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Thesis and important terms  

Thesis:   

The US sells the most arms to Saudi Arabia of any arms exporting country.  The weapons that we sell 

Saudi Arabia are being used by the Kingdom to bomb Yemen civilians and participate in a war with 

the Houthi rebels.  Saudi Arabia is also using these weapons to carry out human rights violations both 

in Yemen and domestically.  Saudi Arabia also uses US weapons to buy support in the region, 

leaking the weapons to ISIS, Al Qaeda and even Iran.  The plan bans, or embargoes, sales to Saudi 

Arabia.  This will both reduce the amount of weapons and will send a signal that the US will not 

support the Saudis behavior.   

File structure: 

This files contains the First Affirmative Constructive, add-on advantages (that could be read in the 

2ac), and backup evidence for the advantages and solvency.   

Vocabulary: 

Al Qaeda (AQP) – branch of Al Qaeda that operates on the Arabian Peninsula – where Yemen and 

Saudi Arabia are located.  Have state 

Arms transfer—is a synonym for arms sales; also called arms exports when referring to the country 

selling the weapons.   

Conventional Arms Transfer (CAT) – Trump’s policy to allow for more conventional weapons to be 

available for direct commercial sales. 

Defense industrial production – refers to the factories that build weapons for a country.  A strong 

defense industrial base or production means that there are strong companies that build weapons.  

Those companies then innovate, or make better, weapons by doing research and development of 

new better weapons.   

Diversification – finding multiple suppliers for something rather than relying on one supplier.  If 

DUDA focused on Ft. Worth, Richardson, Coppell in addition to DISD, DUDA would be finding 

multiple suppliers of debaters for our tournaments.   

Embargo – a ban on exporting goods, in this case weapons, to a country that other countries think 

have violated international law or are otherwise taking actions they disagree with.   

Fill-in—concept in economics that describes what happens when a supplier leaves the market and 

another supplier comes in to meet demand that exists in that market.  For example, if McDonald’s 

closed all of its stores in Dallas, while there might be a decline in demand for hamburgers, more than 

likely Burger King, Carl’s Jrs, Whataburger, etc would fill in to meet demand.   

Great power war,  rivalry or competition – refers to the competition and possible war between 

superpowers like China, Russia and the US.  The significance of those countries, along with a few 

others, is that they have nuclear weapons.  So, while other wars may kill people, the scope of 

damage makes a risk of escalation particularly bad.   

Houthis – group combatting the Hadi government in Yemen to try to take over the government.  

Houthis are a decades-old resistance movement, born in opposition to Saudi Arabia’s religious 

influence.  This is why Saudi Arabia-led coalition continues to resist the Houthis take over of the 

Yemeni government.   
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Iran – involved in conflict in Yemen, in support of the Houthis, and on opposite side from Saudi 

Arabia.  Iran views the conflict in Yemen as a test of their regional power and influence.   

MENA – acronym for Middle East and North Africa region of the world.   

Military Modernization – refers to countries’ use of money to invest in their military to get bigger and 

better weapons.  Russia uses its arms sales revenue to reinvest in their own military.  If they expand 

their exports, they will have more money for their own military.   

Multipolar or multipolarity – refers to the international system’s division of power amongst 

superpowers.  Since the end of the Cold War, until relatively recently, the US has been the only 

superpower, also known as unipolarity.  Multipolar competition for power between the US and Russia, 

along with China, has increased in recent years, setting the stage for conflict.  Multipolarity also 

described the colonial period when Spain, France, Portugal, and England competed for dominance.    

Riyadh – capital of Saudi Arabia  

Saudi Arabia – imports a lot of US weapons, many for use in the conflict against the Houthis and Iran 

in Yemen.  “The Kingdom” is also a reference to Saudi Arabia.   

Sphere of influence – areas of the globe where one country or another has the most influence.  US 

currently includes the Middle East in its sphere of influence.  Russia looking to expand its sphere of 

influence into the Middle East.   

U.S.-led order – refers to the current international and Middle East order where the US has a lot of 

influence.  This is important for trade and oil, along with regional stability, according to this 

disadvantage.   

United Arab Emirates (UAE) – ally with Saudi Arabia in coalition fighting in Yemen. 

Yemen – country near Saudi Arabia that is location of an ongoing conflict.  Saudi Arabia supports the 

current Yemen government, the Hadi Government, against the Houthis [see Houthis]. 

 

Khashoggi – journalist originally from Saudi Arabia that was killed by the Saudis while he was 

visiting Turkey.  Some argue that the Crown Prince (the person who will take over as the king) directly 

ordered the attack on Khashoggi  

Arms transfer – synonym for arms sales  
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Inherency  

 

Contention One - Inherency: 

 

The Trump administration moving forward to supply munitions to Saudi Arabia and United 

Arab Emirates, despite congressional holds on the sales.   

New York Times, 2019 

(“Trump Officials Prepare to Bypass Congress to Sell Weapons to Gulf Nations” New York Times, 

May 23, 2019. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html  

accessed DUDA -  DUDA-TM 5/24)  

The Trump administration is preparing to circumvent Congress to allow the export to Saudi Arabia 

and the United Arab Emirates of billions of dollars of munitions that are now on hold, according to 

current and former American officials and legislators familiar with the plan. Secretary of State Mike 

Pompeo and some political appointees in the State Department are pushing for the administration to 

invoke an emergency provision that would allow President Trump to prevent Congress from halting 

the sales, worth about $7 billion. The transactions, which include precision-guided munitions and 

combat aircraft, would infuriate lawmakers in both parties. They would also further inflame tensions 

between the United States and Iran, which views Saudi Arabia as its main rival and has been 

supporting the Houthi rebels in Yemen in their campaign against a Saudi-led military coalition that 

includes the United Arab Emirates. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Yemen Civil War Advantage 

Advantage 1 – Yemen’s Civil War: 

 

First, US arms sales emboldens Saudi Arabia to continue its war against Houthis in Yemen  

Riedel, Brookings Institution, 2019  

(Bruce, “As the Saudis host international summitry, their Yemen problem isn’t going away”. Brookings 

Institution May 28, 2019 https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/05/28/as-the-saudis-

host-international-summitry-their-yemen-problem-isnt-going-away/ accessed DUDA-TM 5/31/19) 

The Trump administration’s decision to sell billions in arms to Riyadh without congressional approval 

will only encourage the crown prince to continue the quagmire. The Saudis are not more capable of 

winning the war with more munitions. The American support has singularly failed in four years to 

prevent the Saudis from bombing civilian targets or reducing the carnage of the war. Children are the 

most at risk and are paying a horrible cost. 

 

US provided warplanes and munitions are being used in attacks in Yemen that target civilians 

Walsh, NY Times reporter, 2019  

(Declan “Saudi Warplanes, Most Made in America, Still Bomb Civilians in Yemen” NYTimes, May 22, 

2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html 

accessed DUDA-TM 5/23)  

After five days of treatment in a shabby Yemeni hospital, Luai Sabri died on Tuesday. The 20-year-

old had a cracked skull, a ruptured spleen and a damaged liver, according to a relative, injuries 

caused by a bomb that dropped from a warplane flown by the Saudi-led coalition. The airstrike was 

part of a wave of bombings over the Yemeni capital, Sana, last Thursday that coincided with a spike 

in tensions between the United States — which supports the Saudi-led coalition in Yemen — and Iran 

— which backs the coalition’s enemies, the Houthi rebels. Several airstrikes hit Houthi targets on the 

city outskirts. But one pulverized several homes in a crowded residential area where Mr. Luai, a 

recent high school graduate, lived. Five people died immediately — his brother Hassan, 17, and four 

children in a house next door, the youngest of whom was 6. Among the 31 people wounded in the 

attack were Mr. Luai’s father, a former Houthi official, his grandparents and another 15 children, 

according to relatives and the Yemeni human rights group Mwatana. They were the latest casualties 

of an air war that has killed thousands of Yemeni civilians since 2015, stirring outrage against a 

Saudi-led coalition, which had already been criticized for limiting food shipments to the famine-

threatened country. The civilian toll has fallen considerably this year as a truce brokered by the 

United Nations in the key Red Sea port of Hudaydah, previously a major focus of the conflict, has 

held steady. But indiscriminate attacks, like last week’s strike in Sana, continue. The civilian carnage 

remains an American liability, too. Gen. Joseph F. Dunford Jr., the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, told Congress in April 2018 that the United States, although a close ally of the coalition, is not 

involved in the “kill chain” in Yemen. The war’s many critics, in Congress as well as in the human 

rights community, call that a gross understatement. While Saudi or Emirati pilots usually pull the 

trigger in raids on Yemen, the United States provides the warplanes, munitions and intelligence used 

in many of those strikes. 

https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/05/28/as-the-saudis-host-international-summitry-their-yemen-problem-isnt-going-away/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/05/28/as-the-saudis-host-international-summitry-their-yemen-problem-isnt-going-away/
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Yemen Civil War Advantage 

 

And, US arms sales to Saudi Arabia and the UAE undermine peace efforts in Yemen  

New York Times, 2019 

(“Trump Officials Prepare to Bypass Congress to Sell Weapons to Gulf Nations” New York Times, 

May 23, 2019. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html  

accessed DUDA-TM 5/24)  

Dalia Dassa Kaye, a Middle East analyst at RAND Corporation, a research group, said, “Pushing 

through arms sales at this moment would not just escalate tensions with Congress but also with Iran, 

and likely undermine peace efforts in Yemen.” 

The end run around Congress would come just weeks before the White House is expected to unveil a 

plan to end the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Mr. Trump’s son-in-law and main Middle East adviser, 

Jared Kushner, is seeking support from Saudi Arabia and other Arab nations for the plan, which will 

probably include economic aid for the Palestinians but will not address their aspirations to 

nationhood. King Salman of Saudi Arabia voiced his disapproval of any White House plan after Mr. 

Trump recognized the contested city of Jerusalem as the capital of Israel in December 2017. 

“It was only a matter of time before the administration might try to push back against congressional 

upset with Saudi over Yemen and the Khashoggi murder to resume arms sales,” said Aaron David 

Miller, a former State Department Middle East adviser and negotiator in Democratic and Republican 

administrations. “What better justification than a semi-manufactured national security war scare with 

Iran?” 

The war in Yemen has killed tens of thousands, including so many civilians, the UN has 

stopped counting.  Many more millions are displaced and starving.   

Bazzi, associate professor of journalism at New York University and the former Middle East bureau 

chief at Newsday, 2018 

(Mohamad, “The United States Could End the War in Yemen If It Wanted To” The Atlantic SEP 30, 

2018 https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/09/iran-yemen-saudi-arabia/571465/  

accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

In his speech to the United Nations General Assembly this week, President Donald Trump signaled to 

Saudi Arabia that he would avoid criticizing its destabilizing actions in the Middle East. Instead, he 

blamed only Iran, the kingdom’s regional rival, for funding “havoc and slaughter.” Trump praised 

Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) for pledging billions in aid and “pursuing multiple 

avenues to ending Yemen’s horrible, horrific civil war.” He failed to mention that Yemen’s current 

conflict escalated dramatically in early 2015, when Saudi Arabia led a coalition of Arab countries to 

intervene in the war. 

That war has long since devolved into a humanitarian catastrophe. The United Nations stopped 

counting its civilian death toll two years ago, when it hit 10,000. An independent estimate by the 

Armed Conflict Location and Event Data Project, which tracks conflicts worldwide, found that nearly 

50,000 people, including combatants, died between January 2016 and July 2018. The war has also 

left more than 22 million people—75 percent of the population of Yemen, already one of the poorest 

countries in the world—in need of humanitarian aid. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/09/iran-yemen-saudi-arabia/571465/


DUDA  Fall 2019 
Junior Varsity   Affirmative 

 8 

First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Yemen Civil War Advantage 

 

Fighting near ports stop food imports and aid transfers, risking starvation of millions 

Reuters, 2019 

(“In Yemen, Fighting Resumes Between Houthi Rebels and Government Forces” New York Times, 

May 15, 2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/15/world/middleeast/yemen-government-houthi-

fighting.html accessed DUDA-TM 5/23)  

ADEN, Yemen — Houthi fighters and Saudi-backed pro-government forces renewed fighting in 

Yemen’s port city of Hodeidah on Wednesday. 

The fighting breached a cease-fire and is likely to complicate a troop withdrawal agreement intended 

to pave the way for wider peace talks aimed at ending the four-year war, which is seen as part of a 

wider regional conflict between Saudi Arabia and the Iran-backed Houthi. 

Tens of thousands of people have been killed, many of them civilians, and aid agencies say the 

humanitarian crisis is the worst in the world. 

As the main entry point for food imports and aid, Hodeidah, which has been under Houthi control, is a 

lifeline for millions of Yemenis threatened by starvation because of the war.  

 

An arms embargo on Saudi Arabia and the UAE signals a US rejection of Saudi efforts in 

Yemen 

Spindel,  assistant professor of international security at the University of Oklahoma 2019 

(Jennifer, “THE CASE FOR SUSPENDING AMERICAN ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA” war on 

the rocks May 14/2019 https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-

sales-to-saudi-arabia/  accessed DUDA-TM 5/14/19) 

Arms embargos are often dismissed as symbolic, and therefore ineffective. But just because 

something is symbolic, doesn’t mean that it won’t have an effect. A U.S. arms embargo against Saudi 

Arabia would be a clear signal of American disproval of Saudi actions in Yemen, and would be an 

equally important signal to Washington’s allies, who are left wondering if the United States is 

ambivalent or uninterested in the growing Yemeni humanitarian catastrophe. 

By continuing to provide weapons, President Donald Trump tacitly endorses Saudi policies. This 

signal is strengthened by Trump’s recent veto of the resolution that called for an end to U.S. support 

for the war in Yemen. While Trump justified the veto by saying that the resolution was a “dangerous 

attempt to weaken my constitutional authorities,” statements from Congressional representatives 

show they are aware of the powerful signals sent by arms sales. Sen. Tim Kaine said that the veto 

“shows the world [Trump] is determined to keep aiding a Saudi-backed war that has killed thousands 

of civilians and pushed millions more to the brink of starvation.” An arms embargo against Saudi 

Arabia would be a signal both to leaders of that country, and other states, that the United States does 

not endorse Saudi actions. Those arguing against a ban are correct on one point: Embargos as blunt 

force instruments of coercion are rarely effective. But arms embargos are effective as signals of 

political dissatisfaction, and serve an important communication role in international politics. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/15/world/middleeast/yemen-government-houthi-fighting.html%20accessed%20tm%205/23
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/15/world/middleeast/yemen-government-houthi-fighting.html%20accessed%20tm%205/23
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Yemen Civil War Advantage 

 

Ending arm sales increases chances for peace – reduces fuel on the fire 

Al-Kahwati, The Swedish Institute of International Affairs Analyst, 19 

[Ashi, “Peace in Yemen,” The Swedish Institute of International Affairs May 2019, 

https://www.ui.se/globalassets/ui.se-eng/publications/ui-publications/2019/ui-paper-no.-5-2019.pdf 

accessed DUDA TM] 

 

For the USA, ceasing its involvement in the war might be seen as more difficult. Its agenda in Yemen 

is two-fold: to provide support to the Saudi-led coalition, on the one hand, and counterterrorism aims, 

on the other. However, an important first step would be to cease its military support to Saudi- and 

UAE-led forces. 

There are several reasons why this would represent an opportunity for peace. One important aspect 

is that the number of actors and agencies would be reduced. Removing external actors would not 

necessarily mean an end to the war or the violence, since the internal dimension of the war in Yemen 

is complex enough to prolong the fighting for some time. However, by removing the involvement of 

the Saudi-led coalition, the ‘fuel supply’ for the conflict would be greatly decreased in terms of money, 

weapons and soldiers. Another factor is that the amount of violence and the number of casualties 

would be likely to decrease if the aerial attacks by the coalition were to stop—and thus the 

humanitarian situation would significantly improve, allowing efforts to focus on rebuilding Yemeni 

society. 

https://www.ui.se/globalassets/ui.se-eng/publications/ui-publications/2019/ui-paper-no.-5-2019.pdf
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Human Rights Advantage 

Advantage Two: Human Rights  

 

There are an increased number of human rights violations carried out by Saudi government in 

order to squash dissent in Saudi Arabia  

VOA News, 2019  

(“Growing Concerns Over Saudi Arabia’s Rights Abuse” April 30, 2019 

https://www.voanews.com/a/growing-concerns-over-saudi-arabia-s-rights-abuses-/4898729.html 

accessed DUDA-TM 5/30) 

WASHINGTON — The recent mass execution of dozens of Saudi citizens has drawn wide criticism 

from rights groups and governments around the world,which have urged Saudi authorities to stop 

such public executions and put an end to the growing human rights abuses in the Muslim kingdom. 

Saudi Arabia last week beheaded 37 Saudi men, of whom 34 were minority Shiites, for alleged 

terrorism-related crimes. With an already poor human rights record, Saudi Arabia has seen a growing 

increase of rights violations, including mass executions, since the powerful Crown Prince Mohammed 

bin Salman assumed power in 2017, experts say. “The Saudis have ramped up their crackdown of all 

forms of dissent within the last couple of years,” said Philippe Nassif, the Middle East and North 

Africa advocacy director at Amnesty International. 

 

Arms transfers have so-called “leakage problems” that mean that other countries or non-state 

actors get access to the weapons originally sold to Saudi Arabia.  This allows for repression 

beyond just Saudi Arabia.   

Christensen, a Lecturer in Political Theory at the Department of Government, University of 

Essex, 2019 

(James “Arming the Outlaws: On the Moral Limits of the Arms Trade” Political Studies 2019, Vol. 

67(1) 116–131. Sage Publications Accessed DUDA-TM 5/24/19) 

Comparative evaluation of available modes of intervention must proceed on a case by case basis, but 

certain considerations can be expected to consistently tell against the pro- vision of arms (which is 

not to say that arms transfers will not be the best option, all- things-considered). Most obviously, arms 

transfers provide outlaw states with tools that can be used for oppressive and aggressive ends; other 

types of support lack this feature. Another distinctive shortcoming is the problem of ‘leakage’. Outlaw 

states may pass on weapons to third parties or be unable to ensure the security of stockpiles. The 

risk of stockpiles being looted is especially high in times of crisis (Stohl and Grillot, 2009: 100; 

relatedly, Pattison, 2015: 460–461). 

https://www.voanews.com/a/growing-concerns-over-saudi-arabia-s-rights-abuses-/4898729.html
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Human Rights Advantage 

 

Furthermore, Saudi human rights violations using US weapons undermine US credibility on 

human rights internationally 

Miller, vice president and distinguished scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center 

for Scholars, 2019 

(Aaron David “Trump's arms sale to Saudis undermines US values” CNN May 28 2019 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-

miller/index.html  accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

What's the real downside? 

Both the President and Secretary of State Mike Pompeo keep talking about Saudi Arabia as if it were 

a vital strategic US ally. There's no doubt that the United States has a stake in keeping the Saudis 

afloat, if only to ensure that there's no disruption in the flow of oil. But the idea that Saudi Arabia -- 

now led by a crown prince who, while introducing significant social reforms has been accused of 

running a veritable police state -- shares America's values and interests strains credulity to the 

breaking point. 

Saudi Arabia's economic and political war against Qatar has expanded, not contracted, Iran's 

influence there, while its human rights violations, not only regarding Khashoggi's killing but also its 

operations in Yemen that have caused countless civilian deaths, have undermined America's own 

credibility. 

 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Human Rights Advantage 

 

US leadership on human rights crucial to address virtually every global threat 

Schnetzer, George w. Bush Institute, Global Initiatives fellow, 16 

[Amanda “Why promoting freedom and human rights is in our national interest”, George W. Bush 

Institute, 7/21/16 https://www.bushcenter.org/publications/articles/2016/07/why-promoting-freedom-is-

in-national-interest.html DUDA TM] 

From China to Russia to the Middle East, the challengers to liberalism are gaining ground.  It is in 

the direct and immediate interest of the United States to help shift the balance by supporting 

the advance of human rights and freedom abroad. 

The current mood in the United States does not appear conducive to this strategy. New Pew 

Research polling shows that 69 percent of Americans believe the United States should “concentrate 

more on our own national problems.” Seventy percent want the next U.S. president to focus on 

domestic policy over foreign policy. 

Yet in order to address the “major threats” that keep Americans awake at night — ISIS, foreign 

cyberattacks, global economic instability, the spread of infectious diseases, the refugee crisis 

— strong U.S. leadership is required, as are strategies that help advance rule of law, good 

governance, open markets, and other features of free societies. 

So where do we go from here? 

One step would be for policymakers, presidential candidates, and other public office hopefuls to 

make the promotion of democracy and human rights an important part of their foreign policy 

agendas. This March, 139 policy experts, civil society leaders, and former elected officials—

Republicans and Democrats alike—signed a letter encouraging the presidential candidates to do just 

that. 

While recognizing that “democracy and human rights cannot be the only items on the foreign policy 

agenda,” the letter calls it a “false choice” to pit the pursuit of democratic ideals against national 

security. I was proud to sign that letter. 

 

https://www.bushcenter.org/publications/articles/2016/07/why-promoting-freedom-is-in-national-interest.html
https://www.bushcenter.org/publications/articles/2016/07/why-promoting-freedom-is-in-national-interest.html
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Plan and Solvency  

 

Therefore, we offer the following plan: 

The United States federal government should impose an arms embargo on the Kingdom of 

Saudi Arabia. 

 

Contention 3 Solvency  

Lack of US action to stop arms sales, called an embargo,  undermines the credibility of any 

future embargo on arms transfers  

Spindel, assistant professor of international security at the University of Oklahoma 2019 

(Jennifer, “THE CASE FOR SUSPENDING AMERICAN ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA” war on 

the rocks May 14/2019 https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-

sales-to-saudi-arabia/  accessed DUDA-TM 5/14/19) 

An arms embargo will not be a panacea. But not doing something sets a problematic precedent, and 

allows the difficulty of coordinating an arms embargo outweigh the potential benefits of one. An 

embargo is unlikely to have an immediate effect on Saudi behavior, because an embargo would be a 

political signal, rather than a blunt instrument of coercion. It will take time for a multilateral embargo to 

emerge and be put into place, and the United States should work with its allies to help support their 

ability to participate in the embargo. Not acting, however, would continue to implicitly endorse Saudi 

behavior, and would make it more difficult for U.S. allies to believe that future threats of an embargo 

are credible. 

 

https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Plan and Solvency 

 

Even before delivery of weapons, an embargo would signal a shift in US policy.  This shift will 

encourage changes in behavior and counteract Trump’s other statements 

Spindel,  assistant professor of international security at the University of Oklahoma, 2019 

(Jennifer, “THE CASE FOR SUSPENDING AMERICAN ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA” war on 

the rocks May 14/2019 https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-

sales-to-saudi-arabia/  accessed DUDA-TM 5/14/19) 

Because arms transfers (and denials) are powerful signals, they can have an effect even before a 

transfer is actually completed. This suggests that even the announcement of an embargo against 

Saudi Arabia could have an effect. Take, for example, Taiwan’s recent request for a fleet of new 

fighter jets. As reports mounted that Trump had given “tacit approval” to a deal for F-16 jets, China’s 

protests increased. The United States has not sold advanced fighter jets to Taiwan since 1992, 

partially out of fear of angering China, which views Taiwan as a renegade province. Even if the deal 

for F-16s is formally approved, Taiwan is unlikely to see the jets until at least 2021, and the balance 

of power between China and Taiwan would not change. As one researcher observed, the sale would 

be a “huge shock” for Beijing, “But it would be more of a political shock than a military shock. It would 

be, ‘Oh, the U.S. doesn’t care how we feel.’ It would be more of a symbolic or emotional issue.” Yet 

China’s immediate, negative reaction to even the announcement of a potential deal shows how 

powerful arms transfer signals can be. 

If this same logic is applied to an arms embargo against Saudi Arabia, an arms embargo would signal 

that Saudi Arabia does not have the support of the United States. This signal would be an important 

first step in changing Saudi behavior because it would override other statements and actions the 

United States has sent that indicate support. And Trump has given Saudi Arabia a number of positive 

signals: He called Saudi Arabia a “great ally” and dismissed reports that that the Saudi government 

was involved in the murder of journalist Jamal Khashoggi. He has expressed interested in selling 

nuclear power plants and technology to Saudi Arabia. And he has repeatedly claimed that he has 

made a $110 billion arms deal with Saudi Arabia (he hasn’t). With these clear signals of support, why 

should Saudi Arabia alter its behavior based on resolutions that come out of the House or Senate, 

which are likely to be vetoed by Trump, anyway? An arms embargo would be a clear and 

unambiguous signal that the United States disproves of Saudi actions in Yemen. 

https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – Plan and Solvency 

 

US led embargo would build effective coalitions with other countries that would be necessary 

for long term solvency  

Spindel,  assistant professor of international security at the University of Oklahoma 2019 

(Jennifer, “THE CASE FOR SUSPENDING AMERICAN ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA” war on 

the rocks May 14/2019 https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-

sales-to-saudi-arabia/  accessed DUDA-TM 5/14/19) 

The second reason for supporting an embargo concerns U.S. allies and the logistical difficulties of 

making an embargo have an effect. One of the reasons embargoes have little material impact is 

because they require cooperation among weapons exporting states. A ban on sales from one country 

will have little effect if the target of the embargo can seek arms elsewhere. Germany, instituted an 

arms ban against Riyadh in November 2018, and German leaders have pressured other European 

states to stop selling arms to the Saudis. Germany understands the importance of the embargo as a 

political signal: as a representative of the German Green Party explained, “The re-start of arms 

exports to Saudi Arabia would be a fatal foreign policy signal and would contribute to the continued 

destabilization of the Middle East.” But the German embargo has had minimal effect because Saudi 

Arabia can get arms elsewhere. 

According to the 2019 Military Balance, most of Saudi Arabia’s equipment is American or French in 

origin, such as the M1A2 Abrams and AMX-30 tanks, Apache and Dauphin helicopters, and F-15C/D 

fighter jets. Saudi Arabia has some equipment manufactured wholly or in part in Germany, such as 

the Eurofighter Typhoon and the Tornado ground attack craft, but these weapons are a small portion 

of its complete arsenal. A U.S. embargo would send an important signal to the allies who also supply 

Saudi Arabia, allowing them to explain participation in the embargo to their own domestic 

constituencies. This is especially important for countries like France, Germany, and the United 

Kingdom, that need to export arms to keep their own production lines running. While the research 

shows that sustaining an arms embargo is often the most difficult step, embargoes can restrain 

sending states’ arms exports. Even if a U.S. embargo won’t have a direct effect on Saudi Arabia on 

its own, an embargo is important for building coalitions for a more expansive embargo that could 

affect Saudi behavior. 

 

https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
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Case Debate – Extensions  
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Yemen Civil War Advantage Extensions  

 

 

 



DUDA  Fall 2019 
Junior Varsity   Affirmative 

 18 

Link – US weapons used to kill in Yemen  

US support of Saudi Arabia necessary for continuation of their campaign in Yemen  

Almutawakel,  co-founder and leader of Mwatana Organization for Human Rights AND Alfaqih, co-

founder and leader of the Mwatana Organization for Human Rights, 2018   

(Radhya & Abdulrashee, "Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates Are Starving Yemenis to 

Death," Foreign Policy, November 8, 2018 https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-

united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/  

DUDA TM) 

Jamal Khashoggi was but the latest victim of a reckless arrogance that has become the hallmark of 

Saudi Arabia’s foreign policy. Yemenis were saddened, but not surprised, at the extent of the brutality 

exhibited in Khashoggi’s killing, because our country has been living through this same Saudi brutality 

for almost four years. 

As human rights advocates working in Yemen, we are intimately familiar with the violence, the killing 

of innocents, and the shredding of international norms that have been the hallmarks of Saudi Arabia’s 

military intervention in our country. For nearly four years, Saudi Arabia has led a coalition, along with 

the United Arab Emirates, that has cynically and viciously bombarded Yemen’s cities, blockaded 

Yemen’s ports, and prevented humanitarian aid from reaching millions in need. 

According to the Yemen Data Project, Saudi and Emirati aircraft have conducted over 18,500 air raids 

on Yemen since the war began—an average of over 14 attacks every day for over 1,300 days. They 

have bombed schools, hospitals, homes, markets, factories, roads, farms, and even historical sites. 

Tens of thousands of civilians, including thousands of children, have been killed or maimed by Saudi 

airstrikes. 

But the Saudis and Emiratis couldn’t continue their bombing campaign in Yemen without U.S. military 

support. Saudis and Emiratis couldn’t continue their bombing campaign in Yemen without U.S. 

military support. American planes refuel Saudi aircraft en route to their targets, and Saudi and Emirati 

pilots drop bombs made in the United States and the United Kingdom onto Yemeni homes and 

schools Nevertheless, U.S. attention to the war in Yemen has been largely confined to brief spats of 

outrage over particularly dramatic attacks, like the August school bus bombing that killed dozens of 

children. 

Saudi crimes in Yemen are not limited to regular and intentional bombing of civilians in violation of 

international humanitarian law. By escalating the war and destroying essential civilian infrastructure, 

Saudi Arabia is also responsible for the tens of thousands of Yemeni civilians who have died from 

preventable disease and starvation brought on by the war. The United Nations concluded that 

blockades have had “devastating effects on the civilian population” in Yemen, as Saudi and Emirati 

airstrikes have targeted Yemen’s food production and distribution, including the agricultural sector 

and the fishing industry. 

Meanwhile, the collapse of Yemen’s currency due to the war has prevented millions of civilians from 

purchasing the food that exists in markets. Food prices have skyrocketed, but civil servants haven’t 

received regular salaries in two years. Yemenis are being starved to death on purpose, with 

starvation of civilians used by Saudi Arabia as a weapon of war. 

 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
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Impact – Yemen civilian deaths  

Saudi coalition responsible for bulk of civilian deaths in conflict  

Walsh, NY Times reporter, 2019  

(Declan “Saudi Warplanes, Most Made in America, Still Bomb Civilians in Yemen” NYTimes, May 22, 

2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html 

accessed DUDA-TM 5/23) 

The Saudi-led coalition is responsible for 4,800 of about 7,000 civilian deaths caused by direct 

military targeting in the war since 2016, according to the Armed Conflict Location & Event Data 

Project, which monitors the toll. (The group’s data excludes 2015, when the war started.) The Houthis 

were responsible for 1,300 civilian fatalities from direct targeting in the same period. Like the coalition, 

the Houthi rebels also face accusations of manipulating urgently needed relief aid. This week the 

World Food Program threatened to cut aid to Houthi-controlled areas where it accuses officials of 

blocking aid convoys and interfering with food distributions. 

Large numbers of civilians dead or displaced 

UN News Agency, 2019 

(“Humanitarian crisis in Yemen remains the worst in the world, warns UN”. 14 February 2019 

https://news.un.org/en/story/2019/02/1032811 accessed DUDA-TM 5/24)  

During the past four years of intense conflict between Government forces and Houthi rebels have left 

tens of thousands dead or injured including at least 17,700 civilians as verified by the UN. The 

agency adds that an estimated 3.3 million people remain displaced, up from 2.2 million last year, 

including 685,000 people who fled fighting in Hudaydah and on the west coast, from June onwards. 

According to the UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR), the number of sites hosting displaced people has 

increased by almost half over the past 12 months. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
https://news.un.org/en/story/2019/02/1032811%20accessed%20TM%205/24
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Impact – Starvation and Famine  

Saudi campaign creating circumstances where famine impacting half of Yemen  

Almutawakel,  co-founder and leader of Mwatana Organization for Human Rights AND Alfaqih, co-

founder and leader of the Mwatana Organization for Human Rights, 2018   

(Radhya & Abdulrashee, "Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates Are Starving Yemenis to 

Death," Foreign Policy, November 8, 2018 https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-

united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/  

DUDA TM) 

Three-quarters of Yemen’s population—over 22 million men, women, and children—are currently 

dependent on international aid and protection. The U.N. warned in September that Yemen soon will 

reach a “tipping point,” beyond which it will be impossible to avoid massive civilian deaths. Over 8 

million people are currently on the verge of starvation, a figure likely to rise to 14 million—half of the 

country—by the end of 2018Over 8 million people are currently on the verge of starvation, a figure 

likely to rise to 14 million—half of the country—by the end of 2018 if the fighting does not subside, 

import obstructions are not removed, and the currency is not stabilized. 

 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
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Answer to: “The Saudis just need more training” 

Intentional targeting causes civilian deaths in Yemen, not lack of training  

Bazzi, journalism professor at New York University and former Middle East Bureau Chief for 

newsday, 2019  

(Mohamad “Both Saudi Arabia and the United States Are Probably Guilty of War Crimes in Yemen” 

The Nation May 17, 2019  https://www.thenation.com/article/war-crimes-united-states-saudi-arabia-

yemen/ accessed DUDA-TM 5/23)  

Trump’s muddled answer reflected a narrative that has been gaining traction for years among US 

officials and in sectors of the Western media: that the Saudis and their allies in the Yemen war, 

especially the United Arab Emirates, are killing civilians and destroying infrastructure by mistake. But 

this is not true. The Saudi coalition has targeted civilians and the country’s infrastructure by design 

since it intervened in Yemen’s civil war in March 2015. It’s not that the Saudis and their allies don’t 

know how to use American-made weapons or need help in choosing targets—they’re using them as 

intended. And American officials have known this for years. 

https://www.thenation.com/article/war-crimes-united-states-saudi-arabia-yemen/
https://www.thenation.com/article/war-crimes-united-states-saudi-arabia-yemen/
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Answer to: “Saudi Stockpiles means plan is ineffective”  

Empirically arms embargos change state behavior through signaling – Israel proves  

Spindel, assistant professor of international security at the University of Oklahoma  2019 

(Jennifer, “THE CASE FOR SUSPENDING AMERICAN ARMS SALES TO SAUDI ARABIA” war on 

the rocks May 14/2019 https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-

sales-to-saudi-arabia/  accessed DUDA-TM 5/14/19) 

Policymakers and scholars agree that arms embargoes are not effective “sticks” in international 

politics. Rarely do states cave when faced with punishment in the form of an embargo. But even if an 

arms embargo isn’t a direct tool of coercion, an embargo would be an important political signal. There 

are at least two reasons for the United States to seriously consider an arms embargo against Saudi 

Arabia. 

First, arms sales are signals that cut through the noise of the international system. Cutting off arms 

transfers is a common way that states express their dissatisfaction with others and try to influence 

behavior. As Lawrence Freedman observed in 1978, “refusing to sell arms is a major political act. It 

appears as a calculated insult, reflecting on the stability, trust, and credit-worthiness, or technical 

competence of the would-be recipient.” Yet this crucial point seems to have been lost in the current 

policy debate about whether or not the United States should continue selling arms to Saudi Arabia. 

My research shows that stopping arms transfers or denying requests is an effective way to signal 

dissatisfaction and causes the would-be recipient to re-think their behavior. 

Take, for example, the U.S. relationship with Israel in the 1960s. The United States sold Israel Hawk 

surface-to-surface missiles in 1962, M-48 Patton tanks in 1964 and 1965, and A-4E Skyhawk 

bombers in 1966. Israeli leaders understood that these transfers signaled a close U.S.-Israeli 

relationship. As diplomat Abba Eban wrote, the arms transfers were “a development of tremendous 

political value.” Even against this backdrop of close ties and significant arms sales, Israeli leaders 

were extremely sensitive to arms transfer denials. In April and May 1967, the United States denied 

Israeli requests for armored personnel carriers and fighter jets. Approving the transfers would have 

signaled support, and likely emboldened Israel, as tensions were growing in the region. Israeli leaders 

believed these transfer denials overruled prior signals and demonstrated that the United States was 

not willing to be a close political ally for Israel. Eban described Israel as “isolated,” and the head of 

Israel’s intelligence service said that the arms transfer denials made it clear that “in Israel, there 

existed certain misperceptions [about the United States].” If arms transfer denials could have such a 

significant effect on Israeli thinking — keeping in mind that there was a close and significant political 

relationship between the US and Israel — imagine what a transfer denial would mean for U.S.-Saudi 

relations. Like Israel, Saudi Arabia would have to re-think its impression that it has political support 

and approval from the United States. We can, and should, ask whether or not withdrawal of U.S. 

support would affect Saudi behavior, but it’s important that this question not get overlooked in the 

current debate. 

 

https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/the-case-for-suspending-american-arms-sales-to-saudi-arabia/
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Answer to: “Houthis also commit human right violations”  

Arms sales to Saudis increase the ability of the Houthis to justify their actions – so even if 

they are also engaging in human rights violations, the plan would help hold them accountable 

Miller, vice president and distinguished scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center 

for Scholars, 2019 

(Aaron David “Trump's arms sale to Saudis undermines US values” CNN May 28 2019 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-

miller/index.html  accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

And the munitions in this sale could very well be used to support a Saudi air campaign in Yemen that 

either through carelessness, incompetence or willful disregard could claim still more innocent lives. 

The Houthis that Saudi Arabia opposes in Yemen are human rights violators, too, but the Saudi air 

campaign allows them to do it on a much broader scale. 

 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
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Human Rights Advantage  
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Saudi Arabia cracking down in the status quo 

Saudi Arabia continues to crackdown on its own citizens, including dissidents  

Human Rights Watch, 2019 

(“Saudi Arabia Events of 2018” World Report 2019 https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2019/country-

chapters/saudi-arabia accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

Saudi Arabia came under intense criticism in 2018 following the October 2 murder of prominent Saudi 

journalist Jamal Khashoggi inside the Saudi consulate in Istanbul by Saudi agents. After weeks of 

denials and obfuscations, Saudi Arabia admitted to Khashoggi’s murder and announced the arrest of 

18 individuals and firing of senior officials, but the statements appeared to be designed to insulate 

Crown Prince Mohammad bin Salman from further scrutiny over the murder. Saudi authorities 

stepped up their arbitrary arrests, trials, and convictions of peaceful dissidents and activists in 2018, 

including a large-scale coordinated crackdown against the women’s rights movement beginning in 

May. In June, Saudi Arabia ended the long-standing ban on women driving, but authorities continued 

to discriminate against women and religious minorities. Through 2018, the Saudi-led coalition 

continued a military campaign against the Houthi rebel group in Yemen that has included scores of 

unlawful airstrikes that have killed and wounded thousands of civilians. 

https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2019/country-chapters/saudi-arabia%20accessed%20TM%205/30/19
https://www.hrw.org/world-report/2019/country-chapters/saudi-arabia%20accessed%20TM%205/30/19
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US sold weapons used to violate human rights – Saudi specific  

US arms sales to Saudia Arabia undermines US values and feeds authoritarian regime  

Miller, vice president and distinguished scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center 

for Scholars, 2019 

(Aaron David “Trump's arms sale to Saudis undermines US values” CNN May 28 2019 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-

miller/index.html  accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

It's hard to see much benefit in President Donald Trump's recent decision to make an end run around 

Congress and push through billions of dollars in arms sales to Saudi Arabia, the United Arab 

Emirates and Jordan. And it's pretty easy to envision the downsides, particularly regarding munition 

sales to the Saudis. Once again, Trump has come up with a solution to a problem that doesn't exist 

and in doing so has, in fact, created a problem -- needlessly tethering America to a reckless and 

authoritarian regime and undermining US interests and values in the process. 

Arms transfers to Saudi Arabia result in human rights abuses in the kingdom  

OHCHR, 2017  

(Office of High Commission on Human Rights – UN “The impact of arms transfers on the enjoyment 

of human rights” submission by Americans for Democracy and Human Rights in Bahrain 

https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/RuleOfLaw/Pages/ArmsTransfers.aspx accessed DUDA-TM 

5/30/19)  

Arms transfers to Saudi Arabia negatively impact the enjoyment of human rights. This is particularly 

the case in regard to Saudi Arabia’s ongoing involvement in the conflict in Yemen. Saudi Arabia has 

led an international coalition of armed forces fighting in Yemen since March 2015. The coalition has 

the backing of the United States (US) and the United Kingdom (UK), which have both supplied Saudi 

Arabia, and other members of the coalition, with military goods including combat aircraft, bombs, 

assault weapons, and ammunition. The UK has provided more than £3 billion of arms to Saudi Arabia 

since the onset of Saudi Arabia’s involvement in Yemen.1 The US has provided close to $3 billion to 

Saudi Arabia to replenish its weaponry “damaged or used up in Yemen” over the same period, while 

providing more $115 billion in arms transfers to Saudi Arabia since 2009.2 The Saudi- led coalition 

has used these weapons to attack residential areas. 

The Saudi-led coalition has consistently engaged in practices that violate international human rights 

law and international humanitarian law, including the unlawful attack on homes, refugee camps, 

markets, hospitals, schools, civilian businesses, and mosques.3 Human Rights Watch (HRW) has 

documented 61 airstrikes carried out by the Saudi-led coalition that it believes may violate 

international law.4 As of 25 January 2017, the UK Ministry of Defence was “tracking” 252 possible 

coalition violations of international humanitarian law.5 A number of these attacks have been carried 

out using bombs supplied by the US and UK. In addition to using weapons supplied through arms 

transfers, the US has supplied more than half of Saudi Arabia’s 300+ combat capable aircraft. These 

include the F-15S fighter jet, which has played a central role in the Saudi bombing campaign.6 UK-

supplied Tornado aircraft, of which Saudi Arabia has 69, have played a similarly important role.7 The 

influx of these weapons and their use in Yemen has led to consistent violations of the right to life, the 

right an adequate standard of living, including medical care, the right to education, and the right to 

work. 

https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
https://www.cnn.com/2019/05/28/opinions/trump-sidestep-congress-saudi-arms-opinion-miller/index.html
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/RuleOfLaw/Pages/ArmsTransfers.aspx%20accessed%20TM%205/30/19
https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/RuleOfLaw/Pages/ArmsTransfers.aspx%20accessed%20TM%205/30/19
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US sold weapons used to violate human rights – general  

US sales to Middle East and North Africa are used for repression and escalation of the 

region’s conflicts  

Harturg and Arabia, Center for International Policy, 2019  

(William and Christina, “ Trends in Major U.S. Arms Sales in 2018: The Trump Record - Rhetoric 

Versus Reality”Security Assistance Monitor April, 2019 

https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-

versus-reality accessed DUDA-TM 5/14) 

The drop in new arms offers to the Middle East and North Africa (MENA) over the past few years 

undercuts President Trump’s claims of record arms sales to the region under his ten- ure. But the 

United States remains a major supplier to the region based on weapons deliver- ies – accounting for 

68% of Saudi Arabia’s arms imports from 2014 to 2018, 64% of the UAE’s imports, and 65% of 

Qatar’s weapons imports over the same time period.7 Part of the reason for the decline in sales to 

MENA states is cyclical. Major deals for fight-er aircraft, attack helicopters, combat ships, missile 

defense systems and other equipment concluded under the Obama administration are still working 

their way through the system as they move from offer to agreement to delivery. To some extent, there 

are fewer new deals to be made due to the accumulation of sales from prior years. Major purchases 

of fighter planes, missile defense systems, and combat ships by a given nation do not happen every 

year, or even every few years. So, to some degree, the MENA market has been saturated by deals 

made during the Obama years. Statistics from the Pentagon’s Defense Security Cooperation Agency 

suggest that there are tens of billions of dollars in past deals still working their way through the 

pipeline. For exam- ple, during the eight years of the Obama administration, from Fiscal Year 2009 to 

Fiscal Year 2017, there were $76 billion in Foreign Military Sales (FMS) agreements between the 

U.S. and Saudi Arabia, by far the largest recipient of U.S. arms in the MENA region. Over that same 

time period there were only $22 billion in FMS deliveries. This suggests that there are tens of billions 

worth of contracts and deliveries yet to come, even before any new offers are made.8 The top 

recipients of U.S. arms offers in the MENA region for 2018 were Saudi Arabia ($4.5 billion); Israel 

($2.1 billion); Bahrain ($1.4 billion); Egypt ($1.3 billion); and the Morocco ($1.3 billion). Major deals 

included a $1.3 billion sale of howitzers to Saudi Arabia, $1 billion in Apache at- tack helicopters and 

$300 million in tank ammunition to Egypt, $344 million in Patriot missile spare parts and $270 million 

in Sidewinder air-to-ground missiles to the UAE, $300 million in air-to-air missiles to Qatar, and $147 

million in support for the “David’s Sling” missile defense system, $190 million in support for the 

manufacture of light helicopters, and $205 million in anti-tank missiles for Israel. The sales of 

howitzers to Saudi Arabia and air-to-ground missiles to the UAE, could, once de- livered, be used in 

conflicts like the Saudi/UAE intervention in Yemen. The same can be said for the $579 million in 

offers of firearms to Saudi Arabia and the $32 million in gun sales to the United Arab Emirates. And 

the attack helicopters and tank ammunition for Egypt are ex- plicitly being supplied to aid their anti-

terror campaign in the Sinai, which has drawn criticism for causing unnecessary deaths and 

widespread displacement of civilians.9 

 

  

https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-versus-reality
https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-versus-reality
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US Human Rights Leadership Impact – Moral Imperative  

We have a moral imperative to protect human rights.  Human rights protections and action 

prevent suffering and preserve human dignity  

Andorno, Associate Professor University of Zurich, AND Baffone, Research assistant University of 

Zurich, 2014 

(Roberto and Cristiana, “Suffering and Bioethics, Chapter: 9: Human Rights and the Moral Obligation 

to Alleviate Suffering,” Research Gate, August 2014, 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275955776_Human_Rights_and_the_Moral_Obligation_to_

Alleviate_Suffering Accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19)  

There is a direct and inescapable connection between human rights and suffering. The human rights 

movement that emerged in the aftermath of the Second World War was an immediate response to 

the Holocaust, which would become the symbol of extreme human suffering for post-war generations. 

In spite of this historical grounding, human rights theory has traditionally paid little attention to the 

problem of suffering as such, which has been usually regarded just as the implicit psychological 

underpinning of human rights violations, but not as a legally relevant concept in itself.∂ The classic 

framework for conceptualizing human rights tends to be excessively formalistic, ahistorical, and 

acontextual; it has a propensity to consider human beings as abstract rights holders, disregarding the 

fact that they are embodied beings who really suffer both physically and mentally as a result of 

human rights violations. It is only in the last few decades that greater awareness has developed about 

the need to take pain and suffering more seriously and explicitly into account in the implementation of 

human rights policy.∂ We are now realizing that the moral imperative to alleviate suffering is not just 

the historical factor that motivated the emergence of human rights in the midst of the twentieth 

century. It is, still today, though often implicitly, at the very heart of every serious human rights policy. 

Suffering is the parameter that determines the degree of urgency in the implementation of the various 

human rights. Moreover, the interpretation and implementation of human rights norms through the 

lens of suffering can contribute to develop compassion towards others and to promote a more 

effective and proactive commitment to human rights in the world.∂ Yet stressing the importance of 

suffering for human rights should not be understood as meaning that we can merely rely on a feeling 

of empathy to ensure their effective implementation. As rational beings, we also need reasons for 

action. The efforts oriented towards reducing suffering across the world need to be addressed 

through the use of practical reasoning and the guidance of a framework of universal principles that 

are grounded on the recognition of the inherent dignity of every fellow human being.∂ Finally, it is also 

important to remind that it is far beyond the scope of human rights – and of the law in general– to 

provide an efficient remedy to all forms of human suffering and to ensure happiness. The central 

scope of human rights law is much more modest: it attempts, above all, to give a response to those 

practices and situations that are a more severe source of human suffering. Returning to the 

Hammarskjöld’s simile mentioned above, we can conclude that human rights are certainly unable to 

make our lives a paradise, but they can at least help to prevent that many people’s lives become a 

hell on earth. 

 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275955776_Human_Rights_and_the_Moral_Obligation_to_Alleviate_Suffering%20Accessed%20TM%205/30/19
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/275955776_Human_Rights_and_the_Moral_Obligation_to_Alleviate_Suffering%20Accessed%20TM%205/30/19
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US Human Rights Leadership Impact - war 

Human rights credibility key to stopping conflicts by creating alliances and ways to resolve 

conflicts peacefully 

Green, is director and senior fellow of the Human Rights Initiative at the Center for Strategic and 

International Studies 2017 

(Shannon, “When the U.S. Gives Up on Human Rights, Everyone Suffers,” Foreign Policy, Apri. 4 

2017, https://foreignpolicy.com/2017/04/04/when-the-u-s-gives-up-on-human-rights-everyone-suffers/ 

accessed DUDA-TM 5/30/19) 

Of course, U.S. global leadership on democracy and human rights is not merely based on what it 

says or does overseas. What matters more is the example that America sets. By that measure, the 

Trump administration has already significantly eroded U.S. credibility. Why would another country 

listen to the United States about protecting vulnerable populations, given perceptions that the 

immigration and refugee executive order was religiously motivated? What authority does America 

have standing up for besieged journalists when the president of the United States has tweeted that 

the news media is the “enemy of the American People?” How can U.S. diplomats press security 

partners to protect civilians during military operations while the White House is contemplating 

loosening drone strike restrictions that seek to prevent civilian casualties? Rights-abusing countries 

will have a much easier time brushing away U.S. criticisms of their behavior so long as these 

deficiencies persist at home. Authoritarian governments — weary of the United States prodding them 

on human rights and critical of what they perceive as Western meddling in their sovereign affairs — 

are likely celebrating this turn of events. The president of Turkey, Recip Tayyip Erdogan, welcomed 

Trump’s election and heralded an era of greater cooperation. Increasingly rebuked by the Obama 

administration for his consolidation of power and crackdown on the military and judiciary, especially 

after a failed coup attempt in July 2016, Erdogan has much to gain by the United States looking the 

other way as Turkey creeps toward authoritarianism. Countries from Saudi Arabia to Cambodia 

appear less inhibited in going after political opponents, assuming that Trump’s election means that 

they will get a free pass on human rights violations. By no means is authoritarian retrenchment a new 

phenomenon. For the past decade, governments have been dismantling democratic institutions and 

curtailing human rights. Freedom House has documented 11 straight years in which there have been 

more declines in political and civil liberties than gains. However, the United States often served as a 

check on the worst impulses of autocrats. Without a champion of human rights in the White House, 

such regimes will likely go unchallenged as they commit egregious abuses and power grabs. This 

capitulation would have major security and economic consequences for the United States and its 

closest allies. In addition to the moral imperative, America has strong interests in supporting 

democracy and human rights abroad. First, democratic countries make the best, most stable 

partners. Democracies are more likely to form alliances and cooperate with other democracies and 

less likely to get embroiled in conflict. The U.S. military understands the value of having partners that 

respect human rights and the rule of law, and thus invests billions a year in enhancing the 

professionalism of security forces overseas. Recent research has deepened our understanding of the 

benefits for American security of having broad and deep ties to other countries. In a statistical  

 

Continues on next page… 
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US Human Rights Leadership Impact - war 

 

Continued from last page… 

analysis of Muslim-majority countries’ cooperation with the United States on counterterrorism, Peter 

S. Henne found states that received more foreign assistance were more collaborative than those that 

did not. Conversely, emboldened dictators tend to pursue foreign policy agendas that are erratic and 

destructive for the United States and its allies. North Korean ruler Kim Jong Un’s spate of nuclear 

tests and missile launches and Russian President Vladimir Putin’s annexation of Crimea and 

incursions into eastern Ukraine are emblematic of the kind of aggressive behavior the international 

community has come to expect from autocratic leaders. Second, contrary to the president’s 

assertions, the United States has benefitted immensely from the liberal world order that it helped 

create. From the ashes of World War II, America invested in interlocking political and economic 

institutions, alliances, and norms — based on universal human rights, shared values, and the rule of 

law — that would prevent large-scale conflict and displacement in the future and fuel Europe’s 

recovery from the war. The United States has been both the primary engine and beneficiary of this 

liberal international order. To be clear, inequality has been a terrible byproduct of this system — and 

too many have been left behind. But, far from being victimized by globalization, the United States has 

enjoyed nearly 70 years of unparalleled influence because of its investment in the promotion of 

democracy and human rights. Finally, U.S. support for democracy and human rights matters in 

people’s lives. It is true that the United States has been far from perfect in championing human rights, 

especially where America has short-term security interests. Yet there is no other country that can 

substitute for the United States when it comes to fighting for universal freedoms. American 

presidents, members of Congress, and cabinet secretaries have personally intervened to get political 

prisoners released from jail, prevent genocide, and bring war criminals to justice. The solidarity 

expressed by U.S. political and civil leaders has provided sustenance and hope to human rights 

defenders in the grimmest conditions. An Egyptian activist once pulled a speech given by President 

Barack Obama on the vital contributions of civil society out of his pocket and said to me, “When I 

heard these words, I knew I wasn’t alone.” 
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Solvency - Ending sales solves human rights  

Solvency – ending arms sales would pressure Saudis on human rights 

Caverley, global arms trade expert, 2018 

(Jonathan “Want to Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply” New York Times Oct. 12, 

2018 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html accessed DUDA-TM 

5/30/19) 

On Oct. 10, Bob Corker and Bob Menendez, the top Republican and Democrat in the Senate Foreign 

Relations Committee, triggered the Global Magnitsky Act, a bipartisan bill to punish human rights 

violators, to force the Trump administration to investigate and consider sanctions against Saudi 

Arabia. The crisis over Mr. Khashoggi’s disappearance piles on to growing — if belated — concern 

over Saudi Arabia’s disastrous war in Yemen, which has produced little geopolitical gain and much 

human suffering. 

If American officials really want to encourage a change in Saudi policy, they should begin by looking 

at Saudi Arabia’s largest imports from the United States: weaponry. Cutting off the flow of American 

arms to Saudi Arabia would be an effective way to put pressure on Riyadh with little cost to the 

American economy or national security. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html
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Solvency – ending sales saves lives and credibility  

Ending sales improves US credibility by getting rid of the double standard on human rights 

Almutawakel,  co-founder and leader of Mwatana Organization for Human Rights AND Alfaqih, co-

founder and leader of the Mwatana Organization for Human Rights, 2018   

(Radhya & Abdulrashee, "Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates Are Starving Yemenis to 

Death," Foreign Policy, November 8, 2018 https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-

united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/  

DUDA TM) 

Similarly, this double standard is on display when Western policymakers downplay Saudi and Emirati 

violations of Yemenis’ human rights by claiming that a close partnership with Riyadh is needed to 

prevent perceived Iranian threats to the international community, without asking whether that same 

community is also endangered by Saudi Arabia’s daily violations of basic international norms. And 

yes, there is a double standard in the wall-to-wall coverage of Khashoggi’s horrific murder, when the 

daily murder of Yemenis by Saudi Arabia and other parties to the conflict in Yemen hardly merits 

mention. 

Those in the United States and elsewhere who are incensed by Khashoggi’s murder must summon 

similar moral clarity and condemn Saudi Arabia’s daily killing of innocents in Yemen.Those in the 

United States and elsewhere who are incensed by Khashoggi’s murder must summon similar moral 

clarity and condemn Saudi Arabia’s daily killing of innocents in Yemen. If Saudi violations are to be 

genuinely curtailed, Khashoggi’s killing must mark the beginning, not the end, of accountability for 

Saudi crimes. Khashoggi’s death has been reduced to a single data point, rather than being seen as 

the result of subverting universal values in favor of geopolitics or business interests. 

Reversing course—ending U.S. military support for the Saudi-Emirati intervention in Yemen and 

supporting U.N.-led peace efforts and the reopening of Yemen’s air and sea ports—can still save 

millions of lives. 

If U.S. lawmakers had spoken up and taken action on Yemen years ago, when Saudi Arabia’s 

rampant violations were already well known, thousands of Yemeni civilians who since then have been 

killed by airstrikes or starvation would still be alive today—and perhaps Jamal Khashoggi would be, 

too. 

 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
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Answer to: “Trump Hurts US Human Rights Credibility now”  

US limits on arms sales to Saudi Arabia are key to strengthening human rights and 

international law norms 

Hathaway, et al Yale Law School professor of International law, 2019  

 (Oona A. Hathaway, Aaron Haviland, Srinath Reddy Kethireddy, and Alyssa T. Yamamoto, “Yemen: 

Is the U.S. Breaking the Law?,” Harvard National Security Journal / Vol. 10. https://harvardnsj.org/wp-

content/uploads/sites/13/2019/02/Yemen-Is-the-U.S.-Breaking-the-Law.pdf  accessed duda tm) 

Yemen is not party to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court and therefore the United 

States support for the coalition's actions--in possible violation of Article 2(4) and therefore a possible 

crime of aggression--cannot fall within the Court's jurisdiction. As a permanent member of the United 

Nations Security Council, the United States can veto any attempt [*63] by other countries to impose 

UN-enforcement, including mandated sanctions. In theory, the United States could face unilateral or 

coordinated multilateral economic sanctions by other countries. The recent decision by Germany to 

halt arms sales to Saudi Arabia (in response, notably, not to Saudi Arabia's actions in Yemen, but 

rather its role in the killing of Khashoggi) may open the door to further sanctions. 341Link to the text 

of the note For now, however, the discussion of sanctions has not included secondary sanctions that 

would reach the United States, nor are they connected to the Saudi-led war in Yemen. In any case, 

sanctions are likely to begin with diplomatic overtures to the United States to reduce its support for 

the Saudi government. 

The war in Yemen, and the U.S. role in it, reveals the degree to which the rule of law--both domestic 

and international--relies on a government, and government officials, committed to the rule of 

law, for the law to succeed. Sometimes violations of domestic law or international humanitarian law 

brings consequences that states cannot ignore, but most of the time law protecting the rights of 

the most vulnerable depend on states to self-police their own behavior. There are 

consequences for failing to do so: When the government violates domestic law--for example, 

ignoring constraints contained in the War Powers Resolution or the AECA--it undermines public trust 

in government. And when states fail to live up to their international legal obligations, they 

weaken the legal norms from which all states benefit. 

It is a reminder that all public law--that is law the governs the behavior of state and state actors--faces 

an enforcement challenge. It is, after all, the state that is meant to enforce the law. What happens 

when the law constrains the state? Jack Goldsmith and Daryl Levinson observe precisely this 

problem when they write, "The puzzle of how a legal regime can coerce the compliance of states in a 

world where there is no entity more powerful than the state thus arises no less urgently in domestic 

constitutional law than it does in international law." 342Link to the text of the note The answer to this 

dilemma is that all public law relies to a significant extent on self-enforcement: states are not 

motivated primarily by threat of external enforcement. They instead rely on "some combination of 

rationally self-interested in normative, internalized, or role-based motivations." 343Link to the text of 

the note At least part of that self-interest is commitment to the rule of law--independent of the content 

of a particular law--itself. The breakdown here is likely evidence of weak--or at least insufficiently 

strong--commitment to the norms reflected in the relevant laws, but also a willingness to erode the 

rule of law, or stand by as it is eroded by others, which is much the same thing. 

 

Continues on next page… 
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Answer to: “Trump Hurts US Human Rights Credibility now”  

 

Continued from last page… 

 

It is an unfortunate reality that the United States, the nation that championed the creation of 

international laws governing human rights, humanitarian law, and the use of force, and which helped 

lead the way in incorporating many of those same commitments into domestic law to further support 

and enforce them, has proven reluctant to support the laws' robust enforcement. What is happening 

in Yemen will not bring down the international legal order. But the open violation of several core 

norms of that legal order that is taking place in Yemen is a dangerous sign that those norms are 

eroding. If law-breaking behavior faces little or no consequence, over time those laws [*64] are 

drained of their force and effect. The legitimacy and long-term viability of the international 

legal system cannot but suffer as a result. 
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Answer to: “both sides have killed in Yemen” 

Lack of Saudi accountability means no side brought to justice  

Almutawakel,  co-founder and leader of Mwatana Organization for Human Rights AND Alfaqih, co-

founder and leader of the Mwatana Organization for Human Rights, 2018   

(Radhya & Abdulrashee, "Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates Are Starving Yemenis to 

Death," Foreign Policy, November 8, 2018 https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-

united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/  

DUDA TM) 

To be clear, there is no party in this war is without blood on its hands; our organization, Mwatana, has 

documented violations against civilians by all parties to the conflict in Yemen, not only Saudi Arabia. 

The Houthis have killed and injured hundreds of civilians through their use of landmines and 

indiscriminate shelling, while militias backed by the United Arab Emirates, Yemeni government-

backed militias, and Houthi militias have arbitrarily detained, forcibly disappeared, and tortured 

civilians. But the de facto immunity that the international community has given Saudi Arabia through 

its silence prevents real justice for violations by all sides. 

 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/11/08/saudi-arabia-and-the-united-arab-emirates-are-starving-yemenis-to-death-mbs-khashoggi-famine-yemen-blockade-houthis/
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Terrorism Advantage  
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Terrorism Add-on Advantage 

US arms sales fuel Al Qaeda expansion – use of US weapons create an environment for AQAP 

to thrive  

Bandow, Cato Institute foreign policy senior fellow, 19  

(Doug Bandow, "Arms Sales to U.S. Allies in Yemen Are Endangering American Lives," National 

Interest March 18 2019 https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-

endangering-american-lives-47977 DUDA TM) 

Moreover, the “coalition” led by the UAE and Saudi Arabia, has been aiding America’s adversaries. Al 

Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) is the most effective affiliate of the organization which 

downed the twin towers. The rebel Houthis dislike America but hate AQAP even more. However, the 

Saudi/Emirati assault has diverted the Houthis’ attention from dealing with America’s enemies. Chaos 

and conflict are ever the terrorists’ friends. 

Worse, the Emiratis/Saudis, and the nominally legitimate government of President Abdrabbuh Mansur 

Hadi which they are supporting, have been aiding, arming, and recruiting radical jihadist groups, 

including AQAP. (Riyadh and Abu Dhabi also employ members of the Sudanese Janjaweed militia, 

known for its brutality.) Last year the Associated Press reported that the coalition paid and recruited 

AQAP members and “cut secret deals with al-Qaida fighters, paying some to leave key cities and 

towns and letting others retreat with weapons, equipment and wads of looted cash.” Moreover, 

“Coalition-backed militias actively recruit al-Qaeda militants, or those who were recently members, 

because they’re considered exceptional fighters.” 

https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-endangering-american-lives-47977
https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-endangering-american-lives-47977
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Terrorism Add-on Advantage 

 

There is a very real threat that terrorist organizations could get a nuclear bomb  

Bunn, et al, Board of Directors for the Belfer Center , 2019  

(Matthew, “Revitalizing Nuclear Security in an Era of Uncertainty”. Belfer Center.  January 2019 

https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/revitalizing-nuclear-security-era-uncertainty accessed DUDA-

TM)  

The risk that terrorists could get and use a nuclear bomb—turning the heart of a modern city into a 

smoldering radioactive ruin—remains very real. Sabotage of major nuclear facilities or dispersal of 

radioactive material in a disruptive “dirty bomb” also remain real risks. 

Motive. Apocalyptic visions or global ambitions drove groups such as al Qaeda and the Japanese 

terror cult Aum Shinrikyo to seek nuclear weapons. From the 9/11 attackers to Chechen rebels, who 

killed hundreds of children and their parents at a school in Beslan, Russia, to the Islamic State, which 

regularly televised its atrocities, it is clear that some terrorist groups seek to inflict as many casualties 

as possible, as cruelly as possible. 

Means. There have been repeated cases of seizure of stolen HEU or plutonium. While there have 

been no such seizures since 2011, security assessments and tests continue to reveal important 

vulnerabilities, in the United States and elsewhere. Moreover, non-nuclear criminal thefts and terrorist 

attacks continue to occur that use tactics and capabilities that the security systems at many nuclear 

facilities would be hard-pressed to defend against—ranging from substantial teams of heavily armed, 

well-trained attackers, to insider conspiracies, to the use of vehicles such as helicopters to get past 

multiple layers of site security systems. 

Opportunity. Government studies in multiple countries have concluded that sophisticated terrorist 

groups could plausibly make a crude nuclear device. Stopping such a device from being brought into 

a country and detonated remains a very challenging task, given the huge length of national borders, 

the immensity of normal traffic across them, and the small size and weak radiation of the materials 

needed for a nuclear bomb. 

https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/revitalizing-nuclear-security-era-uncertainty
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Terrorism Add-on Advantage 

 

A nuclear equipped al Qaeda would seek the type of chaos that using a nuclear weapon would 

bring – risking long term harm to the planet  

Creamer 11,  

(Robert - Political Organizer and Strategist – Strategic Consulting Group, “Post-Bin Laden, It's Time 

to End the Threat of Nuclear Terrorism for Good”, Huffington Post, May 12 2011 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/post-bin-laden---it-is-ti_b_860954.html DUDA - TM) 

Worse, al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations have vowed to obtain and actually use nuclear 

weapons. The status quo -- the balance of terror -- that for six decades prevented a nuclear war 

between the U.S. and Russia is every day being made more unstable by the increasing numbers of 

nuclear players -- and by the potential entry of non-state actors. Far from being deterred by the chaos 

and human suffering that would ensue from nuclear war -- actors like al Qaeda actively seek precisely 

that kind of cataclysm. The more nuclear weapons that exist in the world -- and more importantly the 

more weapons-grade fissile material that can be obtained to build a nuclear weapon -- the more likely 

it is that one, or many more, will actually be used. In the 1980's the specter of a "Nuclear Winter" 

helped spur the movement for nuclear arms reduction between the U.S. and Soviet Union. Studies 

showed that smoke caused by fires set off by nuclear explosions in cities and industrial sites would 

rise to the stratosphere and envelope the world. The ash would absorb energy from the sun so that 

the earth's surface would get cold, dry and dark. Plants would die. Much of our food supply would 

disappear. Much of the world's surface would reach winter temperatures in the summer. 

 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-creamer/post-bin-laden---it-is-ti_b_860954.html
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Link and impact extension – leakage of weapons  

US arm sales to Saudi Arabia have fueled al-Qaeda, militia groups, and both Saudi and Iran 

proxies causing regional instability – halting them is key to cut off supply 

 

Elbagir et. al, Sudanese journalist and an award-winning international television correspondent, 

studied at the London School of Economics, 2019 

[Nima, Salma Abdelaziz, CNN Middle East reporter, Mohamed Abo El Gheit, Egyptian political 

reporter who won the Mostafa Al Hosseiny Prize and graduated from the Faculty of Medicine, and 

Laura Smith-Spark, Europe, Middle East and Africa reporter at CNN, “Sold to an ally, lost to an 

enemy”, CNN, February 2019,  https://edition.cnn.com/interactive/2019/02/middleeast/yemen-lost-us-

arms/  DUDA -TM] 

Hodeidah, Yemen (CNN) – Saudi Arabia and its coalition partners have transferred American-made 

weapons to al Qaeda-linked fighters, hardline Salafi militias, and other factions waging war in 

Yemen, in violation of their agreements with the United States, a CNN investigation has found. The weapons have 

also made their way into the hands of Iranian-backed rebels battling the coalition for control of the country, 

exposing some of America's sensitive military technology to Tehran and potentially 

endangering the lives of US troops in other conflict zones. Saudi Arabia and the United Arab 

Emirates, its main partner in the war, have used the US-manufactured weapons as a form of currency to buy 

the loyalties of militias or tribes, bolster chosen armed actors, and influence the complex political 

landscape, according to local commanders on the ground and analysts who spoke to CNN. By handing off this military 

equipment to third parties, the Saudi-led coalition is breaking the terms of its arms sales with the US, according to the 

Department of Defense. After CNN presented its findings, a US defense official confirmed there was an ongoing 

investigation into the issue. The revelations raise fresh questions about whether the US has lost control over a key ally 

presiding over one of the most horrific wars of the past decade, and whether Saudi Arabia is responsible enough to be 

allowed to continue buying the sophisticated arms and fighting hardware. Previous CNN investigations established that 

US-made weapons were used in a series of deadly Saudi coalition attacks that killed dozens of 

civilians, many of them children. The developments also come as Congress, outraged with Riyadh over the murder of 

journalist Jamal Khashoggi last year, considers whether to force an end to the Trump administration's support for the 

Saudi coalition, which relies on American weapons to conduct its war. In 2015, Riyadh launched a coalition to oust 

Iranian-supported Houthi rebels from the country's capital and reinstate the internationally recognized government of 

President Abdu Rabu Mansour Hadi. The war split the country in two, and with it came the weapons -- not just guns, but 

anti-tank missiles, armored vehicles, heat-seeking lasers and artillery -- all flooding into an unruly and complex state. 

Since then, some of America's "beautiful military equipment," as US President Donald Trump once called it, has been 

passed on, sold, stolen or abandoned in Yemen's state of chaos, where murky alliances and fractured politics mean little 

hope for any system of accountability or tracking. Some terror groups have gained from the influx of US arms, 

with the barrier of entry to advanced weaponry now lowered by the laws of supply and demand. 

Militia leaders have had ample opportunity to obtain military hardware in exchange for the manpower to 

fight the Houthi militias. Arms dealers have flourished, with traders offering to buy or sell anything, from a US-

manufactured rifle to a tank, to the highest bidder. And Iran's proxies have captured American weapons they 

can exploit for vulnerabilities or reverse-engineer for native production. 'Do you have American guns 

here?' In the narrow, ramshackle streets of Taiz's historic district, weapons shops lie tucked between women's clothing 

stores. Arms markets are illegal in Yemen, but that doesn't stop them operating openly in this large, mountainous city in 

the country's southwest. To one side hang veils, abayas and colorful dresses for sale; to the other are pistols, hand 

grenades, and US assault rifles available on special order. In one arms market, sweets were displayed among the  

 

Continues on next page… 

https://edition.cnn.com/interactive/2019/02/middleeast/yemen-lost-us-arms/
https://edition.cnn.com/interactive/2019/02/middleeast/yemen-lost-us-arms/
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Link and impact extension – leakage of weapons  
 

Continued from last page… 

ammunition. "Do you have American guns here?" CNN asked. "The American guns are expensive and sought after," the 

weapons trader replied, in an exchange captured by undercover CNN cameras. In another of the city's markets, a very 

young-looking boy handled weapons like an expert. Men joked and chewed khat, a commonly used drug, and the 

atmosphere was casual. But these shops don't just take individual orders, they can supply militias -- and it's this not-so-

hidden black market that in part is driving the demand for hi-tech American weapons and perpetuating the cycle of 

violence in Yemen. Once the intellectual heart of the country, Taiz is now a tinder box that set off a war within a war last 

year, when the various militias backed by the Saudi-led coalition turned their guns on each other. Amid the chaos of the 

broader war, al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) made its way to the frontlines in Taiz in 2015, forging 

advantageous alliances with the pro-Saudi militias they fought alongside. One of those militias linked to AQAP, the Abu 

Abbas brigade, now possesses US-made Oshkosh armored vehicles, paraded in a 2015 show of force through 

the city. Abu Abbas, the founder, was declared a terrorist by the US in 2017, but the group still enjoys support from the 

Saudi coalition and was absorbed into the coalition-supported 35th Brigade of the Yemeni army. “Oshkosh Defense 

strictly follows all US laws and regulations relating to export control," the firm told CNN. And there are deadlier forms of 

weaponry that have made their way into the city. In October 2015, military forces loyal to the government boasted on 

Saudi- and UAE-backed media that the Saudis had airdropped American-made TOW anti-tank missiles on 

the same frontline where AQAP had been known to operate at the time. Local officials confirmed that the 

airdrop happened, but CNN's attempts to conduct further interviews were blocked and the team was intimidated by the 

local government. A local activist joked that the weapons had probably been sold on. Graveyard of US military hardware 

At a graveyard of discarded US-made military hardware near the flashpoint port city of Hodeidah, it 

becomes clear that the Alwiyat al Amalqa -- the Giants Brigade, a predominantly Salafi, or ultra-conservative Sunni, militia 

-- is a favored faction. Nearly half a dozen Mine-Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles sit side by 

side, most bearing stickers with the insignia of the Giants Brigade. One even has the export label on it showing it was 

sent from Beaumont, Texas to Abu Dhabi, in the UAE, before ending up in the hands of the militia. The serial number of 

another MRAP reveals it was manufactured by Navistar, the largest provider of armored vehicles for the US military. The 

armored all-terrain vehicles are built to withstand ballistic arms fire, mine blasts and improvised 

explosive devices (IEDs). “It’s the vehicle that every crew wants when they’re out in the field,” Navistar’s website 

says. The firm declined to comment on this report. Recipients of US weaponry are legally obligated to adhere to end-use 

requirements which prohibit the transferring of any equipment to third parties without prior authorization from the US 

government. That authorization was never obtained. The Saudi coalition did not respond to multiple requests for 

comment. A senior UAE official denied “in no uncertain terms that we are in violation of end-user agreements in any 

manner.” The Giants Brigade is a “part of Yemeni forces,” the official told CNN, adding that the group was under the direct 

supervision of the UAE and, therefore, the equipment was in the “collective possession” of the coalition. The US 

Department of Defense, when asked specifically about the Giants Brigades, said it had not given Saudi Arabia or the UAE 

permission to hand over US weaponry to other factions on the ground. "The United States has not authorized the 

Kingdom of Saudi Arabia or the United Arab Emirates to re-transfer any equipment to parties inside Yemen," Pentagon 

spokesman Johnny Michael told CNN. "The US government cannot comment on any pending investigations of claims of 

end-use violations of defense articles and services transferred to our allies and partners." Iran is ‘assessing US 

military technology closely’ Because a majority of American troop deaths in Afghanistan and Iraq are caused by 

IEDs, it is critical that knowledge of MRAP vulnerabilities does not fall into enemy hands. 
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Link – Leakage of US weapons supports terrorism  

Multiple studies show US weapons used by Saudis to generate support for their efforts, 

putting weapons in hands of US enemies 

Bandow, Cato Institute foreign policy senior fellow, 19  

(Doug Bandow, "Arms Sales to U.S. Allies in Yemen Are Endangering American Lives," National 

Interest March 18 2019 https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-

endangering-american-lives-47977 DUDA TM) 

Amnesty International (AI) recently reported that Washington’s nominal allies have been “recklessly” 

supplying radical groups in Yemen. Explained AI: “the UAE has become a major conduit for armored 

vehicles, mortar systems, rifles, pistols, and machine guns—which are being illicitly diverted to 

unaccountable militias accused of war crimes and other serious violations.” 

The issue is not just common firearms. AI discovered the same models of U.S. and European tanks 

and other armored vehicles being used by UAE-backed militias. These transfers violated U.S. and 

European law. Observed AI’s Patrick Wilcken: “Emirati forces receive billions of dollars’ worth of arms 

from Western states and others, only to siphon them off to militias in Yemen that answer to no one 

and are known to be committing war crimes.” 

CNN conducted its own investigation and expanded the allegations to transfers by Saudi Arabia, to 

AQAP-linked fighters, and of such weapons as TOW antitank missiles and mine-resistant ambush 

protected (MRAP) vehicles. Reported the news service : “Saudi Arabia and its coalition partners have 

transferred American-made weapons to al-Qaeda-linked figures, hardline Salafi militias, and other 

factions waging war in Yemen, in violation of their agreements with the United States.” CNN reported 

that the Abu Abbas brigade possessed U.S.-manufactured Oshkosh armored vehicles. Overall, the 

Saudis and Emiratis “have used the U.S.-manufactured weapons as a form of currency to buy the 

loyalties of militias or tribes, bolster chosen armed actors, and influence the complex political 

landscape.” 

https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-endangering-american-lives-47977
https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/arms-sales-us-allies-yemen-are-endangering-american-lives-47977
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Answer to: “No Terror Impact” 

Terrorist organization can get a nuclear weapons – AQAP situated to do so  

Bunn, et al, Board of Directors for the Belfer Center , 2019  

(Matthew, “Revitalizing Nuclear Security in an Era of Uncertainty”. Belfer Center.  January 2019 

https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/revitalizing-nuclear-security-era-uncertainty accessed DUDA-

TM)  

On balance, the combination of nuclear terrorist means, motives, and opportunities presents 

somewhat less of a threat than it did two years ago. But as past experience makes clear, the future is 

highly uncertain; the world has likely not seen the last of powerful terrorist groups bent on mass 

destruction. And as adversaries make increasingly sophisticated use of technologies such as cyber 

and drones in the future, the threat to nuclear weapons, materials, and facilities could increase. To 

minimize risk in this uncertain future, continuous and determined efforts to improve security remain 

essential. 

AQAP can get a nuclear weapon 

Harman, Director, President and CEO, Wilson Center, 2015 

(Jane, “Worst-case scenarios that are more likely than you think,” Wilson Center, November 13 2015 

https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/worst-case-scenarios-are-more-likely-you-think DUDA-TM) 

The likelihood that a Russian charter airplane, Metrojet 9268, was felled by a bomb after leaving 

Sharm el-Sheikh, Egypt, highlights how many national security stories we may be missing — stories 

that pose at least as much of a threat to the United States as the development of an Iranian nuclear 

weapon. Consider: Al Qaeda is still fixated on blowing up airplanes, a dream that may have just 

played out in the Sinai. But other risks include loose nukes in Pakistan, three-stage rockets in North 

Korea that can hit the United States, radiological weapons on the Russian black market and the 

possibility that terrorists with a demonstrated interest in biological warfare will make use of the next 

major infectious disease outbreak to turn human beings into weapons. All these threats are 

getting worse. All might do even more damage, near-term, than Iran. Start with al Qaeda in the 

Arabian Peninsula, known as AQAP. The organization’s top bomb-maker, Ibrahim Hassan al-Asiri, is 

still at large — and still innovating. Six years ago, Asiri pioneered the implanted explosive device. He 

planted the first-known cavity bomb in his own brother, who blew himself up in front of Saudi Arabia’s 

Prince Mohammad bin Nayef. That same year, Asiri was implicated in the Underwear Bomber plot. 

By 2010, he had moved on to a new idea: plastic explosives stashed in printer cartridges that were 

then placed aboard cargo planes. Two years later, he was collaborating with doctors to design new 

surgical techniques for planting his body bombs. That none of these plots has succeeded (yet) is a 

credit to counterterrorism officials in the United States and allied nations. But we have to be right 

every time; Asiri only needs one lucky break. Meanwhile, AQAP is carving out safe haven in 

Yemen, a nation that has fallen apart. While trying to counter rebels in Yemen backed by Iran, the 

Saudi air campaign has empowered Sunni extremists, including al Qaeda and Islamic State. The 

chaos will give Asiri and his pupils more room to practice. Islamic State also bragged this summer 

that it could buy a nuclear weapon from Pakistan. The suggestion is alarming given Pakistan’s 

growing stockpile and history of proliferation. Even if you ignore the risk of a deliberate transfer — 

and many Pakistani officials do have a record of double-dealing with terror groups — Pakistan is still 

a nation that moves nukes in panel vans on surface roads. 

https://www.belfercenter.org/publication/revitalizing-nuclear-security-era-uncertainty
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/worst-case-scenarios-are-more-likely-you-think


DUDA  Fall 2019 
Junior Varsity   Affirmative 

 44 

Answer to: “No Terror Impact” 
 

A variety of recent developments have eliminated the major impediments to nuclear terror 

Allison 18 - political scientist and professor at the John F. Kennedy School of Government 
(Graham “Nuclear Terrorism: Did We Beat the Odds or Change Them?” 
PRISM Volume 7, no. 3 May 15 2018 https://cco.ndu.edu/News/Article/1507316/nuclear-terrorism-
did-we-beat-the-odds-or-change-them/  DUDA – TM)  
 
Despite these successes, there have also been numerous missed opportunities and structural shifts 

during the past 13 years that have increased the risk of nuclear terrorism. Obama’s success in Iran is 

offset by his failure to stop North Korea’s nuclear advance. North Korea is today the world’s leading 

candidate to become “Nukes ‘R’ Us.” Long known in intelligence circles as “Missiles ‘R’ Us” for having sold 

and delivered missiles to Iran, Syria, Pakistan, and others, it has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to 

“sell anything it has to anybody who has the cash to buy it,” as former Secretary of Defense Robert Gates 

famously noted.23 Indeed, anyone who doubts that North Korea would sell to others the wherewithal to 

make a nuclear bomb should pause and examine what they did in Syria. As we learned after Israel 

attacked and destroyed the Yongbyon-model reactor at al-Kibar in Syria in 2007, North Korea sold materials, 

designs, and expertise to help Syria build a plutonium-producing nuclear reactor.24 By now that 

reactor would have produced enough plutonium for a dozen nuclear bombs. Moreover, what price did 

North Korea pay for having proliferated nuclear-weapons technologies and materials? In 2006, after watching 

North Korea test its first nuclear device and fearing that it might do something this reckless, President Bush 

issued a solemn warning. Declaring that sale or transfer of any nuclear weapon or nuclear-weapons material 

and technologies would cross a bright red line, Bush warned that any sale that violated this prohibition would 

be held “fully accountable.”25 But after North Korea was found to have disregarded this warning, how did the 

United States respond? When Israel informed the Bush Administration that it had discovered this facility as the 

project was approaching completion, the United States not only failed to take military action itself to stop it, but 

urged Israel to take the issue to the United Nations. Just weeks after Israel disregarded U.S. advice and 

destroyed the reactor, the United States returned to the Six-Party Talks with North Korea. And less than a year 

later, President Bush gave the Kim regime a significant concession by removing it from the list of state 

sponsors of terrorism in return for inspections on and initial steps to dismantle the Yongbyon reactor—a deal 

that Pyongyang reneged on just six months later when it kicked out the inspectors and announced that it would 

resume reprocessing at the reactor.26 When Nuclear Terrorism appeared in 2004, North Korea had yet to 

conduct a nuclear test. Since then, it has conducted six nuclear tests, including one in September 2017 that 

produced a yield ten-times that of the Hiroshima bomb.27 In Obama’s two terms, Kim Jong Un and his father, 

Kim Jong Il, conducted 80 missile tests. In Trump’s first year in office, Kim Jong Un has so far conducted 20 

additional missile tests, including three ICBM tests.28 Today, North Korea stands on the threshold of a credible 

nuclear threat to the U.S. homeland. If North Korea succeeds in completing its nuclear deterrent, leaders of 

other rogue states will certainly take note. As North Korea has continued violating UN injunctions to halt its 

nuclear and missile programs, the United States and its allies have ratcheted up sanctions on the Kim regime. 

The United States and China now insist that the most severe sanctions ever are “biting” and that “maximum 

pressure” on North Korea will force the Kim regime to relent and comply in order to avoid collapse. Those who 

have been watching this issue for the past two decades have heard that hope before. Moreover, tightening 

sanctions give a cash-strapped regime greater incentives to turn to the nuclear black market. The United 

States has warned Kim Jong Un that selling nuclear weapons or weapons-usable nuclear materials would  

 

Continued on next page… 
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Answer to: “No Terror Impact” 
 

Continues from last page… 

cross an inviolable red line. But as noted above, President Bush drew this red line a decade ago for Kim’s 

father—but to no effect. At this point, how credible will another threat from the United States to “punish” North 

Korea for selling nuclear weapons or material be? Indeed, our predicament today is even more difficult. If Kim 

Jong Un launches his next series of ICBM tests and the IC concludes that he has the capability to attack the 

American homeland, how credible will any U.S. threat to punish North Korea for anything short of a full-scale 

attack on South Korea or the United States be? As Kim’s advisers will ask, if the United States is not prepared 

to act on its threat to prevent North Korea from acquiring the ability to strike the American homeland, why 

would they act if North Korea sold nuclear weapons to Iran? Even if Trump succeeds in halting Kim’s progress 

short of a credible ICBM threat to the U.S. homeland, which seems unlikely at this point, the threat of nuclear 

terrorism emanating from North Korea will continue to require a significant U.S. campaign to deter and prevent. 

Due to the inability of previous administrations to stop North Korea’s progress earlier, a nuclear-armed North 

Korea, with the capacity and perhaps willingness to sell, will remain a major challenge not only for Trump but 

for his successors. Another major long-term challenge is the relentless advance of science and 

technology and the accelerating diffusion of nuclear and radiological know-how. The proliferation of 

advanced manufacturing has made it easier to produce components needed for a bomb. For 

example, the A.Q. Khan nuclear black market network manufactured key parts for centrifuges in 

workshops in Malaysia.29 Furthermore, the widespread availability of radiological material in medical 

and research settings has led to the recognition that it is simply a matter of when, not if, terrorists 

detonate a dirty bomb. This reminds us of one of the hardest truths about modern life: the same advances 

that enrich and prolong our lives also empower potential killers to achieve their deadly ambitions. 
While those potential killers are not as cohesively organized as they were prior to 9/11 when al-Qaeda had a 

coordinated WMD effort, the terrorist threat has metastasized. Al-Qaeda morphed into ISIL and an array of 

affiliates like al-Shabaab in Somalia. These newer terrorist organizations will undoubtedly splinter further as a 

result of the loss of ISIL and al-Qaeda’s main safe havens. But these groups have demonstrated a remarkable 

ability to find hosts in other fragile states around the globe, from Niger to Yemen, and even within more stable 

states, like Indonesia. Furthermore, the widening scope of U.S. counterterrorism operations has continued to 

create new mutations. The United States has now conducted drone strikes and Special Forces raids in at least 

seven Muslim-majority countries: Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, Pakistan, Somalia, Syria, and Yemen. Furthermore, 

with the Trump Administration’s recent announcement that it will begin flying drone missions out of a new base 

in Niger, this number will likely rise to include at least Niger and Mali, along whose borders many terrorists 

operate.30 Despite major efforts to avoid civilian casualties, many strikes have resulted in significant collateral 

damage, providing fodder for terrorist recruiters.31 Thus, while U.S. counterterrorism operations have been 

immensely successful in hunting down high-level militants, these efforts in each area must be weighed against 

the risk that operations could create more enemies than they kill. The battle against Islamic extremist 

ideologies and their adherents will be a generational challenge. This is less a problem to be “fixed” 

than a condition that will have to be managed. It will require constant vigilance for as far as any eye 

can see. And as long as there are states that are unwilling or unable to suppress terrorists or expel them from 

their borders, they will find save havens in which to continue. We should never forget that most of the planning 

and preparation for the 9/11 attack was done by an al-Qaeda cell in Hamburg, Germany. Moreover, while al-

Qaeda’s core has been decimated, its remaining leaders continue to find refuge in the nuclear-armed ticking 

time bomb called Pakistan. 
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Solvency  
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Answer to: “Trump will circumvent the plan” 
 

Normal means allows Congress to overrule the invocation of presidential emergency powers  

New York Times, 2019 

(“Trump Officials Prepare to Bypass Congress to Sell Weapons to Gulf Nations” New York Times, 

May 23, 2019. https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html  

accessed DUDA-TM 5/24)  

Lawmakers have never successfully blocked an arms sale through the passage of a joint resolution 

when the president has invoked a national security justification, according to Melissa Dalton, the 

director of the Cooperative Defense Project at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and 

instead have typically registered their disapproval privately. 

But the invocation of the emergency provision is “pretty unusual,” Ms. Dalton said, because “normally 

Congress has a good sense of what is coming. Typically there isn’t any surprise or need to invoke 

this unless there has been some controversy in the broader bilateral relationship.” 

In Washington, citing Mr. Khashoggi’s killing, a bipartisan group of lawmakers has called for a 

prohibition of certain weapons sales to Riyadh and a blanket prohibition on the refueling of Saudi-led 

coalition aircraft engaged in the civil war in Yemen. 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/23/us/politics/trump-saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html
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Answers to Oil Turn 
 

Even if oil goes to $100, limited impact  

Cunningham, freelance oil and gas writer, 18 

[Nick Cunningham, "Will $100 Oil Kill The U.S. Economy?," OilPrice, 5-15-2018, 

https://oilprice.com/Energy/Energy-General/Will-100-Oil-Kill-The-US-Economy.html, DUDA TM] 

Brent is nearing $80 per barrel and some analyst see $100 not far off. That raises the question about 

how much of a dent high oil prices will make in the U.S. economy. 

$100 oil is not as painful as it once was. There are a few reasons for that. The U.S. is now a 

significant oil exporter, helping to lessen the damage to its trade balance. Also, the economy uses 

less energy per unit of GDP than it used to, becoming slightly more efficient with each passing year. 

In the past, high oil prices dragged down the U.S. economy, acting as a tax that redistributed wealth 

from the U.S. to oil-exporting countries in the Middle East, for example. But, the shale revolution has 

allowed the U.S. to become one of the largest oil producers in the world, and more recently, an 

exporter of more than 2 million barrels per day (depending on the week). Now, to a large extent, 

higher oil prices redistribute wealth within the U.S., still damaging the vast majority of motorists, but 

benefitting a variety of industries related to the oil industry. 

That has narrowed the impact on the country’s trade deficit. For example, in 2005, when oil prices 

bounced around in the $60s per barrel, the U.S. petroleum trade deficit hit $230 billion. In 2017, when 

WTI was in a similar price range, the U.S. petroleum trade deficit was just $62 billion. 

According to Bloomberg Economics, $100 oil would knock off 0.4 percent from U.S. GDP in 2020 

compared to if oil traded at just $75 – not trivial by any means, but not devastating either. “The price 

of a barrel will have to go much higher before global growth slips on an oil slick,” economists Jamie 

Murray, Ziad Daoud, Carl Riccadonna and Tom Orlik said. 
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Answers to Oil Turn 

 

No impact No oil wars—empirically disproven and oil is worth less than the cost of war   

Meierding, Naval Postgraduate School assistant professor, 16  

[Emily Meierding "Oil wars: Why nations aren’t battling over resources," , Washington Post, 5-19-

2016,  https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-

arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b DUDA TM] 

The confrontation died down, but a critical question remains: Do countries fight over oil resources?7 

The question isn’t just pertinent to the South China Sea. The Arctic, Caspian, East China Sea and 

eastern Mediterranean have all been identified as potential “hot spots” for international oil conflicts. 

Numerous conflicts, including Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, Japan’s invasion of the Dutch East Indies in 

World War II, Germany’s attacks against the Russian Caucasus in the same war, the Iran-Iraq War, 

the Chaco War between Bolivia and Paraguay, and even the Falklands War, have been described as 

international “oil wars.” 

However, contrary to the conventional wisdom, the risk of international oil wars is slim. Although oil is 

an exceptionally valuable strategic and economic resource, fighting for it does not pay. 

The belief that countries fight for oil rests on a flawed foundational assumption: Countries reap the 

same benefits from foreign oil resources as from domestic oil resources. 

In reality, profiting from oil wars is hard. 

Countries face at least four sets of obstacles that discourage them from fighting for oil: invasion costs, 

occupation costs, international costs and investment costs. Invasion costs are the damage that wars 

inflict on oil fields and infrastructure. Occupation costs arise from local resistance to foreign 

occupation, which can target oil industry infrastructure and personnel. International costs are imposed 

by the international community, which can respond to oil grabs with economic sanctions and military 

interventions. Investment costs are the challenges of attracting foreign capital and technical expertise 

to occupied oil fields. 

Collectively, these four sets of costs dramatically reduce the payoffs of fighting for oil and the appeal 

of oil wars. When the many other costs of war, including manpower and materiel, are taken into 

account, fighting for oil becomes even less attractive. From a purely rational standpoint, countries 

shouldn’t launch oil wars. 

But, countries don’t always act rationally. To test the oil war hypothesis, we have to take another look 

at historical so-called oil wars. 

Closer examination shows that oil has not been the fundamental cause of any international wars. 

The Falklands War in 1982 was triggered by national pride and Argentine officials’ fear that their 

window of opportunity for retaking the islands was closing. Rather than fight over oil, Britain and 

Argentina tried to use it as a catalyst for cooperation. In the 1970s and 1990s, they tried to jointly 

develop the Falklands’ oil resources. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b
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Answers to Oil Turn 

 

No impact – no risk of conflict escalation over oil  

Meierding, Naval Postgraduate School assistant professor, 16  

[Emily Meierding "Oil wars: Why nations aren’t battling over resources," , Washington Post, 5-19-

2016,  https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-

arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b DUDA TM] 

This is good news for contemporary international relations. Oil competition in areas like the South 

China Sea is not a serious threat to international security. Countries may engage in minor oil spats, 

like China and Vietnam’s rig confrontation, to reinforce their resource claims. However, these 

incidents will not escalate into international wars. 

There is also little risk of oil imperialism. Countries like China will not satisfy their oil needs by seizing 

foreign oil fields. Historically, leaders have only initiated oil grabs when they believed that their 

survival depended on it. This condition is exceedingly rare, even in wartime. And, it’s unrelated to 

the price of oil. The United States considered grabbing Middle Eastern oil in 1975, after the first 

energy crisis drove up prices. However, the Ford administration refrained, because the costs of 

aggression were too high. 

Lastly, oil won’t inspire great power wars. The United States and China may eventually come to 

blows. Some of their military campaigns may target oil resources, if controlling them seems 

necessary for regime survival. However, oil will not be the fundamental cause of a Sino-American 

conflict. It’s not worth fighting for. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/05/19/oil-wars-why-nations-arent-battling-over-petroleum-resources/?utm_term=.f4d433e3640b
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Answer to: “No solvency – emergency powers” 
 

Congress and normal means limits this power to circumvent 

Ohlbaum, Friends Committee on National Legislation senior strategist and legislative director, and 

Stohl, Stimson Center’s Conventional Defense Program Director, 2019 

[Diana Ohlbaum and Rachel Stohl, "An "Emergency" Arms Deal: Will Congress Acquiesce in Another 

Blow to Its Authority?," , Just Security June 6 2019 https://www.justsecurity.org/64413/an-emergency-

arms-deal-will-congress-acquiesce-in-another-blow-to-its-authority/ accessed DUDA-TM 

Congress is not without options in responding to this assault on its powers, however. Republican and 

Democratic senators are joining together to disapprove all 22 “emergency” sales proposed by the 

president. Even if there is insufficient time to pass resolutions of disapproval for these particular sales 

before the agreements are signed, Congress could pass a law to prohibit the delivery of these 

weapons systems. It could also override the president’s veto of its resolution to end U.S. military 

participation in the Saudi-led war in Yemen, which would require the support of Republican senators. 

It could impose a ban or strict conditions on all future weapons sales to Saudi Arabia and the UAE. 

And it could rewrite the procedures for consideration and review of arms sales. Instead of allowing 

weapons to be transferred unless two-thirds of both houses vote to override the inevitable presidential 

veto of attempted blocking legislation, Congress could treat major arms sales with at least the 

seriousness it treats trade agreements, which require affirmative congressional approval to move 

forward. In short, Congress must fight to reclaim its relevance as an active participant in foreign policy 

and national security decisions. 

Returning from its Memorial Day recess, Congress has no lack of foreign policy emergencies to 

respond to – walking the administration back from the brink of war with Iran chief among them. But if 

it can’t stand up to protect its own prerogatives on arms sales, then its chances of being heard on 

anything else will be permanently diminished. 

 

https://www.justsecurity.org/64413/an-emergency-arms-deal-will-congress-acquiesce-in-another-blow-to-its-authority/
https://www.justsecurity.org/64413/an-emergency-arms-deal-will-congress-acquiesce-in-another-blow-to-its-authority/
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Answers to Defense Industry Disadvantage 
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Non-unique - Defense Industry in Decline Now 

Decades of decline undermined the defense industry  

Gouré 18 (Daniel, Senior Vice President with the Lexington Institute, “Winning Future Wars: 

Modernization and a 21st Century Defense Industrial Base.” Heritage Foundation, 10/4/18, 

https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-

century-defense, Accessed 7/12/19, JMoore) 

The same underfunding that hollowed out the U.S. military over the past several decades also 

affected the industrial base that is necessary for a credible national defense. In the future, that 

industrial base may not have sufficient capacity and capability to meet the needs of a nation engaged 

in a long-term strategic competition with multiple adversaries. 

The United States fought and won the Cold War on the basis of a unique set of political, economic, 

industrial, and technological advantages. By the end of World War II, this country had learned how to 

harness its industrial might and scientific talent to produce more and, in many cases, better military 

equipment than any other country was capable of producing.37 In the decades that followed, the 

United States continued to depend on its superiority in science and technology and the capabilities of 

its aerospace and defense industries to turn the products of government-sponsored research and 

development into advanced military systems. 

The end of the Cold War marked the beginning of the end for the system of technological and 

industrial investment that had sustained U.S. military preeminence for more than four decades. 

Protracted periods of declining defense budgets caused a sharp contraction in the aerospace and 

defense sector.38 A period of rapid vertical and horizontal integration in this sector led to the 

concentration of critical manufacturing and R&D capabilities in a handful of major defense companies, 

the so-called primes, and a hollowing out of the supplier base on which these large companies relied 

for parts, components, and even major systems. 

As a result, the once vaunted Arsenal of Democracy withered. The demand of national security no 

longer would drive investments in science and technology or in productive capacity. The number of 

companies specializing in aerospace and defense goods shrank precipitously through mergers and 

exiting of the sector. “We will have American industry providing for national defense,” opined Norman 

Augustine, then chairman of one of the new defense primes, Lockheed Martin, itself a product of the 

merger of Lockheed and Martin Marietta. “But we will not have a national defense industry. This is not 

the best of all worlds. We’ll have to draw on our industrial base rather than having the defense 

capability of the past.”39 

https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-century-defense
https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-century-defense
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Non-unique - Defense Industry in Decline Now 

 

Labor shortages undermine the defense industry  

Zacks Equity Research 19 (“Outlook for Aerospace-Defense Stocks Remains Encouraging.” Zacks 

Equity Research, 1/11/19, https://www.zacks.com/commentary/204098/outlook-for-aerospace-

defense-stocks-remains-encouraging, Accessed 7/8/19, JMoore) 

The industry is facing impending retirements and a shortage of trained technical graduates. Per a 

recent report by AIA, approximately 60% of aerospace and defense employees are more than 45 

years old versus 44% in the overall U.S. workforce. This growing number of aged employees, 

coupled with high attrition rates and increased labor mobility, poses serious risks to the industry. In 

fact, employment in this industry fell 1.6% over the last five years in 2017. If the trend persists, it may 

impact business growth over the near term. 

 

https://www.zacks.com/commentary/204098/outlook-for-aerospace-defense-stocks-remains-encouraging
https://www.zacks.com/commentary/204098/outlook-for-aerospace-defense-stocks-remains-encouraging
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Non-unique —Trade War hurts defense industry  
 

Trade war hurts the Defense Industry  

Lineberger 19(Robin Lineberger, leader of Deloitte's Aerospace & Defense (A&D) industry practice, 

“2019 global aerospace and defense industry outlook,” Deloitte, 2019, 

https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/Deloitte/us/Documents/manufacturing/us-mfg-2019-global-a-

and-d-sector-outlook.pdf, accessed 7/7/19, JMoore) 

Free trade is important to the A&D industry as aircraft and arms exports drive revenue growth, 

especially for companies from the developed world. 

For instance, A&D is the leading net exporting industry in the United States, which generated a net 

trade surplus of US$86 billion in 2017.7 But there is a possibility that brewing transatlantic and 

transpacific trade tensions could affect this as duties being placed on steel and aluminum impact 

companies’ bottom lines. Import tariffs on aluminum and steel—key raw materials imported by A&D 

manufacturers in the production of aircraft, missiles, rockets, tankers, etc.—will likely increase 

manufacturing costs and impact profitability. Defense companies that primarily sell to foreign 

governments and rely on relationships could be more adversely affected. With retaliatory tariffs being 

imposed, some A&D companies could consider moving their manufacturing to avoid tariffs for 

products manufactured and exported from their home countries, disrupting supply chains and 

delaying deliveries. A&D companies operating in this environment of uncertainty will do well by 

nurturing long-term stable partnerships across the industrial base and managing their global supply 

chain relationships. 
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No link - Saudi Arabia Not Key to Defense Industry 

Restrictions on Saudi Arms Sales won’t hurt the defense industry  

Macias 18 (Amanda, National security reporter at CNBC, “Restrictions on arms sales to Saudi Arabia 

would likely have a limited impact on US defense firms, Cowen says.” CNBC, 11/26/18, 

https://www.cnbc.com/2018/11/26/saudi-arms-sale-limits-would-have-slight-impact-on-us-defense-

firms.html, Accessed 7/9/19, JMoore) 

WASHINGTON — America’s top defense firms will face limited financial risks in their dealings with 

Saudi Arabia, even as lawmakers consider imposing limits on arms sales to the kingdom, 

according to analysts at Cowen Research. “It would appear that these would be limited in duration 

and scope, and big-ticket buys of missile defense systems would not be impacted,” the analysts wrote 

in the note. Of the major defense suppliers, Lockheed Martin would have the most exposure, 

according to the note, but it would still amount to a relatively tiny portion of the company’s 

business. Saudi Arabia’s oil-rich monarchy is one of America’s most strategic partners and a 

significant patron of U.S. defense companies. The Saudis are the indisputable top buyers of U.S.-

made arms, a title that has safeguarded the kingdom from retaliatory sanctions over the 

disappearance of journalist Jamal Khashoggi and the Saudi-led war in Yemen. President Donald 

Trump has often cited the importance of the U.S. relationship with Saudi Arabia, repeatedly pushing 

back on approving significant economic or political consequences for Riyadh’s actions. In an 

extraordinary statement last week, Trump affirmed that the U.S. would continue to stand with Saudi 

Arabia. Trump has also commented on the potential impact to defense suppliers if the U.S. were to 

sanction the Saudis over the Khashoggi killing. “I tell you what I don’t want to do,” Trump said to CBS’ 

“60 Minutes” last month, when he was asked about possibly blocking arms sales to Riyadh. “Boeing, 

Lockheed, Raytheon, all these [companies]. I don’t want to hurt jobs. I don’t want to lose an order like 

that. There are other ways of punishing, to use a word that’s a pretty harsh word, but it’s true.” 

However, if Congress imposed short-term restrictions on Saudi weapons sales the resulting impact 

looks to be less than 2 percent of sales for Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, Boeing and General 

Dynamics, and negligible for Northrop Grumman. Here’s a breakdown of what top defense firms are 

selling to Saudi Arabia and which contracts are at risk. From missiles to helicopters, the Pentagon’s 

top weapons supplier is selling a range of arms to Saudi Arabia. Of the top five U.S.-based arms 

makers, Lockheed Martin has the broadest Saudi exposure and is slated to bring in $400 million this 

year from Saudi sales alone. Next year, Lockheed Martin is expected to rack up approximately $900 

million in sales to the kingdom. In a deal reportedly worth $15 billion, the Bethesda-based defense 

firm is marching toward selling Saudi Arabia the THAAD, or terminal high altitude area defense, 

missile system. Regarded as America’s crown jewel in missile defense systems, THAAD is 

manufactured by Lockheed Martin but uses a radar supplied by Raytheon. In addition to THAAD, the 

kingdom looks to buy Pac-3 missiles, Black Hawk helicopters, munitions, C-130 aircraft and littoral 

combat ships. In short, according to the note, Lockheed Martin’s at-risk defense sales to Saudi 

will likely be less than 1.5 percent of its total in 2019. 

https://www.cnbc.com/2018/11/26/saudi-arms-sale-limits-would-have-slight-impact-on-us-defense-firms.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2018/11/26/saudi-arms-sale-limits-would-have-slight-impact-on-us-defense-firms.html
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No Impact—Economic Decline doesn’t cause war  

No impact to economic decline – won’t cause war  

Davis and Pelc 17 [Christina L. Davis & Krzysztof J. Pelc, Christina L. Davis is a Professor of Politics 

and International Affairs at Princeton; Krzysztof J. Pelc is an Associate Professor of Political Science 

at McGill University, “Cooperation in Hard Times: Self-restraint of Trade Protection,” Journal of 

Conflict Resolution, 61(2): 398-429 7/9/19 JMoore] 

Conclusion Political economy theory would lead us to expect rising trade protection during hard times. 

Yet empirical evidence on this count has been mixed. Some studies find a correlation between poor 

macroeconomic conditions and protection, but the worst recession since the Great Depression has 

generated surprisingly moderate levels of protection. We explain this apparent contradiction. Our 

statistical findings show that under conditions of pervasive economic crisis at the international level, 

states exercise more restraint than they would when facing crisis alone. These results throw light on 

behavior not only during the crisis, but throughout the WTO period, from 1995 to the present. One 

concern may be that the restraint we observe during widespread crises is actually the result of a 

decrease in aggregate demand and that domestic pressure for import relief is lessened by the decline 

of world trade. By controlling for product-level imports, we show that the restraint on remedy use 

is not a byproduct of declining imports. We also take into account the ability of some countries to 

manipulate their currency and demonstrate that the relationship between crisis and trade protection 

holds independent of exchange rate policies. Government decisions to impose costs on their trade 

partners by taking advantage of their legal right to use flexibility measures are driven not only by the 

domestic situation but also by circumstances abroad. This can give rise to an individual incentive for 

strategic self-restraint toward trade partners in similar economic trouble. Under conditions of 

widespread crisis, government leaders fear the repercussions that their own use of trade protection 

may have on the behavior of trade partners at a time when they cannot afford the economic cost of a 

trade war. Institutions provide monitoring and a venue for leader interaction that facilitates 

coordination among states. Here the key function is to reinforce expectations that any move to 

protect industries will trigger similar moves in other countries. Such coordination often draws on 

shared historical analogies, such as the Smoot–Hawley lesson, which form a focal point to shape 

beliefs about appropriate state behavior. Much of the literature has focused on the more visible action 

of legal enforcement through dispute settlement, but this only captures part of the story. Our research 

suggests that tools of informal governance such as leader pledges, guidance from the Director 

General, trade policy reviews, and plenary meetings play a real role within the trade regime. In the 

absence of sufficiently stringent rules over flexibility measures, compliance alone is insufficient during 

a global economic crisis. These circumstances trigger informal mechanisms that complement legal 

rules to support cooperation. During widespread crisis, legal enforcement would be inadequate, and 

informal governance helps to bolster the system. Informal coordination is by nature difficult to 

observe, and we are unable to directly measure this process. Instead, we examine the variation in 

responses across crises of varying severity, within the context of the same formal setting of the WTO. 

Yet by focusing on discretionary tools of protection—trade remedies and tariff hikes within the bound  

 

Continues on next page… 
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No Impact—Economic Decline doesn’t cause war  

 

Continued from last page… 

rate—we can offer conclusions about how systemic crises shape country restraint independent of 

formal institutional constraints. Insofar as institutions are generating such restraint, we offer that it is 

by facilitating informal coordination, since all these instruments of trade protection fall within the letter 

of the law. Future research should explore trade policy at the micro level to identify which pathway is 

the most important for coordination. Research at a more macro-historical scope could compare how 

countries respond to crises under fundamentally different institutional contexts. In sum, the 

determinants of protection include economic downturns not only at home but also abroad. Rather 

than reinforcing pressure for protection, pervasive crisis in the global economy is shown to generate 

countervailing pressure for restraint in response to domestic crisis. In some cases, hard times bring 

more, not less, international cooperation.  
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Impact Inevitable—Labor Shortages  

Labor shortages undermine the defense industry  

Gouré 18 (Daniel, Senior Vice President with the Lexington Institute, “Winning Future Wars: 

Modernization and a 21st Century Defense Industrial Base.” Heritage Foundation, 10/4/18, 

https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-

century-defense, Accessed 7/12/19, JMoore) 

Finally, the defense acquisition system and companies engaged in defense-related production and 

sustainment face a critical workforce shortage. The secular decline in manufacturing has resulted in a 

loss both of aerospace and defense workers and of the skilled technicians and artisans that produce 

the machines and tools needed to construct next-generation weapons systems. DOD’s Fiscal Year 

2017 Annual Industrial Capabilities Report to Congress identifies weaknesses in the workforce as a 

serious threat to the ability of the aerospace and defense industrial base to support military 

requirements: 

A&D [aerospace and defense] companies are being faced with a shortage of qualified workers to 

meet current demands as well as needing to integrate a younger workforce with the “right skills, 

aptitude, experience, and interest to step into the jobs vacated by senior-level engineers and skilled 

technicians” as they exit the workforce.61 

The retirement of the Baby Boomer generation and the lack of sufficient opportunities for technical 

education are also exacerbating the workforce problem. “Throughout our defense industrial base, 

talented workers in these critically important trades are retiring and not being replaced in sufficient 

numbers to support our defense needs,” according to White House National Trade Council Director 

Peter Navarro. “Shipyards, vehicle manufacturing and aircraft facilities are particularly hard-hit. 

Training the next generation of skilled trade workers will be essential to our military’s future 

success.”62 

https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-century-defense
https://www.heritage.org/military-strength/topical-essays/winning-future-wars-modernization-and-21st-century-defense


DUDA  Fall 2019 
Junior Varsity   Affirmative 

 60 

No link – arms sales do not create US jobs  

Claims of jobs tied to Saudi sales exaggerated - 

Harturg and Arabia, Center for International Policy, 2019  

(William and Christina, “ Trends in Major U.S. Arms Sales in 2018: The Trump Record - Rhetoric 

Versus Reality”Security Assistance Monitor April, 2019 

https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-

versus-reality accessed TM-DRAFT 5/14) 

A case in point regarding the administration’s exaggerated claims of arms sales-related jobs is Saudi 

Arabia, where President Trump has claimed that there are hundreds of thousands of U.S. jobs tied to 

arms sales to that nation. He has used this argument in opposing a reduc- tion in U.S. sales to the 

Saudi regime in response to its murder of U.S.-resident journalist and Washington Post contributor 

Jamal Khashoggi and Saudi Arabia’s killing of civilians in its inter- vention in Yemen. There are 

serious questions as to whether arms sales-related jobs should be an adequate reason to arm 

repressive regimes. But putting that aside for the moment, President Trump’s assertions on arms 

exports and jobs don’t stand up to even minimal scru- tiny. Based on actual deliveries of arms, which 

is the best measure of how much money is actually flowing in any given year pursuant to current and 

past weapons offers, U.S. jobs tied to Saudi arms deals likely numbered in the range of 20,000 to 

40,000 jobs in 2018, less than ten percent of President Trump’s claims of 500,000 jobs directly tied to 

U.S. arms sales to the regime in Riyadh. A claim of one million jobs appeared to involve both arms 

sales and other commercial offers, so is not included in the above calculations.14 

 

Few US jobs created by arms sales  

Caverley, Associate Professor of Strategy, United States Naval War College, 2018 

(Jonathan, “AMERICA’S ARMS SALES POLICY: SECURITY ABROAD, NOT JOBS AT HOME” War 

on the Rocks, APRIL 6, 2018 https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-

security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/ accessed TM-DRAFT 5/28/19) 

However, the Trump administration’s new initiative threatens to disrupt this balance and undermine 

the often useful role that arms sales have played in U.S. foreign policy. Tina Kaidanow, head of the 

State Department’s Bureau of Political-Military Affairs, recently testified that the Arms Transfer 

Initiative not only “bolsters our ability to protect the United States by being a force multiplier for the 

U.S. warfighter” but “ultimately benefits U.S. industry by driving new innovation and creating high-

quality American jobs.” But simultaneously linking U.S. security and American jobs through arms 

sales, while it may seem intuitive, rarely works. Indeed, such a policy will carry few economic 

benefits, and, if done indiscriminately, undermine what should be the central goal of the nation’s arms 

transfer policy: advancing the national security of the United States and its partners. Many deals that 

advance U.S. goals will create few jobs in the United States, while some of the most lucrative, job-

creating arms deals can undermine U.S. interests. 

 

https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-versus-reality
https://securityassistance.org/publication/trends-major-us-arms-sales-2018-trump-record-rhetoric-versus-reality
https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
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No internal link – exports small portion of US defense industry  

US defense industry does not rely on arms sales to other countries for it’s health – the US 

military is primary consumer 

Caverley, Associate Professor of Strategy, United States Naval War College, 2018 

(Jonathan, “AMERICA’S ARMS SALES POLICY: SECURITY ABROAD, NOT JOBS AT HOME” War 

on the Rocks, APRIL 6, 2018 https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-

security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/ accessed TM-DRAFT 5/28/19) 

Moreover, the primary client of American firms — the Pentagon — buys different weapons than does 

the rest of the world. The U.S. defense industry often does not bother to produce many of the 

weapons small states want to defend themselves from regional aggressors (such as China). Since 

the 1950s, the U.S. Navy has deliberately refused to buy diesel submarines — ideal for coastal and 

archipelagic defense — in favor of nuclear-powered, ocean-spanning undersea capital ships. Nor 

does the American defense industry currently sell ground-based anti-ship missiles, until now leaving 

this rapidly growing export market to smaller producers such as France, Russia, Sweden, Norway, 

and Italy. 

https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
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Answer to: “Saudi arms sales benefit the US” 

Limited economic or foreign policy benefit from US sales to Saudi Arabia  

Caverley, global arms trade expert, 2018 

(Jonathan “Want to Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply” New York Times Oct. 12, 

2018 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html accessed TM-

DRAFT 5/30/19) 

Peter Navarro, the White House’s director of trade and industrial policy, has argued that increased 

arms sales “will be an important catalyst for strengthening American industry; the stewardship of our 

national security; and the strengthening of our international partnerships.” But the truth is that in the 

case of Saudi Arabia, the benefits on all three fronts are slight. 

 

 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html
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US Arms Sales Bad – Hurts Middle East Stability  

Turn – Arms sales destabilize the Middle East and Fuel conflict  

Cammack, nonresident fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, AND Dunne, expert on political and economic change in Arab countries 2018 

(Perry and Michele, “Fueling Middle East Conflicts – or Dousing the Flames,” Carnegie Endowment 

for International Peace, 10/23/18, https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-

conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548, Accessed 5/31/19, JMoore) 

But is there evidence that the increased provision of arms has helped to stabilize the Middle East, or 

even to provide victory for key allies? Unfortunately, the brutality of contemporary Middle Eastern 

wars suggests that this flood of weapons has poured fuel on the fire and made conflicts lengthier as 

well as deadlier. First, arms sales to belligerents in a conflict are seldom a decisive factor, but rather 

invite a counterreaction by opposing states, thereby feeding civil wars rather than extinguishing them. 

U.S. and European supply to the Saudi-Emirati intervention in Yemen has coincided with Iran’s 

increased support for its Houthi partners.17 The provision of weapons by the United States and 

several Gulf states to Syrian rebels initially helped to tip the balance against the Syrian army. But this 

same support also encouraged Iran to escalate its support, and once it became clear that the Obama 

administration would not take direct military action against the Syrian armed forces, Russia seized an 

opening to intervene and defeat those same rebels, thereby decisively changing the contours of the 

conflict. 

 

Turn – reducing US arms sales would help stabilize the Middle East  

Cammack, nonresident fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, AND Dunne, expert on political and economic change in Arab countries 2018 

(Perry and Michele, “Fueling Middle East Conflicts – or Dousing the Flames,” Carnegie Endowment 

for International Peace, 10/23/18, https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-

conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548, Accessed 5/31/19, JMoore) 

Establish new arms sales parameters: The United States and its European allies should reconsider 

the circumstances in which they provide weapons to Middle Eastern states—as well as their 

unseemly rivalry in doing so. Such weapons inflame conflicts and lead to direct threats to their 

collective security through migration and terrorism. To reduce the likelihood of weapons slipping into 

the hands of nonstate actors, they should severely restrict the sale of advanced weapons systems to 

fragile states at risk for future internal conflicts. They should also reduce sales to states at risk of 

committing grave human rights abuses against their own citizens. 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
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US Arms Sales Bad – Hurts Middle East Stability  

 

Turn – Arms Sales to Saudi Arabia escalate the conflict with Yemen and kill innocent civilians  

Cammack, nonresident fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, AND Dunne, expert on political and economic change in Arab countries 2018 

(Perry and Michele, “Fueling Middle East Conflicts – or Dousing the Flames,” Carnegie Endowment 

for International Peace, 10/23/18, https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-

conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548, Accessed 5/31/19, JMoore) 

A review of 2017 U.S. arms sales found at least $659 million in sales to Saudi Arabia and the United 

Arab Emirates for laser-guided bombs and other munitions, as well as firearms, to be used in combat 

operations in Yemen.23 But there is little evidence that the U.S. support for the Saudi-Emirati 

campaign has either accelerated a coalition victory (thereby shortening the conflict) or significantly 

reduced casualties in Yemen. U.S.-made weapons systems have targeted school buses, funerals, 

and hospitals.24 Four years into the war, the situation has been called the worst humanitarian crisis 

in the world, with millions of Yemenis at risk of starvation or suffering from related diseases. Germany 

and Spain have cut off weapons sales to the intervening parties, and pressure has grown in the 

United Kingdom and United States to consider doing likewise, particularly after an August 2018 

United Nations report found that practices by both sides in the conflict amounted to war crimes.25 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
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US Arms Sales Bad—Causes Terrorism 
 

Turn – arms sales create instability by providing terrorists and nonstate actors with weapons  

Cammack, nonresident fellow in the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for 

International Peace, AND Dunne, expert on political and economic change in Arab countries 2018 

(Perry and Michele, “Fueling Middle East Conflicts – or Dousing the Flames,” Carnegie Endowment 

for International Peace, 10/23/18, https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-

conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548, Accessed 5/31/19, JMoore) 

Even worse, arms provided to militaries in fragile or highly corrupt states can slip into the hands of 

terrorists, militias, and other nonstate actors. Although the Houthi rebels have reportedly received 

Iranian-supplied ballistic missiles, many of their ballistic missile stocks are composed of Russian and 

North Korean weapons originally provided to the Yemeni army and seized during Houthi advances in 

2013 and 2014.18 A comprehensive survey by Conflict Armament Research of 40,000 combat items 

recovered from Islamic State fighters in Syria and Iraq suggests that more than 50 percent of their 

weapons were originally produced by Russia and China (many of them for the Syrian and Iraqi 

armies), and 30 percent originated from Warsaw Pact–era Eastern Europe. Three percent of 

weapons and 13 percent of ammunition were NATO caliber, presumably seized from the Iraqi armed 

forces during the Islamic State’s advances in 2014.19 In one case, an advanced anti-tank guided 

weapon was reportedly manufactured in Europe, sold to the United States, supplied to a party in 

Syria, and transferred to the Islamic State in Iraq, where it was recovered—all within two months of 

leaving the factory.20 Unfortunately, the advanced weapons systems being sold to authoritarian Arab 

governments today may be used by insurgent fighters in future wars. 

 

https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/10/23/fueling-middle-east-conflicts-or-dousing-flames-pub-77548
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Non-unique - Russia Negotiating With Saudi Arabia Now 
 

Non Unique – Russia is already negotiating with Saudi Arabia on arms sales  

Borisov, Research Fellow at the Centre for Analysis of Strategies and Technologies, 2018 (Timofey, 

“Russia’s return to the Middle East: Ch. 4, Russian arms exports in the Middle East.” Chaillot Papers 

No. 146, July 2018, EU Institute for Security Studies, 

https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/CP_146.pdf, Accessed 5/22/19, JMoore) 

Saudi Arabia, which is a traditional recipient of US arms, has also expressed its interest in 

cooperation with Russia. During the visit by Saudi Arabia’s King Salman bin Abdulaziz Al Saud to 

Moscow in October 2017 the countries reached a preliminary agreement worth $3.5 billion that 

included the S-40 SAM systems, TOS-1A systems, Kornet-EM ATGMs, automatic grenade launchers 

and the production of Kalashnikov AK-103 assault rifles in Saudi Arabia.19 If carried out, these 

contracts would yield new opportunities for Russian arms exports in the region. 

 

Despite deteriorating relations – Russia managed to engage with Saudi Arabia over arms 

sales  

Borshchevskaya, Ira Weiner Fellow at The Washington Institute, focusing on Russia’s policy toward 

the Middle East, 2017 (Anna, “The Tactical Side of Russia’s Arms Sales to the Middle East.” The 

Jamestown Foundation, 12/20/17, https://jamestown.org/program/tactical-side-russias-arms-sales-

middle-east/, Accessed 5/30/19, JMoore) 

Russia’s relations with this region deteriorated significantly during the Syrian conflict, with Russians 

and Arabs generally lining up on opposite sides. Despite this, interest in Russian arms among Arab 

states remains. In February 2017, the UAE signed a letter of intent to purchase the Sukhoi Su-35, as 

mentioned above.[lxvi] Only China currently buys these jets from Russia. The Emirates has also 

purchased ground weapons from Russia, such as BMP-3 infantry combat vehicles and Pantsir S1 air-

defense systems. In February 2017, the UAE also signed $1.9 billion worth of military contracts, 

which reportedly includes 5,000 anti-armor missiles, in addition to training and logistic support. The 

country also started talks with Rostec about the development of a fifth-generation MiG-29 aircraft 

variant; though experts are skeptical, the UAE can co-produce. Very few countries can produce a 

fifth-generation fighter aircraft. Theoretically, Russia can, but it only recently began production of 

fourth-generation Su-34s developed in the 1980s.[lxvii] Reportedly, Qatar is also talking to Russia 

about purchasing S-400s, and here the discussion appears more realistic. In October 2017, Moscow 

and Doha signed a military and technical cooperation Memorandum of Understanding, according to 

TASS,[lxviii] and the Qatari government apparently expressed interest in purchasing the S-400s.[lxix] 

In October 2017, Saudi King Salman bin Abdulaziz Al Saud became the first ever Saudi monarch to 

visit Russia. The fact that the visit occurred shows how much influence Putin has achieved in the 

Middle East. Upon the meeting’s conclusion, Salman and Putin signed a packet of documents on 

energy, trade and defense, and they agreed to several billion dollars’ worth of joint investment.[lxx] 

Reportedly, Saudi Arabia also decided to purchase Russia’s S-400 air defense system, making it, 

after Turkey, the second American ally to do so.[lxxi] 

https://www.iss.europa.eu/sites/default/files/EUISSFiles/CP_146.pdf
https://jamestown.org/program/tactical-side-russias-arms-sales-middle-east/
https://jamestown.org/program/tactical-side-russias-arms-sales-middle-east/
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Russia Can’t Fill In for US Arms Sales 

Alternative suppliers and Saudi’s domestic industry won’t provide enough supply – will have 

to stick with the US  

Stratfor, leading think tank analyzing security issues, 2018  

(“Saudi Arabia Lays the Foundation for a Defense Industry of Its Own”. Stratfor Assessments Nov 9, 

2018 https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030 

accessed TM-DRAFT 5/23/19)  

Even in the best of cases, the Saudi defense industry will not be developed enough to give it full 

independence in weapons sourcing even by 2030. Considering the industry's current underdeveloped 

state, even if it matures considerably, the kingdom will still have to look abroad for the high-tech 

weaponry it desires. Saudi Arabia thus will have no choice but to continue to rely on arms imports in 

the coming years, but that dependence will not preclude it from following an increasingly independent 

course. Furthermore, given the limits of the kingdom's strategy to find other sources of weapons, 

Riyadh will remain keen to maintain its significant relationship with Western powers, particularly the 

United States. 

 

No internal link - Saudi Arabia won’t ditch America for Russia – they’re almost completely 

reliant on the US military capabilities  

Caverley, Associate Professor of Strategy, United States Naval War College, 2018 

(Jonathan, “AMERICA’S ARMS SALES POLICY: SECURITY ABROAD, NOT JOBS AT HOME” War 

on the Rocks, APRIL 6, 2018 https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-

security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/ accessed TM 5/28/19) 

America should accept that Saudi Arabia is going to buy a lot of U.S. weapons, but avoid coddling the 

Kingdom. Saudi Arabia (and its Gulf State allies) will remain an important customer largely because 

the country is desperate to keep the United States involved in the region. The Saudi military is almost 

entirely American equipped and trained and most of its military capability requires continued 

American support to function for more than a couple of days. A few additional jobs may result from 

selling more arms to the Kingdom, but this may not justify giving up the leverage over Saudi and its 

allies’ policies towards Yemen, Syria, and Qatar that do not necessarily advance American interests. 

https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030%20accessed%20TM%205/23/19
https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030%20accessed%20TM%205/23/19
https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
https://warontherocks.com/2018/04/americas-arms-sales-policy-security-abroad-not-jobs-at-home/
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No shift to other suppliers – obstacles  

 

No one will replace US arms sales.  Russia lacks capacity and Saudis systems work better 

with the US  

Stratfor, leading think tank analyzing security issues, 2018  

(“Saudi Arabia Lays the Foundation for a Defense Industry of Its Own”. Stratfor Assessments Nov 9, 

2018 https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030 

accessed TM-DRAFT 5/23/19)  

While there are certainly potential benefits for the Saudis in diversifying arms sources, there are 

considerable limits as well. For one thing, neither Russia nor China is in the position to replace the 

United States as a present and powerful guarantor of Saudi security against Iran. Even more 

important, because the Saudi military is equipped chiefly with Western weapons, a major forcewide 

shift toward non-Western equipment would create serious logistical and training problems in a force 

already not well-known for its maintenance capabilities or its professional acumen. For those reasons, 

the Saudi state will have no choice but to continue to rely on its alliances with the United States and, 

to a lesser extent, European states. This will extend to its arms-purchasing relationship as well. 

 

 

https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030%20accessed%20TM%205/23/19
https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/saudi-arabia-defense-industry-weapons-imports-vision2030%20accessed%20TM%205/23/19
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Russian Influence Good—Yemen  

Russia’s increasing influence with the Middle East and Saudi Arabia is key to mitigate war in 

Yemen  

Fenton-Harvey, journalist and researcher who focuses on the Middle East and North Africa at The 

New Arab, 2018 (Jonathan, “Russia's deadly game in Yemen.” The New Arab, 3/6/18, 

https://www.alaraby.co.uk/english/indepth/2018/3/6/Russias-deadly-game-in-Yemen, Accessed 

6/12/19, JMoore) 

That no global power has tried to restore peace has left a void, which Russia appears to be looking to 

fill. Early on in the conflict, Moscow kept a close eye on Yemen, and positioned itself as a potential 

leading mediator in the crisis. In January, Russian foreign minister Sergei Lavrov stated the need to 

bring a diplomatic end to Yemen's war. "It is essential that the participants in the conflict give up their 

attempts to solve the existing problems by force," he insisted. Moscow would engage with all sides to 

help the situation "move from a military scenario to a political dialogue", added Lavrov. Lavrov last 

week called for the international community to encourage more dialogue with all sides, in an interview 

with The Reporter. More significantly, its vetoing of a British-led UN Security Council resolution over 

Yemen last week - which critics say was too harsh on Iran and the Houthis, and too favourable 

towards the Saudi-led coalition - shows that Russia is taking a more direct stance on Yemen. It also 

shows that the West's policies in the Middle East - which in this case have echoed the Saudi line of 

needing to curtail Iran's influence in Yemen - have once again been foiled by Russia. Russia's 

stronger position in Yemen is indicative of a shifting power balance in the Middle East. Russia has 

overwhelmingly outmanoeuvred the United States in Syria. Overall, Moscow's presence is expanding. 

Russian President Vladimir Putin has shown himself to be an opportunist in the past and would 

conceivably use Yemen to expand his own influence. Oleg Ozerov, deputy director of the Africa 

department at Russia's Ministry of Foreign Affairs, believes that Russia looks to take a stronger 

stance in Yemen and could therefore take responsibility in leading negotiations to end Yemen's crisis 

- while involving the West in negotiations too. It would be easy for Putin; Russia has increasing 

leverage with Saudi Arabia. Last month, both countries strengthened ties after signing a significant 

energy deal. This follows the significant rapprochement between Moscow and Riyadh last year, 

highlighting strengthening bilateral relations. Meanwhile, Russia has played a balancing act by 

supporting the Houthis, having in the past abstained from UN resolutions to block weapons transfers 

to the rebels, while also claiming Houthi rocket fire into Saudi Arabia is a matter of "self-defence". 

Moscow has also sent aid into Houthi areas, which were neglected by the Saudi-coalition and its 

backers. All this takes place while Russia ostensibly supports the UN-recognised Hadi government, 

which is backed by Saudi Arabia. Across the Middle East, Moscow is asserting its dominance, 

supporting Iran and Syria, while maintaining good relations with Israel. Moscow is therefore in a better 

position than several other global powers to bring an end to the crisis. 

https://www.alaraby.co.uk/english/indepth/2018/3/6/Russias-deadly-game-in-Yemen
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US policy in Syria should have already caused 

Non Unique – US unpredictable Syrian policy should have caused a shift  

Lynch, professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, 2019 

(Marc, “Does the decline of U.S. power matter for the Middle East?” The Washington Post, 3/19/19, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-

east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd, Accessed 6/12/19, JMoore) 

Russia profited from the perception of U.S. retrenchment and its own efficacy in Syria. It 

opportunistically played a weak hand to undermine U.S. alliances and project influence without 

significant material commitments outside of Syria. The perception led many regional leaders to hedge 

against U.S. unpredictability by entertaining offers of arms sales or military support. Hedging is not 

the same as shifting alliances, though the two easily have been confused. 

 

 

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd
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No Impact to US Russia War 

No Impact – Russia won’t escalate to nuclear war – their weapons are for deterrence not 

escalation  

Oliker, Senior Adviser and Director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Center for Strategic 

and International Studies, 2018 (Olga, “Moscow’s Nuclear Enigma.” Foreign Affairs, 

November/December 2018 Issue, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russian-federation/2018-10-

15/moscows-nuclear-enigma, Accessed 5/29/19, JMoore) 

Moreover, if “escalate to de-escalate” were Russia’s new guiding strategy, it would be odd for this 

shift away from the 2014 position to be tucked away inside a tangled passage of its naval doctrine. If 

Moscow sought to strengthen its deterrence capabilities by lowering the bar for nuclear use, one 

would expect it to broadcast this change loud and clear. It might, for instance, make a public 

announcement that from now on, Russia would use nuclear weapons whenever it deemed it 

necessary. By contrast, a muted announcement would risk making an adversary more sanguine 

about the probable costs of war, encouraging, rather than deterring, an attack. Western analysts 

accusing Russia of nuclear brinkmanship misread its public statements. Granted, lower-level Russian 

officials and pundits have made rather liberal use of hyperbole in their nuclear threats against NATO 

members and other countries. It is also true that new nuclear-capable weapons systems are a point 

of pride for the country. In a speech to parliament in March, for example, Russian President Vladimir 

Putin emphasized the country’s nuclear modernization efforts and its new, exotic weapons. But in the 

same speech, Putin explained that Russia’s newest strategic weapons could overcome U.S. missile 

defenses, a capacity that would be relevant only if Russia were retaliating, not attacking. Putin later 

affirmed that Russia would use nuclear weapons only if a U.S. attack were imminent or had already 

occurred—further confirming that Russia’s arsenal is for deterrence, not escalation.  

https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russian-federation/2018-10-15/moscows-nuclear-enigma
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/russian-federation/2018-10-15/moscows-nuclear-enigma
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No US Leadership Now in the Middle East 

 

Impact Non Unique – US alliance system in the middle east collapsing now  

Lynch, professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, 2019 

(Marc, “Does the decline of U.S. power matter for the Middle East?” The Washington Post, 3/19/19, 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-

east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd, Accessed 6/12/19, JMoore) 

An increasingly turbulent region consumed by domestic challenges and intraregional rivalries is 

simply less organized around U.S. priorities and less amenable to external control. The more that the 

United States offloaded policy to local allies and the less resources it was willing to commit, the more 

its allies could push for their own priorities at U.S. expense. The Saudi-UAE ability to harness the 

United States to its disastrous war in Yemen shows the potency of this dynamic. Regional powers 

saw opportunities to extend their influence without restraint, while also fearing their rivals might do the 

same. Their erratic policies also reflected profound domestic challenges in key states. Foreign policy 

adventures are a way to secure domestic popularity, to distract from internal problems, or to protect 

against perceived threats emanating from abroad. Unqualified U.S. support for autocratic regimes 

encouraged their repressive tendencies, generating even greater internal instability and threat. The 

declining domestic stability of its regional allies is an underappreciated dimension of the United 

States’s perceived decline. Key allies that once carried a large share of the security burden, such as 

Egypt and Turkey, are consumed by domestic instability. Others, such as Saudi Arabia, have become 

ever more erratic and confrontational. As priorities diverge and the United States is dragged into 

peripheral battles, the deterioration of its alliance system can become a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/03/19/does-decline-us-power-matter-middle-east/?utm_term=.883e286e16fd
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Answers to Reform Arms Sales Counterplan 
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No solvency – Complete ban key 

Absent complete termination of sales, Saudi will continue the conflict in Yemen 

Stewart and Strobel, Reuters, 16 

(Phil Stewart and Warren Strobel, “U.S. to halt some arms sales to Saudi, citing civilian deaths in 

Yemen campaign,” Reuters, 12-13-2016, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-saudiarabia-yemen-

exclusive/u-s-to-halt-some-arms-sales-to-saudi-citing-civilian-deaths-in-yemen-campaign-

idUSKBN1421UK accessed DUDA-TM) 

Still, the decision was not the cut-off in support that Saudi Arabia’s biggest critics had hoped for and 

much of the U.S. military relationship will remain intact. For example, the United States will keep 

refueling Saudi-led coalition aircraft involved in the campaign, and it is not cutting off all arms sales to 

the kingdom. And, in a nod to Saudi Arabia’s security concerns, Washington will share more 

intelligence on the Saudi border with Yemen. The kingdom has been subject to cross-border attacks 

by the Iran-allied Houthi movement. A Saudi-led military coalition intervened in Yemen’s civil war in 

March 2015 and has launched thousands of air strikes against the Houthis. Rights groups say Saudi-

led coalition attacks on clinics, schools, markets and factories may amount to war crimes. Saudi 

Arabia has either denied the attacks or cited the presence of fighters in the targeted areas and has 

said it has tried to reduce civilian casualties. “I think it’s a signal but too weak of a signal,” said William 

Hartung of the U.S.-based Center for International Policy, responding to the U.S. decision. “As long 

as they’re going to refueling aircraft which is central to the bombing campaign, it’s hard to see that 

they’re using all the leverage they have,” said Hartung, who authored a report earlier this year on U.S. 

arms offers to Saudi Arabia during Obama’s tenure. An Obama administration official, who spoke on 

condition of anonymity, said “systemic, endemic” problems in Saudi Arabia’s targeting drove the U.S. 

decision to halt a future weapons sale involving precision-guided munitions. “We’ve decided not to 

move forward with some foreign military sales cases for air-dropped munitions, PGMs (precision-

guided munitions),” the official said. “That’s obviously a direct reflection of the concerns that we have 

about Saudi strikes that have resulted in civilian casualties,” the official said. A second official 

confirmed the decision to suspend the sale of certain weaponry. The officials declined to offer details. 

But a specific case put on hold appeared to involve the sale of hundreds of millions of dollars worth of 

guidance systems manufactured by Raytheon Co that convert dumb bombs into precision-guided 

munitions that can more accurately hit their targets. A Raytheon spokesman referred questions to the 

Pentagon and State Department. Pentagon spokesman Captain Jeff Davis told a news briefing he 

was unaware of the Reuters report. There was no immediate comment from Saudi officials. 

REFUELING TO CONTINUE The White House launched a review of U.S. assistance for the Saudi-

led coalition after planes struck mourners at a funeral in the capital, Sanaa, in October, killing 140 

people, according to one U.N. estimate. The United Nations human rights office said in August that 

the Saudi-led coalition was responsible for roughly 60 percent of the 3,800 civilians killed since March 

2015. Human rights groups, which have criticized the United States for supporting the Saudi war 

effort by selling the kingdom arms and refueling coalition jets, said the move by Washington was not 

enough. “This move falls far short of what is needed to end civilian bloodshed and alleviate suffering 

in Yemen,” said Amnesty International’s Samah Hadid in Beirut. 
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No solvency – US won’t have leverage  

Reform and conditioning the Affirmative on agreement by the Saudis to reform will not work 

because Saudis do not care about civilians  

Walsh, NY Times reporter, 2019  

(Declan “Saudi Warplanes, Most Made in America, Still Bomb Civilians in Yemen” NYTimes, May 22, 

2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html 

accessed 5/23/19 DUDA-TM) 

Other critics say that Mr. Lewis’s suggestion is too little too late. 

“Stronger levers to hold the coalition accountable are a fantastic idea,” said Kristine Beckerle of 

Mwatana, which has called on the United States to cut its support to the Saudi-led coalition. “But if 

your partner appears consistently unwilling to comply with international law, or to minimize harm to 

civilian life, then at some point you should not be partnering with them at all, as is clearly the case for 

Yemen.” 

 

Leveraging won’t work – US mindset is that we need the Saudis and they will not care about 

civilian deaths  

Walsh, NY Times reporter, 2019  

(Declan “Saudi Warplanes, Most Made in America, Still Bomb Civilians in Yemen” NYTimes, May 22, 

2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html 

accessed 5/23/19 DUDA-TM) 

Andrew Miller, a former State Department official now working with the Project on Middle East 

Democracy, a nonpartisan group, said that American officials intent on countering Iranian influence in 

the Arabian Peninsula presume that continued military assistance to Saudi Arabia and its allies is 

necessary. 

“We need them, we don’t have any alternatives, and so we need to make the best of a bad lot,” Mr. 

Miller said, explaining the mind-set. 

While stronger controls for military assistance programs are welcome, he added, skepticism about the 

coalition’s willingness to change is warranted by its record of civilian casualties. 

“Either they are less concerned about civilian casualties or they see some utility in killing civilians as a 

form of collective punishment,” Mr. Miller said. “I have no evidence to support either case. But it would 

not be the first time in the Middle East that we see such tactics.” 

https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%20TM%205/23
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%205/23/19
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/05/22/world/middleeast/saudi-yemen-airstrikes-civilians.html%20accessed%205/23/19
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No solvency – terrorism  
 

Conditioning arm sales on human rights worsens repression and terrorism 

Choi, University of Illinois at Chicago Political Science Professor, and James, USC International 

Relations Professor, 2017 

[Seung-Whan and Patrick, "Are US Foreign Policy Tools Effective in Improving Human Rights 

Conditions?," Chinese Journal of International Politics 2017, Vol. 10, No. 3 Oxford Academic 

Database, accessed DUDA -TM) 

Most current among studies of military assistance and human rights is that of Sandholtz, which 

investigates the era of the ‘War on Terror’.19 Data analyses for more than 100 states reveal that the 

relationship between human rights performance in recipient countries and US military assistance 

significantly deteriorated after 9/11. The likely mechanism at work is perverse in nature. In light of the 

US’s eagerness to recruit and obtain supporters in the War on Terror, cooperative states may have 

perceived military assistance from Washington as including the go-ahead to carry out even more 

repression. 

According to one observer, US security policy after 9/11 has tended to ‘exacerbate rather than 

attenuate the root causes of terrorism, especially in the Middle East’, because it provides terrorist 

groups with a pretext for retaliation against US military action.20 With regard specifically to US human 

rights policy, critics tend to hold sway; for example, Donnelly and Liang-Fenton see Washington as 

reactive and short-term in its thinking.21 Intervention, moreover, needs to become less US-centric 

and more in tune with local conditions. Iraq provides, perhaps, the most dramatic support for that 

argument, given that it became obvious soon after the short conventional phase of the war that the 

leadership in Washington knew little about the country they had occupied.22 
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No solvency – Saudi Arabia will circumvent  
 

The Crown Prince isn’t trustworthy – means that the CP can’t solve only punishing him has a 

chance of working  

Rice, former National Security Advisor, 18 

(Susan Rice, “A Partner We Can’t Depend On,” The New York Times, October 29 2018, 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/29/opinion/khashoggi-mbs-saudi-arabia-susan-rice.html accessed 

DUDA-TM) 

The deadliest exhibit is the war in Yemen, which has cost tens of thousands of lives and killed 

countless civilians, including children, because the Saudis arrogantly refuse to employ responsible 

targeting techniques. It has been a Prince Mohammed operation from the start. 

The Saudi-led coalition in Yemen shares direct responsibility, along with the Houthi rebels and Iran, 

for the worst humanitarian crisis in the world, while the United States has continued shamelessly to 

provide support to their bloody war. Although the Obama administration initiated support to the 

coalition to help defend Saudi territory from Houthi incursions, it finally moved to curtail arms sales 

when the aims of the war expanded and the constraints we tried to impose were flouted. 

At home, the crown prince has locked up civil society activists. He imprisoned for months hundreds of 

members of the royal family and other influential people in the Riyadh Ritz-Carlton and demanded 

they surrender huge sums of money and valuable assets in exchange for release. He has forced out 

rivals and close relatives, including former Crown Prince Mohammed bin Nayef. And, as the 

Khashoggi case suggests, he has undertaken a global purge of Saudi dissidents wherever they 

reside. 

The crown prince kidnapped the Lebanese prime minister and denied it. He imposed a spiteful, full-

blown blockade on neighboring Qatar, another important American partner, and has sought to goad 

the United States into conflict with Iran. Stung by two mildly critical tweets by the Canadian foreign 

minister, Prince Mohammed abruptly downgraded diplomatic ties with Ottawa, yanked 7,000 Saudi 

students out of Canadian universities and limited transport and trade links. 

As this litany of lunacy shows, Prince Mohammed is not and can no longer be viewed as a reliable or 

rational partner of the United States and our allies. If we fail to punish him directly and target only 

those around him, the crown prince will be further emboldened to take extreme actions. If we do 

punish him, which we must, Prince Mohammed, petulant and proud, is equally likely to behave more 

irresponsibly to demonstrate his independence and exact retribution against his erstwhile Western 

partners. Either way, the Trump administration must assume that Prince Mohammed will continue to 

drive his country and our bilateral relationship over the proverbial cliff. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/29/opinion/khashoggi-mbs-saudi-arabia-susan-rice.html
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No solvency - Assessments won’t work  
 

Saudi Arabia has an entrenched network of lobbyists, they’ll muddle reporting under the CP  

Freeman, Foreign Influence Transparency Initiative Founder, 18 

(Ben Freeman, “It’s time to silence the Saudi lobbying machine in Washington,” Washington Post, 

October 22 2018, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2018/10/22/its-time-to-

silence-the-saudi-lobbying-machine-in-washington/?utm_term=.787f5b5ba4b4  accessed DUDA-TM) 

Before the horrific murder of Jamal Khashoggi in the Saudi Consulate in Turkey, Saudi Arabia had 

amassed one of the largest and well-funded influence operations in the United States. It had more 

than two dozen lobbying and public relations firms on its payroll. Its lobbyists lined congressional 

campaign coffers on the very same day they met with senators and representatives to discuss Saudi 

interests, and the Saudis were pumping cash into think tanks and elite American universities across 

the nation. But now the Saudi's once seemingly invincible influence machine has started to 

malfunction. Four of Saudi Arabia's lobbying and public relations firms, and at least one think tank, 

have severed ties with the Saudis. The question isn't why organizations are distancing themselves 

from Saudi Arabia now; the real question is why did Washington wait to sour on the Saudis? The 

short answer: the Saudis' extraordinary spending on influence in the United States. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2018/10/22/its-time-to-silence-the-saudi-lobbying-machine-in-washington/?utm_term=.787f5b5ba4b4
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2018/10/22/its-time-to-silence-the-saudi-lobbying-machine-in-washington/?utm_term=.787f5b5ba4b4
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Answers to Security Kritik 
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2AC - Framework for Evaluating the Kritik  
 

Interpretation – the affirmative should be able to weigh the plan against the status quo or a 

competitive political strategy. Prefer our interpretation of debate –  
 

A.) procedural fairness – any other interpretation moots the best affirmative offense in 

favor of analysis of words in some of our cards – there’s no reason the aff should be 

rejected if the plan is a good idea.  
 

B.) Topic and Policy Education – our interpretation is necessary for scenario planning that 

challenges current conceptions in policy and international relations and informs future 

policy 
 

Bharma, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, et 

al., 2016(Naazneen H., Brent Durbin, Smith College, Eric Lorber, Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher, and 

Rachel E. Whitlark, Belfer Center at the Harvard Kennedy School of Government, ““Imagine a World 

in Which”: Using Scenarios in Political Science”, International Studies Perspectives, Vol. 17, Iss. 2, 

pp. 117-135, May, accessed at https://academic.oup.com/isp/article-abstract/17/2/117/2614149, 

DUDA-ZW) 

Even so, scenarios can be a very valuable tool in the college-level classroom. For example, scenario 

analysis can be used to ask “what comes next?” at the conclu- sion of survey courses in international 

relations and US foreign policy. In such classes, students are often particularly susceptible to 

believing that the world will continue to evolve along current trend lines—e.g., that nonstate actors will 

be in- creasingly important in international affairs, or that the US–China relationship will define global 

politics in the twenty-first century. Well-crafted scenarios pro- pose alternative dynamics that force 

students to question their assumptions, ide- ally by bringing related course content into their 

analyses. Importantly, a basic scenario exercise does not require the detailed logistics or 

infrastructure (formal templates, guided breakout sessions, etc.) employed at the workshop described 

above. Rather, an instructor can try out the approach by following three basic steps: first, write up a 

set of one to three one-page scenarios describing different possible futures; second, give students 

time to consider and discuss these in small groups, either during or outside of class; and, third, 

facilitate a discussion of inter- esting questions and observations that the scenarios raise, including 

cross-fertiliza- tion across different scenarios. With experience, the technique can then be adapted to 

be more complex and to meet additional learning objectives. Finally, a growing body of research finds 

that students learn best in a diverse and active learning environment (Brown and King 2000; Burch 

2000; Asal 2005; Glasgow 2012). The scenario approach adds another lens through which to ana- 

lyze complicated political dynamics in a fun, interactive, and experiential way. Scenarios also accord 

well with the “flipped classroom,” in which students learn facts and concepts outside the classroom—

such as through recorded lectures or podcasts—and then apply these critically during class. For 

example, the “Power to the People” scenario described above could be used to address readings or  
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other preparation on social movements, democratization, specific regional dynamics, or a host of 

related topics. In this way, scenario analysis may be most fruitful in the undergraduate classroom 

when it is used to explore and test material that has al- ready been covered, rather than to introduce 

new material. Conclusion Crucial dimensions of bridging the gap between international affairs 

scholarship and policymaking include the production of substantive, policy-relevant research 

programs and the equipping of a new generation of political science students with the skills to 

connect theory to practice. This article has made the case that scenario analysis is a valuable 

experiential and problem-based technique for the political science discipline, bringing both scholarly 

and pedagogical benefits. Because scenarios can aid political scientists in imagining plausible 

alternative worlds in the future, applying this technique to contemporary international affairs offers a 

structured, comparative process for generating research agendas on oth- erwise overlooked and 

crucial issues. In addition, because this analytical exercise encourages identifying these issues 

now—well before decision makers are likely to confront them—it enables political scientists to begin 

pursuing the necessary re- search to provide policymakers with empirically robust and useful answers 

to im- portant policy questions that will become significant down the road. One aim in deploying the 

process we have described here is to accelerate innova- tion in policy-relevant political science 

scholarship by shifting mental maps and thereby illuminating new and essential areas of inquiry. 

Scenario analysis can be an invaluable aid to scholars in asking questions that are not being asked in 

policy cir- cles, building middle-range theory to propose answers to those questions, and then 

communicating the answers to decision makers in ways they can use. Intended to complement 

traditional methods of political science training, the New Era Foreign Policy Conference aims to equip 

an emerging cohort of graduate students and junior scholars with the tools to incorporate the kind of 

thinking that scenarios provoke as a central ingredient of their scholarship. This undertaking is hence 

a two-sided statement about bridging the gap. It embraces the value of immersion in contemporary 

international affairs to the political science discipline, in the belief that policy relevant research 

contributes to the overall diversity of the field without diluting its epistemological commitments. It also 

takes seriously the goal of policy relevance as one important metric of the quality of scholarship, in 

the belief that political scientists are well placed to inform and enliven public debate. For, in the end, 

we at Bridging the Gap feel that it is the collective responsibility of our discipline to engage with and 

contribute to the public sphere. Scenarios and the workshop model described here provide one 

avenue to that end. 
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Appeals to security are not necessarily “securitizing” -- We have to pragmatically evaluate it in 

each individual context 

Nyman 2016  

[Jonna, Lecturer in International Politics at the Univ of Sheffield, “What is the value of security? 

Contextualizing the negative/positive debate,” Review of International Studies, 

https://lra.le.ac.uk/bitstream/2381/37156/1/Nyman_The%20value%20of%20security%20RIS_FinalMa

rch2016.pdf, accessed 7/11/19, Accessed DUDA-TM] 

Having clarified the different uses of these terms, I propose an alternative approach to overcome these tensions, which I label the pragmatist 

frame. This brings the contributions of the analytic and normative frames together, but focuses on studying the value of security 

in context. This focuses on how security is currently used by different actors, to illustrate that it can be, but isn’t always, a ‘good 

thing’. Although there is not enough space to introduce a fully-fledged new theoretical framework here, the final section is devoted to exploring this 

further. Here I draw on the pragmatist philosophy of Dewey and James, practice-centred approaches and contextualism. Drawing on Ciută’s argument 

that security does not have an unchanging ‘essence’ or meaning12, I suggest that it also has no inherent 

value: this has serious implications for the negative/positive debate. If the value of security is contextual and unfixed, the 

focus should shift from defining what makes security practices positive or negative in the abstract, to 

studying actual situated security practices in context and using this to make conclusions about the 

value of security in that particular case. Reflexivity is essential here: such analysis has to be accompanied by a shift from fixed 

normative commitments towards normative awareness. This may in turn help practical analysis (and critique) of existing notions of security and security 

policy. While further research is needed, I hope this contribution will open space for exploring a new way forward for understanding the value of security. 

The paper’s central contribution is thus to clarify the debate over the value of security, drawing out the different uses of the terms ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ 

and proposing an alternative pragmatist route. Because the focus here is on the debate over the value of security and how security is currently used, it 

does not tackle the bigger question of what or which issues should or shouldn’t be constructed as security issues, as this is beyond the scope of the 

paper. However, studying the ethics of security implies a normative approach, where the analyst/s is 

recognised as ‘active participants in the security discussion’13. The paper begins with a discussion on the ethics of 

security, distinguishing between securitization and the construction of security. It then examines the negative/positive debate, drawing out the analytic 

and normative frames in the key contributions on the topic. Lastly, it develops the pragmatist frame drawing on these uses and building on them to 

create a pragmatic, contextual and practice-centred understanding of the value of security. The final section discusses the implications. Critical security 

studies emerged in the 1990s as a critique of dominant state-centred security studies and politics, to question what security is and who it is for. Most 

authors writing in this tradition agree that the meaning of security is constructed. Consequently, critical security studies has engaged with ideas on the 

value and ethics of security directly, with two of the most influential early approaches presenting contrasting views. The Copenhagen School study 

security as securitization, viewing security as negative and usually best avoided14. Meanwhile, the Welsh School define security as emancipation, 

emphasising its positive value and potential15. Alongside this, there have been ongoing debates over the referent of security, including attempts to 

attach normatively positive adjectives to security to overcome the negative aspects, from global security to human security, which have made important 

contributions16. These perspectives have provoked growing debate over the nature, or value, of security. While it doesn’t use the language of the 

negative/positive debate, the Welsh School’s understanding of security is closely aligned with the analytic frame, and is therefore discussed in more 

detail later. This section now turns to discuss the influence of the Copenhagen School’s securitization theory on the negative/positive security debate. 

Many of the contributions in the negative/positive debate explicitly use securitization as a starting point or even as shorthand for security. The 

Copenhagen School argue that issues ‘become’ security when a (usually elite) actor constructs them as such through security speech-acts and this 

designation is accepted by the relevant audience, moving the issue from the realm of politics and democracy into a realm of security where extraordinary 

emergency measures are enabled17. Securitization is seen to have ‘inevitable negative effects’, including ‘the logic of necessity, the narrowing of 

choice, the empowerment of a smaller elite’18. The Copenhagen School argue that security cannot escape its traditional connotations because of how it 

is used in the field of practice: in historical terms, it is national security19. They view the realm of security as opposed to normal politics and based on 

these assumptions they argue that in most cases ‘security should be seen as a negative, as a failure to deal with issues as normal politics’20. As a 

result, they suggest that while securitization may sometimes be necessary most issues are best dealt with outside of the security sphere, or 

‘desecuritized’ 21. The limits of securitization theory have been covered elsewhere so will not be dealt with indepth here22. Many more recent  
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contributions to the negative/positive debate draw on securitization theory, but the debate suffers from a lack of distinction 

between ‘security’ and ‘securitization’23. Following McDonald, I argue that securitization only represents a 

particular type of security construction. While arguing that ‘the meaning of a concept lies in its usage and is not something we can 

define analytically or philosophically according to what would be “best”’24, Buzan et al. simultaneously limit the meaning of security to very specific 

usages by particular actors. Ciută discusses this in-depth, arguing that the Copenhagen School’s theoretical definition of security takes precedence over 

situated security practice, limiting analysis to how security works when situated actors ‘happen to act in theoretically prescribed ways’25. Consequently, 

securitization theory neglects security when it doesn’t fit the framework, such as when it is framed 

using a different language of security that does not rely on friend/foe distinctions and non-democratic 

procedures. These do not enable emergency measures and are therefore not cases of securitization. Based on their definition of security, the 

Copenhagen School broadly favour desecuritization. However, in privileging a particular notion of ‘security’ that can only 

be articulated by those in a position of power, they overlook the ways in which other actors already 

contest dominant notions of security and threat, articulating alternative, more positive, concepts of 

security26. The Copenhagen School struggle to see security when it does not follow their rules. Therefore, I suggest that securitization 

theory presents a narrow, particular understanding of security, rather than the understanding of security. While critical 

approaches to security have been concerned with both the politics and ethics of security they have tended to assume 

security has a universal logic27. The emerging debate on the value of security presents a more nuanced perspective, exploring which 

characteristics or features make security negative or positive28. Yet, as noted in the introduction, there are clear variations between key authors’ 

definitions of ‘negative’ and ‘positive’ security and these differences are not addressed or made explicit. Some of this confusion is inevitable, reflecting 

the fact that different approaches have developed from distinctive literatures, focus on different dimensions of security and have different normative 

commitments. Most obviously some focus on security as a state of being, while others analyse security as a process or practice: those who focus on 

security as a state of being tend to be more optimistic about its positive potential, while those who study security as a process tend to point to the 

problematic features or consequences of existing security processes29. However, the two are not always easy to separate30, and few authors who 

focus on security as a state of being overlook security as a process. The different uses of these terms matters and needs to be acknowledged, since it 

stalls the debate as people talk at cross purposes. While recognising that security can be positive or negative, authors 

also continue to define what is negative and positive in the abstract. The debate over the value of security raises 

important questions about the kind of politics we desire. To move forward we need a common language, or at least open 

recognition when we are talking about different things. We also need to recognise that what is good 

usually depends on the context: this is discussed further in the final section. 
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Link turn - Reductions in arms are key to establish trust and cooperation that prevents the 

vicious cycle of securitization 

Chivvas & Davis 2011 

 [Christopher, associate director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center & senior 

political scientist at RAND corporation, Paul, adjunct principle researcher at RAND and prof of policy 

analysis at the Pardee RAND Graduate School, “Establishing Security,” in Paul Davis, Dilemmas of 

Intervention, JStor, Accessed DUDA-TM] 

The security dilemma describes the perspective of an actor (a person, group, or state) who, facing an inherently insecure environment, seeks to increase 

its own security but, in doing so, decreases the perceived security of other actors in the system; the actor thereby inadvertently decreases both its own 

security and the system’s overall level of security (Jervis, 1978; Posen, 1993; Walter and Snyder, 1999; Rose, 2000; Walter, 2002; Byman, 2002). The 

vicious circle of the security dilemma is active in both wartime and post-conflict situations. It can apply between rival 

opposition factions and between such a faction and the government. It exists at the level of large groups and at the 

individual level. Individuals, for example, might purchase small arms and form groups for self-protection, but this will threaten former adversaries who will 

do likewise, leading to increased tensions and pressures to break the peace preemptively. Increasing the degree of post-conflict 

security requires reversing this vicious circle (Walters, 2002). One implication is that where credible commitments 

to the peace are lacking, one of the main roles of international forces is to provide that credibility and 

thus reduce fears and facilitate cooperation. Increasing the strength of a state’s military, however, can increase the security 

dilemma’s intensity if rebels are not included in the government and thus have reason to fear the government will renege on its peace promises (Collier 

and Hoeffler, 2006; 2007). Such issues are discussed further in later chapters. The ferocity of the vicious cycle may reflect 

psychological, ideational, and cultural matters, as well as reality. Weapon technology that is offensive 

in nature can also increase fear, as do certain political geographies that create incentives for pre-emptive strikes (Posen, 1993; Rose, 

2000). If the past war was irregular or involved atrocities, historical baggage can be expected to exacerbate fear and distrust (Kalyvas, 2006). This is one 

reason that the trust-building measures discussed in Chapter Four can have such an important impact. The security dilemma need not be acute at the 

outset of an episode, but it may develop subsequently (e.g., the security dilemma was hardly acute among Shia, Sunni, and Kurdish factions in Iraq 

before the 2003 invasion, when Saddam was firmly in control, but became a reality subsequently). Still another phenomenon can be understood in 

security dilemma terms. Common crime, even of a serious nature, should be distinguished analytically from politically motivated violence, granted that 

the two can overlap in some situations. Nevertheless, “petty” and random violence can still increase fear. The need for protection from random violence 

can increase the tendency to gather small arms and take other measures that inherently, if unintentionally, increase offensive capabilities of one group 

over another. Moreover, common crime can have broader implications if it is interpreted through a meta-narrative of ethnic violence. For example, if 

random local violence results in the death of an individual from one ethnic group at the hands of another, even if the violence was criminal or personal 

and not political in nature, the crime can easily take on political meaning and thereby tend to undermine security (Kalyvas, 2006). Random violence of a 

local or criminal nature, therefore, even if not linked to political aims, can still increase the overall demand for security by intensifying fears and hence the 

security dilemma. This is why effective police forces and rule of law have positive impacts on security far beyond their ability to eliminate insurgents. To 

overcome the security dilemma, people’s behavior and expectations must change. Trust between 

former and potential future adversaries must grow. This is why such acts as public displays of 

disarmament are important and also why inflammatory rhetoric, even if otherwise innocuous, can be dangerous. Notably, where 

adversarial groups are not unified internally and leaders are forced to struggle for power within their own groups, the tendency toward inflammatory 

rhetoric increases, as was the case in Bosnia, where nationalist leaders were often pushed to maximalist positions in order to gain power within their 

own groups, and in the process efforts to build trust between ethnic groups were hampered. 
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The First Affirmative Constructive’s humanitarian focus moves securitization away from 

militarism and towards securing human life against the violence of weapons  

Petrova, Assistant Professor in International Relations and International Peace and Security at 

Institut Barcelona d’Estudis Internacionals, 2018 

(Margarita H., “Weapons prohibitions through immanent critique: NGOs as emancipatory and 

(de)securitising actors in security governance”, Review of International Studies, Vol. 44, part 4, pp. 

619-653, June 6, accessed at https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/review-of-international-

studies/article/weapons-prohibitions-through-immanent-critique-ngos-as-emancipatory-and-

desecuritising-actors-in-security-governance/FB559BD497A0B2BC0EEFC5AE21FCB23C, DUDA-

ZW) 

In their advocacy for the bans, NGOs undertook a number of framing processes to reorient the discourse on 

weapons use away from being a strictly military matter of national defence. They used humanitarian 

‘frame amplification’95 – highlighting the humanitarian costs of the weapons and focusing on the 

victims and their suffering. In addition to drawing the audience’s gaze to the humanitarian side of the proportionality equation, which weighs 

military interests against huma- nitarian concerns, NGOs engaged in desecuritisation and concomitant securitisation 

replacement. However, in this case replacement does not involve conjuring up another security threat to the 

same referent object, but a replacement of the referent object and the threat. The referent object shifts 

from the state and its national security to the victims at the receiving end of violence. The weapons are no 

longer a defensive tool against enemies, but the enemy inflicting disproportionate harm on innocent 

people (often far away from Western states). Protecting those victims requires giving up the insidious weapons. Herein the security relation 

is inverted – the threat is the weapon, the threatened are vulnerable people around the world, but especially in the less developed countries 

ravaged by conflict. While the plight of the latter is politicised and placed centre stage, the process is also largely depoliticised as no direct responsibility 

for the victims’ suffering is attributed apart from the weapons themselves. The problem is the weapon rather than the ways in 

which it is used or those who use it.96 However, the issue is politicised again when those states unwilling 

to ban the weapons are accused of endangering innocent civilians by preventing the emergence of a 

global prohibition, irrespective of whether their current military practices cause civilian casualties. 

‘Responsible’ use is no longer an option. Instead of some major landmine users, such as guerrilla forces, for example, the main culprit becomes the US 

as the superpower blocking normative progress. Relatedly, NGO undertake issue simplification – advocating a ban as a simple and 

effective solution to the humanitarian problems and placing all types of landmines and cluster munitions in the same category irrespective of their design 

and functional differences. Thus, on the one hand, highlighting the severity and urgency of the humanitarian problems 

elevated the salience of the threat the weapons posed. On the other, offering an effective solution to it 

aimed at generating prompt action. Both processes fell within the logic of securitisation. Finally, in an attempt 

to address military concerns and show that they are groundless, NGOs employ what can be called ‘counterframe deflation’ – 

countering and downplaying the opponents’ arguments or their ‘counterframe’. To the extent that the attack on the counterframe is undertaken based on 

the opponents’ own ‘interpretive framework’,97 the process approximates immanent critique. In this case, the counterframe to the 

humanitarian frame focused on the necessity and utility of landmines and cluster munitions. Deflating 

it included a double move – questioning the credibility of the military regarding the evidential substantiation 

of their claims about the weapons’ military effec- tiveness and at the same time enhancing the NGOs’  
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credibility by drawing support from high-rank military figures. The latter tactic aimed to increase the social capital of NGOs 

vis-à-vis the military audience98 and was employed in countries where the military strongly opposed the bans, while government officials considered 

supporting them. These processes demonstrate the NGOs’ roles as (de)securitising actors and their 

gaining an influ- ential voice on military matters – something usually overlooked in securitisation theory due to its focus on 

traditional decision-makers in positions of power.99 NGOs desecuritise national defence practices by pulling decisions 

about weapons use out of the domain of national security and military discretion into the open for 

public discussion of their humanitarian costs and impact on human beings. Thus they politicise the issue and move 

it into the realm of normal politics.100 At the same time, NGOs use the ‘grammar of security’ invoking ‘existential threats’ and need for 

urgent action.101 But they do so to portray weapons as a threat to human lives and development – the 

opposite of the conventional ‘grammar of security’ in which ‘our’ weapons are part and parcel of state 

defence and community protection.102 Finally, the measures NGOs advocate are an immediate and 

comprehensive ban on a category of weapons rather than context-specific rules to manage their use or slowly evolving 

regulations. It is a prioritisation move calling for resources to solve a humanitarian problem, but without 

the vestiges of militarisation often inherent in securitisation. Thus, the NGOs simultaneously securitise weapons as threats, 

secure vulnerable human beings, desecuritise military practices, and reframe as threatening those actors that boycott the bans. The latter reframing 

focuses in particular on the US, which from a global guarantor of security becomes represented by NGOs as a threat to international norms and innocent 

victims of landmines and cluster munitions. 
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Link Turn – Trump’s policy of arms sales to Saudi Arabia endorses Saudi Arabia’s 

securitization of Iran – the aff is key to desecuritizing Iran 

Mabon, Researcher in the Department of Politics, Philosophy and Religion at Lancaster 

University, 2018(Simon, “Muting the trumpets of sabotage: Saudi Arabia, the US and the quest to 

securitize Iran”, British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, Vol. 45, No. 5, pp. 742-759, accessed at 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/13530194.2017.1343123, DUDA-ZW) 

Since the invasion of Iraq, Saudi securitization efforts have increasingly been directed at American 

audiences. Despite this, under the leadership of Obama, Saudi attempts to secu- ritize Iran have largely failed to 

find traction. While the American audience may largely be receptive to Riyadh’s concerns about Iran following almost four decades of fractious 

relations this has not translated into extra-ordinary action. Moreover, attempts to securitize the Iranian threat failed to derail 

diplomatic efforts to resolve the nuclear crisis, resulting in a diplomatic agreement between Iran and the P5+1 in late 2015. 

Israel has also attempted to speak to American audiences about Iran and to securitize the Iranian 

nuclear aspirations. On Holocaust Remembrance Day in 2012, Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu stressed that, ‘a nuclear armed Iran is an 

existential threat to the state of Israel.’86 To this end, Netanyahu positioned the nuclear question as an existential threat and called for the US to 

suspend normal poli- tics—going beyond sanctions—to launch military strikes on Iran. Netanyahu also spoke to the US Congress, where he argued that 

‘Iran’s regime poses a grave threat, not only to Israel, but also the peace of the entire world’,87 reminding Congress of their global responsibilities. The 

powerful American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) lobby would also feed into this narrative, calling for US 

officials to reject the nuclear deal, which would lay the ground- work for Saudi Arabia’s securitization 

moves. Ultimately, Netanyahu referred to the Iran deal as a ‘historic mistake’ and the failure to convince Obama to undertake this task would feed 

into a rift between the two men.88 Gulf states—led by Saudi Arabia—have sought to influence policy-making in a 

similar manner to that achieved by AIPAC, while also seeking to maintain the support of the US. Max 

Fisher suggests that Washington’s position in the Middle East is to support the status quo and in the Gulf, this means continued support for Saudi 

Arabia.89 In an effort to ensure the continuation of this policy, Gulf states have begun to fund think tanks across 

Washington, under the impression that funding think tanks—and universities—serves as a cheaper and 

more successful way of cultivating a positive image and silencing potentially critical voices than using 

a PR firm. Yet increased criticism of Riyadh’s domestic and foreign policies, par- ticularly on normative grounds, would make this increasingly 

difficult, and cause problems for Washington’s efforts to maintain cordial relations with Riyadh, particularly after the emer- gence of Da’ish. Despite these 

efforts, in a 2016 article discussing his foreign policy legacy in The Atlantic, Obama expressed frustration at ‘free riders [who] aggravate me’ in response 

to a discussion about some European and Gulf states who, despite expressing humanitarian concerns, were reluctant ‘to put skin in the game’.90 

Obama also suggested that regional security calculations across the Gulf would need to be 

recalibrated: The competition between the Saudis and the Iranians—which has helped to feed proxy 

wars and chaos in Syria and Iraq and Yemen—requires us to say to our friends as well as to the Iranians that they 

need to find an effective way to share the neighborhood and institute some sort of cold peace.91 In a response 

published by Arab News, Prince Turki al Saud rejected the accusation of being free riders. The article questions to what extent 

the pivot to Iran has resulted in equating the Kingdom’s 80 years of constant friendship with America to an Iranian leadership that contin- ues to describe 

America as the biggest enemy, that continues to arm, fund and support sectarian militias in the Arab and Muslim world, that continues to harbor and host 

Al-Qaeda leaders, that continues to prevent the election of a Lebanese president through Hezbollah, which is identified by your government as a terrorist 

organization, that continues to kill the Syrian Arab people in league with Bashar Assad?92 This was not the first instance of 

prominent Saudi officials speaking to American audiences in public. In early January 2016, spurred on by 

recent events, a spiral of rhetoric began once more as the foreign ministers of Iran and Saudi Arabia had  
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opinion pieces published in The New York Times and regional allies continued this strategy. Each 

piece sought to posit the other as a belligerent actor seeking to destabilize the region. The publication of such 

pieces, along with efforts to blame the other for American deaths in either 9/11 or Iraq, highlights efforts to speak to an American audience. For Adel 

bin Ahmed Al Jubeir, the Saudi Foreign Minister seen by many to be the protector of Sunni Muslims, Iran was responsible for 

regional upheaval and sought to ‘obscure its dangerous sectarian and expansionist policies, as well 

as its support for terrorism, by leveling unsubstantiated charges against the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia’.93 Al 

Jubeir also argued that Iran is ‘the single-most-belligerent-actor in the region, and its actions display both a com- mitment to regional hegemony and a 

deeply held view that conciliatory gestures signal weakness either on Iran’s part or on the part of its adversaries’.94 The spiralling rhetoric 

also drew in regional allies, with the Bahraini ambassador to the UK, Fawaz bin Mohammed Al Khalifa, placing the threat posed by Shi’a 

militias—supported by Iran—before that posed by Da’ish, in a departure from Washington. Al Khalifa also warned against the ‘expansionist ambitions of 

the Persian Shia establishment’, who were said to be responsible for unrest in Bahrain, Lebanon, Kuwait and Yemen. Despite these calls, 

the appetite to suspend normal politics and implement emergency measures was limited, making Riyadh’s 

efforts to securitize the Iranian threat futile. In The Atlantic article, Obama also suggested that Saudi Arabia would have to 

learn to ‘share’ the Middle East with Iran, reflecting a long-standing frustration towards Saudi Arabia that can be traced back to 2002, 

when he spoke of the need to prevent the Kingdom and Egypt from repressing domestic populations. Of course, Obama’s predilection for 

diplomacy over the use of force has fed into the failure of the securitization project and, if there had 

been a dif- ferent president and administration in  

Washington then the process might have found a greater deal of traction. Of course, it remains to be 

seen how the Presidential election will shape US–Saudi relations but it should be noted that The 

Clinton Foundation has received tens of millions of dollars from Saudi and Qatari sources.95 

Moreover, although there is a failure to securitize Iran to the US, it is worth considering the broader 

impact of such a securitization process across different levels of analysis, within the context of 

diplomatic relations. Such a public process of securitization and such an attempt to suspend normal 

politics will have broader consequences in terms of intended and unintended audiences. Given the 

public nature of parts of this process, others will wit- ness it and as such, the securitization process 

within the diplomatic realm may have unin- tended consequences and lead to securitization of the 

Iranian threat to other actors, or feed into the securitization processes that have already taken place. 
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Permutation – combine the realist frame of IR of the aff with the alternative’s securitization 

studies – this resolves the links and makes realism more adept at preventing needless wars 

Van Rythoven, Carleton University in Canada, 2016 

(Eric, “The perils of realist advocacy and the promise of securitization theory: Revisiting the tragedy of 

the Iraq War debate”, European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 22, No. 3, pp. 487-511, 

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/1354066115598635, DUDA -ZW) 

Equally important is the concern that calling on realists to engage with the role of identity and emotion 

in discourse challenges the traditional academia–policy divide. In the Weberian view, appropriate 

scholarly activism entails ‘entering the debate in a nonpartisan way, and confining [oneself] to 

disclosing “facts” rather than making pronouncements about “values”’ (Jackson and Kaufman, 2007: 

95). Objectivity, in the Weberian sense, is crucial in ensuring the authoritative nature of academic 

‘facts’. Yet, despite their ‘measured scholarly tones’, such efforts can easily be read as ‘obviously 

“political”’ by the public and therefore be dismissed as another partisan voice (Jackson and Kaufman, 

2007: 99). This does not mean that objectivity and, thus, authority are unimportant, but that these 

concerns need to be balanced with a message sensitive to the vicissitudes of power in discourse. 

Instead, it may be ‘due to the very subjectivity that some perceive as a liability’ that some academics 

‘are well positioned to issue the kinds of critiques that may resonate more deeply’ with popular 

audiences (Sucharov and Sasley, 2014: 177). Rather than pursue a ‘hygienic’ objectivity, we might 

consider our attachments to specific communities as reservoirs for thinking about richer forms of 

public engagement. 

Finally, this critique of realist advocacy may appear poorly timed. Recent patterns of relatively limited 

engagement and restraint in the Middle East and Eurasia have left Stephen Walt (2014) questioning 

whether Barrack Obama is more realist than he is. Neoconservative criticism of the Obama 

administration has met with significant public backlash over issues ranging from their contribution to 

the rise of the Islamic State to their historical support for Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) torture 

programmes. 

Yet, there are a number of reasons why asserting the ascendency of realism in US security policy 

may be premature. First, despite a notable curtailment of large-scale interventions, the underlying 

expansionary dynamic of US national security remains, a point continually challenged by realists (e.g. 

Mearsheimer, 2011a; Walt, 2010). Second, for those instances where restraint is exercised in threat 

construction, such as in viewing a near-nuclear Iran as manageable through disarmament diplomacy 

rather than preventive war, it is not evident that realist advocacy plays a significant role. The 

reluctance of the public and the foreign policy community to support further preventive war may be 

attributable to a correction not in the underlying marketplace of ideas, but in the shifting distribution of 

cultural resources. Collective memories over the fallout of past preventive wars (e.g. the 2003 Iraq 

War) may generate anxieties over reckless military interventions, feelings that are likely to fall by the 

wayside if not sustained through discursive or institutionalized practice. Finally, it is worth noting that  
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Continues… 

neoconservatives are not the only interlocutors that realists engage with. As Mearsheimer (2011a: 19, 

30) notes, ‘liberal imperialists’ are among the central agents of threat inflation and are highly 

influential in US foreign policy. Indeed, practices of liberal humanitarian intervention often reflect a 

very particular kind of securitizing move (Watson, 2011). 

Looking forward, this article has sought to demonstrate that tackling the challenges of advocacy 

cannot be done within the narrow confines of contemporary US neorealism alone. A re-engagement 

with the broader field of security studies is required lest neorealism become ‘diverted into a prolix and 

self-indulgent discourse that is divorced from the real world’ (Walt, 1991: 223), especially concerning 

the practical problem of the broadening of security. Yet, instead of making a trite call to scholarly 

openness and engagement, it may be more fitting to close with a comment regarding the oracle of 

neorealism, Kenneth Waltz. In one of his last academic pursuits, Waltz attended a conference on 

the ‘Politics of Securitization’ at Copenhagen University in 2010.22 The event was a stocktaking 

exercise on almost 20 years of securitization research. It would be crude to suggest that Waltz’s 

attendance reflects an eleventh hour disregard for neorealism in favour of securitization theory. His 

participation, however, can be interpreted as an act of engagement borne out of curiosity and 

interest in roads less travelled in the discipline, an act that we can all hope to emulate. 
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Perm – do both the plan and the alternative – combining securitization discourse with action 

is necessary to address harms  

Zimmerman, Researcher for the Institute for Political Science at Philipp University of Marburg, 

2017 

(Hubert, “Exporting Security: Success and Failure in the Securitization and Desecuritization of 

Foreign Military Interventions”, Journal of Intervention and Statebuilding, Vol. 11, Iss. 2, pp. 225-244, 

April 17, accessed at https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/17502977.2017.1310174, DUDA-

ZW) 

This article is intended as a step towards a sorely needed clarification of the mechanisms governing 

the sequencing of – and links between – moves towards securitization and desecuritization. The 

export of security beyond one’s own territory as a strategy for com- bating material and ideological 

threats violates core norms of the international system such as sovereignty and peaceful conflict 

resolution. It thus constitutes an extraordinary form of politics with a high legitimacy threshold. 

Securitization is initiated to clear this threshold. Military commitments abroad are exceptional policies. 

In all three case studies in this article, security elites undertook securitization moves, claiming 

exceptional threats to justify foreign military intervention. Reflecting the fundamental ambiguity of 

security export, the legitimizing rhetoric aimed at an imminent security threat that had to be countered 

by sending troops abroad. If backed up by convincing historical narratives and established practices, 

such moves can be effective. But – and this is true of all secur- itization moves – the escalating 

rhetoric contains the seeds of effective counter-securitiza- tion moves, setting in motion processes 

which depict military commitment as a threat rather than a solution to the problem, with the language 

of security threatening to become self-defeating. Consequently, it is incumbent on elites to 

desecuritize the issue once the securitization move, in this case the military commitment, has been 

approved by the enabling audience. The case studies demonstrate that the ambiguous nature of 

these processes render any long-term military commitment to peacekeeping inherently unstable. A 

more permanent success of military securitization depends on embedding the commitment in a 

framework of institutionalized context factors, such as dominant identities (Doty 1993) or established 

alliances. The critical importance of credible historical narratives linked with the proposed security 

measures is illustrated by a comparison of these three case studies. In this area, further work is still 

necessary – in particular linking studies of identity formation (e.g. Kantner 2015; Mirow 2016) to the 

securitization literature. 

In conclusion, an empirically-grounded sequential model of securitization processes as proposed by 

this article promises to clarify the links between and differences among core concepts of the 

securitization literature, and to bolster its continued relevance in the analysis of the continuing 

emergence of new claims of security in the current political climate. The argument can easily be 

applied to other fields of securitization studies, such as counterterrorism, migration, health scares and 

so on. In each of these areas, securitizing elites face the task of heavily emphasizing threats in order 

that they might pursue their preferred strategies and implement corresponding policies. Once this is 

accomplished, however, they then have to recapture their own discourse, setting in motion 

desecuritization strategies to institutionalize their preferred policy solutions. 
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Their refusal to engage in politics kills alt solvency –focus on security discourse prevents 

concrete solutions 

Gunning Lecturer in International Politics @ Univ. of Wales, 2007 

(Jeroen “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?” Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 363–

393, 2007 accessed google scholar accessed 5/31/19 DUDA-TM) 

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ 

field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and 

‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations 

of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to 

reconstruction and policy relevance.95 Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically 

constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the 

realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however mod- estly, of political 

structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has 

historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth’s words, involves ‘the dis- covery of 

the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting 

forward utopian argu- ments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building 

with one’s feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for 

real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the prob- lems 

that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, 

also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and opposi- 

tional violence, and challenging the state’s role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle 

with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to 

many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. 

Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with 

‘how security is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because 

those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their 

emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons 

(including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with 

‘traditional’ schol- ars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ 

scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insuffi- ciently challenged to question the basis of 

their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the 

readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to 

advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been 

impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to 

cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity 

of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each 

piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one’s research to what is 

relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-

users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and 

the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the 

Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is 

to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). 
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Alternative can’t solve- Representations don’t shape reality – China framing empirically 

proves  

Goddard, Jane Bishop ’51 Associate Professor of Political Science at Wellesley College, 20315 

{Stacie E., “Securitization Forum: The Transatlantic Divide: Why Secu-ritization Has Not Secured a 

Place in American IR, Why It Should, and How It Can”, Duck of Minerva, September 18, 2015 

https://duckofminerva.com/2015/09/securitization-forum-the-transatlantic-divide-why-securitization-

has-not-secured-a-place-in-american-ir-why-it-should-and-how-it-can.html accessed 5/31/19 DUDA-

TM) 

But there are (good) substantive and (not so good) sociological reasons that securitization has failed to gain traction in North America. First, and most 

important, securitization describes a process but leaves us well short of (a) a fully specified causal theory 

that (b) takes proper account of the politics of rhetorical contestation. According to the foundational theorists of the 

Copenhagen School, actors, usually elites, transform the social order from one of normal, everyday politics into a Schmittian world of crisis by identifying 

a dire threat to the political community. They conceive of this “securitizing move” in linguistic terms, as a speech act. As Ole Waever (1995: 55) argues, 

“By saying it [security], something is done (as in betting, a promise, naming a ship). . . . [T]he word ‘security’ is the act . . .” [emphasis added]. 

Securitization is a powerful discursive process that constitutes social reality. Countless articles and books have traced this process, and its 

consequences, in particular policy domains. Securitization presents itself as a causal account. But its mechanisms 

remain obscure, as do the conditions under which it operates. Why is speaking security so powerful? 
How do mere words twist and transform the social order? Does the invocation of security prompt a visceral emotional response? Are speech acts 

persuasive, by using well-known tropes to convince audiences that they must seek protection? Or does securitization operate through the politics of 

rhetorical coercion, silencing potential opponents? In securitization accounts, speech acts often seem to be magical 

incantations that upend normal politics through pathways shrouded in mystery. Equally unclear is why 

some securitizing moves resonate, while others fall on deaf ears. Certainly not all attempts to construct 

threats succeed, and this is true of both traditional military concerns as well as “new” security issues. 

Both neoconservatives and structural realists in the United States have long insisted that conflict with 

China is inevitable, yet China has over the last 25 years been more opportunity than threat in US 

political discourse—despite these vigorous and persistent securitizing moves. In very recent years, the balance has 

shifted, and the China threat has started to catch on: linguistic processes alone cannot account for 

this change. The US military has repeatedly declared that global climate change has profound 

implications for national security—but that has hardly cast aside climate change deniers, many of whom 

are ironically foreign policy hawks supposedly deferential to the uniformed military. Authoritative speakers have varied in the 

efficacy of their securitizing moves. While George W. Bush powerfully framed the events of 9/11 as a global war against American values, Franklin 

Delano Roosevelt, a more gifted orator, struggled to convince a skeptical public that Germany presented an imminent threat to the United States. After 

thirty years as an active research program, securitization theory has hardly begun to offer acceptable 

answers to these questions. Brief references to “facilitating conditions” won’t cut it. You don’t have to 

subscribe to a covering-law conception of theory to find these questions important or to find 

securitization’s answers unsatisfying. A large part of the problem, we believe, lies in securitization’s silence on the 

politics of security. Its foundations in speech act theory have yielded an oddly apolitical theoretical 

framework. In its seminal formulation, the Copenhagen school emphasized the internal linguistic rules that must be followed for a speech act to be 

recognized as competent. Yet as Thierry Balzacq argues, by treating securitization as a purely rule-driven process, the 

Copenhagen school ignores the politics of securitization, reducing “security to a conventional 

procedure such as marriage or betting in which the ‘felicity circumstances’ (conditions of success) must fully 

prevail for the act to go through” (2005:172). Absent from this picture are fierce rhetorical battles, where 

coalitions counter securitizing moves with their own appeals that strike more or less deeply at underlying narratives. Absent as well are the  

 

Continues… 

https://duckofminerva.com/2015/09/securitization-forum-the-transatlantic-divide-why-securitization-has-not-secured-a-place-in-american-ir-why-it-should-and-how-it-can.html%20accessed%205/31/19
https://duckofminerva.com/2015/09/securitization-forum-the-transatlantic-divide-why-securitization-has-not-secured-a-place-in-american-ir-why-it-should-and-how-it-can.html%20accessed%205/31/19


DUDA  Fall 2019 
Junior Varsity   Affirmative 

 95 

Alternative Fails  

Continues… 

 

public intellectuals and media, who question and critique securitizing moves sometimes (and not others), 

sometimes to good effect (and sometimes with little impact). The audience itself—whether the mass public or a narrower elite stratum—is 

stripped of all agency. Speaking security, even when the performance is competent, does not sweep this politics away. Only 

by delving into this politics can we shed light on the mysteries of securitization. We see rhetorical politics as 

constituted less by singular “securitizing moves” than by “contentious conversation”—to use Charles Tilly’s phrase. To this end, we would urge 

securitization theorists, as we recently have elsewhere, to move towards a “pragmatic” model that rests on four 

analytical wagers: that actors are both strategic and social; that legitimation works by imparting 

meaning to political action; that legitimation is laced through with contestation; and that the power of 

language emerges through contentious dialogue. 
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Realism is necessary and inevitable – we must deal with how states actually act based on the 

international system, not how we wish they would like the alternative does.   

Parsi 05  

[Trita, founder and president of the National Iranian American Council, “Israel-Iranian Relations 

Assessed: Strategic Competition from the Power Cycle Perspective”, in Homa Katouzian and Hossein 

Shahidi, Iran in the 21st Century, accessed DUDA-TM ] 

Realism is the dominating paradigm in international relations. Characterized by its hard-boiled 

willingness to see the world as it is and study international relations as an objective reality, it lacks 

normative guiding principles. It deals with what is and not with what ought to be. Using the metaphor 

of anarchy to describe the international system, realists argue that the only order is that which 

emerges from competition between states-the system's principal actors under anarchy. Realists posit 

that states are rational actors whose primary purpose is to secure their own survival, irrespective of 

their internal political makeup. Security, in turn, is achieved by maximizing power. In the words of 

Kenneth Waltz, the international system is a self-help system in which a nation's security cannot be 

ensured except through their own actions.18 Yet, it is not a world of constant conflict. Stein describes 

the realist worldview as not necessarily one of perpetual warfare, but of perpetual conflict since crises 

are recurring and inevitable.19 Tracing their intellectual lineage to Machiavelli and Thucydides, 

realists refrain from putting their faith in international law and institutions, arguing that treaties cannot 

affect the fundamental principles of international relations. Neo-realism shares the basic assumptions 

of realism, but takes a systemic approach and emphasizes the structure of the international system 

and its affect on the interacting units and vice versa. Waltz posits that a system is composed of a 

structure and interacting units in which the definition of the structure is free of the attributes and the 

interactions of the units. The maneuverability of the states is limited by the structure of the system, 

which constitutes the setting in which states interact. 
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Realism is the best for understanding the middle east 

Parsi 05  

[Trita, founder and president of the National Iranian American Council, “Israel-Iranian Relations 

Assessed: Strategic Competition from the Power Cycle Perspective”, in Homa Katouzian and Hossein 

Shahidi, Iran in the 21st Century, accessed DUDA-TM] 

These theories fit the realities of state-to-state interaction differently region to region. It is often 

argued that the Middle East is best explained by the neo- realist or realist paradigm, due to the 

absence of strong institutions, the lack of a normative framework guiding the interaction of the Middle 

East states, and the Machiavellian nature of its politics.22 Furthermore, unlike the European system, 

the Middle East lacks a consensus on the hierarchy of states, in which states, by and large, only seek 

to increase their relative power through acceptable, non-military avenues and in which all states have 

accepted the dynamic of how role should be granted to rising states or withdrawn from declining 

states. No such order and normative framework exist in the Middle East. Many of its states are new to 

statecraft and the system has yet to reach equilibrium; in this case, neither the hierarchy for role nor 

relative power has been set-everything is up for grabs. There are almost as many would-be 

hegemons as there are states in the Middle East. Many states can be characterized as anti-status 

quo states that actively seek to keep their options open by undermining any possible equilibrium. In 

addition, the lack of a normative framework, i.e., an implicit agreement on the accepted rules of 

interaction and competition, creates an atmosphere in which states often resort to instigation of 

instability in neighboring states and support for terrorist groups and secessionist movements. In short, 

the gloves are always off in the Middle East. These factors all make the Middle East suitable for 

explanation through the power cycle theory. Doran's differentiation between power and role is 

essential for understanding the hegemonic driving forces of Middle E-,astern states. Furthermore, it 

explains why smaller states in the Middle East do not let their role aspirations be hampered by their 

moderate relative power shares, since relative power shares do not necessarily dictate role 

distribution. The power cycle theory. Charles Doran's theory puts decision-making about wars in the 

context of the rise and decline of the relative power of states. Doran argues that states follow a 

cyclical path of growth, maturation, and decline that mainly stems from uneven rates of internal 

economic development.23 According to Parasiliti, "power is an analytical construct-it is not a physical 

thing that can be directly measured."24 

 

 


