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They have to specify their agent. 

They destroy in-depth debate on the topic and core ground

Spence, 4

(Center for Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law Stanford University, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/20741/Spence-_CDDRL_10-4_draf1.pdf)

Comparing American and European approaches to democracy promotion requires defining what American democracy promotion entails. It is an elusive task. In the 1990s, for example, some twenty-three different departments and independent agencies of the U.S. government carried out programs to promote political and economic change in the former Soviet Union.1 Around the world, U.S. government efforts to promote democracy involve far more than self-defined “democracy assistance” programs administered by USAID, or the familiar cast of American diplomats overseas. 2 In fact, a host of less expected players — such as the Pentagon, Treasury Department, and individual Congressmen — devote millions of dollars and countless man-hours to promoting internal political change abroad. It is too simplistic to say that only USAID cares about democracy, and the Pentagon worries only about weapons. Yet evaluations of American democracy promotion efforts often give scant attention to the complex interaction of various arms of the U.S. government. Discussing the “American approach” to democracy promotion risks implicitly assuming the U.S. government is a rational, unified actor that is implementing a single, internally coherent democracy promotion policy. To the contrary, the American government does not have one democracy promotion policy or strategy, but rather several policies, which interact in complex and often unexpected ways. That is, several different bureaucratic actors within the U.S. government promote democracy using different strategies, resources, tools, and levels of coordination. In short, this paper argues that it is difficult to understand the effects of American democracy promotion abroad without examining the bureaucratic context from which the policy emerges at home. Which actors within the U.S. government are involved in promoting political and economic change abroad? What strategies and conceptual models guide them? What tools and resources do they bring to bear? How does the interaction of American bureaucratic politics affect the impact of American democracy promotion? Articulating this mix of goals, strategies, and resources helps explain incoherent patterns of outcomes on the ground. This paper explore these questions by reference to the U.S. government’s most ambitious democracy promotion efforts of the past decade: the effort to rebuild its former Soviet enemies into a democratic allies in the 1990s. Yet the patterns of American bureaucratic politics are not unique to this democracy promotion effort. While American democracy promotion has changed in tone and substance under the watch of George W. Bush, American domestic politics has powerfully shaped American democracy promotion in similar ways in Iraq, Afghanistan, and beyond. In the 1990s. American policymakers at the highest levels had a clear vision of their desired outcome in the former Soviet space: stable democracies that would no longer threaten the West. But three obstacles complicated policymakers’ attempts to translate strategy into tactics: domestic political constraints in mobilizing resources for the task, competing policy goals, and conceptual uncertainty about the meaning of democracy promotion. Since no consensus existed in the early 1990s about how to promote democracy, bureaucratic policymaking filled this conceptual gap. This produced not a single U.S. preference or message in support of democracy on the ground, but instead many policies, which often interacted in unexpected ways. The sheer range of official American activities to promote democracy meant that the U.S. could either wield enormous power to convince other governments to change their behavior, or send weak and disorganized signals that realized little of America’s potential for influence. This paper first describes the particular conceptual uncertainty about democracy promotion that contributed to the bureaucratic confusion. It next articulates the few big, though problematic, ideas that unified American democracy promotion in the former Soviet Union, and still do today. These principles are: defeat the old regime, hold elections on time, and undertake economic reform first. But these elements form an incomplete model of democratization. To that end, this paper next describes the elements of U.S. policy incoherence, which results from as many as six different arms of the American government implementing democracy promotion in different ways: the White House, State Department and U.S. Embassies, USAID, the Pentagon, Treasury Department, and Congress. The interactions of these agencies explain why familiar tools of promoting democracy, like foreign aid, often had less influence than expected. Finally, this paper spells out some of the consequences limited bureaucratic coordination. In the former Soviet Union, these included weak resources devoted to the task, a policy driven by personality and American domestic politics, a reactive policy, and unresolved tensions between policy goals.
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Foreign aid destroys liberty
DiLorenzo, professor of economics at Loyola College, 1/6/2005
(Thomas, “A Foreign Aid Disaster in the Making,” http://www.mises.org/fullstory.aspx?Id=1715)

Politicians are bound to politicize this disaster, as they do with all other world events, in a way that helps them accumulate more power and confiscate more wealth from their citizens. Specifically, now that they are becoming rather fond of portraying themselves as internationalized Mother Teresas, coming to the aid of anyone, anywhere, as long as it is all paid for by their hard-working, hapless taxpayers, they will be inclined to become champions of ever-expanding foreign aid spending. To do this they will have to ignore the truth about foreign aid: For over half a century, it has been either ineffective or counterproductive in stimulating prosperity. The late Peter Bauer (Lord Bauer) devoted his entire career to studying the law of unintended consequences as it applied to foreign aid, and many of his conclusions are summarized in his 1991 book, The Development Frontier. First of all, notes Bauer, foreign aid is not "aid" but a transfer or subsidy. And it is typically not a transfer to the poor and needy but to governments. Thus, the predominant effect of "foreign aid" has always been to enlarge the size and scope of the state, which always ends up impairing prosperity and diminishing the liberty of the people. Worse yet, it leads to the centralization of governmental power, since the transfers are always to the recipient country’s central government.

Moral side constraint

Petro, Wake Forest Professor in Toledo Law Review, 1974
(Sylvester, Spring, page 480)
However, one may still insist, echoing Ernest Hemingway - "I believe in only one thing: liberty."  And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume's observation: "It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once."  Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects.  That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration.  Ask Solzhenitsyn.  Ask Milovan Dijas.  In sum, if one believed in freedom as a supreme value and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.
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The aff’s invocation of death impacts is necrophilia, a blind obsession with body counts that ends in extinction. Vote neg to reject death impacts—this is a gateway issue—if they win death impacts are good, the rest of the 1NC applies—we won’t cross-apply to prove links

Erich Fromm 64, PhD in sociology from Heidelberg in 1922, psychology prof at MSU in the 60’s, “Creators and Destroyers”, The Saturday Review, New York (04. January 1964), pp. 22-25

People are aware of the possibility of nuclear war; they are aware of the destruction such a war could bring with it--and yet they seemingly make no effort to avoid it. Most of us are puzzled by this behavior because we start out from the premise that people love life and fear death. Perhaps we should be less puzzled if we questioned this premise. Maybe there are many people who are indifferent to life and many others who do not love life but who do love death. There is an orientation which we may call love of life (biophilia); it is the normal orientation among healthy persons. But there is also to be found in others a deep attraction to death which, following Unamuno's classic speech made at the University of Salamanca (1938), I call necrophilia. It is the attitude which a Franco general, Millán Astray, expressed in the slogan "Long live death, thus provoking Unamuno’s protest against this "necrophilous and senseless cry." Who is a necrophilous person? He is one who is attracted to and fascinated by all that is not alive, to all that is dead; to corpses, to decay, to feces, to dirt. Necrophiles are those people who love to talk about sickness, burials, death. They come to life precisely when they can talk about death. A clear example of the pure necrophilous type was Hitler. He was fascinated by destruction, and the smell of death was sweet to him. While in the years of success it may have appeared that he wanted only to destroy those whom he considered his enemies, the days of the Götterdämmerung at the end showed that his deepest satisfaction lay in witnessing total and absolute destruction: that of the German people, of those around him, and of himself. The necrophilous dwell in the past, never in the future. Their feelings are essentially sentimental; that is, they nurse the memory of feelings which they had yesterday--or believe that they had. They are cold, distant, devotees of "law and order." Their values are precisely the reverse of the values we connect with normal life; not life, but death excites and satisfies them. If one wants to understand the influence of men like Hitler and Stalin, it lies precisely in their unlimited capacity and willingness to kill. For this they' were loved by the necrophiles. Of the rest, many were afraid of them and so preferred to admire, rather than to be aware of, their fear. Many others did not sense the necrophilous quality of these leaders and saw in them the builders, saviors, good fathers. If the necrophilous leaders had not pretended that they were builders and protectors, the number of people attracted to them would hardly have been sufficient to help them seize power, and the number of those repelled by them would probably soon have led to their downfall. While life is characterized by growth in a structured, functional manner, the necrophilous principle is all that which does not grow, that which is mechanical. The necrophilous person is driven by the desire to transform the organic into the inorganic, to approach life mechanically, as if all living persons were things. All living processes, feelings, and thoughts are transformed into things. Memory, rather than experience--having, rather than being--are what counts. The necrophilous person can relate to an object--a flower or a person--only if he possesses it; hence, a threat to his possession is a threat to himself; if he loses possession he loses contact with the world. That is why we find the paradoxical reaction that he would rather lose life than possession, even though, by losing life, he who possesses has ceased to exist. He loves control, and in the act of controlling he kills life. He is deeply afraid of life, because it is disorderly and uncontrollable by its very nature. The woman who wrongly claims to be the mother of the child in the story of Solomon's judgment is typical of this tendency; she would rather have a properly divided dead child than lose a living one. To the necrophilous person justice means correct division, and they are willing to kill or die for the sake of what they call, justice. "Law and order" for them are idols, and everything that threatens law and order is felt as a satanic attack against their supreme values. The necrophilous person is attracted to darkness and night. In mythology and poetry (as well as in dreams) he is attracted to caves, or to the depth of the ocean, or depicted as being blind. (The trolls in Ibsen's Peer Gynt are a good example.) All that is away from or directed against life attracts him. He wants to return to the darkness {23} of the womb, to the past of inorganic or subhuman existence. He is essentially oriented to the past, not to the future, which he hates and fears. Related to this is his craving for certainty. But life is never certain, never predictable, never controllable; in order to make life controllable, it must be transformed into death; death, indeed, is the only thing about life that is certain to him. The necrophilous person can often be recognized by his looks and his gestures. He is cold, his skin looks dead, and often he has an expression on his face as though he were smelling a bad odor. (This expression could be clearly seen in Hitler's face.) He is orderly and obsessive. This aspect of the necrophilous person has been demonstrated to the world in the figure of Eichmann. Eichmann was fascinated by order and death. His supreme values were obedience and the proper functioning of the organization. He transported Jews as he would have transported coal. That they were human beings was hardly within the field of his vision; hence, even the problem of his having hated or not hated his victims is irrelevant. He was the perfect bureaucrat who had transformed all life into the administration of things. But examples of the necrophilous character are by no means to be found only among the inquisitors, the Hitlers and the Eichmanns. There are any number of individuals who do not have the opportunity and the power to kill, vet whose necrophilia expresses itself in other and (superficially seen) more harmless ways. An example is the mother who will always be interested in her child's sickness, in his failures, in dark prognoses for the future; at the same time she will not be impressed by a favorable change nor respond to her child's joy, nor will she notice anything new that is growing within him. We might find that her dreams deal with sickness, death, corpses, blood. She does not harm the child in any obvious way, yet she may slowly strangle the child's joy of life, his faith--in growth, and eventually infect him with her own necrophilous orientation. My description may have given the impression that all the features mentioned here are necessarily found in the necrophilous person. It is true that such divergent features as the wish to kill, the worship of force, the attraction to death and dirt, sadism, the wish to transform the organic into the inorganic through "order" are all part of the same basic orientation. Yet so far as individuals are concerned, there are considerable differences with respect to the strength of these respective trends. Any one of the features mentioned here may be more pronounced in one person than in another. Furthermore, the degree to which a person is necrophilous in comparison with his biophilous aspects and the degree to which a person is aware of necrophilous tendencies and rationalizes them vary considerably from person to person. Yet the concept of the necrophilous type is by no means an abstraction or summary of various disparate behavior trends. Necrophilia constitutes a fundamental orientation; it is the one answer to life that is in complete opposition to life; it is the most morbid and the most dangerous among the orientations to life of which man is capable. It is true perversion; while living, not life but death is loved--not growth, but destruction. The necrophilous person, if he dares to be aware of what he feels, expresses the motto of his life when he says: "Long live death!" The opposite of the necrophilous orientation is the biophilous one; its essence is love of life in contrast to love of death. Like necrophilia, biophilia is not constituted by a single trait but represents a total orientation, an entire way of being. It is manifested in a person's bodily processes, in his emotions, in his thoughts, in his gestures; the biophilous orientation expresses itself in the whole man. The person who fully loves life is attracted by the process of life in all spheres. He prefers to construct, rather than to retain. He is capable of wondering, and he prefers to see something new to the security of finding the old confirmed. He loves the adventure of living more than he does certainty. His approach to life is functional rather than mechanical. He sees the whole rather than only the parts, structures rather than summations. He wants to mold and to influence by love, by reason, by his example--not by force, by cutting things apart, by the bureaucratic manner of administering people as if they were things. He enjoys life and all its manifestations, rather than mere excitement. Biophilic ethics has its own principle of good and evil. Good is all that serves life; evil is all that serves death. Good is reverence for life (this is the main thesis of Albert Schweitzer, one of the great representatives of the love of life--both in his writings and in his person), and all that enhances life. Evil is all that stifles life, narrows it down, {24} cuts it into pieces. Thus it is from the standpoint of life-ethics that the Bible mentions as the central sin of the Hebrews: "Because thou didst not serve thy Lord with joy and gladness of heart in the abundance of all things." The conscience of the biophilous person is not one of forcing oneself to refrain from evil and to do good. It is not the superego described by .Freud, a strict taskmaster employing sadism against oneself for the sake of virtue. The biophilous conscience is motivated by its attraction to life and joy; the moral effort consists in strengthening the life loving side in oneself. For this reasons the biophile does not dwell in remorse and guilt, which are, after all, only aspects of self-loathing and sadness. He turns quickly to life and attempts to do good. Spinoza's Ethics is a striking example of biophilic morality. "Pleasure," he says, "in itself is not bad but good; contrariwise, pain in itself is bad." And in the same spirit: "A free man thinks of death least of all things; and his wisdom is a meditation not of death but of life." Love of life underlies the various versions of humanistic philosophy. In various conceptual forms these philosophies are in the same vein as Spinoza's; they express the principle that the same man loves life; that man's aim in life is to be attracted by all that is alive and to separate himself from all that is dead and mechanical. The dichotomy of biophilia-necrophilia is the same as Freud's life-and-death instinct. I believe, as Freud did, that this is the most fundamental polarity that exists. However, there is one important difference. Freud assumes that the striving toward death and toward life are two biologically given tendencies inherent in all living substance that their respective strengths are relatively constant, and that there is only one alternative within the operation of the death instinct--namely, that it can be directed against the outside world or against oneself. In contrast to these assumptions I believe that necrophilia is not a normal biological tendency, but a pathological phenomenon--in fact, the most malignant pathology that exists in mail. What are we, the people of the United States today, with respect to necrophilia and biophilia? Undoubtedly our spiritual tradition is one of love of life. And not only this. Was there ever a culture with more love of "fun" and excitement, or with greater opportunities for the majority to enjoy fun and excitement? But even if this is so, fun and excitement is not the same as joy and love of life; perhaps underneath there is indifference to life, or attraction to death? To answer this question we must consider the nature of our bureaucratized, industrial, mass civilization. Our approach to life becomes increasingly mechanical. The aim of social efforts is to produce things, and. in the process of idolatry of things we transform ourselves into commodities. The question here is not whether they are treated nicely and are well fed (things, too, can be treated nicely); the question is whether people are things or living beings. People love mechanical gadgets more than living beings. The approach to man is intellectualabstract. One is interested in people as objects, in their common properties, in the statistical rules of mass behavior, not in living individuals. All this goes together with the increasing role of bureaucratic methods. In giant centers of production, giant cities, giant countries, men are administered as if they were things; men and their administrators are transformed into things, and they obey the law of things. In a bureaucratically organized and centralized industrialism, men's tastes are manipulated so that they consume maximally and in predictable and profitable directions. Their intelligence and character become standardized by the ever-increasing use of tests, which select the mediocre and unadventurous over the original and daring. Indeed, the bureaucratic-industrial civilization that has been victorious in Europe and North America has created a new type of man. He has been described as the "organization man" and as homo consumens. He is in addition the homo mechanicus. By this I mean a "gadget man," deeply attracted to all that is mechanical and inclined against all that is alive. It is, of course, true that man's biological and physiological equipment provides him with such strong sexual impulses that even the homo mechanicus still has sexual desires and looks for women. But there is no doubt that the gadget man's interest in women is diminishing. A New Yorker cartoon pointed to this very amusingly: a sales girl trying to sell a certain brand of perfume to a young female customer recommends it by remarking, "It smells like a new sports car." Indeed, any observer of men's behavior today will confirm that this cartoon is more than a clever joke. There are apparently a great number of men who are more interested in sports-cars, television and radio sets, space travel, and any number of gadgets than they are in women, love, nature, food; who are more stimulated by the manipulation of non-organic, mechanical things than by life. Their attitude toward a woman is like that toward a car: you push the button and watch it race. It is not even too farfetched to assume that homo mechanicus has more pride in and is more fascinated by, devices that can kill millions of people across a distance of several thousands of miles within minutes than he is frightened and depressed by the possibility of such mass destruction. Homo mechanicus still likes sex {25} and drink. But all these pleasures are sought for in the frame of reference of the mechanical and the unalive. He expects that there must be a button which, if pushed, brings happiness, love, pleasure. (Many go to a psychoanalyst under the illusion that he can teach them to find the button.) The homo mechanicus becomes more and more interested in the manipulation of machines, rather than in the participation in and response to life. Hence he becomes indifferent to life, fascinated by the mechanical, and eventually attracted by death and total destruction. This affinity between the love of destruction and the love of the mechanical may well have been expressed for the first time in Marinetti's Futurist Manifesto (1909). "A roaring motor-car, which looks as though running on a shrapnel is more beautiful than the Victory of Samothrace. … We wish to glorify war--the only health-giver of the world-militarism, patriotism, the destructive arm of the Anarchist, the beautiful Ideas that kill the contempt for woman." Briefly then, intellectualization, quantification, abstractification, bureaucratization, and reification--the very characteristics of modern industrial society--when applied to people rather than to things are not the principles of life but those of mechanics. People living in such a system must necessarily become indifferent to life, even attracted to death. They are not aware of this. They take the thrills of excitement for the joys of life and live under the illusion that they are very much alive when they only have many things to own and to use. The lack of protest against nuclear war and the discussion of our "atomologists" of the balance sheet of total or half-total destruction show how far we have already gone into the "valley of the shadow of death."1 To speak of the necrophilous quality of our industrial civilization does not imply that industrial production as such is necessarily contrary to the principles of life. The question is whether the principles of social organization and of life are subordinated to those of mechanization, or whether the principles of life are the dominant ones. Obviously, the industrialized world has not found thus far an answer, to the question posed here: How is it possible to create a humanist industrialism as against the bureaucratic mass industrialism that rules our lives today? The danger of nuclear war is so grave that man may arrive at a new barbarism before he has even a chance to find the road to a humanist industrialism. Yet not all hope is lost; hence we might ask ourselves whether the hypothesis developed here could in any way contribute to finding peaceful solutions. I believe it might be useful in several ways. First of all, an awareness of our pathological situation, while not yet a cure, is nevertheless a first step. If more people became aware of the difference between love of life and love of death, if they became aware that they themselves are already far gone in the direction of indifference or of necrophilia, this shock alone could produce new and healthy reactions. Furthermore, the sensitivity toward those who recommend death might be increased. Many might see through the pious rationalizations of the death lovers and change their admiration for them to disgust. Beyond this, our hypothesis would suggest one thing to those concerned with peace and survival: that every effort must be made to weaken the attraction of death and to strengthen the attraction of life. Why not declare that there is only one truly dangerous subversion, the subversion of life? Why do not those who represent the traditions of religion and humanism speak up and say that there is no deadlier sin than love for death and contempt for life? Why not encourage our best brains--scientists, artists, educators--to make suggestions on how to arouse and stimulate love for life as opposed to love for gadgets? I know love for gadgets brings profits to the corporations, while love for life requires fewer things and hence is less profitable. Maybe it is too late. Maybe the neutron bomb, which leaves entire cities intact, but without life, is to be the symbol of our civilization. But again, those of us who love life will not cease the struggle against necrophilia.
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PNTR will pass – its Obama’s top priority 

Verona, president & CEO of the U.S.-Russia Business Council, 3-29-12

(Ed, “The True Cost of Jackson-Vanik,”

http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/the-true-cost-jackson-vanik-6702?page=1, accessed 3-29-12,)

In January, the Obama administration publicly stated that lifting Jackson-Vanik and extending Permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) to Russia is now its top trade priority. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk and other officials have testified on Capitol Hill in support of such action. Business has intensified its congressional-lobbying efforts over the past three months, briefing members and staff on the urgency of action to prevent damage to U.S. commercial interests and the loss of American jobs. The National Council on Soviet Jewry (NCSJ), a leading proponent of Jackson-Vanik during the debate over its adoption, has joined the Coalition for U.S.-Russia Trade in calling for the amendment to be lifted. Hearings have been held in the Senate Foreign Relations, Senate Finance and House Foreign Affairs Committees focusing on Russia, including Jackson-Vanik. Senators and Representatives with whom I have spoken overwhelmingly accept the economic and commercial rationale for lifting Jackson-Vanik and extending PNTR.

Plan drains capital
Ravid Shankar, New India Express Executive Editor, 8/2/11 Ravi Shankar: Strong Assad, Spineless Obama: Saving Syria from Assad? America needs to save itself from Obama, www.alarabiya.net/views/2011/08/02/160495.html
However macabre it may seem, Syria’s Bashar Al Assad, appears to be more effective as a president than Barack Obama of the United States. There seems to be a method behind Assad’s madness, one that is meant to perpetuate the power of the Assads, with bloodshed and tyranny. Obama, by his damning silence on the bloodbath that has been going on in Syria—except for the statement of Radwan Ziadeh, a signer of the Damascus Declaration who met Obama and whose sentiment was interpreted as Assad now “has to understand that he has to step down”—has proved himself a weak, aimless head of state who can’t handle pressures at home to bother about the fluctuating imperatives of foreign policy. Obama had declared that for new Middle East politics to be successful, a viable Palestinian state and a secure Israel is important. “Endless delay will not make the problem go away,” he said, asking for a peace that should be negotiated with Israel’s 1967 borders as a basis. Israel wasn’t amused. For the first time, in a marked departure from his stated policy, Obama admitted that America is not the world’s policeman (read America can’t afford to be one any more.) As the Arab Spring unfolded chapter after bloody chapter, the president grandly listed what the US believes is necessary in the region: “Free speech; the freedom of peaceful assembly; the freedom of religion; equality for men and women under the rule of law; and the right to choose your own leaders.” Puzzling, why Obama is eating his words in silence now. Because, for the first time in history, America doesn’t have a Middle East policy. Obama doesn’t have the authority to raise the moral debt ceiling that can stave off pressure from Israel and powerful lobbies that support American presidencies. When Ziadeh went to the White House, Obama kept him waiting. The mountain gave birth to a mouse—the president offered a measly mouthful condemning Assad: He “has a choice,” said Obama. “Lead a transition to democracy . . . or get out of the way.” For an Obama, whose pathetic presidency itself may be soon out of the way, this was a sign that America is floundering in the Middle East. For a leader who has asked for Muammar Quaddafi to quit when pro-democracy protestors were being shot in hundreds, Obama’s silence on the large-scale massacres of Syrian citizens by President Assad’s soldiers is dismaying, and to say the least, downright mysterious. Two years ago, with a smiling Mubarak avuncularly looking on, Obama delivered an emotional speech that pledged the new US policy in the region: a “new beginning between the United States and Muslims around the world.” But it seems to have reached a premature end. Muslims all over the world can wait for the time being: it’s Muslims in the Middle East, especially Egypt, that is Obama’s worry. Egypt’s sharp turn against Israel is a cause of worry to America, as well as the anti- Christian violence in the country after Mubarak was ousted. Heightened Islamist fundamentalist activity in Egypt doesn’t help America or Israel. The two most powerful lobbies in the US—the Christian right and the Jewish lobby, would be finding the current situation frightening. A stable Assad is, unfortunately, the key to stability in the region. Destabilizing firm regimes, even if they are undemocratic, hasn’t worked out in favor of US interests: Iraq and Egypt are classic examples. Jihadis have no permanent friends or allies, as Afghanistan showed; some years after supporting the mujahedeen to drive out the Soviets from Afghanistan, terrorists directed by Osama Bin Laden from his base in Hindukush flew airplanes into towers in New York, signaling the beginning of the War on Terror. It seems to be ending with America having gained its weakest president in current history and losing its influence in the region. So, Assad is the only man left in the region they can deal with. Steve Coll, wrote in The New Yorker, “Any foreign power hoping to promote peace, stability, and democratic inclusion in the Middle East must account for the Israeli-Palestinian divide, the Sunni-Shia divide, the Muslim-Christian divide, widespread anti-Semitism, Iran’s nuclear ambitions, the security of oil supplies pumped by weak regimes, Al Qaeda and related radicals, tribalism, corruption, and a picturesque lineup of despots.” Assad has been playing the Iran-Hezbollah-Hamas card vis à vis Israel to his advantage, telling the US that he was “a few words away” from peace with Israel, only to backtrack later.

Capital key 

Needham, 3/18

(Columnist-The Hill, “Tensions over Syria could slow efforts to normalize Russia, U.S. trade relations,” http://thehill.com/blogs/on-the-money/1005-trade/216549-tensions-over-syria-could-slow-legislation-to-normalize-russia-us-trade-relations)

"In the context of considering extending PNTR, it is the time to have a plan for tackling these other issues and to make sure that we are aligned in between the Congress and the administration," Alan Larson, chairman of the board, Transparency International USA, said during the Senate Finance hearing.  U.S. Ambassador to Russia Michael McFaul conceded earlier this week that the Obama administration needs to ramp up its outreach to Congress to get the trade bill through by summer. 

NTR key to sustainability of relations---accesses every impact 

BPC, 12

(Task Force Report of the Bipartisan Policy Center, January, “A Bull in Bear’s Clothing: Russia, WTO and Jackson-Vanik,” http://www.bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/Russia%20Staff%20Paper.pdf)

Relations with Russia remain central to U.S. strategic interests. Russia plays a pivotal role – positively and negatively – in our policy toward Iran, Afghanistan, North Korea, China, terrorism, energy security and other pressing national security issues. The improvement in bilateral ties in recent years is welcome but, in and of itself, has not fundamentally changed the structure of the relationship or sufficiently advanced U.S. interests. Indeed, Russian leaders recently continued their habit of manipulating elections to hold onto power and blaming America for any internal dissent. With Vladimir  Putin expected to return to the presidency in March 2012 and the possibility of his continuing dominance of Russian politics to 2018 or beyond despite his party’s electoral rebuke in December and growing political opposition, U.S.-Russia relations could only become more challenging in the years ahead despite the mutual benefits that could come from deeper collaboration. Cooperation could also be slowed in the near-term during the U.S. presidential election in 2012. The goal of U.S. policy towards Russia should be to find ways that our two nations can work together as closely as possible on common objectives, while also working to resolve the issues that divide us. Our purpose is to advance U.S. economic and security interests, and to promote our values – in the case of Russia, these go hand-in-hand.   One of the common goals should be Russian entry into the World Trade Organization (WTO). Russia membership was approved in December 2011, and formal entry awaits a vote by the Russian parliament, which is widely expected to occur by the spring of 2012.  The WTO is a multilateral institution designed to promote and manage international trade. Russia is by far the largest economy outside this 153-member organization, which represents the vast majority of the global population and 97 percent of total global trade. Some in Moscow view WTO membership – and U.S. support for it – as a prerogative of its Great Power status, a prerequisite for further cooperation with the United States and a vehicle for economic growth. Other Russian leaders fear WTO membership will hurt some domestic industries and shine an unwelcome light on, if not undercut, the country’s rampant corruption and those who greatly benefit from it.  Outgoing president and the apparent next prime minister, Dmitri Medvedev, is seen as part of the pro-WTO camp, while Putin is considered among those more skeptical of the WTO. We would welcome a more constructive approach from Putin, assuming he returns to the presidency.   We strongly believe WTO membership would benefit the Russian people by requiring the government to adopt rules and policies that might begin to modernize their economy and society. Such changes are desperately needed as far-reaching graft has hollowed out Russia’s economic core, devastated its civil society and undermined respect for human rights. Russia’s citizens are increasingly demanding a political system with greater respect for the rule of law and greater transparency. These demands should not be ignored and Russian membership in the WTO would provide an opportunity to address them, both by spurring economic liberalization—which could lead to political reforms—and by giving Congress an opportunity to replace the anachronistic Jackson Vanik trade restriction with more modern human rights measures.  WTO membership would not only be good for Russians but also for Americans. It could potentially double bilateral trade over five years and create more U.S. jobs. Moreover, the positive economic and political reform that WTO accession might spur in Russia will, in addition to improving the lives of Russians, create better conditions for U.S.-Russia cooperation. It is in the American interest for Russia to be a strong, vibrant and increasingly open country, and that ultimately rests on Russia developing a more modern and vibrant economy and civil society. However, once Russia joins the WTO the  United States would need to take action to reap the benefits and avoid damage to trade: Congress has to graduate Russia from the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the Trade Act of 1974. We urge Congress to take action on Jackson-Vanik in a timely manner and enact new legislation that would address modern-day Russian human rights abuses and corruption.  WTO & Jackson-Vanik  Jackson-Vanik was designed to penalize countries, such as the Soviet Union, that restricted emigration by denying them permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) status, which permanently grants low tariff rates and high import quotas. Most U.S. trading partners enjoy PNTR status. Two decades after the Cold War, Congress continues to apply Jackson-Vanik to Russia even though it has graduated 15 other countries from its provisions entirely, including former Soviet republics Ukraine and Kazakhstan, as well as China and Vietnam. However, since 1994 successive U.S. presidents have certified that Russia is compliant with Jackson-Vanik requirements. This has made Russia eligible only for normal trade relations (NTR), which offers the same trade benefits as PNTR but must be renewed annually.   Once Russia formally accedes to the WTO, this annual NTR certification process will no longer suffice without detriment to American interests. WTO rules require that member states grant each other unconditional free trade, and an annual certification process does not meet that requirement. Thus, even if the United States continues to certify Russian compliance with Jackson-Vanik, WTO rules will permit Russia to deny the United States the benefits of PNTR. In other words, Moscow would have legitimate grounds to discriminate against U.S. businesses. Failing to grant PNTR would also alienate Russia and undercut our bilateral relations. To avoid these significant diplomatic and economic drawbacks, Congress needs to act in a timely fashion to graduate Russia from Jackson-Vanik.   Political issues are involved. Jackson-Vanik has been used by various Members of Congress as leverage on a myriad of Russian issues: human rights record; policy toward Iran, Georgia and other countries; willingness to embrace market reforms and the rule of law as part of its WTO accession process; and a desire by the Jewish Hasidic group Chabad to repatriate books to the United States. Successive administrations have also found Jackson-Vanik as a useful lever in their dealings with Russia.   These impediments notwithstanding, we believe it is time to move beyond Jackson-Vanik and modernize U.S.-Russia relations for the benefit of both countries.   Benefits of WTO & Jackson-Vanik Graduation  WTO membership is crucial to ushering Russia’s economy into the 21st century. Russia is among the world’s largest economies. Its wealth, however, is highly dependent on natural resources, while its manufactured goods are largely uncompetitive in global markets. This is not only economically risky but has incentivized Russia’s leadership to meddle abroad to ensure high energy prices, and a continued stream of revenue into its coffers.   Meanwhile, corruption, state capitalism and the legacy of Soviet-era planning have inhibited productivity, foreign investment, entrepreneurship and the diversification of exports. Indeed, Transparency International ranked Russia 143rd out of 178 countries in its annual Corruption Perceptions Index and the World Bank put Russia 120th out of 183 countries for ease of doing business. Large-scale graft drives these negative rankings, yet it not only has a hugely distortive economic impact (inefficiency, capital flight, etc.) but also promotes a culture of lawlessness in which human rights abuses are ignored if not tolerated. We believe this rampant corruption, perhaps as much as or more than any other factor, is seriously eroding the Russian economy and state.  The regulations imposed by WTO membership would open Russian markets to foreign imports and investment while promoting greater transparency and accountability in its financial sector. Enmeshing Russia within these international rules could spur greater external trade and foreign investment that might, in turn, promote economic liberalization and much-needed modernization. A robust monitoring and enforcement regime on the part of the United States and international community might be necessary to keep Russia compliant with its WTO obligations initially. As Russian firms and products begin to increasingly compete with foreign imports and seek a greater share of foreign markets, however, market mechanisms will likely drive them to adopt more efficient and transparent practices, curbing costly corruption. Such modernization will greatly benefit the Russian people’s living standards, which, although much improved over the past decade, are threatened by economic stagnation and demographic decline.  This should be welcomed and embraced by the wider Russian leadership out of responsibility to their citizenry and because it will enhance the strength and stability of the Russian state.   Russian accession to WTO would also benefit the United States. Despite the size of Russia’s economy, it was only the 23rd-largest U.S. trade partner in 2010, behind Belgium and only slightly ahead of Colombia. As a WTO member, however, Russia would be required to lower tariffs on imported goods, leading to a freer flow of trade. According to some analysts, Russian WTO accession could double U.S. exports to Russia over the next five years, from $9 to $19 billion, which would spur American job creation and growth. U.S. sectors that could benefit include: agriculture, specifically meat and poultry producers; manufacturers, especially those that produce high-technology products such as pharmaceuticals or aeronautics; information technology; and a range of services from finance to education.   More important, however, is that a Russia from which citizens and capital alike do not flee, a Russia more open to foreign trade and investment, a Russia with greater transparency and respect for human rights would be a better partner for U.S. leaders.  Improving the economic, social and, perhaps ultimately, political conditions in Russia will enhance U.S. strategic interests by creating a stronger partner, more confident in its standing in the world, with a solid economic base.
Extinction

Allison, 11

(10/30, Director- Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School, “10 reasons why Russia still matters,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=161EF282-72F9-4D48-8B9C-C5B3396CA0E6)

That central point is that Russia matters a great deal to a U.S. government seeking to defend and advance its national interests. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin’s decision to return next year as president makes it all the more critical for Washington to manage its relationship with Russia through coherent, realistic policies. No one denies that Russia is a dangerous, difficult, often disappointing state to do business with. We should not overlook its many human rights and legal failures. Nonetheless, Russia is a player whose choices affect our vital interests in nuclear security and energy. It is key to supplying 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan and preventing Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Ten realities require U.S. policymakers to advance our nation’s interests by engaging and working with Moscow. First, Russia remains the only nation that can erase the United States from the map in 30 minutes. As every president since John F. Kennedy has recognized, Russia’s cooperation is critical to averting nuclear war. Second, Russia is our most consequential partner in preventing nuclear terrorism. Through a combination of more than $11 billion in U.S. aid, provided through the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction program, and impressive Russian professionalism, two decades after the collapse of the “evil empire,” not one nuclear weapon has been found loose. Third, Russia plays an essential role in preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile-delivery systems. As Washington seeks to stop Iran’s drive toward nuclear weapons, Russian choices to sell or withhold sensitive technologies are the difference between failure and the possibility of success. Fourth, Russian support in sharing intelligence and cooperating in operations remains essential to the U.S. war to destroy Al Qaeda and combat other transnational terrorist groups. Fifth, Russia provides a vital supply line to 100,000 U.S. troops fighting in Afghanistan. As U.S. relations with Pakistan have deteriorated, the Russian lifeline has grown ever more important and now accounts for half all daily deliveries. Sixth, Russia is the world’s largest oil producer and second largest gas producer. Over the past decade, Russia has added more oil and gas exports to world energy markets than any other nation. Most major energy transport routes from Eurasia start in Russia or cross its nine time zones. As citizens of a country that imports two of every three of the 20 million barrels of oil that fuel U.S. cars daily, Americans feel Russia’s impact at our gas pumps. Seventh, Moscow is an important player in today’s international system. It is no accident that Russia is one of the five veto-wielding, permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, as well as a member of the G-8 and G-20. A Moscow more closely aligned with U.S. goals would be significant in the balance of power to shape an environment in which China can emerge as a global power without overturning the existing order. Eighth, Russia is the largest country on Earth by land area, abutting China on the East, Poland in the West and the United States across the Arctic. This territory provides transit corridors for supplies to global markets whose stability is vital to the U.S. economy. Ninth, Russia’s brainpower is reflected in the fact that it has won more Nobel Prizes for science than all of Asia, places first in most math competitions and dominates the world chess masters list. The only way U.S. astronauts can now travel to and from the International Space Station is to hitch a ride on Russian rockets. The co-founder of the most advanced digital company in the world, Google, is Russian-born Sergei Brin. Tenth, Russia’s potential as a spoiler is difficult to exaggerate. Consider what a Russian president intent on frustrating U.S. international objectives could do — from stopping the supply flow to Afghanistan to selling S-300 air defense missiles to Tehran to joining China in preventing U.N. Security Council resolutions.
off

The United States federal government should:
--Eliminate the prohibition against lobbying activities by private foundations
--Apply a charitable deduction for private foundations and individuals that contribute to organizations that provide political organization training for the Syrian National Council.

Removing tax exemption restrictions encourages a wave of private aid

Crimm, 3

(Law Prof-St. John’s, “Through a post-September 11 Looking Glass: Assessing the Roles of Federal Tax Laws and Tax Policies Applicable to Global Philanthropy by Private Foundations and their Donor,” 23 Va. Tax Rev. 1)
The events of September 11 provided a compelling catalyst for the Bush administration to analyze this nation's foreign policy by particularly focusing on our present lack of pecuniary support abroad for building social capital, fostering economic development, promoting social stewardship, and bolstering humanitarian projects. The administration and Congress might reverse this dearth of financial assistance by encouraging the global philanthropic participation of America's citizens, residents, and entities through consistent, harmonious, and thoughtful tax policies and laws. Although a number of federal tax laws central to global philanthropy have positive objectives, their implementation in the context of international giving is problematic, as is demonstrated by the opinions of study participants. Congressional and administrative attention was not focused on international giving as these federal tax rules were put into place, and they now should be revisited with the interests of our country as a critical player in the globalized world in mind. Moreover, a special task force of the American Bar Association Section on Exempt Organizations, United States International Grant-Makers, and the Council on Foundations share the concern that our federal tax laws do not efficiently and effectively encourage global philanthropy.n426 A. Charitable Contribution Deduction 1. Inconsistencies Although individuals and domestic corporations can make nondeductible charitable contributions directly to foreign charitable organizations, global philanthropy is likely stimulated by the charitable contribution deduction.n427 It is important, therefore, to consider whether the income, estate, and gift tax charitable contribution deduction statutes warrant modification. There are inconsistencies in the statutory requirements for entitlement to the charitable contribution deduction for income, estate, and gift tax purposes.n428 No geographic restrictions are imposed under the estate or gift tax provisions in order for a donor to claim a charitable contribution deduction. n429 As a result, citizens and resident aliens can freely transfer assets by inter vivos gift or bequest directly to foreign charitable organizations without incurring gift or inheritance taxes on such transfers. By comparison, for purposes of federal income taxation, section 170(c)(2) predicates deductibility of individuals' donations on satisfaction of one geographic restriction and of corporations' donations on compliance with two geographic restrictions. In the case of individuals, the income tax charitable contribution deduction is permitted if the donation is made to a nongovernmental incorporated or unincorporated entity legally formed in the United States, regardless of where that domestic entity uses the donated assets. n430 In the case of corporations, the income tax charitable contribution deduction is predicated not only on a donation to a nongovernmental domestically incorporated or unincorporated entity, but also on the donation's use for charitable purposes in the United States if contributed to a domestic unincorporated entity. n431 These charitable contribution deduction statutes long pre-date the past several decades of expanded globalization. While the geographically unrestricted estate and gift tax charitable contribution deduction statutes do nothing to inhibit global philanthropy, the same cannot be said of the income tax charitable contribution deduction for individuals and corporations. The domestic legal formation requirement provides the United States government some means of control and direction over contributions as a quid pro quo for sacrificing income tax revenues, but as demonstrated by several bilateral income tax treaties, even the government has been willing to occasionally forego its ironclad sovereignty over this requirement. The additional domestic use limitation imposed by section  [*139]  170(c)(2) with respect to corporate contributions to a domestic unincorporated entity is easily avoided by tax planning. For example, corporations can direct contributions to a domestic corporate charitable entity, which are unconstrained by the domestic use restriction, or corporate contributions to a domestic unincorporated entity subsequently can be regranted to another domestic public charity. Nonetheless, the domestic use limitation appears to have the virtuous gloss of protecting donated funds from potential misuse or misappropriation by entities not generally otherwise subjected to rigorous state regulatory controls. This appears appealingly commendable. The limitations may effectively result in corporate donations directed primarily to incorporated entities regulated by state governments rather than to unincorporated organizations for which the abuse potential is greater because they generally are subject to less state regulation. The virtuous gloss dissolves, however, as a result of two considerations: first, the absence of the geographic use limitation from the income, estate, and gift tax charitable contribution deduction statutes applicable to individuals; and second, the donee organization's existing exposure to the regulatory and enforcement powers of the Service by virtue of the organization's section 501(c)(3) tax-exempt status. 2. Reformation In light of the various inconsistencies, consideration should be given to reforming sections 170(c)(2), 2055, and 2522. One option would be to entirely expunge one or both of the domestic geographic limitations from section 170(c)(2). However, while other individuals may not agree, without an appropriate bilateral treaty where contracting states have specifically negotiated otherwise, I do not advocate permitting individuals or corporations to give tax-deductible charitable contributions directly to foreign organizations.n432 Accordingly, I suggest that our income, estate, and gift tax rules uniformly apply a domestic legal formation requirement. I also believe that our bilateral treaties with Canada and Mexico should be revisited and that there should be more uniformity in their now  [*140]  diverse approaches to overriding the domestic formation provision of section 170(c)(2). Further, our tax treaties with politically supportive overseas allies, such as the United Kingdom, which do not now incorporate an override to the domestic formation provision of section 170(c)(2), should be reconsidered. On balance, I question the additive value of the geographic use limitation as it applies only to corporations contributing to unincorporated charitable organizations. The limitation's obstacle to global philanthropy can be, and in fact is, easily and legally circumvented. Nor does it serve as increased protection against the misuse or misappropriation of donated funds; the limitation's inclusion in section 170(c)(2) does not enhance the regulatory and enforcement powers that the Service can exercise over the section 501(c)(3) charitable entity. I would prefer the limitation purged from section 170(c)(2). In our globalized world of today, the geographic use limitation rule appears quite archaic. Nonetheless, if, after informed and thoughtful debate clearly focused on reasons for its retention in current section 170(c)(2), Congress affirmatively decides there are appropriate reasons to retain the geographic use limitation with respect to deductible contributions by corporations, it should consider whether the same reasoning, and thus the same geographic constraint, should be extended uniformly to the charitable contribution income, estate, and gift tax provisions applicable to individuals. In sum, any statutory or treaty modifications should attempt to balance considerations regarding protection of donor funds from misuse, the preservation of the federal tax base, and the encouragement of global philanthropy.

B. Special Tax Rules Applicable to Private Foundations and Income Tax Withholding Rules

1. Shared Concerns Like the charitable contribution deduction statutes, sections 4942 and 4945, which pertain to private foundations, pre-date the recent era of world globalization. Nonetheless, there is a shared recognition that sections 4942 and 4945 today remain valuable tools in a quest to promote accountability and transparency of grant-making domestic private foundations and foreign grantees. Those statutes and the pertinent regulations impose due diligence inquiry and reporting requirements, many of which are standard good business practices for grant-makers.

Notwithstanding the statutes' positive purposes, because Congress neither anticipated nor planned for the current state of world globalization when enacting sections 4942 and 4945, these statutes and their interpretive Treasury Regulations do not now promote efficient and effective direct global philanthropy. In fact, they apparently deter new and unsophisticated private foundations from engaging in direct global philanthropy. They also pose hurdles for established private foundations' direct international giving, even after compliance procedures and systems are in place. Regardless of the sophistication and compliance systems of the domestic funder, under the existing statutes direct global philanthropy to indigenous charitable groups and organizations created and operating in economically developing and politically repressed countries is particularly problematic. This is not the lone view of the author, supported only by participants in her empirical study; others concur.n433 Their interest in this subject is one indicator of its current topicality and importance. The general shared view is that sections 4942 and 4945 and the relevant Treasury Regulations should be updated, simplified, and adapted to changed and changing circumstances of world globalization.

An ABA Task Force of the Exempt Organization Committee of the Section of Taxation, composed of six experts in the area of tax-exempt law,n434 advocated in its May, 2002 Gallagher-Ferguson White Paper, a draft report on "Revision and Simplification of Rules Applicable to Private Foundations," n435 that the tax rules impacting private foundations' international philanthropy be updated to make them more workable. n436 The Gallagher-Ferguson White Paper, with which I concur, include the following five particularly relevant  [*142]  recommendations: (1) Private foundations' direct grants to foreign charitable organizations should be permitted under the control and discretion rules of Revenue Ruling 66-79 that currently apply to direct foreign grants from public charities.n437 (2) The expenditure responsibility requirements should continue to apply to grants made to non-charitable foreign organizations, but the requirements should be eliminated where a private foundation makes a good faith determination that a foreign organization is charitable under its resident country laws and that it will spend the grant funds for charitable purposes consistent with the requirements imposed on domestic charitable section 501(c)(3) organizations. In the alternative, the expenditure responsibility rules should be restricted to requiring a grant agreement that incorporates appropriate limitations on the grantee's use of grant funds, but the rules should not require reporting except for purposes of section 4942 to have grants to nonpublic charities treated as qualifying distributions. (3) The three-year expenditure responsibility reporting rule for grants to foreign grantees for endowment or capital purposes should be applied consistently to foreign grantees, and the grant should be deemed fully expended and further reporting unnecessary at the earlier of (a) three years from the date of the grant if the grant-making private foundation has no information that the grant is being used or has been used for other than intended purposes, or (b) when the grant becomes part of the principal of the foreign grantee's endowment fund, n438 or (c) if the grant is for capital equipment or building purposes, when the money has been spent for the intended purpose. n439 (4) The prohibition against lobbying activities should be eliminated from the expenditure responsibility rules, and private foundations should be subject to the same substantiality requirements as public charities. n440 (5) The Service position that foreign organizations cannot renounce their section 501(c)(3) status once the Service issues a determination letter should be eliminated. n441 [*143]  Another group that has responded to the complexities and inefficiencies of our tax laws with affirmative action is United States International Grantmakers (USIG), a working group of general counsels of domestic private foundations. As part of its effort to facilitate private foundations' knowledge of and compliance with relevant domestic and foreign laws and regulations, USIG formed an informational web site accessible to domestic grant-makers and foreign grantees that contains relevant forms, such as an affidavit form for equivalency determination purposes.n442 To assist grant-makers in their initial evaluation of the charitable status of a foreign organization, the web site also contains simple summaries of laws of foreign countries. The Council on Foundations also has taken a lead role in representing private foundations' interests and concerns. At various times over the past several years, John A. Edie, the Council's general counsel and senior vice president, requested that the Service provide clarifying guidance to grant-making domestic private foundations with respect to various Treasury Regulations and Service procedures. According to Rob Buchanan, Director, International Programs at the Council on Foundations, requests were made for clarifications of the Treasury Regulations regarding (1) the consequences of making a grant to a foreign grantee under the expenditure responsibility rules without undertaking or completing an equivalency determination, and (2) the longevity requirement for expenditure responsibility reports for grants for endowments and capital purposes. The desire for guidance on the income tax withholding rules also was expressed. To date, guidance in the form of a response letter (from Thomas J. Miller of the Service) has been issued only with respect to the first topic.n443 2. Reformation All of these shared concerns speak to reformation of Code chapter 42A, sections 4942 and 4945, and even of the recently adopted income tax withholding Treasury Regulations. In the best of all worlds, reconsideration of the entirety of chapter 42A with respect to its appropriateness in the global context should be undertaken. As the empirical study clearly suggests, numerous provisions within these statutes have a chilling effect on global philanthropy. Nonetheless, I  [*144]  venture to say that this country's current political climate would make policy makers extremely wary of any sweeping transformation, and wholesale reformation may be unnecessary to enhance efficient and effective global philanthropy.

That’s key to expand private democracy assistance
Crimm, 5

(Law Prof-St. John’s, Democratization, Global Grant-Making, and the Internal Revenue Code Lobbying Restrictions, 79 Tul. L. Rev. 587)

The U.S. government is committed to spreading democracy throughout the world. This goal has become particularly urgent in recent years. To achieve success in this challenge requires the peaceful creation of the necessary conditions for, and attributes of, democracy within other countries, including legitimate and representative governments backed by laws and policies designed to support democratic ideals and values.

The shaping of appropriate laws and policies to govern emerging and developing democracies abroad depends on lawmakers' and policymakers' hearing the pluralistic voices of their citizens. Foreign nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) can be critical mediating actors in this endeavor, representing peoples' voices and contributing to the democratic formulation of their countries' laws and policies. But, the few success stories of foreign NGOs' crucial and effective participation in the democratizing legislative processes of their countries suggest that outside financial resources often are required.

Political circumstances may militate against the U.S. government directly providing pecuniary support to the foreign NGOs. On the other hand, for many years, U.S. public charities and private foundations have been influential figures in promoting democracy abroad. It now is time for the U.S. government to encourage our philanthropic institutions to aid financially foreign NGOs that, through their own legislative activities, can be crucial in the development of the necessary conditions for, and attributes of, democracy in their respective countries. The current federal tax regime, however, deters U.S. philanthropies from making such financial commitments. That need not continue. The old justifications for the Internal Revenue Code (I.R.C.) lobbying restrictions were formed in the preglobalization era. The lobbying restrictions do not advance the complex democratization processes in foreign countries transitioning from oppressive or repressive governments. Moreover, there are venerable theoretical and practical political notions of democracy that suggest, and justify in the specific circumstances of global grant-making addressed in this Article, liberalization of the relevant I.R.C. lobbying restrictions. This Article thus urges reform of the I.R.C. provisions so that our domestic tax policy will better support our foreign policy in the twenty-first century. As the National Public Radio quotation at the beginning of this introduction indicates, foreign NGOs play crucial roles in democratization processes within their countries. n23 In this setting, U.S. philanthropic institutions - public charities and private foundations n24 - may be able to supplant or, in some circumstances, to complement or supplement U.S. governmental involvement in spreading democracies worldwide by granting financial support to foreign NGOs. Many did so during the twentieth century, sometimes at the tacit request, or at least with the understood consent, of the U.S. government. n25 Their  outreach efforts and expenditures overseas advanced, n26 even as U.S. governmental nonmilitary financial aid abroad dramatically decreased from the Cold War and into the post-Cold War era. n27 Through delivery of services and financial aid, these philanthropic institutions supported many human rights and humanitarian causes, health and education initiatives, economic development programs, and other valuable foreign affair matters. These activities occurred within the constraints of the federal income tax laws, sometimes at great cost or difficulty to the philanthropic institutions. But now, in the twenty-first century, the United States must adopt tax laws that facilitate and encourage these institutions to contribute philanthropically to the renewed global democracy challenge facing our nation. n28 Previously, I have addressed the need for a cohesive global philanthropy policy, supported by tax laws and policies, in order to remove impediments on private foundations' global philanthropy presented by special I.R.C. rules regarding "equivalency determination" and "expenditure responsibility." n29 The focus of this Article is one additional aspect of our federal income tax laws that, according to private foundation officials, is important to America's philanthropies'  global grant-making potential: the current I.R.C. lobbying restrictions on section 501(c)(3) tax-exempt domestic philanthropies. In 1934, Congress enacted these tax restrictions, after giving thought only to constraining domestic lobbying by philanthropic entities enjoying public subsidization from tax-exempt status. n31 Subsequently, in 1969 when it enacted section 4945, Congress effectively barred private foundations, a special category of section 501(c)(3) organizations, from expending funds for their own or a grantee's lobbying activities (interchangeably referred to as "legislative activities"). n32 Again, Congress limited its deliberation of the I.R.C. lobbying restraints to domestic considerations despite its awareness that private foundations funded initiatives abroad. n33 Congress had an opportunity once again to consider foreign interests in 1976, when it enacted sections 501(h) and 4911 to provide most public charities a means of safely determining a limited, but permissible, level of expenditures for lobbying activities. Nonetheless, testimony and debate of the legislation focused exclusively on domestic considerations. It was the Internal Revenue Service (I.R.S.) at the beginning of the postindustrial globalization era that clearly communicated its position that congressional lobbying constraints extend to legislative processes in foreign countries. n34 As a consequence of this mere administrative position, while the United States now endeavors to spread democracy abroad, our philanthropic institutions are impeded from fully supporting such democratization processes through grant-making to foreign NGOs that actively lobby in attempts to influence legislation in their countries. This Article urges reconsideration of these possibly outdated restrictions. In Part II, the Article addresses the roles of foreign NGOs and provides examples of foreign NGOs whose legislative activities contributed significantly to the democratization of South Africa and Kenya. Part III briefly discusses how the U.S. system of taxation embodies economic notions of democracy that would be furthered by  [*596]  reformation of the I.R.C. lobbying constraints. Part IV explains the historical justifications and the relevant current rules that restrict the lobbying expenditures by U.S. public charities and private foundations. While the I.R.C. lobbying restrictions have been justified on numerous historical grounds, most of these do not relate to the goal of advancing democracy abroad and consequently do not foster our global democracy policy. Part V explains why liberalization of the I.R.C. lobbying restrictions is important for global grant-making purposes. Thereafter, Part VI presents and reflects on several theoretical and practical political notions of democracy that suggest, and warrant, the recommended liberalization of the current lobbying restrictions as they now apply to U.S. philanthropies as grant-makers to foreign NGOs. Reformation would empower these foreign NGOs, through their own legislative activities, to contribute crucially to democratization, particularly in countries transitioning from oppressive or repressive authoritarian regimes. Part VII presents some general thoughts on how we might proceed with modification of those restraints. The Conclusion suggests that current I.R.C. lobbying restrictions are too large a price to pay at a time when countries struggle to transform into democracies from authoritarian rule. Now is the time to consider the numerous relevant domestic and foreign interests in order to debate appropriate and effective alterations of these constraints. II. Roles of Foreign Nongovernmental Organizations The notion of a democratization paradigm places foreign NGOs into the context of a country transitioning from authoritarian rule to an emerging political democracy. Because authoritarian regimes are characteristically hostile to civil society institutions, n35 it is not until after authoritarian rule is replaced and democratization moves ahead that the political environment becomes sufficiently receptive for officials to tolerate and encourage the emergence, proliferation, and participation of foreign NGOs. A timely illustration is Iraq. n36 The media recently reported that Saddam Hussein prohibited NGOs during his regime. n37 Within fifteen months of his downfall, however, more  [*597]  than 1000 Iraqi NGOs existed within Iraq. n38 While Iraqi NGOs are the "best defense against the emergence of a new dictatorship," their survival is uncertain. n39 The initial writing of this Article in summer 2004 preceded the departure from Iraq of the U.S.-led Provisional Authority and the assumption of power by a new Iraqi interim government whose ability to restrain insurgents and other antidemocratic forces and to move the country toward democratization was unclear. n40 Even now upon my final review of this Article just prior to the scheduled January 30, 2005, Iraqi elections, it appears that through violent actions deliberately intended for worldwide broadcast, antidemocratic forces heartily are attempting to return Iraq to some form of authoritarian rule. Nonetheless, there are some continuing signs of an Iraqi NGO community. As recently as December 8, 2004, the media reported that representatives of Iraqi NGOs have participated in a Czech-sponsored program designed to teach the Iraqis how to establish NGO structures, prepare projects, acquire financing, and work with the media. n41 Globalization n42 has fostered worldwide sharing of information, and consequently has broadened awareness of Iraq's and other countries' particular domestic problems. This has revealed a general, but not one definitive, pattern in foreign NGOs' efforts during transformation to democracies. n43 Initially, foreign NGOs often focus locally, largely on providing direct service delivery of humanitarian aid, such as hunger relief and medical attention, denied to a populace under an autocratic regime. n44 Some organizations may push for better conditions for specific groups of citizens. n45 Only afterwards, as a more  [*598]  open political environment develops and the country moves from rehabilitation to reconstruction and then to redevelopment, do sustainable foreign NGOs truly proliferate. n46 Many foreign NGOs may concentrate on accomplishing their publicly beneficial missions through the direct delivery of services locally or more broadly. Other foreign NGOs, aware of the many critical matters in their countries, recognize that some problems can be resolved most effectively by other means. n47 Those foreign NGOs structure their objectives and approaches to fully or partially focus on transforming governmental policies and laws. n48 They at least partly pursue their missions singularly or in coalitions through legislative activities by pressing for system-wide or a more directed alteration of laws on behalf of the collective public. n49 This Article focuses on the latter group of foreign NGOs, whose endeavors are critical to the democratization processes, perhaps especially in the earliest phases of consolidation. n50 These crucial foreign NGOs often cannot rely on financial (and other) support from national, regional, or local resources. n51 Instead, they frequently must obtain aid from sources outside their own countries. With financial support from outside sources, foreign NGOs have proliferated in recent years and achieved significant and recognized successes. n52 Their numbers and achievements attest to their importance and legitimacy as service providers; as agents to mobilize resources; as advocates of issues of local, regional, and national interest; and as facilitators of reformation and democratic development processes in many countries. n53 Two scholars' testimonials capture their importance: "NGOs are the real DNA of democracy." n54 The documented triumphs of foreign NGOs as facilitators of legislative and governmental policy changes in democratizing countries, especially emerging and developing countries, however, only rarely have been directly linked to funding from U.S. private foundations. n55 In those few reported instances, little detailed information is available. n56 As a result, by necessity, this Article is relatively general and conclusory. It is intended to highlight, and question the wisdom of, the existing I.R.C. lobbying restrictions, which were developed with only domestic considerations in mind, as  [*600]  they impact global grant-making to foreign NGOs whose own legislative activities can contribute to crucial democratization processes in their respective countries after the collapse of oppressive or repressive authoritarian regimes. n57 A few examples, however, indicate the potential importance and impact that could ensue from altering the existing tax constraints on legislative activities. One of the extremely small number of reported successful examples occurred during the 1980s in South Africa, then an oppressed nation, socially divided and economically unstable. n58 Only a very few NGOs critical of apartheid in South Africa existed prior to the 1980s. n59 They had been effectively "banned" as hostile to the apartheid governments of prime ministers H.F. Verwoerd and John Vorster. n60 The situation changed after Prime Minister P.W. Botha came to power. n61 Prime Minister Botha's government did not financially or otherwise support NGOs, but he did allow them "to emerge, organize, and serve the disenfranchised and marginalized majority black population" in South Africa. n62 Thereafter, the antiapartheid South African NGOs sought and obtained direct financial support from abroad without South African governmental intervention. n63 With direct funding from Scandinavian countries, the European Union, and U.S. private foundations, n64  [*601]  antiapartheid South African NGOs worked to weaken the apartheid political environment, establish universal suffrage, n65 modify governmental policies, strengthen democratic institutions, and repeal apartheid legislation. n66 The South African NGOs had identified democratic participation as critical to the economic development of South Africa and its black population. n67 During the transition from apartheid to democracy, South African NGOs engaged in lobbying efforts aimed at government officials, often at the provincial and local levels. n68 A significantly large group of South African NGOs engaged predominantly in policymaking issues with governmental officials. n69 During the transition period, NGOs also worked with the government and political parties to establish new laws that would affect NGOs' operations and funding, as well as their access to the government's premier policymaking arm. n70 In sum, with direct funding from foreign sources, including U.S. foundations, n71 the South African NGOs engaged in legislative activities that helped democratize South Africa. The case of Kenyan NGOs provides another compelling example. In 1986, when Kenya was a one-party state, the government noted with consternation the third sector's ability to set priorities divergent from those of the state. n72 Indeed, by 1990, the state passed legislation to  [*602]  control and restrict the nonprofit sector by effectively subjecting it to administrative control. n73 Kenyan NGOs were incensed and coalesced in opposition. In an attempt to reverse the legislation, "undercurrents" recruited the direct assistance of local missions from such major donor countries as Britain, the United States, Germany, and Japan, as well as multilateral bodies, to pressure or lobby the Kenyan government to repeal the legislation. n74 The Kenyan NGOs, however, dismissed as potentially too brazen the tactic of directly approaching these locally based foreign representatives. n75 Instead, the Kenyan NGOs contacted the Ford Foundation, USAID, n76 UNICEF, the United Nations Development Fund, the World Bank, and other philanthropies and agencies to solicit support. n77 With their intentional financial aid, n78 the Kenyan NGOs brought to bear sufficient pressure on the state, through "low profile lobbying" and other strategies, to have the offensive legislation substantially modified. n79 It is precisely these types of worthwhile, and frequently critical, endeavors that are instrumental in creating and advancing conditions for, and attributes of, a democracy, especially a democracy emerging and developing after a repressive or oppressive regime. These are the kinds of efforts, however, that frequently may be denied funding by U.S. section 501(c)(3) public charities and private foundations, largely as a result of the current I.R.C. lobbying restrictions. This Article, therefore, argues that we experiment by significantly modifying or  [*603]  eliminating these restrictions in order to encourage our philanthropic institutions to financially aid foreign NGOs in their participation in the democratizing legislative processes of their countries. We can only assume that, without the tax constraints, more foreign NGOs would be able to participate constructively in the transformation of their countries' laws and governmental policies. We should undertake the experiment now. The price to be paid domestically and abroad for not doing so far outweighs the risks of refraining from cautious experimentation.
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Aid distribution within Syria requires safe zones

Ziadeh 2/16

Radwan Ziadeh, executive director of the Syrian Center for Political and Strategic Studies in Washington, spokesperson for the Syrian National Council, 2/16/12, A Plea For U.S. Intervention From a Syrian Activist, www.tnr.com/article/world/100778/syria-intervention-no-fly-zone-snc

Of course, the United States cannot simply enter a live conflict zone in order to distribute aid. That’s why, together with its allies in the Arab world, Washington should establish safe zones—designated areas of ceasefire, protected by armed peacekeepers, where Syrians can come to seek refuge. The ideal place to do this would be in Syria, along the Turkish border. Once they have been established, the United States should try to set up a limited no-fly zone over these designated safe areas.

That causes regional war

Atwan 12 
Abdel Bari Atwan, The Guardian, 2/28/12, Diplomacy may yet break Syria's deadlock, and avoid a military crisis, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/feb/28/diplomacy-break-syria-deadlock
But Syria is not Libya: there is still support for Assad inside the country, and any military intervention – from a no-fly zone to peacekeeping forces in humanitarian corridors – would be taken as a declaration of war with the potential for rapid regional escalation pitting the Sunni states, led by Saudi Arabia, against the mighty Shia bloc headed by Iran.
Russia and China have already aligned themselves with Syria and Iran, while the west champions oil-rich Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states. Such a polarisation might easily lead to proxy wars between superpowers and open the door for the real war – with Iran.
Leakage of funds from government aid kills effectiveness

Desai, 10

(Nonresident Senior Fellow at the Wolfensohn Center for Development at the Brookings Institution, and Associate Professor of International Development in the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, 42 N.Y.U. J. Int'l L. & Pol. 1111, Summer)

Official aid is perceived to have low transaction costs because it operates at large scale. But official aid travels a long route, with costs at each stage. The first stage is the cost of tax collection when money is transferred from individuals to the treasury. In this stage, costs consist of the direct administrative costs of tax collection as well as deadweight losses from taxation. These costs can be substantial. n24 In the second stage, official donor agencies transfer funds to recipient country governments to support specific development projects and programs. The administrative costs of these agencies have averaged between 4 to 5 percent, according to statistics reported by the OECD Development Assistance Committee. n25 The third stage involves costs associated with transferring the money from the recipient government to final beneficiaries through project implementation. Administrative costs of the project, corruption, and other leakages mean that only about half the funds actually reach their stated end purpose. n26  [*1127]  In all, transaction costs on official aid could amount to 60 percent or more. Private aid, particularly internet-based, offers a more direct connection between donors and recipients and potentially reduces transaction costs. At both GlobalGiving or Kiva, the flow of funds route is short: money goes from an individual to the online platform, where it is pooled and transferred to a financial or project intermediary in a recipient country, which then disburses to the final beneficiaries. The long route of passing through government bureaucracies is avoided.
And, government aid bureaucracy destroys innovation
Carothers, 9

(October, Carnegie Endowment VP for Studies, Democracy and Rule of Law Program and Carnegie Europe Director, "Revitalizing Democracy Assistance: The Challenge of USAID," http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24047)

USAID’s basic operating procedures—a term used here as shorthand for the rules, regulations, and procedures that underpin the agency’s programming—are a major cause of the lamentable patterns of inflexibility, cumbersomeness, lack of innovation, and mechanical application that hobble much of its democracy and governance work. These basic operating procedures are a study in dysfunctional bureaucratization. Some career professionals at the agency liken them to an enormous accumulation of barnacles on the hull of a ship. They are attached one by one over the years by Congress or the agency itself in response to some particular incident or concern, but then they are never removed or rationalized over time, and the accumulated mass threatens to eventually sink the ship. These basic operating procedures are much more intrusive and constraining than just “normal” government bureaucracy. They reflect years of trying to spend billions of U.S. taxpayer dollars on assistance programs carried out in difficult foreign contexts under the constant fear that even a scrap of evidence that any money has been misspent will trigger howls of righteous protest in Congress. Over time this pressure produces an institutional culture of paralyzing risk avoidance, leading to ponderous controls and deadening requirements, as well as the pervasive mistrust noted above between the agency and the recipients of its funding. The highly problematic nature of USAID’s basic operating procedures manifests itself at every stage of programming. The work involved in preparing requests for proposals or requests for assistance and then negotiating and finalizing contracts or grants is extremely burdensome. It greatly slows the development of new programs, encourages the use of cookie-cutter approaches that have already paved a path through the procurement jungle, and limits the number and range of organizations that compete for and take part in the assistance programs. The procedures relating to the implementation of programs are similarly troublesome. USAID’s implementing partners reserve some of their harshest criticism for this part of the assistance process. They describe the role of USAID officers overseeing their programs as often being petty, unhelpful micromanagement in service of a thicket of regulatory and procedural complexities that make even simple actions, like hiring a short-term consultant or arranging a training seminar, slow and difficult. They lament that basic elements of the implementation process make it a struggle to be nimble, to innovate as learning occurs, or to adapt easily when basic circumstances change.
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Iran already lost—no longer influential in Syria

Segev 1/10 
Samuel Segev, Free Press Middle East correspondent, 1/10/12, Arab Spring deals Iran losing cards, www.winnipegfreepress.com/opinion/columnists/arab-spring-deals-iran-losing-cards-136997258.html
Iran has emerged as the "big loser" of the Arab Spring. When Iran saw the fall of the pro-western regimes in Tunisia, Egypt and Libya, it believed that its road to dominance in the Arab world was paved. But it soon discovered that the Arab masses were not eager to replace their autocratic and corrupt leaders with intolerant and more repressive Shiite Muslim leaders. It's obvious that Iran underestimated the depth of resentment the masses have of Shiite dominance in the Arab world. This became crystal clear when Iran broke the sensitive balance between Sunnis and Shiites in Iraq and Lebanon. At that moment, Iran lost its ability to influence developments in Syria, where a solid Sunni majority refused to continue to be governed by a small Shiite-Alaouite minority headed by the Assad dynasty. This was indeed the greatest setback to Iran's foreign policy goals.

Plan not key--Iran discredited in Syria

Hokayem 12
Emile Hokayem, Senior Fellow for Regional Security, IISS–Middle East, April-May 12, Syria and its Neighbours, Survival 54.2 

Tehran has, to be sure, called for limited reform and extended clumsy outreach to the Syrian opposition, especially its Islamist faction, to broker a compromise with the Assad regime. But these hypocritical calls failed, as many Syrians now perceive Iran as an active enabler of the repression rather than a champion of the weak and oppressed. Iran’s pro-Assad stance has eroded its image and appeal across the Middle East and spawned accusations of sectarian behaviour.

Syria no longer key--Iran already lost Hezbollah

Nerguizian 11
Aram Nerguizian, Visiting fellow with the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, 10/26/11, U.S. AND IRANIAN STRATEGIC COMPETITION:The Proxy Cold War in the Levant, Egypt and Jordan, csis.org/files/publication/111026_US_IranStratCompLevant_Chapter.pdf
Hezbollah has since grown and evolved into one of if not the most formidable political and military forces in the country. Despite Hezbollah‘s political orientation and stated ideological narrative of support for the Iranian political model, there has been no overt effort to establish theocratic rule in Lebanon. This is in no small part thanks to the fact that Lebanon‘s Shi‘a community has more to gain by systematically mobilizing sectarian politics than trying to steer Lebanon away from an overtly sectarian power structure.

It is important to note, however, that Hezbollah‘s decision to pursue politics within the current system of Lebanese politics limits Iran‘s influence at the national level. Iran must increasingly rely on Hezbollah as a means of impacting the region. Meanwhile, Hezbollah is far less of a proxy of Iran or Syria, far more autonomous in Lebanon and far more rooted in its local Lebanese environment than many expected or seem to realize.57 This complicates both Iran and Syria‘s ability to deploy the Shi‘a community in their efforts to influence regional security politics.

Iran‘s ability to rely on Hezbollah as a source of regional prestige and support is increasingly uncertain due to other factors. The Persian-Arab and the Sunni-Shi‘a divides are increasingly relevant and deterministic in a region rocked by instability. Furthermore, the aura of Hezbollah‘s military prowess during the 2006 war, while still significant, has done little to entrench a long-term pattern of Sunni Arab support.58 That being said, Iran has invested too much and has seen a great deal in return from Hezbollah, and Tehran‘s support for the group is liable to remain a core foreign policy interest so long as such efforts are sustainable. 

Hezbollah collapsing now

Ghaddar 3/19
Hanin Ghaddar, NOW Lebanon, 3/19/12, Adieu, Hezbollah, www.nowlebanon.com/NewsArticleDetails.aspx?ID=377701#ixzz1pfJ40CDN
Since its inception, Hezbollah has probably not experienced such a nightmare. Of course, the Syrian regime is crumbling, and that is the core of Hezbollah’s trouble, but locally, its aura seems to be fading as well. Without that appeal, the party cannot hold up. Is the end near? There is no good reason why Hezbollah leaders should not be panicking. The winds of change coming from the northern borders are going to turn everything upside down for the Party of God. Its friends are either losing credibility or just moving away from the party of double standards. Meanwhile, the ludicrous stances and hasty behavior of its leaders are costing the party its main support base: the Lebanese Shia community. Let’s take a closer look. In his many redundant speeches, Secretary General Hassan Nasrallah has been adamant about supporting the Assad regime of Syria. A few years ago, when Nasrallah made a speech, almost everyone in Lebanon would leave whatever they were doing to listen to what he had to say. His words made headlines and caused serious transformations on the Lebanese political scene. Today, we stopped bothering for two reasons. One, he says almost nothing new; and two, he does not seem capable of understanding the real transformations taking place in the region. On a more crucial level, reports of Hezbollah fighters’ bodies being returned from doing battle in Syria over the past few months, although not technically verified till now, have caused a feeling of bitterness among the supporters of the “Resistance.” Resisting Israel is one thing, but killing innocent Syrian women and children is something else. But that’s not all. As the Syrian revolution unfolds, Hezbollah’s main support base, the Shia community, keeps being reminded by the party that it is the most virtuous, most spotless and most righteous in the region. The Party of God supports a dictator and his band of murderers. And recently, according to a number of emails revealed by the Guardian newspaper, Assad and his gang have outed themselves as stupid, corrupt and drowning in vanity. Assad, a “supporter of the resistance,” as Hezbollah constantly describes him to justify its backing of the regime, is spending his time shopping for extravagant stuff and looking at naked photos online. Hezbollah members and their families are similarly being accused of corruption and abusing their power to get richer. Recently, Hesham and Jihad al-Moussawi – brothers of Hezbollah MP Hussein Moussawi – went into hiding after they were accused of producing and distributing drugs, according to Lebanese channel MTV. At the same time, in South Lebanon, people started referring to Hezbollah as the Taliban after it banned the sale of alcohol in many southern towns and cities. On the political level, when the current cabinet was formed, everyone perceived it as Hezbollah-controlled. It was thought that the party controlled the PM and all ministers. Today, Prime Minister Najib Mikati cannot be considered completely under Hezbollah’s control. Mikati’s under-the-table support for Syrian refugees in Tripoli and his recent stances in support of the Special Tribunal for Lebanon gave him a rather autonomous image, whether or not it is accurate. As for Druze leader Walid Jumblatt, it is needless to say that his recent stances vis-à-vis the Syrian regime have gained him more credibility among the Syrian and Lebanese who are against both Assad and Hezbollah. Jumblatt has certainly made a slow but complete turn against the Syrian regime, which means that, as one of the main politicians who determines the political majority in Lebanon, he is stepping outside the orbit of Hezbollah. On the anniversary of his father’s death on Friday, Jumblatt made a move that won him a surge of support inside Syria and Lebanon. The act of placing the Syrian Revolution’s flag on the grave of his father, “who was assassinated by the Syrian regime… [relieved my] conscience,” Jumblatt told Al-Arabiya television station on Sunday. “The [Syrian] regime has come to an end,” he added. The recent statement by the al-Qaeda-linked Abdullah al-Azzam brigade about Jumblatt also does not bode well for Hezbollah. Azzam said that the brigade, which the government has accused of forming a terrorist cell within the Lebanese Armed Forces to carry out attacks against the army, had received an offer by Hezbollah and the Syrian regime to “assassinate Druze leader MP Walid Jumblatt in return for the release of a number of jihadists in Syrian jails.” So there goes Jumblatt, Hezbollah’s most precious win since the May events of 2008. In terms of the upcoming parliamentary elections of 2013, the future looks grim for the Party of God. Hezbollah is less popular today, locally and regionally, than it was a year ago. It is corrupt and supports a dictator, and its leader is not as charismatic as he used to be. It is losing its allies and becoming the subject of jokes by its enemies. No one in their right mind wants to be close to Hezbollah now; it is like the bully at school who no one likes but fears. But eventually, the bully loses his aura and we move on. Although Hezbollah’s own crumbling is going to take some time, due to its possession of arms and power over state institutions, there are undoubtedly a number of serious threats to its power.
Multiple barriers to Iran heg

Savyon, director – Iranian Media Project @ Middle East Media Research Institute, 7/4/’11
(A, “Iran's Defeat in the Bahrain Crisis: A Seminal Event in the Sunni-Shi'ite Conflict,” http://www.memri.org/report/en/0/0/0/0/0/0/5424.htm#_ednref6)

Despite its image as a looming superpower, which revolutionary Iran has sought for years to cultivate, its actual policy reveals a deep recognition of its weakness as a representative of the Shi'ites, who constitute a 10% minority in a Sunni Muslim region. Historically persecuted over centuries, the Shi'ites developed various means of survival, including taqiya – the Shi'ite principle of caution, as expressed in willingness to hide one's Shi'ite affiliation in order to survive under a hostile Sunni rule – and passivity, reflected in the use of diplomacy alongside indirect intimidation, terrorism, etc.

The ideological change pioneered by the founder of the Islamic Revolution in Iran, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini – who transformed the passive perception characteristic of the of the Shi'a (which was based on the legend of the martyrdom of Hussein at the Battle of Karbala) into an active perception of martyrdom (shahada)[26] – is not being carried out by Iran. Tehran is refraining from sending Iranian nationals to carry out martyrdom operations, despite its years-long glorification of this principle. It is also not sending Iranians to Gaza, either on aid missions or to carry out suicide attacks – and this despite the fact that regime-sponsored organizations are recruiting volunteers for such efforts.

Moreover, it appears that the Shi'ite regime in Iran is utilizing the legend of Hussein's martyrdom solely for propaganda purposes, in order to glorify its own might and intimidate the Sunni and Western world. Such intimidation is in keeping with Shi'ite tradition, as a way to conceal Tehran's unwillingness to take overt military action against external challenges.
Conclusion
Tehran's defeat in the Bahrain crisis reflects characteristic Shi'ite restraint, stemming from recognition of its own weakness in the face of the vast Sunni majority. The decade during which Iran successfully expanded its strength and power exponentially via threats and creating an image of superpower military strength has collapsed in the Bahrain crisis; Iran is now revealed as a paper tiger that will refrain from any violent conflict. When it came to the crunch, it became clear that the most that Iran could do was threaten to use terrorism or to subvert the Shi'ite citizens of other countries – in keeping with customary Shi'ite behavior – and these threats were not even implemented.

It can be assumed that the Sunni camp, headed by Saudi Arabia, is fully aware of the political and military significance of Iran's weakness and its unwillingness to initiate face-to-face conflict. This will have ramifications on both the regional and the global levels.

In addition to having its weakness exposed by the Bahrain situation, Tehran has also taken several further hits to its prestige and geopolitical status. These include: the popular uprisings in Syria against the regime of Syrian President Bashar Al-Assad, weakening the Tehran-Damascus axis; post-revolutionary Egypt's refusal to renew relations with Iran; and the fact that the E.U. was capable of uniting and leading a military attack against the regime of Libyan leader Mu'ammar Al-Qadhafi as well as its refusal to renew the nuclear negotiations with Tehran based on Iran's demands. All this, added to the serious internal rift between Iranian Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei and his long-time ally Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, have today left the Iranian regime in clearly reduced circumstances.
Iran isn’t a threat

Luttwak, senior associate – CSIS, professor – Georgetown and Berkeley, 5/26/’7
(Edward, “The middle of nowhere,” Prospect Magazine)

Now the Mussolini syndrome is at work over Iran. All the symptoms are present, including tabulated lists of Iran’s warships, despite the fact that most are over 30 years old; of combat aircraft, many of which (F-4s, Mirages, F-5s, F-14s) have not flown in years for lack of spare parts; and of divisions and brigades that are so only in name. There are awed descriptions of the Pasdaran revolutionary guards, inevitably described as “elite,” who do indeed strut around as if they have won many a war, but who have actually fought only one—against Iraq, which they lost. As for Iran’s claim to have defeated Israel by Hizbullah proxy in last year’s affray, the publicity was excellent but the substance went the other way, with roughly 25 per cent of the best-trained men dead, which explains the tomb-like silence and immobility of the once rumbustious Hizbullah ever since the ceasefire.

Then there is the new light cavalry of Iranian terrorism that is invoked to frighten us if all else fails. The usual middle east experts now explain that if we annoy the ayatollahs, they will unleash terrorists who will devastate our lives, even though 30 years of “death to America” invocations and vast sums spent on maintaining a special international terrorism department have produced only one major bombing in Saudi Arabia, in 1996, and two in the most permissive environment of Buenos Aires, in 1992 and 1994, along with some assassinations of exiles in Europe.

It is true enough that if Iran’s nuclear installations are bombed in some overnight raid, there is likely to be some retaliation, but we live in fortunate times in which we have only the irritant of terrorism instead of world wars to worry about—and Iran’s added contribution is not likely to leave much of an impression. There may be good reasons for not attacking Iran’s nuclear sites—including the very slow and uncertain progress of its uranium enrichment effort—but its ability to strike back is not one of them. Even the seemingly fragile tanker traffic down the Gulf and through the straits of Hormuz is not as vulnerable as it seems—Iran and Iraq have both tried to attack it many times without much success, and this time the US navy stands ready to destroy any airstrip or jetty from which attacks are launched.

As for the claim that the “Iranians” are united in patriotic support for the nuclear programme, no such nationality even exists. Out of Iran’s population of 70m or so, 51 per cent are ethnically Persian, 24 per cent are Turks (“Azeris” is the regime’s term), with other minorities comprising the remaining quarter. Many of Iran’s 16-17m Turks are in revolt against Persian cultural imperialism; its 5-6m Kurds have started a serious insurgency; the Arab minority detonates bombs in Ahvaz; and Baluch tribesmen attack gendarmes and revolutionary guards. If some 40 per cent of the British population were engaged in separatist struggles of varying intensity, nobody would claim that it was firmly united around the London government. On top of this, many of the Persian majority oppose the theocratic regime, either because they have become post-Islamic in reaction to its many prohibitions, or because they are Sufis, whom the regime now persecutes almost as much as the small Baha’i minority. So let us have no more reports from Tehran stressing the country’s national unity. Persian nationalism is a minority position in a country where half the population is not even Persian. In our times, multinational states either decentralise or break up more or less violently; Iran is not decentralising, so its future seems highly predictable, while in the present not much cohesion under attack is to be expected.
Turkey contains Iran

Akhlaghi, senior writer – Foreign Policy Association Blogs, 9/4/’10
(Reza, “Turkish Geopolitical Ascendancy and the Iranian Decline,” http://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2010/09/04/turkish-geopolitical-ascendancy-and-the-iranian-decline/)

With the global economy struggling to re-surface from a deep and self-inflicted recession, the international geo-political order is locked in a lengthy transformation for what appears to be a multi-polar world. In this new and yet-to-be-shaped global geo-political order, there are emerging economies that aim to leverage their rising economic power and turn them into geo-political and geo-energy assets.

Turkey is one such power. Faced with a complex geo-political and energy environment in its region and an economy increasingly integrated into the global trade system, Turkey is executing on a newly developed, grand foreign policy doctrine. This doctrine is bent on harmonizing the country’s power axes with a new geo-politic and geo-energy environment in its region and beyond.

The new emerging Turkish foreign policy and geo-strategic doctrine is putting Iran on the periphery and contributing to Tehran’s decline in its ability to exert leadership in the region. Equipped with a new foreign policy doctrine and a well-established private economic sector, Turkey is deeply cognizant of its emerging strategic advantages over Iran and will leverage these advantages by further strengthening its ties with the Muslim world and filling the void where Iran is seen as a destabilizing force. These efforts by Turkey are poised to effectively strip Iran of its ability to exert political and economic influence in the region.

No impact to gas control—countermeasures empirically prevent Russian leverage

Stegen, professor of Renewable Energy and Environmental Politics – School of Humanities & Social Sciences @ Jacobs University, ‘11
(Karen Smith, “Deconstructing the “energy weapon”: Russia's threat to Europe as case study,” Energy Policy Vol. 39, Issue 10, p. 6505–6513)

In some cases, Russia does seem to have implemented its energy weapon successfully. Without control over natural gas and important energy transit routes, for example, Russia could well have lost control over the symbolically significant Black Sea Fleet. However, the evidence for the consistently successful implementation of the energy weapon by Russia is less than overwhelming. Client states, even weak and highly dependent states such as the Baltic countries and Georgia, were able to resist changing their policies to appease Russia, often through the use of strategic alliances. This raises the question: why would Germany and other European countries not be able to resist similar pressure?
This more sanguine reading of Russia–European energy relations is, of course, grounded in the present. Twenty-five years ago, few would have believed that the Soviet Union and Warsaw Bloc would one day voluntarily dissolve themselves; what worries some policy makers and others are the long-term scenarios of world events that, from today's perspective, seem improbable. In one such scenario, a Russia led by the Siloviki (the Kremlin's hardliners) engages the West in a hot war and diverts Europe's supplies to China or elsewhere (Hill, 2006). The assumptions underlying such scenarios, from an energy standpoint, are that Europe's current dependency on Russia will continue and that European states will remain “helpless”.

As the response of western states to the 1970s OPEC oil embargo—the first use of the energy weapon—demonstrated, consumer states can develop countermeasures to supplier state manipulation. In the 1970s, these measures included the establishment of the International Energy Agency, through which oil importers can coordinate and limit supply shocks; creation of 90-day strategic oil reserves; significant reductions in the oil intensity of Western economies as well as the emergence of a strategic alliance between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia, which further limited OPEC's effectiveness. Thanks to these protections, plus the rise of non-OPEC oil production, the Middle East oil weapon lost some of its leverage (Perovic, 2009).

Similar to the countermeasures of the 1970s, the EU—after the January 2009 Russia–Ukraine gas crisis—also implemented protective measures against gas disruptions. The EU now requires all Member States to adopt and regularly update preventive action plans (the first action plans should be adopted by December 3, 2012) and to identify energy security threats—for which the insights of this article are pertinent—and mitigation measures. Unsurprisingly, suggested measures in Annex II of this regulation include diversifying gas suppliers and gas routes; investing into network infrastructure; increasing the share of renewable gas as a supply side measure; and increasing energy efficiency and fuel-switching as demand side measures (EU, 2010).

Even prior to legislating the above protective measures, the EU was pursuing the establishment of a single European gas market, which is expected to significantly contribute to European energy security as it would increase gas flows within the entire European Union and moderate the consequences of disruptions, no matter what their cause (for example, natural hazard or political manipulation). The recent implementation of the “third energy package”—the unbundling of energy producers from the network—will further enhance energy security as suppliers such as Gazprom will have to relinquish their transportation infrastructure. As one would expect, Putin has vociferously protested the third energy package (Socor, 2011b). Unbundling could stop a producer from being able to enact the energy weapon, but many questions remain over how the regulation will actually be enforced. Moreover, a supplier with shared borders could still own its domestic infrastructure and could still cause a disruption on its side of the border.

cred

Democracy push won’t increase public support

Heydemann, senior advisor for Middle East initiatives – USIP, 11/21/’11
(Steven, “THE VIEW FROM THE MIDDLE EAST: THE 2011 ARAB PUBLIC OPINION POLL,” Brookings) 
What I wanted to focus on, actually, Margaret, was an issue related to this theme of the Arab Awakening that Shibley introduced in his presentation -- but that I think might open up some additional questions for us in trying to understand the impact of the events of the Arab Spring, the Arab Awakening, in particular with respect to public opinion about the United States in the Arab world. 

Because one of the really striking things about the survey -- and as you move through the data, I think you’ll see this yourselves -- is the extraordinary difficulty that the U.S. has had in translating its support for political change in the Arab into improved opinions of the United States among Arabs. 

Shibley, you noted a number of variables in which opinion of the U.S. seems to have improved. And yet there’s also data that suggests that the Arab Spring dividend continues to be very, very elusive. 

And let me just give you one or two quick examples. I don’t want to take too much time because I do want to jump to the discussion.
The U.S. has been very explicit in its support for political change associated with these uprisings. On May 19th, President Obama described the uprisings as an historic opportunity. He said it was a chance for us to persuade the Arab world that we care as much about vendors, fruit vendors, as we do about autocrats. We have been enormously supportive of regime change in Syria and in Yemen. You showed the size of the majorities that support regime change in those two -- or support the protesters in those two countries. The U.S. has been explicit in supporting protesters, and explicit in supporting regime change in both Syria and Yemen. 

And yet, as you said, next to Israel, the U.S. continues to be regarded as the single biggest threat to countries in the Arab world. Some 60 percent -- 59, 60 percent -- of Arabs continue to view the U.S. unfavorably.
And one of the findings -- the question in relation to what the Arab world things animates U.S. engagement in the region, you mentioned that there’s a sense that many in the Arab world continue to think that what’s most important in driving U.S. policy is control of oil and defending Israel. 

But what you didn’t point out -- and I thought this was, given the emphasis of U.S. policy over the last year, what was really -- 

MS. WARNER: Promoting democracy?
MR. HEYDEMANN: Less than 5 percent of Arabs who responded believe that democracy is a key priority of the U.S. Less than 5 percent believe that promoting human rights is a priority of the United States. 

And so to the extent that we anticipated that the Arab Spring, the Awakenings, offered us an opportunity to realign how the Arab world things about the United States, the data make clear how compelling some of those gaps continue to be. 

And just one more word. What’s also, I think, especially interesting is some of the information you conveyed about Palestine and attitudes towards Palestine. 

Ninety percent of Arabs in the survey continue to identify Palestine as one of the top three political issues that they care most about. As you saw from Shibley’s presentation, the one thing that the U.S. could do that would most improve its standing in the region is to broker a peace agreement, along very particular lines -- ‘67 boundaries, Jerusalem as the capital of Palestine, and so one. The second most important thing that the U.S. could do to improve its standing is cut off aid to Israel. 

And so we get this sense, I think, coming out of this survey that in many ways -- and I’m a little reluctant to draw the conclusion in a decisive fashion -- but in many ways, you get the sense that low levels of trust in the U.S. in the Arab world, and our performance, at least as perceived in the Arab world, on the Palestine issue, constitutes a significant constraint on the capacity of the U.S. to achieve the gains that we hoped our support for the Arab Spring would be able to deliver.
Now, when we think about where are in the peace process, and when we think about the frustrations the U.S. has encountered in trying to move that process forward, we really almost, I think, have to step away from this survey with a question of whether or not this tension between the expectation that our support for the Arab Spring would produce benefits on one hand, and the reality that in some measure, because of how we’re perceived to engage on the issue of Palestine, we continue to be perceived as a threat to the Arab world, it really opens up the question of whether we will be able to realize what President Obama identified as an historic opportunity to improve our relations with the Arab world. 

It may be that that opportunity is really at risk because of some of the tensions that this survey brings to the fore.
Squo solves Obama power

NPR  12-31-2011; Obama's Grade In Foreign Policy 2011: 'Incomplete' http://m.wfiu.npr.org/news/front/144442535?page=2 

"You have a world in which there is political turmoil in many countries. You have the worst American economic situation in recent memory," Cordesman says. "You have almost partisan paralysis in the Congress that affects foreign policy as well as domestic policy." Collective Action These challenges are one reason Obama has always emphasized a collective approach to foreign action. This president argues that it's easier to get things done when lots of countries are pushing in the same direction. White House Deputy National Security Adviser Ben Rhodes describes it as "fostering collective action on behalf of our interests." "In 2011, we saw the clearest demonstration of the strength of multilateral action in Libya than we've seen in perhaps decades," he says, "in that you had an immediate action taken by the United States to build an international coalition to stop a potential mass atrocity on the ground." That effort was ultimately successful: Today, Gadhafi is gone. Rhodes says the emphasis on coalitions has paid off in other ways, too. During foreign trips, Obama has focused on strengthening ties with Asia and with the booming economies of Latin America. "If you look at our core alliances, there's no question whatsoever that they're stronger under this administration than under the previous one," Rhodes says. Andy Kohut agrees. His Pew Global Attitudes Project surveys international opinions about the U.S. "The image of the United States remains highly positive in much of the world," he says. 

Or they can’t solve Obama power

Lincoln Mitchell 12-25-2011; Arnold A. Saltzman Assistant Professor in the Practice of International Politics at Cornell; Foreign Policy The Sum of Obama’s Foreign Policy Parts http://www.thefastertimes.com/foreignpolicy/2011/12/25/the-sum-of-obamas-foreign-policy-parts/

On the other hand, this unwillingness to set ambitious or creative goals has contributed to the administration’s inability to consider bolder decisions and approaches. The killing of Bin Laden, for example, does not change the situation in Afghanistan where Obama has talked himself, and the country, into a war that continues with no clear end, or even goals, in sight. Similarly, the administration’s commitment to a U.S. position as a global hegemon spending billions of dollars it no longer has in this endeavor reflects a commitment to conventional, and increasingly unsustainable approaches to foreign policy. In this context, the accomplishments of the Obama administration will never seem satisfactory, either to opponents of the administration who seek out any opportunity to criticize the president, but more significantly, to observers who cannot help but note the distressing state of international affairs despite several high profile successes by the administration. 

No impact

MacDonald and Parent 2011 - *Assistant Professor of Political Science at Williams College, **Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Miami (Paul and Joseph, International Security, 35.4, "Graceful decline? The surprising success of great power retrenchment", http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/ISEC_a_00034-MacDonald_proof2.pdf, WEA)

These arguments have a number of limitations. First, opponents of retrenchment exaggerate the importance of credibility in the defense of commitments. Just because a state has signaled a willingness to retreat from one commitment does not mean it will retreat from others. Studies of reputation, for example, have demonstrated a tenuous link between past behavior and current reputation.22 The capacity to defend a commitment is as important as credibility in determining the strength of a commitment. Quantitative studies have likewise found a mixed link between previous concessions and deterrence failure.23 The balance of power between the challenger and the defender, in contrast, is often decisive. For instance, after a series of crises over Berlin and Cuba, British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan observed to his cabinet, “The fact that the Soviet Government had agreed to withdraw their missiles and their aircraft from Cuba was not evidence of weakness but of realism. . . . But Berlin was an entirely different question; not only was it of vital importance to the Soviet Government but the Russians had overwhelming conventional superiority in the area.”24 This finding supports the basic insight of retrenchment: by con- centrating scarce resources, a policy of retrenchment exchanges a diffuse repu- tation for toughness for a concentrated capability at key points of challenge. Second, pessimists overstate the extent to which a policy of retrenchment can damage a great power’s capabilities or prestige. Gilpin, in particular, assumes that a great power’s commitments are on equal footing and interde- pendent. In practice, however, great powers make commitments of varying de- grees that are functionally independent of one another. Concession in one area need not be seen as influencing a commitment in another area.25 Far from being perceived as interdependent, great power commitments are often seen as being rivalries, so that abandoning commitments in one area may actually bolster the strength of a commitment in another area. During the Korean War, for instance, President Harry Truman’s administration explicitly backed away from total victory on the peninsula to strengthen deterrence in Europe.26 Re- treat in an area of lesser importance freed up resources and signaled a strong commitment to an area of greater significance. Third, critics do not just oversell the hazards of retrenchment; they down- play the dangers of preventive war.27 Both Gilpin and Copeland praise the ability of preventive war to arrest great power decline by defusing the threat posed to a hegemonic power by an isolated challenger. Such reasoning disre- gards the warning of Otto von Bismarck and others that preventive war is “suicide from fear of death.”28 In practice, great powers operate in a much more constrained and complex security environment in which they face multi- ple threats on several fronts. Powers pursuing preventive war are shouldering grave risks: preventive war may require resources that are unavailable or allies that are difficult to recruit, and defeat in preventive war opens floodgates to exploitation on multiple fronts. Even a successful war, if sufficiently costly, can weaken a great power to the point of vulnerability.29 For most great powers, the potential loss of security in the future as a result of relative decline rarely justifies inviting the hazards of war in the present. 

No impact-rise of center-left in Latin America
Brands 9
Hal, “DEALING WITH POLITICAL FERMENT IN LATIN AMERICA: THE POPULIST REVIVAL, THE EMERGENCE OF THE CENTER, AND IMPLICATIONS FOR U.S. POLICY” PhD History from Yale

http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB943.pdf
 The first trend is radical populism. Leaders like Hugo Chávez, Evo Morales, Rafael Correa, and others angrily condemn the shortcomings of capitalism and democracy, and frame politics as a struggle between the “people” and the “oligarchy.” They promote prolific social spending, centralize power in the presidency, and lash out at Washington. This program is, in some ways, strategically problematic for the United States. Populist policies ultimately lead to authoritarianism, polarization, and economic collapse, and certain populist leaders have openly challenged U.S. influence and interests in Latin America. Yet it would be a mistake to overestimate the dangers posed by radical populism. There are limits to the more threatening aspects of populist diplomacy, and, despite their anti-American rhetoric, populist leaders in Ecuador, Nicaragua, and Argentina have continued to cooperate with Washington on a number of issues. More importantly, taking too dire a view of the current situation risks ignoring the effects of the second essential trend in Latin American politics: the rise of the center. vi On both center-left and center-right, leaders in countries like Chile, Brazil, Uruguay, Mexico, and Colombia have responded to the present crisis in Latin America by emphasizing moderation rather than radicalism. They mix market-oriented economic policies with creative social reforms, protect democratic practices, and confront the long-standing shortcomings of the Latin American state. They pursue pragmatic foreign policies, stressing cooperation rather than confrontation with the United States.

No war over Taiwan – relations stabilizing 

Bush, 10

[Richard C Bush III, Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institution, “China-Taiwan: Recent Economic, Political, and Military Developments Across the Strait, and Implications for the United States,” 3/18/10, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/testimony/2010/0318_china_economy_bush.aspx]

What is the trajectory of the current process? Conceptually, there are at least two possibilities. On the one hand, and more consequential, what we are watching might reflect movement toward the resolution of the fundamental dispute between the two sides. One type of resolution would be unification according to the PRC’s one-county, two-systems formula, but there are others. On the other hand, what we are seeing could be the stabilization of cross-Strait relations. That term implies several things: increasing two-way contact, reducing mutual fear, increasing mutual trust and predictability, expanding areas of cooperation, institutionalizing interaction, and so on. It constitutes a shift from the conflicted coexistence of the 1995-2008 period to a more relaxed coexistence. Examples of this process at work are the array of economic agreements that the two sides have concluded, removing obstacles to closer interchange; China’s approval for Taiwan to attend the 2009 meeting of the World Health Assembly; and the two sides’ tacit agreement that neither will steal the other’s diplomatic partners.

In and of itself, stabilization does not lead ineluctably to a resolution of the China-Taiwan dispute—however much Beijing prefers inevitability and however much some in Taiwan fear it. President Ma has been quite explicit that unification will not be discussed during his term of office, whether that is four or eight years. The Chinese leadership at least realizes that the current situation is better than the previous one and understands that resolution will be a long-term process.

Certainly, however, stabilization can create a better climate for resolution. It’s easier to address the tough conceptual issues that are at the heart of this dispute in an environment of greater mutual trust. But I don’t see that happening anytime soon. Stabilization can also evolve very incrementally toward resolution, either through better mutual understanding or because one side, knowingly or unknowingly, makes concessions to the other. How stabilization might migrate to resolution brings me to the Commission’s questions.

China’s Initiatives

Since 2005, and in contrast to past periods, China’s approach to Taiwan has been rather skillful. President Hu Jintao shifted the priority from achieving unification in the near or medium term to opposing Taiwan independence (unification remains the long-term goal). Although he speaks about the need for the two sides to “scrupulously abide by the one-China principle,” he has been prepared, for the sake of achieving substantive progress, to tolerate so far the Ma administration’s quite ambiguous approach to that issue. The Beijing leadership recognizes the importance of building mutual trust through dialogue and exchanges after a decade-plus of mutual fear. It is emphasizing what the two sides have in common—economic cooperation and Chinese culture—and agreed to reduce somewhat the zero-sum competition in the international arena. Through its policies and interactions, it is trying to build up support for a PRC-friendly public on Taiwan. It sees the value of institutionalizing a more stable cross-Strait relationship.

The exception to this trend is the continuation of the People’s Liberation Army’s acquisition of capabilities that are relevant to a Taiwan contingency. Why this build-up continues, in spite of the decline in tensions since President Ma took office, is puzzling. After all, Ma’s policies reduce significantly what Beijing regarded as a serious national security problem. China is more secure today than two years ago, yet it continues to make Taiwan more vulnerable. Possible explanations are rigid procurement schedules; the inability of civilian leaders to impose a change even when it makes policy sense; and a decision to fill out its capacity to coerce and intimidate Taiwan, in case a future Taiwan government challenges China’s fundamental interests. The answer is not clear. I am inclined to believe that it is a combination of the second and third reasons.

What is clear is that this trend is in no one's interests – Taiwan's, China's or the United States'. Taiwan's leaders are unlikely to negotiate seriously on the issues on Beijing's agenda under a darkening cloud of possible coercion and intimidation. The Taiwanese people will not continue to support pro-engagement leaders if they conclude that this policy has made Taiwan less secure. The U.S. will not benefit if mutual fear again pervades the Taiwan Strait.

Where do Current Trends Lead?

To be honest, I do not know. I cannot rule out the possibility that gradually and over time the Taiwan public and political leaders will abandon decades of opposition to one-country, two systems and choose to let Taiwan become a special administrative region of the PRC. But I doubt it. Despite the consciousness on the island of China’s growing power and leverage, there is still a broad consensus that the Republic of China (or Taiwan) is a sovereign state, a position that is inconsistent with China’s formula. Moreover, because of the provisions of the ROC constitution, fundamental change of the sort that Beijing wants would require constitutional amendments and therefore a broad and strong political consensus, which does not exist at this time.

So if political integration is to occur in the next couple of decades, it will occur not because of the cumulative impact of economic integration but because Beijing has decided to make Taiwan an offer that is better than one-country, two systems. So far, I see no sign it will do so.

The more likely future is the continued creation and consolidation of a stabilized order, one in which economic interdependence deepens, social and cultural interaction grows, competition in the international community is muted, and all these arrangements will be institutionalized to one degree or another. But none of this will be automatic. Issues relevant to the resolution of the dispute (e.g. whether Taiwan is a sovereign entity) may come up in the process of stabilization and dealt with in ways that do not hurt either side’s interests And the issue of China’s growing military power—and what it reflects about PLA intentions—remains.  
No war – even if crises occur, deterrence prevents them from escalating

Ganguly, 8

[Sumit Ganguly is a professor of political science and holds the Rabindranath Tagore Chair at Indiana University, Bloomington. “Nuclear Stability in South Asia,” International Security, Vol. 33, No. 2 (Fall 2008), pp. 45–70]

As the outcomes of the 1999 and 2001–02 crises show, nuclear deterrence is robust in South Asia. Both crises were contained at levels considerably short of full-scale war. That said, as Paul Kapur has argued, Pakistan’s acquisition of a nuclear weapons capability may well have emboldened its leadership, secure in the belief that India had no good options to respond. India, in turn, has been grappling with an effort to forge a new military doctrine and strategy to enable it to respond to Pakistani needling while containing the possibilities of conflict escalation, especially to the nuclear level.78 Whether Indian military planners can fashion such a calibrated strategy to cope with Pakistani probes remains an open question. This article’s analysis of the 1999 and 2001–02 crises does suggest, however, that nuclear deterrence in South Asia is far from parlous, contrary to what the critics have suggested. Three specific forms of evidence can be adduced to argue the case for the strength of nuclear deterrence. First, there is a serious problem of conflation in the arguments of both Hoyt and Kapur. Undeniably, Pakistan’s willingness to provoke India has increased commensurate with its steady acquisition of a nuclear arsenal. This period from the late 1980s to the late 1990s, however, also coincided with two parallel developments that equipped Pakistan with the motives, opportunities, and means to meddle in India’s internal affairs—particularly in Jammu and Kashmir. The most important change that occurred was the end of the conflict with the Soviet Union, which freed up military resources for use in a new jihad in Kashmir. This jihad, in turn, was made possible by the emergence of an indigenous uprising within the state as a result of Indian political malfeasance.79 Once the jihadis were organized, trained, armed, and unleashed, it is far from clear whether Pakistan could control the behavior and actions of every resulting jihadist organization.80 Consequently, although the number of attacks on India did multiply during the 1990s, it is difficult to establish a firm causal connection between the growth of Pakistani boldness and its gradual acquisition of a full-fledged nuclear weapons capability.

Second, India did respond with considerable force once its military planners realized the full scope and extent of the intrusions across the Line of Control. Despite the vigor of this response, India did exhibit restraint. For example, Indian pilots were under strict instructions not to cross the Line of Control in pursuit of their bombing objectives.81 They adhered to these guidelines even though they left them more vulnerable to Pakistani ground ªre.82 The Indian military exercised such restraint to avoid provoking Pakistani fears of a wider attack into Pakistan-controlled Kashmir and then into Pakistan itself. Indian restraint was also evident at another level. During the last war in Kashmir in 1965, within a week of its onset, the Indian Army horizontally escalated with an attack into Pakistani Punjab. In fact, in the Punjab, Indian forces successfully breached the international border and reached the outskirts of the regional capital, Lahore. The Indian military resorted to this strategy under conditions that were not especially propitious for the country. Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, India’s first prime minister, had died in late 1964. His successor, Lal Bahadur Shastri, was a relatively unknown politician of uncertain stature and standing, and the Indian military was still recovering from the trauma of the 1962 border war with the People’s Republic of China.83 Finally, because of its role in the Cold War, the Pakistani military was armed with more sophisticated, U.S.-supplied weaponry, including the F-86 Sabre and the F-104 Starfighter aircraft. India, on the other hand, had few supersonic aircraft in its inventory, barring a small number of Soviet-supplied MiG-21s and the indigenously built HF-24.84 Furthermore, the Indian military remained concerned that China might open a second front along the Himalayan border. Such concerns were not entirely chimerical, because a Sino-Pakistani entente was under way. Despite these limitations, the Indian political leadership responded to Pakistani aggression with vigor and granted the Indian military the necessary authority to expand the scope of the war. In marked contrast to the politico-military context of 1965, in 1999 India had a self-confident (if belligerent) political leadership and a substantially more powerful military apparatus. Moreover, the country had overcome most of its Nehruvian inhibitions about the use of force to resolve disputes.85 Furthermore, unlike in 1965, India had at least two reserve strike corps in the Punjab in a state of military readiness and poised to attack across the border if given the political nod.86 Despite these significant differences and advantages, the Indian political leadership chose to scrupulously limit the scope of the conflict to the Kargil region. As K. Subrahmanyam, a prominent Indian defense analyst and political commentator, wrote in 1993:. 

The awareness on both sides of a nuclear capability that can enable either country to assemble nuclear weapons at short notice induces mutual caution. This caution is already evident on the part of India. In 1965, when Pakistan carried out its “Operation Gibraltar” and sent in infiltrators, India sent its army across the cease-fire line to destroy the assembly points of the infiltrators. That escalated into a full-scale war. In 1990, when Pakistan once again carried out a massive infiltration of terrorists trained in Pakistan, India tried to deal with the problem on Indian territory and did not send its army into Pakistan-occupied Kashmir.87

mideast war

No escalation

Fettweis, Asst Prof Poli Sci – Tulane, Asst Prof National Security Affairs – US Naval War College, ‘7
(Christopher, “On the Consequences of Failure in Iraq,” Survival, Vol. 49, Iss. 4, December, p. 83 – 98) 

Without the US presence, a second argument goes, nothing would prevent Sunni-Shia violence from sweeping into every country where the religious divide exists. A Sunni bloc with centres in Riyadh and Cairo might face a Shia bloc headquartered in Tehran, both of which would face enormous pressure from their own people to fight proxy wars across the region. In addition to intra-Muslim civil war, cross-border warfare could not be ruled out. Jordan might be the first to send troops into Iraq to secure its own border; once the dam breaks, Iran, Turkey, Syria and Saudi Arabia might follow suit. The Middle East has no shortage of rivalries, any of which might descend into direct conflict after a destabilising US withdrawal. In the worst case, Iran might emerge as the regional hegemon, able to bully and blackmail its neighbours with its new nuclear arsenal. Saudi Arabia and Egypt would soon demand suitable deterrents of their own, and a nuclear arms race would envelop the region. Once again, however, none of these outcomes is particularly likely.
Wider war

No matter what the outcome in Iraq, the region is not likely to devolve into chaos. Although it might seem counter-intuitive, by most traditional measures the Middle East is very stable. Continuous, uninterrupted governance is the norm, not the exception; most Middle East regimes have been in power for decades. Its monarchies, from Morocco to Jordan to every Gulf state, have generally been in power since these countries gained independence. In Egypt Hosni Mubarak has ruled for almost three decades, and Muammar Gadhafi in Libya for almost four. The region's autocrats have been more likely to die quiet, natural deaths than meet the hangman or post-coup firing squads. Saddam's rather unpredictable regime, which attacked its neighbours twice, was one of the few exceptions to this pattern of stability, and he met an end unusual for the modern Middle East. Its regimes have survived potentially destabilising shocks before, and they would be likely to do so again.
The region actually experiences very little cross-border warfare, and even less since the end of the Cold War. Saddam again provided an exception, as did the Israelis, with their adventures in Lebanon. Israel fought four wars with neighbouring states in the first 25 years of its existence, but none in the 34 years since. Vicious civil wars that once engulfed Lebanon and Algeria have gone quiet, and its ethnic conflicts do not make the region particularly unique.

The biggest risk of an American withdrawal is intensified civil war in Iraq rather than regional conflagration. Iraq's neighbours will likely not prove eager to fight each other to determine who gets to be the next country to spend itself into penury propping up an unpopular puppet regime next door. As much as the Saudis and Iranians may threaten to intervene on behalf of their co-religionists, they have shown no eagerness to replace the counter-insurgency role that American troops play today. If the United States, with its remarkable military and unlimited resources, could not bring about its desired solutions in Iraq, why would any other country think it could do so?17

Common interest, not the presence of the US military, provides the ultimate foundation for stability. All ruling regimes in the Middle East share a common (and understandable) fear of instability. It is the interest of every actor - the Iraqis, their neighbours and the rest of the world - to see a stable, functioning government emerge in Iraq. If the United States were to withdraw, increased regional cooperation to address that common interest is far more likely than outright warfare.

Assad is sustainable—post-Assad transition makes civil war more intense 

Husain 2/6
Ed Husain, CFR Middle Eastern Studies Senior Fellow, 2/6/12, Life After Assad Could Be Worse, www.nytimes.com/roomfordebate/2012/02/06/is-assads-time-running-out/syria-after-assad-could-be-even-worse
Syria is unlike any other Arab country. It is home to adherents to many of the world’s oldest religions, tribal groupings and ancient cities. I have lived in Syria for two years, and have been visiting annually for the last decade. The Syrian landscape is dotted with reminders of past battles and the rise and fall of the Greeks, Romans, Mongols, Ottomans and recently the French. The Syrian people know the price of war. They are forced to take stock, by memories of blood spilled in Lebanon, by wars with Israel and now by daily clashes between armed protesters and Bashar al-Assad’s soldiers. The fear of impending chaos and losing more lives helps bolster Assad’s rule over a weary people.
There’s good reason why 55 percent of Syrians polled recently still support Assad. They prefer his (flawed) promise of security and stability to the (untested) opposition’s offer of a democracy enveloped in blood. Assad’s appeal is not that he offers freedom, but security. And by killing mercilessly he illustrates that, like his father’s regime, he will use an iron fist to try to control Syria.
Much is in Assad’s favor. Iraqi refugees are ubiquitous in Syria, and they recount how post-Saddam Iraq went horribly wrong. Every Friday, clerics in most mosques openly pray for Assad’s victory over the “dissenters” and the “misguided” — this helps reinforce his legitimacy among a religious nation. Damascus and Aleppo, Syria’ largest cities and business hubs, remain subdued. The ruling Baath Party is intact. And unlike in Egypt or Tunisia, Syria’s armed forces have killed citizens, and been killed too.

It is impossible to tell whether Assad’s time is running out. Educated and Westernized friends of mine in Syria who once opposed Assad on political grounds and sought reform now support him because they fear the prospect of an all-out civil war between tribes, cities, Sunnis, Shiites, Alawites, Druze, Ismailis, Catholics, Protestants and assorted Orthodox Christians. Syria is a complex nation. Containing – not fanning – the current conflict is in everybody’s interests.
Balance of power is decisive—no warrant behind ‘collapse inevitable’

Peterson 3/15
Scott Peterson, Christian Science Monitor, 3/15/12, Why Syria's Assad could hang on for a decade or more (+video), www.csmonitor.com/layout/set/print/content/view/print/481419
As Syrian forces shelled, rocketed, and sniped their way back into the northern town of Idlib this week, witnesses to the carnage say the sacking of the town is emblematic of the vastly unequal fight between those who want to remove the Syrian regime and President Bashar al-Assad's large and disciplined Army.
“Of course, our Kalashnikovs are no match for their tanks,” activist Omar told Al Jazeera English (AJE), recounting how the rag-tag Free Syrian Army could do little to stop the armored advance on the town.

“A lot of martyrs [civilians] are underground, buried by the shelling…. You can’t imagine what is happening inside the city,” said Omar, adding that 150 people had died in the first two days. “They’re killing relatives of activists, burning activists’ houses … and arresting any activist they can find.”

One year after a popular uprising began against the Syrian strongman – fanned by Arab Spring optimism after the swift fall of dictators in Tunisia and Egypt – Mr. Assad is fighting back, reimposing harsh rule at the point of a gun. First was a month-long bombardment of Homs, then the indiscriminate shelling of Idlib, and now Assad's troops are moving back into Deraa, where the uprising began in March 2011. More than 8,000 Syrians have died since then, according to the United Nations.

While most observers echo President Obama in stating that Assad’s “days are numbered,” some also look at how Saddam Hussein, in 1991, crushed a Shiite/Kurdish uprising, and then ruled over a cowed population for 12 more years. Assad's father, Hafez, himself crushed an Islamist revolt by destroying the city of Hama in the early 1980s.

So far, the Syrian case has differed from every other Arab Spring example, from the scale and brutality of the regime crackdown to the willingness of Syrian civilians, after all the bloodshed, to keep up their protests.
“Not only has Assad absorbed the first shocks of the uprising, in fact he is on the offensive,” says Fawaz Gerges, a Mideast specialist at the London School of Economics who has done fieldwork in Syria in the past year.

“He can mobilize half a million men, skilled, active, healthy men who can fight,” says Mr. Gerges, noting that Assad has barely deployed any of his hundreds of planes and helicopters.
“You’re talking about a regime that has been preparing itself for 40 years for the worst-case scenario,” adds Gerges. “Assad seems to be in charge of how and when he’s using force…. He’s really acting, of course in a very brutal way, but as a man walking tall – not a man scared. Acting decisively. Yesterday it was Idlib, today it is Deraa. This is a systematic, concerted effort; he is going for the kill.”

Why Assad is on better footing than Qaddafi was

Thousands of Syrians turned out today in Damascus to support Assad, waving Syrian flags to bolster a regime that some analysts believe still commands bedrock support of 30 percent or more.

The opposition is ill-equipped, and with little hope at the moment of getting more hardware or even political support. They have only small arms and homemade explosives to counter the will of Assad's forces, which have largely remained loyal to him.

In Libya, by contrast, entire military units defected, and the opposition quite early took control of eastern Libya, with a headquarters in Benghazi. Analysts note that the Syrian regime has many more advantages than did the Libyan government under Muammar Qaddafi, which fell last year after six months of fighting and a robust NATO intervention.

Mr. Qaddafi had few friends, and his declaration to hunt the opposition “like rats” in Benghazi prompted a United Nations Security Council resolution to protect civilians that paved the way for NATO to intervene. Countries like Qatar secretly supplied special forces, training, cash, and satellite communications gear to the relatively cohesive opposition.

In Syria, the Assad regime has benefited from two rounds of vetoes from Russia and China in the Security Council, blocking action against Assad. It has also enjoyed the close friendship and support of its ally Iran and the pro-Iranian Hezbollah militia in Lebanon.

Russia has continued to sell arms to the regime, despite its crackdown. Turkey has talked tough but provided almost no assistance to the Free Syrian Army; the US and Europe have “ruled” out military intervention for now, and not even humanitarian corridors to relieve stricken populations seem possible. The Syrian opposition is splintered.

Internal Syrian civil war won’t spillover – Iraq proves

Clawson 12
Patrick Clawson, s Director of Research at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, February 2012, Post-Asad Syria: Opportunity or Quagmire?, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/opedsPDFs/4f4d4f131e288.pdf
Indeed, chaos in Syria would create a space in which various radical nonstate actors could operate; in particular, it would give a safe haven to Iraqi insurgents and to Kurdistan Workers’ Party fighters targeting Turkey. The spillover effects of Syrian chaos on Jordan and Lebanon could also be considerable. But such spillover is not guaranteed. Most of the neighboring states are quite resilient. Consider that the chaos in Iraq in 2005–2008 had relatively little impact on the stability of its neighbors.

Iran and Hezbollah perceive Assad as stable now—plan causes them to go for broke and destabilize the entire region—that takes out case solvency

ICG 11
International Crisis Group, 11/24/11, Uncharted Waters: Thinking ThroughSyria’s Dynamics, www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/Middle East North Africa/Iraq Syria Lebanon/Syria/B031 Uncharted Waters - Thinking Through Syrias Dynamics.pdf
They have grounds to be worried. International pressure for the regime’s demise is not simply a matter of humanitarian concern at mounting loss of life. In more than one country ‒ notably the U.S., Israel and Saudi Arabia – toppling Assad is seen as a critical step toward crippling Hizbollah and isolating Iran. Escalating pressure on Tehran – manifested by growing talk of a possible Israeli strike against its nuclear facilities – coupled with intensifying efforts to ensure Beirut continues to fund the Special Tribunal for Lebanon (which has accused Hizbollah of involvement in the assassination of former Lebanese prime minister Rafiq Hariri), further fuels belief that popular protests in Syria have morphed into an existential tug-ofwar over the region’s fate.
Nor has Hizbollah helped its case. By offering blind support to the Syrian regime while championing the largely Shiite uprising in Bahrain, it has come across as deeply sectarian and squandered much of the sympathy it once enjoyed among Arab public opinion. And, by placing the practical exigencies of resistance over its purported ethical foundations, it has forfeited its moral standing. This presents significant threats both to Syria and Lebanon. It could push Hizbollah to step up its assistance to its Syrian ally in concrete ways. Now that failure of the recent Arab League initiative appears to have closed the door on a negotiated solution, and now that Turkey has hinted it could establish a buffer zone on Syrian soil and implicitly recognised the legitimacy of armed struggle against the regime, Hizbollah could conclude that the conflict’s patently international character justifies its own direct involvement on the ground. This would mark a sea change; periodic accusations to the contrary notwithstanding, to date no hard evidence has surfaced of the Shiite movement’s military role in suppressing the uprising.

Likewise, should the situation reach the point where Assad’s ouster appears imminent, Hizbollah potentially could be drawn to launch attacks against Israel in an attempt to radically alter the focus of attention. At this point, there is little indication the movement will take this course, which would present major risks for the Shiite movement. Its motivations would be transparent, and it would subject itself to massive Israeli retaliation at a time when it no longer could safely bank on physical protection and mili tary resupply from Syria. By the same token, Iran might prefer to keep Hizbollah’s powder dry in anticipation of – and in order to deter ‒ a possible Israeli strike. Still, the more Hizbollah and Tehran perceive the Syrian crisis as an existential struggle designed to deal them a decisive blow, the greater the risk that they would choose to go for broke. At a minimum, it is a prospect not to be entirely discounted.
Nor would Lebanon itself necessarily be unscathed. If and when the Syrian regime collapses, anything Hizbollah views as an effort to undermine its position could reignite a bloody domestic conflict. For now, Lebanon’s emboldened Sunnis have shown no appetite for military confrontation with their nemesis. Rather than arming themselves, they are investing their hopes in the Syrian protest movement and opposition to whom they reportedly have been extending logistical and material assistance. The Shiite movement undoubtedly would be weakened by the loss of its ally, but nonetheless would remain by far the most powerful Lebanese actor, with strong popular support among Shiites and Christians and an unmatched military arsenal. For Hizbollah’s opponents to use this opportunity to press their advantage would be to play with fire. All would likely lose – the Lebanese people, of course, but also Syria’s own transition, which inevitably would be disrupted by a violent crisis at its border. In short, given the current balance of power and the Sunnis’ realistic reluctance to turn to a military option, the odds of this scenario remain low. But circumstances and calculations could change. The Syrian crisis might serve as a turning point, leading outside actors to step up their efforts on behalf of their Lebanese Sunni allies.

Global nuclear war and flips solvency

Saab, visiting fellow – Center for Nonproliferation Studies, PhD candidate in govt and politics – U Maryland, ‘11
(Bilal and Nicholas Blanford, “THE NEXT WAR: How Another Conflict between Hizballah and Israel Could Look and How Both Sides are Preparing for It,” Saban Center for Middle East Policy at Brookings, August) 
Peace, however, might not endure indefinitely. Both sides are as worried about each other’s intentions today as they were five years ago, and their military forces continue to be on alert and poised for renewed confrontation. Mutual fears and suspicions have in fact deepened due to increasingly threatening verbal exchanges and aggressive military buildups. Given the substantial military preparations undertaken by both sides, the next war between Hizballah and Israel will be far more destructive than any previous conflict between these two enemies over the past thirty years. As such, a new conflict between Israel and Hizballah will have drastic, long-term implications for the politics and security of the Middle East. First, a war—and the expected large-scale destruction that would result—would profoundly undermine Lebanon’s already delicate balance and fragile stability, an outcome that would cause great harm to U.S. long-term interests and goals in the country. Specifically, a weaker and more unstable Lebanon would be unable to shield itself from foreign intervention and various threats at home and abroad, secure its borders, and provide a security alternative to Hizballah. Another destructive war against Hizballah, which would most likely fall short of decisively defeating the group, would undermine the project of state-building and deepen Lebanon’s societal and sectarian divides, possibly leading to widespread political violence. Second, another war between Hizballah and Israel could threaten to derail the process of democratization taking place in the region or, at the very least, strengthen the popularity of anti-U.S. factions. Instead of channeling their energy and devoting their resources to governance and economic issues, Arab countries would likely focus on the war and some could seek to offer both material and non-material support to Hizballah. Moreover, another war with Israel would complicate the efforts of pro-democracy activists to achieve their goals because their autocratic leaders could use the excuse of war and the corresponding threat to national security to crack down harder and postpone reforms indefinitely. In countries where reforms have begun, such as Egypt and Tunisia, another major war against an Arab entity— Hizballah—in which the United States sides with Israel (or stands silently on the sidelines) could raise the popularity of nationalist and anti-U.S. factions and possibly help their candidates gain in the upcoming elections.2 Third, another large-scale Israeli military campaign against Hizballah that fails in its objectives would probably enhance Iran’s strategic foothold in the region and strengthen its bargaining position in its negotiations with the West over its nuclear enrichment program. Hizballah’s military arsenal directly contributes to Tehran’s leverage and bargaining power by serving as a potent deterrent against an attack by the West and/or Israel against Iran’s nuclear infrastructure. In short, a war between Hizballah and Israel would have devastating consequences for both sides, the region as a whole, and U.S. strategic interests in the Middle East. Indeed, given Hizballah’s extensive military preparations and Israel’s pattern of using heavy force in conflicts, the next war will likely be of a magnitude, lethality, and scope that would make the 2006 conflict pale in comparison. Because of its expected scale, the next war could easily spiral out of control and involve Iran, Syria, and other states or sub-state actors in the region. Indeed, the next war may end up being a “transformational” event in the Middle East.3 Therefore, understanding the drivers that could lead to another military confrontation is crucial so that parties who wish to try to prevent this outcome can design their policies accordingly.

Post-Assad transition causes loose CBWs

Blair 3/1

Charles Blair, Senior Fellow for State and Non-State Threats at the Federation of American Scientists, 3/1/12, Fearful of a nuclear Iran? The real WMD nightmare is Syria, www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/fearful-of-nuclear-iran-the-real-wmd-nightmare-syria
But the Libyan chemical stockpile consisted of several tons of aging mustard gas leaking from a half-dozen canisters that would have been impossible to utilize as weapons. Syria likely has one of the largest and most sophisticated chemical weapon programs in the world. Moreover, Syria may also possess an offensive biological weapons capability that Libya did not.

While it is uncertain whether the Syrian regime would consider using WMD against its domestic opponents, Syrian insurgents, unlike many of their Libyan counterparts, are increasingly sectarian and radicalized; indeed, many observers fear the uprising is being "hijacked" by jihadists. Terrorist groups active in the Syrian uprising have already demonstrated little compunction about the acquisition and use of WMD. In short, should Syria devolve into full-blown civil-war, the security of its WMD should be of profound concern, as sectarian insurgents and Islamist terrorist groups may stand poised to seize chemical and perhaps even biological weapons.

An enormous unconventional arsenal. Syria's chemical weapons stockpile is thought to be massive PDF. One of only eight nations that is not a member of the Chemical Weapons Convention -- an arms control agreement that outlaws the production, possession, and use of chemical weapons -- Syria has a chemical arsenal that includes several hundred tons of blistering agents along with likely large stockpiles of deadly nerve agents, including VX, the most toxic of all chemical weapons. At least four large chemical weapon production facilities exist. Additionally, Syria likely stores its deadly chemical weapons at dozens of facilities throughout the fractious country. In contrast to Libya's unusable chemical stockpile, analysts emphasize that Syrian chemical agents are weaponized and deliverable. Insurgents and terrorists with past or present connections to the military might feasibly be able to effectively disseminate chemical agents over large populations. (The Global Security Newswire recently asserted that "[t]he Assad regime is thought to possess between 100 and 200 Scud missiles carrying warheads loaded with sarin nerve agent. The government is also believed to have several hundred tons of sarin agent and mustard gas stockpiled that could be used in air-dropped bombs and artillery shells, according to information compiled by the James Martin Center.")

Given its robust chemical weapons arsenal and its perceived need to deter Israel, Syria has long been suspected of having an active biological weapons program. Despite signing the Biological Weapons and Toxins Convention in 1972 (the treaty prohibits the development, production, and stockpiling of biological and toxin weapons), Syria never ratified the treaty. Some experts contend that any Syrian biological weapons program has not moved beyond the research and development phase. Still, Syria's biotechnical infrastructure undoubtedly has the capability PDF to develop numerous biological weapon agents. After Israel destroyed a clandestine Syrian nuclear reactor in September 2007, Damascus may have accelerated its chemical and biological weapons programs.

It's hard to guard WMD when a government collapses. Although the United States and its allies are reportedly monitoring Syria's chemical weapons, recent history warns that securing them from theft or transfer is an extraordinary challenge. For example, during Operation Iraqi Freedom, more than 330 metric tons of military-grade high explosives vanished from Iraq's Al-Qaqaa military installation. Almost 200 tons of the most powerful of Iraq's high-explosives, HMX -- used by some states to detonate nuclear weapons -- was under International Atomic Energy Agency seal. Many tons of Al-Qaqaa's sealed HMX reportedly went missing in the early days of the war in Iraq. Forensic tests later revealed that some of these military-grade explosives were subsequently employed against US and coalition forces.

Even with a nationwide presence of 200,000 coalition troops, several other sensitive military sites were also looted, including Iraq's main nuclear complex, Tuwaitha. Should centralized authority crumble in Syria, it seems highly unlikely that the country's 50 chemical storage and manufacturing facilities -- and, possibly, biological weapon repositories -- can be secured. The US Defense Department recently estimated that it would take more than 75,000 US military personnel to guard Syria's chemical weapons. This is, of course, if they could arrive before any WMD were transferred or looted -- a highly unlikely prospect.

Complicating any efforts to secure Syria's WMD, post-Assad, are its porous borders PDF. With Syria's government distracted by internal revolt and US forces now fully out of Iraq, it is plausible that stolen chemical or biological weapons could find their way across the Syrian border into Iraq. Similarly, Syrian WMD could be smuggled into southern Turkey, Jordan, Lebanon, the West Bank, Israel, and, potentially, the United States and Europe.

At least six formal terrorist organizations have long maintained personnel within Syria. Three of these groups PDF -- Hamas, Hizbollah, and Palestinian Islamic Jihad -- have already attempted to acquire or use chemical or biological agents, or both. Perhaps more troubling, Al Qaeda-affiliated fighters from Iraq have streamed into Syria, acting, in part, on orders from Al Qaeda leader Ayman al-Zawahiri. In the past, Al Qaeda-in-Iraq fighters attempted to use chemical weapons, most notably attacks that sought to release large clouds of chlorine gas. The entry of Al Qaeda and other jihadist groups into the Syrian crisis underscores its increasingly sectarian manifestation. Nearly 40 percent of Syria's population consists of members of minority communities. Syria's ruling Alawite regime, a branch of Shia Islam, is considered heretical by many of Syria's majority Sunni Muslims -- even those who are not jihadists. Alawites, Druze, Kurds, and Christians could all become targets for WMD-armed Sunni jihadists. Similarly, Shiite radicals could conceivably employ WMD agents against Syria's Sunnis.

Religious fanaticism and WMD. Evidence of growing religious fanaticism is also reflected in recent Syrian suicide attacks. Since last December, at least five suicide attacks occurred in Syria. In the 40 years preceding, only two suicide attacks were recorded. Al Qaeda-linked mujahidin are believed to be responsible for all of these recent attacks. Civil wars are often the most violent and unpredictable manifestations of war. With expanding sectarian divisions, the use of seized WMD in Syria's uprising is plausible. To the extent that religious extremists believe that they are doing God's bidding, fundamentally any action they undertake is justified, no matter how abhorrent, since the "divine" ends are believed to legitimize PDF the means.

The situation in Syria is unprecedented. Never before has a WMD-armed country fallen into civil war. All states in the region stand poised to lose if these weapons find their way outside of Syria. The best possible outcome, in terms of controlling Syria's enormous WMD arsenal, would be for Assad to maintain power, but such an outcome seems increasingly implausible. And there is painfully little evidence that democratic forces are likely to take over in Syria. Even if they do eventually triumph, it will take months or years to consolidate control over the entire country.

Extinction

Singer 1
Clifford Singer, Illinois University Arms Control, Disarm, International Security Program Director, Spring 2001, Will Mankind Survive the Millennium? http://acdis.illinois.edu/publications/207/publication-WillMankindSurvivetheMillennium.html
There are, however, two technologies currently un-  der development that may pose a more serious threat  to human survival. The first and most immediate is  biological warfare combined with genetic engineering.  Smallpox is the most fearsome of natural biological  warfare agents in existence. By the end of the next de-  cade, global immunity to smallpox will likely be at a  low unprecedented since the emergence of this disease  in the distant past, while the opportunity for it to  spread rapidly across the globe will be at an all time  high. In the absence of other complications such as  nuclear war near the peak of an epidemic, developed  countries may respond with quarantine and vaccina-  tion to limit the damage. Otherwise mortality there  may match the rate of 30 percent or more expected in  unprepared developing countries. With respect to ge-  netic engineering using currently available knowledge  and technology, the simple expedient of spreading an  ample mixture of coat protein variants could render a  vaccination response largely ineffective, but this would  otherwise not be expected to substantially increase  overall mortality rates. With development of new biological technology, however, there is a possibility that  a variety of infectious agents may be engineered for  combinations of greater than natural virulence and  mortality, rather than just to overwhelm currently  available antibiotics or vaccines. There is no a priori  known upper limit to the power of this type of technology base, and thus the survival of a globally connected human family may be in question when and if  this is achieved. 
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Makes conflict escalation more likely

Tepperman 3/8
Jonathan Tepperman, Foreign Affairs Editor, 3/8/12, The Perils of Piecemeal Intervention, www.nytimes.com/2012/03/09/opinion/the-perils-of-piecemeal-intervention-in-syria.html?_r=3&ref=opinion
The impulse to find a way to end the violence is understandable — indeed, I share it. But the debate over intervention to date has played up the benefits of piecemeal options while understating their dangers.

Partial measures may seem attractive, but they risk turning a small local conflict into a far messier regional war. Strange as it sounds, doing something small may be worse than doing nothing — meaning the West should go in big or stay home.

Arming the rebels sounds easy and intuitive. After all, this is Syria’s war; why not let the Syrians fight it out? Mr. Assad has the opposition outgunned, but maybe if the rebels get better weapons they could turn the tide. According to news reports, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and even Al Qaeda aren’t waiting for permission: they’re already funneling weapons to Sunni opposition groups. Why shouldn’t Washington do likewise? 

The problem is that merely arming the rebels is unlikely to end the conflict, and could well fuel the fire. The opposition we’d be aiding is fragmented and disorganized. And our understanding of its composition and ideology is largely based on guesswork.
What we do know is that Syria is a deeply divided country, with a minority-based government presiding over mutually hostile religious groups (Sunnis, Alawites, Christians, Druse) and ethnicities (Arabs, Kurds). Add more gunpowder to the mix and you have a recipe for an ugly intercommunal war. Such a conflict would dwarf the turmoil seen so far, send refugees flooding across Syria’s borders and draw in outside powers.

Creating safe havens for fleeing civilians might sound like a better idea, since these would be more clearly defensive. But in practice they could prove just as problematic. Without major outside support, such sanctuaries would risk being overrun by hostile forces, as they were in Bosnia in 1995. And with full protection, they could become bases of operations for rebels fighting outside the safe zones, again expanding the war.

AND it takes out solvency for a soft landing 

Lynch 12
Marc Lynch, Non-Resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, Feb 12, Pressure Not War: A  Pragmatic and Principled Policy Towards Syria, http://cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_PressureNotWar_Lynch.pdf 

Creating and protecting a safe area in Syria would require a significant investment of troops and resources, and would likely lead to a longer-term and more expensive commitment than its back- ers usually suggest. It might provide the Syrian opposition with an opportunity to organize more effectively, but this would not occur through the indigenous efforts of a militarily and politically successful regionally-based opposition, as hap- pened in Benghazi. The local groups that currently form the backbone of the Syrian opposition would be unlikely to leave for a safe area since they are actively protecting their own communities, and if they did, it would not bode well for local resistance efforts. Any leadership located in a safe area would risk becoming detached from local conditions and could ultimately come to resemble the Iraqi National Congress in the 1990s, which established a presence in the Kurdish areas and received a great deal of external support but which never proved capable of winning domestic support. There is little reason to believe that establishing such a safe area would hasten Asad’s collapse or that it would help protect Syrian lives. Instead, it would most likely be perceived by Syrians as concrete, visible evidence of the foreign conspiracy to divide Syria about which Asad already speaks.
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They say plan wouldn’t require creation of safe zones, but:

Uniting the opposition causes safe zones and military support
Traub 2/10

James Traub, contributing writer for the New York Times Magazine and a fellow of the Center on International Cooperation, 2/10/12, Intervention in Syria Is Morally Justified—and Completely Impractical, www.tnr.com/article/world/100615/syria-symposium-intervention-arab-league
One thing we know is that these conflicts change their character from week to week. Assad’s forces have begun killing in bigger bunches. Military defections are growing, and the conflict is increasingly taking on the character of a civil war. That may be just what Assad wants, since it appears to produce a moral equivalency between the sides; but civil war, as Wieseltier notes, is also a sign of the grim determination of opponents. It is possible, in short, that the circumstances which now preclude military intervention will change, and thus that the surrounding politics will change as well. If Assad loses key sources of support, defections grow, and the opposition unites, the Arab League might, for example, work with Turkey to establish a safe haven inside Syria. Any such area would need military protection so as not to turn into Srebrenica. And then an intervention in Syria would look like something that one could reasonably support—much more like Libya than Iraq.

Organizing the opposition causes the US to arm it

Traub 2/10

James Traub, contributing writer for the New York Times Magazine and a fellow of the Center on International Cooperation, 2/10/12, Intervention in Syria Is Morally Justified—and Completely Impractical, www.tnr.com/article/world/100615/syria-symposium-intervention-arab-league
Should they also equip the Free Syrian Army, as France and Qatar did with the Libyan rebels? At the moment, the FSA is a collection of autonomous militias with little central direction and virtually no coordination with the political opposition; arming them would be a prescription for deeper chaos. But if the civilian and military leadership can organize itself into something like a proto-government—which they might be able to do in a safe haven over the border—than that calculus may change. (It may be a moot point, since reportedly Arab neighbors are already arming the rebels.)

Arming the opposition causes civil war to escalate and guarantees post-Assad Syria is massively unstable

Lynch 2/9

Marc Lynch, Non-Resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/9/12, The 'Arm the FSA' Bandwagon, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/02/09/the_arm_the_fsa_bandwagon
Fifth, what will we do when the provision of weapons fails to solve the conflict? Arming the opposition is held out as an alternative to direct military intervention. When it fails to solve the crisis relatively quickly -- and it most likely will fail -- there will inevitably then be new calls to escalate Western military support to airstrikes in the Libya-style. In other words, what is presented as an alternative to military intervention is more likely to pave the way to such intervention once it fails.

Sixth, what if Assad does fall? The armed opposition groups would then be in the dominant position to shape Syria's future, and they would not likely quickly demobilize or disarm. Should the Syrian state collapse suddenly, these armed groups would be operating in a security vacuum amid accumulated fears and rage. This is not a pretty picture.

There are other questions that should be asked before leaping into the "least bad" option of arming the Syrian opposition, including its legality and its implications for broader regional security. But the six I've outlined above should be enough to at least focus the debate. Arming the Syrian opposition is not a cheap and effective substitute for military intervention, and it is not a generally harmless way to "do something." It does not guarantee either the protection of the Syrian people or the end of the Assad regime. It is more likely to produce a protracted stalemate, increased violence, more regional and international meddling, and eventual calls for direct military intervention. It's probably going to happen whether or not the United States plays a role, though -- but at least we should know what we're getting into.
AND – arming the opposition also takes out case solvency

Lynch 2/9

Marc Lynch, Non-Resident Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security and Associate Professor of Political Science and the Director of the Institute for Middle East Studies at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2/9/12, The 'Arm the FSA' Bandwagon, http://lynch.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/02/09/the_arm_the_fsa_bandwagon
Second, how would the provision of weapons affect the Syrian opposition? Access to Western guns and equipment will be a valuable resource that will strengthen the political position of those who gain control of the distribution networks. Competition for those assets does not seem likely to encourage the unification of the fragmented opposition, and it could easily exacerbate their divisions. What's more, fighting groups will rise in political power, while those who have advocated nonviolence or who advance political strategies will be marginalized. Fighting groups' political aspirations will likely increase along with their military power. The combination of militarization and more ambitious goals will make any political solution that much less likely. And it could increase the fears of Syrian fence-sitters who have stayed with Assad out of fear for their future.

Third, what will the weapons be intended to achieve? I can see at least three answers. Perhaps they'll be meant to be purely defensive, to stop the regime's onslaught and protect civilians. But this relatively passive goal does not seem a likely stable endpoint once the weapons start flooding in. A second possibility is that they'll be meant to give the rebels the power to defeat the regime on the battlefield and overthrow it. But that does not seem realistic, since it would require far more fire power than would likely be on offer to reverse the immense imbalance in favor of regime forces. A third possibility is that they'll be meant to even the balance of power sufficiently to force Assad to the bargaining table once he realizes that he can't win. But the violence of the escalating civil war will make such talks very difficult politically. The provision of arms probably won't be intended to create a protracted, militarized stalemate -- but that does seem the most likely outcome. Is that the goal we hope to achieve?

Fourth, how will Assad and his allies respond to the arming of the opposition? Perhaps they will immediately realize their imminent defeat and rush to make amends. But more likely, they will take this as license to escalate their attacks, to deploy an ever greater arsenal, and to discard whatever restraint they have thus far shown in order to stay below the threshold of international action. It would also be very difficult to stop Russia, Iran, or anyone else from supplying fresh arms and aid to Assad once the opposition's backers are openly doing so. Providing arms to a relatively weak opposition will not necessarily close the military gap, then -- it might simply push the same gap up to a higher level of militarized conflict.

Assad Stable 2NC

Military loyalty and sectarian fears lock in Assad and make the opposition ineffective

Landis 12
Joshua Landis, director of the Center for Middle East Studies at the University of Oklahoma, Spring 2012, The Syrian Uprising of 2011: Why the Asad Regime Is Likely to Survive to 2013, www.mepc.org/journal/middle-east-policy-archives/syrian-uprising-2011-why-asad-regime-likely-survive-2013?print
The Asads have been planning for this day of popular insurrection all their lives. Hafiz al-Asad did not make the mistake of Hosni Mubarak, allowing his sons to go into private business, while leaving the military in the hands of others, who ultimately turned against him. The Asads were less trusting, and for good reason. Syria's urban Sunnis looked at the Alawis as interloping aliens when they first took power — muwafidiin, as they were called. It was not long before the Muslim Brotherhood took up arms against them, labeling them as non-Muslim and non-Arab (shuubiyun) — only to be crushed brutally after the notorious Hama uprising in 1982. The use of excessive force was then a clear sign of the regime's determination and sectarian nature; the forces sent to retake Hama were largely Alawi.

The Asads tutored their children in the arts of war so they could take command of the military and police their population. They marshaled in-laws, cousins and coreligionists into the upper ranks of the security forces. Despite the rhetoric of Arab nationalism, the Asads were keenly aware that only the traditional loyalties of family, clan and sect could cement their rule. In essence, they upheld the notion that it takes a village to rule Syria, a formula that successfully brought an end to political instability. For over two decades following independence, Syria had been known as the banana republic of the Middle East because of its frequent coups and changes of government. Under the Asads, loyalty quickly became the ultimate qualification for advancement into the upper ranks of the security forces. They packed sensitive posts with loyal Alawis and Baathists. Some analysts estimated that as many 80 percent of Syria's officer corps is Alawi. This is undoubtedly an exaggeration, but it underscores the sectarian safety measures the regime has taken.4 The main strike forces, such as the Republican Guard led by Bashar's brother, are overwhelmingly Alawi. Many of the divisions made up of enlisted Sunnis have not been deployed to quell the uprising. Instead, the regime has built up special forces and irregulars, often called shabiha, which are heavily Alawi or Sunnis of known loyalty. Policing loyalty in order to coup-proof the regime has been a paramount concern. Alawis were placed in strategic ministries other than defense. The foreign ministry is a case in point. Recently a Syrian ambassador who has sought refuge in Turkey told Hurriyet, "There are 360 diplomats within the Syrian Foreign Ministry. Of these, 60 percent are Nusayri [Alawi]." He added, "The number of Sunni diplomats does not exceed 10 percent."5 Even if these numbers are an exaggeration, there is little doubt that the regime has been careful to staff the upper ranks of important ministries with loyalists and coreligionists. This attention to staffing is a key reason that major defections have not occurred in the top ranks of government and why we have yet to see a repeat of the Libya example, where whole sections of the country fell out of central control and turned to the rebel cause within weeks of the uprising's debut. Ironically, the minoritarian character of the regime makes it more durable than its republican counterparts in North Africa, where the population is largely homogeneous.

The sectarian nature of the regime may protect it from major desertions when economic difficulties make paying for the far-flung patronage networks impossible. Patronage serves as essential glue, binding the interests of disparate social groups to the regime. Just as important, patronage frustrates the emergence of corporate groups that might compete with the government. The regime has skillfully doled out jobs and benefits to fragment the opposition and buy off opponents.6

For this reason, opposition leaders hope that sanctions will promote the collapse of the regime. They reason that, once government money runs out, widespread defections will take place, a coup by top-ranking Alawi officers may occur, or a Tahrir Square moment will overwhelm security forces in the major cities. Such hopes have not been fulfilled in 10 months of growing violence and protest. There is little reason to think they will be in the coming months. Despite increasing defections among the military's rank and file, the elite units, special forces and intelligence agencies may have little choice but to rally around the Asad regime, given their bleak prospects in a post-Asad Syria. Heavily Alawite elite units with sizable numbers of loyal Sunnis will likely see no alternative.

The broader Alawi community is also likely to remain loyal to the regime, even as the economy deteriorates.7 Almost all Alawi families have a least one member in the security forces as well as additional members working in civilian ministries, such as education or agriculture. Most fear collective punishment for the sins of the Baathist era. Not only do they assume that they will suffer from wide-scale purges once the opposition wins; many also suspect that they will face prison or worse. Opposition leaders have tried to calm Alawi anxieties provoked by hotheaded sheikhs. The most notorious is Adnan Arur, who threatened, "We shall mince [the Alawis] in meat grinders and feed them to the dogs."8 The head of the Muslim Brotherhood has assured ordinary Alawis that they will be protected. Those guilty of crimes will face proper courts and be tried according to the law.9 Such assurances only go so far in calming Alawi anxieties. Many do not expect an orderly transition of power, just as many remain convinced that a spirit of revenge may guide the opposition, which has been so badly abused.

In short, because the Syrian military remains able and willing to stand by the president, whether out of loyalty, self-interest or fear, the regime is likely to endure for some time.

Key factions maintain support for Assad—that makes the regime durable AND proves replacing Assad causes widespread civil war

Nerguizian 3/2
Aram Nerguizian, visiting fellow with the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 3/2/12, Assad's hidden strength in Syria, www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-nerguizian-support-for-the-syrian-regime-20120302,0,2101126.story
After a year of political unrest and thousands of civilian casualties at the hands of government forces, the common assumption is that the regime of Syrian President Bashar Assad has lost all legitimacy in the eyes of the Syrian people. But the reality is far more complex, with key factions continuing to see their fates as intrinsically linked to the Assad regime's survival.

The core of Assad's support still lies within the minority Alawite sect, of which he is a member. Many Alawites, who make up about 12% of the population, feel that Assad has mismanaged the instability, but they cannot ignore the reality that, in a Sunni-dominated Syria, their community — like the Sunnis of Iraq and the Maronite Christians of Lebanon — is likely to be pushed to the margins of power and suffer reprisals.

But it would be a mistake to assume that only the Alawites support the status quo. The Syrian Baath Party's Arab nationalist ideology, its strong support for the Palestinians and its opposition to Israel have proved useful tools in extending the regime's legitimacy beyond the Alawite sect.

One source of support for Assad is Syria's Christian community, which makes up about 10% of the population. Though many Christians feel that the regime has made numerous mistakes in addressing the protest movements, they have a deep and understandable fear of the sort of instability and sectarian recriminations that followed Saddam Hussein's fall in Iraq. The majority of Iraqi Christians there were eventually forced to flee the country after suffering high levels of violence and intimidation. Other minority groups, such as Syrian Kurds and Druze, have either continued their support of Assad or have resisted the urge to join elements of the protest movement for similar reasons.

Though Sunnis account for the overwhelming majority of Syrian opposition to the Assad regime, there are other Sunnis within the Baath Party's rank and file that would have few prospects in a post-Assad Syria and so have not opposed the status quo. The country's Sunni merchant class and business community, located mainly in Aleppo and Damascus, have also remained largely on the sidelines of the protests. Some have supported elements of the opposition, but most remain fearful of the socioeconomic vacuum that an abrupt change in leadership would create.

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton has expressed hope that the Syrian military will stand up to the regime, but this is an unlikely scenario. According to recent estimates, a majority of the military's officer corps and many noncommissioned officers are Alawite, hailing mainly from the country's poorer rural hinterland thanks to more than six decades of over-recruiting. Members of the sect also hold most of the key command positions. Sunnis are reported to make up the bulk of the army's mainly conscript force, but most of them have so far remained loyal to Assad.

One factor bolstering the military's continued support for the regime is fear of "de-Baathification" along the lines of what happened in post-Saddam Hussein Iraq. Regime loyalists within the military probably would face bleak futures in a post-Assad Syria. Another factor is that more than three decades of Baathist indoctrination have served to ensure that this is not only Assad's military; it is also that of the Syrian Baath Party. Many in the military continue to view the current cycle of unrest as part of a foreign conspiracy to degrade Syria's internal stability and regional role.

Taken together, these pillars of regime support provide a wide base within the Syrian population that continues to prefer that Assad remain in power. At the same time, opposition forces are hurt by having little minority support and being largely leaderless and divided. They have embraced regime change yet have not offered a real-world vision of what would come next, or how they would navigate what would surely be years of political and socioeconomic instability following Assad's fall.
Underestimating the reservations of key groups that still support the Assad regime all but guarantees a protracted civil war that could divide Syria along sectarian lines and destabilize neighboring Iraq, Israel, Jordan, Lebanon and Turkey. Already, its neighbors are experiencing spillover effects, including refugee flows, heightened Sunni-Alawite tension in northern Lebanon, pressure from Islamist opposition forces in Jordan and discord between Sunnis and Shiites in Iraq over how to deal with the crisis in Syria.

Internal or external efforts to truly isolate, weaken or replace the regime are likely to fail unless real-world steps are taken to address the legitimate fears of key groups that still support Assad.

Key framing issue: 
Even if the regime has structural weakness, its relative power over the opposition is enduring

Landis 12
Joshua Landis, director of the Center for Middle East Studies at the University of Oklahoma, Spring 2012, The Syrian Uprising of 2011: Why the Asad Regime Is Likely to Survive to 2013, www.mepc.org/journal/middle-east-policy-archives/syrian-uprising-2011-why-asad-regime-likely-survive-2013?print
 The strength of Asad's rule is relative and can only be measured in relation to that of the opposition. Many analysts point out that his regime is brittle, narrow and ideologically bankrupt. All the same, the opposition is weaker. The regime has been able to count on the factionalism and bickering of its opponents to survive. Syria's feeble sense of political community has been the regime's greatest asset.
The Free Syrian Army (FSA) being assembled in Turkey under the leadership of Colonel Riyadh al-Asaad is no match for the Syrian Army. Although armed opponents of the regime are an important development, their size, structural limitations and predominantly Sunni character make them a minimal threat. They have limited command and control, no dependable communications, and offensive capabilities that are restricted by their lack of heavy weapons. They do not yet present a real danger or alternative to the Syrian military. In fact, Western authorities have been pleading with the Syrian opposition not to militarize, for fear that the insurgency will actually weaken the opposition rather than strengthen it.10

The main political representative of the Syrian opposition, the Syrian National Council (SNC), claims to have gained control over the FSA, which in turn claims to have control over some 15,000 defectors and armed elements in Syria. This alleged hierarchy is, by most accounts, fictional.11 Whether peaceful or armed, the opposition cells in Syria work independently. The New York Times recently concluded, "Factionalism has been hindering the drive to topple Asad."12 Most observers doubt that the FSA has the number of followers it claims or is responsible for many of the attacks against the Syrian army. Resistance groups in Syria are organized locally, depend on civilian volunteers as well as defectors from the military, and do not take orders from Colonel Asaad or other leaders, although they call themselves part of the FSA. The term has become common rubric in disparate resistance groups whose common goal is to bring down the regime and protect Syrian protesters from the military.13 The SNC did not invite the leaders of the FSA to its December 2011 meeting in Tunis, a snub to the organization, although it has been trying to repair the relationship since then.

The political leadership of the Syrian opposition remains divided. The SNC claims to speak for the entire opposition but has been struggling to contain divisions within its own ranks as well as to unite with competing opposition parties. The United States and Europe recognize the SNC as the rightful leader of the opposition and have sought to build up its legitimacy and authority, but they continue to wring their hands over its internal weaknesses. It is composed of three main factions: The Muslim Brotherhood, the National Bloc — primarily secular, whose members tend to come from elite Syrian families — and members of the National Coordinating Committees, who are resident inside Syria and cannot reveal their names. There are also many independents, a handful of representatives of the Kurdish Bloc, and a few representatives of other minorities, although Alawis seem to be absent. Secular supporters of the SNC often complain that the Muslim Brotherhood is the real power behind the organization, although there is little concrete evidence for this.

The SNC's leader, Burhan Ghalioun, is a professed secular Sunni who teaches at the Sorbonne in Paris. Although he is capable and savvy, Ghalioun's leadership is anything but assured. When the SNC was first announced, the various factions could not agree on the organization's leadership. Three different executive lists were announced in a two-month period. Ultimately, the more Islamist members confirmed Ghalioun as the leader, perhaps because he is an effective spokesperson in the West, but limited his tenure as executive to three months. He told The Wall Street Journal in December, only weeks before his term was due to end, that he did not know whether he would be given a second term.14 Ultimately, Ghalioun's presidency was extended for a month, but the circumstances and process for its renewal remain obscure.15

The SNC has failed to unite other opposition groups who have challenged its leadership. In December, unity talks between the SNC and the National Coordination Body (NCB) for Democratic Change, a coalition of leftist parties led by Haytham Manaa, caused a storm of recrimination. Ghalioun led the unity discussions with Manaa in December. He initially stated that the two groups would combine forces on December 31, but his hasty announcement caused heated protest from the more conservative and Islamist SNC membership. Even some of Ghalioun's closest allies joined in the criticism. Members of the Muslim Brotherhood attacked him for being a "dictator" because he didn't send the agreement to the appropriate SNC committees before announcing it.16 Ghalioun quickly backed away from the agreement, calling it a draft, and the SNC leadership promptly voted against union with the NCB. The SNC leadership criticized the NCB for being willing to negotiate with the regime, for refusing to recognize the Free Syrian Army, and for standing against any foreign intervention. A number of SNC members accused Manaa and his NCB associates of working for Asad's mukhabarat (secret police).17

For its part, the NCB officials accuse the Syrian National Council of betraying Syrians by supporting military action that would result in widespread bloodshed. Imposing a no-fly zone would require neutralizing the regime's vast air defenses, which would lead to heavy civilian casualties, NCB officials say. Even worse, they argue that foreign intervention will result in an "occupation" of Syria similar to the prolonged U.S. military presence in Iraq after the ouster of Saddam Hussein's regime in 2003. "The SNC wants the devil to come and protect them against this regime," said Khaldoon Alaswad, a member of the NCB's executive committee.18

The incident weakened Ghalioun and caused many secular and left-leaning opposition members to worry that they may become increasingly marginalized by the revolution as Islamists assert themselves, as happened in Egypt.

More and more opposition parties and groups are announcing themselves each week. For example, Murhaf Jouejati, a Washington-based academic and member of the SNC, most recently announced the formation of a new political party, the National Consensus Movement. A new Islamic Front announced itself in Cairo in December. The Kurdish parties are sitting on the sidelines. They do not trust Turkey, which has been sponsoring the SNC, nor do they trust Arabs, who surmise that Kurdish demands for "national" recognition and autonomy are but a prelude to an eventual call for independence.19 The religious minorities remain fearful of the mounting success of Islamic parties elsewhere in the region. Many see the Arab Spring to be a thinly disguised "revenge of the Sunnis."

Perhaps the most important divide among the opposition is not that between the Islamist and secular Syrians, which gets much attention, but rather the divide between those living abroad and those on the inside, who are waging the daily battles on the streets. Neighborhood committees and armed groups are forming in ever-greater numbers. Most use the word "coordinating" in their title, but few relinquish local authority. They prefer to keep decision making local. Some of this is for practical purposes; spies are everywhere. One of the main reasons Aleppo has been so quiet is that the local coordinating committees recently discovered that their efforts to put together surprise demonstrations were being foiled by informants. One recent opposition statement admitted that their ranks had been riddled with double agents.20

Opposition disunity is to be expected. The Asad regime thoroughly destroyed rival parties and suppressed most forms of civil debate and organization for 40 years. Little wonder that Syrians find it hard to unite. All the same, disunity is a luxury the Syrian opposition can ill afford. Tunisians and Egyptians could be leaderless and disorganized because their militaries turned against their presidents. In Syria, the military is standing by the president and shooting at the protestors.

Assad Stable—AT: Defections

Defection doesn’t affect Assad’s sustainability

Hubbard 3/10
Ben Hubbard, AP, 3/10/12, Syrian opposition rejects talks with regime, www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hF9KB5y7742X6UFIk6Y6iZ4rdqOQ?docId=22997f90dbe345c4a1df76c88f1544f2
Still, U.S. intelligence officials said the defections were not from Assad's inner circle and there were no indications of the broader Syrian elite abandoning support for him, the best indication of a weakening of his regime. Signs of a worsening economy could be the biggest threat to Assad's stability, with food prices doubling, refined fuel growing scarce and unemployment rising.

The defecting military officers were among more than 200 Syrians who have fled to refugee camps in Turkey since Thursday as the Syrian government appears to gear up for an assault on opposition areas in Idlib province along the border.
Reinforcements have been pouring into Idlib for days, including dozens of tanks and armored personnel carriers.

Not going anywhere—no major defections

Arrott 3/15
Elizabeth Arrott, VOA, 3/15/12, Syria's Assad Withstands Pressure That Toppled Other Arab Leaders, www.voanews.com/english/news/middle-east/Syrias-Assad-Withstands-Pressure-That-Toppled-Other-Arab-Leaders-142786655.html
 Syria's president, on the other hand, shows few signs of going anywhere. As his military routs rebel forces in Homs and Idlib, intercepted emails appear to reveal his wife furniture shopping for their Damascus home.

Ruthless system built to last

Assad may derive some of his confidence from a system built by his father, Hafez al-Assad, that has let the family stay in power for the past 40 years.

“This regime came about as a result of a coup in 1970 and was designed from the beginning to resist rebellion, to resist coups,” explains Paul Salem, director of the Carnegie Middle East Center.

The elder Assad established an intricate web of often overlapping intelligence services, separate entities that means even the watchers are being watched. Like his son, he staffed key positions with members of his Alawite minority, warning them, as well as minority Christians and Druze, of the perils of an unleashed Sunni majority.
The result, so far, has been a coherent center, with the highest civilian defection being a deputy oil minister this month, nearly a year into the uprising.

“Its internal intelligence service keeps an eye on officers and officials that might defect, and tries to prevent them or to block that from happening. So, indeed, the defections are still quite minor,” Salem says.

Defections only at lower levels

Where there have been defections is from the lower ranks of the military, often Sunni conscripts unwilling to shoot civilians in villages and cities much like their own. These defectors make up the bulk of the rebels' Free Syrian Army, a group that leading opposition member Haitham al-Maleh said is the only one capable of taking on the government.

Assad Stable—AT: Economy

No Syrian economic collapse AND wouldn’t make Assad unsustainable

Landis 12
Joshua Landis, director of the Center for Middle East Studies at the University of Oklahoma, Spring 2012, The Syrian Uprising of 2011: Why the Asad Regime Is Likely to Survive to 2013, www.mepc.org/journal/middle-east-policy-archives/syrian-uprising-2011-why-asad-regime-likely-survive-2013?print
 The economy is not going to collapse overnight. Even as it unravels, the Asad regime may survive for some time, if no alternative forces organize to destroy and replace it. It may be able to live off the fat of the land for a while. It is worth keeping in mind that Saddam Hussein's regime did not fall due to the deep economic crisis brought on by war and sanctions in the 1990s, despite the deaths of some 300,000 Iraqis, according to UN estimates. But, of course, Syria is not Iraq. It does not have its energy resources, and its people are in full rebellion.

All the same, Syria continues to have friends. Most of its neighbors are unwilling to ban trade. Iraq, its second-largest trade partner after the EU, is supportive; so is Lebanon. Even Jordan refuses to join sanctions. Some of Lebanon's banks are likely to act as a haven for Syrian money. The Asad regime says it will look to other countries, such as China and Russia, for trade and support. Iran will undoubtedly pitch in, so long as its own economy can stand up to Western sanctions. 

Civil War Sustainable 2NC

Forces are too focused on internal conflicts, so they can’t strike foreign targets

Pipes 12
Daniel Pipes, president of the Middle East Forum and Taube distinguished visiting fellow at the Hoover Institution of Stanford University, 2/25/12, Syria: Arguing for U.S. Inaction, www.nationalreview.com/blogs/print/291966
That said, I favor a U.S. policy of inaction, of letting events transpire as they will in Syria. While the regime and its opposition battle: The less the regime can make trouble for its neighbors. The more potential for Iranians to take inspiration and rebel against their rulers. The more Sunni Arab anger at Tehran. As Syria analyst Gary Gambill puts it, “What’s wrong with the status quo of an Iran chained to a Syrian corpse?” The more anger at Moscow and Peking. Further, the overthrow of the Assad regime will not automatically end the country’s civil war. More likely, that will reverse the dynamic, with Alawites and other rebels next fighting a Sunni Islamist regime.
Civil war now is a neg argument—allows Assad to clamp down and makes him sustainable

Serwer 2/8
Daniel Serwer, professorial lecturer at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and a Scholar at the Middle East Institute, 2/8/12, Why the Syrian Rebels Should Put Down Their Guns, www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2012/02/why-the-syrian-free-army-should-put-down-their-guns/252731/
If the violence continues to spiral, the regime is going to win. They are better armed and better organized. The Syrian revolt could come to look like the Iranian street demonstrations of 2009, or more likely the bloody Shia revolt in Iraq in 1991, or the Muslim Brotherhood uprising in Hama in 1982, which ended with the regime killing thousands. There is nothing inevitable about the fall of this or any other regime -- that is little more than a White House talking point. What will make it inevitable is strategic thinking, careful planning, and nonviolent discipline. Yes, even now.
They are just wrong—Syria is calm and Assad has shit on lockdown
Husain 2/21

Ed Husain, CFR Middle Eastern Studies Senior Fellow, 2/21/12, The proposer's opening remarks www.economist.com/debate/days/view/810
Military intervention in Syria is ill-conceived, short-sighted, counter-productive, and likely to generate more killings and massacres rather than stop them. Unlike any other Arab nation, Syria is home to varied and numerous assortments of religious sects, tribes, ethnicities and historic rivalries. In contrast to the uprisings in Yemen, Egypt and Libya, we have not witnessed high-level political and military defections inside Syria. And the largest cities in Syria—Damascus and Aleppo—have so far been relatively calm. Whatever the reasons—fear of, or support for, Bashar Assad—the opposition has thus failed to mobilise key constituencies inside Syria that would indicate to us that the regime is losing control.
Mr Assad retains a tight grip on the Ba’ath party. Its control of mosques, schools, businesses, police and local government means that it can still marshal large crowds of supporters in Damascus and Aleppo. Prominent Sunni Muslim clerics with regional weight, including Ramadan al-Bouti, have come out in support of the regime. At Friday prayers across the country they still pray for the strength of the government and call for “the destruction of its enemies”—Islamic reinforcement of Mr Assad’s government in a deeply religious country should not be underestimated.

There is no evidence for ‘spillover now’ arguments

Husain 2/24
Ed Husain, CFR Middle Eastern Studies Senior Fellow, 2/24/12, http://economist.com/debate/days/view/812
I have qualms about Mr Hamid's claims that there is a "full-blown sectarian conflict" (we have not reached that stage yet) and "instability along the borders" (Jordan, Israel and Lebanon remain immune). Still, I am struck less by what Mr Hamid mentioned, and more by what he did not mention.

Civil War Sustainable – Transition Wars Turn 2NC

3. Militias will spread outward causing regional spillover

Saab 11
Bilal Y. Saab, Visiting Fellow at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 4/4/11, Syria Goes to War, nationalinterest.org/commentary/syria-goes-war-5103
Sub-state militancy could no longer be under control: Syrian-sponsored sub-state militancy, whether against Israel or other rivals, has been lethal and destabilizing. But if there is one thing that could be seen in a rather “positive” light about Syrian sponsorship of militant groups in the region, it is its predictability. Should the Syrian regime collapse, sub-state militancy could proliferate across the region, becoming chaotic—and more lethal.
Ousting Assad increases the intensity and duration of the civil war—makes violent collapse and regional escalation more likely
Larison 2/7
Daniel Larison, American Conservative, 2/7/12, The Danger of Taking Sides in Syria’s Civil War, www.theamericanconservative.com/larison/2012/02/07/the-danger-of-taking-sides-in-syrias-civil-war/?utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=the-danger-of-taking-sides-in-syrias-civil-war
This is a view that still doesn’t make much sense to me. Is the goal of interventionists to facilitate the defeat of Assad’s regime, or is it to protect the civilian population? There may be cases where those two are compatible, but Syria doesn’t seem to be one of them. What would be the result of funding and arming the FSA? It would build up the militarily weaker side in a civil war, it would endorse a militarized solution to the crisis, and that would ensure that the war would be prolonged and intensified. Hamid claims that the civil war will intensify anyway, which may be true, but his proposed course of action would guarantee that outcome.
Fortunately, we don’t have to argue over what to call the conflict in Syria. Hamid acknowledges that Syria is “already in civil war.” During the debate over Libya, interventionists were eager to avoid using that label to describe the internal Libyan conflict over control of the state. Skeptics and opponents of intervention have an understandable aversion to picking favorites in other nations’ civil wars on the grounds that it is not our place to determine the outcome of an internal conflict in another country. Advocates for intervention in Syria can’t seem to make up their minds whether their priority is achieving the political result of opposition victory or limiting the violence in Syria for the benefit of the entire population. To justify intervening, they invoke the latter, but many of their proposals seem focused on the former.

Indeed, the reason why some interventionists are proposing military aid for the FSA is that the armed rebels will most likely fail without that aid. The danger that interventionists see is not really that there will be a “disastrous stalemate,” but that the opposition will lose. Interventionists are invoking the specter of the Lebanese civil war as a warning of what might happen if there is no support for the opposition, but what they propose seems more likely to put Syria through an experience very much like Lebanon’s. Even if it is a more limited, indirect intervention in support of Syrian rebels, that seems guaranteed to deepen the conflict and risk the fragmentation of the country into enclaves, which could in turn hasten the beginning of forced expulsions and massacres of populations.
Update: Pillar made some good related points in his post yesterday:

I agree with Pape that intervention in Syria would be unwise, but not just for now and not only because the struggle there has so far not shaped up in a way that has yielded, as he puts it, “a viable, low-casualty military solution.” Sectarian divisions in Syria would make the aftermath of even a low-cost regime-toppling intervention messier than Libya. The whole Alawite power structure, not just Assad and his family, would see themselves fighting not only for power but for their lives. Stirring this sectarian pot would, as happened with the Iraq War, set in motion more disturbances elsewhere in the region.
The United States should refrain from any such pot stirring and concentrate on areas in the region where its own current policies already are tipping the scales and associating the United States with local clients.
Post-Assad power struggles are inevitable and cause increased conflict

Husain 2/24
Ed Husain, CFR Middle Eastern Studies Senior Fellow, 2/24/12, economist.com/debate/days/view/814
Third, and perhaps most important, is this question: what happens next? There is no intelligent day-after plan for Syria and Mr Hamid does not allude to what a post-Assad Syria would, or should, look like. Removing Saddam Hussein from power was the easy part—he too was a Ba'athist leader. But what happens to the Ba'athist military and civilian infrastructure that pervades Syria? Opposition activists are not just opposed to Mr Assad, but to the entire Syrian Ba'athist state. Without an acceptable day-after plan that is broadly agreed upon by Syria's opposition movements, any military intervention would open the doors for greater violence between rival factions of the opposition, Mr Assad's diehard supporters and others.

Civil War Sustainable—Internationalization Turn

Only increased US involvement causes internationalization of the civil war 

International Crisis Group, 11/24/11, Uncharted Waters: Thinking ThroughSyria’s Dynamics, www.crisisgroup.org/~/media/Files/Middle East North Africa/Iraq Syria Lebanon/Syria/B031 Uncharted Waters - Thinking Through Syrias Dynamics.pdf
For protesters relentlessly subjected to harsh repression, the shift toward greater international involvement almost certainly comes as welcome news. Support within Syria for such intervention has grown, a development all the more remarkable given its people’s legendary suspicion of outside meddling. It also is a development that speaks volumes ‒ not about the breadth of the purported foreign conspiracy, as the regime and its allies would have it, but rather about the depth of the people’s despair. Yet, a short-term remedy for their suffering could spell long-term trouble and complicate a political transition. Among Arab nations that have experienced popular uprisings, Syria arguably is the most vulnerable to disruptive foreign involvement, a reflection of its long conflict with Israel; intense security ties to Iran and Hizbollah; frail institutions; complex ethnic and confessional makeup; and deep interconnection with Arab neighbours, Turkey and the Gulf states, where many of its citizens have found work and been exposed to militant forms of Islamism that are unlikely to sit well with their nation’s pluralistic society.
It is not difficult to imagine where all this could be headed in the context of a transition. The U.S. and Israel likely would seek to shape Syria’s foreign policy. Turkey would strive to contain Kurdish autonomist aspirations and could choose to promote the Syrian Muslim Brotherhood. Saudi Arabia might back Salafi-inspired currents. Iran, but also Iraq, would want to thwart emergence of a Sunni-dominated polity and could be tempted to play the Alawite card; Tehran in particular might sponsor remnants of the former security services. The more Syria is exposed to external interference before the transition takes place, the more likely that it will become an arena for foreign intrusion after it has occurred. In short, the challenge is less to draw in outside actors than to keep them at bay.

At this point, the trend toward internationalisation may well be impossible to stop. The regime wasted months during which the outside world essentially remained passive; rather than acknowledge, let alone address its domestic crisis, it chose instead to shift the focus to an imaginary international conspiracy. Today, it faces both a deepening internal crisis and escalating foreign intervention. But for the international community to up the level of such intervention, and in particular for it to resort to military means of any kind, would provide the regime’s allies with the necessary justification to step up their own involvement. The outcome could well be a catastrophic escalation for which none of the regime’s foes appears prepared and that would both distract from the protest movement’s goals and diminish its chances of success.
That flips the aff—causes a protracted and long civil war

Stuster, 11/23
J. Dana Stuster, Joseph S. Nye National Security Research Intern at Center for a New American Security, 11/23/11, Syria and Other Wars Without End, www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/11/syria-and-other-wars-without-end/248944/#.TszojOeXioJ.twitter
The effects of a long, internationalized Syrian civil war would be dire. Weak factions like the Free Syrian Army, the Syrian National Council (which has remained non-violent so far), and an Assad regime wracked by sanctions would likely become reliant on foreign backers. Turkey seems eager to assist the rebels and they may be joined quietly by Saudi Arabia and Qatar; Iran has bound its interests to Assad. These dependency relationships -- and inflows of foreign wealth -- would create incentives in the leadership of the Syrian factions to prolong the conflict. Historically, groups have also taken advantage of the instability of civil war to engage in smuggling, arms trading, and protection rackets, creating an entire black market industry that's invested in continued violence. For the warlords of domestic conflicts, civil war is good business.

Countries tend to get involved in nearby domestic conflicts quickly: Turkey's potential intervention has been under discussion for less than two months. But countries often move too quickly when they see an opportunity to further their national interests -- say, by removing a long-unfriendly regime -- and their haste leaves less time for planning. The countries that commit to protect a small rebel force or Syria's faltering regime would be mired with bad options: withdraw early or continue sinking money into an interminable conflict. This was the case in Syria's own intervention in Lebanon, which started in 1976. Only months into their intervention in that civil war, Prince Fahd of Saudi Arabia relayed to Washington that "[Syrian President Hafez] Assad wants to find [a] way out. They are already 'embarrassed' by [the] rising level of effort required of them." But Syria could not withdraw, and the intervention lasted almost the entirety of the 15-year-long war.

The Lebanon analogy is a scary one, both for the precedent it sets and how apt it seems. The Syrian opposition has struggled to demonstrate even minimal cohesion, and while it has garnered support among the oppressed Sunni population in anti-regime towns like Hama and Homs, many other ethnic and religious groups are still standing with the regime, either in genuine support, fear of Assad, or fear of what may follow. This situation promotes the sort of proliferation of factions and paramilitary organizations that occurred in Lebanon in the 1970s and 1980s, leading to a complicated war with a shifting set of rivalries and alliances. The first glimpses of this are already evident in Homs, where militias are engaging in escalating campaigns of sectarian violence.

The greatest hazard of an intervention in Syria, though, is that it will create a war without a foreseeable end. The imbalance of power between a patron country and the domestic faction (or factions) it supports allows the country to impose its interests on the group it supports. Though intervening countries might support Syrian factions with similar interests, their interests will never be identical₪ stopped here at 16:30 ₪ . As a result, interventions often cause the meanings of wars to change. Conflicts about domestic governance are misappropriated by foreign countries to become proxy wars: the Lebanese civil war's character changed from a conflict of domestic sectarian identities to international influence (and the resulting Lebanese government remained under the stewardship of Damascus for another 15 years).

These proxy wars have the appearance of a resolution. Accords are signed and foreign powers withdraw, but these actions reflect the interests of the intervening countries that have come to define the war. The domestic grievances that provoked the conflict still remain. Lebanon is still wracked with periodic violence. In the summer I spent there in 2009, when speculation about an Israeli strike on Iranian nuclear sites was raising concerns about another war between Hezbollah and Israel and the prospect of indictments for the assassination of Rafik Hariri was increasing sectarian tensions, everyone I spoke to who could remember the civil war told me that it never ended, that it was only postponed.

Assad Good Overview

Most likely scenario–miscalc
Brookings, Saban Center for Middle East Policy event summary, 9/8/’11 
(Citing Bilal Saab, visiting fellow – Center for Nonproliferation Studies, and Andrew Exum, senior fellow – CNAS, http://www.brookings.edu/events/2011/0908_lebanon_arab_spring.aspx)

The discussion came five years after the 2006 summer war between Israel and Hezballah. Saab began by noting that neither Israel nor Hezballah wants to fight another war, but both sides have been upgrading their capabilities and suspicions between the two sides have never been higher. While the military upgrades are meant to deter a conflict, Saab said he is worried that the next war will be caused by an “accidental trigger” and spiral out of control.

Hezballah has undergone a tripling or quadrupling of its recruitment, and it is planning to take the fight into Israeli territory with missile strikes and troop insertions. Hezballah’s aggressive weapons procurement has increased the group’s defensive and offensive capabilities. Its air defenses will be a threat to Israeli helicopters and unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and its upgraded signals intelligence capabilities (built with Iranian assistance) will provide information on Israeli military activity and targets. The next war will be larger in scope than the last and neither side will fight to return to the status quo ante: both sides will go “all the way,” potentially changing the balance of power in the region.

D. Its try or die for Assad – power transition guarantees civil war

Bell 11
Michael, 8-12, Former Canadian ambassador to Egypt, Jordan, Israel and the Palestinian territories, is the Paul Martin (Sr.) Scholar in International Diplomacy at the University of Windsor. 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/opinion/theres-no-happy-ending-to-syrias-power-struggle/article2126966/

E

Syrians who value freedom and are willing to die for it are going to be bitterly disappointed. Even if the Alawite-dominated Baathist regime of President Bashar al-Assad collapses and the opposition takes power, the challenges will be overwhelming. Syria is no Egypt or Tunisia, with their relatively homogeneous societies and militaries able to act independently. Nor is it the tribal wasteland of Yemen. The considerable obstacles to political reform in Cairo and Tunis pale beside the dilemmas that would confront new and contending Syrian leaderships, however progressive many might be. There are three possible outcomes to the current struggle for power, none of them comforting: The regime may suppress the rebellion; the “opposition” may take over; or Syria may break into a series of contesting micro-states. All possibilities have profound implications not only for Syrians but for the Arab revolt writ large, for the region’s fragile state system and for the international community, including Western interests. Most likely, the Assad regime will survive, despite sanctions, diplomatic isolation and economic dislocation. Syria has been through this before, with the Americans alternating between labelling the regime a pariah and making overtures aimed at drawing Damascus into dialogue. Neither has worked. Syria’s leadership is now subject to intense worldwide scrutiny and criticism, from Washington to Riyadh to Moscow. The language of human rights, however defined, may be pervasive, but the reality is different. It’s quite possible that many in the international community view a reassertion of Mr. al-Assad’s power, as distasteful as it is, as the lesser of evils, in a situation where chaos seems the most likely alternative. In Syria, the existing elite, the military command and the intelligence services are so intertwined as to be indistinguishable. While there are differences at the top, these focus on the tactics of repression, not its substance – in 1982, between 10,000 and 20,000 people were killed during the Sunni-dominated Muslim Brotherhood revolt in the city of Hama. And Mr. al-Assad can’t move against corruption, because he’s now dependent for his own survival on members of the decadent elite, which his long-ruling father had empowered. Syria’s population is highly fragmented along ethno-religious lines. Sunnis represent the traditionally privileged majority. Alawis and Druze, breakaway sects of Shia Islam, as well as Christians, constitute significant minorities that, during the interwar French mandate, were recruited into the security services to contain Sunni nationalism. It’s these groups that supported the now ruling Baath Party, which put heavy emphasis on secular values. And it’s these groups that fear majority Sunni rule will put them at risk. If the current opposition took power, its greatest challenges would be its own heterogeneity, even among Sunnis, its lack of cohesiveness and leadership and its consequent inability to assert itself in any concerted manner. The resulting internecine impasse, in the absence of any institutional base or developed civil society, would result in a fierce internal struggle. The demise of the current Baathist regime in Syria would be a severe blow to Iran and Hezbollah, Israel’s bêtes noires. A Sunni-based Islamist takeover, however, would be a real possibility. Think Hama, 1982.
The aff doesn’t solve this—Our uniqueness arguments prove divisions within the opposition will re-emerge post-Assad 

Ghitis, 1/19
Frida Ghitis, independent commentator on world affairs and a World Politics Review contributing editor, 1/19/12, World Citizen: Divided Syrian Opposition a Sign of Post-Assad Risks, www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/11221/world-citizen-divided-syrian-opposition-a-sign-of-post-assad-risks
The situation is of great concern for those who fear that Syria could spiral out of control, or may already be doing so. The inability of the opposition to work together at a time when it shares a common goal of overthrowing the current regime is also a troubling sign of what might come after Assad's fall, when Syrians will face the task of working together, under just one national flag, to build a new functioning political system, prevent sectarian conflict and get the economy back on its feet.
Israel War—Uniqueness

Conflict now doesn’t trigger Israel

Sakr 3/19
Elias Sakr, Daily star, 3/19/12, Syria plunges into disarray while Israel stands to benefit, www.dailystar.com.lb/News/Middle-East/2012/Mar-19/167126-syria-plunges-into-disarray-while-israel-stands-to-benefit.ashx#axzz1q91RjP7T
 “Better the devil you know than the devil you don’t,” is a saying that perhaps best summarizes Israeli policy in terms of its relations with Syrian President Bashar Assad and his regime. The Israeli government isn’t fond of Assad’s strategic ties with Iran or his long-time support and armament of Hamas and Hezbollah – but for Israel, a “devil” who has kept the northeastern Israeli front calm for more than three decades is better than one who might open the door to new scenarios in the occupied Golan Heights.

Some members of the opposition Syrian National Council have gone even further, claiming that Israel and its allied lobby in the United States have piled the pressure on President Barack Obama during a re-election year to avoid making any serious moves to topple Assad.
Whether such claims are true, the outcome is the same. Washington has ruled out any military intervention by NATO, a position backed by Turkish President Abdullah Gul, while the threat of a Russian-Chinese veto in the Security Council against any escalation remains fully intact.

Instead, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has suggested a humanitarian “buffer zone” for refugees in Syria.

If this option is pursued, it would encourage further erosion of the Syrian Army, as defectors could use the area as a safe haven similar to Benghazi, which Libyan rebels used as a base to launch attacks against Moammar Gadhafi’s forces.

However, under the current circumstances, the Free Syrian Army can only hope to boost its military might with the help of supportive Arab states such as Saudi Arabia and Qatar, as well as a cooperative Turkey that allows arms shipments to the rebels through its border.

Yet with both sides of the conflict struggling to take ground but failing to break the standoff, Israel is set to benefit from a long confrontation between Assad’s forces and opposition groups.

As Assad’s military intensifies its crackdown on protesters and rebels alike, the situation in Syria is very likely to further deteriorate into civil war.

A civil war means two things: a fragmented state and a divided people. Simply put: a weaker Syria to the benefit of Israel.
Israel war—Israel Lashout Link

Israel lashout—Post-Assad Syria creates a strategic opportunity for Israel--prompts them to strike Syria—triggers our impact 

Saab, visiting fellow – Center for Nonproliferation Studies, PhD candidate in govt and politics – U Maryland, ‘11
(Bilal and Nicholas Blanford, “THE NEXT WAR: How Another Conflict between Hizballah and Israel Could Look and How Both Sides are Preparing for It,” Saban Center for Middle East Policy at Brookings, August) 
Although mutual deterrence has prevented a repetition of the low-intensity conflict that existed along the Lebanon-Israel border from 2000 to 2006, the underlying factors that led to war five years ago still have not been addressed . The prevailing balance of terror is inherently unstable and even though both sides are aware of the risks of miscalculation, the chances of one side misreading the actions of the other remain dangerously high . In that regard, the uncertainties of the popular uprising in Syria could play into the Israel-Hizballah dynamic . Specifically, if the regime of Bashar al-Asad, the Syrian president, feels it faces imminent collapse, it could ignite a lim- ited conflict with Israel in the Golan Heights, which could quickly escalate and drag in Hizballah, even against the latter’s will . If the Asad regime falls and the new leadership in Damascus decides to abandon its alliance with Iran and Hizballah, Israel may decide it is an opportune moment to attack Hizballah in the hope of permanently degrading its military capabilities and neutralizing the group as a future threat
CBW—Link Frontline

Unique Link--Regime shift causes CBW use – stockpiles secure now because the opposition is defeated
Saab 3/13

Bilal Saab, Visiting Fellow at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS) at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 3/13/12, Assad's toxic assets, mideast.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2012/03/13/assads_toxic_assets
In this potential -- and highly probable -- scenario of widespread chaos in Syria, regional and international security concerns abound. High on a list of security worries for Washington and other Western capitals is the fate of the Syrian government's stockpiles of chemical and potentially other mass destruction weapons. There are sharp disagreements among analysts and policymakers in the United States over what to do in Syria to stop the bloodshed. Some, including Senator John McCain, are calling for air strikes against government assets. Others such as Senator Lindsay Graham prefer arming the rebels. And another group favors efforts to establish a more effective diplomatic approach with Russia and China. However, all government agencies inside the administration of U.S. President Barack Obama concur on the critical need to keep a close eye on Syria's chemical arsenal and other strategic weapons. "We're watching this. We're watching it carefully," said U.S. Assistant Secretary of State Jeffrey Feltman, describing the State Department's efforts to monitor the safety and security of the Syrian government's chemical arsenal. At the Pentagon, Defense Department spokesman George Little stated that the U.S. military "remains concerned" about Syria's deadliest weapons, but considers them secure for now. At the White House, National Security Council spokesman Tommy Vietor noted that "Syria is a country of significant proliferation concern, so we monitor its chemical weapons activities very closely." At a February 14 hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee, General Martin Dempsey, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, mentioned that the United States was keeping a close eye on defections and the command structure of the Syrian army "to make sure they [the chemical weapons] are still under control of the regime." Three days later, in a letter sent to U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, and Senators Susan Collins, Kirsten Gillibrand, and Jeanne Shaheen urged the Obama administration to clarify U.S. plans for securing or neutralizing Assad's chemical arsenal.

These statements and others by senior U.S. officials indicate that the Obama administration is cognizant of the possibility that the Syrian government's stockpiles of chemical weapons might get lost or used against civilians or U.S. and Israeli interests should things fall apart in Syria and the regime lose its grip on power. A CNN report mentioned that the U.S. military has calculated it could take more than 75,000 ground troops to secure Syria's chemical weapons facilities and production sites, which are estimated at 50 spread across the country (not to mention several storage sites and research centers). In addition to using satellites and other monitoring equipment to watch the suspected chemical weapons sites, Washington is also conducting talks with Syria's neighbors (specifically Jordan) about the need to cooperate on border security to prevent smuggling of sensitive materials. Israel is also worried about proliferation and its security and the country's military has recently held a unique exercise -- dubbed "Dark Cloud" -- aimed at preparing the country for potential biological, chemical, and radioactive attacks. While Israel's Defense Ministry holds its "Orange Flame" exercise simulating a biological attack on an annual basis, "Dark Cloud" was the first time the Israeli defense establishment and emergency services simulated a radioactive "dirty bomb" attack, though the exercise was planned before the Syrian uprising's start.  

Syria is not a member of the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC), an international agreement that outlaws the production, possession, and use of chemical weapons and requires states that join the treaty to destroy their stockpiles. Therefore, precise information on the nature and quantity of its suspected chemical agents is lacking. The Syrian government claims that it does not have a chemical weapons program, only research sites for medical civilian use. However, the CIA and other foreign intelligence agencies estimate that the country has a chemical weapons program dating from the early 1980s that is one of the largest and most developed in the world. Syria is also suspected of having a biological weapons program, but it is believed to be far less sophisticated than its chemical program. Thanks to assistance and knowledge obtained from the Soviet Union (and later Russia), Egypt, West Germany, France, Iran, North Korea, and possibly other countries over a period of 20 years, Syria was able to acquire an offensive chemical weapons capability that continues to serve as the regime's strategic deterrent against Israel's assumed nuclear capability and, perhaps more important, as an insurance policy against potential domestic threats. Syria allegedly has large quantities of mustard gas and sarin, which the regime has integrated over the years into its vast repertoire of missiles, rockets, artillery shells, and airdropped munitions. Mustard gas is a blistering -- though not necessarily fatal -- agent that was used extensively in World War I and reportedly during the 1980 through 1988 Iran-Iraq War. Sarin, which is lethal if inhaled even in very small quantities, is the nerve agent that killed 13 people and sickened about 1,000 during a terrorist attack on the Tokyo subway system in 1995 by the Japanese cult of Aum Shinrikyo. In addition to mustard gas and sarin, Syria may also be in possession of VX, a deadly nerve agent that resists breaking down in the environment. In short, Syria's chemical weapons program is thought to be massive and diverse and can be used in combat operations and delivered through various means.

With the Syrian army's takeover of Homs, armed resistance against regime forces seems to have considerably abated. Homs was a crucial battle for both sides because the city was the epicenter of the uprising. The rebels' defeat in Homs was a huge morale and strategic setback to their mission. As things currently stand, the FSA, which is now on the defensive, does not hold any substantial piece of land. "We are exhausted and depressed," one fighter said. "We don't have enough weapons to defend ourselves." In this current strategic environment, the fate of Syria's chemical weapons program seems secure and under the control of regime forces. However, realities on the ground can quickly change especially if regional and international powers decide to arm, train, and fund the FSA or even intervene militarily in support of the rebels. Should that happen and chaos gradually sweeps the country, six scenarios regarding the future of Assad's chemical assets can be identified:

1. Deliberate use by the regime against civilians, rebels, Israel, or U.S. interests in the region: Lieutenant Abduleselam Abdulrezzak, a defector from the Syrian armed forces who reportedly worked in chemical labs has claimed that the Syrian military used chemical weapons against civilians in the Baba Amr area of Homs. The Russian Foreign Ministry strongly denied that the Syrian army used nerve gas in Homs allegedly under the supervision of Russian specialists. While nothing should be ruled out given the regime's mass atrocities so far, Abdulrezzak's and others' testimony have not been independently confirmed or verified, and may be propaganda against the regime. However, it is possible that the regime could use chemical weapons against its domestic opponents in the future (there are unconfirmed reports that the Syrian army used chemical weapons against the Syrian Muslim Brotherhood in Hama in 1982), but only under narrow circumstances -- i.e., when facing overwhelming opposition and in a last bid for survival. The prevailing assumption is that such a strategy by Assad and his cronies is extremely risky and self-defeating. Surely Assad must know that the moment he uses these outlawed, mass destruction weapons NATO jets will come bombing his palace. That may be true and external military intervention should theoretically deter Assad from attacking his own people with chemical weapons, but what is unclear still is how Assad will weigh the costs and benefits of such a momentous decision, especially at a time when he may be facing an existential threat at home. He might calculate that he has a better chance of surviving a NATO onslaught than, for instance, a growing rebellion in Damascus. Furthermore, there is a sectarian dimension to his potential calculation. As leader of the Alawite sect, Assad may see himself as the guardian of his communal group. Should he sense that the end is near he and his entourage could have a strong incentive to use extraordinary means to defend themselves and prevent the extinction of their clan. Another factor that is unclear is the extent to which such a critical decision is taken by one man - Assad -- or by a coterie of senior figures in the Assad regime. Would cooler heads prevail among the Syrian generals? Or would Bashar and his brother Maher, commander of the Republican Guard, decide to escalate to the point of no return?

2. Unauthorized use by radical generals or army units under fire: The regime's deployment of its finest army and special forces units (who are all Alawi and loyal to Assad) to places like Hama, Homs, Latakia, and al-Safirah (a village which is approximately 12.5 miles southeast of the city of Aleppo) to guard the chemical weapons production facilities is indicative of Assad's precautionary measures and his acute awareness of the game-changing effect of these assets. Should armed rebellion flare up again in areas that host chemical weapons facilities (Latakia and al-Safirah have been quiet so far) and munitions storage sites including Dumayr (25 miles northeast of Damascus), Khan Abu Shamat (36 miles east of Damascus), and Al Furqlus (in Homs) and government forces find themselves facing overwhelming opposition, the generals on the ground could decide, without Assad's authorization, to use chemical weapons against their opponents. They could also be tempted to act preemptively, "using them before losing them." Strict orders by Assad are likely to be given to all units on the ground regarding the terms of use of "special weapons," but control may prove to be elusive in the fog of war and lack of discipline, compounded by extreme fears of revenge by the enemy, could reign supreme.

3. Transfer to other countries or sub-state actors: Should Assad start to feel that his grip on power is weakening he could decide to transfer some of his country's chemical agents to his allies, such as Iran and Hezbollah. This would be an extremely risky course of action (Assad must know that any transfer of mass destruction weapons is perceived as a red line by Israel and the United States) and might precipitate external military intervention, but one possible incentive for Assad could be to bolster his allies' deterrence capabilities against their adversaries, out of a sense of solidarity or firm belief in the trilateral strategic alliance. Another scenario in which Assad could be encouraged to transfer chemical weapons to his allies is a coup against his rule. Sensing that he is about to be toppled and thus lose control of the chemical arsenal, Assad could order whatever remaining units loyal to him to salvage and smuggle as much chemical agent as possible to Iran and Hezbollah, assuming either party will be willing to receive such sensitive materials.

4. Loss of control to terrorist groups: In the heat of intense battle and under circumstances of regime weakening as well as deepening and expanding involvement of terrorist elements on the Syrian battlefield, there is a possibility that chemical agents could fall under the control of al Qaeda. That there are 50 of these sites makes it even more likely. Al Qaeda has a strong presence in Yemen (al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula) and Algeria (al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb), a still significant following in Iraq (al Qaeda in Iraq), and several cells in Jordan, Egypt, and Lebanon's northern region. Despite testimony by U.S. military officials, there is no incontrovertible evidence of al Qaeda operating inside Syria as of now. Al Qaeda leaders have shown a strong interest over the years in acquiring weapons of mass destruction and it would be foolish not to assume that its cadres will have laser-like focus on the chemical weapons facilities and munitions storages that are scattered across the country.

5. Rebel attacks on sites: Unable to seize all chemical production facilities and munitions storage sites, rebels might opt to target some of them in an effort to deny government forces the ability to use chemical weapons at a particular location. But to cause considerable damage to the facilities, the rebels must have heavy weapons and artillery, which they currently lack. Even if they acquire heavy weapons in the future that can damage fortified buildings, this would still be an extremely risky strategy because air contamination would be an issue for both sides (unless the rebels receive gas masks and protective gear). Furthermore, the moment the rebels decide to escalate and hit chemical sites, government forces might retaliate with force and use planes to deliver chemical agents by air.

6. Rebel seizure of sites: Should the rebels seize some of the sites, safeguarding them from terrorist elements and government forces will be a huge challenge. It is one thing to seize a facility, yet quite another to protect it. Government forces can destroy a seized chemical weapons facility either by hitting it with a missile or rocket or bombing it by air, caring less about the contamination effects. What could deter government forces from launching an attack against a chemical weapons facility is the additional seizure by rebels of a missile base (establishing some form of balance of terror). Homs, Hama, Dair al Zour, al-Safirah, and Aleppo all host missile facilities, for example. Some of these facilities have missiles that are suspected to already contain chemical warheads, although it is uncertain which ones.

It is impossible to assess with any degree of precision the likelihood of these scenarios. Given the regional dimension of the Syrian crisis and its interconnectedness with several other strategic concerns related to the Middle East as a whole (including the problem of Iran's nuclear program), the multidimensional challenge the United States faces in Syria could unfold in some very unpredictable ways. Yet none of these scenarios is so extreme or improbable that it does not merit careful consideration. Indeed, in this fluid environment and uncharted territory, everything is possible. This is a case that is rather unique in the history of the world (Libya is not even close given that late Libyan leader Muammar al-Qaddafi gave up his Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) programs and destroyed most of them before his regime collapsed). The Obama administration is doing the right thing by exercising caution on Syria, by talking to its allies about the myriad of security threats surrounding the crisis, by creating an international coalition to deal with the problem, and by closely monitoring any unusual activity on Syrian territory. Some additional measures can be taken to prevent worst-case scenarios. For example, an offer of immunity should be extended to members of the Syrian military who can protect the chemical sites until the cessation of hostilities and the arrival of international inspectors. Also, a strict warning should be issued to Assad's government against the use or transfer of WMD under any circumstances (if this has not been done already through private channels). In parallel, an announcement by the Obama administration should be made that any use of such weapons during the conflict will be treated as a crime against humanity in addition to any the Syrian government may have already committed). None of these measures are guaranteed to succeed in deterring Assad from escalating, but should be done nevertheless to apply pressure on the Syrian president and influence his and his supporters' cost-benefit calculations.

The goal of securing and controlling WMD in Syria, despite its critical importance, cannot be decoupled from the challenge of overall U.S. policy toward Syria. In other words, the safety and control of Assad's chemical assets neither define nor drive U.S. policy toward Syria. Assad's chemical assets may be extensive and deadly and they pose a threat to Syrians and regional and international security, but that does not make U.S. options for Syria -- be it military intervention or military assistance to the rebels -- any less difficult, costly, or risky. In fact, military intervention, if mishandled or if it spirals out of control, might make the goal of securing and controlling these nasty weapons harder to achieve. The same goes for a strategy that seeks to arm the rebels or establish safe havens and humanitarian corridors across the country's borders. It is no wonder that President Obama and his top military brass are extremely hesitant to use kinetic force or send weapons into Syria. The country is a chemical powder keg ready to explode.  
CBW—AT: Impact Defense

New advances make their impact defense irrelevant

Nixdroff 10

Kathryn Nixdroff, Darnstdt university of technology Microbiology and Genetics Professor, Winter 2010, "Advances in Targeted Delivery and the Future of Bioweapons," Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 66.1, EBSCO
What aerosols tell us about bioweapons. Concerns about advances in science and technology leading to the creation of novel  biological warfare agents are compounded by the recognition that  new and improved ways of delivering them are already at hand and  will be developed further at a rapid pace. Indeed, great strides are  being made in aerosol delivery techniques, particularly considering  the interest in drug development and delivery. The production of  defined nanoparticles and new methods for improving absorption  of agents through the nasal passages and respiratory tract as well  as across the blood-brain barrier create a potential for greatly im-  proved aerosol delivery of bioactive agents. 

Furthermore, when advances in aerosol delivery technology are  combined with improvements in specific targeting, gene transfer,  and gene expression efficacy of viral vectors, the potential syner-  gy effects raise the dual-use risk aspect to a new level. It must be  stressed, however, that the goals of using armed viruses for gene  and cancer therapy are quite different from those of using armed vi-  ruses as weapons. In the latter case, an aggressor may not be bound  by a high degree of efficacy in his delivery system, and the concerns  about the safety of highly efficient retroviral vectors would presum-  ably be of little concern for someone intent on delivering a biologi-  cal weapon to a chosen target. The most sophisticated of these ad-  vances in technology are certainly not easy to put into practice, but  require extensive expertise, well-equipped laboratories, and sub- stantial funds. Yet, even quite demanding manipulations are contin-  ually being simplified, so that the considerable advances in targeted  delivery technology could well make it easier for both state-  supported actors and terrorists to disseminate biological agents as  weapons in the not too distant future. <
New pathogens
Smith 10

Geoffrey Smith, Imperial College London Virology Professor, Principal Research Fellow, Royal Society Scientific Aspects of Int'l Security Chair, Winter 2010, "Assessing the spectrum of biological risks," Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, 66.1, EBSCO
Keeping pace with science and technology. The nature of biological risks is constantly changing as advances in the life sciences  and the increasing accessibility of associated biotechnologies create  new dual-use risks and possibilities for deliberate misuse that need  to be reassessed regularly.23 The likely benefits, however, should be  weighed with any potential risks since these same advances are cen-  tral to developing more effective responses to the whole spectrum  of biological risks, naturally occurring diseases in particular. Several  published experiments have been highlighted as illustrations of the  dual-use risks associated with scientific advances—including the en-  gineering in 2001 of a recombinant ectromelia virus (the causative  agent of mousepox) to express interleukin-4 (IL-4) protein that inad-  vertently created a more virulent strain, the construction in 2002 of  live poliovirus using synthetic DNA segments and the available viral  genome sequence, and the reconstruction in 2005 of the 1918 Spanish  influenza pandemic virus.24 While dual-use discussions have brought  these scientific developments to a wider audience, some experi-  ments portrayed as “surprises” can be found in the prior scientific  literature: A 1981 paper described the recreation of infectious polio  virus from DNA, for example, and a 1998 paper described the role of  IL-4 on poxvirus virulence.25  

Whether planned or unplanned, advances in science and technol-  ogy have the potential to expand the scope of deliberate misuse of  biological agents and ultimately make it easier for both states and  non-state groups or individuals to develop and use biological weap- ons.26 In the near term, state interest in biological weapons would  present a more significant risk given the available resources and ac-  cess to science and technology. Over the longer term, however, the  risk from non-state groups and individuals may increase as access to  relevant technologies broadens and disperses and associated costs  decrease, potentially lowering the barriers to deliberate misuse.  Of course, as science advances, the attention paid to biological  risks should not be limited to a particular list of agents. In fact, the  U.S. National Research Council recommended a “broadened aware-  ness of threats beyond the classical ‘select agents’ and other patho-  genic organisms and toxins.”27 Non-pathogens can be engineered to  be pathogenic, and advances in DNA synthesis may even enable the  development of novel pathogens. Considering how quickly knowl-  edge of the molecular basis underlying biological processes is ex-  panding, the boundaries between chemical and biological agents  are blurring. In the context of deliberate misuse, such increased un-  derstanding may enable interference with specific biological pro-  cesses in order to exert a wide range of effects on the human body,  leading to a shift in focus from particular agents to specific targets  in the human body. Neuropeptides, for example, are of great inter-  est to the pharmaceutical industry. Such agents might be used delib-  erately for harmful purposes, and the risk could be exacerbated by  advances in drug-delivery technology that facilitate the targeting of  peptides in the body.28 

Developments in DNA sequencing and synthesis technologies  particularly relevant to the advancing field of synthetic biology—the  deliberate design of novel biological systems with applications in di-  verse fields such as medicine, energy, and the environment—dem-  onstrate the overall pace of change and spread of biotechnologies,  where speed and productivity are increasing while costs are reduc-  ing.29 The cost of sequencing an entire human genome is expected to  decrease to $1,000 in the coming years. As the most reliable and fast-  est tool for identifying pathogens, DNA sequencing is central to the  future development of effective vaccines and drugs and could play a  significant role in assessing an individual’s susceptibility to disease.  As development continues, the field will draw upon advances in au-  tomation and smaller DNA synthesis and genome assembly tech-  nologies. Such advances are enabling significant achievements, as  illustrated by MIT’s International Genetically Engineered Machine  competition (commonly referred to as iGEM).30 Meanwhile, lower  costs and increasingly broad access to technology has allowed bio-  technology to become an amateur pursuit among a growing commu-  nity of so-called do-it-yourself biologists.31 
CBW—AT: Vaccines

Vaccine development impossible

Hayden 9/7/11

http://www.nature.com/news/2011/110907/full/477150a.html
 Erika Check Hayden is a senior reporter for Nature in San Francisco, California. 

 Yet the case of the sick marine in 2009 showed that fighting biothreats can take a whole armamentarium of drugs. Belken's condition didn't improve until CMX001 was added to STS-246. "The reality is that we need two smallpox antiviral drugs," says Robert Kadlec, a former Senate staff member who helped to write the 2006 legislation that created BARDA. The episode shows how challenging it is to develop therapies, especially when there are no good animal models or data showing whether the drug fights disease in humans. The smallpox virus infects only humans, for example, and monkeypox is an imperfect mimic. Yet authorities often need to rely on animal tests when they make expensive decisions about which drug to buy, and small biodefence companies can be dependent on the funding that results from these decisions. "The regulatory process is still evolving, and the federal government doesn't have a clear sense of what it needs," says Jim Davis, executive vice-president of Human Genome Sciences in Rockville, Maryland. "It's frustrating for everyone involved." In October 2009, the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA) decided not to approve an antibody against anthrax developed by Human Genome Sciences — even though BARDA had already agreed to spend $326 million on the drug. The company had thought that it had met the FDA's criteria but, according to Davis, the agency decided that it wanted a drug that is more effective than the existing anthrax treatment, ciprofloxacin. Robin Robinson, director of BARDA, says that the agency is funding the creation of better animal models. The DHHS reviewed medical countermeasures in 2010, and said that it will do more to try to help companies to bridge the gap between basic research and the clinic. The DHHS has also proposed reallocating $170 million in existing FDA funds to help update regulatory review in biodefence. 

***1NR

death cult

Death debating causes mass violence and genocide – over 80 studies prove.
Solomon, Psych – Brooklyn Clg, Greenberg, Psych – U Ariz, & Pyszczynski, Psych – U Colorado, 2K
(Current Directions in Psychological Science 9.6, Sheldon, Jeff, and Tom, “Fear of Death and Social Behavior”)

Terror management theory posits that awareness of mortality engenders a potential for paralyzing terror, which is assuaged by cultural worldviews: humanly created, shared beliefs that provide individuals with the sense they are valuable members of an enduring, meaningful universe (self-esteem), and hence are qualified for safety and continuance beyond death. Thus, self-esteem serves the fundamental psychological function of buffering anxiety. In support of this view, studies have shown that bolstering selfesteem reduces anxiety and that reminders of mortality intensify striving for self-esteem; this research suggests that self-esteem is critical for psychological equanimity. Cultural worldviews serve the fundamental psychological function of providing the basis for death transcendence. To the extent this is true, reminders of mortality should stimulate bolstering of one’s worldview. More than 80 studies have supported this idea, most commonly by demonstrating that making death momentarily salient increases liking for people who support one’s worldview and hostility toward those with alternative worldviews. This work helps explain human beings’ dreadful history of intergroup prejudice and violence: The mere existence of people with different beliefs threatens our primary basis of psychological security; we therefore respond by derogation, assimilation efforts, or annihilation. 

Why has history been plagued by a succession of appalling ethnic cleansings? Archaeologists have found bas-reliefs from 1100 B.C. depicting Assyrian invaders’ practice of killing indigenous people by sticking them alive on stakes from groin to shoulder. These xenophobic propensities reached their zenith in the 20th century, when Hitler’s Nazi regime perpetuated the most extensive effort at genocide in history, and have continued to resurface throughout the world in places such as Cambodia, Rwanda, Yugoslavia, and the United States— where in 1999 A.D. at Columbine High School in Littleton, Colorado, two Nazi-influenced teenagers massacred schoolmates, seemingly provoked by threats not to material well-being, but to the abstract entity known as self-esteem. 

2nc squo solves
Bin Laden and Qaddafi solve

Hannah, 1/9

(Sr. Fellow-Foundation for Defense of Democracies, “The U.S.: MIA in the Mideast,”  http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-hannah-mideast-20120109,0,4362289.story)

The president has a point, of course. The special forces raid to get Bin Laden deep in Pakistan was an extremely gutsy call. So too the extrajudicial death sentence that Obama imposed on U.S. citizen Anwar Awlaki in Yemen. More generally, the president has been a veritable killing machine when it comes to anti-American jihadists, escalating drone attacks tenfold against our most fanatical enemies. And for all the complaints about "leading from behind," the bottom line in Libya was indisputable: Obama said Moammar Kadafi must go, and then put U.S. military power to the task of making it so — swiftly, without quagmire and at minimal cost to the U.S. On the face of it, then, the president appears to have displayed sufficient steeliness of spine — a readiness to wield force wisely — to insulate himself against the brickbats of his political opponents. Vulnerable as Obama may be on the economy, national polling suggests much greater approval for his stewardship over foreign affairs. For the majority of Americans, doubts about Obama's fitness to serve as commander in chief have largely been laid to rest.

Perception of American strength resonating now

Levine, 1/16

(Prof. of History-UC Irvine, “The U.S.: Still the protector of Mideast strongmen,” http://opinion.latimes.com/opinionla/2012/01/mideast-military-aid-obama-mubarak-arab-spring-blowback.html)

Hannah would like us to consider the failures of Obama administration policy that have led to this perception, including "overblown promises" to end the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, "betraying" faithful clients such as deposed Egyptian leader Hosni Mubarak and failing to attack Iran. But the far more pertinent question is why Hannah is attempting to sell a narrative of American retreat that is so at odds with the realities on the ground. Specifically, Hannah accuses Obama of being a "willing accomplice in the dismantling of a regional order ... that has been the linchpin of Mideast security for decades." In fact, at almost every turn, the president has done everything in his power to preserve the existing system. Setting aside the assassination of Osama bin Laden and other senior Al Qaeda and Taliban leaders and the surge in Afghanistan, Obama has continued and in many cases increased U.S. aid (most of it military) to clients such as Morocco and Jordan, sold tens of billions of dollars in advanced weaponry to Saudi Arabia and other Persian Gulf allies, tightened the economic screws on Iran and refused to punish Israel (and in fact just increased aid) despite its continued settlement expansion in the West Bank and East Jerusalem. Most important, Obama has consistently refused to offer more than the weakest support for the pro-democracy forces in the region during the past year of revolutionary upheavals. Contrary to Hannah's claim, Obama never "betrayed" Mubarak. Rather, the sclerotic Mubarak so badly miscalculated the level of public anger at the regime's increasingly oppressive and corrupt behavior that the military leadership was forced to push him from power to protect its dominant position in the country. Obama has stood behind the Egyptian military since Mubarak's departure despite the junta's deadly attacks on the most fundamental human and political rights of Egyptians. Similarly, the president continues to throw America's weight behind preserving the status quo in Bahrain while refusing to push for a real political transition in Yemen. More broadly, Obama has deepened American support for the region's corrupt and repressive monarchies. Saudi Arabia, one of the most repressive countries on Earth, is in no danger of being abandoned by Obama, who authorized at least $60 billion worth of arms sales to the kingdom in the last two years. These will, of course, be matched by tens of billions of dollars in extra military aid to Israel and Egypt to preserve the "balance of power" in the region, not to mention the immense profits for U.S. arms makers. The only country where the United States has been willing forcefully to support anti-government protests is Libya, which was ruled by a longtime nemesis of the United States whose replacement by NATO-backed forces clearly strengthened U.S. interests. In fact, as the head of a foundation that ostensibly supports the "defense of democracies," Hannah is noticeably silent about the one area where the Obama administration has been woefully MIA -- in forcefully condemning the ongoing abuse of human rights by America's Mideast allies. If Hannah had chosen to listen to civil society and pro-democracy activists rather than autocratic leaders, he would admit that Obama has remained as engaged as previous administrations in the region, with a similar disregard for how American support for repressive and corrupt governments harms the cause of peace, democracy and development.
2nc alt causes

Israel outweighs the plan

Bybelezer, publications chairman – Canadian Institute for Jewish Research, 3/13/’12

(Charles, “Obama on Libya vs. Obama on Israel,” Front Page Magazine)

How do we know this? Because less than one year ago Obama did just that in Libya. That is, the US led a NATO campaign at the behest of close allies to depose Moammar Qaddafi. And this despite the fact the Libyan dictator posed no threat whatsoever—never mind a mortal one—to either the UK or France. Moreover, Obama was so eager to accommodate American allies that he went to war in Libya without obtaining approval from Congress—arguably a violation of the US Constitution—and in a manner that vastly exceeded the parameters of the coalition’s so-called UN mandate. No amount of “leading from behind” rhetoric can alter this truth.

Yet here is tiny Israel—the US’s most stalwart ally in the world’s most strategically imperative region—having its real existential threat not only shunned by the same Barack Obama, but also publicly undermined by his most senior defense and intelligence officials. Granted Iran is no Libya, but can this alone account for the discrepancy in the way the US president treats his most dependable allies? No. And thus Obama’s inherent bias against the Jewish state should be undeniably confirmed to all. His actions also prove once again that Israel is held to unique, unfair standards, thereby reinforcing the importance of Prime Minister Netanyahu’s assertion that “Israel must have the ability always to defend itself, by itself, against any threat.”

We have two pieces of evidence indicating that Netanyahu’s core Iran policies were rebuffed by Obama during their meeting in Washington. These being: to persuade the US president to articulate clear “red lines,” preferably but not necessarily defined as Iran’s achievement of a “nuclear capability,” an second, in the absence of any willingness to directly engage Iran militarily, a US commitment to indirectly support (at the very least tacitly approve of) an Israeli-led strike. Should this bare-minimum not be met, another hoped for objective was that Obama would set three basic pre-conditions before agreeing to resume fruitless “engagement” of Tehran’s Mullahs: that Iran close its underground Fordow nuclear facility near Qoms, stop enriching uranium, and remove from the country all uranium enriched beyond 3.5 percent.
First, after meeting with Obama for the better part of last Monday, Netanyahu that night opened his speech to AIPAC with the following: “Thank you.… I want to thank you for that wonderful reception. This applause could be heard as far away as Jerusalem—the eternal and united capital of Israel [emphasis added].” The eternal capital of Israel, indeed—also a clear message to Obama. In effect, Netanyahu told the president: If you will not support Israel’s legitimate positions regarding Iran, then Israel, in turn, will not even consider your views regarding the “peace process” (conventional wisdom maintaining that Israel should cede East Jerusalem to the Palestinians as part of any deal).

Second, the day after his meeting with Obama, Netanyahu had this to say to US congressional leaders: There are historical precedents in which Israel acted according to its own interests, despite American opposition. Netanyahu noted that notwithstanding Washington’s opposition David Ben-Gurion declared independence in 1948; Levi Eshkol launched a preemptive attack against Egypt in 1967; and Menachem Begin decided to bomb the Iraqi nuclear reactor in 1981. Coupled with Netanyahu’s stated commitment that Israel will always remain “master of its fate” in dealing with Tehran, and the writing is on the wall: the Jewish state will go it alone if necessary.
Obama, for his part, also weighed in, holding a “last-minute” press conference—his first in months—which immediately devolved into an attack on the “loose talk of war” emanating from leading Republican presidential candidates (who, by the way, addressed AIPAC earlier that day—see the connection?). Obama cautioned against “beating the drums of war,” and warned of “consequences for Israel if [military] action [against Iran] is taken prematurely.” Concurrently, World Powers, including the US, accepted Tehran’s offer to resume negotiations over its nuclear program without preconditions. The news no doubt reached Netanyahu on Capitol Hill.

Taken together, it appears Israel is on its own should Netanyahu decide to act in the near future. Alternatively, the Jewish state can trust that Obama “has Israel’s back” and that he will put an end to Iran’s nuclear program when Israel no longer has the capability to do so. Will Netanyahu accept Obama at his word? Highly unlikely. What that means is that the time has come for Israel’s true allies to rally behind her. She will need it.

at: victor davis hanson

Impact’s inevitable---they don’t change Obama’s broader foreign policy or personality, which Hanson is ranting about

Victor Davis Hanson 9, Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History @ Hoover Institution, Stanford University, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, Resistnet.com, December 7, http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply

Dr. Hanson: Well, he answered that already: we Americans are exceptional only to the degree that every other country thinks it is exceptional: e.g., who can say whether Venezuelans, Iranians, or North Koreans are any different, better, or worse than Americans? Not in Obama’s multicultural, morally equivalent, and utopian world. (Privately, of course, Obama assumes that the White House, the big Air Force One jet, the Chicago mansion, and all the Obamas’ perks, past and present, accrue to those who live in an exceptional place, which operates on principles that are a little different from those found in Nigeria, Peru, or Albania.)

BC: Do you regard President Obama as an isolationist?

Dr. Hanson: Yes and no. He is a multicultural internationalist who yearns for the supremacy of the United Nations or its enlightened epigones, who would go around the world fining or arresting miscreant nations that leave too great a carbon footprint, are too profit-minded, or have committed an array of politically incorrect sins.

But in terms of America trying to maintain a global postwar order based on free commerce, consensual government, free markets, and personal freedom, well, yes, he’s opposed to that in theory, and in the concrete certainly would not have supported things like past intervention in Panama, Grenada, the Balkans, Iraq, or Afghanistan. Europe will soon at last get their wish of a truly multilateral America, where we are just one of many NATO partners which may or may not support them in the United Nations. And that should be interesting: they have not had an American president to the left of them since Franklin Roosevelt.

Afghanistan

Victor Davis Hanson 9, Senior Fellow in Residence in Classics and Military History @ Hoover Institution, Stanford University, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, Resistnet.com, December 7, http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply

On Afghanistan, I think we will see mostly exit-strategy talk. The enemy certainly thinks now, after 90 days of dithering, that our heart isn’t in seeing through the stabilization of a constitutional Afghanistan that is not a refuge for terrorists. In the postmodern world of Obama, a concept like “victory” is archaic and constructed on all sorts of relativistic interpretations. Why make a dramatic spring announcement of a new general and a bold new strategy of victory — and then, Hamlet-like, wait to the end of autumn to fully implement it?

2nc no iran heg

Internal divisions

Stratfor, 9/21/’11

(“Iran's Power Struggle and Regional Ambitions After the Hikers' Release”)

The delay over their release underscores the depths of Tehran’s internal power struggle, with Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad rebuffed by other factions in the government after publicly announcing the hikers would be freed. Both the more populist faction in the Iranian government, represented by Ahmadinejad, and his rivals in the clerical establishment understand that Iran’s current position has given it a historic opportunity to reshape the region: Political turmoil is engulfing its Arab neighbors, the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq is nearly complete and Turkey has not yet stepped into its natural role as a regional counterbalance to Iranian power. However, none of these factors can be expected to persist indefinitely, and internal divisions could hamper Iran’s ability pursue the kind of unified foreign policy needed to capitalize on its opportunity and cement its position as the dominant power in the region.

Ahmadinejad promised Sept. 13 the hikers would be released within days, but the Iranian judiciary countermanded the announcement almost immediately. The judiciary announced that it, not the president, would make the decision on when and if the hikers would be released, first stating that the deal authorizing their release for bail was still under review and later that the judge needed to approve the deal was on vacation. The judiciary is led by a prominent rival to the Iranian president, Sadeq Larijani, whose brother Ali Larijani is the current parliamentary speaker. The Larijanis and Iranian Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei form the backbone of the clerical establishment that Ahmadinejad, as a populist conservative, has accused of being corrupt, betraying the revolution and ignoring the demands of the poor.

Regardless of the declared reasons for the delay on releasing the hikers, there is little doubt that the postponement was intended to embarrass Ahmadinejad and make him appear powerless before an international audience. Since Ahmadinejad’s re-election in 2009, the clerical elite have worked to marginalize Ahmadinejad as an individual, and to a large degree they have succeeded, even though he represents a set of grievances that will outlast him on the Iranian political scene.

This internal power struggle comes at an inconvenient time for Tehran, as the United States prepares to complete its withdrawal from Iraq. Washington has been lobbying the Iraqi government — currently unsuccessfully — to keep a significant residual troop presence in the country as a way to contain Iranian influence. With the U.S. military presence removed from its neighbor, Iran’s proxies in the country would be freed up considerably. Tehran and Washington have quietly been holding talks on what the future of Iraq will look like, and Iran wants to use its position of strength as a way to reach an understanding with the United States on Iran’s terms. Ahmadinejad has attempted to reach this sort of accord with the United States but has been held back by his rivals at home who do not want him to be able to take credit for such a foreign policy coup.

These domestic divisions are a major issue in their own right for Iran, but the larger question is whether they will cripple the country’s ability to make important foreign policy decisions, especially at this crucial juncture. Tehran has an opportunity to reshape the region and move toward an accommodation with the United States in a way that cements Iranian power at its current high ebb for the foreseeable future, an opportunity it will not likely soon have again, given that Turkey’s limited role and the political chaos in the Arab world cannot be expected to last indefinitely. Capitalizing on the situation is a complicated process, and one that cannot be done without a coherent foreign policy approach, which, as the hiker situation demonstrated, has not yet been realized. Whether Iran’s factions are able to speak with one voice on foreign policy in the future is not clear, but the stakes are increasing and the time to seize the opportunity is dwindling.

And, brain drain

Kober, research fellow, foreign-policy studies – Cato, 1/7/’11
(Stanley, “Hit Iran in the brain,” Washington Times)

Whatever one thinks of Iran’s current rulers, they have demonstrated an understanding of how to use power. But they do have one vulnerability: Talented young Iranians do not see a future for themselves in their country and seek opportunities elsewhere. The problem is so great that Iranian media openly acknowledge the “brain drain,” and senior officials even wonder how they can use the large expatriate population to their advantage. As Intelligence Minister Heydar Moslehi hopefully (and somewhat lamely) put it, “All Iranians who live outside of the country are not in the opposition.”
The Iranians may not be intimidated by our power, but they are awed by the attractiveness of our universities. And that suggests another strategy.

Tell them, publicly, that we welcome their young people to study here. Whatever differences we have with Iran’s government, its youth bears no responsibility.

Indeed, if there is a threat that makes Iran’s rulers tremble, this would appear to be it.
According to a member of the Iranian parliament’s National Security and Foreign Policy Committee, “The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has informed Iranian ambassadors abroad to take the actions necessary to prevent the children of Iranian officials from studying at foreign universities.”
Economic collapse inevitable-constrains foreign policy initiatives 

Jakobsen 10

Peter, The Rise of Iran: How Durable, How Dangerous?, Associate Professor at the Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen. . Published in the Middle East Journal

 Iran Does not Have the Economic Power to Sustain a Bid for Regional Dominance Iran does have economic “great power” potential: it is the second-largest oil producer among the members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) and the fourth-largest crude oil exporter in the world, and it boasts a population of some 71 million as well as an average GDP growth of around 5% over the past decade. Unfortunately for the Iranian population, this potential is not about to be realized. The Iranian economy has been mismanaged since the Revolution and is currently in such dire straits that it cannot support a bid for regional dominance.34 In the near and medium term, keeping the Iranian economy afloat and preventing serious social unrest will be a major challenge for the regime. Iran’s achilles heel is its high dependence on oil revenue. In 2008, oil accounted for some 80% of Iran’s total revenue and 40–50% of the government’s revenue.35 The collapse of oil prices hit it hard, creating a huge budget deficit of some $30 billion in 2008–2009 (according to the most optimistic official statistics),36 plus some $28 billion of foreign debts. This forced the regime to deplete its foreign currency reserve which reportedly had been reduced to a mere $10 billion by the end of 2008.37 The clergy can only hope for oil prices to recover and increase above the $90 mark that Iran needs to balance its budget.38 They cannot solve the crisis by increasing oil production, as Iran’s oil industry is struggling. Production fell from 6 million barrels per day (bpd) in 1979 to 4.2 million bpd in 2007, and in 2009 oil exports fell by 24%. $1 billion in direct foreign investment is needed a year to keep production at its current level and another $1.5 billion to increase it, but foreign investment has been well below this level and falling in recent years as a result of domestic instability, international sanctions, and the uncertainty brought about by the nuclear crisis.39 The regime cannot solve the crisis by enhancing productivity for another reason: it would require fundamental economic reform. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank have urged the Iranian government for years to address these problems, but four Five-Year Economic Plans launched by three different presidents to reduce state controls, deregulate the economy, liberalize trade, reduce the dependence on oil revenue, and attract foreign investment have largely failed due to opposition from the powerful bonyads (charitable trusts that have large stakes in some sectors of the economy) and the IRGC, which would lose many of its privileges if the economy was liberalized. Significantly reducing public spending is also out of the question, as the regime relies on massive subsidies to hold popular discontent in check. According to the the IMF, these subsidies amounted to 27% of GDP in 2008–2009, and Akbar Torkan, Deputy Oil Minister for Planning Affairs, put the cost of Iran’s energy subsidies (oil, gas, and electricity) at $84.7 billion in 2008.40 If these subsidies benefiting the middle class and the poor were removed to reduce the public spending deficit, unrest would be inevitable. In 2007, an attempt to increase the price of gasoline by 25% had to be abandoned in the face of riots,41 and in early 2008 the government had to deploy IRGC units to several northern cities to prevent protests, triggered by a lack of gas for heating, from turning violent.42 Legislation passed in January 2010 is supposed to cut the subsidies by $20 billion as a first step in a gradual process that will phase out all subsidies by 2015, but implementation of the first phase has already been delayed several times due to protests, and since Ahmadinejad has promised to give 50% of the money saved to Iran’s lower classes, and 20% to infrastructure projects, its effect on the budget deficit will be negligible.43 Attempts to increase taxes have been equally unsuccessful. In 2008, the introduction of a modest 3% sales tax was abandoned because it triggered the largest strike in the bazaars [markets] since the Revolution.44 In 2010, bazaar merchants used the strike weapon again, forcing the government to reduce an increase in income tax from 70% to 15%.45 The Iranian regime is, in short, in deep economic trouble and this will significantly constrain its ability to fund foreign policy initiatives in the foreseeable future. 

Err neg – recent events will make the Iranian econ even worse than our evidence assumed 

Javendanfar, 9-8
Meir Javendanfar, Iranian-Israeli Middle East Analyst, 9-8-2011, “Iran’s China Set Back,” http://middleeastprogress.org/2011/09/irans-china-setback/
 To say that Iranian foreign policy has seen better days would be an understatement. With the passing of each month, as the ripples of the Arab awakening reach new countries in the Middle East, Iran is finding that its popularity and influence in the region is waning.
Even Turkey, who recently dealt a heavy diplomatic and strategic blow to Israel by expelling its ambassador, is snubbing Iran. The expressions of Iranian joy over the latest crisis in Turkey–Israel relations quickly turned to anger over Turkey’s announcement that it will be hosting NATO’s anti-missile system on its soil. The Turks took this decision despite repeated Iranian requests for them to do otherwise.

As important as Iran’s foreign policy standing is to its leaders, when it comes to the regime’s number one goal, its own survival, foreign policy comes second to the economy. It is the economy which keeps the Islamic Republic alive. Iran’s leaders have watched relations with the US collapse, yet they are still standing. Even if their close ally Assad falls, it’s not clear by any means that it could lead to the collapse of the regime. But it’s a different story with the economy. For Iran’s leaders, the margin of error for the economy is far smaller than for its foreign policy standing and influence.

The recent news that China has scaled back its investment in Iran’s gas and oil sector should be particularly worrisome for Iran’s leaders — possibly worse even than events unfolding in Syria, because this directly impacts Iran’s economy, which gets majority of its income from its energy exports. With majority of the world’s oil companies shunning Iran because of sanctions, China was one of the last countries which stood by Iran and its energy sector, which is in desperate need of investment and technological know-how. According to a study in a U.S. National Academy of Sciences publication in 2007, Iran could run out of oil for export by 2015. Lack of investment in the energy sector is one of the major reasons for this forecast.

Even though China has increased its oil imports from Iran, this is unlikely to be of much comfort to Iran’s rulers in the long run. With this latest move, the Chinese government has made it much more difficult and expensive for Iran to extract and export its oil and gas, meaning less of such commodities to sell at a higher production cost in the future.

Iran’s supreme leader badly needs oil income to maintain the loyalty of IRGC and the Baseej. Not all Guardsmen and Baseeji militants are pious religious individuals who believe in the revolution and are prepared to go financially without just to serve the cause. Indeed, it is believed that such people are the disappearing minority. The majority are there because of lucrative business deals which the IRGC receives, as well as subsidies for Baseej members.

With its legitimacy at home at an historical low point, Iran’s leaders need income from the energy sector more than ever before to continue buying the loyalty of the IRGC and other supporting factions. With the recent news from China, they have every reason to be concerned. Less oil at higher costs will mean less loyalty. If there is no money to pay off the Revolutionary Guards, who will guard the revolution?

2nc no impact

GCC would destroy Iran in any conflict
Jakobsen 10

Peter, The Rise of Iran: How Durable, How Dangerous?, Associate Professor at the Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen. . Published in the Middle East Journal

 WHY THE RISE AND THE RESULTING THREAT IS EXAGGERATED This predominant view suffers from a number of flaws that combine to form a vast exaggeration of the rise of Iran and the threat it poses to regional and international security. This section addresses each of them in turn. Iran’s Military Power is Blown Out of Proportion Accounts of Iran’s growing military power generally fail to place it within a regional context, ignore the poor quality of Iran’s equipment and manpower, and exaggerate its offensive and political potential. If one merely looks at numbers, the Iranian military appears quite formidable, enjoying advantages in both manpower and materiel. However, this picture changes once defense spending and the quality of the armed forces are taken into account. Iran has been outspent massively by the six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC): Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). These countries spent 7.5 times as much on their defense as Iran in the ten-year period 1997– 2007; with respect to procurement, the difference is even more dramatic as the GCC spent 15.6 times as much on arms as Iran during the period of 1988–2007. The armed forces of the GCC consequently have far better equipment than Iran. The GCC has a total of 495 and 1,816 high-quality combat aircraft and tanks, respectively, compared to Iran’s 55 high-quality combat aircraft and 730 tanks. Saudi Arabia alone has more high-quality combat aircraft and tanks than Iran. The GCC also has more major naval combat ships than Iran in all categories, except submarines (Iran has three, while the GCC possess none).11 Iran’s manpower advantage also disappears when quality is taken into account: 220,000 of its 545,000 active personnel are made up of 18-month conscripts that receive only three months of military training. Moreover, GCC training cooperation with France, the UK, and the US helps to further enhance their qualitative advantage vis-à-vis the Iranian armed forces, which do not benefit from such cooperation with leading military powers. There is obviously more to military power than quantity, and the GCC countries are incapable of using their capabilities jointly in an effective manner to counter an Iranian attack. The key point to take away from the balance of forces just presented, however, is that the GCC countries are strong enough to deny Iran a quick and decisive victory, giving the US time to bring its superior air- and sea-power to bear against Iranian attackers. This makes an overt Iranian conventional attack on the GCC countries next to unthinkable and significantly reduces Iran’s ability to coerce the GCC militarily. 12 

Prefer our evidence – most conclusive studies agree they’re not a threay

Kaye, senior political scientists – RAND, ‘10
(Dalia Dassa, Dangerous But Not Omnipotent, Report by RAND for the Airforce and DOD, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG781.pdf)
 

Guided by these observations, this study aims to prepare the USAF leadership and the U.S. defense community to anticipate and confront future challenges from Iran. To do so, we examine the motivations behind Iranian strategy; Iran’s military doctrine and capabilities; Iran’s interactions with non-state Islamist groups; and the Arab public’s perception of Iran. More broadly, we present a framework for assessing future trends in Iranian strategy. Because Tehran often acts in ways that are intentionally ambiguous, U.S. leaders must avoid making presumptions about Iranian intentions that are derived simply from Iranian capabilities. Thus, any analysis of future threats from the Islamic Republic must be grounded in an understanding of the domestic roots of Tehran’s behavior. Similarly, the United States must identify the buffers and barriers to Iran’s power-projection efforts. Some of these limitations are present in the regional system Iran is trying to influence, but they are also found inside Iran’s unique strategic culture.

In Chapter Two, therefore, we begin by addressing the domestic drivers for assertiveness and caution in Iranian behavior, focusing on the regime’s perception of Iran’s place in the world and weighing the role of ideology, pragmatism, and factionalism in its policy calculations. To set the stage for subsequent analysis, we identify three principal themes that inform Iran’s regional strategy: deterrence, support for Islamists and non-state actors, and an appeal to Arab public opinion.

In Chapter Three, we cover Iran’s developing conventional military buildup, discussing the significant gap between its doctrinal aspirations for asymmetric warfare and the reality of its rather limited conventional capability.
In Chapter Four, we explore Tehran’s interactions with non-state Islamists in Lebanon and Iraq, assessing the extent of Iranian control over these groups and the resulting threat to U.S. interests.

In Chapter Five, we cover Tehran’s appeal to Arab public opinion, revealing how Arab sentiment frequently swings between acclaim for and criticism of the Islamic Republic, making it an unstable strategic resource.

Finally, our concluding chapter surveys previous U.S. policies toward the Islamic Republic and formulates a new U.S. strategy paradigm by acknowledging the aforementioned limitations on Iranian power and adopting a more multilateral approach.
Our Methodology Is Grounded in Primary Sources

Although discerning Tehran’s motivations and future strategy is challenging, it is possible to derive insights from a number of sources. We analyzed Iranian media, the statements of key Iranian leaders, and Persian-language publications of Iranian think tanks and policy journals. We also drew from phone and email discussions with Iranian scholars and interactions with former Iranian diplomats at meetings in the Middle East.10

In assessing Arab opinions of Iran, we benefited from extensive discussions with Arab officials, military commanders, diplomats, scholars, and religious clerics, principally in the Persian Gulf region but also in Egypt and Jordan. Moreover, we made use of Arabic-language print and broadcast resources. Finally, our research drew from consultations with government analysts and USAF personnel, as well as previous RAND work on Iran’s security policy, the behavior of nuclear-armed states, and U.S. strategies for dealing with a post-nuclear Iran.11 Based on a thorough examination of these sources, we present an empirically rooted analysis to inform U.S. decisionmakers who need to anticipate patterns and variations in Iranian behavior.
 

And, Iran threat evidence is created by special interests

Zarabi, president – World Affairs Council of San Diego, lecturer and writer on Iran issues, 6/9/’11
(Kam, “Crying Wolf, Again?” http://www.payvand.com/news/11/jun/1118.html))

 

Another round of the annual Israel lobby shindig (AIPAC) has successfully ended, with the pompous Israeli Prime Minister, Netanyahu, addressing some 7000 members and a significant chunk of the US Congress and members of the Executive Branch. These sorry, beholden and intimidated representatives of the American people had seemingly no choice but to pledge allegiance to the Israeli flag and, in order to secure their political futures, to sheepishly humiliate themselves by bowing slavishly to the little tail that continues to wag the Superdog. 

Having successfully portrayed Iran as the regional terror, an existential threat to America's favorite "friend and ally", Israel, and even a nuclear danger to Western civilizations, Netanyahu and his radical Right comrades continue to use this fictitious narrative to their fullest advantage. 

Thanks to the lobby's relentless financial and media influences, the American public opinion has long been swayed to accept any version or interpretation of the Middle East news or commentary that favors Israel's agendas. And, when was the last time a member of the Administration dared to criticize anything Israeli, and managed to survive the wrath of the lobby? Remember the latest victim, Cynthia McKinney?

Portrayal of Iran as a marketable international threat has been serving the interests of the Israeli regimes, as well as quite arguably those of the United States, the latter worth more careful examination. Israel's agendas are quite straightforward and easy to understand:

Israel intends to remain the sole regional superpower.

Israel must enjoy the unwavering financial, diplomatic and military support of the United States for its very survival.

Israel has no intention of giving the Palestinians any level of meaningful autonomy or nationhood, or give up a square inch of territory in the occupied areas or in East Jerusalem.

Israel intends to remain a "Jewish" state at any cost.

The United States has also involvements in the region that cannot be downplayed or ignored:

With the ongoing military operations in Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan, and the explosive developments in Yemen, Bahrain, Syria and possibly Saudi Arabia, America's military presence in the Middle East region, particularly in the Persian Gulf, must and shall continue.

The proverbial Military Industrial Complex and its contributions to the economy of the nation cannot be exaggerated. Unlike the human costs of war, the material losses turn into gains by America's own manufacturing industries, not to mention the tens or hundreds of billions of dollars worth of mostly second hand or nearly obsolete hardware sold to the oil-rich Arab states who are "supposedly"  in danger of some Iranian assault. Of course, they know full well that Iran poses no physical threat to their kingdoms, but they have no option but to accept America's offer, as their very survival against their own people depends on the American military and diplomatic support. The Saudis, the purchasers of some 100 billion dollars worth of American arms are, for example, quite vulnerable to internal uprisings by their disenfranchised citizenry.

Last but not least is the need for a strong American presence in the region to monitor and, if necessary, to prevent or buffer a potential Israeli adventurism against Iran, which would have catastrophic results all around.

Both the Israelis and the Americans realize that any attack on Iran would be ill advised, not only because it would not have the advertised desired effects or, worse yet, the fact that it would promote more aggressive militarization by the Iranians, but because it would cause major adverse ripples throughout the region with global economic repercussions. Both Israel and the United States also know that the mere portrayal of Iran as a regional or even a global threat plays the intended role, much more safely and effectively than would Iran as a real threat. 

It has, therefore, been the policy to keep this negative portrayal convincingly alive, to which end the Iranian regime itself has been contributing significantly, albeit by default!

There have been numerous occasions, from the initial American attack against Al-Gha'eda and Taliban bases in Afghanistan and the establishment of the Karzai government, to the IAEA nuclear negotiations with Iran during the El Baradei leadership of that United Nations' agency, that the "problems" with Iran could have been resolved, leading to a rapprochement between the United States and Iran. Each time a hand was stretched from either side, some unexpected, or actually quite expected, excuse blocked the path to such an opening. Examples are far too numerous to recount here. The obvious lack of interest by the United States to negotiate the way to a rapprochement was interpreted quite correctly by the Iranian regime as a clear indication that, short of total capitulation, something that the Iranians would never be expected to submit to, there was nothing Iran could reasonably do to remedy its negative portrayal. 

This, and the repeated open threats of violation of Iran's territorial integrity and regime change, as well as the admitted and undeniable acts of infiltration and sabotage fomented by the Israeli and American agencies, played into the hands of Iran's hardliners to further strengthen their position as the guardians of the nation. The result, as though well plotted in advance, has been a continuous postponement of democratic reforms toward moderation and opening, and the resulting public dissatisfaction with more restrictive sociopolitical environment. The increasing economic sanctions spearheaded by the United States, mostly on behest of the Israeli powerhouses, have been adding to the internal problems the Iranian regime has been trying to cope with.
It has been my long-term belief that the detrimental effects of America's Iran policies for America's own interests must be well known by the American policy makers. I have to, therefore, conclude that it is a lack of ability, rather than the absence of desire, in the part of the Administration, from the office of the President on down to the US Congress, that the nation's best strategic interests in the Middle East are being compromised for the dictates of America's true enemy who has been parading as a friend and as an inseparable ally. 

Many Middle East analysts, among whom Professor Seyed Mohammad  Marandi of the University of Tehran, who in his latest article appearing in CASMII website, blames poor intelligence and reliance on dubious sources for a misperception of Iranian affairs. I, however, am of the opinion that those in the know in the State Department, from Hillary Clinton on down to the CIA and NSC staff advising her, do understand the situation on the ground, but are forced to resort to diplomatic hypocrisy and propaganda routines to cover up the system's inability to override the influence of special interest groups and lobbies that have a stranglehold on the nation's Middle East policy apparatus.  

As I look at the status quo, I do not see any prospects for change looming on a visible horizon when it comes to this one-sided parasitic relationship. The best interests of both the United States and Iran have been suffering because of the toxins injected into the system by this parasite.

As the new threats of an attack on Iran, this time supposedly between June and September this year, loom larger, I have little doubt that the goal posts will be pushed back once again. As I have said, Iran as an existing threat serves the purpose much better than a friendly or a defeated Iran. An existing regional pariah serves Israel's interests and agendas perfectly well. 

The only hope for a change in this ongoing macabre theatrical scenario is for some other regional actor to replace Iran convincingly enough to satisfy the ticket holders to this drama. I believe the script is actually undergoing changes in that direction. 

There are enough military and civilian brains here to realize that a change in the status quo must be initiated sooner rather than later. My prediction is that Pakistan, a real nuclear-armed state with tribal factions that are not under the control of a viable central government and who are known for their vehement anti West and anti American sentiments can take up Iran's role as a regional pariah quite convincingly. It seems to be heading that way. Give it two to three years, and a great sea of changes might be taking place in the region, especially with respect to a rapprochement with Iran, with prospects of positive developments within the Islamic Republic as tensions ease.

Meanwhile, Israel can use its time-tested tactics of keeping the United States on edge by feinting its intentions of a preemptive strike against Iran, in order to blackmail and extort more military and financial support from its big benefactor and to further postpone any prospects of a compromise with regard to its Palestinian dilemmas.
2nc russia

Diversification solves

Stegen, professor of Renewable Energy and Environmental Politics – School of Humanities & Social Sciences @ Jacobs University, ‘11
(Karen Smith, “Deconstructing the “energy weapon”: Russia's threat to Europe as case study,” Energy Policy Vol. 39, Issue 10, p. 6505–6513)

New technological innovations in processing and handling unconventional gas and liquefied natural gas (LNG) are also potential game-changers. LNG is as mobile and storable as oil, which means that formerly isolated gas reserves around the world may become economically viable. Moreover, recent gas discoveries in Brazil and the shale gas revolution in the U.S. mean that more LNG is available for Europe (Gustafson et al., 2008). Europe's traditional major suppliers of LNG, including Algeria, Nigeria, and Qatar (Kavalov et al., 2009), may find themselves under competition.

Diversification away from gas supplied directly from Russia, however, may not necessarily lead to diversification away from Russian, or partly Russian-owned, gas. Russia has been pursuing investments in several of the countries from which the EU hopes to procure non-Russian gas. For example, the 2009 joint venture between Gazprom and Nigeria's national oil company includes plans to construct a gas pipeline connecting African producers with Europe (BBC, 2009).

Mutual interdependence means energy disputes don’t escalate
Bahgat, professor – Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies @ National Defense University, ‘9
(Gawdat, “Russia’s Role in Europe’s Energy Security,” Eurasia Critic, September)

Seeking to counter these Russian schemes and to reduce its gas dependence on Moscow, Europe has initiated a number of pipeline proposals that would bypass Russia. The Nabucco pipeline is at the heart of this European strategy. It would bring Central Asian and Middle Eastern gas to Europe without passing through Russian territory. It will run from eastern Turkey through Bulgaria, Romania and Hungary, ending in Austria. In May 2009, Azerbaijan, Egypt, Georgia and Turkey signed an agreement committing themselves to the project. Two months later, on July 13, the transit countries, Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and Turkey, signed a deal allowing work on the pipeline to start. Ironically, a few weeks later in August, Turkey agreed to allow its territorial waters to be used for the South Stream pipeline.  White Stream is another pipeline proposal that is designed to bypass Russia. It would run from Turkmenistan through Azerbaijan to Georgia and then through the seabed of the Black Sea to Crimea in Ukraine connecting to Romania and Poland. Ukraine's Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko asked the EU to consider participating in the project during her visit to Brussels in February 2008. The following year, the EU signed an agreement with Kiev to improve both the management and capacity of its gas infrastructure in return for embracing market economy practices. This agreement is part of a broader process called the Eastern Partnership that embraces the former Soviet republics of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Georgia, Moldova, Ukraine and Belarus. It started in 2003 as an essentially technocratic drive to advance reform in these six republics. In 2009, European leaders offered improved trade ties, simpler visa rules and financial aid. The Russian Foreign Ministry described this development as an "unfriendly act in relations to Russia and a threat because it made Russia's neighbors choose between Moscow and Brussels." This pipeline rivalry between Brussels and Moscow aside, Russia will continue to play a major role in meeting Europe's energy demand. Geographical proximity, massive production and reserves and existing shipping lines strongly indicate that Russia is, and will continue to be, a significant component of Europe's energy security equation. These energy ties are better described as interdependence. True, the EU imports significant oil and gas supplies from Russia, but it is also true that these oil and gas revenues represent a major source of income to the Kremlin. The Russian government keeps gas prices low domestically. This means that almost all the profit Gazprom makes comes from selling gas to Europe. Moreover, Russia needs European investment and technology (particularly in deep-sea production and liquefied natural gas). Driven by this interdependence, the two sides have confronted energy crises at almost regular intervals over the last two decades. However, they have managed to overcome them. Shared mutual interests are likely to keep the partnership strong. 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intervention

No intervention

Landis 12
Joshua Landis, director of the Center for Middle East Studies at the University of Oklahoma, Spring 2012, The Syrian Uprising of 2011: Why the Asad Regime Is Likely to Survive to 2013, www.mepc.org/journal/middle-east-policy-archives/syrian-uprising-2011-why-asad-regime-likely-survive-2013?print
Although Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has done an admirable job of isolating Syria and mobilizing the Western world and Arab League against it, she has discouraged the notion that the United States will intervene. Syria will be a much harder nut to crack than Libya. In some respects, it remains in the realm of "too big to fail." One U.S. military intelligence officer who spent four years in Iraq recently explained to me that, if Iraq slips back into civil war at the same time as Syria fails, the region would face a "hell of a mess." Europe is sidetracked by its financial crisis, and President Obama is touting his success in withdrawing U.S. troops from the Middle East as part of his reelection campaign. He will not want to step on his own message of withdrawal by launching another U.S. military intervention.

Saudi Arabia and Qatar are constrained from leading an intervention for fear of their Iranian neighbor. Turkey has little to gain from intervention, despite Erdogan's tough talk about democracy and Bashar's tyranny. Turkey's Kurdish problem is again on the upswing, and Iraq is becoming less stable. Ankara does not need a war with Syria.
Most important, foreign powers are unlikely to intervene if Syrians cannot unite and build a military force capable of providing, at the very least, a credible promise of stabilizing Syria on its own. Many ordinary Syrians who are sitting on their hands even as they decry government brutality will not support the opposition until they are assured it can provide a real alternative to the regime and impose order on the country. None want to follow the path of Iraq. Many worry that President Shukri al-Quwatli was right when he lamented to Gamal Abdel Nasser on the eve of the creation of the United Arab Republic, "You have acquired a nation of politicians: 50 percent believe themselves to be national leaders, 25 percent to be prophets, and at least 10 percent to be gods."

There are circumstances in which the United States might support Arab League and Turkish efforts to lead an intervention. Washington might be convinced to "lead from behind" again, if Middle Eastern states commit themselves to intervention. The withdrawal of American troops from Iraq has left many questions about the future role and influence of the United States, especially in the context of strategic competition with Iran. Instability in Syria presents Washington with the opportunity to undermine Iran's regional posture, to weaken or change the leadership of one of its key allies, and potentially to downgrade the Islamic Republic's role in the Arab-Israeli conflict through Hezbollah. Directing the orientation of Syria away from the Shiite Crescent toward the Sunni leadership of friendly Saudi Arabia and Turkey is enticing, especially as it might counterbalance Iraq, now that it has moved into Iran's orbit.
All the same, the Syrian opposition is likely to become disappointed in the international community. Both NATO and the United States have stated in no uncertain terms that they will not intervene in Syria. What is more, Russia and China have vetoed efforts in the UN Security Council to condemn Syria.

For these three reasons, Syria's opposition may be asking for intervention in vain, at least for the time being. Like Syria's opposition leaders, foreign powers remain in disarray over the issue of how to topple Asad. 

Assad collapse causes it

Saab 11
Bilal Y. Saab, Visiting Fellow at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 4/4/11, Syria Goes to War, nationalinterest.org/commentary/syria-goes-war-5103
The Syrian Kurds could gain autonomy, which might invite Turkish military intervention: Approximately 1.7 million Kurds live in Syria. For many years the Syrian regime has sought to control their Kurdish minority by various oppressive means including an Arab belt between its Kurds and those living in neighboring Turkey and Iraq. Many Kurds living in Syria have also been denied Syrian citizenship, while others have been stripped of their basic civil liberties. Traditionally a quiet group, Syrian Kurds, like their counterparts in Turkey and Iraq, want political rights and greater autonomy. Should Syrian Kurds decide to mobilize militarily, Turkey, which has its own Kurdish problem, might intervene in Syria and fight the rebels.

weapons
No weapons now
Kennedy 3/22
Elizabeth Kennedy, AP, 3/22/12, Syria's Assad in firm control after a bloody year, www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5jq9vueFg3UB52b1bMuHN5i-S2XPg?docId=9d4da05d8a4a41dcaa4411184a4508ae
Although the rebels insist they pulled out to spare civilians, they acknowledge they are low on weapons — making a protracted fight all but impossible to win with the odds stacked as they are now. The loss of Deir el-Zour, in particular, was a blow because the city was the easiest conduit for weapons being smuggled in from Iraq.
Their card = regime collapse bad
Daniel Byman, 3/20/12, Foreign Affairs, "Preparing for failure in Syria," (Byman is a professor of security studies at Georgetoen University), http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/137339/daniel-byman/preparing-for-failure-in-syria?page=2#
Outside powers are stirring the pot. Turkey officially denies that it is arming the rebels, but it is hosting the FSA. Sources claim that Saudi Arabia and Qatar are also helping to arm anti-Assad groups and pressing tribes along Syria's border in Iraq to support them. In the United States, Senator John McCain (R-Ariz.) even called for the U.S. allies to arm the opposition and said, "People that are being massacred deserve to have the ability to defend themselves." All these powers, however, have slightly different interests in the region and could end up backing different horses once the Assad regime falls. Meanwhile, Iran recently docked warships at the Syrian port of Tartus, which, according to the country's Fars News Agency, is a "serious warning" that intervention in Syria could provoke a region-wide war. So arming the opposition might boost the chances of the regime falling, but the economic shock and escalating domestic and regional violence that would accompany it also increases the likelihood that Syria will become a failed state. A failed Syria would not be the world's only humanitarian tragedy, but it would be among the world's most dangerous. Accurate figures are hard to come by (never a good sign), but by some accounts, Syria has already produced at least 200,000 internally displaced persons and refugees. Almost 80,000 have gone to Jordan, at least 10,000 to Turkey, and an estimated 18,000 to Lebanon. All-out collapse could lead to hundreds of thousands more. And beyond the humanitarian concern, refugees are also carriers of conflict. Caught in limbo, their grievances can fester: Refugee camps in Turkey are already serving as bases for the FSA to recruit and organize, and similar camps elsewhere in the region could lead to greater involvement of Syria's neighbors in the conflict. Fleeing war and atrocities, refugees also bring with them tales of persecution and a desire for revenge. In Iraq, this might provoke Sunni rage against the Shias, whom they associate with Iran and with the Alawis. In Lebanon, too, fleeing Sunnis might incite violence against the country's large Shia population, upsetting the uneasy peace Lebanon has enjoyed since its civil war ended in 1991. Terrorists, too, would try to exploit a failed Syrian state. Ayman al-Zawahiri praised the "Lions of Syria" and called on Muslim fighters to go to Syria to help overthrow the regime. Indeed, Syria has already seen terrorism against regime targets. In February, James Clapper, the U.S. director of national intelligence, warned that "al-Qaeda in Iraq is extending its reach into Syria," and an Iraqi government official contended that al Qaeda in Iraq has monopolized the flow of arms into Syria, increasing its leverage. As things worsen for anti-regime fighters in Syria, the chance that they would turn to terrorists for help grows. If Assad is ousted soon, the Syrian state will not fail automatically or overnight, but planning to prevent that from happening or to mitigate the consequences should begin immediately. This planning should go hand in hand with efforts to oust Assad. The survival of the Syrian dictator, who is far weaker than before the rebellion, might hasten the collapse of Syria, and the significant U.S. interests at play make his departure vital. The first step would be to create an allied coalition to pressure Iran, Russia, and other friends of Assad. Efforts such as the Friends of Syria -- a broad group of countries opposed to Assad -- is a useful first step. More important, however, is to create a much smaller contact group that would include Turkey, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and key Western states to ensure that lines of communication among anti-Assad forces are open. To prevent the opposition from floundering once Assad falls, the allies must work together to build it up. Money and arms should be used as an incentive to push the opposition to unite and work together. They should also be used to strengthen more pro-Western elements of the opposition and get them ready to take power in the postwar state. Indeed, empowering the right leaders today is essential for ensuring that revenge killings are rare in a post-Assad Syria and that a new government follows a moderate ₪ stopped here at 15:56 ₪ foreign policy. To be sure, more weapons will certainly lead to more bloodshed. But for now, the Syrian opposition is arming itself without outside help. Rather than oppose the inevitable, the United States must try to manage the militarization to increase the chances that it will not degenerate into thuggery and radicalization.
