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Evidence for the AFFIRMATIVE
1AC – Inherency (Page 1/1)
Contention 1 - Inherency
Despite the rhetoric of hope and change that surround the Obama administration, Obama’s Iraq and Afghanistan policies are more of the same.  Obama’s pledge to withdraw troops is nothing more than a ruse for continued US military occupation and imperialism.  

Jermey Schahill, Journalist and author, 09 [“Obama's Iraq: All Troops Out By 2011? Not So Fast”]
Obama's plan, as his advisors have often said, is subject to "conditions on the ground," meaning it can be altered at any point between now and 2011. Underscoring this point, a spokesperson for New York Rep. John McHugh, the ranking Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, said on Friday that Obama "assured [McHugh] he will revisit the tempo of the withdrawal, or he will revisit the withdrawal plan if the situation on the ground dictates it. ... The president assured him that there was a Plan B."  Despite Obama's declarations Friday and the celebrations they have sparked on the liberal blogosphere, the Pentagon certainly seems to believe its forces may well be in Iraq after 2011. NBC's Pentagon correspondent Jim Miklaszeswki reported on Friday that "military commanders, despite this Status of Forces Agreement with the Iraqi government that all U.S. forces would be out by the end of 2011, are already making plans for a significant number of American troops to remain in Iraq beyond that 2011 deadline, assuming that Status of Forces Agreement agreement would be renegotiated. And one senior military commander told us that he expects large numbers of American troops to be in Iraq for the next 15 to 20 years."

Some have suggested that such statements from the military are insubordination and contrary to Obama's orders, but they could also reflect discussions between the White House and the Pentagon to which the public is not privy.
Then there's the monstrous U.S. embassy unveiled last month in Baghdad, the largest of any nation anywhere in the history of the planet and itself resembling a military base. Maintaining this fortified city will require a sizable armed U.S. presence in Baghdad and will regularly place U.S. diplomats in armed convoys that put Iraqi civilian lives in jeopardy.
Whether this job is performed by State Department Diplomatic Security or mercenaries from the company formerly known as Blackwater (or else a corporation more acceptable to the Obama administration), the U.S. will have a substantial paramilitary force regularly escorting U.S. VIPs around Iraq -- a proven recipe for civilian deaths and injuries. Obama's speech on Friday did not even address the question of military contractors -- a crucial omission given that their presence rivals that of U.S. troops by a ratio of over 1-to-1.
Finally, the Status of Forces Agreement, which supposedly lays out a timetable for U.S. withdrawal, contains a gaping loophole that leaves open the possibility of a continuation of the occupation and a sustained presence of U.S. forces well beyond 2011, "upon request by the government of Iraq." Article 27 of the SOFA allows the U.S. to undertake military action, "or any other measure," inside Iraq's borders "In the event of any external or internal threat or aggression against Iraq." Could this mean an election where the wrong candidate or party wins? What is the definition of a threat?

Regardless of what happens down the line, the world knows the truth about the lies that both Democrats and Republicans promoted in support of Bush's war against Iraq. Rather than inspire hope among Iraqis, the U.S. occupation has devastated their country and opened Iraq's gates for unprecedented violence and instability in their country and the region.Obama, the candidate, used to riff on these truths on the campaign trail. The contradiction between President Obama's speech at Camp Lejeune and his rhetoric before he was elected should serve as a warning to those who take his words at face value. But more important, combined with his plan to escalate the war in Afghanistan, Obama's adoption of key lies from Bush's Iraq narrative should be seen as a dangerous indicator of things to come.
1AC – Imperialism Advantage (Page 1/3)
Contention 2 is Advantages

Advantage 1 is the War Abroad:
First, the US war in Iraq is a growing and unending genocide. US military forces has destroyed Iraq through violent imperialist warfare. The killing will not stop until every last troop is forced home
Manuel Valenzuela, social critic and activist, 06 [“Upon Red Rivers of Genocide,” http://atlanticfreepress.com/news/1/72-upon-red-rivers-of-genocide.html]
Today, from rivers once offering life only death and the products of human malevolence can be seen, courtesy of greed, arrogance and apathy, of the self-aggrandized narcissism and inexperienced idiocy that blinds and insulates populations smeared in comfort and willful ignorance.  Through the silence and acquiescence of Americans, through the complete indifference to the plight of 25 million Iraqis, genocide has become America’s foreign policy in Iraq, becoming Iraq’s new normal, rising to the present as it once did in the past, a disease thriving wherever America’s armies land, just as it once did in the Philippines, Japan, Korea, Vietnam, Cambodia and Indonesia, where in the span of a century the lives of tens of millions of human beings were systematically erased from the face of Earth.  Genocide, that most malevolent of human activities, that most common of historical realities, that most useful of American foreign policy objectives, a demon that invariably never fails to leave our mammalian psychology, becoming as common to our history as music is to our culture, has been birthed in the land of sand and dunes, becoming as common as scorching temperatures, rising like ancient Babylon once did to lay claim to Mesopotamia.  Upon rivers that once brought life now only death floats by; where fertile mud once flowed now human blood gushes.  Where sustenance once flourished only misery can now be irrigated; where once fish were pulled out in bountiful amounts now bodies of rotting human flesh are fished out of the water.

For what can you call what is happening in Iraq in the first decade of the twenty-first century anything but genocide, the complete and systematic decimation – the annihilation – of an entire culture, of an entire society, of an entire nation?  What do you call the death, mostly by violent murder, state sponsored terrorism, American birthed civil war, sectarian violence and counterterrorism operations, of 655,000 human beings if not mass murder, genocide, the genesis of Holocaust of Iraq’s people lie six feet under, buried under the massive and monstrous Americ?  Two to three percent of the Iraqi population has been exterminated, never to breathe life again, never to see children grow up, never to see mothers give birth or see fathers become proud grandfathers.  Two to three percent an military machine. If two to three percent of America was killed in the span of three years, a number reaching 6 to 9 million individuals, what  would happen to the United States? What would happen if a city the size of Los Angeles or New York or Chicago was wiped off the face of the nation? The equivalent of this hypothetical is happening today in Iraq. How high will the final tally of dead Iraqis reach? How much killing and murder and maiming and destruction is left to achieve? How much longer will the blueprint for Central America during the Cold War be implemented in Iraq, with its counterinsurgency operations full of torture, disappearances, mass executions and death squads? Will the final death count approach the two to three million dead that were recorded in Vietnam, that the American military left in its wake as it retreated from its embassy’s rooftop? Will the killing stop only when there is nothing left to kill, only when the enemies of America have exhausted destroying each other, when they realize that they have been made to fight each other so as not to unite and fight the common enemy, just as the pathological occupiers desired in a classic example of divide and conquer?  The Iraqi genocide will not be destroyed until America is kicked out of Iraq, until its bases are overrun, until the Green Zone is sacked, until the last remaining Americans are evacuated with helicopters from the rooms of Saddam’s old palaces, for it will never leave voluntarily.  It has created a mess it cannot extricate itself out of, both strategically and financially. It has invested too much precious treasure, to say nothing of blood, in the pursuit and control of Iraq’s energy resources.  It has built more than a dozen permanent bases, it has firmly planted itself in a most geostrategic location, the easier to wage battle against tomorrow’s rivals, Russia and China.  America has made the first move in the great chess match for control of Earth’s remaining petroleum.  It cannot now simply pack up and leave, no matter how costly the enterprise, no matter how much blood is spilled. With its reputation in tatters, with its military trapped in quicksand, with its leaders as incompetent and arrogant as they are unwise, America will, like a spoiled and undisciplined child of wealth, thinking itself privileged and enveloped under hallucinations of chosen grandeur, refuse to listen to reason, preferring to suffocate under the immense weight of the greatest strategic disaster in the history of the nation than declare defeat and retreat.  The killing and destruction will continue, with America as catalyst, as the malignancy destroying the invaded nation with the cancer of human wickedness, until the term genocide is replaced by the word Holocaust, until millions lie in graves, their bodies returning to dust and earth and grass, the winds carrying radiation poisoning becoming the silent reminders and perpetual killers of America’s foray into the Iraqi deserts.  Millions of Iraqis, those already born and those yet to come, are destined to die at the hands of what America wrought.  Thousands will die of bullet holes to the head, while thousands more will be murdered by bombs and missiles.  Still many more will die of preventable disease, dead for lack of sanitation, lack of potable water, lack of electricity, medicine and nutritious food. Tens of thousands will die of lack of security, as anarchy and chaos and civil war devastate Iraqi culture and society.  Untold numbers of Iraqis will die of cancers and diseases resulting from radiation poisoning caused by the use of hundreds of tons of depleted uranium munitions.  Thousands of newborns will be born mutated or deformed, distorted in ways human babies have never looked before; thousands more will never be born at all, for stillborn will they enter this planet, becoming the lucky few to escape the human hell their parents must confront and escape.
1AC – Imperialism Advantage (Page 2/3)
Second, the occupation of Afghanistan is a criminal
war fought to expand America’s Empire – anti-war activists must join Afghan civilians to force an end to the occupation
Sonali Kolhatkar, Director of Afghan Women’s Mission, April 8 2004 [“What are YOU Doing about Afghanistan?” http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0408-14.htm] 

Afghanistan has been devastated by the U.S. military and neglected by the antiwar movement. I am writing to appeal antiwar activists to seriously incorporate Afghanistan into their work.

The U.S.'s war in Afghanistan was clearly fought to maintain imperial credibility after the 9-11 attacks and to provide a stepping stone to Iraq. And yet, I was saddened that activists in the U.S. and other countries did not rise up in significant numbers to resist the Afghanistan war which began on October 7th 2001. While I was heartened with the rising up of millions against the Iraq war in 2003, the situation in Afghanistan continued to be sidelined by activists in the recent demonstrations against occupation on March 20th 2004.

(Continues)

A recent Pentagon-sanctioned report by Retired Army Colonel Hy Rothstein concluded that the current U.S. war had given "warlordism, banditry and opium production a new lease on life" and "imposed additional, avoidable humanitarian and stability costs on Afghanistan". The United States is repeating its devastating tactics in Afghanistan and once more causing the Afghan people great harm.(Continues)

Afghan women in particular are paying the greatest price for U.S. policies. Their emancipation was upheld as one reason for going to war but two years later, they are as shackled by the same warlords and the same hunger and insecurity as they were before and during the Taliban's reign. For some women, particularly in cities and villages outside the relatively safer Kabul, things are worse. For example, tens of women in the Western Afghan province of Herat have been committing suicide by self-immolation.

Secondly, look to Afghans themselves for what they want for their country. For example, the Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan (RAWA) who I work in solidarity with and who are on the forefront of anti-fundamentalist and anti-imperialist work, have been calling for a United Nations intervention and peace keeping forces for years. They have asked sensibly, for the disarmament of warlords who rule the countryside with impunity and foreign backing. Today the government of Japan is funding a UN disarmament program in Afghanistan. Antiwar activists can demand that the U.S. foot the bill for the entire program - after all we will simply be disarming the very men we armed who have inflicted terrorism on the Afghan people.
The Afghan people have been used and betrayed by the United States too often. They are a brave people with a history of anti-imperialism. But they are tired and they are dying. And they are about to be used once more: during the November 2004 Presidential elections. With the embarrassment of Bush's policies in Iraq, Afghanistan will be held up as the success story of the "war on terror". Afghan elections, conveniently timed two months before Bush's re-election bid, will be a model for U.S.-sponsored democracy in the "Muslim world."

U.S. actions in Afghanistan are not failures or mistakes, but crimes. Antiwar activists must see through the veneer of "democracy" and "success" and judge Bush's actions in Afghanistan as what they are: criminal. They are the result of deliberate policy crafted by the Bush administration, which is simply following in the footsteps of Clinton (who first courted the Taliban in an effort to get a pipeline deal and then bombed Afghanistan in), Bush Sr. (who allowed the Mujahedeen to destroy Afghanistan with US-supplied weapons), Reagan (who openly embraced the misogynist, fundamentalist Mujahedeen) and Carter (who began the initial covert operations in the late 1970s).
Empire is being built on the backs of Afghans and it is up to us as antiwar activists to recognize it and address it.
1AC – Imperialism Advantage (Page 3/3)
The end result of imperialist warfare is the collective sacrifice of all humanity – while pretending to spread freedom and democracy, the US Empire will destroy the earth
Santos 03 (Boaventura de Sousa, leading Portuguese social theorist and the director of the Center

for Social Studies at the University of Coimbra. Bad Subjects, Issue 63, “Collective Suicide?”, April

2003. http://bad.eserver.corg/issues/2003/63/santos.html)
According to Franz Hinkelammert, the West has repeatedly been under the illusion that it should try to save humanity by destroying part of it. This is a salvific and sacrificial destruction, committed in the name of the need to radically materialize all the possibilities opened up by a given social and political reality over which it is supposed to have total power. This is how it was in colonialism, with the genocide of indigenous peoples, and the African slaves. This is how it was in the period of imperialist struggles, which caused millions of deaths in two world wars and many other colonial wars. This is how it was under Stalinism, with the Gulag, and under Nazism, with the Holocaust. And now today, this is how it is in neoliberalism, with the collective sacrifice of the periphery and even the semiperiphery of the world system. With the war against Iraq, it is fitting to ask whether what is in progress is a new genocidal and sacrificial illusion, and what its scope might be. It is above all appropriate to ask if the new illusion will not herald the radicalization and the ultimate perversion of the Western illusion: destroying all of humanity in the illusion of saving it.
Continues… At all these moments, a death drive, a catastrophic heroism predominates, the idea of a looming collective suicide, only preventable by the massive destruction of the other.

Paradoxically, the broader the definition of the other and the efficacy of its destruction, the more likely collective suicide becomes. In its sacrificial genocide version, neoliberalism is a mixture of market radicalization, neoconservatism and Christian fundamentalism. Its death drive takes a number of forms, from the idea of "discardable populations", referring to citizens of the Third World not capable of being exploited as workers and consumers, to the concept of "collateral damage", to refer to the deaths, as a result of war, of thousands of innocent civilians. The last, catastrophic heroism, is quite clear on two facts: according to reliable calculations by the Non‐ Governmental Organization MEDACT, in London, between 48 and 260 thousand civilians will die during the war and in the three months after (this is without there being civil war or a nuclear attack); the war will cost 100 billion dollars, enough to pay the health costs of the world's poorest countries for four years. Is it possible to fight this death drive? We must bear in mind that, historically, sacrificial destruction has always been linked to the economic pillage of natural resources and the labor force, to the imperial design of radically changing the terms of economic, social, political and cultural exchanges in the face of falling efficiency rates postulated by the maximalist logic of the totalitarian illusion in operation. It is as though hegemonic powers, both when they are on the rise and when they are in decline, repeatedly go through times of primitive accumulation, legitimizing the most shameful violence in the name of futures where, by definition, there is no room for what must be destroyed. In today's version, the period of primitive accumulation consists of combining neoliberal economic globalization with the globalization of war. The machine of democracy and liberty turns into a machine of horror and destruction. In opposition to this, there is the ongoing movement of globalization from below, the global struggle for social justice, led by social movements and NGOs, of which the World Social Forum (WSF) has been an eloquent manifestation.

1AC – War At Home Advantage (Page 1/2)
Advantage 2 – The War at Home

We, the youth of the Bay Area, know the horrors of warfare all too well. War does not just exist in Iraq and Afghanistan – it is waged every day on the streets of Oakland and San Francisco. The murder, violence, and poverty are all part of an ongoing war on America’s poor
Joshunda Sanders, SF Chronicle Staff Writer, 03 [“Young and worried / West Oakland teens are concerned about the war in Iraq but more afraid of the war on their streets,” http://articles.sfgate.com/2003-04-20/living/17488115_1_oakland-unified-school-district-east-oakland-gulf-war ]
This year, the news has gotten worse. The number of murders is up again -- 35 so far. Of more immediate concern to many young people in Oakland is the budget crisis in Oakland's school system. What is true for youths here is also true for those across the country: A recent Gallup poll suggests that young people are more worried about education than the fall of Saddam Hussein in Baghdad. They question why billions of dollars are going to war when there are so many problems in our own country.   "The Oakland Unified School District doesn't have enough computers in our classes, the bathrooms are all messed up, the class sizes are too big. And the money we're putting into the war is going to more guns instead," said Oakland High School student Djima Boardley, 14. 
When young people in Oakland talk about war in Iraq, they say they have good reason to be ambivalent. It is the biggest conflict of their generation, but they are more concerned with the war at home. "It's not only important for us to oppose war in the Persian Gulf, but also to oppose war in the streets," said Ise Lyfe, 20, a spoken-word poet from East Oakland. "The middle class and lower middle class come out to protest when their gas prices get high, but when 113 people died on the streets of Oakland last year, they weren't out here."   Lyfe's comments echo the sentiment in low-income neighborhoods in Oakland. At the run-down corner of 24th and Market in West Oakland, it's hard to find youths who know details about the war in Iraq. Instead of watching CNN, they get their news from teachers, friends and parents (in that order). It's spring and prom season, so they're planning what to wear and whom to go with.   For the teens who will be graduating from high school this year, there have been more worries than usual. They must look for work during a bad economy. And many are anxious about the reinstatement of the military draft, even though Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has said that a draft is unnecessary. During a roundtable conducted by The Chronicle at the West Oakland Boys and Girls Club, students from several Oakland and Berkeley high schools had more questions than answers about the first war of their generation (many of them were still small during the 1991 Gulf War).  "I still don't really know why we're at war," Willie Tatman, 18, blurted out.   It doesn't matter why, added his buddy Charles Tribble, 17. "But Bush said this was about freedom."   Amid muttering and snickering, one young woman asked loudly, "What freedom, where?"   America, Tribble continued, "doesn't care if I live or die. . . . Why should I care about the war?"   That's a popular question here.   Whether they realize it or not, some of these teenagers may have more in common with their parents than other generations have had at wartime. Not since the Vietnam era, when the activism of young people led to lowering the voting age to 18, have so many youths been mobilized in anti-war protests. Youths here say they can't support the war. They've been tuning out 24-hour coverage of the conflict.   Many are black, low-income youths. National polls that apply to their demographic tell a conflicting story: Although a recent Washington Post and ABC poll showed that black people were three times as likely to oppose war in Iraq as white people, other polls show a generation gap across the board. A Harris Interactive poll from early this year showed more than 63 percent of young people polled supported military action to remove Hussein from power. But these young people in Oakland are poor and urban, and their priorities are different, some say. 
1AC – War At Home Advantage – (Page 2/2)
[Insert personal story here.]

The structural violence driven by imperialism at home is the worst form of violence – poverty is an ongoing genocide or nuclear war committed against the weakest members of our society
Mumia Abu-Jamal 1998. “A Quiet and Deadly Violence,” www.angelfire.com/az/catchphraze/mumiaswords.html

We live, equally immersed, and to a deeper degree, in a nation that condones and ignores wide-ranging "structural' violence, of a kind that destroys human life with a breathtaking ruthlessness. Former Massachusetts prison official and writer Dr. James Gilligan observes: 

By "structural violence" I mean the increased rates of death and disability suffered by those who occupy the bottom rungs of society, as contrasted by those who are above them. Those excess deaths (or at least a demonstrably large proportion of them) are a function of the class structure; and that structure is itself a product of society's collective human choices, concerning how to distribute the collective wealth of the society. …  every fifteen years, on the average, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths; and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war, or genocide on the weak and poor every year of every decade, throughout the world.
1AC – Plan Text 

We demand that the United States federal government remove all its military presence from Afghanistan and Iraq.  

1AC – Solvency (Page 1/3)
Contention 3 – Solvency
We must demand immediate and unconditional withdrawal from Afghanistan and Iraq. Excuses for leaving troops strengthen economic and military imperialism.  We should not try to make the occupation more humane more accountable or more benign. We must completely eliminate it
Mike Ely, founder Kasama Project,  Demand Complete and Immediate Withdrawal from Afghanistan, 2002.  http://revolutionaryfrontlines.wordpress.com/2010/03/26/demand-complete-and-immediate-withdrawal-from-aghanistan/
What we need is a clear uncompromising unapologetic position: We must demand that U.S. imperialism leave Afghanistan immediately and unconditionally — without finding ways to prop up residual collaborators and puppet forces, without continuing to “provide air cover” for continuing war crimes. The Afghanistan people need to be left to resolve their political affairs (and develop their own very difficult struggle for liberation) without U.S. domination and violence. And because this is apparently quite controversial (even on the left): We should deepen our own understanding that these armed forces cannot and will not help the people in any part of the world. Are there other reactionary forces in the world? Taliban? Al Qaida? Saddam Hussein? Islamic theocrats in Iran? Somali warlords? French colonial troops? Genocidal Israeli settlers and commanders? Turkish military commandos? Russian death squads in Chechnia? Catholic priests and bishops doing their secret crimes against humanity? And so on. Of course. There are many other reactionary forces in the world. Some of them are U.S. allies. Some of them have sharp contradictions with U.S. imperialism. Some of them flip back and forth. But U.S. occupation of Afghanistan (or Iraq) is itself a means of strengthening the world’s most odious and oppressive force. And the impact of a successful pro-U.S. pacification of Afghanistan cannot just be measured in terms of how it impacts people or sections of the people in Afghanistan. A victory for the U.S. in Afghanistan or stabilization of pro-U.S. arrangements in Afghanistan will be a major negative influence on the dynamics of the world as a whole. This is true, objectively. And pointing out this truth is especially important within the U.S. itself — where illusions about the U.S. role in the world are especially strong (even on the left). Far too many people delude themselves that there can be a “more democratic U.S. foreign policy” that “helps” people. No, we have a special responsibility to fight the criminal actions of “our” government — and to expose its nature. Our goal is not to “more effectively” serve “U.S. national interests.” We do not seek to “improve the U.S. image around the world.” We are not worried that “the wrong policies will get even more people to oppose U.S. initiatives.” We do not want to “preserve and promote the American way of life.” We don’t want to figure out some “people’s foreign policy” or some way for the fucking Marines to “play a good role.” We don’t want a “more accountable CIA.” No. We want to bring down U.S. imperialism from without and from within. Not only must we demand that the U.S. withdraw immediately and without delay from its many overt and covert wars — but we must put forward a larger vision that the dismantling of all the vicious U.S. armed instruments of power is in the historic interests of humanity. That means the systematic and unilateral destruction of its nuclear arsenals, the disbanding of its armed forces, the abolition of its CIA, the public revelation of its crimes, the dismantling of its global military bases, listening posts and secret torture prisons, the destruction of its schools for coups and torture like the SOA, the scuttling of its imperial fleet and more.) We should proclaim this publicly — knowing full well that these are not demands that the U.S. government would ever agree to, but they are a much needed program that only the people can carry out through historic actions. The U.S. government, its military and spy forces, are a central prop of global capitalism at this stage in world history. And any confusion about this, any daydreaming that “maybe they can do some good,” needs to be explored and engaged.
1AC – Solvency (Page 2/3)
Our demand for an end of the war is part of a larger struggle that links the war abroad with the war at home. Activism in Oakland that links these struggles together is the critical starting point for a new politics of activism which confronts all forms of imperialism
Sarah Lazare. anti-war activist,  and, Clare Bayard,  anti-war activist, 3-19-10 [“Rebirthing the Anti-war movement, ” http://www.counterpunch.org/bayard03192010.html]
In this time, it is critical to more deeply root our work in an understanding of the root causes of these wars, and to strengthen alliances between movements that are tackling different impacts of a common problem. We see small-scale successes in making these links and we must cultivate and broaden them. As we demand that money be reclaimed from the war budget, and put back into social necessities like schools and healthcare, we must speak clearly to this shift as one that is based in values and vision about what our society prioritizes. Linking wars at home and abroad is not just rhetoric, but is a strategy to strengthen our organizing. Economic and racial oppression inside the U.S. must be transformed not as a means to incapacitate the U.S. military, but because this is our vision for healthy society. And ending U.S. aggressions and occupations abroad is not just necessary to redivert funds into our schools or healthcare, but also because we reject a world based on violence and theft. Our survival depends on it.  Violence and destruction will never stay contained, and the impacts of destroying communities and ecosystems in one area like the Middle East will only continue to intensify around the world, especially as resource wars accelerate with climate change. As the world seeks to find just and sustainable solutions to climate change, the importance grows for peoples' grassroots movements to work transnationally in finding alternatives to war.  Every one of us in the U.S. is affected in different ways by these wars and we're all needed to be part of setting a new course. We suffer from the success of U.S. culture in characterizing activists as “others,” versus “ordinary people.” Hundreds of thousands of people march in the streets at key moments, but do not see themselves as “activists” under this categorization, and trade in the opportunity to be agents of change for a heavy coat of despair. However, the potential for deeper connections is already present within current organizing in schools, community centers, families and neighborhoods, religious communities, military base towns, and all the networks that make up our community lives. There are so many ways we can come together to build collective power, and there are roles for everyone in transforming the policies and priorities of this country. Ordinary people, putting our feet down to say that we won't tolerate the continuation of violence in our names, will be the deciding factor in creating a different future than the one we're being force-fed. (Continues) And the survivors? There is so much to honor and learn from the resilience and dignity of those who are surviving wars and state violence from Oakland to Afghanistan. Let's make our support worthy of their bravery. Let yourself feel these wars, and let it carry you into action.
1AC – Solvency (Page 3/3)
Finally, our advocacy is not a traditional policy purpose, but part of a new revolution to reclaim debate as a place of dissent. Rather than debating as detached policy makers, we should use debate to challenge injustice and imperialism
William V. Spanos, professor SUNY Binghamton, “E‐Mail to Joe Miller”, posted on Cross‐X.com, November 18,

04. (William V. Spanos was emailed to confirm whether or not an e‐mail published on eDebate was in fact

written by him. This was his response:)

Dear Joe Miller, Yes, the statement about the American debate circuit you refer to was made by me, though some years ago. I strongly believed then ‐‐and still do, even though a certain uneasiness about "objectivity" has crept into the "philosophy of debate" ‐‐ that debate in both the high schools and colleges in this country is assumed to take place nowhere, even though the issues that are debated are profoundly historical, which means that positions are always represented from the perspective of power, and a matter of life and death. I find it grotesque that in the debate world, it doesn't matter which position you take on an issue ‐‐ say, the United States' unilateral wars of preemption ‐‐ as long as you "score points". The world we live in is a world entirely dominated by an "exceptionalist" America which has perennially claimed that it has been chosen by God or History to fulfill his/its "errand in the wilderness." That claim is powerful because American economic and military power lies behind it. And any alternative position in such a world is virtually powerless. Given this inexorable historical reality, to assume, as the protocols of debate do, that all positions are equal is to efface the imbalances of power that are the fundamental condition of history and to annul the Moral authority inhering in the position of the oppressed. This is why I have said that the appropriation of my interested work on education and empire to this transcendental debate world constitute a travesty of my intentions. My scholarship is not "disinterested." It is militant and intended to ameliorate as much as possible the pain and suffering of those who have been oppressed by the "democratic" institutions that have power precisely by way of showing that their language if "truth," far from being "disinterested" or "objective" as it is always claimed, is informed by the will to power over all manner of "others." This is also why I told my interlocutor that he and those in the debate world who felt like him should call into question the traditional "objective" debate protocols and the instrumentalist language they privilege in favor of a concept of debate and of language in which life and death mattered. I am very much aware that the arrogant neocons who now saturate the government of the Bush administration ‐‐ judges, pentagon planners, state department officials, etc. learned their "disinterested" argumentative skills in the high school and college debate societies and that, accordingly, they have become masters at disarming the just causes of the oppressed. This kind leadership will reproduce itself (along with the invisible oppression it perpetrates) as long as the training ground and the debate protocols from which it emerges remains in tact. A revolution in the debate world must occur. It must force that unworldly world down into the historical arena where positions make a difference. To invoke the late Edward Said, only such a revolution will be capable of "deterring democracy" (in Noam Chomsky's ironic phrase), of instigating the secular critical consciousness that is, in my mind, the sine qua non for avoiding the immanent global disaster towards which the blind arrogance of Bush Administration and his neocon policy makers is leading.
2AC – A2: Framework

Our interpretation is that debate is a space where we, can criticize and challenge systems of social injustice and domination – the role of the ballot is to affirm the best strategy for challenging oppression
They breed political passivity – teaching us merely to debate about government policy silences the question of what we can and should do to concretely change our world and makes us believe that government is the solution to all our problems.  When we learn to think this way, we loose our spark for political activism and become no better than state bureaucrats.   That’s our Spanos Evidence.  

Political utility outweighs theoretical considerations – debate being fair is unimportant compared to the question of whether or not we can concretely change the world – they should quit whining about debate being fair, and start doing something meaningful to actually change things.  None of us are going to become government workers so we should focus on becoming active citizens.  Our alternative actually changes things, whereas they just talk about what should be changed.  

We provide the best education – their type of education merely teaches us about government policy, whereas we allow for critical thinking over real world ideas of what we can do.  The type of individual we provide teaches us not just to analyze what course of action we should take, but to think deeper about how we got into the problems we need to solve in the first place.  This is better since we learn to question our assumptions, which is more politically and personally useful.  

The debate is still fair – We have adopted a particular strategy for challenging US imperialism which lies at the heart of the topic. The negative can argue against our strategy as well as our demand.
2AC Imperialism Extensions

Iraq is trying to resolve issues but cannot fully commit to this due to US presence. US withdrawal will allow for the Iraqis to solve their own problems

Patrick Berry Guardian.co.uk March 5, 2010“Iraq elections won’t stop US withdrawal”

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/mar/05/iraq-election-violence-us-withdrawal
The view toward Iraq from Washington these days is that as the country nears its second parliamentary elections, it once again stands at a precipice. The reasoning goes that political instability brought on by the polling will spur a wave of violence that forces the US to renege on its promise to begin withdrawing in earnest. However, this analysis ignores powerful factors - dramatically reduced attacks, meaningful shifts in favour of resolving challenges through political means and finally, a fierce urge among Iraqis to take charge of their own affairs - that make today's Iraq altogether different from the one that went to the polls in 2005. Make no mistake, Iraq's violence should trouble observers. The recent spike of attacks in the run up to the elections, are a serious concern. But compared to what, exactly? Such violence bears little resemblance to the days of 2006 and 2007. As Iraq tracker Bill Roggio reminds us, attacks are one-tenth what they were in that period, diving from 220 per month in 2006 to just 20 per month today. That's hardly comforting for Iraqis going to elect a new government, but it should tamp down alarmism. Iraq worriers also leave out the country's political trends when forecasting doom and gloom. They point to a de-Baathification campaign aimed at weakening Iraq's Sunni parties, raising fears of a repeat of the 2005 elections that saw a Sunni boycott turn into a full-scale sectarian civil war. But again, the picture is more complicated. The feeling by most Iraqi Sunnis is that sitting out of the 2005 polls was a mistake which they cannot afford to make this time around (a point demonstrated by Sunni politician Saleh al-Mutlaq's decision to keep his party in the election, despite his own disqualification because of Baathist ties.) Sectarianism remains part of the fabric of Iraq, but there are increasing signs that it can be handled politically. A final trope in this narrative of "unravelling" contains two elements. First, that US diplomacy is dangerously subdued. And second, that the military is concerned with trends in Iraq. Taken together, these dynamics suggest that the only responsible choice for the Obama administration is to hold off on withdrawal. But diplomacy without fuss is not the absence of diplomacy. And a military without a contingency plan is not the US military. In fact, US policymakers have worked with Iraqis behind the scenes on such thorny issues as last year's election law passage and the de-Baathification struggle. Higher profile involvement is simply not wanted. As for any plans to re-evaluate the terms of US military presence? As state department spokesman PJ Crowley said yesterday, "these are ultimately choices for Iraq to make". What is sadly left out of all of this is that Iraqis themselves are looking not to the elections, but the challenges that come after: forming a government and dealing with Iraq's persisting problems.The US has a role in assisting Iraq as it confronts such challenges, but it is best played quietly, against a backdrop of decreasing military presence.

2AC Imperialism Extensions (Page 2/3)
The idea that the US can positively reconstruct Afghanistan is an illusion, and withdrawal allows for Afghani struggles against the Taliban and is net better.

Kenneth J. Theisen 09 (organizer with World Can’t Wait! Drive Out the Bush Regime! 

http://www.worldcantwait.net/index.php/features-mainmenu-220/the-war-of-terror/5395-reject-the-excuses-for-imperialist-war-in-afghanistan)

As before, women are still the most oppressed in Afghanistan. They have been given unenforced legal rights, but essentially remain imprisoned in oppressive, violent traditional relations and Islamic strictures. An Afghan woman dies during childbirth every 30 minutes; 87 percent of Afghan women are illiterate; only 30 percent of girls have access to education; one-third of women experience physical, psychological or sexual violence; and 70 to 80 percent of women face forced marriages. For some reason, the U.S. propagandists who condemned the Taliban rule for its oppression of women are largely silent now that the U.S. is in charge.  #3: We broke it, now we must rebuild it   Still another reason given for continuing with the war in Afghanistan is the “you broke it, you bought it” rule. The argument is that even though the initial invasion was wrong, the U.S. now owes it to the Afghan people to rebuild the country.  <continues>   While the destruction that the U.S. has brought to the people of Afghanistan certainly makes the U.S. morally responsible for compensation to the country, it is an illusion to believe that continuing occupation by the U.S. and its allies will actually bring about reconstruction in the interests of the Afghan people. Let us look at what seven-plus years of occupation has delivered. While some corrupt government officials certainly improved their economic standing and Swiss bank accounts, the vast majority in the country continue to suffer. According to the United Nations Human Development Index, Afghanistan ranks 174th of 178 nations in terms of economic well-being--only four other countries are poorer. Afghanistan’s Independent Human Rights Commission (AIHRC) in December 2008 reported that 37 percent (about ten million people) in Afghanistan suffer from severe poverty, with millions earning less than $1 per day. The U.S. State Department in 2008 reported the infant mortality rate as 154.67 deaths per 1,000 live births, and two percent of women giving birth die during the process. The U.S. State Department admits that at least three million Afghans are refugees in other countries, with most in Iran or Pakistan. Less than a quarter of the adult population is literate, with the U.S. State Department estimating that only 12 percent of females are literate. Life expectancy is only 43.1 years. The CIA’s World Fact Book estimates the unemployment rate for Afghanistan in 2008 as 40%. It is clear that the U.S. has brought much death and destruction to the Afghan people and nation in the last seven years, but it is foolhardy to think that continuing U.S. occupation will “fix” this situation. More troops will only increase the death and destruction and the longer the U.S. and its allies remain, the longer the suffering will continue for the Afghan people.   #4: If the U.S. and it allies leave, the Taliban will return to power and it will be even worse than before the invasion   It is unclear exactly what portion of the country is now ruled by the Taliban, but it is true that it dominates many areas of Afghanistan. They and other fundamentalists are taking advantage of the chaos and misery created by the U.S. occupation and it puppet government. They are advancing their war and imposing their theocracy over more of the country and its people. The reactionary nature of the U.S. war and occupation has ended up reinforcing and fueling reactionary Islamic fundamentalism.   The Taliban are reactionaries and their rule is not in the interests of the Afghan people. But it is equally true that rule by the U.S., through its puppet allies, is also not in the interests of the Afghan population. The country is already fragmented and ruled by reactionaries of various sorts - drug lords, war lords, corrupt Karzai government politicians, etc. But the continuing U.S. war will not change this. Two historically outmoded and reactionary forces are in contention in the country--the Islamic fundamentalist forces led by the Taliban and the outmoded ruling strata of the imperialist system, led by the U.S. These two reactionary poles reinforce each other, even while opposing each other. But supporting the U.S. imperialists to defeat the Taliban will not advance the interests of the Afghan people. Our choices are not limited to supporting the Taliban or supporting the U.S. imperialist in the war.   Look at what seven years of war and occupation has brought. Will more war bring a stable peace to the country? How? Ultimately, the Afghan people will have to deal with the Taliban and other reactionaries, and the longer the U.S. and its allies remain the longer the people will have to wait to resolve the situation themselves. There is absolutely no reason to believe that the U.S. presence will improve the lives of the Afghan people and seven-plus years of evidence show that life for the average Afghan will remain miserable as long as the U.S. remains in the country.   Demand U.S. withdrawal   When Obama announced his escalation of the Afghan war on February 17th he said, "I do it today mindful that the situation in Afghanistan and Pakistan demands urgent attention and swift action." He is right that the situation is urgent and demands swift action, but not in the way he meant. We must demand the removal of all U.S. forces, including allied forces, immediately. We must oppose the war and occupation and expose the crimes of the U.S. imperialists there. To do less will forsake the people of Afghanistan and enable the U.S. to continue its crimes in that country.  
2AC Imperialism Extensions (Page 3/3)
Total US withdrawal is the only way to achieve true Afghan liberation and solve the regional socioeconomic problems

MikeEly, founder Kasama Project, Demand Complete and Immediate Withdrawal from Afghanistan,2002.  http://revolutionaryfrontlines.wordpress.com/2010/03/26/demand-complete-and-immediate-withdrawal-from-aghanistan/
1) Politics and social life in Afghanistan are rather awful.That country is not a coherent nation-state and never has been. It is scattered and fragmented because of the feudal and tribal-patriarchal character of its social system, and that backward social character is reinforced by the impoverished, remote and mountainous nature of the countryside. Afghanistan has, historically, has one of the most extreme and oppressive traditional treatment of women. It was even mentioned by Marco Polo as he passed through centuries ago, and predates the rise of Islam.As a result, the Afghani countryside is not ruled by the governments in Kabul, and never have been. The forces that the U.S. media calls “warlords” are (in effect) the modern feudal and tribal lords that rule various patches of land - greatly corrupted and empowered by the repeated arming and financing by imperialist powers.In short,Afghanistan needs a very radical revolutionary movement - and the existing social conditions (of poverty, male supremacy, feudal agriculture, etc.) are intolerable.But liberation will not come from the victory of one or another imperialist power. 2) There is a long and sad history of attempting to “bring” changes to Afghanistan by riding on the coattails of some invader. Yes there are some women’s activists in a few urban areas who have emerged from the shadows and operated with some protection from U.S. imperialism.And there were (in the 1980s) similar forces who staked their hopes on the Soviet imperialist invasion.And yes, such forces fear the withdrawal of the U.S. and its allies. And yes some of them may be forced into exile if the u.s. leaves.But the point to draw from this is that liberation in Afghanistan has to come from a process that is anti-imperialist, and that engages the masses of people in their own liberation.The theory that “modernity” (including women’s equality) can come from a U.S. imperialist occupation is (to put it mildly) a false theory. U.S. occupation will (at best) bring the “equality” of the Philippines sex trade and the Bangladeshi sweatshop.And (in case anyone didn’t notice) the U.S. has been straining to cement alliances with “sections of the warlords and Taliban” (which means gathering an indigenous feudal base of support for a reliable puppet government). And (in case anyone didn’t notice) that has included the passage of a theocratic constitution and laws justifying marital rape, and more in areas of U.S. control. It is the U.S. (and its CIA) that empowered, armed, financed and unleashed the ugly theocratic forces in Afghanistan during the 1980s. And it is extremely naive (and tortured) to imagine scenarios where (somehow, somehow) a continued U.S. presence (or a slowed timetable of U.S. withdrawal) will somehow protect or help women.
2AC Imperialism – A2: PMC Turn

First, there’s no link.  The affirmative rejects all forms of US imperialism in Iraq and Afghanistan, including the use of private military contractors.  The plan would remove PMCs as well as troops.

Second, there’s no impact. PMCs can be held accountable and kicked out by Iraqi and Afghani governments.

Noah Shachtman- September 17, 2007, editor at Wired magazine and editor of its national security blog"Danger Room," Blackwater Ban “Inevitable”, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2007/09/blackwater-back/

"It was inevitable," That’s P.W. Singer’s reaction to the Iraqi government " banning" military contractor Blackwater from the country.   For years, no one has followed the rise of these privatized soldiers more closely than Singer, a Brookings Institution Senior Fellow and author of the ground-breaking Corporate Warriors .  Companies like Blackwater have been roaming Iraq without oversight or management for years.  Of course the Iraqi government was going to lose patience. Here is Singer’s take:  Details are still fuzzy on the incident that led the Iraqi government to act against Blackwater.  But it may be almost irrelevant to the results.  Initial reports from the U.S. embassy are that a Blackwater USA convoy that was guarding State Department employees came under fire in the Mansour district in Baghdad. A vehicle was disabled and a lengthy gun battle broke out. Witnesses are reporting that it lasted at least 20 minutes. The Iraqi Interior Ministry is reporting that 8 Iraqi civilians were killed and 13 wounded in the crossfire. There will likely be lots of claims back and forth about whether the shootings were justified or not, whether who was killed were primarily insurgents or civilians, etc. and likely everyone will have their own spin.  It will be interesting to see whether any video finds its way out.  The only thing we do know is that the Iraqi Government is not happy at all, with the Iraqi Prime Minister (who is Shia, so not pre-disposed to cover up for a Sunni attack) blaming the killings on the company’s employees and describing it as a "crime." The Iraqi Interior Ministry says it is pulling the license of the company to operate in Iraq and will try to prosecute any foreign contractors found to have used excessive force in the Sunday shooting.

2AC Imperialism – A2: Women’s Rights Turn

The war in Afghanistan will never improve women’s rights – resources spent on killing could be used to actually improve women’s lives globally
Max Fisher, Atlantic Columnist, July 30 2010 [Atalantic Magazine Online – “Is The Afghan War About Women’s Rights? - http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/Is-the-Afghan-War-About-Womens-Rights-4535]

 * War Policy Never Mentions Women  Liberal blogger Matthew Yglesias points out, "It’s extremely disingenuous to act as if continued American military engagement in Afghanistan is the key to preventing further cases of girls like Aisha from being maimed for violations of retrograde notions of gender norms." None of the U.S. leaders of the war in the Bush or Obama administrations calls the treatment of women a core goal. "Actually altering social conditions in southern and eastern Afghanistan isn’t on the list of war aims. And that makes sense. ... You go to war for reasons of national security. Those reasons either stand up to scrutiny or they don’t." The Washington Post's Ezra Klein agrees, "I support making the improvement of global living condition's a more central element of our foreign policy. But that's not what we're doing in Afghanistan, and it's not how we should be thinking about what we're doing in Afghanistan."
The war in Afghanistan will never improve women’s rights – resources spent on killing could be used to actually improve women’s lives globally
Max Fisher, Atlantic Columnist, July 30 2010 [Atalantic Magazine Online – “Is The Afghan War About Women’s Rights? - http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/Is-the-Afghan-War-About-Womens-Rights-4535]

* Would War Be the Best Way to Help Afghan Women?  The New York Times' Nicholas Kristof points out, "For the cost of just one soldier in Afghanistan for one year, we could start about 20 schools there. Hawks retort that it’s impossible to run schools in Afghanistan unless there are American troops to protect them. But that’s incorrect. CARE, a humanitarian organization, operates 300 schools in Afghanistan, and not one has been burned by the Taliban." Liberal blogger Duncan 'Atrios' Black proposes another use for the war budget: "If We Cared About The Women And Children Of The World: It would be far better to spend $100 billion per year granting them political asylum and paying for their transport and relocation to the US than invading their countries and caressing them with our freedom bombs."

2AC War At Home Adv (Page 1/2)
1 - The wars in the Middle East and the war on youth are two sides of the same coin- a fight against democracy and students’ participation in it.  Youth voices are critical to change this system and take back the control of politics in our country

Adam Fletcher- 2007, director of The Freechild Project and internationally recognized expert in youth engagement, “A Review of The Terror of Neoliberalism: Authoritarianism and the Eclipse of Democracy” http://www.freechild.org/ReadingList/terror.htm

With this premise, Giroux sketches out how the American War Against Youth continues, as the programs and services which once benefited children and youth are slashed across the board, and as popular culture increasingly erases any optimistic expectations society may have of young people. Giroux explains,“Rather than being cherished as a symbol of the future, youth are now seen as a threat to be feared and a problem to be contained… Youth are currently being framed as both a generation of suspects and a threat to public life.”  Giroux details how “the ongoing war against justice, freedom, citizenship, and democracy” is focused at young people today. He thoroughly explores how curfews, physical searches, profiling, and drug testing are heaved upon schools, youth programs, and communities as solutions to the “youth problem.” Poverty, childcare, healthcare, and education are all challenges that must be meant by an ever-growing private sector. Meanwhile, the number of children and youth who struggle to survive in low-income communities and communities of color grows, while federal policies increasingly legitimize “tough love” policies for all of America’s youth. (Continues…)

In the final chapter of this book Giroux deeply explores the implications of the work of Edward Said, renowned a renowned theorist, activist, and author. Giroux explores the implications of Said’s work on neoliberalism, sighting his recognition that “the war on terror has become a rationale for a war on democracy… against any movement that fights for justice, liberty, and equality…” Giroux offers Said’s life and work as a “model and inspiration for what it means to take back politics, social agency, collective struggle, and the ability to define the future.” He repeats Said’s call for “academics, students and other cultural workers” [need] to activate, mobilize, organize, and agitate society by “educating the public to think and act as active citizens in an inclusive democracy.”  
2 - We must stand with social movements that resist economic and military imperialism. Only challenging the underlying structures of global injustice can prevent extinction
Santos 03 (Boaventura de Sousa, leading Portuguese social theorist and the director of the Centerfor Social Studies at the University of Coimbra. Bad Subjects, Issue 63, “Collective Suicide?”, April2003. http://bad.eserver.corg/issues/2003/63/santos.html)
Social movements, no matter what their spheres of struggle, must give priority to the fight for peace, as a necessary condition for the success of all the other struggles. This means that they must be in the frontline of the fight for peace, and not simply leave this space to be occupied solely by peace movements. All the movements against neoliberal globalization are, from now on, peace movements. We are now in the midst of the fourth world war (the third being the Cold War) and the spiral of war will go on and on. The principle of non‐violence that is contained in the WSF Charter of Principles must no longer be a demand made on the movements; now it must be a global demand made by the movements. This emphasis is necessary so that, in current circumstances, the celebration of life can be set against this vertiginous collective suicide. The peace to be fought for is not a mere absence of war or of terrorism. It is rather a peace based upon the elimination of the conditions that foster war and terrorism: global injustice, social exclusion, cultural and political discrimination and oppression and imperialist greed. A new, cosmopolitan humanism can be built above and beyond Western illuminist abstractions, a humanism of real people based on the concrete resistance to the actual human suffering imposed by the real axis of evil: neoliberalism plus war.
2AC War at Home Adv (Page 2/2)
Our position follows in the tradition of Martin Luther King, drawing connections between the wars overseas and the violence in our communities to advance the cause of justice
Dr. Martin Luther King,  Jr., 1967. “Beyond Vietnam: A Time to Break Silence. Declaration of Independence from the War in Vietnam.”

Since I am a preacher by trade, I suppose it is not surprising that I have seven major reasons for bringing Vietnam into the field of my moral vision. There is at the outset a very obvious and almost facile connection between the war in Vietnam and the struggle, and others, have been waging in America. A few years ago there was a shining moment in that struggle. It seemed as if there was a real promise of hope for the poor - both black and white - through the Poverty Program. Then came the build-up in Vietnam, and I watched the program broken and eviscerated as if it were some idle political play thing of a society gone mad on war, and I knew that America would never invest the necessary funds or energies in rehabilitation of its poor so long as Vietnam continued to draw men and skills and money like some demonic, destructive suction tube. So I was increasingly compelled to see the war as an enemy of the poor and to attack it as such.

Perhaps the more tragic recognition of reality took place when it became clear to me that the war was doing far more than devastating the hopes of the poor at home. It was sending their sons and their brothers and their husbands to fight and to die in extraordinarily high proportions relative to the rest of the population. We were taking the young black men who had been crippled by our society and sending them 8000 miles away to guarantee liberties in Southeast Asia which they had not found in Southwest Georgia and East Harlem. So we have been repeatedly faced with the cruel irony of watching Negro and white boys on TV screens as they kill and die together for a nation that has been unable to seat them together in the same schools. So we watch them in brutal solidarity burning the huts of a poor village, but we realize that they would never live on the same block in Detroit. I could not be silent in the face of such cruel manipulation of the poor.

***Other Options*** 
Varsity Policy Advantages

1AC – Afghanistan Advantage (Page 1/3)

1 - The United States is losing the war in Afghanistan; more troops are just creating more violence 
Cockburn, Financial Times Columnist, August 1 2010 [“Getting Out of Afghanistan, Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/patrick07302010.html]  

Not only is the war against the Taliban not being won, but the insurgents are growing stronger and the government in Kabul weaker, despite 30,000 US troop reinforcements. Heavily publicised campaigns, like that to re-occupy a few farming villages at Marja in Helmand province, have failed to evict the local Taliban fighters. This lack of progress is telling given that there are only an estimated 28,000 Taliban fighters facing over 145,000 NATO and 97,000 Afghan army troops.       

The reasons for this failure include the opposition of ordinary Afghans to the occupation of their towns and villages by foreign troops, the discrediting of the Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai because of the fraudulent election in August 2009, and the belief among Afghans that he runs a regime of warlords and racketeers.  “As a result,” said one Afghan expert, “the insurgency is popular among Afghans even where the Taliban is not.” 

2 - Impact 1 is the collapse of Pakistan

A) US troops in Afghanistan push the Resistance into Pakistan and will cause a collapse of Pakistan’s government

Akhtar, 10- professor of international relations, and a senior analyst & writer.  He was the dean of faculty of management, Baluchistan university, and former chairman of International Relations Department, Karachi university (1/26/10, Shameem, “Pakistan’s Instability : The US War Factor,” http://www.islamonline.net/servlet/Satellite?c=Article_C&cid=1262372328640&pagename=Zone-English-Muslim_Affairs/MAELayout#**1)

Now Pakistan faces existential threat from the Taliban and not India, a perception which the country's military leadership is not prepared to share, given the unresolved disputes with New Delhi, which triggered four wars during the last 62 years. (Continues)

Pakistan's National Interest In this emerging security environment, Pakistan will have to be content with its role as a junior partner of India. Therefore, the sooner Islamabad extricates itself from the US "war on terror," the better it is for its security and independence. (Continues) If anything, the situation has only worsened. The surge of US troops, the expansion of war beyond the borders of Afghanistan, and the attacks on Quetta and Muridke as envisaged by Obama's new strategy would mean that US troops are at war with the people of Pakistan. Any Solution? The Obama Administration would be better advised to concentrate on its exit strategy, and to that end, it is imperative that it involve the UN in its peace-making efforts aimed at the establishment of a broad-based government in Afghanistan, because the Karzai Government has no legitimacy. To fill the vacuum, the UN peacekeeping force, made up of troops of states not involved in the Afghan war, may be deployed until a government of national unity is able to assume full responsibility. Here the US can contribute to the postwar reconstruction of Afghanistan under the aegis of the UN. The insurgency in the tribal region is the spillover effect of US military occupation of Afghanistan, but Pakistan faces a far greater threat: the threat of ethnic violence as manifested in the bloody clashes among various linguistic groups in urban and rural Sind. These have been overshadowed by the counterinsurgency operations in FATA, but they may erupt at any moment, thus destabilizing the state.
B) Pakistan collapse causes global nuclear conflict – draws in China, India and Russia

Pitt, 9- a New York Times and author of two books: "War on Iraq: What Team Bush Doesn't Want You to Know" and "The Greatest Sedition Is Silence." (5/8/09, William, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183) 
It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.
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3 - Impact 2 is Global Terrorism
A) Getting out of Afghanistan will cripple Al Qaida and prevent terrorism
Farrall 9 - Senior Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Agent with the Australian Federal Police (Leah, “Al-Qaida prefers U.S. to stick around,” The Australian, November 12th, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/al-qaida-prefers-us-to-stick-around/story-e6frg6zo-1225796639320)
Since the US invaded Afghanistan and then Iraq, al-Qa'ida has become the pre-eminent group fighting a self-declared jihad against an occupying force. These invasions allowed al-Qa'ida to exploit allegations that the US was intent on occupying Muslim lands.
A withdrawal of coalition forces from Afghanistan would undoubtedly hand al-Qa'ida and the Taliban a propaganda victory. However, a victory would deny al-Qa'ida its most potent source of power, influence, funding and recruits -- the armed jihad.(Continues…)
Al-Qa'ida will continue to try to goad the US into staying involved in the conflict because the sustenance and empowerment the conflict gives al-Qa'ida far outweighs the benefits of a safe haven in Afghanistan. Until this is recognised, the strategies the US employs to protect itself from further attacks are likely to inspire more of them and, more importantly, sustain al-Qa'ida.
B)  Terrorist attack causes US lashout precipitating global war

Nicole Schwartz-Morgan (asst. prof., politics and economics, royal military college of Canada) 2001 ”wild globalization and terrorism: three scenarios,” world future society, http://www.wfs.org/mmmorgan.htm)

The terrorist act can reactivate atavistic defense mechanisms which drive us to gather around clan chieftans. Nationalistic sentiment re-awakens, setting up an implacable frontier which divides "us" from "them," each group solidifying its cohesion in a rising hate/fear of the other group. (Remember Yugoslavia?) To be sure, the allies are trying for the moment to avoid the language of polarization, insisting that "this is not a war," that it is "not against Islam," "civilians will not be targeted." But the word "war" was pronounced, a word heavy with significance which forces the issue of partisanship. And it must be understood that the sentiment of partisanship, of belonging to the group, is one of the strongest of human emotions. Because the enemy has been named in the media (Islam), the situation has become emotionally volatile. Another spectacular attack, coming on top of an economic recession could easily radicalize the latent attitudes of the United States, and also of Europe, where racial prejudices are especially close to the surface and ask no more than a pretext to burst out. This is the Sarajevo syndrome: an isolated act of madness becomes the pretext for a war that is just as mad, made of ancestral rancor, measureless ambitions, and armies in search of a war. We should not be fooled by our expressions of good will and charity toward the innocent victims of this or other distant wars. It is our own comfortable circumstances which permit us these benevolent sentiments. If conditions change so that poverty and famine put the fear of starvation in our guts, the human beast will reappear. And if epidemic becomes a clear and present danger, fear will unleash hatred in the land of the free, flinging missiles indiscriminately toward any supposed havens of the unseen enemy. And on the other side, no matter how profoundly complex and differentiated Islamic nations and tribes may be, they will be forced to behave as one clan by those who see advantage in radicalizing the conflict, whether they be themselves merchants or terrorists.

1AC – Afghanistan Advantage (Page 3/3)

4 - Bringing troops home from Afghanistan would bring peace and stability and undermine the Taliban
Dorronsoro,9 -Visiting Scholar, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (January 2009, Gilles, “Focus and Exit: An Alternative Strategy for the Afghan War,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/afghan_war-strategy.pdf)
This three-zone strategy is not, per se, a gamechanger, and it must be accompanied by an incremental, phased withdrawal. The withdrawal would not be a consequence of “stabilization,” but rather an essential part of the process. Since the presence of foreign troops is the most important factor in mobilizing support for the Taliban, the beginning of the withdrawal would change the political game on two levels. First, Jihad would become a motivation for fewer Afghans; instead, the conflict would be mostly seen as a civil war. Second, the pro-government population (or, more exactly, the anti-Taliban one) would rally together because of fear of a Taliban victory. There are two important reasons for withdrawal. First, the mere presence of foreign soldiers fighting a war in Afghanistan is probably the single most important factor in the resurgence of the Taliban. The convergence of nationalism and Jihad has aided the Taliban in extending its influence. It is sometimes frightening to see how similar NATO military operations are to Soviet ones in the 1980s and how the similarities could affect the perceptions of the population. The majority of Afghans are now deeply opposed to the foreign troops on their soil. The idea that one can “stabilize” Afghanistan with more troops goes against all that one should have learned from the Soviet war. (Continues)
Second, withdrawal would create a new dynamic in the country, providing two main benefits. The momentum of the Taliban would slow or stop altogether, because without a foreign occupier the Jihadist and nationalist feelings of the population would be much more difficult to mobilize. Furthermore, the Karzai regime would gain legitimacy. If Karzai (or his successor) receives enough help from the international coalition, he would be able to develop more centralized institutions in the strategic areas or at least keep local actors under control. The regime would remain corrupt but would appear more legitimate if it succeeded in bringing security to the population in the strategic zones without the help of foreign troops. The support of the urban population, which opposes the Taliban, is a critical issue. Corruption is a problem primarily if it accelerates the independence of Afghanistan’s peripheral regions.

Afghanistan 2AC – Answer To 1NC #1

US Forces will inevitably lose in Afghanistan because they will always be seen as colonial occupiers – more troops only increases death and destruction

James Petras, Sociology Professor @ Binghamton University June 16, 2010 [, “Afghanistan: The Longest Lost War, The Dissident Voice, http://dissidentvoice.org/2010/06/afghanistan-the-longest-lost-war/]
Despite almost a decade of warfare, including an invasion and occupation, the US military and its allies and client state armed forces are losing the war in Afghanistan. Outside of the central districts of a few cities and the military fortresses, the Afghan national resistance forces, in all of their complex local, regional and national alliances, are in control, of territory, people and administration.

Between 2001-2010 the US military expenditures total $428 billion dollars; the colonial occupation has led to over 7,228 dead and wounded as of June 1, 2010. As the US military situation deteriorates, the White House escalates the number of troops resulting in a greater number of killed and wounded. During the past 18 months of the Obama regime more soldiers were killed or wounded than in the previous eight years.(Continues)
On the military front, the Pentagon launches one “offensive” after another, announcing one success after another, followed by a retreat and return of the Resistance fighters. The US campaigns disrupt trade, agricultural harvests and markets, while the air assaults targeting “Taliban” and militants, more frequently than not end up killing more civilians celebrating weddings, religious holidays and shoppers at markets than combatants. The reason for the high percentage of civilian killings is clear to everyone except the US Generals: there are no distinctions between “militants” and millions of Afghan civilians since the former are an integral part of their communities.

The key and ultimately decisive problem facing the US occupation is that it is a colonial enclave in the midst of a colonized people. The US, its local puppets and its NATO allies are a foreign colonial army and its Afghan military and police recruits are seen as mere instruments perpetuating illegitimate rule. Every action, whether violent or benign, is perceived and interpreted as transgressing the norms and historical legacies of a proud and independent people. In everyday life, every move by the occupation is disruptive; nothing moves except by command of the foreign directed military and police. Under threat of force, people fake co-operation and then provide assistance to their fathers, brothers and sons in the Resistance. The recruits take the money and turn their arms over to the Resistance. The paid village informants are double agents or identified by their neighbors and targeted by insurgents.

The Afghan collaborators, Washington’s closest allies, are seen as corrupt traitors; transient rulers who have their bags packed and US passports in hand, ready to flee when the US is forced to exit. All the programs, “reconstruction” funds, training missions and “civic programs” have failed to win the allegiance of the Afghan people, now as in the past as well as in the future, because they are seen as part of the US military occupation ultimately based on violence.

The reality is that with a bigger American occupation, with escalating military expenditures, the Resistance is growing, surrounding the major cities, targeting meetings in the center of Kabul and rocketing the biggest US military bases around the country. It is clear that the US has lost the war politically and is in the process of losing it militarily.

Despite the most advanced military technology, the drones, the Special Forces, the increase in the number of trainees, advisers, NGOers and the building of more military bases, the Resistance is winning. The White House by adding to the millions of displaced and murdered and maimed Afghans is increasing the hostility of the vast majority of the Afghans. Civilian killings are turning more and more of their military recruits into deserters and “unreliable” soldiers. Some of whom are ‘turned’ into committed combatants for the ‘other side’. As in Indo-China, Algeria and elsewhere, a popular, highly motivated guerrilla resistance army, deeply embedded in the national-religious culture of an oppressed population is proving more resistant, enduring and victorious over an alien high tech imperial army. Obama’s ‘rule or ruin’ Afghan War, sooner rather than later, will ruin America and end his shameful presidency.
Afghanistan 2AC – Answer to 1NC #2

1 – Extend our Akhtan and Pitt evidence – US troops in Afghanistan push the conflict into Pakistan and will cause the collapse of the government and global nuclear war. 

2 - Pakistan close to instability now and more US troops in Afghanistan will collapse the government

Bandow 09- Senior Fellow @ Cato, former special assistant to Reagan (11/31/09, Doug, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan,” Huffington Post, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924)
However, a semi-stable, semi-workable Afghan state doesn't necessarily work to Pakistan's advantage. First, how would it affect Islamabad's most serious security concern--the regional balance with India? Pakistan strongly supported the Taliban regime pre-9/11 for a reason. Second, Afghans enjoying the benefits of peace might not welcome jihadists and terrorists, encouraging the latter to remain in Pakistan's largely autonomous border provinces.

Most important, Pakistan seems more likely to be destabilized by an endless, escalating conflict than a Taliban advance. Islamabad's vulnerabilities are obvious, with a weak civilian government facing a complex mix of poverty, instability, insurgency, and terrorism.

Unfortunately, the war in neighboring Afghanistan exacerbates all of these problems. Argued Hoh: "Our presence in Afghanistan has only increased destabilization and insurgency in Pakistan." First, the war has pushed Afghan insurgents across the border. Second, cooperation with unpopular U.S. policy has reinforced the Zardari government's appearance as an American toady. Ever-rising American demands further undercut Pakistani sovereignty and increase public hostility.
3 - Even without full collapse, instability risks letting nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists

Allison and Deutch, 9 - * Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Professor of Government @ Harvard Kennedy School AND ** a professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former director of the Central Intelligence Agency (Graham and John, Wall Street Journal, The Real Afghan Issue Is Pakistan”, 3/30/09, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18935/real_afghan_issue_is_pakistan.html)

The problem in Pakistan is more pressing and direct. There, the U.S. does have larger vital national interests. Top among these is preventing Pakistan's arsenal of nuclear weapons and materials from falling into the hands of terrorists such as Osama bin Laden. This danger is not hypothetical -- the father of Pakistan's nuclear bomb, A.Q. Khan, is now known to have been the world's first nuclear black marketer, providing nuclear weapons technology and materials to Libya, North Korea and Iran.

Protecting Pakistan's nuclear arsenal requires preventing radical Islamic extremists from taking control of the country.

Furthermore, the U.S. rightly remains committed to preventing the next 9/11 attack by eliminating global terrorist threats such as al Qaeda. This means destroying their operating headquarters and training camps, from which they can plan more deadly 9/11s.

Afghanistan 2AC – Answer To 1NC #3

1 – Extend our Farall and Schwartz-Morgan evidence – the Untied States colonial occupation of Afghanistan is the number one thing driving people to become terrorists. Withdrawing would be the best way to stop terrorism and prevent war

2 - Drones are already expanding rapidly now in order to support troops on the ground – withdrawal will decrease use of drones
Drew 10, (02/19/2010, The New York Times, Christopher Drew, “ Drones Are Playing A Growing Role in Afghanistan” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/20/world/asia/20drones.html) 
When American and allied forces pushed into the Taliban stronghold of Marja, in southern Afghanistan, last week, they had the advantage of knowing where dozens of roadside bombs had already been planted. And when some troops came under fire, they called in help from a weapon that has quietly become one of the military’s most versatile tools on the Afghan battlefield: the drone. The use of the drones has expanded quickly and virtually unnoticed in Afghanistan. The Air Force now flies at least 20 Predator drones — twice as many as a year ago — over vast stretches of hostile Afghan territory each day. They are mostly used for surveillance, but have also carried out more than 200 missile and bomb strikes over the last year, including 14 strikes near Marja in the last few days, newly released military records show. That is three times as many strikes in the past year as in Pakistan, where the drones have gotten far more attention and proved more controversial for their use in a country where the United States does not have combat forces. There, they are run by the C.I.A., as opposed to the military, and the civilian casualties that they have caused as they have struck at leaders of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, amid Pakistani sensitivities over sovereignty, have stoked anger and anti-Americanism.
3– Drones are much better than troops – they prevent terrorism without long term military occupation

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

In Iraq and Afghanistan, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) surveil roads for improvised explosive devices, transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month.13 UAVs are smaller, lighter, and cheaper than manned aircraft, because they don’t need equipment to support a crew, and operations can run without combat search-and-rescue in place. UAV missions are far less intrusive than a large-scale military presence, and they can help protect legitimate American security interests. UAV technology would also help to ensure we do not see a repeat of the 1990s, when the United States documented links between the Taliban and al Qaeda, but hovered between indifference and bureaucratic paralysis when shaping policy in the region. Today, we can target terrorists where they do emerge via airstrikes and covert raids. Thus, denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require complete pacification of Afghanistan, much less a long-term, large-scale military presence in the region.

Afghanistan 2AC – Answer to 1NC #4

1 – Our Ferral evidence proves withdrawal prevents terrorism by taking away Al Qaeda’s main recruiting tool – US imperialism

2 – Our Cockburn evidence proves that collapse and civil war will happen if the United States stays – withdrawal can’t make things any worse 

3 – Our Dorronso evidence says that leaving would prevent conflict by undermining the Taliban’s popular support, increasing legitimacy of Karzai, and decreasing conflicts created by our military

4 – There is no risk of Taliban resurgence- even with resources, Taliban lacks necessary organization

Abramowitz, 09 - senior fellow at the Century Foundation (6/8/09, Morton, The National Interest, “A View from Kabul,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21572)
Few, however, disagree that this will be a long war. There is little hope of a definite conclusion; the best is a trajectory of overall improvement while violence persists. Much depends both on how much and how long aid flows to the Taliban from Pakistan and on development and better governance in Afghanistan. Regardless of American involvement in Afghanistan, it is highly doubtful that the Taliban can reclaim Kabul, even with the continued support of Pashtun fighters from western Pakistan. Afghanistan does not face trained, regular forces as South Vietnam did in the North Vietnamese Army. All the same, significant American involvement will have to be sustained for many years, not only to accomplish security objectives, but also to aid development of the Afghan south and southeast. That raises the question of American domestic politics—will Americans continue to support massive amounts of aid for Kabul?

5 - Total US withdrawal is the only way to achieve true peace in Afghanistan
Mike Ely, founder Kasama Project, Demand Complete and Immediate Withdrawal from Afghanistan,2002.  http://revolutionaryfrontlines.wordpress.com/2010/03/26/demand-complete-and-immediate-withdrawal-from-aghanistan/
1) Politics and social life in Afghanistan are rather awful.(Continues).In short,Afghanistan needs a very radical revolutionary movement - and the existing social conditions (of poverty, male supremacy, feudal agriculture, etc.) are intolerable.But liberation will not come from the victory of one or another imperialist power. 2) There is a long and sad history of attempting to “bring” changes to Afghanistan by riding on the coattails of some invader. Yes there are some women’s activists in a few urban areas who have emerged from the shadows and operated with some protection from U.S. imperialism.And there were (in the 1980s) similar forces who staked their hopes on the Soviet imperialist invasion.And yes, such forces fear the withdrawal of the U.S. and its allies. And yes some of them may be forced into exile if the u.s. leaves.But the point to draw from this is that liberation in Afghanistan has to come from a process that is anti-imperialist, and that engages the masses of people in their own liberation.The theory that “modernity” (including women’s equality) can come from a U.S. imperialist occupation is (to put it mildly) a false theory. U.S. occupation will (at best) bring the “equality” of the Philippines sex trade and the Bangladeshi sweatshop.And (in case anyone didn’t notice) the U.S. has been straining to cement alliances with “sections of the warlords and Taliban” (which means gathering an indigenous feudal base of support for a reliable puppet government). And (in case anyone didn’t notice) that has included the passage of a theocratic constitution and laws justifying marital rape, and more in areas of U.S. control. It is the U.S. (and its CIA) that empowered, armed, financed and unleashed the ugly theocratic forces in Afghanistan during the 1980s. And it is extremely naive (and tortured) to imagine scenarios where (somehow, somehow) a continued U.S. presence (or a slowed timetable of U.S. withdrawal) will somehow protect or help women. 

1AC – Iraq Advantage (Page 1/2)

1 - US military presence is the cause of instability in Iraq. Total withdrawal is the only way to ensure long term stability 
Odom in 2008 William WILLIAM E. ODOM, a retired three-star General in the U.S. Army and former Director of the National Security Agency, is a Professor at Yale University and a Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Foreign Affairs July/August 2008

Fear of the chaos that a U.S. withdrawal would catalyze is the psychological block that prevents most observers from assessing the realities clearly. As such observers rightly claim, the United States will be blamed for this chaos, but they overlook the reality that the U.S. military presence now causes much of the chaos and has been doing so since 2003. The United States cannot prevent more chaos by remaining longer. Preventing it is simply not an option. The United States can, however, remove the cause of disorder by withdrawing its forces sooner rather than later. That is the only responsible option.
2 – A renewed civil war would kill millions and wound millions more

Bynam-Director Center for Peace and Security Studies, Georgetown-7/18/07

http://www.uspolicy.be/issues/iraq/iraq_previous.asp
By any measure Iraq is deeply embroiled in a civil war, and the scale of the violence is likely to grow should U.S. forces withdraw or significantly draw down. A full-blown civil war in Iraq has many disastrous repercussions. Without question, a wider Iraqi civil war would be a humanitarian nightmare. Based on the experiences of other recent major civil wars such as those in the former Yugoslavia, Lebanon, Somalia, Congo, Afghanistan, the Caucasus, and elsewhere, we should expect many hundreds of thousands or even millions of people to die with three to four times that number wounded. The same experiences suggest that refugees, both internally and externally displaced, will number in the millions—and the number for Iraq is already over two million. The United States has intervened in other civil wars to stop tragedies on this scale. 
3 – A civil war would spark war throughout the Middle East

Fahim, 5  [Ashraf, Aug 20, 2005, “Iraq at the gates of hell,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/GH20Ak01.html] 
Given all this grist, how might the dark mill of civil war begin turning in Iraq? It might simply develop out of a continuing, steady rise in the vicious cycle of revenge killings. Alternatively, a sudden breakdown of the political process could lead each sect to quickly assert its interests by force: the Kurds attempting to seize Kirkuk, for example, or Arab Sunnis and Shi'ites fighting for control of the mixed Sunni-Shi'ite towns south of Baghdad - all of which would entail ethnic cleansing. Further ideological and interdenominational divisions would also arise. Inter-Shi'ite rivalries were recently on display in the southern town of Samawa, where supporters of SCIRI and influential cleric Muqtada al-Sadr clashed. Muqtada espouses a brand of Iraqi and Islamic nationalism that could lead his Mehdi Army to side with those opposed to federalism if civil war did erupt. 

And then there are the neighbors. As professor Juan Cole, an expert in Iraq and Shi'ism, recently wrote in the Nation: "If Iraq fell into civil war between Sunnis and Shi'ites, the Saudis and Jordanians would certainly take the side of the Sunnis, while Iran would support the Shi'ites." In essence, a civil war would see the eight-year Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s replayed on Iraqi territory. To complicate matters, any Kurdish success would draw in Turkey. Beyond Iraq, a civil war could destabilize the Gulf, and thereby the world economy. Sunni-Shi'ite tensions could be kindled in states like Bahrain, Kuwait and most importantly, Saudi Arabia , where an occasionally restive Shi'ite population forms a majority in the eastern part of the country (where all the oil is). 

1AC – Iraq Advantage (Page 2/2)

4 – War in the Middle East would cause nuclear war
Steinbach, 2 [John Steinbach, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html] 
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
5 – And, scheduled withdrawal is key to stability- Iraqi government’s legitimacy depends on an end to the American occupation.

Conyers, Chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, ’10 [3/7/2010; John Conyers Jr.; “Opposing view: Stick to troop timetable”; USA Today; http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2010-03-05-editorial05_ST1_N.htm]
All parties, political and otherwise, currently operating in Iraq are relying on the U.S. to follow through on this mutually negotiated troop removal timeline. The fledgling government in Baghdad has derived much of its legitimacy from the Iraqi people by appearing to stand up to the American occupation and by providing internal security independent of U.S. forces.  Moreover, various political, regional and ethnic factions have been operating under the assumption that the American presence was nearing its end. With this understanding, they have been negotiating the political arrangements that will lay the foundation for long-term stability in Iraq.  The success of these efforts could be threatened by our failure to live up to the withdrawal timetable outlined in the agreement. A peaceful, stable government in Iraq can only be achieved when its citizens are focused on the future of their country instead of on an unending military occupation.
Iraq 2AC – Answer To 1NC #1

1 – Extend our Odom evidence that US military presence inevitably sparks violence in Iraq – just having troops on the ground makes civil war more likely

2 – US presence continues to fail to bring stability – more time won’t solve the problem

Dodge in 2010 Toby, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at  Queen Mary, University of London. Survival | vol. 52 no. 2 | April–May 2010 | pp. 129–140 

A final reason for the removal of the US military presence in Iraq is the sheer number of problems now facing the country: the weak and highly politicised rule of law, the profound corruption that finds protection at the highest levels of the Iraqi political elite, and the dominance of that unpopular and formally exiled elite all have origins in decisions taken either in Washington itself or by American diplomats working for the Coalition Provisional Authority and their successors operating in the Green Zone from 2003 until 2007. After a military presence of seven years, the argument that an extended commitment of another two or three years will fix the problems created under occupation does not stand up to scrutiny. If the US presence has failed to create a stable, sustainable post-war settlement in Iraq by now, why would the continued presence of 50,000 troops after 2011 make a difference 
3 - US troops in Iraq create problems throughout the Middle East
Christopher Preble et al, 2004 (Director of foreign policy studies at CATO; “Exiting Iraq: Why the U.S. must end the military occupation and renew the war against Al Qaeda,” p. 44, CB)

On a slightly broader level, others may contend that the presence of the U.S. military in Iraq is a stabilizing influence throughout the entire region. Stability in the Middle East is particularly crucial, given that military conflict can and has disrupted oil flows, with detrimental short-term economic consequences for the United States.129 But experience shows that U.S. military forces are themselves a destabilizing influence—their mere presence is a lightning rod for dissent, and radicals use this issue to whip up anti-American and anti-Western sentiment.
Iraq 2AC – Answer To 1NC #2

1 – Extend our Conyers 2010 evidence – United States withdrawal is key to the legitimacy of Iraq’s government and stopping civil war

2 – Withdrawal creates peace Getting US troops out of Iraq will make Iraq’s government stronger and bring in Iraq’s neighbors to prevent conflict 
Carl Conetta, Project on Defense Alternatives Briefing Memo, January 18th 2007, “Resolving Iraq: Progress depends on a short timeline for US troop withdrawal”, http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/0701bm40.pdf
Iraq’s best hope for peace resides in a quick withdrawal of almost all US military forces from the country and their replacement by a new and smaller multinational force. “Quick” and “almost all” means a reduction to no more than a few thousand US troops by mid-March 2008 – the fifth anniversary of the war’s onset. Between now and then, the emphasis should shift to training Iraqi forces, redefining the security mission, and handing it off to the new international coalition. Those few US troops remaining in Iraq after March 2008 should constitute a minority contingent within a multinational security assistance mission comprised principally of participants from Arab and Muslim nations. The United States might also maintain a deterrent force in the region (but outside Iraq) comprising a ground force component of no more than 15,000 soldiers and marines (including those afloat). Iraq will continue to need substantial external assistance and support. However, a new multinational framework is essential. The current one – which rests on US military power and entails American predominance in key areas of Iraqi life and governance – is provocative and untenable. The Iraqi government will continue to suffer legitimacy problems until it becomes fully disentangled from the American mission.  
3 – Withdrawal will allow Europe and Iraq’s neighbors to prevent conflict

Odom in 2008 WILLIAM E. ODOM, a retired three-star General in the U.S. Army and former Director of the National Security Agency, is a Professor at Yale University and a Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies Foreign Affairs July/August 2008, “When to Leave Iraq” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64458/colin-h-kahl-and-william-e-odom/when-to-leave-iraq 

Simon does understand that the United States' departure will force other countries, especially in Europe, to reconsider their hands-off policies toward Iraq. It will also lead Iraq's neighbors to rethink their hands-on policies. They all want stability there, but some are meddling in ways that exacerbate instability. Once U.S. forces leave, instability may be even less in their interests. Thus, the faster U.S. forces depart, the greater the shifts in other countries' policies will be. A two-year schedule for removing U.S. forces, as Simon proposes, would fail to achieve most of this shock effect

Iraq 2AC – Answer To 1NC #3

1 – Cross Apply our Odom and Conyers evidence – American troops will always make the conflict worse. This means that we will look bad regardless – its only a question of whether we give Iraqis the chance to make peace themselves

2 - And, failure to get out of Iraq like he promised will hurt Obama’s credibility and kill America’s leadership
Leaver et al 2k10 (Erik, is a research fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, Raed Jarrar is a senior fellow on the Middle East at Peace Action. “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?,” Foreign Policy In Focus, pg online @ http://www.fpif.org/articles/sliding_backwards_on_iraq //cndi-ef)

Consequences of Waffling  An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama's credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.  But reneging on withdrawal would have the gravest consequences in Iraq. The Bush administration adopted a conditions-based withdrawal plan. The mantra was "as Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." But such plans for "condition-based" withdrawal create the very deteriorating conditions that lead to an extension of the military occupation.  Unfortunately, there is considerable support both inside and outside Iraq for the continuation of U.S. occupation. Some groups, such as the Iraqi ruling parties or the military industrial complex in the United States, believe occupation is in their self-interest. Others, such as al-Qaeda, hope to cripple the United States by keeping it engaged in a conflict that takes an enormous toll on human lives, money, and global reputation. And Iran and other regional players fear the reemergence of a strong, independent, and united Iraq.  Obama's current plan is based on two sets of time-based deadlines that avoid the pitfalls of a conditions-based withdrawal. Obama's plan to withdraw combat forces by August 31, 2010 and Bush's bilateral agreement for the withdrawal of all troops and contractors by December 31, 2011 both put the responsibility for military, economic, and political security squarely where it should be: on Iraqis.  Adding more years to the U.S. occupation, as Ricks suggested, or delaying the withdrawal of combat forces, as Odierno has suggested, will cost the United States hundreds of billions more dollars and result in the deaths of countless more U.S. soldiers and Iraqi civilians. Most importantly, it won't bring Iraq any closer to being a stable and prosperous country.  On the eve of Iraq's March 7 elections, the president needs to reaffirm the U.S.-Iraqi withdrawal agreement and issue a clear warning to military officers who seek to take the war into their own hands. 

Iraq 2AC – Answer To 1NC #4

1 – Non-Unique The US is already failing to stop terrorism in Iraq
Daily Star News Lebanon, June 21st 2010, “Al-Qaeda Still on the March”, 

http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=1&article_id=116194&categ_id=17#axzz0ruGRqQ2N

Since then, US authorities have fed their public with sound bites designed to reassure their constituencies that their dollars were well spent. “All is under control,” no doubt, and yes, “bad guys will be vanquished.”      Facts on the ground, however, speak of another, alarming, reality: Al-Qaeda’s presence does not seem to have dwindled one bit.    One might be tempted to find extravagant explanations. Perhaps a corrupt government has simply pillaged the funds? Could the US anti-terrorism policy even have been deliberately designed to allow keep Al-Qaeda alive in order to provide the American military complex with a thriving market? Explanations of policy failures are, unfortunately, rarely as convoluted.    In this case, the failure to thwart Al-Qaeda’s spectacular rise is more likely to be no more than the predictable effect of a policy poorly designed from day one.  

2 – US Military presence makes terrorism worse – gives al Qaeda a recruiting tool
Byman and Pollack 2k8

(Daniel L. Byman is the director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University and an associate professor in the School of Foreign Service.  Kenneth M. Pollack is the director of research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution. He has served previously as a Persian Gulf military analyst at the Central Intelligence Agency, “Iraq's Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism,” pg online @ http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/618/1/55.pdf)

The U.S. war in and occupation of Iraq has benefited the wider al Qaeda movement in many ways, including providing a recruiting tool. As Michael Scheuer, the former head of the CIA’s bin Laden unit, sarcastically noted, “If Osama was a Christian—it’s the Christmas present he never would have expected” (CBS News 2004). In the heart of the Muslim world, with more than one hundred thousand U.S. troops occupying the country for a long period of time, Iraq has become the focus of the media throughout the world and especially the Middle East. Arab and Muslim communities are united in their belief that the U.S. intervention is an attack on Islam and represents an attempt to subjugate a powerful Arab state. A study by Peter Bergen and Paul Cruickshank found that “the Iraq War has generated a stunning sevenfold increase in the yearly rate of fatal jihadist attacks, amounting to literally hundreds of additional terrorist attacks and thousands of civilian lives lost”—and that figure includes not only a surge in attacks in Iraq itself, but also an increase in the rest of the world (Bergen and Cruickshank 2007, 1-6). Not surprisingly, Iraq has been at the center of al Qaeda’s fund-raising and recruitment efforts. Fighting the United States is tremendously popular among radical and even mainstream Islamist circles and proof of bin Laden’s “far enemy” theory: that for Muslims, the misdemeanors or even high crimes of their own governments (the “near enemy”) are overshadowed by those of faraway Washington.2 Within the broader Salafi community, Iraq proved an enormous public relations boon to al Qaeda. Many Salafists have condemned al Qaeda for being excessively violent and political, and in particular for its willingness to declare “jihad” at the drop of the hat. Even shaykhs critical of al Qaeda, however, see the struggle in Iraq as a legitimate defensive jihad, even in countries that are close allies of the United States. For example, in November 2004, twenty-six leading Saudi clerics wrote an “open letter to the Iraqi people” calling for a defensive jihad against the United States in Iraq (Jones 2005). Iraq has fostered a new brand of jihad, providing a place where budding Salafi insurgents gain combat experience and forge lasting bonds that will enable them to work together in the years to come, even if they leave Iraq. Former French defense official Alexis Debat (2004, 22) contended that al Qaeda seeks “to turn Iraq into what Afghanistan was before autumn 2001: a public relations windfall for their ideologues, a training ground for their ‘rookies,’ and even a safe-haven for their leadership.” Indeed, it is no small irony that some of those who launched attacks on U.S. and Afghan forces in Afghanistan appear to have trained in Iraq. Although it is unclear how many of those trained and “blooded” in Iraq have been killed in the fighting in Afghanistan, especially when the tide turned against them in 2007, some percentage had already departed Iraq and others may flee elsewhere even if U.S. counterinsurgency operations continue to scour Iraq of the Salafi militant presence. 


Evidence for the NEGATIVE

1NC Framework Topicality

A) Interpretation: “Resolved” in the resolution is a reflexive verb and it means the federal government should be resolved to establish a policy 

Merriam-Webster Dictionary, 1996 [http://dictionary.reference.com/search?q=resolved]

“6. To change or convert by resolution or formal vote; -- used only reflexively; as, the house resolved itself into a committee of the whole.”

B) Violation: the plan doesn’t FIAT a United States Federal Government policy

C) FIAT Good:

1. Fairness—Fiating immediate passage of the plan is the only way to guarantee that the federal government actually does something which is the starting point for all negative ground. This is key to all our disad uniqueness and links as well as counter-plans which affect the political process. There are also an infinite number of movements and no one writes cards about activism at a debate tournament on this issue by them. At a minimum, it double the ground we have to research because now we have to research the effects of their policy and its advantages as well as whether or not their activism to do that policy is good.

2. Education—Fiat is key to being informed citizens, without it we never learn about the political process and don’t take responsibility for the possible bad outcomes of our actions. Simulating policy solves all their offense, allowing people a safe space to test new ideas

Joyner, Professor of International Law at Georgetown, 1999 [Christopher C., “Teaching International Law,”  5 ILSA J Int'l & Comp L 377, l/n]

Use of the debate can be an effective pedagogical tool for education in the social sciences. Debates, like other role-playing simulations, help students understand different perspectives on a policy issue by adopting a perspective as their own. But, unlike other simulation games, debates do not require that a student participate directly in order to realize the benefit of the game. Instead of developing policy alternatives and experiencing the consequences of different choices in a traditional role-playing game, debates present the alternatives and consequences in a formal, rhetorical fashion before a judgmental audience. Having the class audience serve as jury helps each student develop a well-thought-out opinion on the issue by providing contrasting facts and views and enabling audience members to pose challenges to each debating team. These debates ask undergraduate students to examine the international legal implications of various United States foreign policy actions. Their chief tasks are to assess the aims of the policy in question, determine their relevance to United States national interests, ascertain what legal principles are involved, and conclude how the United States policy in question squares with relevant principles of international law. Debate questions are formulated as resolutions, along the lines of: "Resolved: The United States should deny most-favored-nation status to China on human rights grounds;" or "Resolved: The United States should resort to military force to ensure inspection of Iraq's possible nuclear, chemical and biological weapons facilities;" or "Resolved: The United States' invasion of Grenada in 1983 was a lawful use of force;" or "Resolved: The United States should kill Saddam Hussein." In addressing both sides of these legal propositions, the student debaters must consult the vast literature of international law, especially the nearly 100 professional law-school-sponsored international law journals now being published in the United States. This literature furnishes an incredibly rich body of  analysis that often treats topics affecting United States foreign policy, as well as other more esoteric international legal subjects. Although most of these journals are accessible in good law schools, they are largely unknown to the political science community specializing in international (Continues…)
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relations, much less to the average undergraduate. By assessing the role of international law in United States foreign policy- making, students realize that United States actions do not always measure up to international legal expectations; that at times, international legal strictures get compromised for the sake of perceived national interests, and that concepts and principles of international law, like domestic law, can be interpreted and twisted in order to justify United States policy in various international circumstances. In this way, the debate  format gives students the benefits ascribed to simulations and other action learning techniques, in that it makes them become actively engaged with their subjects, and not be mere passive consumers. Rather than spectators, students become legal advocates, observing, reacting to, and structuring political and legal perceptions to fit the merits of their case.

The debate exercises carry several specific educational objectives. First, students on each team must work together to refine a cogent argument that compellingly asserts their legal position on a foreign policy issue confronting the United States. In this way, they gain greater insight into the real-world legal dilemmas faced by policy makers. Second, as they work with other members of their team, they realize the complexities of applying and implementing international law, and the difficulty of bridging the gaps between United States policy and international legal principles, either by reworking the former or creatively reinterpreting the latter. Finally, research for the debates forces students to become familiarized with contemporary issues on the United States foreign policy agenda and the role that international law plays in formulating and executing these policies.  n8 The debate thus becomes an excellent vehicle for pushing students beyond stale arguments over principles into the real world of policy analysis, political critique, and legal defense.
3. Extra-topicality—the affirmative adds non-governmental action to the resolution from which they claim all their advantages, a classic example of extra-topical action giving them a strategic advantage in the debate. Even if what they do is predictable, it’s infinitely regressive and justifies other extra-topical actions, and predictability does not make it right. This is an independent voting issue.

D) It’ a voting issue: 

1. Severing their framework is illegit, it creates a moving target and further skews our strategy by making us debate multiple worlds and they get to speak last so we would never win.

2. Key to objectivity—their framework demands a judge intervening with her or his personal politics which reflects everyone’s bias, meaning debate is pointless because the judge would already have their minds made up. The point of fiat is to suspend our biases so we can think about and debate other worlds

3. Fairness, education, and jurisdiction

Inherency 1NC- Status Quo Solves

Obama will stick to the withdrawal timeline

Juan Cole May 14, 2010, Richard P. Mitchell Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan “US Troop Withdrawal in Iraq on Track” http://www.juancole.com/2010/05/us-troop-withdrawal-in-iraq-on-track.html]

WaPo says that the Obama administration is still on track to draw down to 50,000 troops in Iraq by September 1, despite press speculation to the contrary in the past couple of days. There are now roughly 92,000 – 94,000 US troops in that country, down from 160,000 when President Obama was first elected. Another 5,000 are expected to come out in May, and the pace will pick up to 10,000 a month this summer. What drove the speculation about a freeze of the withdrawal process? First, it seems clear that some generals have long opposed the Status of Forces Agreement and the Obama Administration’s withdrawal timetable, and my guess is that their offices occasionally float news of a halt in the process in order to to keep the pressure on for a slowdown. So far, Obama has just ignored them. Second, it is possible that some commanders in Iraq are playing head games with the Sunni Arab guerrilla cells. You wouldn’t want them to grow so emboldened by the US drawdown that they make a concerted push to paralyze the country and overthrow the government or inflict substantial damage on it. Putting them on notice that if they go too far, they will actually interfere with one of their main goals, of getting the US out, is a way of giving them an incentive to go slow. This imperative would grow out of the bold and coordinated guerrilla attacks earlier this week that killed over 100 persons and hit targets everywhere from Mosul in the north to Basra in the south. Another bombing on Thursday killed 9 and wounded 32 at a Shiite coffeehouse in Sadr City, Shiite east Baghdad. Third, the US left wing does not believe that Obama is committed to leaving Iraq. What, they say, of the huge permanent bases, of the need to safeguard US petroleum companies’ operations, etc.? So the left blogosphere magnifies the footdragging reports leaked by elements in the Pentagon. But there are no such things as permanent bases. You build a base when you need a base, when you are in control or have a willing host. The US is a superpower, but generally speaking bases are bilateral agreements with the host country. When the Philippines asked the US navy to leave in 1989, it did so. The Iraqi parliament has asked the US to withdraw by the end of 2011 and Bush signed that treaty.  Obama needs the Iraq withdrawal for lots of reasons. I think he has a Christian moral vision, and he sees the Iraq war as having been immoral, and views the withdrawal as a sort of penance. He also frankly needs a successful withdrawal to campaign on in 2012. And he needs those troops now in Iraq (many of whom don’t have that much to do since independent patrols in the cities ended) for his Afghanistan escalation. The reduced expenditure in Iraq might also offset the expense of the Afghanistan war, a potentially controversial issue at a time of domestic economic bad times, as Tomdispatch points out.  The withdrawal isn’t entirely as advertised, of course, and won’t be as complete as the SOFA imagines. The 50,000 non-combat troops in Iraq as of September will actually be combat troops rebranded as trainers, and will include 4500 special operations forces actively tracking down and fighting guerrilla cells. But aside from the special operations guys, most of the US troops will not be doing active war fighting and will in fact mostly be training Iraqi troops, the quality and capabilities of which are definitely improving. From September 2010 until December 2011, roughly 3,000 troops on average will come out each month (though that is just an average and the departures may be more bunched up at some points). In the end, a very small force may remain, of trainers, special operations, and air force. Iraq’s air force planes and helicopters have been ordered but won’t arrive until 2013 and Iraqi pilots will need long and complicated training on them. The remaining US troops will be there, if at all, with the consent of the Iraqi government. They are unlikely to do any war fighting at all on their own. Close air support will likely be provided by the US to Iraqi infantry and armor in any pitched battles with militias from al-Udeid air force base in Qatar or from Incirlik in Turkey. I very much doubt that any remaining troops, and their numbers will likely be tiny, would be detailed to provide security for Exxon Mobil in developing the oil fields of south Iraq. If the local Iraqis don’t want the oil majors operating there, they can easily sabotage them, and no number of US troops would likely be able to stop the sabotage. (The northern pipeline from Kirkuk to the Turkish coast of the Mediterranean has been routinely sabotaged all the time the US has been in Iraq and the US military has never seemed able to do much about it). Foreign militaries do not operate effectively at the micro level, for the most part. The Iraqi military would have to provide that security, and Iraqi authorities would be best placed to offer local clans incentives to allow the work to go ahead.  Iraq is in the US sphere of influence now, as the Philippines are, but in neither case does this modern form of great power politics require a big military presence. The Neocons’ dream of a division (25,000 – 30,000) US troops permanently in Iraq has been defeated by the Mahdi Army, the Baathists, and Sunni fundamentalists. But it was never a military necessity. In the case of the Neocons, they likely wanted that division as some sort of protection for Israel. It is an outmoded way of thinking. 

War At Home Advantage 1NC
PEACE MOVEMENTS FAIL – Iraq proves

Dawley, Professor of History at The College of New Jersey, 06

(Alan, History News Network, Why Peace Movements Are Important, 3-13, http://hnn.us/articles/22749.html)

As the Iraq war enters its fourth year with no end in sight, doubts creep in about the effectiveness of the peace movement. If the largest peace demonstration in world history – perhaps 10 million on February 15, 2003, alone – could not prevent the war; and if a vigorous peace movement has been unable to end it, then it is reasonable to ask whether peace movements can stop wars. A realistic appraisal of American history suggests the answer is no. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Philippines were conquered in the face of a powerful anti-imperialist movement. Widespread opposition did not prevent U.S. entrance into the First World War. Revulsion against that war produced a peace movement of unprecedented scope, but it did not prevent the outbreak of World War II, nor did it stop the Roosevelt administration from participation even prior to Pearl Harbor. Opposition to the Vietnam War produced the largest demonstration in American history up to that point in the 1969 “moratorium,” but it could not stop the war. What did stop it was U.S. defeat at the hands of the Vietnamese, who, with Soviet and Chinese backing, were determined to be free of foreign domination. In short, peace movements have protested all of America’s modern wars (except Korea), and they have failed to end any of them.

Small steps like the aff are easily countered and adjusted to within the world of mainstream politics
CPUSA June 2010

(Peace and Solidarity Commission, 6/4, http://www.cpusa.org/we-need-a-new-kind-of-peace-movement/)
The tactics to build a new kind of peace movement must be grounded in an accurate estimate of the obama administration. The peace movement is searching for new tactics that support any small step away from the neoconservative "endless war" policies while at the same time opposes policies that strengthen militarism. We have to encourage positive steps and criticize negative trends in a productive way.  The obama administration approaches the many foreign policy flash points created by the bush doctrine and the war on terror with the same pragmatic realism the president approaches most things. They recognize that the us position in the world is weakened on every front. They intend to employ a different path to ensure us domination.  The administration's realism is reflected obama's move to quickly set a date certain for troop withdrawals from iraq. He and others in the ruling class realized that there is no military solution in iraq, that the war and occupation is destabilizing the region, that the costs are too high, and that the military is overstretched with two wars and depleted reserves.  At the same time an emboldened "cold warrior" military industrial complex buffets the administration's "pragmatic realism." whenever the obama administration takes a small step in the opposite direction of the neocon "endless war" first-strike policy they push back big time. On a range of foreign policy issues the still powerful ultra-right and military industrial complex pummels the administration's small steps resulting in compromises and setbacks. It is a big tactical challenge for the peace movement. How do you build a movement to support small steps and at same time expose dangers of the concessions? 

A2: War At Home Advantage – 2NC Ext
POLITICS SHOULD APPEAL TO GENUINE CHANGE IN THE STREETS.  YOUR APPEAL TO THE GOVERNMENT focuses the efforts less on real grassroots change 

Smith, UC, Berkeley, 06
(Michael G, CounterPunch, 4/21, http://www.counterpunch.org/smith04212006.html)
Moreover, UFPJ’s orientation on Congress is sorely misplaced. It represents a move rightward, from putting people in the streets and building a genuine movement that demands immediate withdrawal to pressuring Congress to pass legislation for “strategic redeployment” or “gradual withdrawal.” This is especially disconcerting given the leftward trend in American public opinion on the question; a recent Gallup poll pegged support for withdrawing troops at 64%, with 28% favoring immediate withdrawal, which is particularly impressive given the lack of any coherent opposition to Bush and the war from either Democrats or the antiwar movement.  You cannot build an antiwar movement by appealing to warmongers, demobilizing the movement to get warmongers elected and then telling people that the best thing they can do is to stay at home and let those same warmongers in Congress sort it out.  The national demonstration that UFPJ did call, set for April 29th in New York, is shaping up to be little more than a pep rally for the Democratic Party. This is not the space to review the sordid history of the Democrats and the Iraq War; needless to say, relying on an avowedly pro-war and pro-imperialism party to end the war and occupation is a sadly mistaken strategy.  UFPJ’s recent endorsement of Rep. John Murtha’s “antiwar” resolution–which is more accurately a shuffling of U.S. troops around the Middle East rather than actually bringing them home, and is meant to bolster U.S. aims in the Middle East, not to curtail them–is equally unfortunate. Murtha, long known as a staunch hawk, is hardly the person to be carrying the banner of the antiwar movement.  Politics is, at heart, what you think is wrong with the world and how you think we should go about fixing it. The demise of the antiwar movement shows that it’s not enough to have an arrogant, incompetent and wholly unpopular president, nor is it enough to see a majority of Americans actually turn against the war; in short, politics matter. In this case specifically, the discussion around what should be done to end the war–the liberals’ answer of reliance on the Democratic Party and congressional action vs. the left’s answer of a genuine movement in the streets combined with resistance to the occupation from both Iraqis and American soldiers–is dominated by the liberals, and thus far it has produced exceedingly bad results.  Ultimately, for the antiwar movement to succeed, we need a strategy that doesn’t rely on pro-war politicians to represent the antiwar movement and instead empowers the majority of Americans who are against the war and occupation to take matters into their own hands, build institutions that actually represent them, and use the power of the working class here at home and soldiers resisting in Iraq to bring the troops home
Movements fail – Structural constraints and elite interests will prevent successful activism

YEO, assistant professor of politics at Catholic University, 2010 (Andrew, “Anti-Base Movements in South Korea:

Comparative Perspective on the Asia-Pacific,” Japan Focus, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Andrew-Yeo/3373) Although anti-base movements may successfully mobilize, as witnessed in Maehyangri and Pyeongtaek, they may not be equally successful in shaping policy outcomes. More often than not, activists face significant structural constraints. In all anti-base movements, whether in Okinawa, South Korea, Guam or the Philippines, activists face great challenges when confronting U.S. base issues because political elites tend to prioritize robust alliance relations with the U.S. Whether a progressive or conservative-leaning government, regardless of who comes to power, political leaders in Tokyo and Seoul generally accept in principle the necessity for U.S. forces to provide regional stability in the mid- to long-term. A pro-U.S. consensus among political leaders and bureaucracies, particularly within the defense and foreign policy establishments, drowns out activist calls for an alternative security framework centered on a reduction of U.S. forces. This ideological constraint makes it difficult for anti-base movements to shift public discussion on U.S. base issues. Moreover, host governments constantly receive a mixture of political pressure and economic incentives to support U.S. alliance obligations. While some government elites are genuinely sympathetic to the plight of local residents, in most cases political and economic forces prevent these actors from executing policy changes that would significantly eliminate or ameliorate the negative effects of U.S. military presence.

Imperialism Advantage 1NC (Page 1/2)
Turn: Private military contractors will replace troops in Iraq after the withdrawal 

BBC, May 21st 2009, “Iran paper predicts incomplete withdrawal of US forces from Iraq”, pg lexis
Despite the announcement of Obama's plan for the pullout of the major part of the forces based in Iraq, there has been no mention of the fate of 163,000 private security contractors in Iraq within the implementation of forces' withdrawal project. It seems that if the withdrawal project is implemented, Obama's government will increase its reliance on security contractors, especially those who work in companies such as Black Water. Especially when the American government has declared that it intends to increase its diplomatic and constructive activities in Iraq. According to the presented statistics by GAO, the American government had paid about 1.1bn dollars to 1,400 private security companies from 2006 to 2008. Since the beginning of 2009 using the agents of these private companies have had a progressive process. The worse thing is that it seems with the start of the forces' withdrawal process from Iraq, reliance on these security private companies will increase unprecedentedly. Although this is considered good news for the private contractors working in Iraq, the matter is that the Forces Withdrawal Agreement ended the security contractors' judiciary immunity; now they are subject to Iraq's law. Now, with the suspension in implementing Paul Bremer's Order 17, the first military leader of Iraq after the collapse of the Saddam Husain's government, an American-Iraqi committee is formulating new guidelines for the work of security private contractors in Iraq, after the implementation process of Forces Withdrawal Agreement starts. Taking into consideration that the number of the forces in the occupying Military Coalition in Iraq reduced from 21 countries in 2004 to 3 countries - Australia, Romania and Britain - at the beginning of March of the current year, and with July coming, the US will be the only country having forces in Iraq; therefore, the importance of private security contractors will be doubled. 

And, PMCs are worse than troops because they work outside of military rules.  This will hurt human rights.

U.S. Newswire 2k6

(May 23, 2006, AIUSA to Highlight Emerging Problems with Private Military Contractors During 2006 Annual Report Release, pg Lexis)
 Amnesty International USA (AIUSA) today highlighted the role of private military contractors in the U.S. government's current system for outsourcing key military detention, security and intelligence operations. Such outsourcing fuels serious human rights violations and undermines accountability, the organization stated at the release of its 2006 Annual Report on the status of human rights in 150 countries. "The United States has become a world leader in avoiding human rights accountability; a case in point is the reliance of the United States government on private military contractors, which has helped create virtually rules-free zones sanctioned with the American flag and fire power," said Larry Cox, who became AIUSA's executive director May 1. "Business outsourcing may increase efficiency, but war outsourcing may be facilitating impunity. Contractors' illegal behavior and the reluctance of the U.S. government to bring them to justice are further tarnishing the United States' reputation abroad, hurting the image of American troops and contributing to anti-American sentiment. These results are a distressing return on the U.S. taxpayers' billion-dollar- plus investment and undermine what remains of U.S. moral authority abroad."  In the rush to war and with little notice, the U.S. government has outsourced billions of dollars in contracts to private military contractors, leaving to civilians some of the most essential and sensitive functions in the war, including protecting supply convoys, translating during interrogations and conducting interrogations. Despite the weak requirements for reporting crimes, allegations have surfaced implicating civilians working for the U.S. government in mistreatment of Iraqi and Afghan civilians, including hundreds of incidents of shootings at Iraqi civilians, several deaths in custody and involvement in the Abu Ghraib torture scandal. Major General George Fay's report on detainee abuse at Abu Ghraib detailed the involvement of two private military companies -- Arlington, Va.-based CACI (NYSE: CAI) and BTG, a subsidiary of San Diego-based Titan Corporation (NYSE: TTN) -- at that notorious prison facility. Titan, under an INSCOM contract with a current ceiling of approximately $650 million, has provided hundreds of linguists. CACI provided interrogators and other intelligence-related personnel under a contract with the National Business Center of the Interior beginning in September 2003. An Army Inspector General's report found that 35 percent of CACI's Iraqi interrogators had no "formal training in military interrogation policies and techniques," let alone training in the standards of international law. Currently the contractors operate in a virtually rules-free zone; they are exempt from Iraqi law per a Coalition Provisional Authority order and they fall outside the military chain of command. Of the 20 known cases of alleged misconduct by civilians in the war on terror that were forwarded by the Pentagon and CIA to the U.S. Department of Justice for investigation, DOJ has dismissed two, brought one indictment, while the remaining 17 are classified as open.
A2: Imperialism Advantage 1NC (Page 2/2)
Turn: withdrawing from Afghanistan would leave millions of women to suffer brutality at the hands of the Taliban 

McLeod, May 13 2010 [Andrew, Staff Writer, Caledonian Times, “US Must Stay in Afghanistan” http://world.caledonianmercury.com/2010/05/13/us-must-stay-in-afghanistan-for-womens-sake/00833] 

Now however, the Obama administration “appears to be ditching the women of Afghanistan like a blind date gone bad”. There is only one woman in the Aghan parliament, only one woman governor, and few female civil servants.

As Hudson and Ledil see it, the “cynical policies that characterised the early to mid-stages of the occupation have come home to roost. President Hamid Karzai and his rogue’s gallery of kleptocrats, human rights abusers, and drug lords are hanging onto power. In the meantime, women have taken a back seat to realpolitik and the exigencies of a coalition exit strategy.
“Their suffering is real, as Afghanistan’s poverty and chaos affect women possibly most of all. Maternal mortality in Afghanistan still makes the world’s top three list, nine years after the US invasion, resulting in a life expectancy for women of 46. In the countryside, Taliban zealots spray acid into girls’ faces for going to school – and only 27 per cent of them do so in the first place. According to a recent survey by the UN development Fund for Women, 87 per cent of Afghan women report being beaten on a regular basis.”

So what is the answer? Hudson and Leidl say it is a “fallacious notion” to believe that there is no point in forcing the issue on gender equality because there is no place for it in Afghan culture (and to do so would risk undermining Western interests there). They note that 30 years ago Afghanistan was more progressive than many of its Muslim neighbours, a country where “Afghan women were attending universities, teaching, working as doctors, nurses, and professors”, so culture can be subject to change.

(Continues) They add: “The coalition needs to stay in Afghanistan. Withdrawing at this critical juncture would doom Afghanistan and the entire region to instability and effectively consign one half of the population to premature death and an existence not fit for animals. American women are right to ask why we are sending their sons and daughters to fight and die so that Afghan women can continue to be treated like an inferior subspecies of humanity. When you break faith with Afghan women, you break faith with American women. You also break faith with your reasons for being there in the first place.”
The War in Afghanistan is about more than security – it is about democracy and human rights.  It is a war for liberation supporting the Afghan people.
Michael Walzer, December 3, 2009.  “Is Obama's War in Afghanistan Just?” Dissent, http://dissentmagazine.org/online.php?id=314
American and European NGOs have been doing good work in areas like public health, health care, and education. Schools have opened, and teachers have been recruited, for some two million girls. Organizations of many different sorts, including trade unions and women’s groups, have sprung up in a new, largely secular, civil society. A version of democratic politics has emerged, radically incomplete but valuable still. And all the people involved in these different activities would be at risk—at risk for their lives—if the United States simply withdrew. Given everything we did wrong in Afghanistan, the work of these people—democrats, feminists, union activists, and teachers—is a small miracle worth defending against the Taliban resurgence.
A2: Imperialism Advantage – 2NC PMC Turn
Withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan increases reliance on private military contractors

DAVID ISENBERG- Jan. 2009, researcher and leader of the Norwegian Initiative on Small Arms Transfers (NISAT) at the International Peace Research Institute, Private Military Contractors and U.S. Grand Strategy, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/isenberg-private%20military-contractors-2009.pdf

In short, despite ongoing or planned corrective actions, the contracting system for PMC remains deeply troubled. On June 10, 2009, the congressionally established Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan issued its interim report. It found that “a critical shortage of qualified contract-management personnel in theater and those that are there are stretched too thin. In particular, the process for designating and training contracting officer’s representatives to check contractor performance in theater is broken.” 54 With respect to management and accountability issues the commission found that: • Neither the military nor the federal civilian acquisition workforces have expanded to keep pace with recent years’ enormous growth in the number and value of contingency contracts. • Contract auditors are not employed effectively in contingency contracting [and that] The government still lacks clear standards and policy on inherently governmental functions. 55 Such findings should prompt the military to learn lessons from past mistakes but there is little evidence that is happening. The commission noted, “As military units withdraw from bases, the number of contractor employees needed to handle closing or transfer tasks and to dispose of government property will increase. Strong government oversight will be required, but preparations for this major shift out of Iraq and into Afghanistan or other areas are sketchy.” 56

PMCs abuse and kill local people—they are not held accountable by the US

Razook, Legal Fellow in the Business and Human Rights Program at Amnesty International USA, 2006 [Erica Razook; October 18; “U.S. Contracted Private Military Companies Abuse, Torture, Kill with Continued Impunity”; The Huffington Post; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/erica-razook/us-contracted-private-mil_b_31986.html]
Almost nothing has been done to hold private military contractors accountable for their horrific acts against humanity, or to establish any system or mechanisms that would prevent such atrocities from occurring again. As seen in Iraq for Sale, some companies, like Titan Corp. and CACI, were found by Army investigations to bear responsibility for the Abu Ghraib torture scandal; others stand accused of hundreds of shootings and other abuses in Iraq alone.  But the Department of Justice has refused to prosecute anyone working for any of these private military contractors. On top of this seeming complete impunity for serious human rights violations, companies continue to be awarded lucrative contracts through a murky system in which new fraud and scandal is revealed all the time. All the while, the industry has made little to no attempt to establish human rights policies that could actually help stop company employees and contractors from engaging in abuse in the future. 

A2: Imperialism Adv – 2NC Women Turn

Leaving Afghanistan undermines years of progress in women’s rights -

Gayle Lemmon, CNN Correspondent, July 16 2010 [Will Afghan’s Women’s Rights Be Bargained Away? http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/07/15/lemmon.afghanistan.women/index.html]

The draconian prohibitions of the Taliban years and the gains Afghan women have achieved since the Taliban government was overthrown in 2001 are now well known and often cited: Today Afghans lucky enough to live in secure regions can go to school, women may work in offices and the burqa is no longer mandatory. The country now counts more than 2,000 midwives nationwide, a strong female presence in Parliament and more than 400 candidates for the upcoming legislative elections. Evening television even boasts advertisements appealing to women to join the Afghan National Police. Women are TV anchors and professors, community leaders and farmers, tailors and entrepreneurs. And now policewomen and army officers. But in the shadow of this progress a dark and increasingly palpable question mark looms ever larger over women's lives. Talk of reconciliation has grown increasingly enticing for Afghan leaders eager for peace, supported by international backers with citizenries grown weary of a war whose purpose they have forgotten and whose end they cannot see. Afghan women understand this. They, too, say they want nothing more than an end to the fighting. But they fear that the men who will decide their fate -- Afghan and foreign alike -- are coming to see women's opportunities as unfortunate but inevitable collateral damage in the plodding procession toward a deal. Once again, they worry, peace will be decided at their expense.(Continues) Are Taliban who are willing to lay down their arms also willing to accept a constitution that offers women equal rights under the law? And how ready is the world to negotiate away women's rights without even offering them a seat at the negotiating table? Will reconciliation be part of a far broader program to include economic development and access to justice or will it be a narrowly tailored one-off designed to buy an evanescent peace?

Withdrawal would crush women’s rights
Agence France Presse, July 13 2010 [Watchdog Fears Afghan Women’s Rights to be Traded for Peace] 

"Afghan women want an end to the conflict. But as the prospect of negotiations with the Taliban draws closer, many women fear that they may also pay a heavy price for peace," the report says. "Reconciliation with the Taliban, a group synonymous with misogynous policies and the violent repression of women, raises serious concerns about the possible erosion of recently gained rights and freedoms," it says. Rhetoric about embracing Taliban loyalists who fight from economic need rather than ideological sympathy "ignores the experiences of women living in Taliban-controlled areas". The Taliban's five-year rule, which ended with a U.S.-led invasion in 2001, was marked by general repression that was particularly brutal towards women. Girls were not permitted to go to school — and even now are sometimes attacked and their schools destroyed by extremists. Women were not allowed out unless accompanied by a male relative and wearing a burqa. They were attacked in the street for such perceived crimes as wearing white shoes and rape victims were publicly executed as adulterers. HRW says Afghan women fear that if Taliban commanders are granted political power in a reconciliation process without restrictions or involvement of women, "the result is likely to be the denial of the rights of women and girls".
Afghanistan Advantage 1NC (Page 1/2)
1 - We can win this war – larger numbers of troops, decreased civilian casualties and growing Afghan security forces will cause a peace deal

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
But several factors could conspire to change their calculus. The first is the war itself. Obama’s deployment decisions will essentially double the number of forces in the country this year. The Afghan security forces are also growing—and some are getting better at their jobs. The bigger force numbers, moreover, are accompanied by a new counterinsurgency strategy, one that looks likely to produce effects more lasting than those generated by the Bush administration’s “economy of force” strategy, which involved too few troops to secure territory won through battle.
NATO also seems finally to have figured out how to reduce Afghan civilian casualties, depriving the insurgency of a key propaganda asset at a moment when militants are killing more civilians than ever. The United Nations estimates that in 2008 the Afghan and international military forces killed 828 civilians, and the insurgents killed 1,160. In 2009, the numbers were 596 and 1,630 respectively.
The war on the Pakistani side of the border, involving drone aircraft, has also been stepped up, and both the Pakistani Taliban’s top leader and his replacement have been picked off in such strikes in recent months. It is unclear whether guided missile attacks have been used against Afghan insurgent targets in Pakistan as yet, but certainly the capability exists.
If all this adds up to a change in military momentum, popular attitudes might change, costing the Taliban support and increasing the number of people willing to inform or even fight against them.

2 – Pakistan will not collapse

Bandow 09- Senior Fellow @ Cato, former special assistant to Reagan (11/31/09, Doug, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan,” Huffington Post, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924)
From Pakistan's perspective, limiting the war on almost any terms would be better than prosecuting it for years, even to "victory," whatever that would mean. In fact, the least likely outcome is a takeover by widely unpopular Pakistani militants. The Pakistan military is the nation's strongest institution; while the army might not be able to rule alone, it can prevent any other force from ruling.

Indeed, Bennett Ramberg made the important point: "Pakistan, Iran and the former Soviet republics to the north have demonstrated a brutal capacity to suppress political violence to ensure survival. This suggests that even were Afghanistan to become a terrorist haven, the neighborhood can adapt and resist." The results might not be pretty, but the region would not descend into chaos. In contrast, warned Bacevich: "To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghanistan would be a terrible mistake."

Afghanistan Advantage 1NC (Page 2/2)
3 – Turn: Withdrawal increases the use of drone strikes which causes more terrorism
Hegghammer 9- senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment (Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints]HURWITZ
It is ironic that many proponents of troop reduction in Afghanistan are also critical of drone strikes in Pakistan. What they do not seem to realize is that the small footprint approach will increase our reliance on drone strikes in Afghanistan. Without a major ground presence, airstrikes will be our principal tool for keeping al Qaeda on the run and deterring the Taliban from hosting them. Such intermittent strikes may well create more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan than the current occupation.

For these reasons, the small footprint approach will almost certainly produce more terrorism in the West. However, this argument should not end the discussion. Given the enormous cost of the alternative strategies (status quo, a moderate troop reduction, or a surge), the small footprint approach is worth considering. How we weigh the cost of war in Afghanistan against the cost terrorism at home is a political question. Unfortunately, however, we cannot have it both ways.
4 – Turn: Rapid withdrawal causes massive civil war and Taliban takeover

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Harlan Ullman, an adviser to the Atlantic Council think tank, described the situation as being "in extremis".

"If we begin a rapid withdrawal the situation will collapse with potentially catastrophic consequences that are difficult to predict. But I think we have to take a very, very harsh look about what can be done that is readily achievable." Some Western officials in Geneva privately said a premature Western military exit would be "disastrous". Some analysts say a rapid pullout would lead to a resurgent Taliban which could quickly retake Kabul. A civil war would ensue, with neighbouring countries backing rival local forces. The situation would have returned broadly to that of the 1990s, they say, but the Taliban would now enjoy the prestige of being seen as the force that defeated the Americans. It might seek to extend its writ across swathes of Pakistan. Afghans did not want "a new dark age", said Cowper-Coles. "We need an unshakeable long-term commitment to financing, training and mentoring the Afghan state, but that is very different from having our combat troops in action in the villages and valleys of the Pashtun belt indefinitely." As for U.S. resolve, a former senior U.S. intelligence official said there was no sign Obama was about to "wobble". "The president knows that whatever investment he has made is for the long term. Some may be reading "wobble" when in fact he just needs more time to evaluate options and courses of action." Former Pakistani Foreign Secretary Najmuddin Shaikh said the hasty withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan would "leave no country in the region or central Asia unaffected." Brzezinski welcomed a call by Britain, Germany and France for a conference that would set new targets for Afghanistan to take over its own security and let Western troops withdraw. Brzezinski said the West needed "a collective effort which over time involves less reliance on the military dimension." "Afghans have a well-established, historically-rooted attitude that does not look with favour upon foreigners with guns in their country. That is a reality we should not ignore."

A2: Afghanistan Adv – Extension 2NC #1

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - We can win the war – our Their evidence says that if we keep enough troops we can win in Afghanistan because we are: limiting civilian casualties, improving our tactics, winning the support of locals, and beating back the insurgency

2 - The US can win the war in Afghanistan for many reasons – Afghan support, improved security, improving living conditions, better tactics and more troops

O’Hanlon 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)
We face huge challenges in Afghanistan, to be sure. No one watching the news, or hearing President Barack Obama’s sober tone on Dec. 1 at West Point, or listening to testimony from Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Ambassador Karl Eikenberry last week, could doubt that basic reality. But in these serious, difficult times, it is worth remembering all the things that actually are working in our favor in Afghanistan now. First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways. Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes). The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. (Continues) Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate. Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless. Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset. Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations. To predict success outright would be to go too far. But I honestly believe that, setting our sights at a reasonable level, the odds are with us in this important mission.

A2: Afghanistan Adv – Extension 2NC #2

1 – Extend 1NC number __ - Pakistan won’t collapse - our Bandow evidence says that Pakistan will not collapse. The military is too strong and the Taliban is too unpopular to ever overthrow the government. This means that even if our troops cause more conflict, it will not result in nuclear war

2 - Recent elections prove a trend towards political stability in Pakistan – there no risk of state collapse.
C. CHRISTINE FAIR JUNE 24, 2010. Is Pakistan a failed state? No. http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/is_pakistan_a_failed_state_no
Finally, throughout the 1990s, no democratically elected government served out its term, with the opposition colluding the military to prorogue the parliament and call fresh elections. In fact, the first parliament to serve out its complete term was that elected in the problematic 2002 elections. The election of 2008, despite a difficult start with voter registration and manipulation of electoral rules, was reasonably fair and peaceful, despite Taliban threats to disrupt the process. That election saw the peaceful and democratic transfer of power which brought President Asif Ali Zardari and Prime Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani into office. Despite the problems with President Zardari, who is widely viewed as corrupt, an important shift has taken place politically. Perhaps under Army pressure, Zardari began relinquishing the sweeping presidential powers he inherited from Musharraf. In April 2010, Zardari signed the 18th Amendment which returned Pakistan to a parliamentary democracy more in line with its 1973 Constitution, which remains the lodestone of democratic legitimacy in Pakistan. This is the first time in recent history when a president "willingly" ceded power to a prime minister. In short, the Failed States Index is clearly only one side of the die. While sitting at a computer crunching numbers, even with expert input as the index apparently uses, the larger story is missed. Pakistan has its problems and enormous challenges lay ahead, but it is far from a failed or even failing state.

3 – They say that even instability will put nukes into terrorist hands, but Pakistan will never allow nukes to be stolen

Innocent, 10 - foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute (Malou, “Away from McChrystal and Back to the Basics,” Huffington Post, 6/28, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11934)

Pakistan has an elaborate command and control system in place that complies with strict Western standards, and the country's warheads, detonators, and missiles are not stored fully-assembled, but are scattered and physically separated throughout the country. In short, the danger of militants seizing Pakistan's nuclear weapons in some Rambo-like scenario remains highly unlikely.

4 – History is on our side – Pakistan has been through war and instability before and never lost its nukes or collapsed completely. 

A2: Afghanistan Adv – Extension 2NC #3

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - The Drones Turn - our Hedgehammer evidence says that the United States will replace its ground troops with more drone strikes which increase anti-Americanism and terrorist recruitment – this turns the case because more terrorism will destabilize Afghanistan and cause war

2 – They say that drones are happening with troops, but we will use many more to replace troops once they leave

Zachary 9 -  member of the In These Times Board of Editors, author,  teacher of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund (G. Pascal, “Op-Ed: The Case for Withdrawal from Afghanistan War”, Veterans for Common Sense, 10/15/09, http://www.veteransforcommonsense.org/index.ph p/national-security/1428-g-pascal-zachary)

Under this scenario, withdrawal of American troops would not mean the end of military actions on Afghan soil. As advocates of "limited" war argue, attacks could still be made from Predator drones based elsewhere. But air strikes and attacks by U.S. "special forces" on Afghan soil risk undermining any government of national unity and the pretense that the United States has halted its war on the Taliban.
3 – They say that drone strikes are effective, but drone strikes fail and hurt our relations with Pakistan
Menon, 10 (Rajan,  Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, January/February 2010, Boston Review, “Afghanistan’s travails cannot be separated from circumstances in Pakistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/menon.php)
Second, the idea that increasing the number of attacks by American unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) against Taliban and al Qaeda centers will stanch the traffic is misguided. What such attacks will do—and are doing—is make Pakistanis irate at what they see as American disregard for the lives of noncombatants and for their country’s sovereignty. The United States is very unpopular in Pakistan, and Obama, who nonetheless has stepped up the UAV attacks, will not be able to achieve what he seeks in Afghanistan if the antagonism deepens.
A2: Afghanistan Adv – Extension 2NC #4

1 – Extend our 1NC number ___ – Withdrawal causes war – our Maclean evidence says that without US troops Afghanistan will fall into total war and allow the Taliban to take over. This turns the case because the plan creates more conflict and terrorism and will eventually force the United States to return. Only staying the course and creating peace can prevent the harms



2 – This turns the terrorism impact: withdrawal from Afghanistan will reenergize radical 

Islam, and
increase terrorism.

Victor Davis Hanson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution,  July 2, 2010 4:00 A.M. Afghanistan Agonistes http://article.nationalreview.com/437466/afghanistan-agonistes/victor-davis-hanson

A failure in Afghanistan will reenergize radical Islam, as did the Soviet defeat, with implications that will affect everything from the current quiet in Iraq and the nuclearization of Iran to the behavior of Turkey, and the chances of more terrorist attacks within the United States. Failed invasions are more grievous even than lost battles. Those who think we can just leave Afghanistan and call it quits are sorely mistaken. Fairly or not, we are well beyond that: Either we stabilize the country, with all the accruing advantages from that achievement, or we withdraw in defeat and expect to reap a bitter harvest from that defeat.



3 – And turns the Pakistan advantage: Withdrawal causes Pakistan coup

Dan Nor and Peter Wehner Sept 4 2009 “afghanistan is not obama’s war” http://online.wsj.com/article/sb10001424052970204731804574390631037605374.html 

The president deserves credit for his commitment earlier this year to order an additional 17,000 troops forAfghanistan, as well as his decision to act on the recommendation of Gen. David Petraeus and Defense Secretary Robert Gates to replace the U.S. commander in Afghanistan with Gen. Stanley McChrystal. Thesewere tough and courageous decisions. The president's actions have clearly unsettled some members of his own party, who hoped he would begin to unwind America's commitment in Afghanistan. Mr. Obama not only ignoredtheir counsel; he doubled down his commitment. There should therefore be no stronger advocates for Mr. Obama's Afghanistan strategy than the GOP. The war in Afghanistan is a crucialpart of America's broader struggle against militant Islam. If we were to fail in Afghanistan, it would havecalamitous consequences for both Pakistan and American credibility. It would consign the people ofAfghanistan to misery and hopelessness. And Afghanistan would once again become home to a lethal mix ofterrorists and insurgents and a launching point for attacks against Western and U.S. interests. Neighboringgovernments—especially Pakistan's with its nuclear weapons—could quickly be destabilized and collapse.
4 – And withdrawing later is better than withdrawing now – Afghanistan’s army will collapse if we get out too fast

Curtis and Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, AND* Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, Lisa and James, “President Obama's Afghanistan Speech: An Uncertain Message” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/President-Obamas-Afghanistan-Speech ) 

Given his clarity about the threat posed to U.S. national security by a Taliban-dominated Afghanistan, it is difficult to comprehend why Obama would have designated such an early date to begin withdrawing U.S. forces--particularly since most observers acknowledge that it will take at least three to four years to fully train and equip the Afghan National Army to a level sufficient to engage the Taliban. If the U.S. departs the region before the situation in Afghanistan is stabilized, it would likely result in a downward spiral of decreasing security in Afghanistan, including: A resurgent Taliban, Eventual collapse of the Afghan government, An even bloodier civil war, Renewed humanitarian crisis, and A refugee exodus. Moreover, the Taliban will not only bring back their ally al-Qaeda, but it will also provide sanctuary to almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today: the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, the Pakistani Taliban, Chechen militants, etc. This would be a disastrous outcome not only for Americans and Afghans but for Pakistan, India, and the nations of Europe--all of whom are targets of Islamist terrorists.
5 – This is a unique turn – 1NC #1 proves that with enough time, our troops can create peace

Iraq Advantage 1NC (Page 1/2)
1 - Iraqi is stable now because of US troops
Cordesman 2009 (Anthony H., Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News http://csis.org/publication/iraq-security-trends Iraq: Security Trends)

Iraq has made significant progress in defeating the insurgency and improving its security. The level of violence in Iraq is sharply lower than the levels that peaked in 2007. It is now dropping below average levels that existed at the beginning of the insurgency in 2004, and most of the violence related to the Sunni insurgency is now concentrated in Baghdad; and in Diyala, Ninewa, Salah ad Din provinces in central and northern Iraq. Although there have been several extraordinarily bloody bombings – particularly on August 19th and 25th, Al Qa’ida in Iraq (AQI) and other Sunni insurgent and terrorist groups have lost much of their strength, influence, and the ability to carry out frequent operations.       The threat posed by the Sadr militia, various Shiite factions like the Special Groups, and other Shiite militias has been sharply reduced and the Sadr and the Sadrist party are now part of the Shiite political alliance. Fears that the US military withdrawal from Iraq’s cities in June 2009 would trigger new rounds of internal violence have so far proved to be sharply exaggerated.
2 – Turn –War – United States withdrawal would spark conflict throughout the Middle East
Jervis, Professor of International Relations, ‘7 [Robert Jervis; October; “IRAQ, THE U.S., AND THE REGION AFTER AN AMERICAN WITHDRAWL”; Saltzman Working Paper No. 2]

In this scenario, Iraqi security forces break apart initially along Shia-Sunni-Kurdish lines, but eventually into sub-factions. Militias and the armed forces become indistinguishable and central authority disappears. American soldiers embedded in Iraqi units are killed, and the local redistribution of ethnic groups that occurred in 2006-07 is no longer sufficient and large-scale ethnic cleansing and segregation takes place, with particularly fierce fighting in Baghdad. Neighboring states supply not only arms and intelligence, but small military formations and the limited use of air power. Saudi Arabia demands that the US help protect the Sunnis; it also exchanges threats with Iran. Israel warns that it will not stand idly by if Iranian power is extended to Iraq. Egged on by Iran, there is unrest among the Shia in eastern Saudi Arabia and there are clashes in Lebanon. 3b. CIVIL AND INTERNATIONAL WAR As violence spreads in Iraq, the neighbors believe it is now or never. Driven both by the desire to salvage their interests and the hopes of enhancing them, the neighbors bolster their local allies. As each 20 matches the efforts of the other, escalation is rapid. Refugee flows are very large, both within Iraq and across borders. Seeking to take advantage of the chaos, the Kurds offer support to the Shia in return for Shia acquiescence in Kurdish independence. The Kurdish calculation that this also carries with it implicit Iranian approval which will be enough to deter Turkey proves incorrect and Turkey sends forces across the border. Jordan seizes a buffer zone in western Iraq, and unrest spreads to Syria as the Sunni majority sees the Assad regime aiding in the crushing of their Iraqi brethren. With Karzai's assassination, Afghanistan slips into chaos, and Pakistan steps up its support of the Taliban. Sunni-Shia violence increases throughout the region, and a renewed civil war in Lebanon prompts Israeli intervention. Saudi Arabia and Iran launch air attacks against each other's cities. Oil production slumps and oil prices hit $120 per barrel.  
A2: Iraq Advantage 1NC (Page 2/2)
3 – Turn – Hegemony 

A) Failure in Iraq crushes U.S. hegemony 
Kissinger, former Secretary of State and presidential advisor 05 (Henry A. Moving toward a responsible exit strategy in Iraq, Dec 11 - http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20051211/news_1e11kissn.html 

Whatever one's view of the decision to undertake the Iraq war, the method by which it was entered, or the strategy by which it was conducted – and I supported the original decision – one must be clear about the consequences of failure. If, when we go, we leave nothing behind but a failed state and chaos, the consequences will be disastrous for the region and for America's position in the world. For the jihad phenomenon is more than the sum of individual terrorist acts extending from Bali through Jakarta, to New Delhi, Tunisia, Riyadh, Istanbul, Casablanca, Madrid and London. It is an ideological outpouring comparable to the early days of Islam by which Islam's radical wing seeks to sweep away secularism, pluralistic values and Western institutions wherever Muslims live. Its dynamism is fueled by the conviction that the designated victims are on the decline and lacking the will to resist. Any event that seems to confirm these convictions compounds the revolutionary dynamism. If a fundamentalist regime is installed in Baghdad or in any of the other major cities, such as Mosul or Basra, if terrorists secure substantial territory for training and sanctuaries, or if chaos and civil war mark the end of the American intervention, jihadists would gain momentum wherever there are significant Islamic populations or nonfundamentalist Islamic governments. No country within reach of jihad would be spared the consequences of the resulting upheavals sparked by the many individual centers of fanaticism that make up the jihad. Defeat would shrivel American credibility around the world. Our leadership and the respect accorded to our views on other regional issues from Palestine to Iran would be weakened; the confidence of other major countries – China, Russia, Europe, Japan – in America's potential contribution would be diminished. The respite from military efforts would be brief before even vaster crises descend on us. Critics must face the fact that a disastrous outcome is defined by the global consequences, not domestic rhetoric. Similarly, the administration will ultimately be judged by results, not plans.
B) US leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange. 
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

4 – Turn – Terrorism - Iraq withdrawal emboldens terrorists globally 
Max Boot, Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Center for Foreign Relations, Spring 2006, American Interest, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10062/guess_what_were_winning.html 

The The anti-American “blowback” widely predicted by opponents of the invasion of Iraq may yet materialize, but so far we’ve seen as much or more anti-terrorist blowback. The anti-terrorist trend among Muslims will get stronger if the United States stays resolute in Iraq. Conversely, if we exit prematurely, the terrorists will be emboldened to commit ever greater depravities, leading to the loss of more American lives. If the past two decades teach anything, it is that terrorist groups feed off U.S. defeats (Beirut and Somalia), not off our victories (Afghanistan). Critics are right that Iraq was not the top breeding ground of terrorism before 2003, but it has become the central front in the war on terror today—a war that we cannot afford to lose

A2: Iraq Advantage – Extension 2NC #1

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - We are winning now – Our Cordesman evidence says that our troops are helping bring peace and democracy to Iraq. This means the advantage is non-unique and there is only a risk that withdrawal makes things worse

2 – US presence creates the possibility of long-term democracy in Iraq
Daniel L. Bymana; and Kenneth M. Pollack a Assistant professor in the Security Studies Program, Georgetown University, b Senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C. c Director of research, Saban Center January 11, 2010, “The Washington Quarterly: Democracy in Iraq?” http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/374938_915549761_918392176.pdf
Claiming that building democracy in Iraq after the U.S.-led war to depose Saddam would be easy or certain—let alone that doing so might solve all of the problems of the Middle East overnight—would be foolish. Nevertheless, the arguments advanced by skeptics exaggerate the impediments to building democracy and ignore the potential impact that a determined United States could have on this effort. Iraq is hardly ideal soil for growing democracy, but it is not as infertile as other places where democracy has taken root. Iraq's people are literate, and the country's potential wealth is considerable. A properly designed federal system stabilized by U.S. and other intervening powers' military forces could both satisfy Iraq's myriad communities and ensure order and security. Creating democracy in Iraq would require a long-term U.S. commitment, but the United States has made similar commitments to far less strategic parts of the world. Creating a democracy in Iraq would not be quick, easy, or certain, but it should not be impossible either. 

3 – Prefer our evidence – there is no civil war now and all of their evidence comes from before 2009

4 - US troop presence is best way to keep Iraq stable 

Biddle 09 (Stephan, May 2009, Council on Foreign Relations ” Reversal in Iraq”, pg 4)
The most effective tool is also the most costly: the U.S. combat presence in Iraq. A critical distinction between civil war settlements that persist and those that collapse into renewed violence is the presence of outside peacekeepers. Outsiders play a crucial role in damping escalatory spirals, discouraging adventurism and the violation of cease-fire terms (whether by the government or its rivals), and moderating the intercommunal fears that fuel violence. Without them, it is very hard for wary, armed, mutually distrustful former combatants to avoid retaliation for inevitable provocations and local incidents; with outside peacekeepers, the odds of short-term retaliatory spirals diminish while the parties gradually adjust their expectations of one another. In Iraq today, the United States is the only party that can play this role. And in fact, this is exactly what most of the U.S. military presence in Iraq is now doing: if one looks in detail at the mission structure for the typical U.S. brigade in Iraq, it amounts to classical peacekeeping duties much like those performed by international forces in Bosnia or Kosovo. This is a powerful contributor to stability in Iraq—with sufficient U.S. troops in place, the prospects for stability warrant guarded optimism given the parties’ underlying strategic self-interest in cease-fire. 
A2: Iraq Advantage – Extension 2NC #2

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - Civil War Turn – Our Jervis evidence says that if the United States leaves Iraq it will spark a full scale civil war because Iraq’s government cannot keep people secure without US troops

2 - US troop withdrawal leads to ethnic cleansing and civil wars

Washington Post 2007 

(DeYoung, Karen, and Thomas E. Ricks. “Exit Strategies.” The Washington Post. Web.)
If U.S. combat forces withdraw from Iraq in the near future, three developments would be likely to unfold. Majority Shiites would drive Sunnis out of ethnically mixed areas west to Anbar province. Southern Iraq would erupt in civil war between Shiite groups. And the Kurdish north would solidify its borders and invite a U.S. troop presence there. In short, Iraq would effectively become three separate nations. That was the conclusion reached in recent "war games" exercises conducted for the U.S. military by retired Marine Col. Gary Anderson. "I honestly don't think it will be apocalyptic," said Anderson, who has served in Iraq and now works for a major defense contractor. But "it will be ugly." In making the case for a continued U.S. troop presence, President Bush has offered far more dire forecasts, arguing that al-Qaeda or Iran -- or both -- would take over Iraq after a "precipitous withdrawal" of U.S. forces. Al-Qaeda, he said recently, would "be able to recruit better and raise more money from which to launch their objectives" of attacking the U.S. homeland. War opponents in Congress counter that Bush's talk about al-Qaeda is overblown fear-mongering and that nothing could be worse than the present situation.   

3 – Troops are necessary to allow the political process to unfold – even critics of the war agree we must give democracy a change before we exit
Thomas E. Ricks, NY Times Contributor, Febuary 23rd 2010, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html?pagewanted=1&sq=Iraq&st=nyt&scp=5
In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.

A2: Iraq Advantage – Extension 2NC #3

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - Hegemony Turn – Our Kissinger evidence says that if we leave Iraq and allow a civil war to break out, we will lose all respect and power from other countries. Our Khalilzad evidence says that this power is necessary to prevent conflict, including nuclear war

2 - Withdrawal tarnishes US image and makes our enemies see us as weak
Barbara Bodine Former Coordinator for Counterterrorism @ US State Department 9/26/2006  “Setting Priorities: Security or Legitimacy in Iraq?” http://www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/IraqBook.pdf p.24

Others who argue for security first assert that a US decision to pull troops precipitously from a still highly insecure and unstable environment, be it through a timetable for withdrawal or “cut and run” strategy, would signal defeat. The insurgents and the jihadists could claim credit for having driven us out, as we were driven from Beirut and Somalia, and the Israelis from southern Lebanon and Gaza. In the Global War on Terrorism this will only embolden our enemies. Proponents of this view counter that nothing short of unequivocal military victory is acceptable; to accept anything less is defeatist. Conversely, a US decision to withdraw troops while Iraq is gripped by an insurgency and jihadists pushing it to the brink of a full-out civil war could be seen by Iraqis as The Second Betrayal. Zbigniew Brzezinski’s Darwinian proposal to withdraw and let the Iraqis sort it out for themselves assumes that the combined forces of the Shia and the Kurds could overwhelm the Sunni Arabs and to reinforces the apprehension of abandonment.2 A US decision to withdraw troops under these conditions, leaving an intensely corrupt, divided, dysfunctional and/or authoritarian regime, would be as callous and short-sighted as was the decision to let the looting run its course in the spring of 2003. Further, the chaos, the sorting out process that would follow would not be confined to Iraq and could not be ignored by Iraq’s neighbors. 

3 – Exiting without success will make us look even worse – if we allow civil war to break out we will lose all credibility

Avis Bohlen, 2006; (Adjunct Professor, Georgetown University “THE CONSEQUENCES OF IRAQ FOR US INFLUENCE AND POWER” 9/26/2006 Stimson Center; http://www.stimson.org/swa/pdf/IraqBook.pdf, CB)
On the long-term consequences for US influence, definitive judgments are difficult without knowing final outcomes, that is, whether we achieve a minimal acceptable outcome or must in the end settle for something less satisfactory (e.g. a premature US withdrawal that leaves Iraq in the throes of civil war). Nevertheless, the war in Iraq to date has already profoundly affected how the rest of the world views us. Two main messages emerge: after Iraq, US power seems less impressive and is less feared than before; and US leadership is regarded with deep suspicion and mistrust by much of the world, which damages our ability to lead. It is hard, at this moment, to imagine an outcome in Iraq that will not be judged a failure of US policy in terms of our original ambitions and objectives. By much of the world, it will be seen as a huge strategic blunder—a conceptually flawed enterprise based on shallow assumptions about how societies are transformed, made worse by the mistakes of the post-invasion phase. Even those non-Americans who share the Administration’s view that the invasion was necessary and justified have been appalled by the opportunities squandered during the early months of the occupation. 
A2: Iraq Advantage – Extension 2NC #4

1 – Extend 1NC number ___ - Terrorism Turn – Our Boot evidence says that withdrawal from Iraq will embolden terrorist groups throughout the world and increase the chances of an attack 

[Read terrorism impact!] 

2 -  They says that terrorism is non-unique, however there has not been a successful terrorist attack against the United States and violence in Iraq is decreasing

3 – They say that ongoing war in Iraq is an al Qaeda recruiting tool; however withdrawal from Iraq would be even make them look even better
Byman et al, 08 [July 2008; Daniel L. Byman, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy; Kenneth M. Pollack, Director of Research , Saban Center for Middle East Policy; “Iraq’s Long-Term Impact on Jihadist Terrorism”; http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/618/1/55.pdf]
In the realm of counterterrorism, the first blow of such a scenario would be to U.S. credibility. Al Qaeda and other Salafi extremists would tout a withdrawal as a victory, contending that the United States left under fire. Even though their actual role in the fighting was minimal, foreign fighters made similar claims with regard to the Soviets in Afghanistan and the United States in Somalia. Iraq is a far bigger conflict than any the United States previously waged in the Middle East. And because foreign terrorists have played such a significant part in Iraq, they would declare, with much fanfare, that the U.S. departure was a major victory for their cause. Bin Laden’s “success” would indicate that the United States would withdraw whenever it faces considerable resistance. Other Salafi extremists would thus be encouraged to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against U.S. interventions such as those in Afghanistan and the Balkans. The lesson would be clear: push the United States and it will fold.4 At the same time, other Salafi jihadists in the Zarqawi mold would seek to foment a civil war, both because it would hasten a U.S. departure and because of their hatred for secular and Shi’i forces. They can be counted on to fuel the fire of extremism, making it difficult for moderate voices to be heard. If there is a bright side to civil war, it is that the global Salafi extremist movement could be diverted. As Zarqawi’s statements and deeds made clear, he and his followers were more hostile to the Shia, and perhaps to what he regarded as local apostate regimes, than to the United States. Without the U.S. presence, the fighters may focus on killing other Iraqis rather than killing Americans, and over time killing fellow Muslims could discredit their cause. This would plunge Iraq further into the nightmare of war, however. In addition, the Salafi jihadists and the rest of the opposition in Iraq have little to unify them beyond getting rid of the United States. Infighting would almost certainly increase should U.S. troops depart, while some foreign fighters would move on to other causes, such as the anti-Russian struggle in Chechnya, that do not directly threaten American lives and vital interests. We should not assume that all of Iraq would fall under the Salafi jihadists’ sway. The recent blows have diminished AQI’s strength, which even at its height had limits. Iraq’s Shi’i majority and large Kurdish population would fiercely resist AQI, as would many Sunni Arabs. However, some Sunnis would likely decide to shelve their grievances with the Salafi fighters in the name of making common cause against the Shia and Kurds. Even if the Salafi terrorist presence in Iraq remained limited to no more than a few thousand fighters, it would exert disproportionate influence in the absence of any alternative. 
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