proliferation, global warming, health pandemics, financial upheavals and so forth. But what these threats have in common is that they all reflect a worldwide rise in “security interdependence.” America’s security is increasingly linked to how other people live and act—in more places and more ways. This understanding of America’s national security predicament is recognized by Obama and is at the center of every one of his major foreign policy statements. We cannot be secure alone; we can only be secure together. Security interdependence was dramatically revealed to the world during the Cold War with the advent of nuclear weapons. The United States could not secure itself. It would only be secure if the leaders in the Kremlin understood the logic of deterrence and acted accordingly. Today, security interdependence has been dramatically intensified. What people do and how they live matter in ways that were irrelevant in earlier eras. How people burn energy, provide public health, treat minorities and establish rules and enforce treaties matter more today—and will matter even more tomorrow. This has created a growing demand for security cooperation—deep, intrusive, institutionalized, multifaceted. The Obama Administration’s focus on reviving the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and its vision of radical reductions in nuclear weapons, together with its emphasis on development, human security and multilateral cooperation, are promising markers in the reorientation of American foreign policy to an age of escalating security interdependence. Second, and more generally, the Obama Administration has begun to redefine and reposition the United States as the central hub of the international system. And this, too, is creating a more congenial environment for the United States to pursue its interests. Americans often forget—and the Bush Administration largely ignored—the fact that the United States has for half a century been the provider of global governance. The United States was not just the patron of an open, rule-oriented order after World War II. It became the hegemonic organizer and manager of Western (and later global) order. The American political system—and its alliances, technology, currency and markets—became fused to the wider international order. The United States played the leading role in the provisioning of rule and stability. In effect, the world contracted out to the United States for global governance. The United States provided “services” to the world, and it operated more or less within mutually acceptable rules and institutions. In return, other states tied themselves to the United States and accepted Washington’s leadership. In the view of many friends and allies around the world, the Bush Administration—under the banner of unipolarity and a post-9/11 revisionist agenda—attempted to break out of the old hegemonic arrangements. Its unilateralist tendencies, “war on terror” grand strategy and invasion of Iraq had the effect of triggering a “constitutional crisis” in world politics. The United States appeared to be relinquishing its role as the linchpin of global order, threatening to substitute a more heavy-handed—even imperial—form of that order. The election of Obama brought this failed experiment to an end. In effect, the Obama Administration has re-affirmed the old terms of the postwar “constitutional settlement” between the United States and the rest of the world. And much of the world has uttered a collective sigh of relief.

Looking into this brave new world, the United States will find itself needing to share power and rely in part on others to ensure its security. It will not be able to depend on unipolar capacities or air-tight borders. To operate in this coming world the United States will need—more than anything else—authority and respect as a global leader. It has lost both in recent years. In committing itself to a grand strategy of moderate realist internationalism and liberal order building, the Obama Administration is beginning the process of gaining it back.

A2 burden sharing

The intervention solved
Jessica Rettig 3-31, US News, “End of NATO's Libya Intervention Means Financial Relief for Allies”, http://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2011/10/31/end-of-natos-libya-intervention-means-financial-relief-for-allies
At midnight Monday, NATO will officially end its mission in Libya, leaving the job of protecting civilians to the country's new transitional government. Now, NATO member countries can not only walk away with a sense of victory after more than seven months of intervention; Facing economic struggles back home, these nations can also pull out of Libya with a sense of relief that the costs of the mission are largely behind them. [Read our fall update on the Arab Spring.] With burgeoning concerns over government spending, cost had been a point of resistance among some members of Congress and the public over U.S. involvement in Libya. According to the Pentagon, from March—when U.S. airstrikes first initiated the NATO mission—through September, the U.S. Defense Department spent roughly $1.1 billion in Libya. And while that estimate doesn't account for money spent by the State Department or intelligence agencies, members of the administration have argued that the cost of unseating the now deceased leader Col. Muammar Qadhafi was relatively modest compared to the U.S. commitment in other wars like Afghanistan and Iraq. In comparison to Afghanistan and Iraq—which have cost thousands of U.S. lives and close to $500 billion and $1 trillion respectively—President Obama has also celebrated the fact that the mission was completed "without putting a single U.S. service member on the ground." [Check out our photo gallery on Muammar Qadhafi.] Vice President Joe Biden, speaking on CNN earlier this month, emphasized that the United States shared the cost burden with other NATO countries. "The NATO alliance worked like it was designed to do, burden sharing. In total it cost us $2 billion, no American lives lost, we carried the burden a lot of other places where NATO is—the primary burden like in Afghanistan–and this was really burden sharing," he said. The United Kingdom, which played a significant military role throughout the mission, has spent between 160 million and 300 million pounds ($257 million to $482 million) since the start of the mission, according to Ministry of Defense projections reported last week by BBC. Also, by the end of September, France, another major NATO player in Libya, spent between 300 million to 350 million euros ($415 million to $485 million) over its budget for overseas military operations, according to a top official in the French defense ministry. According to a NATO official, individual contributing nations bore the costs of using of their national capabilities as part of the NATO mission in Libya. Therefore, the only common funds accounted allocated to the Libya mission were those used for NATO's Airborne Warning and Control System. The official says that the total cost of the "deployment, employment and maintenance" of these jointly-funded capabilities in Libya is estimated at 5.4 million euros/month ($7.4 million/month), which totals more than 37.8 euros ($52.3 million) for seven months. NATO also spent roughly 5.6 million euros ($7.8 million) for structural and personnel costs related to the operation, the official says. [Read: U.S. Role Continues in Libya after Qadhafi.] As European nations struggle to avert crisis and keep their economies afloat, the financial costs of the Libyan intervention have certainly been noticeable. However, now that Qadhafi is gone and the operation is drawing to a close, NATO leaders can claim it's been worth it for the good of the Libyan people. "At midnight tonight, a successful chapter in NATO's history is coming to an end," said NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen from Libya. "But you have already started writing a new chapter in the history of Libya. A new Libya, based on freedom, democracy, human rights, the rule of law and reconciliation."

Burden sharing’s impossible
Boot 11

Max Boot, CFR Senior Fellow, 6/10/11, U.S. and NATO: If We Don’t Shoulder the Burden, Nobody Will, www.commentarymagazine.com/2011/06/10/u-s-and-nato-if-we-dont-shoulder-the-burden-nobody-will/
Bob Gates is leaving the Defense Department with a bang—or at least a blast—rather than a whimper. Today in Brussels he gave a tough speech blasting NATO allies for failing to do more and warning that the alliance faces a “dim, if not dismal future” unless they step up their contributions. There is no disputing his list of particulars. As he noted, in Afghanistan, “ Despite more than 2 million troops in uniform – NOT counting the U.S. military – NATO has struggled, at times desperately, to sustain a deployment of 25- to 40,000 troops, not just in boots on the ground, but in crucial support assets such as helicopters, transport aircraft, maintenance, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, and much more. “ Meanwhile, in Libya, “while every alliance member voted for Libya mission, less than half have participated at all, and fewer than a third have been willing to participate in the strike mission. “ He went on to note that to run the air war over Libya, “the NATO air operations center in Italy required a major augmentation of targeting specialists, mainly from the U.S., to do the job.” “Furthermore,” he added, “the mightiest military alliance in history is only 11 weeks into an operation against a poorly armed regime in a sparsely populated country – yet many allies are beginning to run short of munitions, requiring the U.S., once more, to make up the difference.” There is no secret about why other NATO members aren’t doing more. As Gates said, “For all but a handful of allies, defense budgets – in absolute terms, as a share of economic output – have been chronically starved for adequate funding for a long time, with the shortfalls compounding on themselves each year. Despite the demands of mission in Afghanistan – the first ‘hot’ ground war fought in NATO history – total European defense spending declined, by one estimate, by nearly 15 percent in the decade following 9/11.” That means that more and more of the burden has been falling on the U.S., but American politicians and the public are increasingly impatient with the costs of defense. “The blunt reality,” Gates warned, “is that there will be dwindling appetite and patience in the U.S. Congress – and in the American body politic writ large – to expend increasingly precious funds on behalf of nations that are apparently unwilling to devote the necessary resources or make the necessary changes to be serious and capable partners in their own defense.” All points well taken. But they are hardly novel: the trends have been present for decades. And just as long American policymakers have been decrying European free-loading—without achieving any real changes. The problem is that European states devote such a large share of their GDP to social welfare programs that they simply have no money left to spend on defense. The real novelty today is that with their reckless spending binge President Obama and Congress are placing us in the same dire fiscal distress as the Europeans. Obama is devoting more and more of the budget to entitlements and other domestic programs—leaving less and less for defense. Jawboning the Europeans to step up their spending isn’t going to achieve any concrete results. We might as well grow up and realize that if we don’t play “globocop” nobody else will—and our interests, above all, will suffer. That is why it is so irresponsible for Obama to advocate even deeper defense cuts—he wants to cut $400 billion more over the next decade—at a time when we face so many crises around the world. We know the Europeans aren’t going to fill the gap. Either we do it, or it doesn’t get done—and well pay the price. That may not be fair but neither is life.

A2 EU leadership

Too weak to balance Russia because of energy dependence

EU soft power fails

Dempsey, 9/28
Judy Dempsey, Int'l Herald Tribune Europe Senior Correspondent, 9/28/11, The Failure of Soft Power, carnegieeurope.eu/publications/?fa=45617
Europeans have long believed soft power to be the best instrument to promote their values and their security.  They have a strong sense of moral superiority about it, particularly when looking at hard, or military, power.  Military action is something that the Europeans leave to the United States, Britain, and France. Even if it wanted to, the European Union cannot do it. It lacks the basic capabilities, such as heavy airlift and logistics. It lacks an integrated defense policy for armament procurement. It also lacks a security strategy that includes the use of hard power as an option.  The soft power instruments Europeans have used over the years consist of development aid and civilian assistance, such as training the police and judiciary in some countries. The Europeans also sometimes couple soft power with trade incentives or with sanctions. Above all, they pride themselves on basing their actions on the defense of human rights which are, at least officially, at the core of Europe’s value system.  But Europe’s record in making soft power the cornerstone of its security strategy has been patchy. It has been worked incredibly well in Eastern Europe. Enlargement with its plethora of promises and incentives is soft power at its most powerful. But Europe cannot enlarge to the rest of the world.  That is where Europe’s soft power policies have had so little, if any success.  Take Iran.  Years of negotiations with Iran to get it to abandon its nuclear ambitions have gotten the Europeans nowhere. Promises of technical assistance and closer economic cooperation have had no impact on the regime in Teheran, even though some of the sanctions are biting.  The reason why the Europeans have failed is because Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is just too stubborn. He seems determined to develop a nuclear military capability for Iran’s own geo-strategic interests no matter what the cost to his people. Soft power can find no grip there.  Bosnia-Herzegovina is another case where the instrument has failed. Fifteen years after the Dayton accords that ended the civil war in the former Yugoslavia, Bosnia is mired in corruption and misrule. This is despite the presence of a large EU police force, not to mention the billions of euros the European taxpayer has poured into this tiny country. The state that the EU is trying to build has never really been accepted by the ethnic communities living there. And the EU is not prepared to stop the bullying and separatist tactics of the Bosnian Serbs in particular.  Afghanistan is another stain on the EU’s soft power record. There, the Europeans have done too little and too late, wasting the initial good will of the Afghan people after the Taliban regime was overthrown in 2001. While the U.S. and its coalition forces were distracted by the war in Iraq, the Europeans did little to fill the gap left in Afghanistan. Europe’s most abject failure is its police-train ing mission there. It is still under-financed and under-staffed. What a shame for what should have been a stellar example of the EU’s use of soft power.

Decline inevitable

Lehne, 9/28
Stefan Lehne, formerly the political director of the Austrian Ministry for European and International Affairs. From 2002 to 2008 he served as the director of the Council of the European Union’s Directorate General for External and Politico-Military Affairs where he was in charge of the Balkans, Eastern Europe and Central Asia, 9/27/11, Can Lisbon’s Potential be Realized?, carnegieeurope.eu/publications/?fa=45608
In terms of its size, wealth, and overall resources, the EU as a whole certainly has the potential to have a significant influence on developments across the globe. At present however, due to the structural underdevelopment of EU foreign policy, the EU hardly ever succeeds in bringing its collective strength to bear and contributing to outcomes that correspond to European interests and values. As regrettable as this deficit is today, it is bound to worsen in the future. The countries in the EU today collectively represented 15 percent of the world population in 1950, 7 percent today, and will represent 5 percent in 2050. In terms of their share of world GDP they had 28 percent in 1950, 21 percent today, and will have around 18 percent in 2050. Similar trends can be identified in many areas ranging from technological innovation to military power. They amount to a fundamental rebalancing of the international system as other continents catch up with Europe’s previously privileged position. While Europe’s overall situation remains enviable by most standards, its weight on the global scales is clearly diminishing. And what is true for the EU as a whole applies in even greater measure to the individual member states. Even traditional great powers such as Great Britain, France, and Germany will experience an accelerating decline in influence over the coming decades. If Europe wishes to play an important role in shaping the global decisions of the future it will have to get better organized and act more coherently and effectively. 

orientalism

The role of the ballot is to simulate enactment of the plan. That’s the most productive way to engage Mid East politics 

Heydemann, director – Program on Philanthropy and Nonprofit Sector @ Social Science Research Council, frmr Prof Poli Sci – Columbia, ‘2
(Steve, “Defending the Discipline,” Journal of Democracy Vol. 13, No. 3, Muse)

Though Kramer's book is severely flawed, 2 the larger question remains: Is his diagnosis of the field accurate? Have we exaggerated the prospects for democratization and misread the state of politics in the Middle East? Are we guilty of uncritically applying inappropriate theories and methods? Have we neglected what really matters in pursuit of theoretical novelty?

The straightforward answer is that these perceptions of the field are misguided. When it comes to the study of democratization and economic reform—especially the past 10 to 15 years' work on the political economy of regime formation and transition—the field has been largely right. The persistence of authoritarianism, not the inevitability of democracy, has been the principal focus of research. The overwhelming sentiment among researchers has been not uncritical optimism about prospects for democratization but a cautious and critical skepticism, verging at times on frank pessimism. 3

Certainly, at the start of the 1990s scholars of the Middle East were anxious to explore the local effects of the changes then transforming the international system, including the possibility of political change from below, and with good reason. No one paying attention to events on the ground—the newfound interest among regimes circa 1990 in the rhetoric of pluralism, markets, and democracy; the growth of social movements around issues ranging from human rights to electoral reform to environmentalism; the increasingly visible signs of exhaustion among existing systems of rule—could have failed to note how the events of 1989 resonated across the Middle East, creating possibilities for change that had seemed quite remote only a few years earlier. Research on civil society, far less prominent in Middle East studies than in other fields, was one of several reactions to these new possibilities and helped turn the attention of researchers to modes of politics that previously had been neglected. 4

Nonetheless, from the early 1990s on, the main focus of research on the politics of reform in the Middle East has been to explain why reforms have been so limited; how authoritarian regimes have managed to exploit the rhetoric of reform to reconfigure and renew their political [End Page 103] power; why it is that in the Middle East vibrant civil societies coexist with durable authoritarian regimes, while elsewhere such civil societies have been central to democratic transitions; and how regimes in the Middle East have managed to separate economic and political reform, processes that have often been seen as interdependent. Research has centered on such notions as selective liberalization, defensive democratization, reform as a survival strategy, coalition management, and successful authoritarianism, and has explored whether the stability of authoritarianism can be taken as evidence of Middle Eastern exceptionalism. 5 In fact, the most recent wave of research is on failed liberalization, the reversal of reform, and how the political openings that took place in a number of Middle Eastern states in the late 1980s and early 1990s were shut down by regimes that came to fear their consequences.

Moreover, research on economic and political reform in the Middle East has clearly benefited from the use of comparative theories and methods by regional specialists. Given the interdependence of economic reform and democratization in much of the world, what accounts for the ability of regimes in the Middle East to liberalize their economies selectively without opening their political systems? Why has authoritarianism in the Middle East persisted despite the presence of virtually every factor that has been used to explain its collapse elsewhere, from failures of development to defeats in war? Since the massive use of coercion did not keep authoritarian regimes alive in Eastern Europe, Africa, or Latin America, how can we explain the persistence of such regimes in the Middle East simply by reference to their brutality? Does Tocqueville tell us anything relevant to this region? Does Islam make the Middle East exceptional, and if so, how? 6 How can we account for the absence or weakness of what might be called liberal Islam?

These questions, which get to the fundamental core of what matters about Middle Eastern politics today, are well represented within Middle East studies. Yet they cannot be answered by looking at the Middle East in isolation. These questions require not simply introspection but critical engagement with the larger disciplines within which the applicable tools and methods are developed, challenged, and refined.

Does such attention to theory lead the field down esoteric byways, detached from the concerns of policy makers? That research has an obligation to serve foreign policy goals is a dubious proposition, but interaction between research and policy on questions of reform is evident, even if the two often pull in different directions. On the one hand, U.S. policy favors stability in the short run, with little apparent regard for the longer-term costs of sustaining authoritarian regimes. Policy makers have tended to subordinate political reform to economic reform in the belief that markets will create the preconditions for political change—eventually. In other words, U.S. policy has evolved to favor markets now, democracy later. Academic specialists, on the other hand—including [End Page 104] some with high-level government experience—tend to be skeptical if not critical of this approach, generally preferring more assertive U.S. support for democratization. 7 Nonetheless, the feasibility of promoting markets without also seeking democracy—of supporting what has become a shift from populist to partially market-based forms of authoritarianism—is sadly consistent with the findings of the research literature. Moreover, this divergence between the policy and research communities is not an indicator of academic failure but a reflection of policy makers' neglect, whether intentional or not, of a research literature that has been largely accurate in assessing the rise and decline of political liberalization in the Middle East during the course of the 1990s.

Method focus causes endless paradigm wars

Wendt, professor of international security – Ohio State University, ‘98
(Alexander, “On Constitution and Causation in International Relations,” British International Studies Association) 

As a community, we in the academic study of international politics spend too much time worrying about the kind of issues addressed in this essay. The central point of IR scholarship is to increase our knowledge of how the world works, not to worry about how (or whether) we can know how the world works. What matters for IR is ontology, not epistemology. This doesn’t mean that there are no interesting epistemological questions in IR, and even less does it mean that there are no important political or sociological aspects to those questions. Indeed there are, as I have suggested above, and as a discipline IR should have more awareness of these aspects. At the same time, however, these are questions best addressed by philosophers and sociologists of knowledge, not political scientists. Let’s face it: most IR scholars, including this one, have little or no proper training in epistemology, and as such the attempt to solve epistemological problems anyway will inevitably lead to confusion (after all, after 2000 years, even the specialists are still having a hard time). Moreover, as long as we let our research be driven in an open-minded fashion by substantive questions and problems rather than by epistemologies and methods, there is little need to answer epistemological questions either. It is simply not the case that we have to undertake an epistemological analysis of how we can know something before we can know it, a fact amply attested to by the success of the natural sciences, whose practitioners are only rarely forced by the results of their inquiries to consider epistemological questions. In important respects we do know how international politics works, and it doesn’t much matter how we came to that knowledge. In that light, going into the epistemology business will distract us from the real business of IR, which is international politics. Our great debates should be about first-order issues of substance, like the ‘first debate’ between Realists and Idealists, not second-order issues of method.
Unfortunately, it is no longer a simple matter for IR scholars to ‘just say no’ to epistemological discourse. The problem is that this discourse has already contamin- ated our thinking about international politics, helping to polarize the discipline into ‘paradigm wars’. Although the resurgence of these wars in the 1980s and 90s is due in large part to the rise of post-positivism, its roots lie in the epistemological anxiety of positivists, who since the 1950s have been very concerned to establish the authority of their work as Science. This is an important goal, one that I share, but its implementation has been marred by an overly narrow conception of science as being concerned only with causal questions that can be answered using the methods of natural science. The effect has been to marginalize historical and interpretive work that does not fit this mould, and to encourage scholars interested in that kind of work to see themselves as somehow not engaged in science. One has to wonder whether the two sides should be happy with the result. Do positivists really mean to suggest that it is not part of science to ask questions about how things are constituted, questions which if those things happen to be made of ideas might only be answerable by interpretive methods? If so, then they seem to be saying that the double-helix model of DNA, and perhaps much of rational choice theory, is not science. And do post-positivists really mean to suggest that students of social life should not ask causal questions or attempt to test their claims against empirical evidence? If so, then it is not clear by what criteria their work should be judged, or how it differs from art or revelation. On both sides, in other words, the result of the Third Debate’s sparring over epistemology is often one-sided, intolerant caricatures of science.

No impact – threat construction isn’t sufficient to cause wars

Kaufman, Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, ‘9
(Stuart J, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, 400 – 434) 
Even when hostile narratives, group fears, and opportunity are strongly present, war occurs only if these factors are harnessed. Ethnic narratives and fears must combine to create significant ethnic hostility among mass publics. Politicians must also seize the opportunity to manipulate that hostility, evoking hostile narratives and symbols to gain or hold power by riding a wave of chauvinist mobilization. Such mobilization is often spurred by prominent events (for example, episodes of violence) that increase feelings of hostility and make chauvinist appeals seem timely. If the other group also mobilizes and if each side's felt security needs threaten the security of the other side, the result is a security dilemma spiral of rising fear, hostility, and mutual threat that results in violence.

A virtue of this symbolist theory is that symbolist logic explains why ethnic peace is more common than ethnonationalist war. Even if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity exist, severe violence usually can still be avoided if ethnic elites skillfully define group needs in moderate ways and collaborate across group lines to prevent violence: this is consociationalism.17 War is likely only if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity spur hostile attitudes, chauvinist mobilization, and a security dilemma.

Perm do both

The alt necessitates violent relativism and policy paralysis
Ray Kiely 95, professor of International Politics at Queen Mary University, “Third Worldist Relativism: A New Form Of Imperialism”, Journal of Contemporary Asia v25 no2 p159-78
First, as many critics have pointed out (see Habermas 1987; Dews 1987; Norris 1990), extreme versions of relativism are self-contradictory. To argue that there are no criteria by which different discourses can be assessed "looks itself suspiciously like an absolute claim to validity, and this is something which relativists hold to be impossible" (McLennan 1992: 339). Moreover, any understanding of another culture automatically leads to the acceptance that "some things can be asserted as meaningful across very different cultures" (ibid.). If this is the case then it is at least possible that there are at least some universal criteria for the assessment of all societies. Furthermore, without any universal criteria for the assessment of different societies, we are left with a situation where social science simply "rubs up against" the existing state of affairs. This is ironic given that relativism professes to be a "theory" which preaches tolerance and pluralism. In fact, at its worse it simply ignores, or even becomes an apology for all kinds of oppressive practices, or for a retreat from politics. For instance, some feminist critiques of modernity have correctly (although rather one-sidedly) emphasised that the Enlightenment project was in fact a highly particularistic one, based as it was on the emancipation of (white, bourgeois) men (Diamond and Quinby 1988: xv), and so its universalist pretensions in fact empowered only (some) men "at the expense of women and people of color." (I leave aside the totalising implications of this statement, as well as its reliance on the crudest form of Frankian underdevelopment theory.) Feminists influenced by post-modernism have therefore drawn the conclusion that the Enlightenment project of emancipation by human agents should be abandoned because it imposes an artificial - and dangerous - unity on what "in fact" is a highly fragmented society (Butler 1990). The problem with such views is that resistance is reduced to private, highly individualised acts which fail to address the real issues of social power in modern societies - Butler (1990: 338), for example champions the "resistance" of the drag performer who challenges essentialist accounts of gender identity, and thereby exposes the "radical contingency in the relationship between sex and gender." As Nussbaum (1992: 212) argues, the effect of such an extreme representational anti-humanism is actually counter-productive, for "to give up on all evaluation and, in particular, on a normative account of the human being and human functioning (is) to turn things over to the free play of forces in a world situation in which the social forces affecting the lives of women, minorities, and the poor are rarely benign." This criticism can equally be applied to the pragmatism of Rorty (1991: 258) and his followers who encourage feminists to embrace a philosophy which "gives up the claim to have right or reality on its side." Althought this recommendation is accompanied by a number of suspiciously "realist" statements (for instance, slavery is "absolutely wrong" irrespective of time and place - ibid.: 258, my emphasis), Rorty also at least recognises that his version of pragmatism is "as useful to fascists like Mussolini and conservatives like Oakeshott as it is liberals like Dewey" (ibid.: 255). Once again, such relativist notions fail to challenge the realities of power in the world today. These can only be effectively challenged (at least on an intellectual level) by a reconstruction of the emancipatory ideals of the Enlightenment. In this respect, (some) feminists "can picture feminism as a movement of resistance to a certain kind of false pretension to universality, namely the appropriation by the male sex of an unfair share of natural goods and symbolic space" (Lovibond 1992: 72). Such a perspective does not reject "emancipatory meta-narratives," instead, feminism's goal is rightly seen as "the liberation of women from all forms of domination,...(as) a thoroughly modern movement insofar as it claims these ideals as legitimate and necessary for women" (Hewitt 1993: 80). These problems of relativism are similar when development issues are considered. This can be seen most clearly in the work of Marglin (1991) which, despite protestations to the contrary (1991: 26), actually ends up apologising for oppression in "traditional" societies. For instance, one chapter in this volume argues that the introduction of smallpox vaccination to India by the British was an act of imperialist domination, because it led to the eradication of the cult of Sittala Devi, the goddess to whom one prayed to avert smallpox (Apffel Marglin 1991). At least some of the contributors to this work argue that this is another example of western neglect of difference, and is based on the binary opposition between health and illness, and life and death (Marglin 1991: 8). These comments are based on an incredibly crude interpretation of the work of Jacques Derrida, whose approach to deconstruction does not entail the view that representations of "reality" are completely devoid of referential content (Derrida 1989; see also Norris 1990). Moreover, such a celebration of "tradition" essentialises and homogenises cultures in such a way that conflict is simply written out of the picture. In this respect, cultural relativism actually shares a methodology which is close to functionalist sociology and/or philosophical utilitarianism. As regards the former, relativism tends toward the view that if something exists in a "traditional" society, then it must serve a function for that society - so, for example, female circumcision is not examined on the basis of the reality of gender conflict, but through a recognition of its culturally embedded context (which has no room for conflict) (Marglin 1991: 12-14). Moreover, in maintaining a strict divide between "traditional" and "modern" forms of knowledge - a case of a binary opposition which can be deconstructed in a Derridean way - relativism actually mirrors modernisation theory, which is itself derived from functionalism (Long and Villareal 1993: 163). In terms of relativism's close association with utilitarianism, this can be seen most clearly in the work of Herrnstein-Smith (1988), who argues that no normative evaluation is better than another, and so only the market can decide what is effective in society. Although relativists would want to avoid such a political conclusion, it is clear that there is a close linkage between the rejection of any universal norms and the celebration of utility-maximising individualism. Indeed, the relativist's suspicion of the homogenising thrust of universalism (the universal subsumes the particular) closely parallels the neo-liberal/utilitarian suspicion of democracy (the democratic polity subsumes the individual freedom guaranteed by the free market). Moreover, relativism actually goes further, for it: "refuses to subject preferences, as formed in traditional societies, to any sort of critical scrutiny. It seems to assume that all criticism must be a form of imperialism, the imposition of an outsider's power on local ways. Nor does it simply claim (as do utilitarian economists) to avoid normative judgments altogether, for it actually endorses the locally formed norms as good and even romanticizes them in no small degree. It confers a bogus air of legitimacy on these deeply embedded preferences by refusing to subject them to ethical scrutiny" (Nussbaum 1992: 232). The relativist celebration of traditionalism can also be seen in its approaches to peasant agriculture and the environment. For instance, Marglin (1991: 8) argues that subsistence agriculture is preferable to commercial agriculture. It is true that the effects of commercialisation are hardly beneficial to all, as the Green Revolution in India (to cite one of many examples) showed. However, this does not mean that subsistence agriculture in itself is any better, not least because it ignores the exploitative relations which existed in non-capitalist societies (see Bernstein 1990: 69-72).(FN1) Such romantic views apply with equal force to those versions of environmentalism that uncritically celebrate a "pre-modern" respect for nature (see for instance Goldsmith 1992: xvii). In fact such views are fully compatible with those western (mis-) representations which patronise the "rest" as a romantic other (Said 1978: 118-9). The reality of the environment in pre-modern societies was in fact very different from what romanticists would have us believe. As Harvey (1993: 29) argues: "Faced with the ecological vulnerability often associated with such 'proximity to nature', indigenous groups can transform both their practices and their views of nature with startling rapidity. Furthermore, even when armed with all kinds of cultural traditions and symbolic gestures that indicate deep respect for the spirituality in nature, they can engage in extensive ecosystemic transformations that undermine their ability to continue with a given mode of production. The Chinese may have ecologically sensitive traditions of Tao, Buddhism and Confucianism (traditions of thought which have played an important role in promoting an 'ecological consciousness' in the West) but the historical geography of de-forestation, land degradation, river erosion and flooding in China contains not a few environmental events which would be regarded as catastrophes by modernday standards." Once again, these observations do not suggest that the "modern" world is better than the "traditional" world, but neither is it the case that the traditional world was an environmental utopia. Again, Harvey (1993: 30) is useful on this point: "The point here is not to argue that there is nothing new under the sun about the ecological disturbance generated by human activities, but to assess what exactly is new and unduly stressful, given the unprecedented scale of contemporary socio-ecological transformations." So, although relativism starts out with the intention of preaching tolerance and the recognition of difference, it comes dangerously close to a celebration of repression/romanticisation of the "other." In this way, it echoes those naive views of the Left which uncritically celebrated Saddam Hussein's invasion of Kuwait, and similarly champion - or at least refuse to criticise - other reactionary nationalist leaders simply because they are "anti-west." For instance, many post-modern writers refused to criticise human rights abuses in Iran after the revolution. Thus according to Baudrillard (cited in Bruckner 1986: 181-2) "It makes no difference if it is at the cost of religious 'fanaticism' or moral 'terrorism' of a medieval sort. For better or for worse, it is undeniable that a ritual viciousness, one that is not at all outdated, a tribalism that does not accept Western models of a free society, can pose a real challenge to such a world order." What is startling about this perspective is its complete ignorance of the dynamics of the Iranian revolution, as well as its philosophy of "my enemy's enemy is my friend." It is also interesting how Baudrillard (and it must be said, many others on the western Left) was so prepared to take the anti-imperialist rhetoric of the Iranian leadership at face value, something that subsequent events (the Iran-Contra scandal) showed to be hollow.(FN2) Moreover, the political dangers of relativism go further than this. Again it needs stressing that relativism provides no means for assessing truth. But if this is the case, then "(w)hat possible ground could we have, on these assumptions, for preferring the testimony of death camp survivors or the archival research of serious historians of the Holocaust over the accounts of revisionists who deny Nazi genocide? Why think proapartheid apologetics qualitatively different from or inferior to the work of liberal, radical or socialist South African writers?" (Howe 1993: 37) A few more examples show the absurdity of the need to ask such questions. If we accept the Marglins argument that the "binary opposition" between life and death is a western one, then we have no way of effectively criticising the massacres carried out by the colonial powers. Neither do we have any grounds for complaining when food is exported from one impoverished region or country to another, richer area, because starvation is a concept based on the western binary opposition between life and death. Then there is the aforementioned contention of Baudrillard (see Norris 1992: 192-6) that the Gulf War did not take place. Need I really go on citing such absurdities? One more example is important though, because it shows how relativism actually mirrors those (right-wing) versions of the Enlightenment which posit the view that "West is best." This is the case of western reactions to the Rushdie affair. In this case some writers (among them Anthony Burgess and Fay Weldon) argued that the fatwa against Rushdie showed that the west had a superior culture in that it preached tolerance, as against an intolerant and oppressive religion (Islam). Some on the Left (at least in the west - the Left in the Middle East was generally very supportive of Rushdie) were less than willing to support Rushdie, and this was justified on the basis of a respect for other cultures. However, what both sides failed to do was challenge the notion of Islam that was cited in these debates. Both side shared an essentialist view of Islam, which reduced it to an ahistorical religion devoid of any conflicting interpretations. In fact, "Islamic fundamentalism" refers to a variety of movements which are highly political and modern in character, and which are based on only one of a number of interpretations of the Koran (see Al-Azmeh 1993: 10-14; Hitchens 1993: 289-302). In this respect, "fundamentalism" itself dehistoricises Islam, a position shared by Eurocentrics and relativists alike (Al-Azmeh 1993: chs. 4 and 7). The convergence between these supposedly diverse position shows how politically correct "anti-colonial" relativism actually "reproduce(s) all the worst features of colonialist writing itself; of the myths of group destiny and cultural exclusivism fostered by the propagandists of imperial expansion" - in this way, such views have much in common with those of Pol Pot and Slobodan Milosevic (Howe 1992: 37; see also Hughes 1993). Of course many relativists would halt at some point and would criticise different forms of oppression. For instance, Lyotard (1984: 66-7) has attempted to rescue the concept of justice from a complete relativism, and Rorty's comments on slavery cited above suggest that his pragmatism is compromised by at least some commitment to universalism. But if this is the case, then how consistent are they being when the very starting point of post-modernist accounts is a rejection of universal principles? Without some acceptance of universalism, how can different forms of oppression be criticised? Post-marxists such as Laclau (1990) have attempted to avoid this trap by stressing the need (a universal one?) for different emancipations based on radical democracy. However, Laclau deliberately avoids any description of what actually constitutes radical democracy on the grounds that "ambiguity and indeterminacy are central features of democracy" (ibid.: 169). The problem with this view is of course that democracy then becomes simply how a particular locality chooses to define it. What is useful in the work of the relativists is the critique of those western notions of justice and truth which are used to defend oppressive practices. I have argued elsewhere (Kiely, forthcoming) that one of the worst problems in development studies has been to impose abstract models of development in very different social contexts, and so these models become forms of imposing power on societies. This is undoubtedly the great strength of post-modernist critiques of social theory - although, it should be noted that this critique is hardly a new one, as a similar critique was made in the 1950s by the conservative philosopher Karl Popper (1986) (and, at least implicitly, by Marx in his letters to Zasulich). Neither is it limited to writers who associate themselves with an "anti-truth" position (see Said 1978; 1993a; 1993b: 28; also, see Slater 1992; Parpart 1993; Squires 1993). Indeed, the critique is at least as old as the Enlightenment itself (see Hamilton 1992). What is unacceptable about "hard" post-modern critiques is the tendency to lapse into nihilism. In other words, it is precisely because development models have led to oppressive practices that we need a better, more truthful account of the world in order to challenge these practices - a theory which rejects models if you like. In this respect, deconstruction is best seen as expression of an attitude towards truth of "never simply" rather than "simply never" (the terms are taken from Norris 1993). Of course, the search for better accounts of the world is ultimately a practical activity; that is, an activity that can never be divorced from the actual concrete situation of "real, living individuals." However, social science can still play a role in at least providing a limited framework for specifying the conditions for a better life for humanity. Attacking this problem is precisely what pragmatists like Rorty and relativists like Lyotard reject, but in so doing they fall back into a political position which is potentially a crude justification for the way things are.
Specifically true for Libya – liberal universalism solves the impact

Paul 8/29/11
 Dr Aron Paul is a Melbourne based writer, historian and a postgraduate student in Environment and Planning at RMIT. He taught Politics and International Relations at La Trobe University from 2005-9 and is a former national president of the Australian Democrats. 

http://www.abc.net.au/unleashed/2859744.html
 This cry from an ordinary Libyan is the corollary on the ground of president Obama's lofty speech when he toured Europe in May, when he argued that "[t]he longing for freedom and human dignity is not English or American or Western; it is universal, and it beats in every heart". This is a radically different story to the narrative woven by the terrorist Anders Brevik in Norway only a little over a month ago. He argued in his manifesto that his acts of mass murder were necessary to protect Europe from invasion from a people who were fundamentally different. Imagining the 'Muslim' and the 'East' from which s/he supposedly originates as different and unequal is the essential precondition for imagining her as a threat to 'our way of life'. One fear cannot proceed without the other misunderstanding. By contrast, the revolutions in the Arab countries point to the fact that a Muslim Arab can value freedom, equality, human dignity and respect to the same degree that a Christian or secular European can. It is interesting to note nonetheless that commentators continue to talk of the Libyan rebels in a framework that tries to differentiate them from 'radical Muslims'. Gaddafi himself saw this much by his early attempts to claim the rebels were 'Al-Qaeda terrorists' rather than rebellious citizens fed up with his cleptocracy. Mubarak had similarly used the Muslim Brotherhood as an excuse for denying his people democracy. In so claiming, the dictator was trying to frame the uprising of his own people as one by 'Muslims' rather than as one by 'citizens' or ordinary people with whom the 'West' could more comfortably identify. These attempts relied on the conceptualisation of Muslims and citizens as separate categories. The 'Arab revolutions' that have now toppled the regimes of Tunisia, Egypt and Libya began with the self-immolation of one young man in Tunis, Mohamed Bouazizi, a street vendor who felt humiliated by his treatment by the authorities. Humiliation, writes Evelin Lindner, a scholar in international conflict, "is the feeling of being put down, made to feel less than one feels oneself to be". An essential precondition is that the subjects of the humiliation feel themselves already to have pride, honour or dignity that has not been recognised, or has been stripped away. Lindner argues from her wide ethnographic study "the desire for recognition unites us human beings … it is universal and can serve as a platform for contact and cooperation". For generations the peoples of the Middle East have been humiliated by their own states, which treat them as children not to be trusted with their own government or their own human rights. This subjection was historically grounded in the power exercised over these regions by the European colonial powers, which did so purely through their temporary technological superiority. Unequal human development thus led to political inequality. When the colonial powers left, the local despots, often groomed by the departing masters, took their place. But the lash went on. The subjection however has only reinforced the image of the orient as despotic and its peoples as unequal and different because they seem so readily subjected to the political indignities the people of the West have refused. The same backward extrapolation of cultural traits from current political situations occurs in China as well. Commentators with no sense of the depth or diversity of history have claimed the Chinese people are naturally subservient, ignoring not only the distant past but also the very series of revolutions, which brought the Chinese Communist Party to power. The myth of Chinese subservience, like the myth of Arab subservience, lies in the same acceptance of the myth of fundamental cultural difference peddled both by European racists and more sadly, by the despotic regimes who seek international acceptance of their humiliating despotism. Humanist and Palestinian scholar the late Edward Said wrote in his essay 'Islam through Western Eyes' that: The general basis of Orientalist thought is an imaginative geography dividing the word into two unequal parts, the larger and "different" one called the Orient, the other, also known as our world, called the Occident or the West... only if we get beyond politicised labels like "East" and "West" will we be able to reach the real world at all. This is the promise of the Arab Revolutions, that in their success they and the revolutions that are yet to come can finally shatter the myth of fundamental cultural difference that has been grounded in such brutal and momentary political oppression. Our hope should be that in its place we can all come to recognise the fundamental similarity of cultures and peoples. That we should all be governed the same way, as equal citizens in democracies, will be the ultimate statement of universal human equality and the end of Orientalism. Once all people have reclaimed their dignity as equal citizens, the imaginative geography of 'East' and 'West' so reinforced by the political divides between the two spheres will finally lose its political meaning, and the humiliation and fear that flows from it will no longer imperil the progress of humanity. 

Middle Ground – Orientalism should be applied on a case by case basis, in which data precedes method.  

Whitaker 8
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 Edward Said changed the way western universities approach the study of other cultures — mostly for the better. "Orientalist" soon became a dirty word but, over time, lost much of its meaning and turned into an insult that bickering academics hurl at each other for no good reason. Then came the Bush administration to remind us what orientalism is really about. In 2002, Raphael Patai's racist tome, The Arab Mind — published two years before orientalism and deservedly forgotten — was suddenly dusted off, reprinted, espoused by the neocons and used to "educate" US army officers before sending them to fight in Iraq. For Edward Said, the invasion of Iraq reinforced his argument: "Without a well-organised sense that these people [Iraqis] over there were not like 'us' and didn't appreciate 'our' values — the very core of traditional orientalist dogma — there would have been no war." In the aftermath of the invasion, and just a few weeks before his death, he wrote: Today bookstores in the US are filled with shabby screeds bearing screaming headlines about Islam and terror, Islam exposed, the Arab threat and the Muslim menace, all of them written by political polemicists pretending to knowledge imparted to them and others by experts who have supposedly penetrated to the heart of these strange oriental peoples. Accompanying such war-mongering expertise have been CNN and Fox, plus myriad evangelical and rightwing radio hosts, innumerable tabloids and even middle-brow journals, all of them recycling the same unverifiable fictions and vast generalisations so as to stir up America against the foreign devil. If the Iraq war achieved nothing else, it did at least remind us that orientalism can serve as the cultural arm of western imperialism. But is it always so? Orientalism, for Said, was a one-way process — "us" otherising "them" — though, as he seemed to acknowledge towards the end of his life, it's actually a lot more complicated than that. Today, you can find orientalist paintings of the kind Said despised on sale in London at private galleries in Knightsbridge, where wealthy Gulf Arabs, who view them not as offensive but as nostalgic evocations of their culture, snap them up. Meanwhile, Egypt and Morocco flog orientalism to western tourists. For 150 quid on easyJet, you can fly to Marrakesh and become a latter-day Freya Stark or Wilfred Thesiger. The locals happily play along with it, dressing up in colourful clothes to sell their exotic wares before going home to watch TV and count their profits. In 1978 it was scarcely imaginable that large numbers of Arabs and Muslims would one day reclaim orientalism for themselves and, far from objecting to being designated as "the other", would turn it into a badge of honour. That, basically, is what happened. Islamists and Arab traditionalists have embraced a kind of reverse orientalism that caricatures and stereotypes "the west" while espousing "traditional" (sometimes newly-invented) "Arab-Islamic" values. This feeds into identity politics: women wearing hijab not — as in the past — as a sign of modesty, but as an assertion of identity; jihadists wearing watches on their right wrists to distinguish themselves from the unbelievers who wear them on the left. It feeds, too, into arguments about moral relativism: excusing human rights abuses in the name of cultural authenticity. For journalists and others who write about the Middle East, orientalism poses some tricky questions. Deep down — east and west — our similarities heavily outweigh the differences. We're all human beings with human thoughts and emotions. But differences do exist and, even if they are small, they can sometimes be very important. It is the business of journalists to write about them. Said's work is often interpreted by his disciples as meaning that no westerner has a right to scrutinise these societies or criticise — because that would be "cultural imperialism". Personally, I don't think that's what Said meant. In one of his final articles he explained: There is a difference between knowledge of other peoples and other times that is the result of understanding, compassion, careful study and analysis for their own sakes, and on the other hand knowledge that is part of an overall campaign of self-affirmation. There is, after all, a profound difference between the will to understand for purposes of coexistence and enlargement of horizons, and the will to dominate for the purposes of control. 

conditions

Kills the signal – links to kiss of death
RES 11 (The Record Editorial Staff, 8/22, “U.S. role vital, but it is Libya's rebellion”, http://www2.hickoryrecord.com/news/2011/aug/22/us-role-vital-it-libyas-rebellion-ar-1322688/) 

They say the right things. They seem to have their hearts and minds in the right place. They have fought well and bravely. They will need to be as resolute in peace as they are in war. And President Obama is asking the Libyans how the United States can help. Instead of giving the transitional government a list of demands in return for America’s assistance, he’s taking a diplomatic tact to cement a non-threatening relationship with the new Libya, making sure the people will see a friend and not an imperial predator. Obama is ready to release Ghadafy assets frozen by the U.S. to help the government and the people get the country going again. 
Say no – newest ev
Luis Ramirez 12-16, Voice of America, “Panetta Offers US Support for Libya's Transition to Democratic Rule”, http://www.voanews.com/english/news/africa/US-defense-secretary-heads-to-Libya-on-Saturday-becoming-the-first-American-defense-chief-to-visit-the-country-135762388.html
The defense chief said Washington is ready to offer assistance to Libya's new leaders, but only if and when they request it. He cautioned against giving the appearance that the United States is trying to dictate how Libya should set up its new government. "The last thing you want to do is to try to impose something on a country that has just gone through what the Libyans have gone through," he said. "They have earned the right to try to determine their future.”

TNC has explicitly requested help from the USAID and it wouldn’t undermine local ownership

Ward, 11

(9/8, Deputy Assistant Administrator for the Bureau for Democracy, Conflict and Humanitarian Assistance, Libya: Humanitarian and Transition Assistance http://blog.usaid.gov/2011/09/libya-humanitarian-and-transition-assistance/)

Third, our role is changing from humanitarian relief to transition and stabilization, and we will help the Libyan people and the TNC as they set their key priorities.  Our transition assistance will strengthen emergent media outlets and civil society organizations.  We can provide expertise and help fill gaps, particularly in building a free media and organizing elections.  But this is Libyan-led, a fact underscored in a recent donor meeting when the TNC official responsible for reconstruction said “We don’t need your money, we just need your expertise, now, to help us rebuild our country.”  This Libyan determination to help themselves, so evident throughout their struggle, is truly inspiring.
Util’s the only moral framework 

Murray 97 (Alastair, Professor of Politics at U. Of Wales-Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, p. 110)

Weber emphasised that, while the 'absolute ethic of the gospel' must be taken seriously, it is inadequate to the tasks of evaluation presented by politics. Against this 'ethic of ultimate ends' — Gesinnung — he therefore proposed the 'ethic of responsibility' — Verantwortung. First, whilst the former dictates only the purity of intentions and pays no attention to consequences, the ethic of responsibility commands acknowledgement of the divergence between intention and result. Its adherent 'does not feel in a position to burden others with the results of his [OR HER] own actions so far as he was able to foresee them; he [OR SHE] will say: these results are ascribed to my action'. Second, the 'ethic of ultimate ends' is incapable of dealing adequately with the moral dilemma presented by the necessity of using evil means to achieve moral ends: Everything that is striven for through political action operating with violent means and following an ethic of responsibility endangers the 'salvation of the soul.' If, however, one chases after the ultimate good in a war of beliefs, following a pure ethic of absolute ends, then the goals may be changed and discredited for generations, because responsibility for consequences is lacking. The 'ethic of responsibility', on the other hand, can accommodate this paradox and limit the employment of such means, because it accepts responsibility for the consequences which they imply. Thus, Weber maintains that only the ethic of responsibility can cope with the 'inner tension' between the 'demon of politics' and 'the god of love'. 9   The realists followed this conception closely in their formulation of a political ethic.10 This influence is particularly clear in Morgenthau.11 In terms of the first element of this conception, the rejection of a purely deontological ethic, Morgenthau echoed Weber's formulation, arguing tha/t:the political actor has, beyond the general moral duties, a special moral responsibility to act wisely ... The individual, acting on his own behalf, may act unwisely without moral reproach as long as the consequences of his inexpedient action concern only [HER OR] himself. What is done in the political sphere by its very nature concerns others who must suffer from unwise action. What is here done with good intentions but unwisely and hence with disastrous results is morally defective; for it violates the ethics of responsibility to which all action affecting others, and hence political action par excellence, is subject.12  This led Morgenthau to argue, in terms of the concern to reject doctrines which advocate that the end justifies the means, that the impossibility of the logic underlying this doctrine 'leads to the negation of absolute ethical judgements altogether'.13  
Their internal link is terrible causality and empirically denied
Amy 7, professor of Politics at Mount Holyoke College, (Douglas, “More Government Does Not Mean Less Freedom,” Government is Good, http://governmentisgood.com/articles.php?aid=18&print=1) 
The minimal-government crowd uses this “more government = less freedom” formula to make all sorts of alarmist claims. For example, some suggest that every increase in government power is a step down the road to totalitarianism and repression. This is a favorite argument of many conservatives and they use it to oppose even small and seemingly reasonable increases in government programs or regulations. For example, they argue is that if we allow the government to insist on background checks to buy guns, this will lead to mandatory gun registration, which will eventually lead to confiscation of guns, and this will put the government in a position to repress a disarmed and helpless citizenry. Or they suggest that legalizing assisted-suicide for terminally ill patients will only set the stage for government euthanasia programs aimed at the handicapped and others. Or they fear that mandating non-smoking areas is merely a step toward outlawing cigarettes altogether. Or they contend that if we allow environmental regulations to restrict how an owner deals with wetlands on their property, we are going down a road in which property rights will eventually be meaningless because the state will control all property. This seems to be the view of the conservative judge Janice Rogers – one of George W. Bush’s appointees to the federal judiciary. In one of her opinions, she railed against local restrictions on the rights of real estate developers in California and concluded that “Private property, already an endangered species in California, is now entirely extinct in San Francisco."6
In his book, Defending Government, Max Nieman has labeled this argument the “Big Brother Road to Dictatorship.” It suggests that the expansion of government powers in the U.S. during the last 75 years has been inevitably leading us down the path toward totalitarianism. But as he has noted, there is really no valid evidence for this theory. If we look at how modern dictatorships have come about, they have not been the product of gradually increasing social programs and regulations over property and business. As Neiman explains:
It is common among conservative critics of public sector activism to characterize government growth in the arena of social welfare, environment, consumer and worker protection, and income security as steps toward the loss of liberty and even totalitarianism. Many critics of the emergence of the modern social welfare state … have tried to convey the sense that the road to totalitarian hell is paved with the good intentions of the social democratic program. …There is no record, however, of any oppressive regime having taken power by advancing on the social welfare front. Lenin and Stalin, Mussolini, Mao Tse-tung, Fidel Castro, and Chile’s Pinochet did not consolidate power by gradually increasing social welfare programs, taxes, and regulation of the environment or workplace. Rather, these assaults on personal freedom and democratic governance involved limitation on civil rights and political rights, the legitimization of oppression and discrimination against disfavored or unpopular groups, and the centralization and expansion of military and policy forces. Hitler did not become the supreme ruler of the Nazi state by first taking over the health department.7
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Decline doesn’t cause war
Morris Miller, Professor of Administration @ the University of Ottawa, ‘2K
(Interdisciplinary Science Review, v 25 n4 2000 p ingenta connect)

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study under- taken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis – as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth – bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semi-democracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
Doesn’t solve growth
Louis Woodhill 12-21, columnist for Forbes, “Don't Extend The Ill-Conceived, Evil Payroll Tax Cut”, http://www.forbes.com/sites/louiswoodhill/2011/12/21/dont-extend-the-ill-conceived-evil-payroll-tax-cut/2/
It became clear before the financial markets opened in New York on December 20 that the tax cut extension would be defeated. The Dow Jones Industrial Average (DJI) opened sharply higher and ended the day up 2.9%. The action in the European markets suggested that it was the news of the tax cut defeat, not the earlier news of larger-than-expected ECB loans to European banks, that caused the surge in equity prices in both the U.S. and Europe. Why would the markets soar in response to the defeat of a tax cut extension? Because this one of the very few tax cuts that is actually bad for economic growth. The one-year, 2.0 percentage point Social Security tax cut was enacted a year ago as part of a package that also extended 99-week unemployment benefits for a year, and postponed the expiration of the Bush income tax cuts for two years. Interestingly enough, opinion polls taken at the time showed that the Social Security tax cut was the only part of the package that the public did not support. That this temporary cut in the Social Security payroll tax enjoyed bipartisan support a year ago shows the extent to which the Keynesian Superstition pervades both of our political parties. Members on both sides of the aisle bought into the fantasy that “putting money into people’s pockets” would increase demand. It didn’t. Economic growth slowed markedly at the exact moment that the payroll tax cut was enacted. Real GDP growth plunged to 0.36% in 1Q2011 after coming in at 2.33% in 4Q2010 and averaging 3.14% for all of 2010 (4Q over 4Q). This result left the Keynesians with nothing to say other than, “Without the stimulus, things would have been even worse”. This is the same nonsense that they have been peddling ever since their massive $762 billion stimulus program resulted in unemployment shooting up to 10.1%, rather than peaking at 8.0% as the proponents of the stimulus program had promised. Why didn’t the (approximately) $27 billion per calendar quarter tax cut spur demand? Well, let’s look at what actually happened in 1Q2011. First, the Treasury borrowed $27 billion additional dollars. Then the $27 billion was (incrementally) distributed to workers via the payroll tax cut. What did those people do with the money? They saved it. Saved it how? On the margin, they saved it by buying the bonds that had been issued so that they could have the payroll tax cut. Who will ultimately have to pay off the bonds? The same people who got the tax cut. Isn’t Keynesianism clever? But don’t “supply-siders” also believe in tax cuts? Supply-siders believe that permanent cuts in marginal tax rates (particularly on savings and investment) will increase economic growth. The payroll tax cut that was defeated by the House yesterday was none of these things. The Social Security tax is a tax on labor income. Because it is “capped” (it applies to only the first $106,800 of wages for 2011), it is not a tax cut on the margin for the people who make the decisions that determine economic growth. And, the tax cut passed by the Senate was to last for only two months. So, what we have here is a tax cut that does (at best) nothing for economic growth, does (at best) nothing for employment, but adds more than $100 billion per year to the deficit and debt. Why do most of the Democrats and many of the Republicans in Congress support it? Here is one explanation. America has a two-party system. We have a Stupid Party (the Republicans) and an Evil Party (the Democrats). Every so often Congress does something that is both stupid and evil, and we call this “bipartisanship”. The Social Security tax cut is both stupid and evil. Stupid, because it increases the deficit, while actually retarding economic growth and job creation. Evil, because it turns Social Security into even more of a welfare program than it already is, while pretending that this is not what is happening. The viability of Social Security depends upon economic growth. Social Security is funded by payroll taxes that reliably capture about 4.6% of GDP. Therefore, looking at Social Security as a retirement program, its “asset” is 4.6% of the present value of future U.S. GDP. It is from the value of this asset that the Social Security System must pay all promised future benefits. The present value of future U.S. GDP is exquisitely sensitive to our long-term average real rate of economic growth. At the Social Security Trustees’ assumed long-term GDP growth rate (2.11% real), the present value of Social Security’s promised benefits exceeds the value of Social Security’s “asset” by $17.9 trillion. However, the present value of future U.S. GDP rises very rapidly as the economic growth rate increases. At long-term average GDP growth rates above 2.90% (which is the assumed real interest rate on government debt), the value of Social Security’s “asset” goes to infinity, and all of the system’s financial woes disappear. Because Social Security benefits are paid out of a fixed share of future GDP, it makes sense to fund Social Security via a tax that does not impact GDP growth. Because it is “capped”, the Social Security payroll tax is exactly such a tax. If the payroll tax is cut, the funding shortfall must be made up with other taxes (e.g., income taxes) that have the side effect of reducing the rate of economic growth. To propose such a move is evil and to agree with it is stupid. This is probably why the temporary Social Security tax cut passed a year ago with bipartisan majorities in both the House and the Senate. The “temporary” Social Security tax cut is damaging to job creation, economic growth, federal finances, and the integrity of our Social Security System. If America is to thrive, the Stupid Party must become less stupid. Refusing to extend this ill-conceived tax cut would be a good place for the Republicans to start.

Executive action is normal means

Leo Kapakos, Examiner, 10/25, President Obama's use of executive power to battle GOP's political games overdue, www.examiner.com/political-buzz-in-new-york/president-obama-s-use-of-executive-power-to-battle-disgraceful-gop-long-overdue
“We can’t wait” is the new mantra unveiled by the White House yesterday making it clear that the president is ready to use his executive authority wherever he can to make up for congressional dysfunction or better known as the GOP playing politics. The tipping point came last week when the president put a $35 bio provision into a new smaller version of his American Jobs Act that would have kept 400,000 teachers cops and firefighters on the job but the Senate once again - surprise, surprise - rejected it. So realizing that the GOP has no intentions of passing his jobs plan - in any way, shape, or form – the White House rolled out a new agenda to address the economic woes of millions of American families without getting lawmaker’s approval.

Disputes over the offset kill the deal

Pear, 12/27

(NYT Columnist, “Payroll Tax Deal Just Sets the Stage,” http://www.sacbee.com/2011/12/27/4146653/payroll-tax-deal-just-sets-the.html)

Under growing political pressure, House Republican leaders accepted the two-month extension of payroll tax relief. But many rank-and-file members of the House Republican caucus said they doubted that the tax break would do much to stimulate the economy and saw no urgent need to continue it for 10 more months. By contrast, Obama and congressional Democrats say the payroll tax cut is needed to bolster the economy. Even if Democrats and Republicans could agree on extending the payroll tax cut, they fundamentally disagree about how to offset the additional cost, $100 billion for the last 10 months of 2012.The Senate majority leader, Harry Reid of Nevada, made clear Friday that Democrats would keep pressing for a tax surcharge on individual income over $1 million – a demand dropped by Democrats in talks that led to the two-month compromise. With a few exceptions, Republicans in Congress have opposed a "millionaires' tax," saying it would hurt the economy and people who create jobs. House Republicans would pay for the legislation, in part, by freezing the pay of federal employees through September 2013.Democrats generally oppose that idea.

GOP loves the plan and it doesn’t spend money

FoxNews 10-21, “Republicans Push for U.S. Role in Rebuilding Libya”, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2011/10/21/republicans-push-for-us-role-in-rebuilding-libya/
With Muammar Qaddafi finally out of the picture, Republican lawmakers are pressing the U.S. to open its wallet to help the new regime in Libya rebuild its nation, restore essential services and care for those wounded in the eight-months-long bloody conflict – an expense they say oil-rich Libya can and will reimburse. “They’re willing to reimburse us. It’s not a matter of money,” Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., told Fox News, making a tough sales pitch in an era of high unemployment and increasing austerity. Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., noted that the Libyans’ top request was for help in tending to the country’s wounded and that the French and Germans have reached agreements with the new government to treat them. “So we’ll get our money back, but the one thing we can’t get back is an opportunity,” he told Fox News. “And this is an opportunity to take a dictatorship, the mad dog of the Mideast, and replace him with people who live in peace with us. “We can do business, have economic ties that will allow American business to prosper from a free Libya,” he added. “So I know we’re broke, but if you disengage the world, you’ll regret it and if we miss this opportunity, we’ll regret it.” The U.S. is moving to release $37 billion in assets to Libya – assets of Qaddafi’s regime that the U.S. froze in February. And in August, the United Nations released $1.5 billion in frozen Libyan assets in American banks. In March, Obama launched a multinational campaign to protect Libyans from Qaddafi’s crackdown on protesters who had been emboldened by gains elsewhere in the Arab world during the Arab Spring. Obama's move drew criticism from both sides of the aisle. The U.S. has spent about $1.2 billion on its military campaign, including refueling NATO planes and deploying armed drones, according to the Pentagon. Libyan revolutionaries killed Qaddafi on Thursday, prompting NATO to start winding down its operation. But lawmakers warn rebuilding the country will be a challenge. “This is not going to cost American tax dollars,” McCain told CBS’ Early Show on Friday. “But they have never known democracy, they have been under this brutal, oppressive dictator for 42 years, and so they’re going to need a lot of help in that direction.”

Obama not key—GOP can’t oppose a tax cut

Bartlett, 12/27

(Frmr. Sr. Policy Advisor-Reagan and Bush Administration, “How Politics Came to Dominate Payroll Tax Debate”, 

http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/12/27/how-politics-came-to-dominate-payroll-tax-debate/
Republicans were in a weak position arguing against it because, historically, they have never opposed any tax cut, no matter how ill-designed or costly. And it was too easy for Democrats to press their political advantage, even though many had doubts about the efficacy of the payroll tax cut. Sadly, we will probably go through the same exercise this time next year.

Winners win
Marshall and Prins 11, Bryan W., poli sci at Miami University, Ohio, Brandon C., poli sci at the University of Tennessee & Howard H. Baker, Jr. Center for Public Policy, “Power or Posturing? Policy Availability and Congressional Influence on U.S. Presidential Decisions to Use Force”, Presidential Studies Quarterly 41, no. 3 (September) 2011

Presidents rely heavily on Congress in converting their political capital into real policy success. Policy success not only shapes the reelection prospects of presidents, but it also builds the president's reputation for political effectiveness and fuels the prospect for subsequent gains in political capital (Light 1982). Moreover, the president's legislative success in foreign policy is correlated with success on the domestic front. On this point, some have largely disavowed the two-presidencies distinction while others have even argued that foreign policy has become a mere extension of domestic policy (Fleisher et al. 2000; Oldfield and Wildavsky 1989) Presidents implicitly understand that there exists a linkage between their actions in one policy area and their ability to affect another. The use of force is no exception; in promoting and protecting U.S. interests abroad, presidential decisions are made with an eye toward managing political capital at home (Fordham 2002).

Presidential leadership’s irrelevant
Jacobs and King 10, University of Minnesota, Nuffield College, (Lawrence and Desmond, “Varieties of Obamaism: Structure, Agency, and the Obama Presidency,”  Perspectives on Politics (2010), 8: 793-802)  

 But personality is not a solid foundation for a persuasive explanation of presidential impact and the shortfalls or accomplishments of Obama's presidency. Modern presidents have brought divergent individual traits to their jobs and yet they have routinely failed to enact much of their agendas. Preeminent policy goals of Bill Clinton (health reform) and George W. Bush (Social Security privatization) met the same fate, though these presidents' personalities vary widely. And presidents like Jimmy Carter—whose personality traits have been criticized as ill-suited for effective leadership—enjoyed comparable or stronger success in Congress than presidents lauded for their personal knack for leadership—from Lyndon Johnson to Ronald Reagan.7 Indeed, a personalistic account provides little leverage for explaining the disparities in Obama's record—for example why he succeeded legislatively in restructuring health care and higher education, failed in other areas, and often accommodated stakeholders. Decades of rigorous research find that impersonal, structural forces offer the most compelling explanations for presidential impact.8 Quantitative research that compares legislative success and presidential personality finds no overall relationship.9 In his magisterial qualitative and historical study, Stephen Skowronek reveals that institutional dynamics and ideological commitments structure presidential choice and success in ways that trump the personal predilections of individual presidents.10 Findings point to the predominant influence on presidential legislative success of the ideological and partisan composition of Congress, entrenched interests, identities, and institutional design, and a constitutional order that invites multiple and competing lines of authority. The widespread presumption, then, that Obama's personal traits or leadership style account for the obstacles to his policy proposals is called into question by a generation of scholarship on the presidency. Indeed, the presumption is not simply problematic analytically, but practically as well. For the misdiagnosis of the source of presidential weakness may, paradoxically, induce failure by distracting the White House from strategies and tactics where presidents can make a difference. Following a meeting with Obama shortly after Brown's win, one Democratic senator lamented the White House's delusion that a presidential sales pitch will pass health reform—“Just declaring that he's still for it doesn't mean that it comes off life support.”11 Although Obama's re-engagement after the Brown victory did contribute to restarting reform, the senator's comment points to the importance of ideological and partisan coalitions in Congress, organizational combat, institutional roadblocks, and anticipated voter reactions. Presidential sales pitches go only so far.
iran

US key to deter Iran
Singh 11 (Managing Director-The Washington Institute, 8/31/11, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/templateC06.php?CID=1706)

The disadvantages, however, are equally stark. Foremost among these was the "leading from behind" mentality which has seemed to guide the Obama administration not only throughout the Libya conflict but also the Arab Spring broadly. The administration has portrayed this approach as patiently assembling a coalition and allowing local partners such as the Libyan opposition to take the lead. In the Middle East, however, the U.S. approach is viewed less charitably -- Washington is perceived as hanging back until an outcome seems clear or a decision is forced by events. It was not necessary that the United States lead the charge against Qadhafi -- that was appropriately the role of the Libyan opposition. But Washington did not even lead the international coalition to support the opposition; instead, we seemed a reluctant partner. From the U.S. reluctance to engage fully in the intervention flowed a number of problems which will have lingering effects. First, the administration failed to make a coherent or compelling case to the American people and U.S. troops for the Libya intervention. U.S. officials made clear that they wanted to see Qadhafi and his regime toppled and behind the scenes were likely keen to demonstrate support for the Arab Spring and firmness in the face of possible advances in the region by Iran and extremists. However, they made no effort to secure a mandate or conduct military operations toward that end. Instead, international intervention was rhetorically justified on humanitarian grounds, which was hard to square with U.S. and international inaction elsewhere around the globe. As with Iraq, Afghanistan, and other conflicts past and future, the president owes Americans a clear and coherent explanation as to why and toward what objectives American soldiers are being put in harm's way and American resources expended. The American ambivalence toward the Libya intervention has also had reverberations overseas. First and foremost, the lack of clear leadership in the coalition-building process led not only to a fractured alliance -- Germany and Turkey, for example, initially exempted themselves -- but also to ongoing poor coordination between the Libyan opposition and NATO, which was also hamstrung by its incongruous mandate. For many months, NATO's activities appeared designed to enforce a stalemate, preventing regime forces from advancing but doing little to assist opposition forces in doing so. In addition, Washington's reluctance to become involved in Libya -- despite the strength of international support, the weakness of Qadhafi's forces, and the compelling justification provided by his regime's activities -- sends a negative signal to the Iranian regime and others regarding Washington's stomach for confrontation. It conveys instead the impression of an America that is increasingly unwilling or unable to exercise influence in the Middle East, a development with deeply troubling implications.

Nuclear war
Herbert I. London 10, President Emeritus of Hudson Institute, “The Coming Crisis in the Middle East”, June 23, http://www.hudson.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=publication_details&id=7101&pubType=HI_Opeds
The gathering storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum. War clouds are on the horizon and like conditions prior to World War I all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger. Turkey’s provocative flotilla - often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission - has set in motion a flurry of diplomatic activity, but if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, it could present a casus belli. It is also instructive that Syria is playing a dangerous game with both missile deployment and rearming Hezbollah. According to most public accounts Hezbollah is sitting on 40,000 long, medium and short range missiles and Syrian territory has served as a conduit for military material from Iran since the end of the 2006 Lebanon War. Should Syria move its own scuds to Lebanon or deploy its troops as reinforcement for Hezbollah, a wider regional war with Israel could not be contained. In the backdrop is an Iran with sufficient fissionable material to produce a couple of nuclear weapons. It will take some time to weaponize missiles, but the road to that goal is synchronized in green lights since neither diplomacy nor diluted sanctions can convince Iran to change course. Iran is poised to be the hegemon in the Middle East. It is increasingly considered the “strong horse” as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability. From Qatar to Afghanistan all political eyes are on Iran. For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia regional strategic vision is a combination of deal making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counter weight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state. Should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni “tent” must stand on two legs, if one, falls, the tent collapses. Should that tent collapse and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling its oats and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario with nuclear weapons in tow, war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However, implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange. The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States’ policy. Yet curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region. Despite rhetoric which suggests an Iran with nuclear weapons is intolerable, it has done nothing to forestall that eventual outcome. Despite the investment in blood and treasure to allow a stable government to emerge in Iraq, the anticipated withdrawal of U.S. forces has prompted President Maliki to travel to Tehran on a regular basis. And despite historic links to Israel that gave the U.S. leverage in the region and a democratic ally, the Obama administration treats Israel as a national security albatross that must be disposed of as soon as possible. As a consequence, the U.S. is perceived in the region as the “weak horse,” the one that is dangerous to ride. In every Middle East capital the words “unreliable and United States” are linked. Those seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration. It is no longer a question of whether war will occur, but rather when it will occur and where it will break out. There are many triggers to ignite the explosion, but not many scenarios for containment. Could it be a regional war in which Egypt and Saudi Arabia watch from the sidelines, but secretly wish for Israeli victory? Or is this a war in which there aren’t victors, only devastation? Moreover, should war break out, what does the U.S. do? This is a description far more dire than any in the last century and, even if some believe my view is overly pessimistic, Arab and Jew, Persian and Egyptian, Muslim and Maronite tend to believe in its veracity. That is a truly bad sign.

***1AR

A2 should = certain

Should means desirable, not certain
Atlas Collaboration, 1999, “Use of shall, should, may can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html
'shall' describes something that is mandatory. If a requirement uses 'shall', then that requirement _will_ be satisfied without fail.  Noncompliance is not allowed. Failure to comply with one single 'shall' is sufficient reason to reject the entire product. Indeed, it must be rejected under these circumstances.     Examples:   "Requirements shall make use of the word 'shall' only where compliance is mandatory."   This is a  good example.     "C++ code shall have comments every 5th line."   This is a bad example. Using ₪ stopped here at 21:54 ₪ 'shall' here is too strong. should 'should' is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any noncompliance shall be explicitly justified. Any use of  'should' should be examined carefully, as it probably means that something is not being stated clearly. If a 'should' can be replaced by a 'shall', or can be discarded entirely, so much the better.   ₪ stopped here at 21:54 ₪ Examples:   "C++ code should be ANSI compliant."   A good example. It may not be possible to be ANSI compliant on all  platforms, but we should try.     "Code should be tested thoroughly."   Bad example. This 'should' shall be replaced with 'shall' if this requirement is to be stated anywhere (to say nothing of defining what  'thoroughly' means). 

A2 politics link turns case

The plan—not bipart—determines case solvency

Gelb 10/25
Leslie H. Gelb, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, a former senior official in the State and Defense Departments,10/25/11, We Bow to the God Bipartisanship, nationalinterest.org/print/article/we-bow-the-god-bipartisanship-6048
Contrary to Gates’s Holy Grail sentiments and to most homilies to bipartisanship, Dean Acheson tagged the practice a “magnificent fraud.” As President Truman’s secretary of state and thus one of its earliest practitioners, he knew of what he spoke. In a 1971 interview at the Truman Library, Acheson offered a taste of his usual rough-and-tumble candor: The question, who is it bad for, and who is it good for, is what you ought to put your mind on. . . . No, I wouldn’t be too serious about bipartisanship. It’s a great myth that ought to be fostered. And don’t bring too damn much scholarship to bear on it. You’ll prove it out of existence if you’re not careful. The intent here is not to slaughter the sacred cow, but to reduce its high-flying levitation, thereby giving its Washington worshippers a better view of when bipartisanship might be useful and harmful—and to whom. Presidents seek bipartisanship to tamp down domestic critics and to convince foreign leaders that they cannot outlast or undermine presidential policies—as happened with Hanoi during the Vietnam War, Moscow during arms-control talks of the Cold War and the Taliban in the current war in Afghanistan. But in these and many other cases, bipartisan backing at home has too often been purchased at the price of good policy abroad. When worrying too much about bipartisanship, presidents also would do well to reflect on their vast powers to make foreign policy, powers to act as they think best—even in the face of serious political attacks. My concern is that Gates and many others have so inflated bipartisanship’s centrality that it has become a distraction from, and detriment to, making good policy. And if it is greater political support presidents are seeking, they’d find it better in the results of smart thinking than in compromised positions. Good policy enhances the chances of success abroad, which in the end is good politics as well.

Empirics prove politics link doesn’t take out case solvency

Gelb 10/25
Leslie H. Gelb, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, a former senior official in the State and Defense Departments,10/25/11, We Bow to the God Bipartisanship, nationalinterest.org/print/article/we-bow-the-god-bipartisanship-6048
Bipartisanship has been in short supply, and partisanship has been the norm. Since 1947, every president won far more support from members of his own party in both congressional bodies than from the opposition; in fact, on average 20 percent more in each chamber on foreign-policy issues. The reality has been that on many key congressional votes dealing with foreign policy and national security, Congress has split along party lines. In other words, the reality is that politics rarely stopped at the water’s edge. Despite the absence of bipartisanship since World War II, presidents have generally survived the political deluge and followed their desired foreign-policy paths. That’s because they have the bulk of the political and bureaucratic guns—the State and Defense Departments’ expertise, the intelligence agencies’ claim on facts and so on. By comparison, congressional staffs are puny. Add to this, when push comes to shove, Congress’s traditional deference to the president as commander in chief plus key Supreme Court decisions favoring executive authority in foreign policy. Indeed, it’s only in trade negotiations and foreign aid that Congress comes close to holding its own. On aid and trade, legislators have fought hard and well, and above all, here their local political interests cannot be ignored.

econ ! d

Recent empirics go neg

Barnett, senior managing director of Enterra Solutions LLC, contributing editor/online columnist for Esquire, 8/25/’9
(Thomas P.M, “The New Rules: Security Remains Stable Amid Financial Crisis,” Aprodex, Asset Protection Index, http://www.aprodex.com/the-new-rules--security-remains-stable-amid-financial-crisis-398-bl.aspx)

When the global financial crisis struck roughly a year ago, the blogosphere was ablaze with all sorts of scary predictions of, and commentary regarding, ensuing conflict and wars -- a rerun of the Great Depression leading to world war, as it were. Now, as global economic news brightens and recovery -- surprisingly led by China and emerging markets -- is the talk of the day, it's interesting to look back over the past year and realize how globalization's first truly worldwide recession has had virtually no impact whatsoever on the international security landscape.

None of the more than three-dozen ongoing conflicts listed by GlobalSecurity.org can be clearly attributed to the global recession. Indeed, the last new entry (civil conflict between Hamas and Fatah in the Palestine) predates the economic crisis by a year, and three quarters of the chronic struggles began in the last century. Ditto for the 15 low-intensity conflicts listed by Wikipedia (where the latest entry is the Mexican "drug war" begun in 2006). Certainly, the Russia-Georgia conflict last August was specifically timed, but by most accounts the opening ceremony of the Beijing Olympics was the most important external trigger (followed by the U.S. presidential campaign) for that sudden spike in an almost two-decade long struggle between Georgia and its two breakaway regions.

Looking over the various databases, then, we see a most familiar picture: the usual mix of civil conflicts, insurgencies, and liberation-themed terrorist movements. Besides the recent Russia-Georgia dust-up, the only two potential state-on-state wars (North v. South Korea, Israel v. Iran) are both tied to one side acquiring a nuclear weapon capacity -- a process wholly unrelated to global economic trends.

And with the United States effectively tied down by its two ongoing major interventions (Iraq and Afghanistan-bleeding-into-Pakistan), our involvement elsewhere around the planet has been quite modest, both leading up to and following the onset of the economic crisis: e.g., the usual counter-drug efforts in Latin America, the usual military exercises with allies across Asia, mixing it up with pirates off Somalia's coast). Everywhere else we find serious instability we pretty much let it burn, occasionally pressing the Chinese -- unsuccessfully -- to do something. Our new Africa Command, for example, hasn't led us to anything beyond advising and training local forces.

We ctrl U---heg decline inev now. 
Even Mead admits econ decline won’t turn out like WWII
Mead 1-9 (Walter Russell, senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, Another Anxious Year, http://blogs.the-american-interest.com/wrm/)

The United States of America remains the only truly global power in a complicated and dangerous world. There are some bright economic spots as well. There are signs of returning health in the world’s largest economies. As 2010 ended, the financial markets had largely recovered the losses they sustained in the gut wrenching months after the collapse of Lehman Brothers. Unemployment in the US seems to be slowly on the mend. Very slowly. The compromise of 2010, when Democrats and Republicans managed to produce a reasonable agreement on taxes, offers some hope for similar compromise in the future. This is, however, likely to be a testing year in world politics. The political fallout of an economic turndown doesn’t come all at once. The German economy went belly up in 1930, but Hitler didn’t become chancellor until 1933. We don’t face problems like that here in the United States, but the continued implosion of the blue social model is going to make life miserable for a lot of politicians and public employees in 2011. States like New York, Illinois, California and New Jersey simply can’t go on as they are. Taxpayers around the country simply cannot pay for current levels of government programs — as those programs are currently organized and run. The legal, health, educational and governmental organizations of the United States have been on unsustainable paths for some time; what is different now is that we are losing the ability to paper over the cracks in our social organization with borrowed money.

History disproves causality between crisis and war

Ferguson 6 (Niall, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard, a Senior Research Fellow of Jesus College at Oxford, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, “The War of the World”, Penguin Books, pg. xxxviii)
Nor can economic crises explain all the violent upheavals of the century. As noted already, perhaps the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography leads from the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of war. Yet on closer inspection this pleasing story falls apart. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression became fascist regimes; nor did all the fascist regimes engage in wars of aggression. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe, but only after its economy had recovered from the Depression. The Soviet Union, which started the war on Hitler’s side, was cut off from the world economic crisis, yet ended up mobilizing and losing more soldiers than any other combatant. For the century as a whole, no general rule is discernible. Some wars came after periods of growth; others were the causes rather than the consequence of economic crisis. And some severe economic crisis did not lead to wars. Certainly, it is now impossible to argue (thought Marxists long tried to) that the First World War was the result of a crisis of capitalism; on the contrary, it abruptly terminated a period of extraordinary global economic integration with relatively high growth and low inflation.

No escalation

Ferguson, Professor of History @ Harvard, 2/23/’9
(Niall, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/servlet/story/RTGAM.20090223.wferguson0223/BNStory/crashandrecovery/home/?pageRequested=all)

Niall Ferguson: “There will be blood, in the sense that a crisis of this magnitude is bound to increase political as well as economic [conflict]. It is bound to destabilize some countries. It will cause civil wars to break out, that have been dormant. It will topple governments that were moderate and bring in governments that are extreme. These things are pretty predictable. The question is whether the general destabilization, the return of, if you like, political risk, ultimately leads to something really big in the realm of geopolitics. That seems a less certain outcome. We've already talked about why China and the United States are in an embrace they don't dare end. If Russia is looking for trouble the way Mr. Putin seems to be, I still have some doubt as to whether it can really make this trouble, because of the weakness of the Russian economy. It's hard to imagine Russia invading Ukraine without weakening its economic plight. They're desperately trying to prevent the ruble from falling off a cliff. They're spending all their reserves to prop it up. It's hardly going to help if they do another Georgia.”
“I was more struck Putin's bluster than his potential to bite, when he spoke at Davos. But he made a really good point, which I keep coming back to. In his speech, he said crises like this will encourage governments to engage in foreign policy aggression. I don't think he was talking about himself, but he might have been. It's true, one of the things historically that we see, and also when we go back to 30s, but also to the depressions 1870s and 1980s, weak regimes will often resort to a more aggressive foreign policy, to try to bolster their position. It's legitimacy that you can gain without economic disparity – playing the nationalist card. I wouldn't be surprised to see some of that in the year ahead.

It's just that I don't see it producing anything comparable with 1914 or 1939. It's kind of hard to envisage a world war. Even when most pessimistic, I struggle to see how that would work, because the U.S., for all its difficulties in the financial world, is so overwhelmingly dominant in the military world.
1ar – pol cap = myth

8% chance of the internal link

Matthew N Beckmann and Vimal Kumar 11, Associate Professor of Political Science at UC Irvine, econ prof at the Indian Institute of Tech, “Opportunism in Polarization”, Presidential Studies Quarterly; Sep 2011; 41, 3
The final important piece in our theoretical model—presidents' political capital— also finds support in these analyses, though the results here are less reliable. Presidents operating under the specter of strong economy and high approval ratings get an important, albeit moderate, increase in their chances for prevailing on "key" Senate roll-call votes (b = .10, se = .06, p < .10). Figure 4 displays the substantive implications of these results in the context of polarization, showing that going from the lower third of political capital to the upper third increases presidents' chances for success by 8 percentage points (in a setting like 2008). Thus, political capital's impact does provide an important boost to presidents' success on Capitol Hill, but it is certainly not potent enough to overcome basic congressional realities. Political capital is just strong enough to put a presidential thumb on the congressional scales, which often will not matter, but can in close cases.
Journalists love constructing ‘pc key’ narratives – no basis in real decision-making
Dickinson 9 professor of political science at Middlebury College (Matthew, “Sotomayor, Obama and Presidential Power,”  May 26, 2009 Presidential Power http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/]

What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power. Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress. I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress. That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences? How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes? These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power. This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does. Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence. Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants. (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying. But this is not to say that presidents lack influence. Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose. That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting. And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination. Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox. That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof). His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee. If we want to measure Obama’s “power”, then, we need to know what his real preference was and why he chose Sotomayor. My guess – and it is only a guess – is that after conferring with leading Democrats and Republicans, he recognized the overriding practical political advantages accruing from choosing an Hispanic woman, with left-leaning credentials. We cannot know if this would have been his ideal choice based on judicial philosophy alone, but presidents are never free to act on their ideal preferences. Politics is the art of the possible. Whether Sotomayer is his first choice or not, however, her nomination is a reminder that the power of the presidency often resides in the president’s ability to dictate the alternatives from which Congress (or in this case the Senate) must choose. Although Republicans will undoubtedly attack Sotomayor for her judicial “activism” (citing in particular her decisions regarding promotion and affirmative action), her comments regarding the importance of gender and ethnicity in influencing her decisions, and her views regarding whether appellate courts “make” policy, they run the risk of alienating Hispanic voters – an increasingly influential voting bloc (to the extent that one can view Hispanics as a voting bloc!) I find it very hard to believe she will not be easily confirmed. In structuring the alternative before the Senate in this manner, then, Obama reveals an important aspect of presidential power that cannot be measured through legislative boxscores.

Ideology statistically outweighs PC

Matthew N Beckmann and Vimal Kumar 11, Associate Professor of Political Science at UC Irvine, econ prof at the Indian Institute of Tech, “Opportunism in Polarization”, Presidential Studies Quarterly; Sep 2011; 41, 3
First, as previous research has shown, the further away the pivotal voter's predisposition from the president's side, the lower his chances for prevailing on "key" contested Senate votes (b = -2.53, se = .79,p < -05). Holding everything else at its 2008 value, the president's predicted probability of winning a key, contested vote runs from .42 to .77 across the observed range of filibuster pivot predispositions (farthest to closest), with the median distance yielding a .56 predicted probability of presidential success. Plainly, the greater the ideological distance between the president and pivotal voter, the worse the president's prospects for winning an important, controversial floor vote in the Senate.
Obama won’t fight – he has never used political capital

Newsweek 10 (“Learning from LBJ,” 3-25, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/03/25/learning-from-lbj.html)
It's called "the treatment." All presidents administer it, one way or another. The trick is to use the perks of the office and the power of personality to bring around doubters and foes. LBJ was the most outlandish and sometimes outrageous practitioner. With three televisions blasting in the background, Johnson would get about six inches away from the face of some beleaguered or balky senator or cabinet secretary. Sometimes LBJ would beckon the man into the bathroom and continue to cajole or harangue while he sat on the toilet. Air Force One is a favorite tool presidents use to inspire and overawe. With much guffawing and backslapping, recalcitrant lawmakers are led to a luxurious cabin where they are granted a presidential audience and bestowed with swag, like cuff links with the presidential seal (Johnson gave away plastic busts of himself). Dennis Kucinich, seven-term congressman from Ohio and potential vote-switcher for health reform, was invited aboard Air Force One a couple of weeks before the climactic vote in the House. He had dealt with Presidents Clinton and Bush before, but Obama was different. The president was sitting in shirt sleeves behind a desk, computer to one side, notepad and pen at the ready. "He doesn't twist arms," recalls Kucinich. Rather, the president quietly listened. He was "all business," and sat patiently while Kucinich expressed his concerns, which Obama already knew. Then the president laid out his own arguments. Kucinich wasn't persuaded by the president, he told NEWSWEEK. But he voted for the bill because he did not want the presidency to fail, and he was convinced Obama would work with him in future. A president's first year in office is often a time for learning. The harshest lessons are beginners' mistakes, like the Bay of Pigs fiasco for JFK. The real key is to figure out how to use the prestige of the office to get things done: when to conserve your political capital, and when and how to spend it. Judging from Obama's campaign, which revolutionized politics with its ability to tap grassroots networks of donors and activists, many expected President Obama to go over the heads of Congress and mobilize popular passions to achieve his top priorities. But on what may be his signature issue, that wasn't really the case. Obama came close to prematurely ending his effectiveness as president before finally pulling out the stops. In the last push for the health-care bill, he reminded voters of Obama the candidate, fiery and full of hope. But during the health-reform bill's long slog up and around Capitol Hill, Obama was a strangely passive figure. He sometimes seemed more peeved than engaged. His backers naturally wondered why he seemed to abandon the field to the tea partiers. The answer may be that at some level he just doesn't like politics, not the way Bill Clinton or LBJ or a "happy warrior" like Hubert Humphrey thrived on the press of flesh, the backroom deal, and the roar of the crowd. That doesn't mean Obama can't thrive or be successful—even Richard Nixon was elected to two terms. But it does mean that the country is run by what New York Times columnist Maureen Dowd wryly called "the conquering professor"—a president who leads more from the head than the heart, who often relies more on listening than preaching. Obama entered politics as a community organizer, and as a presidential candidate he oversaw an operation that brilliantly organized from the ground up. So it was a puzzle to Marshall Ganz, a longtime community organizer, that Obama seemed to neglect the basic rule of a grassroots organizer: to mobilize and, if necessary, polarize your popular base against a common enemy. Instead, President Obama seemed to withdraw and seek not to offend while Congress squabbled. "It was a curiously passive strategy," says Ganz, who worked for 16 years with Cesar Chavez and the United Farm Workers and now teaches at Harvard's Kennedy School. In a way, he says, Obama's "fear of a small conflict made a big conflict inevitable."
Studies prove PC makes no difference
Rockman 9, Purdue University Political Science professor, (Bert A., October 2009, Presidential Studies Quarterly, “Does the revolution in presidential studies mean "off with the president's head"?”, volume 39, issue 4, Academic OneFile. accessed 7-15-10)

Although Neustadt shunned theory as such, his ideas could be made testable by scholars of a more scientific bent. George Edwards (e.g., 1980, 1989, 1990, 2003) and others (e.g., Bond and Fleisher 1990) have tested Neustadt's ideas about skill and prestige translating into leverage with other actors. In this, Neustadt's ideas turned out to be wrong and insufficiently specified. We know from the work of empirical scientists that public approval (prestige) by itself does little to advance a president's agenda and that the effects of approval are most keenly felt--where they are at all--among a president's support base. We know now, too, that a president's purported skills at schmoozing, twisting arms, and congressional lobbying add virtually nothing to getting what he (or she) wants from Congress. That was a lot more than we knew prior to the publication of Presidential Power. Neustadt gave us the ideas to work with, and a newer (and now older) generation of political scientists, reared on Neustadt but armed with the tools of scientific inquiry, could put some of his propositions to an empirical test. That the empirical tests demonstrate that several of these propositions are wrong comes with the territory. That is how science progresses. But the reality is that there was almost nothing of a propositional nature prior to Neustadt.

Obama’ll back off
Alter 10, previously editor at Newsweek, now a columnist at Bloomberg, (Jonathan, “The promise: President Obama, year one,”  
Better communication would have helped. The great irony was that a candidate who came to office in part because of his silver tongue was unable until 2010 to explain convincingly why the country should follow him on health care. The president had trouble mastering the persuasive powers of the office. He failed to give voice to public anger or to convince the middle class that he was focused enough on their number one concern: jobs. He failed to persuade his fellow Democrats to use their fleeting sixty-vote supermajority in the Senate to enact more of his program. And he failed to attach more conditions to the bank bailouts, which cost him leverage he might have exercised to restructure the financial industry and lessen the likelihood of another grave economic crisis.

From the start Obama was boxed in not only by the mess that Bush left him but by the contradictions at the center of his appeal. He had promised something that he couldn't deliver—a capital culture where Democrats and Republicans worked together. It wasn't just that the rhetoric of campaigning and the reality of governing were at odds; that's always true in politics. The difference this time was that millions more people than usual took the rhetoric to heart, then turned on the television to see the ugly reality more vividly than they expected. Fulfilling Obama's campaign promises required getting bills passed, which in turn required working inside the same broken system he was pledging to reform. The congressional sausage making stank so bad that for a time it spoiled everyone's appetite for the meal. 
