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Afghan War: You Decide

In 2001, less than a month after the attacks on 9/11, the US and British military launched a war in Afghanistan, removing the Taliban from power and attempting to track down Al Qaeda leader Osama Bin Ladin. Since then, thousands have died and nearly $300 billion have been spent in what has become the longest war in American history.
During his 2008 campaign, President Obama promised to focus American attention back on the conflict in Afghanistan. He has made plans to raise the number of soldiers from 32,000 to over 90,000. At the same time, he announced that America would begin to pull out its troops in July 2011, with no definite date for complete withdrawal. 
The war is important for us in the Bay Area because it involves huge costs – in dollars and in lives – that could be directed toward things like education, health care, and investment in our communities. Plus, how the war plays out will determine huge questions like whether there will be another terrorist attack in America, or even a nuclear war. 
The affirmative plan is a proposal to withdraw all United States military presence from Afghanistan. It claims the following advantages:
· The War Abroad. The situation in Afghanistan seems to be going from bad to worse – withdrawing could prevent a series of wars costing millions of lives.
· The War at Home. Violence doesn’t only happen in Afghanistan: it is also present on the streets of our communities in the Bay. Stopping the war in Afghanistan 
The negative argues that withdrawing from Afghanistan will cause a civil war, which could spread into a huge international war. It also argues that leaving the country now would lead to cruelty against women and other violations of basic human rights.
Who is right and who is wrong? The answer is up to you.
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Welcome and Hot Tips

Welcome to Debate.

Debate is an opportunity for you to build your voice and be heard. When you debate, you will have the chance to speak your mind on topics from Iraq to poverty in the inner city, and to prove your skills against young people from all over the bay. Debate is a sport: it calls on you to join a team, represent your school, and win trophies, championships, and prizes. If you commit yourself to this sport you will have much fun; most importantly, you will gain the tools to better yourself, to earn college scholarships, and to speak up for your entire community. 


What is Debate?
Debate is a competition between two teams, each with two debaters. One team is assigned to be Affirmative, who proposes a plan to change the world and explains why it is a good idea. The other team is the Negative, who attacks the plan and tries to prove that it will do more harm than good. 

In the debate, every person will give two of their own speeches: one 8-minute speech called a constructive and one 5-minute long speech called a rebuttal. After each constructive, the opposing side gets 3 minutes to cross-examine the speaker. There are eight speeches total in the round.


What’s in the Starter Pack?

The Starter Pack is designed to give you a head start on speaking your mind in debate. We recommend you read through the evidence, try to understand all the arguments, and come back to your coaches with questions about how to use this evidence to wreck your opponents. Practice reading the evidence with speed, style, and volume – be quick, be expressive, be loud! In this packet, you will find evidence and arguments for many of the core positions talked about at BAUDL Tournaments.
Fast Facts on the War in Afghanistan
· Troops: There are currently more than 78,400 U.S. troops in Afghanistan, with levels planned to rise as high as 150,000.
· Deaths: More than 1,140 US Soldiers, 5,500 Afghan soldiers, and up to 33,000 civilians have died as a result of the Afghanistan war. 

· Wounded: More than 7,149 US soldiers have been wounded, and this is only a fraction of those wounded on the other side of the war.

· Financial cost: The war in Afghanistan has already cost more than $287 billion dollars, and will cost $72.3 billion in 2010 alone. For comparison, the entire federal education budget in 2009 was $62.6 billion.
The War: Background and Facts

The Islamic Republic of Afghanistan is a landlocked country in south-central Asia, about the size of Texas. It is bordered by Pakistan in the south and east and Iran in the west. It has become extremely important in recent history:
· On October 7, 2001, less than a month after the attacks on 9/11, the US and British military launched a war in Afghanistan, removing the Taliban from power and attempting to track down Al Qaeda leader Osama Bin Ladin. 

· In December 2004, Hamid Karzai became its first democratically elected president, building the hopes of many that Afghanistan was on a path toward success and peace.

· In December 2009, President Obama announced his Afghanistan policy, which may more than double the American troops in the country, raising them to 150,000. After this “surge”, troops are supposed to decrease starting July 2011.
The war in Afghanistan is now the longest war in American history, longer even than Vietnam.
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	Afghanistan

Founded: 1747

Population: 28,150,000
Area: 251,772 sq mi

President: Hamid Karzai

Main Languages: Dari & Pashto

Economy: Agricultural


	United States

Founded: 1776

Population: 309,889,000
Area: 3,794,101 sq mi

President: Barack Obama

Main Language: English
Economy: Post-industrial




Evidence
for the Affirmative
1AC

[Give your original overview of the case here.]
CONTENTION 1: INHERENCY
Under current plans, the US will not withdraw from Afghanistan
Michael Cohen, Fellow, New American Foundation, Spring 2010


[Dissent Magazine, Spring 2010, pp. 5-9]
Yet when Barack Obama delivered a major speech on the topic at West Point in December, he was not there to claim victory but to make the case for why the United States should stay longer in Afghanistan and actually increase its military presence. The president’s announcement that thirty thousand more troops would be deployed to Afghanistan meant the U.S. military footprint would rise to nearly one hundred thousand—all this to face a Taliban insurgency that by some estimates totals around twenty thousand core fighters and an al Qaeda organization in Pakistan that counts perhaps two hundred key operatives. 
The United States will not end the troop surge in July 2011 as planned.
The Guardian June 3, 2010


[www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/jun/03/afghanistan-british-foreign-policy-
editorial]
Barack Obama's promise to time-limit his surge has already been shelved. July 2011 is not now the date when US troops will start to be withdrawn. It has become instead the high water mark of the troop surge. Which is a different thing. Much will be made of the fact that some provinces will be returned to the control of the Afghan national army. Pashtuns from the south still only make up around 3% of this army, so that, in the areas that have become the cockpit of this war, there is no possibility of US and British troops handing over control to local forces, unless they are Taliban ones. 
Thus we offer the following plan: THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD WITHDRAW ITS MILITARY PRESENCE FROM AFGHANISTAN. 

1AC

  CONTENTION 2: ADVANTAGES
ADVANTAGE 1: THE WAR OVERSEAS
Keeping troops in Afghanistan only causes more violence
Selig Harrison, director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, Oct 2009

[The Nation, http://www.thenation.com/doc/20091109/harrison/print]
Alexander the Great, the British Raj and the Red Army all learned the hard way that the Pashtuns, Afghanistan's largest and historically dominant ethnic group, will unite to fight a foreign occupation force simply because it is foreign. As Howard Hart, a former CIA station chief in Pakistan, recently told the New York Times, "The very presence of our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. " The tenacity of the Taliban insurgency is rooted in opposition to an occupation that is, in this case, a particularly distasteful one to the Pashtuns. The US infidel is hated for Persian Gulf and Middle East policies--especially unconditional US support for Israel--that are perceived as anti-Muslim. 
Without withdrawal, the insurgency would grow, possibly causing the collapse of Pakistan.
Kristoff, Nicholas, Columnist for the New York Times September 5, 2009

[http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/06/opinion/06kristof.html]
President Obama has already dispatched an additional 21,000 American troops to Afghanistan and soon will decide whether to send thousands more. That would be a fateful decision for his presidency, and a group of former intelligence officials and other experts is now reluctantly going public to warn that more troops would be a historic mistake.
The group’s concern — dead right, in my view — is that sending more American troops into ethnic Pashtun areas in the Afghan south may only galvanize local people to back the Taliban in repelling the infidels.
“We share a concern that the country is driving over a cliff,” Mr. Miller said.
Mr. Hart, who helped organize the anti-Soviet insurgency in the 1980s, cautions that Americans just don’t understand the toughness, determination and fighting skills of the Pashtun tribes. He adds that if the U.S. escalates the war, the result will be radicalization of Pashtuns in Pakistan and further instability there — possibly even the collapse of Pakistan.

1AC

Pakistan has nuclear weapons. An extremist takeover there would put those weapons into the hands of potential terrorist leaders.
Bruce Riedel, Senior Fellow, Middle East Policy, Brookings, June 23, 2009


[“Armageddon in Islamabad”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21644]

The country is ripe for change, but it could be radical change for the worst. The battle for the soul of Pakistan has never been so acute. Extremist forces are beginning to align. The spread of their influence could come easily.
The new regime would be quick to take control of the nuclear arsenal as it purged the army of any dissident voices. And it would welcome Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri from their hiding places of the last decade (although they would presumably keep a low profile to avoid being attacked by outside security services). Certainly al-Qaeda and a host of other terrorist groups would have much more room to operate, free of any significant constraints on their activities from the Pakistani authorities. Even worse, the new government might abet their terrorist activities, providing the use of embassies and missions abroad for staging operations. In the end, we would be left with an extremist-controlled Pakistan, infested with violence, an almost completely dysfunctional economy, harsh laws and even-harsher methods for imposing them, and above all a nuclear-armed nation controlled by terrorist sympathizers. 
[Insert your own arguments and evidence here.]
1AC

ADVANTAGE 2: THE WAR AT HOME
War does not just exist in far-away nations, but is waged here every day in the streets of Oakland and San Francisco. Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan only intensify the war at home.
Joshunda Sanders, San Francisco Chronicle Staff Writer, 2003 [“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. 
[Insert your own arguments, evidence, and personal experience here.]
1AC

CONTENTION 3: SOLVENCY
Withdrawal from Afghanistan will create resources for our communities
National Priorities Project, July 2010. [http://www.nationalpriorities.org/costofwar_home]
Taxpayers in the United States have paid $299 billion for Afghanistan war spending since 2001. For the same amount of money, the following could have been provided:

· 4,529,305 Police or Sheriff's Patrol Officers for One Year OR

· 5,233,973 Firefighters for One Year OR

· 38 Million Scholarships for University Students for One Year OR

· 53,872,201 Students receiving Pell Grants of $5550 OR

· 114 Million Children Receiving Low-Income Healthcare for One Year OR

· 39,338,710 Head Start Slots for Children for One Year OR

· 67,706,231 Households with Renewable Solar Electricity for One Year OR

· 5 Million Elementary School Teachers for One Year 
Our voices are a critical starting point for a new politics that links the war abroad to the war at home and demands justice everywhere.
Sarah Lazare. and Clare Bayard, anti-war activists, 3-19-2010 [“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. . … 
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

We must act now to prevent disaster, learning from the failures of Vietnam
Thomas Johnson, Professor, Naval Postgraduate School, May 9, 2010
[“Is President Obama’s Afghanistan Strategy Working?” Center for a New American Security Commentary, http://cnas.org/node/4451]

A peaceful, stable and secure Afghanistan will never be realized merely through the provision of more U.S. combat troops. In reality the "surge" has had no impact on reversing a series of serious past American and Afghan political and military policy failures. Our experience in Vietnam is worth remembering: The United States and its allies had more than 2.2 million security forces, including 535,000 Americans, and lost in an operational area smaller than Afghan's Regional Command South. Merely to have the same troops-per-square-mile density we had in Vietnam, we would need 8.8 million security troops in Afghanistan.
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.
[Give your closing statement here.]
2AC Extensions: War Overseas
[Remember to extend the evidence and arguments from the 1AC.]
The situation in Afghanistan is bad and getting worse

Genevieve Morse, Member Classified Staff Union/MTA  Oct 28, 2009 “Afghanistan: "The Good War"? — Bring the Troops Home Now “
Debate has opened up over the war in Afghanistan. Big business politicians and military brass have defined their objective as “stability,” and they are failing their own tests. U.S. soldier and civilian casualties are at an all-time high, the Taliban is growing stronger, and al-Qaeda has not been destroyed. Corruption during the recent elections was astounding, and conditions for women have gone unchanged while drug trading continues. 

The war in Afghanistan is an eight-year nightmare with no end in sight. The U.N. reported the death toll for Afghan civilians has reached almost 1,500 this year alone. July 2009 was the bloodiest month, with more deaths for U.S. soldiers recorded than at any other time since the beginning in 2001. CNN reported that in the first weekend of October, eight U.S. soldiers were killed and 24 injured, and about 100 insurgents also died in a rebel attack that had the highest casualties of any battle this year.

American military presence leads to the deaths of Afghan people; it is like adding gasoline to a fire
David Wildman, executive, United Methodist Board of Global Ministries, April 14, 2010

[“Afghanistan: Should We Stay or Go?” http://www.fpif.org/articles/afghanistan_should_we_stay_or_should_we_go]

Each day, according to the estimates, 850 children die, largely from preventable diseases — from pneumonia, from diarrhea, from malnutrition. Every 30 minutes a woman in Afghanistan dies from complications related to pregnancy. If there were adequate health care, such women might still be alive. And yet each and every day the U.S. government devotes $2 billion to military spending. [Beyond regular Pentagon spending,] we've devoted at least $250 billion dollars toward waging war in Afghanistan. And so the question that I want to pose for us is, "Is this working?" Is that level of military expenditure the best way to address the needs of Afghan women and children? I argue that the answer is no. Personally, I've been to Afghanistan a number of times since 2004 [as an executive with the United Methodist Board of Global Ministries]. The United Methodist Church has supported and worked in partnership with Afghans since the 1960s on health issues. The communities we are working in and serving have the highest levels of infant mortality in the world. [That statistic tells us that] something is not working there. The use of military spending and the current involvement of the United States is like adding gasoline to a fire. Not only is it not working, it is making things much, much worse. And therefore a necessary first step is to push for a withdrawal of U.S. forces from Afghanistan — for the wellbeing of Afghans and for the safety of U.S. soldiers as well. 
2AC Extensions: War Overseas

Military solutions are useless because the United States cannot completely defeat the Taliban

Tyler Moselle, Harvard Center for Human Rights Policy, Harvard Intl. Rev, Jan 2, 2010


[http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1919]

Humanitarians may counter that the United States should not allow even parts of Afghanistan to fall to the hands of the Taliban for the sake of women, education, and religious pluralism. The fact is, however, that the United States cannot completely defeat or eradicate the deeply entrenched presence of the Taliban in Afghanistan with a short-term campaign. It is unrealistic that even with 60,000 more US soldiers deployed that America will be able to prop up the Afghan government. Peace and stability in Afghanistan require political negotiations with the Taliban and sustained humanitarian development.

Continued military occupation fuels terrorism because it makes the people hate the U.S.
Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor, The Nation, The Washington Post May 26, 2010


[www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html]

The continued occupation of a fiercely independent and tribal Afghanistan -- as well as the death of tens of thousands of civilians -- engenders anti-Americanism and fuels terrorist recruitment. Military operations have also pushed violent jihadists across the border and further destabilized a nuclear-armed Pakistan -- a far greater threat to our national security than any tenuous al-Qaeda "safe haven" in Afghanistan.

The destabilization of Pakistan due to the War in Afghanistan will create a huge terrorism threat

Bruce Riedel, Fellow, Middle East Policy, Brookings, The National Interest, June 23, 2009

[“Armageddon in Islamabad”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21644]

A jihadist victory in Pakistan, meaning the takeover of the nation by a militant Sunni movement led by the Taliban, would have devastating consequences. It would create the greatest threat the United States has yet to face in its war on terror. Pakistan as an Islamic-extremist safe haven would bolster al-Qaeda’s capabilities tenfold. The jihadist threat bred in Afghanistan would be a cakewalk in comparison. The old Afghan sanctuary was remote, landlocked and weak; a new one in Pakistan would be in the Islamic mainstream with a modern communications and transportation infrastructure linking it to the world. The threat would be almost unfathomable. The implications would be literally felt around the globe. American options for dealing with such a state would be limited and costly.

2AC Extensions: War at Home 
[Remember to extend the evidence and arguments from the 1AC.]
The Afghanistan war consumes billions of dollars that we need to support our communities
Katrina vanden Heuvel, editor, The Nation, The Washington Post May 26, 2010

[www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/25/AR2010052502255.html]

Finally, focusing so many resources on Afghanistan -- where al-Qaeda is now minimally present -- diverts vital resources from other urgent security needs, including economic recovery at home. For the first time, the monthly cost of the war in Afghanistan exceeds what we spend in Iraq -- $6.7 billion per month, compared with $5.5 billion in Iraq. At the end of May, appropriations for both wars will reach over $1 trillion -- mostly borrowed money that we're not investing at home. Upcoming congressional hearings on veterans care will demonstrate the human costs. No wonder a majority of Americans -- 52 percent -- believe the war "is not worth its costs," according to a recent Washington Post poll.

Violence and terror overseas is deeply linked to violence and terror in the United States

Arundhati Roy, 2001. “War Is Peace.” http://www.outlookindia.com/article.aspx?213547

People rarely win wars, governments rarely lose them. People get killed. Governments moult and regroup, hydra-headed. They first use flags to shrink-wrap peoples' minds and suffocate real thought, and then as ceremonial shrouds to cloak the mangled corpses of the willing dead. On both sides, in Afghanistan as well as America, civilians are now hostage to the actions of their own governments. Unknowingly, ordinary people in both countries share a common bond-they have to live with the phenomenon of blind, unpredictable terror. Each batch of bombs that is dropped on Afghanistan is matched by a corresponding escalation of mass hysteria in America about anthrax, more hijackings and other terrorist acts.
2AC Extensions: War at Home 
The war in Afghanistan and the resources it drains from Bay Area youth are part of a system of structural violence that costs millions of lives every year

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. 
 

[Insert your own arguments, evidence, and personal experience here.]
2AC Extensions: Youth Voice

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. 
Giroux proposes that we, as young people, youth workers, and educators “appropriate, invent, direct, and control” the politics within our efforts. Whether you facilitate after school activities, work with youth-led community organizing programs, or teach in a middle school classroom, you have the opportunity– or more appropriately, the responsibility– to “work against a politics of certainty, a pedagogy of censorship, and an institutional formation that closes down rather than opens up democratic relations.” The one of his most directive moments yet, Giroux implores educators to “teach students to be skilled citizens… learn how to use the Freedom of Information Act, know constitutional rights, build coalitions, write policy papers, learn the tools of democracy, analyze social problems, or learn how to make a difference in one’s life through individual and social engagements.” 
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.” 
2AC Answers: Solvency

[Remember to extend the evidence and arguments from the 1AC.]
The war is not working. Military power in Afghanistan has created potential disaster – political solutions are the only ones with a real chance to make a positive difference
“Winning In Afghanistan” Newsweek Andrew J. Bacevich December 31, 2008

Meanwhile, the chief effect of allied military operations there so far has been not to defeat the radical Islamists but to push them across the Pakistani border. As a result, efforts to stabilize Afghanistan are contributing to the destabilization of Pakistan, with potentially devastating implications. September's bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad suggests that the extremists are growing emboldened. Today and for the foreseeable future, no country poses a greater potential threat to U.S. national security than does Pakistan. To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghan-istan would be a terrible mistake.

All this means that the proper U.S. priority for Afghanistan should be not to try harder but to change course. The war in Afghanistan (like the Iraq War) won't be won militarily. It can be settled—however imperfectly—only through politics.

Reducing military presence is not enough – we need a withdrawal
The Bradenton Herald (Florida), December 9, 2009, p. 1

The latest military casualty count in Afghanistan is 932 Americans of 1,536 total coalition fatalities; at least 4,434 Americans have been gravely wounded. Stark numbers understate the sacrifices. Government estimates placed the cost of the 40,000 additional forces sought by Gen. McChrystal at $40 billion to $54 billion per year. Even the reduced number of troops will cost at least $30 billion annually. A continued or expanded commitment might still be justified to serve U.S. national security interests. But to rely on counterinsurgency efforts to combat terrorist threats today, the United States must also be prepared to invade Pakistan, Somalia, Sudan, Yemen and other countries. 

More broadly from "AFPAK" perspective, many more troops in Afghanistan may well be counterproductive in pushing more Taliban insurgents across the border and complicating Pakistani government antiterrorist offensives in Waziristan. The Obama decision followed a prolonged process, for which we commend the president. We remain, however, convinced that our brave U.S. troops and civilian support personnel have accomplished what could reasonably be done in Afghanistan. The time has come to initiate a responsible withdrawal. Public expression of this position by no means undervalues our concern for U.S. national security or support for our commander-in-chief. Quite the contrary, expressing informed and well-reasoned dissenting opinions is essential to our democratic processes.
2AC Answers: War Trigger DA
Link turn: Withdrawal will actually stabilize Afghanistan
Carpenter 2002 (Ted Galen, Vice Prez Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato, “Avoid Dangerous Distractions in Afghanistan”, 7-10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3533)

If outside powers simply leave Afghanistan alone, the country is likely to revert to its traditional form of governance. That was a highly decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by tribal leaders and so-called regional warlords. It may not be either efficient or democratic by Western standards, but it served the Afghan people reasonably well for decades before the Soviet Union interfered. One other aspect of Afghanistan's history ought to give would-be nation builders pause. Although factions in the country's complex ethnic mosaic often fight among themselves, they tend to unite against any outside power that is seen as interfering in the country's internal affairs. The British in the 19th century and the Soviets in the 1980s made that painful discovery. American forces were initially greeted as liberators as they ousted the unpopular Taliban regime. But the longer our forces linger, the more they are likely to be viewed as an occupying imperial power, and the more they will become entangled in the country's ruthless political intrigues.
Impact turn 1. Bringing troops home would increase our security

Moore 2002 [Thomas Gale, Ph. D. Economics University of Chicago, Fellow of California Institute of International Studies, “How To Reduce Terrorism: Bring Our Troops Home”, 6/11,] 

A misguided machismo must not stand in the way of protecting our people and reducing violence in the world. No one will believe we are weak, especially after seeing our military in action over the last decade, simply because we stop trying to police the rest of the world. Bringing our troops home—why do we have soldiers in Germany and Okinawa?—would increase our security, not decrease it. Even before Sept. 11, more than 60,000 U.S. troops were operating in more than 100 countries. No wonder people consider America an imperial power.
2AC Answers: War Trigger DA

Impact turn 2. Withdrawal is not the problem, it is the solution. US military occupation create the risk of nuclear war.

BBC, 2008 (British broadcasting corporation: “US military policy causing arms race, nuclear threat - North Korean party paper”, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, July 17, 2008)
The US policy of bolstering armed forces is the root cause of arms race and nuclear threat. Nodong Sinmun today says this in a signed article.

Its talk about "potential enemy" and "means to deter attack" is nothing but sophism intended to hasten the modernization of nukes and the development of new type weapons, the article notes.

Citing concrete facts to prove that the US is pushing forward the modernization of nukes behind the curtain of "nuclear disarmament," the article goes on: The US is steadily developing and manufacturing new type nukes, while warning other countries not to develop and possess nukes. This is a gangster-like behaviour.

The US is chiefly to blame for sparking off a new Cold War and arms race.

The US bellicose forces are working in real earnest to build missile shields, regarding a preemptive missile attack as the main thrust of its military strategy in the new century.

The increased spurs put by the US to building missile shields and modernizing nukes and other military equipment would only compel other countries to take corresponding measures against them. Consequently, these moves will escalate the arms race and the danger of nuclear war.
2AC Answers: War for “Liberation”

Liberation can only come from the people themselves, not from a foreign army
Mike Ely, founder Kasama Project, 2002. “Demand Complete and Immediate Withdrawal from Afghanistan.”
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 sweatsho... 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.
Using the language of rights is just a strategy – it doesn’t actually help anyone
Jill Steans, 2010. Telling Stories about Women and Gender in the War on Terror. Global Society, 22: 1, 159-176.
 More so than at any other period in history, perhaps, women’s rights have been placed at the very heart of the struggle between “good” and “evil”; “civilisation” and “barbarism”. Undoubtedly the high profile of women’s rights in the War on Terror is, in good part, a reflection of the political power that women, and specifically US women, now wield. However, the commitment to “women’s rights” has been more rhetorical than real, a cynical ploy that has been used to sell the war to the US public and to US women particularly. Moreover, the rhetorical use of women’s human rights has done much to reproduce the dichotomy between “liberated Western women” and “oppressed Muslim women” in an Orientalist discourse that has stressed the eternal virtues of Western civilisation. Actual women and women’s political struggles have, for the most part, been written out of the story. 

[Extend the evidence and arguments from the 1AC to argue that rights are not being protected.]
Evidence
for the Negative
1NC Frontline [1/2]
[Give your original overview of the negative arguments here.]
1. President Obama’s strategy protects peace, and it is starting to succeed
Roger McShane, Center for a New American Security, May 17, 2010

[“CNAS Commentary: The Economist Debates: Afghanistan” http://www.cnas.org/node/4471]

The counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan that the Obama administration adopted after two policy reviews in 2009 is beginning to take hold. This strategy, like the one adopted in Iraq in 2007, is much more than an additional commitment of troops and civilian experts. It focuses on protecting the local population in order to provide a secure space within which political solutions to the underlying problems driving the insurgency can develop. Counterinsurgency campaigns are not won by killing every insurgent and terrorist. The most committed ideologues have to be killed or captured, but many of the foot soldiers and even the mid-level leaders can eventually be convinced through a combination of incentives and coercive pressure that renouncing violence and becoming part of the political process offer a better chance for success than continuing to fight. American troop reinforcements in south and east Afghanistan, where the insurgency is strongest, along with more effective drone strikes and an increasing Pakistani commitment to counterinsurgency, are putting more pressure on the Taliban and giving the Afghan government an opportunity to outgovern its enemies.

2. The United States can still win in Afghanistan, and has to win to prevent terrorism
Bret Stephens, Wall Street Journal, September 7, 2009

[http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574398442481337048.html]

The alternative is a winding and bloody struggle to defend and improve a hapless and often corrupt government in a godforsaken land of often (though by no means pervasively) ungrateful people. This is not the noblest fight, and no sane nation would wage it by choice. But we did not choose it and, if we keep our nerve, we can win it. Otherwise, the consequence will be ashes flying again in our own streets, something to remember on the eve of another 9/11 anniversary.
1NC Frontline [2/2]

3. Turn: Withdrawal increases the use of cruel air strikes which causes more terrorism
Hegghammer 2009- 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. 
4. Withdrawing from Afghanistan will hurt counterinsurgency efforts around the world, causing more conflict
Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution, Stanford, November 3, 2009
[“As Goes Afghanistan”, Full Comment, National Post]

The global stakes could not be higher in the forthcoming decision by the administration about the future course of action in Afghanistan. If Washington ditches its counterinsurgency course here, it will deliver a blow to similar U.S. and Western counterinsurgency doctrines worldwide. Counterinsurgency tactics have been successful in keeping the lid on budding low-intensity conflicts around the world. Compared to conventional wars they are low-budget and low- or no-U.S. casualty affairs. The U.S. supplies training, equipment, arms, guidance and financial support. But indigenous forces take the lead in combating terrorists and insurgents and in creating better societies with less neglect of marginalized groups who often provide recruits for terrorism. Allowing the domestic security forces to take the credit, U.S. special operations forces help in refurbishing mosques, building schools, digging wells and staffing medical and veterinary clinics.

1NC: War Trigger DA (1/2)
[Give your original overview of the War Trigger argument here.]
A. Uniqueness – The Obama administration has put us on a path to peace, but it is a fragile path
LA Times 1-17-‘2009 (“Leadership and Legitimacy: Connections”, Lexis)

Presidents Clinton and Bush each came to office determined to focus on domestic policy, but both quickly found themselves drawn into international conflicts. Obama, by contrast, enters the White House with the country already engaged in two foreign wars and a global economic meltdown, and with a demand for U.S. diplomatic intervention in the bloody Middle East. Rather than seeking to retrench, Obama says he wants to restore U.S. leadership and moral authority, which has been eroded by the invasion and occupation of Iraq. This won't be easy. Whereas his two predecessors governed at the apogee of U.S. power after the Cold War, Obama assumes the presidency in a multipolar world. With their growing economic might, China, India, Brazil and other countries are exercising increased political power. These countries share many of our values, such as a respect for economic freedom and a desire to achieve a better life for their people. Rather than allow Americans to bemoan a loss of dominance, Obama can help the country to understand that this represents an opportunity for the United States to develop new partnerships.
B. Link. Withdrawal makes the US look weak, throwing us off the path to peace 

Weinstein 04 – Professor of Political Science at Purdue University (Michael, 11/12. Power and Interest News Report. http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere.

1NC: War Trigger DA (2/2)
3. Impact. Withdrawal from Afghanistan could cause regional wars that kill millions and force the United States to return, costing even more money and lives than the current war
Kagan and Kagan, 2009 - former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “Don't Go Wobbly on Afghanistan”, 10/12/2009)
If the United States should adopt a small-footprint counterterrorism strategy, Afghanistan would descend again into civil war. The Taliban group headed by Mullah Omar and operating in southern Afghanistan (including especially Helmand, Kandahar, and Oruzgan Provinces) is well positioned to take control of that area upon the withdrawal of American and allied combat forces. The remaining Afghan security forces would be unable to resist a Taliban offensive. They would be defeated and would disintegrate. The fear of renewed Taliban assaults would mobilize the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras in northern and central Afghanistan. The Taliban itself would certainly drive on Herat and Kabul, leading to war with northern militias. This conflict would collapse the Afghan state, mobilize the Afghan population, and cause many Afghans to flee into Pakistan and Iran.
The fear of renewed Taliban assaults would mobilize the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras in northern and central Afghanistan. The Taliban itself would certainly drive on Herat and Kabul, leading to war with northern militias. This conflict would collapse the Afghan state, mobilize the Afghan population, and cause many Afghans to flee into Pakistan and Iran…

The collapse of Pakistan, or even the revival of an aggressive and successful Islamist movement there, would be a calamity for the region and for the United States. It would significantly increase the risk that al Qaeda might obtain nuclear weapons from Pakistan's stockpile, as well as the risk that an Indo-Pakistani war might break out involving the use of nuclear weapons.
Withdrawal from Afghanistan leads to Pakistan-India conflict

Bret Stephens, Wall Street Journal, September 7, 2009 [“The Global Stakes” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574398442481337048.html]

A U.S. that doesn't have the stomach for a relatively easy fight like Afghanistan, where even now casualties are a fraction of what they were in Iraq during the worst of the fighting, will have even less stomach for much tougher fights. Ergo, maximum efforts should go into destabilizing and, not implausibly, taking over Pakistan, a country that, as Mr. Will says, "actually matters." And from here the possibilities flow. Withdrawal from Afghanistan, and a Taliban takeover in Kandahar and perhaps Kabul, would plunge Afghanistan into another civil war infinitely bloodier than what we have now. Withdrawal would force Islamabad to abandon its war on terror and again come to terms with its own militants, as it did in the 1990s. Only this time, it wouldn't be clear who is patron and who is client. Withdrawal would give Pakistan's jihadists the freedom to shift fronts to India, with all the nightmare scenarios that entails. Withdrawal would invite the al Qaeda remnant in Iraq—already on an upswing—to redouble its efforts, and do so with the confidence that the U.S. has permanently soured on Middle Eastern interventions. 
1NC: Liberation [1/2]
[Give your original overview of the Liberation argument here.]
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.

Listen to the voices of the Afghan people – we can not abandon their rights
Wazhma Frogh, October 18, 2009. “Risking a Rights Disaster”. Washington Post.

As an Afghan woman who for many years lived a life deprived of the most basic human rights, I find unbearable the thought of what will happen to the women of my country if it once again falls under the control of the insurgents and militants who now threaten it. In 2001, when the war in Afghanistan began, the liberation of Afghan women was one of the most important justifications for military intervention. Has the world now changed its mind about Afghan women? Is it ready to let them once again be killed and tortured by militants? Does the world no longer believe in the principles it supported in 2001? 

Handing over Afghanistan to those who intend to keep the country centuries behind most of the world -- to men who do not view women as human beings -- would not only call into doubt the global commitment to human rights, it would also raise questions about the commitment of Western democracies to such rights and to democratic values. Bearing in mind how fragile the Afghan government is at this moment, it will not take long for the country's women to come under attack again. The consequences will be even more bitter this time because no matter how limited our success, we have at least managed to act in the forefront of public life in Afghanistan. We have had a taste of what it's like to have rights. 

1NC: Liberation [2/2]

For selfish reasons, US activists are failing to listen to Afghan people who want the US to stay in Afghanistan
Una Vera, November 13, 2009. “Women, the Afghanistan War, and the Malalai Joya Problem” Change.org
When American anti-war group Code Pink visited Kabul recently, founder Madea Benjamin, a staunch opponent of US military involvement in Afghanistan, was shocked to find the Afghan women's rights activists she met with almost unanimously supportive of coalition troops remaining in the country. Women for Afghan Women, an Afghan-international humanitarian NGO recently released a statement saying it "deeply regrets having a position in favor of maintaining, even increasing troops," but the alternative is "abandoning 15 million women and children to madmen." In an interview with NPR, Kabul-based human rights activist Orzala Ashraf Nemat said, "I think definitely getting away or staying away from Afghanistan will not only affect our lives and the progress that we have made so far but it will also affect the lives of everyone beyond that country in specific."
Now is the time to protect human rights, not to retreat
Thea Garland, July 14, 2010. “Will We Again Abandon Afghan Women?” New York Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/15/opinion/15iht-edgarland.htm
In the 1980s, the United States funded the Islamic war against the Soviets for its own purposes, and then walked out, leaving behind a breeding ground for terrorists and the brutal enslavement of women as the Taliban took over.

We must not allow the progress of the last nine years to be snatched away from the women of Afghanistan. We must not abandon them again. Women’s rights, after all, are human rights.

[Insert your own arguments, evidence, and personal experience here.]
2NC: Frontline Extensions

1. Withdraw is not necessary – the US can win the war in Afghanistan 

O’Hanlon 2009 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14)
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.…

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. 
2. Withdrawal from Afghanistan will reenergize radicals and increase terrorism.

Victor Davis Hanson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, July 2, 2010. “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.

2NC: Frontline Extensions

3. Drone strikes increase the risks of war 
Michael Boyle, Fellow, Center for Study of Terrorism, Univ. St. Andrews, March 2010

[International Affairs, Vol. 86, Issue 2, pp. 333-353]

The indirect costs are numerous. It is hard to measure what the US loses from the strikes, but it is obvious that it gains no intelligence from dead (as opposed to captured) operatives. It also loses the moral high ground if the strikes accidentally kill high numbers of civilians. But perhaps the greatest indirect cost is its contribution to instability in Pakistan. The pressure placed on Al-Qaeda and its affiliates has accelerated the crisis facing the Pakistani government and encouraged local militant networks (including ethnic separatist and tribal groups) to form tactical and ideological alliances with Al-Qaeda, thus magnifying the threat they pose. As a result, the US is now stumbling into a war across South Asia with a growing number of militant Islamist networks, many of whom have strong familial and tribal ties with the local population and stronger regenerative capabilities than Al-Qaeda. The creeping expansion of the target set has transformed a set of tactics originally reserved for counterterrorism operations into a tool for fighting an ever-widening circle of insurgents in Pakistan. 

   
2NC: War Trigger DA (Link)
Afghan Troops aren’t ready to take over – because they are corrupt, withdrawing will cause chaos and violence
Carter 2010- National Security Correspondent [Sara A, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy”, 5/4]

According to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, the withdrawal date set by Obama is only the beginning of a drawdown, marking the time when U.S. and its foreign allies begin to turn over more security to Afghan security forces. Gates recently told members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "It will be the beginning of a process, an inflection point, if you will, of transition for Afghan forces as they begin to assume greater responsibility for security." However, a foreign military official currently training Afghan security forces in Afghanistan told the Washington Examiner that "Afghan forces are far from being capable of taking over security themselves, and it may take a lifetime to get them where they need to be because corruption is so prevalent in the system."

U.S. withdrawal would lead to a Taliban takeover

Wall Street Journal, September 3, 2009 [“The Afghanistan Panic”, WSJ Opinion
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204731804574388483528948634.html]

The Afghan army will eventually have to do most of the fighting, but for now it remains too small at 173,000 army and police to do so. If the U.S. were to depart, the Taliban would soon control at least the southern and eastern parts of the country. Kandahar would probably fall, too. Al Qaeda could re-establish itself in this territory, as opposed to being confined as it is now to the mountainous border regions. If Generals McChrystal and Petraeus believe they can successfully defeat al Qaeda in such a vast area from offshore, they should say so. But we haven't heard that so far.

2NC: War Trigger DA (Impacts)

Withdrawing from Afghanistan would create new wars that cost more money and lives
Kagan, 2010 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

2NC: Liberation 
The Afghan people have been ignored for too long, and abandoned too many times. 
Alissa Rubin, July 30, 2010. “Afghan Women Fear Loss of Modest Gains.” New York Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/31/world/asia/31women.html

This chance at determining a little of their future is what they fear will be threatened if the Taliban return through a negotiated peace settlement.

“They will beat us and forbid us from this freedom, the freedom to come here, to this class; they will stop us from doing things,” said Biboli, 16, a girl with long brown hair barely covered by a thin white veil.

The greatest fear is that no one is really listening, said Habiba Shamim, one of the instructors. “Please,” she pleaded. “Carry our words to people.”

The people of Afghanistan are ready to work with us, but we have to strengthen our commitment to them, not retreat
Wazhma Frogh, October 18, 2009. “Risking a Rights Disaster”. Washington Post.

At this time of violence and anxiety, it is important for the international community and the United States to reaffirm their commitment to Afghanistan rather than questioning whether it is worth defending an entire people against those who would install another brutally repressive regime under which women cannot be educated or seek to improve their lot, where "justice" is meted out in mass public executions, where repression is the rule -- and where new terrorist plots will inevitably be hatched to attack the United States and its allies. 

The people of Afghanistan, and most fervently its women, desire a long-term and consistent relationship with the United States and European democracies. We do not want to become another Vietnam. We want to be an example of the success of global commitment to making the world a better and safer place for everyone, from New York to London to Helmand. 

2NC: Liberation

Liberation of women is crucial to democracy, security, and ending poverty
US Department of State, January 9, 2010. “Advancing the Rights of Women and Girls: Keys to a Better Future for Afghanistan.” http://www.state.gov/s/special_rep_afghanistan_pakistan/2010/136250.htm
The advancement of women’s rights is critical to political and economic progress everywhere around the world. This is especially true in Afghanistan, where women’s human rights have been ignored, attacked and eroded over decades, especially under Taliban rule.

As Secretary Clinton said recently, the vast majority of Afghans want to see their daughters educated, and women given access to economic livelihoods and to healthcare. Women’s empowerment is inextricably linked to security, economic opportunity, effective governance, and social development. It is a simple fact that no country can prosper if half its citizens are left behind. All reliable development indices show that investments in women are the single most effective poverty alleviation mechanism contributing to a society’s prosperity; similarly, lack of investment in women characterizes failed states.

The War offers a hope for democracy 
Karl F. Inderfurth and Theodore L. Eliot Jr. November 12, 2009. “Listen to the Afghan People.” New York Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/13/opinion/13iht-edinderfurth.html
Finally, Afghans have not given up on the promises of democracy — 78 percent see it as the best form of government available. But their confidence is ebbing. Since 2006 there has been a steady fall in the number of those who say they are satisfied with the way democracy is working in Afghanistan. The recent electoral crisis in Afghanistan will surely contribute to this growing disillusionment.

With Afghans themselves unsure about the future direction of their country, as this survey demonstrates, decisions taken by the United States and the international community in coming days loom that much larger.

Afghanistan is at a tipping point, with a return to its Taliban past or forward to a more prosperous and democratic future in the balance.
� Gilligan, James, MD. Violence: Reflections On a National Epidemic. New York: Vintage, 1996. pp. 192, 196.
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