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1NC Shell
American removal of troops destroys credibility of coercive diplomacy with Iran, this will lead to Iran prolif and the collapse of US hegemony
Gleis, 08, international security consultant and political risk analyst PhD from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, has hed positions at Harvard University, Columbia University, and the NYPD Counter-Terrorism Bureau, Joshua, "Needing Coercive Diplomacy to Deal with Iran", Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joshua-gleis/needing-emcoerciveem-dipl_b_153658.html 

American projection of power and its ability to deter its enemies -- be they states or non-state armed groups such as Al Qaeda or Hezbollah -- are critical components of American defense policy. President-elect Obama will face a number of national security issues when he takes office in January: relations with Russia and China, ongoing negotiations with North Korea, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the Arab-Israeli peace process. The most pressing crisis that he will need to deal with come day one, however, will be Iran's nuclear weapons program. The United States must re-examine the manner in which it has dealt with Iran's nuclear program. For too long, U.S. administrations have let their counterparts take the lead in Iranian negotiations. In the meantime, many of those involved in talks with the Iranians have themselves greatly benefited from economic cooperation with the Shiite Islamist regime. Russian assistance, for instance, will allow the Iranians to make their first nuclear plant operational by January 2009. The Germans continue to be the largest trading partner with the Iranians, a country it is supposedly trying to pressure. And NATO ally Turkey recently announced a $12 billion deal to invest in Iran's South Pars offshore gas field. Adept negotiators, the Iranians have used this time to secretly advance their nuclear weapons program while still turning a profit. President-elect Obama must re-introduce coercive diplomacy as its chief strategy for negotiations with the Iranians. This tactic has proven time and again to be one of America's most effective tools. An Obama administration must begin direct talks with the Iranians, and make them understand that under no circumstances will it allow Iran to develop a nuclear capability. It must be made clear that the use of force is still most definitely on the table. Without the coercive threat of force, diplomacy with Iran will surely fail. At the same time, Obama must let the Russians, Chinese, Europeans and other allies understand that their full cooperation is expected through the use of genuine sticks as well as carrots to pressure Iran into foregoing its nuclear weapons program. The era of America's fellow negotiators speaking out of both sides of their diplomatic mouths must come to an end. A new president will be in town, and the period of blaming everything on the Bush Administration will be gone. On October 23, 1983 a suicide truck bombing struck the U.S. Marine Corps barracks in Beirut, Lebanon where hundreds of American peacekeepers were being housed. It was the single deadliest attack on U.S. forces since D-Day on Iwo Jima back in World War II. Then-President Ronald Reagan pledged to keep American forces in the country, vowing that U.S. policy in Lebanon would not be altered. The United States did not respond to those attacks, and despite Reagan's statements, U.S. servicemen were withdrawn from the country within a matter of months. As the first major attack against the United States by Islamist terrorists, that lack of reply was a severe blow to American deterrence. The withdrawal became a significant contributing factor to the "paper tiger" stereotype that the American establishment developed. This notion was reinforced a decade later in the sudden departure of U.S. forces from Somalia following the "Black Hawk Down" incident. These past examples provide important lessons for today: the failure to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons will have disastrous effects not just on the Middle East, but on America's deterrence for decades to come. Time is running out for diplomacy to succeed, with new estimates predicting that by 2009 Iran will have enough material to develop a nuclear weapon. While some dismiss the threat that a nuclear Iran would pose, the truth is that Iran serves as the world's greatest state sponsor of terrorism, and has deep interests in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Assertions of a nuclear Iran moderating its positions seem risky and naïve at best. America's paper tiger image has resulted in devastating consequences from which the United States is still recovering, and the country can ill afford to have a repeat performance while it is in the midst of two difficult wars. Allowing Iran to go nuclear would cause immeasurably destructive consequences to the United States and its projection of power in the world. It is without question that the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as well as the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan must be high on Obama's agenda, but before any other major foreign policy issue is dealt with by the new administration, the Iranian crisis must be effectively addressed once and for all. America's reputation and the world's security depend on it. 

1NC Shell 
Diplomacy without credible force to back it up causes rogue backlash – causes global anarchy
Thomas H. Henriksen (senior fellow at the Hoover Institution) February 1999 “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States” http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159

The end of the cold war a decade ago has ushered in a greatly transformed international landscape. Instead of a pacific era of peace and political harmony, the world, and particularly the United States, has been confronted with a menacing challenge of rogue regimes whose propensity for violence is matched by their intentions to disrupt regional stability, contribute to outlaw behavior worldwide, or to possess weapons of mass destruction. Ruthless rogues also endanger American interests and citizens by their active or passive sponsorship of terrorism. If left unchecked, rogue states like Iraq, North Korea, Iran, Libya, and others will threaten innocent populations, undermine international norms, and spawn other pariah regimes, as the global order becomes tolerant of this political malignancy. As a major beneficiary of a global order of free markets, free trade, growing prosperity and spreading democracy, the United States, the world's sole superpower, must take the lead in confronting rogue governments, even though our allies may balk from time to time. Specifically, American power should be used to enhance the credibility of our diplomacy. Law and diplomacy alone are unlikely to affect rogue dictators. They must be reinforced with power. Four broad policy options, which in most cases should be combined rather than implemented individually, can be applied: Sanctions and isolation to achieve containment of and inflict economic damage on a rogue state International courts and domestic prosecution to bring rogue criminals to justice Shows of strength and armed interventions to coerce or eliminate rogue regimes Support for opposition movements or covert operations to oust rogue figures Unless the United States addresses the challenge of rogue states with a combination of force and diplomacy, the new millennium will witness a widening of global anarchy, deteriorating progress toward economic development, and declining political reform. Dire consequences await the United States if it fails to react forcefully to international roguery. 

Causes global conflicts that escalate

Victor Davis Hanson (Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution) December 2009 “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson” http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/change-weakness-disaster-obama-answers-from-victor-davis-hanson/

Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when 

1NC – Afghanistan Turn
Obama pressuring Pakistan now – key to prevent nuclear terrorism and Pakistan collapse
IPS 09; Jim Lobe, writer for the International Press Service; “Increased Focus and Growing Pressure on Pakistan”  December 9, 2009 http://ipsnorthamerica.net/news.php?idnews=2729
Not only is Washington increasing pressure on Islamabad to deny safe haven to the Pakistani-backed leadership of the Afghan Taliban and Al Qaeda, it is also cracking down hard on associated groups - notably Lashkar-e-Taiba which carried out the deadly Mumbai attack one year ago. The administration is also making increasingly explicit its fears about the fragility of the Pakistani state - the fears were fanned further this week as militants bombed supposedly well-secured targets in Rawalpindi, Lahore and the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP). The fate of President Asif Ali Zardari also became increasingly tenuous amid new corruption charges. It was Obama himself who spelled out Washington's worst-case scenario in his nationally televised speech on U.S. "AfPak" policy Dec. 1 in what officials insisted was not mere rhetorical hyperbole. In justifying his planned military escalation in Afghanistan, he declared that "the stakes are even higher within a nuclear-armed Pakistan, because we know that Al Qaeda and other extremists seek nuclear weapons, and we have every reason to believe that they would use them."That threat has been critical in persuading sceptical U.S. lawmakers to temper their criticism of the administration's plan to send more troops to Afghanistan.
US withdrawal from Afghanistan kills forceful diplomacy- Pakistan won’t cooperate – turns case
IPS 09; Jim Lobe, writer for the International Press Service; “Increased Focus and Growing Pressure on Pakistan”  December 9, 2009 http://ipsnorthamerica.net/news.php?idnews=2729

Indeed, U.S. officials are currently negotiating with their Pakistani counterparts over permission to extend their Predator attacks to Baluchistan. While the administration sees denying the Afghan Taliban sanctuary in Pakistan as critical to its counter-insurgency efforts in Afghanistan, Islamabad - and especially the army - has long used the group as a weapon against what it sees as an increasingly powerful India, its historic enemy, which has greatly expanded its influence in Kabul since the Taliban's ouster in 2001. Obama's announcement that he intends to begin reducing the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan in mid-2011 makes it less likely, according to most analysts here, that Islamabad will go along with Washington's demands to move against the group, lest it lose a trump in the scramble to fill any vacuum left by departing U.S. troops. Thus, the administration is assuring Islamabad that it is committed to remain long enough to ensure that no such vacuum develops.

Pressure Now

US pressuring Pakistan now on terrorist prosecutions

The Hindu 10- “Few steps” by Pakistan not enough, says U.S. July 23, 2010, http://www.hindu.com/2010/07/23/stories/2010072362911400.htm 
NEW DELHI: The United States was talking “frankly” to Pakistan to take more action to prosecute the masterminds of the 2008 Mumbai attacks since the Lashkar-e-Taiba (LeT) was as lethal as the Taliban and the al-Qaeda, U.S. Special Envoy for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke told journalists here on Thursday. Mr. Holbrooke felt the “few steps” taken by Islamabad in this direction were “not enough.” Referring to Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence's links with militant organisations, he asserted that tackling the LeT was “equal to any other priority in the region,” as its goal was to create “maximum problems” between India and Pakistan. “Their [LeT, al Qaeda and Taliban] long-term objective is to destroy the Western civilisation and to create crisis between New Delhi and Islamabad,” he said when asked about the American perception of these radical groups. “Under intense pressure, these groups seem to be growing closer to each other. Two or three years ago, they were more distinct than now,” he said corroborating the remarks by National Security Adviser Shivshankar Menon earlier this week. In an interview to a TV channel, Mr. Holbrooke ruled out any role in the Afghan peace process for the Haqqani network, which India holds responsible for attacks on its Kabul Embassy and the training given to militants headed for Kashmir.

Pakistan Collapse = Nuclear War

Pakistani instability causes reckless nuclear launches- escalates to nuclear war

Los Angeles Times 02, 6/2/2002, Lexis

Nuclear war could also come as a result of mistakes in judgment by subordinate military commanders in the field, or from an accidental mishandling of the nuclear materials that are now being shifted around the battlefield, some experts say. "This is a region that tends toward misreadings, tends toward surprises, tends toward misperceptions," said Michael Krepon, founding president of the Henry L. Stimson Center, a Washington think tank. "In all of their wars, they have tended toward misreadings." There is no question that if a nuclear exchange occurred, it would inflict a horrific toll. According to a Defense Intelligence Agency assessment made public last week, a full-scale exchange could kill as many as 12 million people and could injure as many as 6 million more, not including victims of long-term radiation. The casualties would include U.S. troops stationed in the region. And the devastation would create a humanitarian and economic disaster that would scar the region for decades.
Iran is acquiring nukes

Recent reports prove that Iran is developing nuclear weapons 

 Yossi Melman News Agencies, 8 (2/22/08, Haaretz News, “ Foreign Ministry: IAEA report proves Iran is pursuing nuclear weaponsIran: Report vindicates Iran, U.S. must apologize; Rice: IAEA report bolsters case for tighter sanctions.”http://www.haaretz.com/news/foreign-ministry-iaea-report-proves-iran-is-pursuing-nuclear-weapons-1.239917)

The Foreign Ministry said Saturday that a new report by the United Nations nuclear watchdog proves that Iran is pursuing atomic weapons, uring the international community to ratchet up the pressure on Tehran. "The report reconfirms the State of Israel and the international community's concerns that Iran is continuing its pursuit of nuclear weapons," said an official ministry statement. The report, released Friday by the Vienna-based International Atomic Energy Agency, confirmed that Iran has continued to enrich uranium in defiance of repeated UN Security Council resolutions demanding that it suspend the uranium centrifuge program, which could produce both civilian nuclear fuel and the material for a nuclear bomb. Tehran insists it is interested only in civilian nuclear energy, but the U.S. and others contend it harbors ambitions for a bomb. "The report determined that Iran is conducting activities that are part of the development of nuclear weapons," said the statement. "This conclusion and others in the report strengthen in Israel's view the need to continue the comprehensive and thorough investigation of all of Iran's nuclear activities." "Due to the fact that Iran is continuing to create obstacles to the IAEA investigation and continuing to ignore Security Council resolutions, Israel believes the international community must increase the pressure on Iran in order to ensure that it is prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons," added the statement. Ahmadinejad: Report vindicates Iran, U.S. must apologize Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad called on the U.S. and its allies Saturday to apologize to Iran for accusing it of seeking nuclear weapons, saying the IAEA report vindicated Iran. "The best way for them [the U.S. and its allies] to compensate for their mistakes ... [is] to apologize and pay compensation," said Ahmadinejad in a televised address to the nation. Ahmadinejad warned that Tehran would take unspecified reciproal measures against any country that imposed additional sanctions against Iran. "If they continue [to pursue sanctions], we have definitely drawn up reciprocal measures," he added, without elaborating. Rice: IAEA report bolsters case for tighter Iran sanctions The United States wants quick action to punish Iran for refusing to roll back its disputed nuclear program, and a new report by the United Nations nuclear watchdog strengthens the case for additional sanctions, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice said Friday. "The United Nations has a very strong case for passing a third Security Council resolution imposing sanctions on Iran after the new report from the IAEA found that Tehran failed to cooperate fully with its investigators and left unanswered crucial questions about its nuclear past," Rice said. "There is very good reason after this report to proceed to the third Security Council resolution," Rice told reporters at the State Department. "This report demonstrates that whatever the Iranians may be doing to try to clean up some elements of the past, it is inadequate, given their current activities, given questions about their past activities and given what we all have to worry about, which is a future in which Iran could start to perfect the technologies that could lead to nuclear weapons," she said. Rice spoke ahead of a meeting between senior diplomats from the five permanent members of the UN Security Council and from Germany, scheduled for Monday in Washington to discuss the new resolution. The six powers have agreed on a draft. Undersecretary of State Nicholas Burns, the third-ranking U.S. diplomat, will represent the United States at the meeting. He said Friday there is all the more reason now for the Security Council to pass a third sanctions resolution The United States wants the Security Council to begin debate next week. Burns would not predict how long debate would last and would not rule out that the current package of proposed punishments might change. The proposed package slightly expands and strengthens previous penalties but is weaker than the United States had wanted. Burns is the top U.S. negotiator on a carrot-and-stick package proposed by the UN Security Council's five permanent states, all of which are nuclear powers, plus Germany. Iran has rebuffed the offer and has brushed off the Security Council's penalties. Iran's trade partners and sometime allies on the council, Russia and China, which hold Security Council veto power, oppose very harsh measures. Burns said the new round of sanctions would pinch Iran, but he argued more strongly that failing to act would make the Security Council look weak. Earlier Friday, U.S. ambassador to the UN Zalmay Khalilzad expressed sentiments similar to those of Rice, saying that the IAEA report should pave the way for new tighter sanctions against Iran. "They're increasing their capabilities," Khalilzad noted. "Not only have the number of centrifuges increased, but they're working on a second-generation, if you like, a more capable centrifuge. Things are getting worse in terms of the enrichment part." He said he believed some were hoping the IAEA report would eliminate the need for the next resolution - by assessing Iranian cooperation with the UN nuclear watchdog more positively. "The IAEA report does give us very important points to make," Khalilzad said. "They [Iran] did not come clean." The report states that Iran has carried out a series of experiments associated with the production of nuclear weapons, high velocity explosives, and uranium enrichment. Teheran has also reportedly carried out simulations of warhead detonations and tests involving Polonium 210, a material used to develop nuclear weapons. IAEA chief Mohammed ElBaradei writes in the report that some of the data they received on Iran's activities came from countries that were interested in increasing IAEA scrutiny of Iran's nuclear program.

Iran has the capability to create two nuclear weapons

Sanger and Broad, 10 – staff writers (May 31, David and William, New York Times, “ U.N. Says Iran Has Fuel for 2 Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/01/world/middleeast/01nuke.html)

WASHINGTON — In their last report before the United Nations Security Council votes on sanctions against Iran, international nuclear inspectors declared Monday that Iran has now produced a stockpile of nuclear fuel that experts say would be enough, with further enrichment, to make two nuclear weapons. The report, by the International Atomic Energy Agency, a branch of the United Nations, appears likely to bolster the Obama administration’s case for a fourth round of economic sanctions against Iran and further diminish its interest in a deal, recently revived by Turkey and Brazil, in which Iran would send a portion of its nuclear stockpile out of the country. When Iran tentatively agreed eight months ago to ship some of its nuclear material out of the country, the White House said the deal would temporarily deprive Iran of enough fuel to make even a single weapon. But Iran delayed for months, and the figures contained in the inspectors’ report on Monday indicated that even if Iran now shipped the agreed-upon amount of nuclear material out of the country, it would retain enough for a single weapon, undercutting the American rationale for the deal. The toughly worded report says that Iran has expanded work at one of its nuclear sites. It also describes, step by step, how inspectors have been denied access to a series of facilities, and how Iran has refused to answer inspectors’ questions on a variety of activities, including what the agency called the “possible existence” of “activities related to the development of a nuclear payload for a missile.” A spokesman for the White House, Michael Hammer, said in a statement on Monday that the report “clearly shows Iran’s continued failure to comply with its international obligations and its sustained lack of cooperation with the I.A.E.A.” He said the report “underscores that Iran has refused to take any of the steps required of it” by the Security Council or the I.A.E.A.’s board of governors, “which are necessary to enable constructive negotiations on the future of its nuclear program.” Iran, which insists that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes, has said that it has conducted no work on weapons, and argues that the evidence of work on warheads is forged. Iran’s nuclear progress had been expected to be a central subject at a meeting scheduled for Tuesday at the White House between President Obama and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel. Mr. Netanyahu canceled the visit after a deadly raid by Israeli commandos on ships carrying supplies to Gaza. But the I.A.E.A. report left hanging the question of whether Israel would ratchet up the pressure on Washington and its allies to show that they can deal with the threat of a nuclear-armed Iran diplomatically. Israeli officials have hinted, but never explicitly threatened, that they would take military action if diplomacy fails and Iran is close to weapons capability. Administration officials have argued that the combination of the sanctions they expect to come out of the Security Council, along with other sanctions imposed by the United States and its European allies, may change Iran’s calculus. But many inside and outside the administration are highly skeptical. It has been four years since the Security Council first demanded that Iran cease all enrichment of uranium, citing its efforts to hide its activities and deceive inspectors. The country has openly defied those resolutions, telling inspectors that those demands — along with calls to allow inspectors to visit a series of facilities that could be useful in energy or weapons production — had been “issued illegally and have no legal basis.” The inspectors reported Monday that Iran has now produced over 5,300 pounds of low-enriched uranium, all of which would have to undergo further enrichment before it could be converted to bomb fuel. The inspectors reported that Iran had expanded work at its sprawling Natanz site in the desert, where it is raising the level of uranium enrichment up to 20 percent — the level needed for the Tehran Research Reactor, which produces medical isotopes for cancer patients. But it is unclear why Iran is making that investment if it plans to obtain the fuel for the reactor from abroad, as it would under its new agreement with Turkey and Brazil. Until recently, all of Iran’s uranium had been enriched to only 4 percent, the level needed to run nuclear power reactors. While increasing that to 20 percent purity does not allow Iran to build a weapon, it gets the country closer to that goal. The inspectors reported that Iran had installed a second group of centrifuges — machines that spin incredibly fast to enrich, or purify, uranium for use in bombs or reactors — which could improve its production of the 20 percent fuel. The inspectors also noted that the agency had finally succeeded in setting up a good monitoring system for the 20 percent work after a rocky start in February, when Iran began raising the enrichment levels. “A new safeguards approach is now being implemented,” the report said. 

Coercive diplomacy with Iran fails, multiple reasons
Sharad Joshi, 04, Doctoral Candidate at the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, University of Pittsburhg, 3/17/04, “Coercive Diplomacy And Weapons Of Mass Destruction”, All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p73747_index.html

It would be instructive to briefly examine the components of coercive diplomacy according to the two case studies, that of North Korea and Iran. Coercive diplomacy depends foremost on the credibility of the threat by the coercer. Credibility of the threat in turn depends on the motivations of the parties involved, the asymmetry/symmetry of interests between them, the magnitude of the demand, and the global strategic environment and the image of war. In the case of North Korea, its motivation in a coercive situation would be extremely high. This is because in its perception, coercion would involve a mortal threat to the regime. And since regime survival is the main objective, this would not be something that could be compromised upon. On the other hand, for the United States, the motivation, though high, would not be as high as that of North Korea. This is because the perceived threat from Pyongyang may or may not be immediate. Its nuclear arsenal is potentially a danger. Still, this is not a question of supreme national interest of the United States, even though it is made out in those terms. Therefore, the higher the motivation attached to the issue, the more fundamental it is to the side concerned. And the more fundamental the interests, the bigger the risks that it is willing to take. In this case it detracts from the credibility of the coercing power – the United States – as it would be unwilling to risk millions of lives in case it had to carry out its threats. Washington would have the same disadvantage with respect to Tehran. For the latter, coercive tactics would threaten its sovereignty, which is non-negotiable. For the United States, there is no similar threat to its sovereignty, at least for the time being. Thus the motivation of Iran to resist is much higher than the United States. The fact that the rationale for Iran’s nuclear weapons includes potential threats from Saudi Arabia and Pakistan makes its motivation even stronger. Secondly, concerning the asymmetry of interests, if the demands of the coercer go beyond its own fundamental interests, then this asymmetry tilts toward the target, making successful coercion more difficult. In the North Korean case, its perception would be that the objectives of the U.S. are not restricted to a roll back of the nuclear arsenal, but in fact include an overthrow of the regime and possible reunification with the South. This goes beyond the fundamental interests of the U.S., and so would be difficult to attain, making the resolve of Pyongyang stronger, and the credibility of American threats weaker. It is similar with Iran. The coercive strategies advocated against it involve strengthening or smashing its nuclear infrastructure, accompanied by the agenda of changing the theocratic regime in Tehran. The conservative clergy, who control the repressive organs of the government, are acutely aware of this, and will ratchet up their hard-line stance even further, besides speeding up their nuclear program. Asymmetry of interests is a very important characteristic here. If the U.S. restricted its demands in both cases to the nuclear issue, then coercion has a better chance of succeeding. But the way the discourse has been played out, there is now an inseparable linkage between nuclear weapons and regime change. This is why Pyongyang has been insisting on security guarantees and written pledges that it will not be attacked – because it is convinced that any negative action against it has a larger motive, that of regime change. Thirdly, and relatedly, in terms of magnitude, the higher the magnitude of the demand, the lower the chances of successful coercion. This holds true in the case of North Korea, where dismantling the nuclear weapons program would be tantamount to surrender, which is unacceptable. It is also true in the case of Iran, where nuclear weapons are now accepted across the political divide, and dismantling the program would be an insult to their nationhood. The global strategic environment and the image of war also suggest that a coercive policy would be too costly. In the first place, the lack of support from allies and other regional players hampers Washington’s position. Also, the consequences of an attack by the U.S., leading to a full-scale war would be too horrible to contemplate. And this further increases the chances of one side backing down. And since North Korea has very little to risk anyway, the United States would probably be the one to back down. From the U.S. perspective, the lack of support from allies is very crucial. Multilateral dynamics (the global strategic environment) do play a role in coercive diplomacy, especially when the interests of allies and other concerned parties do not coincide. To sum up, it would be fair to say that coercive measures in both cases are unlikely to succeed because of the magnitude and importance of the issue. Coercive diplomacy succeeds when some flexibility can be attained, especially on the part of the coercer.
Coercive diplomacy with North Korea fails, multiple reasons
Sharad Joshi, 04, Doctoral Candidate at the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs, University of Pittsburhg, 3/17/04, “Coercive Diplomacy And Weapons Of Mass Destruction”, All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p73747_index.html

It would be instructive to briefly examine the components of coercive diplomacy according to the two case studies, that of North Korea and Iran. Coercive diplomacy depends foremost on the credibility of the threat by the coercer. Credibility of the threat in turn depends on the motivations of the parties involved, the asymmetry/symmetry of interests between them, the magnitude of the demand, and the global strategic environment and the image of war. In the case of North Korea, its motivation in a coercive situation would be extremely high. This is because in its perception, coercion would involve a mortal threat to the regime. And since regime survival is the main objective, this would not be something that could be compromised upon. On the other hand, for the United States, the motivation, though high, would not be as high as that of North Korea. This is because the perceived threat from Pyongyang may or may not be immediate. Its nuclear arsenal is potentially a danger. Still, this is not a question of supreme national interest of the United States, even though it is made out in those terms. Therefore, the higher the motivation attached to the issue, the more fundamental it is to the side concerned. And the more fundamental the interests, the bigger the risks that it is willing to take. In this case it detracts from the credibility of the coercing power – the United States – as it would be unwilling to risk millions of lives in case it had to carry out its threats. Washington would have the same disadvantage with respect to Tehran. For the latter, coercive tactics would threaten its sovereignty, which is non-negotiable. For the United States, there is no similar threat to its sovereignty, at least for the time being. Thus the motivation of Iran to resist is much higher than the United States. The fact that the rationale for Iran’s nuclear weapons includes potential threats from Saudi Arabia and Pakistan makes its motivation even stronger. Secondly, concerning the asymmetry of interests, if the demands of the coercer go beyond its own fundamental interests, then this asymmetry tilts toward the target, making successful coercion more difficult. In the North Korean case, its perception would be that the objectives of the U.S. are not restricted to a roll back of the nuclear arsenal, but in fact include an overthrow of the regime and possible reunification with the South. This goes beyond the fundamental interests of the U.S., and so would be difficult to attain, making the resolve of Pyongyang stronger, and the credibility of American threats weaker. It is similar with Iran. The coercive strategies advocated against it involve strengthening or smashing its nuclear infrastructure, accompanied by the agenda of changing the theocratic regime in Tehran. The conservative clergy, who control the repressive organs of the government, are acutely aware of this, and will ratchet up their hard-line stance even further, besides speeding up their nuclear program. Asymmetry of interests is a very important characteristic here. If the U.S. restricted its demands in both cases to the nuclear issue, then coercion has a better chance of succeeding. But the way the discourse has been played out, there is now an inseparable linkage between nuclear weapons and regime change. This is why Pyongyang has been insisting on security guarantees and written pledges that it will not be attacked – because it is convinced that any negative action against it has a larger motive, that of regime change. Thirdly, and relatedly, in terms of magnitude, the higher the magnitude of the demand, the lower the chances of successful coercion. This holds true in the case of North Korea, where dismantling the nuclear weapons program would be tantamount to surrender, which is unacceptable. It is also true in the case of Iran, where nuclear weapons are now accepted across the political divide, and dismantling the program would be an insult to their nationhood. The global strategic environment and the image of war also suggest that a coercive policy would be too costly. In the first place, the lack of support from allies and other regional players hampers Washington’s position. Also, the consequences of an attack by the U.S., leading to a full-scale war would be too horrible to contemplate. And this further increases the chances of one side backing down. And since North Korea has very little to risk anyway, the United States would probably be the one to back down. From the U.S. perspective, the lack of support from allies is very crucial. Multilateral dynamics (the global strategic environment) do play a role in coercive diplomacy, especially when the interests of allies and other concerned parties do not coincide. To sum up, it would be fair to say that coercive measures in both cases are unlikely to succeed because of the magnitude and importance of the issue. Coercive diplomacy succeeds when some flexibility can be attained, especially on the part of the coercer.

Cooperation with Iran over Afghanistan and Iraq is key to effective diplomacy, 
Miller et al., 08, James N., Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and former Senior Vice President and Director of Studies at the Center for a New American Security,  Christine Parthemore, Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), where she directs the Natural Security Program and the Natural Security Blog, Kurt M. Campbell, Chief Executive Officer of the Center for a New American Security and former Henry A. Kissinger Chair in National Security Policy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Game-Changing Diplomacy: A New American Approach To Iran”, September 2008, Iran: Assessing U.S. Strategic Options, Center for a New American Security, pdf
The United States should continue discussions with Iran regarding Iraq, and seek to make Iran a partner in establishing conditions for security and stability. As American forces continue to draw down in Iraq over the coming years, the United States should welcome Iran as a partner in supporting the central government and other legitimate authorities. This approach is based on the recognition that Iran has strong interests in Iraq, and will be Iraq’s neighbor long after U.S. forces have left. The quid pro quo from Iran is that it cease providing lethal aid and military support to insurgent groups. Accelerating broader regional negotiations on Iraq should be a high priority for the next administration, and Iran should be invited to be a party to the negotiations. (This does not preclude bilateral or multilateral U.S. discussions with friends and allies; indeed such discussions will be critical.) Iran would be offered the opportunity to play a constructive role in these negotiations, and to provide resources to help rebuild the Iraqi economy. For the near term at least, the Iranian regime may modulate its activities in Iraq and the rest of the region, but is unlikely to fundamentally change its regional policies, meaning that it will continue to support Hamas and Hezbollah, and will continue to sometimes help and sometimes undermine U.S. efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan. American leaders should not have, or encourage, unrealistic expectations about Iran quickly changing its spots. However, the United States can reasonably ask Iran to support the integration of Iraqi militias into Iraq’s political processes, the inclusions of Hamas and Hezbollah in their respective political systems in Lebanon and the Palestinian territories, and a renunciation of violent solutions in the process of moving toward such inclusion. The long-term goal should be to move Iran away from its support of armed resistance and the maintenance of militias. The United States should define a clear redline between Iran’s support of indigenous political movements and its support of terrorist acts. Iran has been implicated in the latter in the past, and if it wishes to become a legitimate player in the region and globally, such support must cease. The threat of a military response to such activities must remain on the table.
Links – Generic

Adversaries will spin the plan as a lack of resolve and create the perception of the US as averse to casualties – kills credibility of military threats

Hakan Tunç (Professor of Political Science at Carleton University) Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4 

While the reputational argument is weak concerning allied perceptions about a U.S. exit from Iraq, it is much stronger when applied to the adversary’s perceptions. Hence, adherents of reputational argument put much stronger emphasis on the latter. This is for a reason. In contrast to the Vietnam War, the proponents of the reputational argument can capitalize on the adversary’s rhetoric to advance their thesis.  As is well known, Osama bin Laden and his deputy Ayman Zawahiri have repeatedly questioned American military resolve and have depicted America as a ‘‘paper tiger’’ and a ‘‘weak horse’’ that cannot endure a protracted military conflict. Al Qaeda’s leadership, as well as most militants of radical Islam, believe that America lacks resolve due to its decadence, materialism, and life-loving character, all of which weaken the fighting spirit of American troops and enhance the casualty aversion of American society. America’s military technology cannot defeat Muslim fighters who are motivated by religious faith and willing (not to mention, eager) to die in battle. The U.S. withdrawals from Beirut in 1983, Somalia in 1993 and Yemen following the bombing of USS Cole in 2001 are held up as evidence of America’s lack of military resolve. In each of these cases, after sustaining only a few casualties, the United States withdrew from the theater of war.22 The perception that the United States lacks resolve is not restricted to bin Laden and Zawahiri, but is a common theme among jihadists.23 What is unprecedented about these proclamations is that for the first time in history, a main foe of the United States has made a judgment about America’s character and drawn conclusions about American resolve based on dispositional attributes. No other enemy of the United States has so blatantly, persistently, and publicly emphasized U.S. irresoluteness in fighting wars. During the Cold War, even though many American policymakers made assumptions about their country’s reputation and credibility, the Soviet Union never seriously questioned U.S. resolve in dispositional terms. As one historian observed, ‘‘In retrospect, it is apparent that American concern for resolve, in theory and practice, bordered on the neurotic.’’24 


Links – Military Presence

Military power key to diplomatic success

Kim R. Holmes ( Ph.D., is Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation) June 2009 “ Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power” http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/sr0052.pdf

The consequences of hard-power atrophy will be a direct deterioration of America’s diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America’s ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called  into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense White Paper that is concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and the implications that this decline would have for Australian security and stability in the Asia–Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders’ commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the  foundation of a powerful military. Only by retaining a “big stick” can the United States succeed in advancing its diplomatic priorities. Only by building a fullspectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support. 

Military power is the key element of coercive diplomacy

Sachar, 3  -  Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi (B.S., July – Sep 2003, “ Cooperation in Military Training as a Tool of Peacetime Military Diplomacy”.  Strategic Analysis, Vol. 27, No. 3, Jul-Sep 2003, Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/strategicanalysis_sachar_0903.pdf) 

Military diplomacy has long been one of the essential constituents of international diplomacy and an effective methodology, to foster bilateral and regional relationships. Military training cooperation is an essential component of military diplomacy and helps to build close ties with other nations. Such cooperation also helps to strengthen strategic security relationships and address common security concerns. The Indian armed forces have rich expertise of operating in varied terrain, as also live combat experience in a vast spectrum of operations. This potential can therefore, be utilised to partake in training activities with other countries, to build close military ties and healthy, mutually beneficial bilateral relations. The paper looks at the manner of conduct of military training cooperation by India and examines the areas where this cooperation can be suitably enhanced by adopting a more concerted approach to peacetime military diplomacy, in consonance with foreign policy.

Introduction

Diplomacy can be called the art or practice of conducting international relations. The role of military diplomacy manifests itself in its two basic components: preventive diplomacy and coercive diplomacy.1 Within the framework of preventive diplomacy, the military component is aimed to achieve the climate of confidence, necessary for the improvement of relations between two nations. This can be called peacetime military diplomacy. The best approach to the prevention of confrontation between two countries is to identify of common interests and to widen cooperation between them in diverse fields, particularly ‘military’. Depending upon the nature of relations between the states, the interests, peacetime military diplomacy has to find the best rhythmfor the development of military relations.

Coercive diplomacy can be brought into play when all the components of preventive diplomacy are exhausted.1 It shades the spectrum between diplomacy and war. The success of coercive diplomacy lies in the exploitation of the potential of the capability rather than its actual use.2 Military power is the key element of coercive diplomacy. Adopting an aggressive military posture, conduct of missile tests, display of air power, posturing of naval fleets and even limited military intervention are some of the ways to carry out coercive military diplomacy.

A powerful military is key to successful coercive diplomacy

Staniland, 5 -  doctoral student in the Department of Political Science and the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology  (Paul,  The Washington Quarterly 29.1 (2005) 21-40, “ Defeating Transnational Insurgencies:The Best Offense Is a Good Fence”, acess via muse)
Diplomacy may also be used to try to eliminate sanctuaries. Bribes and threats ("carrots and sticks") can lead sanctuary-providing governments either to withdraw their active support for insurgents or provide the resources for them to crack down. Diplomatic options generally require plentiful resources with which to bribe weak states as well as a strong counterinsurgent military to lend credibility to threats. When wealth and power back clear interests, diplomatic inducements and coercion may allow for transnational insurgencies to be cauterized with little or no military action.

Using threats or bribes alone to influence the sanctuary state, however, will likely be insufficient. Coercive diplomacy is difficult because states generally calculate relative power and resolve before deciding to support an insurgent group. If it has chosen to provide sanctuary, the state likely believes that it can withstand counterinsurgent military action or that the counterinsurgent will back down. Although it may in fact be mistaken, the host state will still be confident in its strength during bargaining. Consequently, threats are unlikely to be very effective, as the sponsoring state has taken them into account already when deciding to offer sanctuary. Resistance to coercive diplomacy is particularly strong when the sponsoring state has either a strong ethnic/nationalist/religious connection to the transnational insurgents or is a determined rival of the counterinsurgent government. Today, for example, because both Iran and Syria have strategic objectives to weaken U.S. power in the Middle East, they have not proven cooperative in sealing their borders with Iraq. Both ideological affinities and material security competition can fuel state sponsorship.25 In the face of these preferences, bribes will also be unlikely to change policies radically.

Successful coercive diplomacy requires a strong military power

Wijk, 2  -  professor of international relations and strategic studies at the Clingendael Institute for International Relations, Royal Military Academy, and Leiden University (Rob de Wijk. 2002, “  The Limits of Military Power”,  The Washington Quarterly 25.1 (2002) 75-92, acess via muse)

Another obstacle to using military means effectively to combat the new threats that terrorism poses is the limited insight that academics, and therefore policymakers, offer into the theories of coercion and coercive diplomacy, as well as governments' lack of experience using them to achieve the desired outcome. Coercion is defined as the deliberate and purposeful use of economic and military power to influence the choices of one's adversaries; coercive diplomacy focuses on the latent use of the instruments of power to influence those choices. The studies on which these theories are based, however, do not have much relevance for policymakers today. The terrorist attacks on the United States demonstrate the need for policymakers and the military to reevaluate the concepts that underlie their approaches to balancing political ends and military means.

Most theories of coercion find their origin in the Cold War period, but preoccupation with deterrence has distorted the concept. Deterrence as a concept is useless for today's challenges because the world cannot deter individuals such as bin Laden and his lieutenants. Deterrence also does not work for failed states, many of which provide sanctuaries for insurgents and terrorists. Because negotiating with failed states and terrorists is impossible, both coercive diplomacy and coercion are meaningless. The only solution in those cases is direct action with SOF support, backed up by airpower.

The United States can only use coercive diplomacy and coercion against functioning states that actively support or shelter terrorists. For that reason, Vice President Dick Cheney's warning that the "full wrath" of the United States would be brought down against nations sheltering attackers is an indication of the administration's emerging strategy for combating terrorism.

The problem is the West's lack of experience with this approach. Many cases of coercion and coercive diplomacy have failed. For example, the Gulf War was an unprecedented success, but attempts to coerce Saddam Hussein to comply with United Nations (UN) resolutions during the 1990s failed. The humanitarian intervention in Somalia during the early 1990s resulted in failure. The success of Operation Allied Force in the war in Kosovo was limited because it took 78 days to convince Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic to accept a diplomatic solution based on the Rambouillet agreements signed in early 1999.

Existing theories are based primarily on studies that Thomas Schelling, Alexander George, and Robert Pape conducted, 6 yet even these "classics" do not apply to the circumstances that the West faces today. Schelling distinguishes between "brute force" and "compellence." Brute force is aimed at forcing a military solution; compellence is aimed at using the threat of force [End Page 82] to influence an actor's choice. 7 According to Schelling, armed conflict can only be averted when the opponent refrains from taking action. This situation requires a deadline because, without a clear ultimatum, threats are hollow. 8 Accordingly, the United States gave Afghanistan's Taliban regime a deadline, which it rejected, to surrender bin Laden and his lieutenants

Links – Iraq
Withdrawal crushes US credibility – emboldens adversaries
Hakan Tunç (Professor of Political Science at Carleton University) Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4 

The need to demonstrate America’s resolve is a major argument among those who oppose a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility and embolden the forces of radical Islam in their war against the United States. This article assesses this ‘‘reputational’’ argument and concludes that evidence from radical Islamists’ pronouncements gives the argument significant and unprecedented forcefulness. These pronouncements unmistakably call into question the United States’ resoluteness by pointing to America’s past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq as the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument is also unprecedented when it is compared to its similar formulation during the Vietnam War, when it was vague and short of supporting evidence. The reputational argument may play an important rationale in maintaining a substantial level of American forces in Iraq for years to come. 

Lack of military resolve causes belligerence in other areas – it spillsover
Hakan Tunç (Professor of Political Science at Carleton University) Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4 

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation  involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive. 
Coercive Diplomacy Solves – Generic

Coercive diplomacy good- creates concessions without war

Bazza 10- compilation of ideas stemmed from writers of coercive diplomacy; “What are The Potential Benefits and What are The Risks Associated with Coercive Diplomacy?” http://socyberty.com/issues/what-are-the-potential-benefits-and-what-are-the-risks-associated-with-coercive-diplomacy/2/
There are without doubt potential benefits for using Coercive Diplomacy as a tool within grand strategy. The way in which Coercive Diplomacy gives governments different stages of action and reaction improves the chances of compromises being reached without either side resorting to war. The majority of countries it can be assumed gear their own grand strategy to achieve their foreign policy aims peacefully. Individual grand strategies potentially benefit from the adaptable structure of Coercive Diplomacy in achieving diplomatic compromises between countries. The use of Coercive Diplomacy techniques if applied properly allows one country to steadily escalate its actions without fighting the state it wants concessions from (Stephenson, 2002, p. 5).

Coercive diplomacy solves tensions- prevents war

Bazza 10- compilation of ideas stemmed from writers of coercive diplomacy; “What are The Potential Benefits and What are The Risks Associated with Coercive Diplomacy?” http://socyberty.com/issues/what-are-the-potential-benefits-and-what-are-the-risks-associated-with-coercive-diplomacy/2/
Coercive Diplomacy potentially allows the foreign policy decision – makers using it to perceive that they are in control of the situation during tense diplomatic disputes rather than starting conflicts as they believe that there are no peaceful solutions to such disputes. With Coercive Diplomacy techniques in operation foreign policy decision – makers on either side of disputes have more chances of compromising with each other (George, 1991).

Pakistan’s loose government may pave the way for nuclear terrorism and proliferation- forceful diplomacy is key to check

Atal 03- Subodh, foreign affairs analyst for the CATO Institute; “Extremist, Nuclear Pakistan: An Emerging Threat?” March 5, 2003 http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-472es.html
A nation that is penetrated by Islamic radicals and that possesses dozens of nuclear weapons and proliferates them to other dictatorial countries poses a tangible and immediate problem. But U.S. policy toward Pakistan does not reflect that reality. In the absence of pressure from the United States, Pakistan has not found it necessary to take serious action against Islamic extremists or to end its proliferation activities. Other unstable nations are likely to look to Pakistan as a role model that has achieved nuclear status and checkmated the United States into acquiescence. North Korea may be the first nation to follow the Pakistani path. A reevaluation of U.S. policy toward Pakistan is imperative. Forcing Pakistan to dismantle the terrorist infrastructure within its borders and put a tight lid on its nuclear proliferation activities is more likely to fortify short- and long-term U.S. national security interests than is an invasion of Iraq. There is also a need for contingency plans to rapidly secure and extract Pakistan's nuclear weapons in case of a coup by Islamic radicals. 

Not persuading Pakistan to comply with counter terrorism and anti-prolif measures snowballs to rogue status

Atal 03- Subodh, foreign affairs analyst for the CATO Institute; “Extremist, Nuclear Pakistan: An Emerging Threat?” March 5, 2003 http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-472es.html
U.S. policy toward Pakistan has failed to consider the cumulative dangers that nation presents. America continues to pump billions of dollars of aid into Pakistan, without accounting for its fate. Few questions about possible ISI links to the September 11 attacks, the organization’s role in sheltering al-Qaeda, or Pakistan’s nuclear proliferation activities have been asked, let alone answered. U.S. policy appears to be frozen, concerned only with the preservation of Pakistani dictator Musharraf and overlooking the larger goal of fortifying U.S. national security. Despite having considerable leverage over Pakistan, U.S. officials have given that country a free ride to continue posing as an anti-terrorism ally. If Musharraf is unwilling or unable to weed out al-Qaeda from his nation’s territory, Pakistan is the next logical theater of the anti-terrorism war. That should also help bring to an end the need for politically provocative U.S. bases in Pakistan. The United States must develop contingency plans for securing and extracting the Pakistani nuclear arsenal in case of an Islamist coup. And if Musharraf does not have full control over his expanding nuclear assets, then the world may be dealing with a nuclear rogue nation. President Bush would then have a far greater problem than a Saddam Hussein who might someday possess nuclear weapons. 

Coercing Pakistan to cooperate on counter terrorism is key to winning the war in Afghanistan 

Curtis 10, Lisa; Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation; “Taliban Reconciliation: Obama Administration Must Be Clear and Firm” March 11, 2010; http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm

The Afghan Taliban leadership based in Pakistan coordinates the insurgency across the border in Afghanistan--which makes it critical for the U.S. to convince Pakistan to disrupt the Taliban's sanctuary. As long as the Taliban leadership maintains a safe base of operations inside Pakistan, it will be hard for coalition forces to gain the upper hand against the insurgents in Afghanistan. After months of mounting frustration in Washington over Pakistan's unwillingness to crack down on Afghan Taliban leaders, Pakistan has recently engaged in cooperation that could help turn the tide in the war in Afghanistan.

Pressuring Pakistan key to solve terrorism

Curtis 10, Lisa; Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation; “Taliban Reconciliation: Obama Administration Must Be Clear and Firm” March 11, 2010; http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm
The Obama Administration has recently begun to challenge the Pakistanis on their lack of consistency in countering terrorism in the region. The Kerry-Lugar bill passed by the Senate last September (the Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act of 2009) authorizes $7.5 billion in civilian aid to Pakistan over the next five years and conditions military assistance on Pakistani measures to address terrorist threats. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates hinted that Pakistan could be doing more to fight terrorism when he noted in a recent op-ed in the Pakistani daily The News that seeking to distinguish between different terrorist groups is counterproductive. U.S. Director of National Intelligence Admiral Dennis Blair recently elaborated on this point when he testified before Congress on February 2, 2010, that "Pakistan's conviction that militant groups are strategically useful to counter India are hampering the fight against terrorism and helping al-Qaeda sustain its safe haven." U.S. officials must continue to make such statements and be prepared to follow them up with action in order to demonstrate that Washington's patience with Islamabad is not unlimited. 

Commitment to region key to the success of the war, fighting terrorism, and decreasing terrorist recruitment- withdrawal jeopardizes the war and causes Middle East instability

Curtis 10, Lisa; Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation; “Taliban Reconciliation: Obama Administration Must Be Clear and Firm” March 11, 2010; http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm
The U.S. should support Afghan reconciliation efforts on the ground in Afghanistan diplomatically and financially, and at the same time militarily squeeze the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan that is still closely linked to al-Qaeda. These actions should occur simultaneously so that the local Taliban fighters view the U.S., NATO, and Afghan authorities as being on the winning side, and simultaneously see a process through which they can switch sides without punishment. But U.S. over-anxiousness to negotiate with the senior Taliban leadership in Pakistan would likely undermine efforts to coax local fighters into the political mainstream, thus jeopardizing General McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and prolonging instability throughout the region.
Fear, threat of punishment, and credible threats are key to successful coercive diplomacy

 University of Antwerp, 8  (1 Feb 2007 → 30 Sep 2008,  “Coercive diplomacy as an instrument of the foreign and security policy of the European Union (EU)”http://www.researchportal.be/en/project/-%28UA_21719%29/)
 Coercive diplomacy aims at convincing the opponent to halt his action by backing one's demand with a threat to punishment, possibly including the limited use of violence. Factors that make that coercive diplomacy is effective, are: the motivation of both parties (in absolute terms), which is related to the size of the demand and the size of the related interests; asymmetry with respect to motivation and interests (in relative terms); the fear (by the opponent) of escalation; sensitivity to sanctions by the opponent; the credibility of the one that threatens, which on its turn depends on the means available and his reputation; the support of public opinion, both internally and externally; the role of time (for instance ultimatum); and the availability of positive incentives. The research question is dual: 1) To what extent is coercive diplomacy an effective instrument for the EU Foreign and Security Policy ? In other words, to what extent correspond the characteristics of the EU with the higher mentioned factors that determine the success rate of coercive diplomacy ? 2) To what extent does the possible succesful use of coercive diplomacy by the EU the existing theoretical framework of coercive diplomacy ? More in particular, are economic instruments (like economic sanctions) enough, or should there be a military stick available ? The analysis is of a qualitative nature; more in particular we will use the case-study method on the basis of a review of the literature and interviews. Case-study: the EU policy vis-à-vis the nuclear program of Iran since 2003. 

Coercive diplomacy works if the adversary perceives the threat as credible

Glaser – conflict research consortium (Tanya, no date, The Conflict Resolution Information Source, “ Article Summary of "The General Theory and Logic of Coercive Diplomacy" by Alexander George”, http://www.crinfo.org/articlesummary/10231/)

 As George explains it, "The general idea of coercive diplomacy is to back one's demand to an adversary with a threat of punishment for noncompliance that he will consider credible and potent enough to persuade him to comply with the demand."[p. 4] George distinguishes between coercive diplomacy as a defensive tool, and blackmail as an offensive tool. While threats and incentives play large roles in coercive diplomacy, communication, signaling, bargaining and negotiating also play significant roles. The advantage of coercive diplomacy over force is its relatively low psychological, economic and political costs. Coercive diplomacy involves four basic variables: the demand, the means used for creating a sense of urgency, the threatened punishment for noncompliance and the possible use of incentives. Differences in these variables yield five basic types of coercive diplomacy. George identifies these basic types as the ultimatum, the tacit ultimatum, the "try-and-see" approach, the "gradual turning of the screw,"and finally the carrot and stick approach. Ultimatums employ demands and threats, and impose a time limit for compliance in order to enhance the adversary's sense of urgency. Ultimatums are called "tacit" when the threat or time limit is conveyed implicitly. The "try and see" approach makes a demand, and then opens by employing relatively mild coercive force. If the adversary does not comply, coercive force is increased. When "gradually turning the screw" the coercing power makes explicit at the outset its intention to apply increasing degrees of pressure until the adversary complies. When the coercing power supplements its threats with incentives, it employs the carrot and stick approach. The success of any strategy will depend, in part, upon effective communication between the parties. George notes that parties may communicate by both words and actions. Successful coercive diplomacy will require coordination between words and actions. George notes however that there is no simple guide to such effective coordination. Threats play a central role in coercive strategies. How strong the threats or inducements need to be depends upon what one is demanding, and how resistant the adversary is to compliance. Moreover, the success or failure of coercive diplomacy often depends on the balance of motivation between the parties. Is the coercing power more strongly motivated to achieve its demands then the adversary party is to resist? Because of these factors, the choice of demand takes on strategic importance. Generally, the greater the demand, the stronger the adversary's resistance will be. Finally, the adversary's perception of the coercing power's motivation and commitment, and adversary's assessment of the credibility and potency of its threat, play the most significant role in determining the success or failure of a coercive strategy. 
Coercive Diplomacy Solves Rogue Aggression
Coercive diplomacy key to suppress rogues – weak diplomacy ensure aggression
Thomas H. Henriksen (senior fellow at the Hoover Institution) February 1999 “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States” http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
Rogue regimes, by their very nature, are less persuaded by appeals to the fine points of international law and customary diplomatic practices than by armed force. Coercive diplomacy is initiated after, or in response to, a hostile action, whereas deterring a foe dissuades him from undertaking an activity by threatening retaliation. But the principle is similar. Strong displays of force can contribute to persuasion as well as deterrence. Tyrants traditionally treat conciliatory actions in response to egregious behavior with contempt: Hitler interpreted Chamberlain's appeasement over Czechoslovakia at Munich as weakness, America's cruise missile retaliation for an Iraqi attempt on former President Bush's life during his 1993 visit to Kuwait did not discourage Baghdad from dispatching army units right up to the border of the oil-rich kingdom in 1994. To resist the Iraqi aggression, Washington had to deploy American troops to Kuwait. 

Coercive Diplomacy Solves Iran Prolif
Coercive diplomacy solves Iran prolif – Libya proves
Beker, 08, foreign policy fellow at the office of US Senator Norman Coleman (R-MN), and is pursuing a graduate degree at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, former communications director to the Israeli minister of transportation and foreign press adviser to the minister of justice, Yonatan, 2008, “Nuclear Proliferation and Iran: Thoughts about the Bomb”, Israel Journal of Foreign Affairs, Volume 2 Number 3, http://israelcfr.com/documents/issue6_iran.pdf 

will Coercive Diplomacy Work Again? Can this seemingly successful strategy apply to the Iranian case? Coercive diplomacy (or force-diplomacy) is only seemingly successful, because its success may not always be duplicated to other cases. Jentleson and Whytock mention Alexander George’s caveat on applying theory based on past cases to policy aimed at current ones: any cross-case comparisons must be “actor speciﬁc,” i.e., drawing similarities between two cases while emphasizing the differences between them.16 Applying that advice, the authors devised policy prescriptions suitable for any policy puzzle. First, there is greater potential complementarity between force and diplomacy than advocates of one or the other tend to convey. This is a crucial point, particularly following the NIE, since the report presents an opportunity to combine the efforts of force and diplomacy, at a point in time in which the imperative for immediate military measures supposedly subsided. Rather than placing all the policy “eggs” in one “basket,” i.e., the basket of diplomatic measures versus forceful measures, the international community must display the resolve to combine the two, as warranted, throughout the negotiation process. The second conclusion is that rogue regimes are reformable. The Qadhaﬁ regime showed it was capable of making a major policy shift after facing a resolute international community and a favorable calculation of costs and beneﬁts. The regime’s primary instinct—survivability—militates in favor of compliance. While it had not declared so, the Iranian regime appeared to have made such a shift in late 2003, when it halted its program. It is perhaps not a coincidence that this decision has been made in tandem with the Libyan decision. Once again, Iran seemingly displayed rational thought and survivability-oriented prudence. A third conclusion is that pursuing regime change can be counterproductive to achieving policy success. Good results could be achieved once the regime change option is removed from the table. Those in favor of regime change justify this by saying that keeping that option on the table enhances leverage and coercive pressure. Although the US is certainly displeased with the Iranian regime and would like to see its removal, Washington does not appear to be actively pursuing a strategy aimed at pursuing that goal (symbolic support for subversive movements notwithstanding). It would therefore not damage US posture to declare that Washington would not seek to change the regime, but instead would focus on changing the regime’s policy. Fourth, economic sanctions can, and should, be an effective component of the strategy when imposed multilaterally and sustained over time. The sanctions imposed on Libya achieved mixed results until an escalation of economic pressure aided in bringing Tripoli to its senses. Iran is a much wealthier country, thus less susceptible to rudimentary sanctions. In the past year, however, the UN Security Council implemented an escalatory system wherein Iranian noncompliance results in harsher measures. To date, three rounds of sanctions were initiated, in addition to recently imposed EU sanctions and robust American economic measures. Consistent adherence to this process may yield sufﬁcient pressure, bringing Iran to increased compliance. The ﬁnal conclusion relates to the degree in which multilateral support was given to promote the objectives of coercive diplomacy. The failure of the early stages of force-diplomacy toward Libya is explained in the lack of US–European cooperation. The success of these efforts was achieved after they joined diplomatic forces and extracted concessions from the Libyans, using the legitimacy of Security Council sanctions. One could therefore argue that following the Security Council resolutions, Iran now has to answer to the international community as a whole, relieving the US of the burden of acting alone. Conclusion—Iran at the Crossroads As a pluralistic society, the US continues to entertain a variety of policy options. Nevertheless, these options would continue to be drawn from a basket corresponding to its traditional policy of nonproliferation. It is unlikely that either a McCain or Obama administration would reverse that policy and embrace Waltz’s vision of a nuclear but stable world. The US will continue to promote policies that prevent rogue regimes such as Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. For the best course of action to match this policy, the US should continue to employ a strategy of coercive diplomacy. That strategy proved successful in the Libyan case, and seemed to bear fruit in the Iranian case—if, indeed, it can be proven that Tehran halted its weapons program in 2003 and has not resumed it since. The escalating process built into the sanctions regime should allow the Iranians to see a horizon in which these sanctions and the regime’s isolation would be removed, in return for the suspension of uranium enrichment and the clearing of suspicions. In addition to other incentives yet to be offered, the promise of such a horizon should bring a rational Iranian regime to compliance. The Iranian regime holds the key to solving this puzzle. For years it developed a nuclear weapons program hidden from the international community. Justifying its nuclear research by a questionable need for nuclear energy to supplement its abundant energy resources, Iran deceived the international community and brought itself perilously close to a preventive strike, or even a regime change.17  In 2003 the Iranian regime—perhaps after recognizing this threat—brought itself to halt that secret program. It also increased its participation in the negotiation process. However, the good faith engendered by this was quickly replaced by staunch stubbornness, delay and deceit tactics, and belligerent rhetoric issued by its new president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. By breaching an agreement with the EU-3, by attacking the US on every public stage, by threatening Israel with destruction and by violating IAEA norms and regulations, Ahmadinejad led his country to further isolation and sanctions. Iran could continue to walk the path of the rogue state and visit upon itself all manner of economic and military pressure, or take the course followed successfully by Libya, and apparently by North Korea as well. Waltz was incorrect in assuming that only the security imperative determines a state’s decision to acquire nuclear weapons. As Sagan correctly explained, and as the Libyan precedent illustrates, a rational player weighs multiple variables and reaches decisions after calculating the costs and beneﬁts of a proposed policy. The regime in Tehran needs to make these calculations sooner rather than later. Indeed, its very survival could depend on it. 
Coercive diplomacy solves iran prolif- regional security alliances need to maintained to make it successful

Jentleson, 06, is professor of public policy and political science at Duke University. He is also a visiting senior research fellow (2006-2007) at Oxford University and the International Institute for Strategic Studies (London) and a Fulbright senior research scholar in Spain, Bruce, December 2006, “Coercive Diplomacy: Scope and Limits in the Contemporary World”, The Stanley Foundation Policy Analysis Brief, http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/pab/pab06CoerDip.pdf
On Iran, the principal direct negotiations have been led since 2003 by the EU-3 (France, Germany, and the United Kingdom).6 Their approach has been a mix of car- rots and sticks, including various economic and diplomatic sanctions on the one hand and combined with such incentives as negotiations on EU-Iran trade agreements, entry of Iran into the WTO, sale of light water reactors and guarantees of a long-term supply of nuclear fuel, and the possibility of eventually allowing Iran to resume enrichment if it complies with all IAEA requirements and can prove purely peaceful purposes of its nuclear program. In May 2006 the Bush administration did shift policy toward being more open to a negotiated settlement. But the shift has yet to take the most crucial step to policy change, not regime change. It doesn’t require sympathizing with the Ahmadinejad regime to acknowledge the validity of Iranian concerns about US regime change. Even Iranians who oppose the current regime can point to the historical resonance of the US role in the 1953 overthrow of the Mossadeq government and reinstallation of the shah, as well as the US role in the shah’s repression and failed rule. As long as regime change is left on the table, the Ahmadinejad regime gains both basis and pretense for resisting on the grounds of basic national pride—and Iranians who support improved relations are that much more vulnerable to domestic intimidation and worse. The United States does not have to forswear all advocacy and support for Iranian human rights and democracy movements, but unless it commits not to use force or covert action to seek to undermine or overthrow the Iranian regime, progress on nuclear weapons and other key policy issues will be very difficult if not impossible. Security assurances must be part of direct US-Iranian bilateral talks. These can be held within the EU-3 umbrella; they can be secret or public; but they must be pursued. On July 31 the UN Security Council approved Resolution 1696 increasing pressure on Iran to comply with the NPT and cooperate with the IAEA, threatening to impose economic sanctions and possibly “additional measures” if Iran does not comply. Even though Iran did not comply, the original August 31 deadline passed with no action. Negotiations have continued through the main EU-3 channel as well as others, including some reports of backchannels. The North Korea case has played in more than ever since its nuclear test, although unsurprisingly being used by both sides to buttress their respective arguments for and against sanctions and related measures. The multilateral politics have been mixed. On the one hand, Iran has been frustrated by its inability to split the United States and Europe, by the firmed-up role of the IAEA and by the dissent but not defect positions of Russia and China. On the other hand, the tensions among P-5 members and other states important to a multilateral coalition, while most explicitly about tactics, seem to indicate differences over strategic objectives. Here, too, as we go to press the issue is very much in flux. While the threat of military force doesn’t have to be explicitly renounced, as with North Korea, its limits do need to be recognized. Regional commitments to allied and friendly states potentially threatened by a nuclear Iran can be buttressed, although even these risk tit-for-tat escalation as occurred recently when US-led naval maneuvers in the Persian Gulf involving more than two dozen countries under the auspices of the Proliferation Security Initiative were countered by Iranian war games including test firing of missiles. What is especially counterproductive are the regime change and other interventionist military threats that top Bush administration officials have been wont to bluster about. Iranian counterstrategies, particularly terrorism through its own networks or by others in solidarity, need to be weighed seriously. Moreover, in the wake of the multilateral controversies over Iraq, there is very little chance of international support for any unilateral American use of force against Iran. It is possible that with Ahmadinejad as president and state coffers flush in oil revenues, domestic political and economic factors are so unconducive that no coercive diplomacy strategy would work. Nevertheless Iran’s potential vulnerability is not to be written off. High unemployment and middle-class discontent persist and are the kind of economic pressures that can turn into political instability. The Ahmadinejad regime may find, as so many other populist regimes have, that the fervor of its appeal wanes over time absent tangible improvements in the quality of life. In this and other ways, potential transmission belts are there. Any military attack, though, would surely set off a rallying effect around both the regime and a nuclear weapons program; i.e., activate all those circuit breakers. Even parts of the population not supportive of Ahmadinejad would either be pushed into support by an attack on their homeland or would feel compelled to come over for fear of being accused of being anti-Iranian. In announcing the restoration of US-Libyan diplomatic relations, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice called Libya “an important model.” In effect, Secretary Rice asked why won’t you, Iran and North Korea, do like Libya did? The answer lies in part within their own leaderships. But US policies have failed to offer Iran and North Korea the combination of carrots and sticks, especially the security reassurances of policy change not regime change, that made a deal palatable to Libya. A coercive diplomacy strategy that draws on the Libya success as well as the more general strategic framework could lead to favorable outcomes in these cases as well. 

Iran would be willing to agree and negotiate if the US used coercive diplomacy

Isenberg 7,  - U.S. Navy veteran and a member of the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy. He is an adjunct scholar with the Cato Institute, a contributor to the Straus Military Reform Project, a research fellow at the Independent Institute, and a correspondent for Asia Times (Dec 4, David, “ U.S. Military & Iran -- Part 1” CATO Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=8841/)

The publication Monday of the key judgments from the U.S. intelligence assessment of Iran's nuclear program has reignited the debate about how the United States should seek to deal with the potential threat from an Iranian bomb. Over the past few months there has been growing speculation about the possibility of military action by the United States or its ally, Israel, targeting Iran's nuclear program. But missing from the almost frenzied parsing of the latest official statements is any serious assessment of how the U.S. military has been preparing for a potential attack on Iran; how it might conduct it; and what the consequences might be. The confrontation between the United States and allied Western states and Iran has ground to a diplomatic stalemate. Almost a year ago the U.N. Security Council passed Resolution 1737 calling for sanctions against Iran because of its refusal to stop its uranium enrichment program. With a deadline of last Feb. 21, 1737 requires a suspension of "all enrichment-related and reprocessing activities, including research and development, to be verified by the IAEA." If Iran continues to not comply with the resolution and Russia, China and other states refuse to back harsh sanctions, it was thought the United States might use the U.N. failure as a pretext for attacking. Obviously that has not happened. Of course, once could say that current military preparations are just another attempt at psychological pressure, or what academics call coercive diplomacy, on Iran to pressure it to agree to give up its nuclear program. The downside is that once you start mobilizing for war, it becomes harder to stop as time goes by, and conversely, it becomes easier to keep going. But now that the Security Council has issued its resolution calling for sanctions, U.S. officials seem to be making the argument they have gone the extra diplomatic mile and gotten nowhere. This is, of course, exactly the sort of rhetoric one might expect before an attack, and recalls similar Bush administration statements back in late 2002 prior to attacking Iraq. But Iran is willing to negotiate. It has gone largely unnoticed that on Aug. 22 last year, Tehran made a confidential response to the so-called P5 plus 1, that is the five permanent, veto-wielding members of the Security Council -- Britain, China, France, Russia, and the United States -- plus Germany. That offer followed Security Council resolution 1696 of July 31, 2006, calling on Iran to suspend uranium enrichment by Aug. 31. According to the offer, made public the following month, "The Islamic Republic of Iran does not intend to reject the whole issue unilaterally, and is ready to provide an opportunity for both sides to share their viewpoints on this issue and try to convince each other and reach a mutual understanding."
Coercive diplomacy key to successfully negotiating an end to Iranian nuclearization

BBC 08, Monitoring Middle East; “Analyst outlines US envoy-designate’s views on Iran” December 24, 2008; Lexis 

Ross is Currently Barack Obama’s senior advisor in Middle East affairs. During the 24 April 2008 meeting of the secondary national and governmental security committee of the senate, Dennis Ross submitted a report entitled "Choices and Strategies in Dealing with Iran" in which he stated: "When president Bush came to power in 2001 Iran was a country without nuclear power, however, when he leaves the White House in January 2009, Iran will either have acquired nuclear technology or be on the verge of having done so." In a different part of his report entitled "Our Stakes in Changing Iran's Behaviour; Israel's Anxieties From a Nuclear Iran," he said: "There is a high possibility for Israel to resort to a pre-emptive military action against Iran's nuclear program in order to delay or blunt Iran's access to nuclear technology." Referring to national intelligence and its impact, Ross claims: "Our main objective with regards Iran must be to prevent expansion of nuclear facilities and changing Iran's policies towards peace in the Middle East. Iranians require huge investments and technological help in order to stop the regular decrease in their oil revenue." Dennis Ross suggests diplomatic approaches and options for changing Iran's behaviour. Intensifying sanctions, carrying out negotiations with Iran without preconditions and in one word a joint approach based on participating in negotiations without preconditions plus mounting pressure against Iran are amongst the solutions proposed by Ross to curb and later change the behaviour of the Islamic Republic. In an article entitled "How can we have successful negotiations", published in issue number 24 of the Wall St Journal in May 2008 Dennis Ross elaborates on the foreign policy approaches adopted by McCain, Obama and Clinton with regards Iran, North Korea, Hamas and Hezbollah. About successful negotiations between Iran and America Ross made it clear: "The two sides must compromise and moderate their demands. We have to put something more than absolute demands on the negotiating table." In this article he refers to both countries demands and expectations and at the end poses this question: "Should we go and negotiate with a country like Iran, especially at the time that they have found our leaders weak?" In 2008 Dennis Ross wrote a book with the cooperation of Susan Maloney, Ashton Carter, Seyyed Wali Nasr and Richard House entitled "The Game-Changing Diplomacy". This was about Iran and decisions about Iran's nuclear problem. In this book military force was proposed as the last and worst resort for America. Ross and his colleagues suggested a forceful diplomacy and direct negotiations with Iran as the only available way for the future president of America and the American administration: "The People of Iran are not Americanized enough and if their interests are questioned during the negotiations they will easily abandon the negotiations." Dennis Ross believes that the continuation of Iran's nuclear activities is due to the reason that the American administration has not exerted enough pressure on Iran and at the same time has not proposed enough incentives to this country. He also claims pressures exerted on Iran must be carried out with a less concentration in the United Nations and instead mainly with the cooperation of Europe, Japan, China and Saudi Arabia to show the heavy costs of Iran's failure to change its behaviour to the Iranian leaders.

Calm negotiations aren’t enough – forceful coercive diplomacy key to Iran compliance

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 7 (November 20, “ CHANNELING DICK CHENEY IRAN NEEDS A GOOD COP;BAD COP ROUTINE TO MAKE IT CHANGE”  EDITORIAL; Pg. B-7, access via lexis)

No, I personally am not a Dick Cheney fan, and I know it is absurd to even suggest, but now that I have your attention, here's what's on my mind: After Iraq and Pakistan, the most vexing foreign policy issue that will face the next president will be how to handle Iran. There is a Cold War in the Middle East today between America and Iran, and until and unless it gets resolved, I see Iran using its proxies, its chess pieces -- Hamas, Hezbollah, Syria and the Shiite militias in Iraq -- to stymie America and its allies across the region. And that brings me back to the Obama -Cheney ticket: When it comes to how best to deal with Iran, each has half a policy -- but if you actually put them together, they'd add up to an ideal U.S. strategy for Iran. Dare I say, they complete each other. Mr. Cheney is the hawk-eating hawk, who regularly swoops down and declares that the United States will not permit Iran to develop a nuclear weapon. Trust me, the Iranians take his threats seriously. But Mr. Cheney's Dr. Strangelove imitation is totally wasted with President Bush and Secretary of State Condi Rice. Because the president and secretary of state have never been able to make up their minds as to what U.S. policy toward Iran should be -- to bring about regime change or a change of behavior -- it's impossible to have any effective diplomacy. If she were taking advantage of Mr. Cheney's madness, Ms. Rice would be going to Tehran and saying to the Iranians: "Look, I'm ready to cut a deal with you guys, but I have to tell you, back home, I've got Cheney on my back and he is truly craaaaazzzzy. You guys don't know the half of it. He thinks waterboarding is what you do with your grandchildren at the pool on Sunday. I'm not sure how much longer I can restrain him. So maybe we should have a serious nuke talk, and, if it goes well, we'll back off regime change." Instead, we just have Mr. Cheney being Mr. Cheney, but the Bush team neither carrying out his threats nor leveraging them to drive meaningful diplomacy with Tehran. There's no good cop, it's just a bad cop/bad cop routine -- a big reason our Iran policy has been a failure. It has not stopped the Iranian nuclear program or changed the regime. "For coercive diplomacy to work you need to be able to threaten what the regime values most -- its own survival," said the Woodrow Wilson Center's Robert Litwak, author of the book "Regime Change." "But for coercive diplomacy to work, you also need to be ready to take yes for an answer." Sen. Obama, by contrast, has "yes" down pat. As he said on "Meet the Press" last week: "I would meet directly with the leadership in Iran. I believe that we have not exhausted the diplomatic efforts that could be required to resolve some of these problems -- them developing nuclear weapons, them supporting terrorist organizations like Hezbollah and Hamas." I think a President Obama offering to go to Tehran would have a huge impact on that country and create lots of internal debate, especially if we made clear that America would be satisfied with a verifiable change of Iranian behavior. But Mr. Obama's stress on engaging Iran, while a useful antidote to the Bush boycott policy, is not sufficient. Mr. Obama evinces little feel for generating the leverage you'd need to make such diplomacy work. When negotiating with murderous regimes like Iran's or Syria's, you want Tony Soprano by your side, not Big Bird. Mr. Obama's gift for outreach would be so much more effective with a Dick Cheney standing over his right shoulder, quietly pounding a baseball bat into his palm. Mr. Obama would also be more effective if he not only stressed how much further he was ready to go than the Bush team to engage Iran, but also how much further he would be ready to go in bringing meaningful leverage on Iran -- by, say, opting for a gasoline tax that would help bring down the price of oil, or by abandoning the anti-Russia policies of the Bush team and trying to enlist Vladimir Putin, or China and India, on our side to bring real pressure on Tehran. In sum, Mr. Obama's instinct is right -- but he needs to dial down his inner Jimmy Carter when it comes to talking to Iran, and dial up a bit more inner Dick Cheney. If Democrats want to win this election, they have to get these two in balance -- they have to learn how to criticize the Bush record from the right and the left, to show they can be better at engagement and coercion. Successful diplomacy requires both. Americans will want to know that Democrats can do both. My guess is that many still aren't sure. 
Coercive diplomacy only way to control Iran’s nuclear program and terrorist assistance. Keeping Iran in check is key to our success in Iraq and the Middle East.

 The Press Enterprise, 7 (Feb 16, The Press Enterprise, “ OUR VIEWS; Coercing Iran” EDITORIAL; Pg. B08b, access via lexis)

Letting Iran get away with the deaths of hundreds of Americans in Iraq is unacceptable. So the United States should parlay evidence of Iran's role in arming Iraq's Shiite militias into "coercive diplomacy" against Tehran, with the goal of curbing Iran's regional and nuclear ambitions. The Pentagon now blames Iran for the deaths of at least 170 U.S. soldiers and hundreds more casualties. Military officials on Sunday presented extensive evidence that Iran's elite Qods Force is trafficking sophisticated weapons to Iraqi insurgents. The United States needs to answer this Iranian aggression. But the best response now is not warfare, watchful hope or polite talks. Rather, America should embrace what Brookings Institution Mideast expert Tamara Wittes calls "coercive diplomacy." America should squeeze Tehran by imposing tougher sanctions, denying the mullahs access to hard currency, publicly denouncing Iran's despotic leadership and openly supporting opposition groups in Iran. Coercive diplomacy can work. North Korea returned to six-party negotiations last month in part because months of U.S. economic sanctions cut off Pyongyang from the international banking system. The result is a tentative deal with North Korea to suspend its nuclear program. In recent weeks, the U.S. Treasury Department has imposed similar economic sanctions on banks that do business with Iran an in effort to choke off finances for Tehran's nuclear program. Coercive diplomacy also requires speaking frankly to the Iranian and American people. President Bush was right this week to repeatedly identify Iran's Qods Force as the group responsible for aiding Iraq's Shiite insurgency and killing U.S. troops. But the president was too coy when he said on Wednesday, "I do not know whether or not the Qods Force was ordered from the top echelons of government." When an arm of the Iranian government is responsible for killing Americans, then the whole government is to blame. Bush should say so. Keeping Iran in check is crucial to America's success in Iraq and in the Middle East. But American power extends well beyond military might. Strong diplomacy works. Let's use it. 
Coercive Diplomacy Solves North Korea
Coercive diplomacy is the only way to denuclearize north korea, but strong security commitments to south korea are key to make this credible

Jentleson, 06, is professor of public policy and political science at Duke University. He is also a visiting senior research fellow (2006-2007) at Oxford University and the International Institute for Strategic Studies (London) and a Fulbright senior research scholar in Spain, Bruce, December 2006, “Coercive Diplomacy: Scope and Limits in the Contemporary World”, The Stanley Foundation Policy Analysis Brief, http://www.stanleyfoundation.org/publications/pab/pab06CoerDip.pdf
The joint principles agreed to with North Korea in September 2005 in the six-party talks (United States, North Korea, China, Russia, Japan, South Korea) first raised hopes and then quickly tamped them down. The statements that the United States “has no intention to attack or invade the DPRK [Democratic People’s Republic of Korea]” and that “the DPRK and the United States undertook to respect each other’s sovereignty, exist peacefully together, and take steps to normalize their relations subject to their respective bilateral policies” seemed like steps toward focusing on policy change not regime change. The agreement also stressed reciprocity by calling for a process of going forward “commitment for commitment, action for action.” But the disputes that broke out within days over quite varying interpretations raised doubts as to whether differences were being bridged or papered over. The six-party talks broke down in January. In July North Korea conducted a series of missile tests. Then came its first actual nuclear weapons test in October. Coercive diplomacy was ratcheted up. Condemnations came not only from the United States but in stronger than usual terms from China and others. The UN Security Council imposed economic sanctions targeting conventional arms and nuclear weapons- related trade, tightened enforcement, included sanctions on luxury goods and financial assets targeted at the leadership and elites, and threatened additional sanctions and other measures. China, the key linchpin economically, reportedly applied some sanctions to energy supplies and financial relationships. The incentives of expanded aid and trade also remain on the table. The strategy seemed to be having some effect when on October 31 North Korea announced that it would return to the six-party talks. These talks were about to resume as we went to press. Given these and other uncertainties, it is prudent for the Bush administration to keep some military options open. But they need to be ones that could actually be effective; e.g., strengthening security commitments through declaratory policy, arms sales, and force deployments for allied and friendly states potentially threatened by a nuclear North Korea. “Taking out” North Korean nuclear capacity rings boldly as rhetoric but has real problems as military strategy given the dispersal and bunkering of many of the nuclear facilities and obvious counterstrategies like North Korean retaliatory attacks on the demilitarized zone and Seoul. As with Libya, credible force can be helpful, but deft diplomacy is the key. It may well be that there is no strategy, coercive diplomacy, or otherwise that can deproliferate North Korea. The dominant view of North Korea’s domestic politics holds little room for elites or other groups acting as transmission belts. The mix of reports, expert views, and anecdotes about rumblings around the “Dear Leader” provide some basis for questioning how unalterably this still holds. Our assessments of internal politics have been wrong before—we may not really know until after the fact, whether that fact is escalation or crisis resolution. What is clear is that whatever chances there are of avoiding escalation and resolving the crisis are enhanced by a coercive diplomacy strategy that balances proportionality, reciprocity, and coercive credibility. 
Coercive Diplomacy Solves Indo-Pak Conflict

Forceful Diplomacy key to continue Indian-Pakistani peace talks

Hussain 10, Tom, Foreign Correspondent for The National; “India-Pakistan: softly, softly towards peace” July 12, 2010 http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100712/FOREIGN/707119930/1002/FOREIGN
Indian officials continue to talk in terms of a gradual building of trust, but will clearly continue to press Pakistan to prosecute Hafiz Mohammed Saeed, the leader of Jama’at-ud-Dawah, the charitable front of LeT, and other Pakistanis alleged to have been instrumental in the Mumbai attacks. Pakistani officials, in turn, see India’s return to the negotiating table as an acceptance of the region’s geopolitical realities. “The optimistic side of these talks is that India has realised the engagement in dialogue is in its own interest of peaceful co-existence between the two countries,” Mr Qureshi, the Pakistani foreign minister, told a parliamentary committee in Islamabad on Friday. Pakistani analysts said the improvement in relations was the result of quiet but forceful diplomacy by the United States, which sees India as a key ally in Asia but needs Pakistan’s support for a political settlement in Afghanistan. “The Mumbai attacks led to an Indian miscalculation that Pakistan could be isolated, and the US umbilical cord could be severed. That was a big mistake, because Pakistan was, sooner or later, always going to play the Afghan card,” said Tanvir Ahmad Khan, a former secretary to Pakistan’s ministry of foreign affairs, in an interview. “India concluded it would be better to be seen to talk to Pakistan, rather than have a US-imposed solution.” 
Withdrawal from Afghanistan would collapse Pakistani counter terrorism and lead to rapid terrorist expansion in the region

Curtis 10, Lisa; Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation; “Taliban Reconciliation: Obama Administration Must Be Clear and Firm” March 11, 2010; http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm
If the U.S. seeks to prevent Afghanistan from turning back into a safe haven for terrorists that want to attack the U.S., it must convince Pakistani officials to crack down on Taliban leaders who find sanctuary in their country. Pakistani public opinion is beginning to turn against the Taliban and al-Qaeda. If the U.S. tries to find a quick exit from Afghanistan, however, these gains in Pakistan will be squandered and the Taliban's ideology will regain legitimacy throughout the region.

Coercive Diplomacy De-Escalates Conflict

Militarily backed diplomacy emperically de-escalates crisises

Kim R. Holmes ( Ph.D., is Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation) June 2009 “ Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power” http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/sr0052.pdf

In the past, when America chose to flex its diplomatic muscle with the backing of its military might, the results were clear. During the Cold War, the foundational document for U.S. strategy toward the Soviet Union, NSC-68, concluded that military power is “one of the most important ingredients” of America’s national power. This power gave the U.S. the ability not just to contain and, if necessary, wage war against the Soviet Union and its proxies, but also, during tense diplomatic stand-offs like the Cuban Missile Crisis, to reinforce its political objectives with robust strength. This same equation of military-diplomatic power proved effective in easing tensions during the Taiwan Strait crisis in 1995–1996, when President Bill Clinton sent two aircraft carriers to demonstrate America’s firm commitment to the Taiwanese democracy. Similarly, the display of America’s military strength against a defiant Saddam Hussein in 2003 convinced Libyan President Moammar Qadhafi to abandon his weapons of mass destruction program. 

Iran Conflict = Global Nuclear War

War with Iran causes global nuclear war

Press TV, 10 (Press TV, 12 April 2010, “ Russia against 'nuclear' war on Iran”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=123110&sectionid=351020104)

Amid the intensified war rhetoric against Tehran, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev warns that an attack on Iran could lead to nuclear war. In an interview with ABC News, Medvedev said an attack on Iran would be "the worst possible scenario" in the Middle East. "And if conflict of that kind happens, and a strike is performed, then you can expect anything, including use of nuclear weapons. And nuclear strikes in the Middle East, this means a global catastrophe. Many deaths," Medvedev said. Iran says its program is aimed at the civilian applications of nuclear technology. Israel, the possessor of the Middle East's sole nuclear arsenal, has repeatedly threatened Iran with the use of force over its nuclear program. The US, meanwhile, has threatened to use nuclear weapons against Iran. Medvedev added that he was uncertain about Israel having already decided about attacking Iran. "The Israelis are directing their own policy … the US has seen the proof of that lately," he said. Meanwhile, the chief of the Russian General Staff, Nikolai Makarov said Monday any airstrike against Iran by the United States or Israel would be "unacceptable," RIA Novosti reported. "This is a last resort that exists in the plans of both the United States and Israel," General Makarov said. Iran, while stressing that it believes in diplomacy to resolve the nuclear issue, has warned that it will deliver a crushing response in case of any act of aggression against the country. Russia, along with China, supports negotiations to resolve the standoff.

Coercive Diplomacy Fails – Generic
Coercive diplomacy fails- weaker states will resist, lack of common interests

Bazza 10- compilation of ideas stemmed from writers of coercive diplomacy; “What are The Potential Benefits and What are The Risks Associated with Coercive Diplomacy?” http://socyberty.com/issues/what-are-the-potential-benefits-and-what-are-the-risks-associated-with-coercive-diplomacy/2

Another risk associated with Coercive Diplomacy is that it is a grand strategy tool preferred by the world’s most powerful nation states, and potentially enables them to dictate to the poorer and weaker countries. The strong countries assume that the countries they are seeking to force concessions will have to give in with the earliest stages of Coercive Diplomacy and to do so is rational. Yet for the national governments of weak countries often regard resisting the Coercive Diplomacy strategies of the major powers especially the United States. As far as they are concerned giving in to the demands of powerful countries is tantamount to surrendering their national sovereignty without a fight (George, 1991). The risk that Coercive Diplomacy will fail to resolve diplomatic and international disputes is increased by other factors, including ideological, political, and religious differences. If the countries involved in international disputes have very little common ground then the opportunities for compromise provided via Coercive Diplomacy might not be taken (Crenshaw, 2003 p. 305).
Coercive diplomacy causes war- extreme conditions give other states no choice 

Bazza 10- compilation of ideas stemmed from writers of coercive diplomacy; “What are The Potential Benefits and What are The Risks Associated with Coercive Diplomacy?” http://socyberty.com/issues/what-are-the-potential-benefits-and-what-are-the-risks-associated-with-coercive-diplomacy/2
Perhaps the biggest risk with using Coercive Diplomacy is that one or more of the nation states involved in international disputes will decide that going to war is less of a gamble than reaching a peaceful deal. Of course if the governments of countries actively promoting Coercive Diplomacy could make the conditions attached to any settlements so unpalatable that the other countries have no other choice but to fight. Terrorist groups such as Al – Qaeda are never likely to be swayed by 
Coercive Diplomacy is ineffective and rarely works

USIS, 3 - an independent, nonpartisan institution established and funded by Congress. Its goals are to help prevent and resolve violent international conflicts, promote post-conflict stability and development, and increase conflict management capacity, tools, and intellectual capital worldwide. (Aug, 2003, The United States Institute of Peace, “ The United States and Coercive Diplomacy: Past, Present, and Future”, peace brief, http://www.usip.org/resources/united-states-and-coercive-diplomacy-past-present-and-future)

Although coercive diplomacy has increasingly become a popular tool for U.S. policymakers since the 1950s, the effectiveness of the limited use or threat of military force by the United States is open to debate. In fact, according to Robert Art, his research on applications of coercive diplomacy by U.S. policymakers over the past 12 years shown that, "coercive diplomacy fails more often than it succeeds." Discussing the cases in his study, which range from U.S. interventions in Somalia and Kosovo to the Clinton administration's 1994 negotiations with North Korea, Art stated that applications of coercive diplomacy by the United States only succeeded in meeting its policy objective 20 percent of the time. While Art noted that political objectives often will change during coercive diplomatic actions and that it was also difficult to define clear policy success, he stressed that the study's finding was consistent with the findings of other research in the field. What makes coercive diplomacy such a difficult tool for U.S. policymakers to wield effectively Art asked.

Oppenents are unlikely to change their behavior in response to coercive diplomacy

USIS, 3 - an independent, nonpartisan institution established and funded by Congress. Its goals are to help prevent and resolve violent international conflicts, promote post-conflict stability and development, and increase conflict management capacity, tools, and intellectual capital worldwide. (Aug, 2003, The United States Institute of Peace, “ The United States and Coercive Diplomacy: Past, Present, and Future”, peace brief, http://www.usip.org/resources/united-states-and-coercive-diplomacy-past-present-and-future)

Building upon Art's previous remarks, Arnold Kanter stated that from a policy standpoint coercive diplomacy was a "very slippery concept" where the policy was centered on the use of military force and yet designed as an alternative to all-out war. This, Kanter noted from his tenure as U.S. undersecretary of state for political affairs, can set up a very alluring, yet paradoxical situation for U.S. policymakers. "The most important feature from a policy standpoint is that [coercive diplomacy] can be very seductive," Kanter cautioned. "It offers the allure of gaining our military objectives on the cheap." Unfortunately however, as Kanter noted, there are very few clear examples of an opponent changing its behavior in response to coercive diplomacy.

Coercive Diplomacy Fails – Misapplication

Even if Obama has sufficient military cred to back up diplomacy he will misuse it
Kim R. Holmes ( Ph.D., is Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation) June 2009 “ Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power” http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/sr0052.pdf

Before he became President, Barack Obama raised the important connection between our hard and soft power, arguing that America must “combine military power with strengthened diplomacy” while also building and forging “stronger alliances around the world so that we’re not carrying the burdens and these challenges by ourselves.”1 While his statements are correct, his actions as President have done little to demonstrate actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America’s military power with its diplomatic authority. 

Coercive Diplomacy Fails - Iran
Coercive diplomacy won’t work with Iran – now is they key time to transition to a healthier relationship that solves all the regional problems

Afrasiabi, 8 -  former advisor to Iran's nuclear negotiation team (2004-05) and the author of books on Iran's foreign and nuclear policies (Kaveh L., Oct 26, Washington Times, “Coming to grips with Iran's regime” access via lexis)
The next U.S. president has an excellent opportunity to set things right with Iran and achieve what has eluded his five predecessors, that is, a normalization of relations with Tehran. Already a tiny step in this direction has been taken by the outgoing Bush administration's reported readiness to seek a diplomatic, i.e., consular, office in Iran; if implemented, this will create the positive momentum for Bush's successor to explore the necessary follow-up steps - to be chosen from the panoply of policy options on Iran.

Iran, a country of 70 million straddled between two energy hubs of Persian Gulf and Caspian Sea, has a vested interest in regional stability, considered as a sine qua non for economic progress both for Iran as well as its wealth of 15 neighbors and "near neighbors." A tough neighborhood wrought with failed states, terrorism, drug traffic, inter- and intra-state tensions, Iran's region in the post 9/11 context also features an unprecedented zone of shared and or parallel interests between Iran and the United States, warranting their engagement with each other on Afghanistan, Iraq, as well as on such issues as energy security, narcotics and the twin threats of Taliban and Sunni terrorism presently threatening the stability of Iran's nuclear neighbor to the east, Pakistan. Unfortunately, instead of capitalizing on those mutual interests, the Bush administration alienated Iran by a combination of missteps ranging from incorporating Iran in the "axis of evil" discourse, to ignoring Iran's constructive support for the new, U.S.-backed regimes in Baghdad and Kabul, and repeatedly rebuffing Iran's overture for a comprehensive resolution of the outstanding issues on the U.S.-Iran boilerplate. Yet, in light of the gravity of regional security issues today, the next U.S. president cannot afford to recycle the egregious errors of his predecessor, or to simply inherit Bush's Iran policy without transforming it. Fact is today Iran is ready for a comprehensive dialogue with the U.S. and various top Iranian officials, including Saeed Jalili, Iran's nuclear negotiator, or Ali Larijani, the powerful speaker of Parliament (Majlis), have explicitly yearned for a "new framework" for dialogue to "resolve all issues" since, to paraphrase Jalili, "the nuclear issue is not the only issue." Tehran's desire for a "grand bargain" with the U.S. is already implicit in Iran's package of proposals for solving regional issues that was submitted to the "5 +1" nations last year. Ignored by the Bush administration, a serious, and early, consideration of Iran's package by the future occupant of the Oval Office can break significant ice in the glacier of U.S.-Iran hostility conceivably as early as next year. What Iran wants is respect, a hitherto absent recognition by Washington of Iran's important role and position in the Middle East and a new language of U.S. diplomacy toward Iran that is not tainted with the destructive semantics of coercion and threat. Coercive diplomacy simply doesn't work with Iran and, instead, the parameters of an alternative persuasive diplomacy is called for that recognizes the importance of political psychology and reciprocal confidence-building initiatives. The latter could come about as a result of an interactive process centered on U.S.-Iran "expert working groups" devoted to specific policy areas such as the nuclear standoff, regional security, trade and the like. Such a healthy new approach, sadly missing so far, can yield positive results, for instance, by narrowing the security conceptual gaps between Tehran and Washington for an "incident at sea" agreement aimed at avoiding accidental warfare between the U.S. and Iranian navies crowding the narrow channels of Persian Gulf. In turn, such incremental steps forward, when taken in tandem with each other along the wide spectrum of policy issues on the U.S.-Iran agenda, can have salutary effects on the remaining divisive issues between the two countries, including the nuclear issue. On the contrary, in light of the stated position of both presidential hopefuls, John McCain and Barack Obama, to "toughen" the Iran sanctions once in office, the U.S. next Iran policy is already in the danger of being predetermined by ad hoc and incremental steps that are not anchored in a new strategic framework and, worse, denote policy continuity with the past precisely when discontinuity in the style, content, and orientation of the U.S. approach toward Iran should have the upper hands.A successful U.S. Iran policy must show sensitivity to Iran's (national security) concerns and preferences instead of ignoring them. From Tehran's point of view, for too long the U.S. has allowed other countries to play with the "Iran card." That needs to stop, and the U.S. own intrinsic geopolitical and other interests should act as the decisive factors driving a new U.S.-Iran policy. Nor does the road from Tehran to Washington travel through Tel Aviv, contrary to the conventional wisdom in Washington. Rather, politicians in Israel and the U.S. must realize that any noticeable improvement in U.S.-Iran relations will impact Iran's stance on the Middle East peace issues and, therefore, it is a sheer policy error to put the cart before the horse and demand certain changes in Iran's external behavior that can likely come about more readily once Iran experiences a real change of U.S. behavior toward it.The blind knot of U.S.-Iran diplomacy can only be opened with the dexterous hands of persuasive diplomacy instead of the raw teeth of coercive diplomacy. To invoke the Persian aphorism, do not open a knot with teeth when it should be with hands. Timing is critical, however, and the next administration should not be saddled with the past mistake of benign early neglect followed by belated initiatives at the 11th hour in office that history proves never works. In addition to being persuasive and creative, the main contour of this policy should also be bold and even experimental, e.g., exploring the various nuances of a time-bound "freeze for freeze" option with respect to Iran's uranium-enrichment program, without necessarily pegging this to a permanent suspension. Not a "dialogue without preconditions" but rather a structured dialogue that transpires through the prism of international law and the strictures of nonproliferation regime. By all indications, Tehran is ready for such a dialogue, and hopefully, so will Washington pretty soon.

Coercive diplomacay won’t work with Iran – they’ll just threaten us

Porter, 9 -  investigative historian and journalist specializing in U.S. national security policy. The paperback edition of his latest book, Perils of Dominance: Imbalance of Power and the Road to War in Vietnam, was published in 2006. ( Gareth, March 5, Inter Press Service, “ ANALYSIS-U.S.: MILITARY POWER IN MIDEAST PROVEN A COSTLY MYTH”, access via lexis)
 The arguments for maintaining a major U.S. combat force in Iraq at least through 2011, escalating U.S. military involvement in Afghanistan and assuming a confrontational stance toward Iran appear to assume that the United States remains the dominant military power in the region. But the pattern of recent history and developments in the region has not supported that assumption. Not only has the United States been unable to prevail over stubborn nationalist and sectarian forces determined to resist U.S. influence, but it has not been able to use its military supremacy to wage successful coercive diplomacy against Iran. Furthermore, even the ability of the United States to maintain troops in Iraq and Afghanistan turns out to be dependent on regimes that are by no means aligned with the United States. Six years ago, after the United States had removed the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and Saddam Hussein in Iraq, the United States appeared to be militarily dominant in the region. Apart from its nearly 200,000 troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States had surrounded Iran with a network of airbases scattered across the region from the Persian Gulf sheikdoms through Iraq and Afghanistan to the Central Asian republics of Kyrgystan and Uzbekistan, along with aircraft on U.S. ships in the Persian Gulf. Since 2003, however, events in the region have dealt a series of blows to the assumption that the U.S. military presence in general and ground forces in particular confer real power in the region. The first blow was the U.S. failure to subdue the Sunni insurgency in Iraq. By mid-2005, U.S. commanders in Iraq were admitting publicly that the U.S. military occupation was generating more resistance than it was eliminating. The next blow was the Sunni-Shiite civil war in Baghdad in 2006, which U.S. troops were unable to prevent or stop, even after the Bush "surge" of additional troops. The "cleansing" of Sunni neighborhoods in Baghdad by Shiite militias with the tacit support of the government ended only after a large swath of Sunni neighborhoods in the capital had been taken over. That fact contradicts the later boast by Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, that "coalition forces" had "broken the cycle of sectarian violence in Iraq." The decision by Sunni insurgents to cooperate with the U.S. military in 2006 and 2007 was not the result of U.S. military prowess but of their defeat at the hands of Shiite militias and the realization that the Sunnis could not oppose three enemies (the United States, the Shiite militias and al-Qaida) simultaneously. It also enabled the Shiite government of Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki, which had close ties to Iran, to consolidate its power and to achieve a crucial degree of independence from the United States. The George W. Bush administration and the U.S. military command continued to assume that it would be able to keep its Iraqi bases indefinitely. In mid-2007, Defense Secretary Robert Gates invoked the Korean model -- a decades-long garrisoning of tens of thousands of U.S. troops -- as the plan for Iraq. But in July 2008, the al-Maliki government began demanding that all U.S. troops leave the country by the end of 2010. After initially refusing to believe the troop withdrawal demand was serious, the Bush administration was forced eventually to agree to withdraw all U.S. troops by the end of 2011. The evolution of Iraqi politics belies the popular narrative that Gen. David Petraeus miraculously rescued the U.S. war from a bad strategy and ultimately prevailed over U.S. "enemies," including Iran In its conflict with Iran over its nuclear program, the Bush administration tried to intimidate Tehran by seizing Iranians in Iraq and wielding indirectly the threat of attack against its nuclear facilities. But coercive diplomacy did not work, largely because Iran could credibly threaten to respond to a U.S. or Israeli attack with unconventional attacks against U.S. bases and troops -- and possibly even warships -- in the Persian Gulf region
Coercive diplomacy scares Iran into creating more weapons for defense

 Reuters, 10 (Reuters News Agency, April 12, 2010, “ Iran slams Barack Obama's 'nuclear war' threat Plans complaint to UN over U.S. president's 'intimidating' remark”, http://www.thestar.com/news/world/iran/article/793755--iran-slams-barack-obama-s-nuclear-war-threat)

TEHRAN–Iran will lodge a complaint with the United Nations about what it sees as U.S. President Barack Obama's threat to attack it with nuclear weapons, the foreign ministry said on Sunday. Obama made clear last week that Iran and North Korea were excluded from new limits on the use of U.S. atomic weapons, something Tehran interpreted as a threat from a long-standing adversary to attack it with nuclear bombs. "The recent statement by the U.S. president ... implicitly intimidates the Iranian nation with the deployment of nuclear arms," Iran's Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei said in a televised meeting with military and security officials. "This statement is very strange and the world should not ignore it, since in the 21st century, which is the era of support for human rights and campaigning against terrorism, the head of a country is threatening to use nuclear war." Foreign ministry spokesman Ramin Mehmanparast told the semi-official Fars news agency Iran would lodge a formal complaint to the United Nations, a move backed by a letter signed by 255 of Iran's 290 members of parliament. Obama is pressing other global powers to agree to a fourth round of UN sanctions against Iran over its refusal to halt nuclear work that the West suspects is aimed at making bombs, a charge Iran denies. Reflecting fears of attack on its nuclear sites from the United States or its closest Middle East ally, Israel, the defence ministry said Iran had started producing a prototype of an advanced anti-aircraft missile system. "The Mersad air defence system ... is able to destroy modern aircraft at low- and medium-range altitude," the ISNA news agency on Sunday quoted Defence Minister Ahmad Vahidi as saying. "The mass production of this product has begun and in the course of the current year a large number of them will be delivered to the armed forces," he said. While Iran hopes the development of its own system will make it more self-sufficient in weapons defence, it is also urging Russia to resist Western pressure not to deliver the S-300 missile defence system it has ordered. 

Coercive diplomacy causes war with Iran and fails to solve Iranian prolif – Vietnam proves
Porter, 11/1/07, an investigative historian and journalist on U.S. national security policy, taught international studies at City College of New York and American University, and was the first Academic Director for Peace and Conflict Resolution in the Washington Semester program at American University, Gareth, “Coercive Diplomacy and War: The Vietnam Precedent”, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/dr-gareth-porter/coercive-diplomacy-and-wa_b_70732.html
The debate on Iran policy has yet to focus on the real problem: the strategy of diplomatic coercion which Hillary Clinton has made it clear she strongly supports. She believes it is an alternative to war, but in fact is the main danger of war with Iran.  Diplomatic coercion means using all forms of pressures available to force Iran to back down. That means the threat of war, as Clinton makes clear. Bush and Clinton obviously believe that Iran will eventually make concessions in the face of U.S. power, so it is safe to commit themselves by making such threats. After all, the United States is the most powerful nation in the history of the world.  In May 2006, Washington Post columnist Jim Hoagland quoted Bush as saying to a White House visitor, "We are in a who-blinks-first game" with Iran. And last month, after meeting with "senior administration officials", David Ignatius of the Post, called the U.S.-Iranian confrontation "a game of chicken--two cars coming at each other on a narrow, poorly lit road." He also confirmed that the U.S. and Israel cooperated in Israel's strike against a still-unidentified target in Syria, which was a "message to Iran".  Playing this kind of game with Iran requires that the United States moves closer and closer to the edge of war, finding new ways to convince Iran that it is really serious about going to war. If Iran refuses to budge, the pressures will inevitably grow for an actual demonstration of force against Iranian territory, even if it is only symbolic.  But the national security managers fail to understand that even if Iran becomes convinced that the United States is ready for war, it won't give in if the Bush administration is making demands that threaten a core national interest. That is exactly what the U.S. demand for Iran to end all uranium enrichment, regardless of conditions, does.  After a demonstration of military force against Iran - presumably a small attack on Iranian soil, not only fails to budge Tehran but makes it even tougher, it may dawn on some Bush administration policymakers that it isn't working. But by then, they will already have committed their personal prestige to a point where they can't back down without looking really, really bad at home.  So they will be tempted to press ahead, using more force than they had intended in the desperate hope that the Iranian leaders will cave. Very quickly, the situation will be out of control. Then they have to claim that the war they provoked out of hubris and foolish overconfidence in their own power was unavoidable.  We've actually been down this road before. It is exactly how the Lyndon Johnson administration stumbled into full-scale war in Vietnam.  Lyndon Johnson's advisers - Robert S. McNamara, the Bundy brothers, Maxwell Taylor and Dean Rusk - believed that the enormous military superiority of the United States gave them inherent leverage which they could exploit to persuade the North Vietnamese to back off and reduce the level of fighting in the South. When they pressed Johnson hard to start the bombing of the North in 1964, they were reasonably confident that the North Vietnamese would choose not to challenge the United States once they began to demonstrate that the United States was really serious about using force. They didn't think seriously about the possibility that it would lead to sending large U.S. combat units into South Vietnam within a matter of months.  The first U.S. bombing of North Vietnam which followed an alleged attack on U.S. ships in the Gulf of Tonkin in August 1964 was not just an opportunity to hurt North Vietnam; it was part of a larger game of coercing Hanoi. It was supposed to a signal to the North Vietnamese that the United States was serious.  The actual bombing campaign against North Vietnam that began in March 1965 was also aimed at nudging Hanoi into negotiating - only on U.S. terms, of course - or simply reducing the level of fighting in South Vietnam. When the bombing failed to bring any sign of readiness by North Vietnam to back down, Johnson's advisers quickly put even more chips on the table. They commited 50,000 ground combat troops to the war, again counting on the threat of much heavier U.S. punishment from the air to deter the North Vietnamese from responding. McNamara even went so far as to suggest in a press briefing that the United States might remove its existing "inhibitions" on using nuclear weapons in Vietnam.  But coercion didn't work on the North Vietnamese, and Johnson's advisers had become too committed to admit their blunder, even though they knew the issue was not worth a major war. They began an open-ended commitment to war. They didn't seriously consider a diplomatic proposal that recognized that their adversaries had legitimate interests that would have to be accommodated.  That's how the United States came to fight an unnecessary war in Vietnam which lasted eight years. I have detailed the effect of the overwhelming dominance of U.S. military power on the confidence of the national security specialists surrounding Johnson that they could face down the Vietnamese leaders and avoid a big war in Vietnam in Perils of Dominance: Imbalance of Power and the Road to War.  The thinking of the Bush administration about using its military superiority for coercive diplomacy represents a chilling parallel to that of the Johnson administration. Bush administration officials know they don't want a real war with Iran, but they also believe they can use U.S. dominance to gain the upper hand over Iran, and that they don't have to compromise.  Coercive diplomacy is a seductive policy for national security managers - as well as for candidates. But Vietnam experience shows how that road leads to war by way of hubris and miscalculation.

Military threats against Iran harden resolve of leadership – makes nuclearization inevitable

Gareth Porter (independent historian and journalist for IPSNews) 2008  “ Coercive Iran Diplomacy Disputed at Centrist Meet”  http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/5280
A paper on Iran policy coauthored by Campbell and released at the conference Wednesday reflects a new skepticism toward the threat of an attack on Iran as a way of obtaining Iranian cooperation. It argues that US military threats against Iran "have had the opposite effect" from what was desired, hardening the resolve of Iranian leaders to enrich uranium and giving the Islamic regime greater credibility with the Iran people. 
Coercive diplomacy collapses negotiations with Iran – experts agree 

Gareth Porter (independent historian and journalist for IPSNews) 2008  “ Coercive Iran Diplomacy Disputed at Centrist Meet”  http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/index.php?q=node/5280
The assumption that the US should exploit its military dominance to exert pressure on adversaries has long dominated the thinking of the US national security and political elite in the past. But this central tenet of conventional security doctrine was sharply rejected this week by a senior practitioner of crisis diplomacy at the debut of a major new centrist foreign policy think tank. At the first conference of the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), Ambassador James Dobbins, who was the Bill Clinton administration's special envoy for Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia and Kosovo and the George W. Bush administration's first special envoy to Afghanistan, sharply rejected the well-established concept of coercive diplomacy. Dobbins declared in a panel on Iran policy, "I reject the theory that the implicit threat of force is a necessary prerequisite to successful diplomacy." Looking back on 40 years of US diplomacy, Dobbins, now director of the Rand International Security and Defense Policy Center, concluded that the conventional wisdom about the need to back up diplomacy with adversaries with force is wrong. "I can say that most of it was not conducted against a background of threat of force," said Dobbins, and when the threat of force was introduced, "diplomacy failed." In diplomatic dealings with the Soviet Union, however, Dobbins said, "We never threatened to use force." Dobbins complained that the debate over diplomacy with regard to Iran has been between those who are ready to use military force now and those "say we should talk with them first." Advocates of diplomacy, he said, have to "meet a high threshold – they have to offer the reversal of all Iranian positions." In effect, they have to deliver Iranian "capitulation", said Dobbins. 
Coercive Diplomacy Fails – Pakistan

Turn- giving in to US counter terrorism demands leads to Pakistani civil that escalates to global conflict 

Haq 08 high-tech executive, investor, business consultant, winner of the Intel Person of the Year Award, MSEE from New Jersey Institute of Technology,  founder and President of PakAlumni Worldwide “US Media Leaks Target Pakistan in Coercive Diplomacy” http://www.chowk.com/ilogs/77742/48173

If the US pressure does succeed in pushing the Pakistani military to comply and take on multiple groups the US labels as "terrorists" in various parts of Pakistan, it may end up precipitating a long and bloody civil war in that country. The last thing the world needs is further destabilization of nuclear armed Pakistan. A long and bloody civil war in Pakistan will be far more dangerous for the US, South Asia-West Asia region and the World. A much more deliberate and thoughtful strategy is required to rid Pakistan and the World of the scourge of domestic and intentional terrorism.

Turn- pressuring Pakistan to cooperate in counter terrorism leads to terrorist backlash- causes Pakistani instability

Shah 10, Saeed, McClatchy News special correspondent, “US pressure on Pakistan may risk terrorist backlash” May 18, 2010

http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/05/18/94407/us-pressure-on-pakistan-may-risk.html
KARACHI, Pakistan — As the U.S. turns up the pressure on Pakistan to launch a new military offensive in the North Waziristan tribal area following the Times Square bombing attempt, analysts warn that a frontal assault could lead to a terrible terrorist backlash. U.S. national security adviser Gen. James Jones and CIA chief Leon E. Panetta were due in Islamabad late Tuesday with an agenda that includes asking Pakistan to "do more" in the anti-terror fight, with an offensive in North Waziristan expected at the top to their list. Faisal Shahzad, a naturalized American citizen of Pakistani origin who allegedly tried to set off a crude car bomb in Times Square on May 1, later said that he'd traveled to North Waziristan, where he claimed that he met Pakistani Taliban leaders and received explosives training, according to U.S. officials and the criminal complaint lodged in court in New York. Analysts say an assault on Pakistan's last untouched redoubt of extremists may be unavoidable if Pakistan wants to eliminate extremist havens on its soil. However, such an assault could scatter militants across the country, and Pakistan is already reeling from a wave of terrorist violence that claimed at estimated 3,000 lives last year. Another reminder of the militants' capabilities came Tuesday, with a remote-controlled bombing in Dera Ismail Khan, a town in the northwest, close to South Waziristan, another part of the tribal area, that killed three police officers and 10 civilians. Jones and Panetta will meet the top civilian and military leadership Wednesday, including President Asif Ali Zardari, army chief Gen. Ashfaq Kayani and Lt. Gen. Shuja Pasha, the head of the Inter-Services Intelligence spy agency. "The Pakistanis have done some good work on the Shahzad case," said a U.S. official in Washington, who spoke on the condition of anonymity as a matter of policy. "It's not a question of applying pressure, but it's important for them to have as fresh a picture as possible of how the United States views the threat from the tribal areas." Pakistani experts have different perspective. "If there was a military operation in North Waziristan, it would open a Pandora's box of terrorism in Pakistan. They (the military) know they are incapable of handling North Waziristan," said Syed Saleem Shehzad, a journalist and expert on Pakistani extremist groups. "It would turn the whole of Pakistan into a battlefield."

Coercive Diplomacy = War

The costs of coercive diplomacy are greater than the benefits– three reasons. The impact is war

USIS, 3 - an independent, nonpartisan institution established and funded by Congress. Its goals are to help prevent and resolve violent international conflicts, promote post-conflict stability and development, and increase conflict management capacity, tools, and intellectual capital worldwide. (Aug, 2003, The United States Institute of Peace, “ The United States and Coercive Diplomacy: Past, Present, and Future”, peace brief, http://www.usip.org/resources/united-states-and-coercive-diplomacy-past-present-and-future)

Examining some of the lessons learned from his study, Art outlined three main challenges that policymakers have encountered in the use of coercive diplomatic tactics:  1. Compellence in general is much more difficult than deterrence. Unlike a policy of deterrence which sets up very clear "red lines," trying to compel an adversary to take certain actions requires policymakers to set up a system of rewards and punishments to impose a risk for the continuance of undesirable behavior. "The problem with coercive diplomacy," Art cautioned, "is that you're [only] using force either to threaten or use in a very limited [way]." 2. Coercive diplomacy is extremely difficult to sustain over long periods of time—particularly when part of a multinational effort or campaign. Discussing the political challenges that coercive diplomacy can place on policymakers, both at home and abroad, Art stressed that it is often difficult to maintain political support for coercive diplomacy over long periods of time. Additionally, as it is so difficult to judge success and to decide what level of force should be used during different junctions of the effort, Art noted that coercive diplomacy was even more challenging to manage when employed by international organizations such as NATO or the United Nations. 3. Completion of military objectives might not achieve the desired diplomatic or political objectives. Art stressed that the achievement of the military objectives in a coercive diplomatic exercise, such as the destruction of several military bases in a cruise missile attack, might not translate into an adversary taking the desired political actions. In addition, according to Art, the amount of military force that might have to be applied to achieve a diplomatic objective may be difficult to justify politically at home.
Therefore, Art stressed in conclusion, the costs of coercive diplomacy often in the long run can prove to be much greater than its policy benefits—making it a high-risk tool for U.S. policymakers, with potentially unreliable results. "[You] shouldn't resort to coercive diplomacy," Art warned, "unless you're prepared to go to war if it fails."

No Loss of Credibility – Non-falsifiable
Even if its logical there is no evidence to support it – its all non-falsifiable

Hakan Tunç (Professor of Political Science at Carleton University) Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4 

The impact of the reputational argument on the debate concerning the withdrawal of U.S. forces from a theater of war depends on two interrelated factors: its internal logic and evidential support. It may be logical to argue that a perception of U.S. weakness emboldens adversaries, but if such logic is not supported by evidence, the reputational argument will not persuade politicians or the public. Evidence, however, can only be indirect and elicited from adversaries’ pronouncements. Since reputation is intangible and difficult to measure, it is impossible to know the extent to which an adversary is motivated by perceptions about a U.S. lack of resolve.14 

A2 Afghanistan Link – Signal Already Sent

Signal has already been sent – coercive diplomacy is already shot
IPS 09; Jim Lobe, writer for the International Press Service; “Increased Focus and Growing Pressure on Pakistan”  December 9, 2009 http://ipsnorthamerica.net/news.php?idnews=2729
Obama's announcement that he intends to begin reducing the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan in mid-2011 makes it less likely, according to most analysts here, that Islamabad will go along with Washington's demands to move against the group, lest it lose a trump in the scramble to fill any vacuum left by departing U.S. troops.

.

