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THE 1AC

CONTENTION ONE—CIVILIZING THE FREEDOM-HATERS—
The war in afghanistan is based on the myth of the savior—we think it is our responsibility to bring afganistan freedom, democracy, and stability---we  can defeat the terrorists,  we can bring  “proper” western rule of law to the backwards and broken afghanis.  We  can make the world safe.
This is the mythology of colonialism, plain and simple.  It defines and limits the scope of politics and creates in the American public a the “white man’s burden” to make the world safe and western.  This mindset, because of it’s lack of respect for others and myopic vision of the world, is systematically incapable of succeeding and inevitably encourages violent interventions.  

CROWE 07 [Lore, “the ‘Fuzzy dream”: Discourse, historical myths, and Militarized (in)security – interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf]

The medium for the dissemination of myth is not, however, limited to TV or radio news broadcasts, particularly in the technologically infused new media culture where movies, cartoons, comics, music vidoes, and the internet have saturated pop culture so thoroughly that it has become easier than ever to propagate myth to viewers/listeners around the globe. In contemporary culture, the media have become central to the constitution of social identity. It is not just that media messages have become important forms of influence on individuals. We also identify and construct ourselves as social beings through the mediation of images. This is not simply a case of people being dominated by images, but of people seeking and obtaining pleasure through the experience of the consumption of these images. An understanding of contemporary culture involves a focus both on the phenomenology of watching and the cultural form of images.52 Consider, for example, the increase in films infused with US militarized patriotism or the recent obsession with Internet blogs and now videos posted on UTube from soldiers stationed in Afghanistan. Hunt explores the political racist/sexist currency of a cartoon circulating on the internet post9/11 of five Taliban leaders looking horrified after reading a document that states, “To the Taliban: Give us Osama bin Laden or we’ll send your women to college”.53 I similarly encountered an image via email of beloved cultural cartoon icon Homer Simpson in front of an American flag holding a shotgun with Osama bin Laden in the target site. In pop culture it appears that war has become back ‘in style’ celebrating images that glorify heroic soldiers and valorize war while the aftereffects are often invisible. Consider an article in Rolling Stone magazine which lists the results of a poll of some of the most popular songs soldiers listen to in order to get ‘pumped up’ for a mission. Hard rock, heavy metal, and rap such as 2Pac’s “Hit ‘Em Up” and Drowning Pool’s “Bodies” apparently helps soldiers “get ready to kill” and “haul balls down the road”.54 The problem is that the media and pop culture has the exceptional ability to generate myth through, for example, ambiguous wording, military jargon, the severing of causal connections, banishment of bodies, and the cool demeanor of third-person-reporter-speak55: We are faced with “pseudo concrete images” explains Eisenstein, “Žizek’s “plague of fantasies” which blur our viewings. Because of the irrepresentability of the ‘real’ there is just surplusobedience; we obey rather than confront.”56 The historical production of particular myths of Afghanistan have relied on representations of the country in the West that are largely simplistic, ahistorical, and politically motivated. Afghanistan is a sort of “fuzzy dream” for most in the West: embodied in a series of fabricated images of war and poverty, de-contextualized photos without names or places, numbers and graphs claiming statistical quantification, and disjointed yet often repeated phrases and metaphors. A particular mythic representation of Afghanistan is being (and has been) proliferated in the international community, through media, history books, foreign policy documents, political commentators, academia, and virtually any other body of communication. The vigor with which particular discourses have materialized since 9/11 are representative of their link to the Wests militarized ‘War on Terror’ and more generally of the embedded relationship between political policies and militarized discourses which legitimate the West’s military engagement and development policies. That is, Afghanistan serves as an unfortunate example of the very real power of discourse and myth-making which affect the form that international engagement takes; this in turn reproduces those myths in a cycle of destructive imperial engagement. In trying to understand the current political situation in Afghanistan, and in attempting to formulate international policy in the region, it is vital that we are aware of the dominant narratives or ‘myths’ that are being produced, who it is that is producing them and for what purpose, and what is at stake in failing to interrogate them. 
[CONTINUED]
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Any policy that does not take the role of deliberately constructed narratives and the mediums throough which they are disseminated into account will not only continue to replicate them, perhaps unknowingly, but any “securitizing”, “peacebuilding” and “development” efforts built on these terms can never result in long-term success. The emancipatory possibilities of such a critical project of discourse deconstruction lie in: 1) understanding the raced/classed/gendered power hierarchies that are their foundation; 2) uncovering the nationalized militarization and the hypermasculinized and hyperfeminized normativities that are are embedded within these myths, and; 3) the recognition of the detrimental effect of the West’s ‘myths’ and configuring the reconceptualisation of policy alternatives through its contestation. By looking critically at what has become the common language of foreign engagement in Afghanistan, the foundation of historical narratives or ‘myths’ that perpetuate a certain image of Afghanistan, and which in turn results in very particular attitudes that imbue foreign policy, begin to be revealed. I will utilize two broad (and inextricably linked) categorizations which most accurately encapsulate the dominant strains of discourse to help clarify how this relationship is constructed and by thus identifying them as such attempt to de-bunk the myths they create. These ‘myths’ which have become normalized and banal in foreign policy, media, and some academic discourse I define as the ‘heroism’ discourse/myth and the ‘militarization’ discourse/myth. 
Superman and G.I. Joe “When we read the history books given to children in the United States, it all starts with heroic adventure – there is no bloodshed – and Columbus Day is a celebration.”57 The ‘heroism’ narrative can be called by several names: the ‘saviour syndrome’, “mediatically generated” or “hybrid techno-medical” humanitarianism58, “foreign aid”, “humanitarian intervention”, etc. This narrative constructs foreign engagement in a region as spectacle and as prized commodities to be admired and ‘sold’ to the public; it constructs the West as ‘saviours’ and the ‘Other’, in this case Afghanistan, as the victim in need of saving, accomplished through images and tales of passion and fervour that often pathologize the other and valorize the Western interveener. When the US, with the support of the UN, bombed Afghanistan in 2001in response to the events of September 11th, the mission was entitled “Operation Enduring Freedom”. Today, as reconstruction and ‘peace-building’ efforts are underway in Afghanistan in tandem with military operations, political conversations and media productions are saturated with calls to “win the hearts and minds” of the people of Afghanistan and of the necessary and benevolent role the West must play in instilling ‘freedom’, ‘justice’ and ‘democracy’ in the war-torn and poverty stricken region. Debrix, offers an analysis of what he calls “the global humanitarian spectacle” to demonstrate how medical and humanitarian NGO’s simulate “heroism, sentiment, and compassion”; medical catastrophes and civil conflicts, he explains, have indeed become prized commodities for globalizing neoliberal policies of Western states and international organizations to sell to ‘myth readers’: “They give Western states and the UN the opportunity to put their liberal humanistic policies into practice, while, for Western media, humanitarianism simply sells”.59 There are several repercusions of this myth, explains Debrix. First, this has resulted in real humanitarian and moral issues being overlooked; Second, images are being purged of their content. Myth has thus becoming the very real enemy of true humanitarianism; that is, we’ve become so inundates with superhero mythologization of real world events that the embedded paternalism and unrealistic goals go unnoticed.60 Additionally, this narrative reinforces a victimology of the ‘Other’ and in fact capitalises on it, while simultaneously hiding the paternalistic and neo-colonialist ideologies in humanitarian garb. The role of the media and consciously generated and disseminated images is particularly pronounced here, as passion and spectacle are valued in the commodification of images over content and history. Jean Baudrillard states “There is no possible distinction, at the level of images and information, between the spectacular and the symbolic, no possible distinction between the ‘crime’ and the crackdown”.61 The militarization narrative, in contrast to the ‘objective benevolence’ of the heroism myth, utilizes constructed and one-dimensional conceptions of militaries, security, and defense. This narrative relies on the myth that militarization is always a useful tool in securitization. For example: Following the NATO air strikes in October of this year that killed at least 50 civilians and an augmentation of Taliban suicide attacks, Afghanistan’s President Hamid Karzai called on the need for more military operations, an international air force, and an increase in Afghan soldiers and police as mechanisms necessary to “tackle the root causes of terrorism”.62
[CONTINUED]
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 Words such as ‘freedom’, ‘democracy’, ‘justice’, and ‘women’s rights’ have become permanent variables in the mantra that has been used liberally and repeatedly as part of the common and often un-stated, assumptions that intervention by NATO, American, Canadian, and British forces will improve the lives of Afghanistan people over ‘there’ and increase security for us over ‘here’. Thus, as the military continues to occupy the region, we in the West are continually told that Afghan women and men have now been “liberated” from an oppressive regime by the West. 
This is bolstered by the assumption that the Afghan people support the US-backed government and want the military there for security (That is, that they are better off now than before). There is a dominant assumption that the West can “win” the “war on terror” and that military measures in the Middle East are necessary to prevent future terrorist attacks. If prospects look dim in the region, this narrative implies the appropriate response is to increase combat troops and artillery. Finally, embedded in these images is the assumption that reconstruction, delivery of humanitarian aid and development can coesist alongside military efforts to fight off insurgents/terrorists and “pacify” the opposition. Thus, reports on the increasing numbers of casualties of the war does not appear incongruous with claims of ‘peace-making’ and ‘development’ - therefore we must protect it the puppet government and fight the insurgents.63 This type of narrative serves several purposes, including the reinforcement in the public of the legitimacy of military response to crises and the re-construction of power and dominance through the image of military superiority, fighting capacity, and mechanisms of control. The result of such myths is the reaffirmation of the importance of state-led military missions (which contribute to the maintenance of armed forces by attracting future recruits) and their necessity for resolving multiple types of international crises. Enloe defines militarization as a sociopolitical process by which militarism as an ideology is “driven deep down into the soil of a society”.64 Militarism, in turn, encompasses beliefs, values, and assumptions including the use of armed force to resolve tensions, the effectiveness and naturalness of hierarchy, the need for a state to have a military in order to be perceived as legitimate, and that the feminine require armed protection while the masculine is only a “manly man” if he participates in the culture of armed conflict.65 The process of militarization involves cultural, institutional, ideological, and economic transformations through which militaristic needs, presumptions, and ideas gradually come to control or determine a person or thing.66 In her work on the study of gender and militarization, Enloe has revealed how gendered notions of masculinity and femininity are fundamental to the very establishment and maintenance of military structures: “None of these institutions – multilateral alliances, bilateral alliances, foreign military assistance programs – can achieve their militarizing objectives without controlling women for the sake of militarizing men.”67 Additionally then, governmental policies and actions in the international arena (an arena deemed untouchable and irrelevant to women in orthodox studies of international relations) “directly produce changes in women’s lives”.(My [the author’s] italics)68 Enloe’s work is particularly relevant in this project which seeks to complicate, interrogate, and historicize particular mythic representations and narratives because it denaturalizes militarizing, war, and soldiering (so often presented as conventional and innate responses to conflict) and reveals them as deliberate actions of intentional policies and warmaking strategies (“Militarization and the privileging of masculinity are both products not only of amorphous cultural beliefs but also of deliberate decisions”)69. It also helps demonstrate that by ‘erasing’ history the structures that enabled it are legitimized and thus perpetuated; that is, militarization, hegemonic masculinity, and the absence of women is represented as natural, normal and thus are potentially destructive mechanisms. 
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The continuation of this colonial war is justified by a narrative of  “progress”—things are improving!!, we’re told.  This idea of linear progress actively obscures  realities on the ground and constitutes a terminally doomed strategy

AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)
When considering the disturbing trends of incorporating suspected war criminals into the government, the human toll of the ongoing U.S. War on Terror in Afghanistan, and less tangibly, the imposition of law at the core of legal and judicial reform activism in Afghanistan, the prevalent narrative described above is an erroneous assessment of the harsh realities that exist on the ground in Afghanistan today.  Furthermore, gross simplifications that focus on spectacular acts such as formal elections or new constitutions (the sixth in the country's history) actually impede efforts to build accountability for past and ongoing human rights violations in Afghanistan by painting a deceptively rosy picture for political purposes, covering up continuing abuses in the process.  For example, while present U.S. administration officials persist in extolling the country as liberated, post-Taliban reconstruction in Afghanistan has experienced the handover of power to repressive feudal lords in the provinces and widely-suspected war criminals in the Kabul-based government, all virtually immune from prosecution, with many of the latter appointed  key posts in President Karzai's cabinet or even running as full-fledged candidates in the recent parliamentary elections.[3]  This is in addition to the over 1400% surge in opium production since the overthrow of the Taliban-Afghanistan now provides 90% of the world's opium and in 2006 the country's opium harvest reached the highest levels ever recorded.[4]  These facts have led numerous analysts to conclude  high levels of collusion exist between local traffickers, provincial officers,  and central government administrators active in the lucrative trade, which the Taliban effectively banned in spring 2001.[5]  Perhaps most difficult to stomach of all, however, is the plague of violence targeting international aid workers and Afghan civilians cooperating with coalition forces for the new government.[6]  To the surprise of military analysts, the rate of attacks claimed by Taliban insurgents and sympathizers has not abated, and in 2006 it actually increased - last year bloodshed in Afghanistan returned to levels not seen since the fall of the Taliban in 2001 - thus calling into question the accuracy of terms like "post-Taliban" in the first place.[7] 

With these background facts in mind, this paper argues that since late 2001, the present U.S. Administration's triumphalist claims of liberating the Afghan people, establishing human rights, and promoting democracy for the first time in the country's history are gross exaggerations that cloak ominous trends of impunity in the country, concealing grave crises in Afghanistan's transition such as the short-shifting of accountability for past war crimes and ongoing government abuses in the name of political stability.  Therefore, the master narrative of linear progress presented by U.S. spokespersons and in popular media coverage must be critically engaged and reassessed in order to more accurately reflect contemporary realities on the ground in Afghanistan and as the first step towards building accountability for on-going violence in the country.  From this sociolegal perspective, some of the most pressing yet overlooked problems that warrant immediate attention by Afghan officials and international law and development advisors in Afghanistan are (1) the support of suspected war criminals in the current government, (2) human rights violations in the U.S.-led War on Terror, and less visibly, (3) the continued marginalization of indigenous law through transplantation of Western civil and criminal codes, the latter devices constituting the driving force behind recent legal reforms in Afghanistan since the overthrow of the Taliban.[8]  By ignoring these unpleasant aspects of intervention, U.S. officials have framed a narrative substantially different than what common people are experiencing on the ground in Afghanistan.  This disparity of stories leads to continuing support for errant policies on the part of the Afghan government and international aid agencies, and increased alienation amongst ordinary Afghans, who at the end of each day are not reaping the benefits of auspicious promises made by so many countries in 2001. 

The goal of this paper, however, is not to limit analysis to critiquing present law and development programs in Afghanistan.  Therefore, the last section of this paper will evaluate potential routes to improve flawed reconstruction processes in Afghanistan, by bringing attention to marginalized social and cultural aspects of Afghan society that are relevant to analyzing legal reform in the current state.  Two relevant points on the sociocultural history and contemporary milieu of Afghan society in particular are discussed.  First, I argue that the Afghan government and international development agencies must take a closer look at what ordinary Afghan civilians on the ground actually desire in their daily lives, and in what priority they rank their various needs.  If the Afghan government and development agencies continue to operate based on their own parochial notions of what is important for the reconstruction of Afghanistan, rebuilding the war-torn country will continue to be an unreachable project, hampered and distorted by an imaginary notion of linear progress, out of touch with actual needs and desires of people on the ground, and constantly battling a stubborn insurgency that continues to grow in force, confidence, and popular support with every misstep the dominant reconstruction actors take. 
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This Mythology of Progress is flawed and dangerous.  When we see the United States as the City on a Hill that all other nations should act more like, it justifies military intervention against all of those we believe have not “progressed” enough.  This has a few implications:
First, It fails inevitably because of a lack of understanding

Second, It breeds more enemies through resentment

Third, it leads to national politics premised on violent, self-righteous militarism.

CROWE 07 [Lore, “the ‘Fuzzy dream”: Discourse, historical myths, and Militarized (in)security – interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf] 
Discourses of Danger Several problematic elements repeatedly appear in Western narratives that are embedded within both of these categorizations of discourse. These elemants have become normalized and banal in the media resulting in the audience (‘myth readers’70) becoming de-sensitized to the dangerous ideological and imperial agendas they empower. In recognizing how these elements which are intricately connected to each other - become mobilized and identifying the assumptions, distortions, and social hierarchies that are their foundation, the discursive power of myths that legitimize violence and imperial politics in the name of security begins to be revealed; the myths themselves unravelled. The first element is that of binarisms or dualisms: The dichotomies of “East” and “West”, “good” and “evil”, “civilisation” (the West) and “barbarism” (Islamic countries)71, “for the war” and “against the war”, “progress” and “backwardness”, “peace” and “war”, “pre” and “post” conflict, and “normal” and “abnormal” has produced false dichotomies that position history and policy decisions in simplistic black or white terms and compartmentalise actors into good versus bad. Consider for example the upsurge since 9/11 of “good vs. evil” and “with us or against us” rhetoric. The danger of such dualistic modes of thought is in its polarization of the world with distinct boundaries and borders. Additionally, such discourse, explain Tuathail and Agnew, “freely fuses fact with fiction and reality with the imaginary to produce a reasoning where neither is distinguishable from the other”.72 In a recent talk on Canadian Foreign Policy in Afghanistan, Walter Dorn of the Canadian forces college, RMC recognized these problematic binaries as part of a policy of extremism that works to create explicit enemies and allies while rendering the ability to see humanity in each other as impossible. This is a strategy of maintaining power, he explained, that instead creates a self-fulfilling prophecy by polarizing more people and creating more enemies, not only in ‘foreign’ regions but also within the West.73 Even bin Laden, in his pre-recorded message that was broadcast on the first night of the war launched by the US with a massive bombing assault on October 7th, employed provocative dualisms: “I tell you that these events have split the entire world into two camps: one of faith, with no hypocrites, and one of unbelief – may God protect us from it”.74 The perpetuation of these binaries is deeply problematic insofar as they are the foundations of the discursive field upon which hierarchies of identity and difference that determine the nature of relations between states is constructed. What this means is that the sovereign state and its’ foreign policy objectives constitute what David Campbell calls a “moral space of identity”75. In his re-theorization of foreign policy, Campbell exposes the essential role binaries play in the processes implicated in state identity formation: It emphasizes the exclusionary practices, the discourses of danger, the representations of fear, and the enumeration of threats, and downplays the role of affirmative discourses such as claims to shared ethnicity, nationality, political ideals, religious beliefs, or other commonalities.76 Looking specifically at the relationship between the US and Afghanistan, the US has defined its own identity (as good, modern, normal, etc.) in relation to its difference from the Afghan ‘Other’, cultivating its demonization on the basis of perceived danger and moral valuations (superior/inferior) that are spatially constructed. Claims that the West is constructing a peaceful, democratic, and liberal nation (values claimed to be at the core of “our civilization, freedom, democracy and ways of life”) are motivated by the need to transform “their barbarism, inhumanity, low morality and style of life”.77 Eisenstein explains that ‘Others’ are constructed or fabricated in order to deal with the fear of not-knowing: “Creating the savage, or slave, or woman, or Arab allows made-up certainty rather than honest complex variability and unknowability.”78 Unfortunately, this is not a novel phenomenon unique to the contemporary situation in Afghanistan: articulations of security that rely on definitions of ‘otherness’ as threats to security, argues Campbell, replicates the logic of Christendom’s ‘evengelism of fear
[CONTINUED]
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’. Obstructions to security/order/God become defined as irrational, abnormal, mad, etc. in need of rationalization, normalizations, punishment, moralization, etc.: “The state project of security replicates the church project of salvation”.79 As is commonly known, under Christendom it was such ‘discourses of danger’ that were instrumental in establishing its own authority and disciplining its followers. Similarly, by relying on discourses of danger to define who “we” are, who “we” are not, and who “they” are that we must fear, the state constructs enemies who’s elimination/domination is necessary to preserve the states own identity (and security): “All powers are geared against a single “alien.” And all the rationalizations are raging against the advent of “Evil.”80 Thus, the “war on terror”, or Afghanistan, or Iraq, becomes, in the words of Baudrillard, an endless war of prevention to “excorcise” “evil”; an ablation of a non-existant enemy masquarading as the leitmotiv for universal safety.81 
These elements of oppositional binaries is closely related to the second element: contemporary discourse has developed from and further perpetuates a particular ideology that emmanates from a neo-liberal capitalist and imperial agenda that is founded upon neo-colonialist attitudes and assumptions. “The US campaign to ‘fight terrorism’, initiated after September 11th” explains Nahla Abdo “has crystallized all the ideological underpinnings of colonial and imperial policies towards the constructed ‘other’.”82 This emerges in the “heroism” myth mentioned above; for example, Debrix explains how narratives around humanitarianism serve an ideological purpose in that it “contributes to the reinforcement of neoliberal policies in ‘pathological’ regions of the international landscape.83 It also emerges in the militarization myth, insofar as neoliberal globalisation relies on the institutionalization of neo-colonialism and the commodification and (re)colonization of labor via militarized strategies of imperial politics. That is, as Agathangelou and Ling point out, “Neoliberal economics enables globalized militarization”.84 Embedded in this normalization of neo-colonial frames are the elements of linearity and thus assumed rationality of reasoning in the West. As Canada stepped up its role in direct combat operations (which included an increase of combat troops, fighter jets, and tanks with long-range firing capacities85), Stephen Harper appealed to troop morale on the ground in Afghanistan, stating: “Canada and the international community are determined to take a failed state and create a "democratic, prosperous and modern country."86 (my [the authors’s] italics) Proposed solutions to the conflict(s) in Afghanistan have been framed and justified not only as ‘saving backwards Afghanistan’ but also as generously bringing it into the modern, capitalist, neoliberal age. Moreover, this element represents an continuity of colonial power, presenting the one correct truth or resolution, emmanating from the ‘objective gaze’ of the ‘problem-solving’ Western world. Representations of Afghanistan present Western voices as the authority and the potential progress such authority can bring to the ‘East’ as naturally desirable. This ‘rationality’ also presumes an inherent value of Western methodology (including statistical analysis, quantification of data, etc) and devalues alternative epistemologies including those of the Afghan people. This is problematic for several reasons: 1) It forecloses and discourages thinking “outside the box” and instead relies upon the “master’s tools” which include violent military force, the installation of a democratic regime, peacekeeping, and reconstruction and foreign aid – alternative strategies are deemed “radical”, “unworkable”, and “anti-American”; 2) it prioritizes numbers and statitistics over lived experiences. By relying on tallies of deaths, percetages of voters, and numbers of insurgents for example, the experiences of those living in the region are obfuscated and devalued, and; 3)it reproduces a colonial hierarchy of knowledge production. Old colonial narratives of have re-surfaced with renewed vigor in the case of Afghanistan is contingent on and mutually reinforced by opposing narratives of a ‘civilized’ and ‘developed’ ‘West’. For example: “Consider the language which is being used…Calling the perpetrators evildoers, irrational, calling them the forces of darkness, uncivilized, intent on destroying civilization, intent on destroying democracy. They hate freedom, we are told. Every person of colour, and I would want to say also every Aboriginal person, will recognize that language. The language of us versus them, of civilization versus the forces of darkness, this language is rooted in the colonial legacy.”87 This colonizer/colonized dichotomy is key to the civilisational justification the US administration pursues (“We wage war to save civilization itself”88) which, as Agathangelou and Ling explain, is motivated by a constructed medieval evil that threatens American freedom and democracy, the apotheosis of modern civilization, and therefore must be disciplined/civilized. In his Speech to Congress on September 21, 2001, Bush portrays the irrational Other as Evil and retributive seeking to destroy the ‘developed, ‘secure’ ‘prosperous’ and ‘civilized’ free world: These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a way of life…Al Qaeda is to terror what the mafia is to crime. But its goal is not making money; its goal is remaking the world, and imposing its radical beliefs on people everywhere.”89 
[CONTINUED]

THE 1AC
[CONTINUED]

This production of othering and re-institutionalization of colonial discourse has been enabled by and facilitated ‘culture clash’ explanations.90 The danger of such theories, warns Razack, lies not only in their decontextualization and dehistoricization, but also on its reliance on the Enlightenment narrative and notions of European moral superiority that justify the use of force. This is evident in the unproblematic way in which outside forces have assumed a right of interference in the region spanning from the 18th century when imperial powers demarcated the Durrand Line (which created a border between British India and Afghanistan with the goal of making Afghanistan an effective ‘buffer state’for British Imperial interests91) to the American intervention that began in the Cold War, followed by the Soviets in the 1980’s and the Americans, Canadians and British today. In fact, The West’s practical engagement in Afghanistan reveals how it has served to reporoduce this neo-colonial myth as well as the complexities and paradoxes which simultaneously de-stabilize that myth. During the cold war, the Soviet and the Americans used Afghanistan as the battleground for power, choosing to sponsor and condemn various regimes as they saw fit; this history of foreign engagement contributed to state fragmentation, underdevelopment, and the self-sustaining war-economy that persist today. An example of this is the use of rentier incomes during the early 1900’s that were used as a means of control and coercion.92
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The terminal result of this militarism is extinction

Reardon, 1993  (Betty, a UN consultant, Women and Peace—Feminist Visions of Global Security, p. 21-25) [elipses in the original]

 

The very weapons we have developed to defend our security are themselves a threat to our security in the potential consequences of their use in combat and in the actual processes of their development and testing. Next, that the basic needs of life will be met. Yet. as more people of the world fall into poverty, millions are without clean, potable water, housing, adequate food, fundamental education, and health care of any kind. Most of these are women. Inflation is rampant, unemployment is increasing; uncared for children roam the streets of the world's great cities. Third, that human dignity and integrity will be respected, and personal well-being and possibilities for individual and social development will not be impeded by traditional customs, social structures, or political policies at local, national, or global levels. Yet a review of the Declaration of the Convention on All Forms of Discrimination against Women provides a list of a broad and tragic range of impediments to women's personal well-being that still prevail throughout the world. Apartheid and racism in various forms impede the social development of many indigenous peoples. The arms produced for national defense have been used to maintain racist, repressive systems that deny the personal well being and human rights of ethnic groups and political dissenters. Fourth, that we can be protected from preventable harm and cared for in times of disaster without enduring greater harm, that the life and well-being of the Earth’s peoples will not be harmed as a consequence of imbalanced security policies, preparation for war, and armed conflict. Yet, in a highly militarized world. local conflicts rage that daily impose death and suffering on noncombatants as well as armed forces. The 1991 war in the Persian Gulf and the 1992 war in a disintegrating Yugoslavia took uncounted numbers of civilian lives, produced hundreds of thousands of refugees. and reduced living conditions to circumstances that of themselves were lethal. A flourishing trade in conventional arms fuels the flames of these conflicts and consumes resources in a truly incendiary manner, leaving in ashes people's hopes for even a minimal standard of life. The technological arms race, with its advancing weapons development, has also further diverted resources from social and human purposes as it escalates to the point of the possibility of total destruction. Arms development cannot be relied upon to prevent aggression and warfare. A case can be made that, on the contrary, arms production and trafficking encourage armed conflict, eroding rather than assuring our expectation of protection or "defense." Each of these expectations has been the focus of major United Nations reports and declarations on development, human rights, the environment, and disarmament and security. But little public heed has been paid. However, women's movements and initiatives are insisting that we must turn our attention to meeting these four fundamental expectations that constitute authentic security. They help to point out that we must attend to the obstacles to these expectations in an integrated, comprehensive fashion based on an understanding of the interrelationships among them. Until we understand the connections among these four expectations and the other global problems deriving from their frustration, neither the world nor any of its people will be secure. Alternative approaches are an urgent necessity.Women's experiences and feminine values are sources of such alternatives. Feminine Characteristics as Approaches to Peace and Security The discussions in this book and elsewhere of the need for women's participation in public affairs are essentially a call to valorize those feminine characteristics that are conducive to peace and comprehensive approaches to security. Some feminists argue that these characteristics hold the greatest possibilities to move us from the present condition of continuous armed conflict, potential nuclear annihilation, and ecological collapsetoward the achievement of a truly just world peace and authentic global security.
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PLAN:  THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD END ITS MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFFGHANISTAN.
THE 1AC
CONTENTION TWO—MYTH-BUSTING

It is essential that we challenge the myths of US exceptionalism and linear progress—the aff opens up space to a diverse array of narratives and debunks the violent myths of the status quo

CROWE 07 [Lore, “the ‘Fuzzy dream”: Discourse, historical myths, and Militarized (in)security – interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf]
 Conclusion: The Dangers of Myth-making

We need to navigate critically and cautiously through the multiple stories, silences, and complex and contradictory narratives that lie beneth the surface of imperial myths. Kaufman, for example, explains that in order to study incidences of ethnic conflict, we must begin by trying to hear the myriad narratives and different assumptions and combine insights from multiple methodological and theoretical approaches.105 We need to understand that “some people are just written out of history”106, and the stories of history are so partial and there is so much those of us in the West don’t see that we can never believe that we have arrived at a ‘truth’ or ‘reality’: History is never just simply the ‘past’. Nor is history simply its official rendering…History is made while old histories are simultaneously reproduced, without most of us ever owning the story told…Once I see interpretation is already embedded in the very process of thought I recognize that there is a before that I cannot completely ever know or recover. The very idea of history itself is destabilized as a process of storytelling with different storytellers…I therefore need to know whose story I am reading, who is telling the story, and from what timebound lens it is being told.107 Perhaps the best response is, as Peter Hulme suggests: “to read speculatively, recognizing that the story can never be fully recovered, and that which has been recovered is often distorted and manufactured.”108 There are emancipatory possibilities in a critical project of discourse deconstruction: it lies in the recognition of the detrimental effects of imperial, neo-colonial, orientalist ‘myths’ and the policy agendas that are made possible through them. By beginning to delve into the complex and interrelated factors of Afghanistan’s history in the previous section, the dangers of historical narratives that conceal these elements start to become visible: “By myth man has lived, died and – all too often – killed.”109 While pressure must be put on the messengers of violent and deliberately myths, we must also take responsibility and listen critically to the multiple narratives around us in order to realize a more “panoptic”110 vision; understanding, nonetheless, that we can never achieve a whole or complete understanding or “truth”. “As we listen to the antithetical mythologies that tear our world apart,” argues Armstrong “we need to be receptive to the counter-narrative that opposes our point of view and expresses the ‘other’ perspective.”111 One way to ‘see’ without an imperial or colonial gaze is to connect heterogeneity into a form of “collective assemblage” in a Deleuzian and Guattarian sense; that is, accept concrete multiplicities in order to see variation without conquest.112 What are the historical myths being produced as we speak? Will history books teach young children stories about ‘uncivilized’ and ‘barbaric’ Afghanistan, harborer of evil and Muslim terrorists, saved by the heroic and technologically vanguard strategies of Western militaries? All myths are political and embody a very particular and power infused representation about how the world works. We must historicize particular forms of knowledge and acknowledge their partiality by unpacking the theories that underpin the “facts” produced by situated knowledge’s; “A thicker and more complex vision of humanity is urgently needed.”113 If, as Taylor pronounces, history and its myths are not indeed about the past, but rather the future, than the question we must continually ask ourselves (and of other myth producers, as we are all implicated in this process) is what kind of world is being produced through what myths and who is benefiting and who is being disappeared? 
THE 1AC
The time to act is now. Reducing troops in Afghanistan can be the catalyst for a revived peace movement that challenges militarism
Peace and Solidarity Commission, 10 – (6/4/10, Communist Party of the USA, “We Need a New Kind of Peace Movement,” http://www.cpusa.org/we-need-a-new-kind-of-peace-movement/)
United States imperialism is in a weakened state: militarily, politically and economically.

US imperialism is weakened by the cumulative effect of two wars, major political shifts domestically and the economic crisis. The Neoconservatives and far-right are frantic because they no longer have an iron-grip hold on the direction of US foreign policy.

There are internal divisions in the Obama administration between "cold warriors" and the representatives of the military industrial complex and those pragmatic realists who see the weakening of the historic imperialist trajectory of the US in the world, politically, economically or militarily.

It is a dangerous as well as an opportune moment for organizing a new kind of peace movement: a militant, grassroots movement not just against this war or that, but against militarism itself.
We need to build a movement that continues to organize for a complete withdrawal of troops and private contractors from Iraq and against the war in Afghanistan.
A new kind of peace movement is needed to cut military spending, close US bases around the world, compel a nuclear weapons convention to eliminate all nuclear weapons and to begin to repair the damage done by US imperialism in Afghanistan, Iraq, Vietnam and worldwide.
The antiwar movement is smaller now than during the high tide of the struggle against the war in Iraq. The movement is still in a refining, rebuilding recalibrating phase from the days of mobilizations of hundreds of thousands. But elements of a new peace movement are emerging.

The communists and the left must give strong leadership from grassroots and at the national level to build a movement that fights for a series of reforms that take aim at the systematic nature of wars, military industrial complex and US imperialism.

Demilitarizing the economy, demilitarizing foreign policy is prerequisite for radical reform and socialism. Peace is necessary to meet human needs and sustain life on the planet.

THE 1AC
US Withdrawl opens the door for leadership in Afghanistan  by local muslim scholars, who are more respected than either the Taliban or the Karzai government but have been shut out of the process by the US’s anti-muslim strategy of legal reform
AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

With this background in mind, it is all the more interesting to consider here how the U.S. decision to go to war in response to the September 11 attacks-as opposed to seeking international cooperation in the prosecution for the criminal acts of a small, insular group of rogue radicals-is a practical illustration of long-term damage that is done when ‘ulama are marginalized in public policy in Muslim-majority states like Afghanistan.  Operation Enduring Freedom has had enduring consequences for Afghanistan indeed, creating daily instability, death  and violence from a burgeoning insurgency that has long survived the overthrow of the Taliban.  The decision to go to war has bred more war, intensified resistance, and attracted more militants to the country (south and east in particular), resulting in increased internal violence and fragmentation in Afghanistan, and Central and South Asia as a whole.[101]  In his study of Islamic legal scholars in South Asia and Afghanistan, Muhammad Qasim Zaman has explored the diverse body of ‘ulama in this region, and drawn relevant lessons for us in the post-September 11th attacks context.  Particular to the Taliban reign, Zaman writes that the picture is far more complex than what certain political forces promoting war in Afghanistan have made it out to be.  ‘Ulama in Pakistan, home to the Taliban's origins and greatest source of financial, political and moral support, were not so united on Taliban social policies as previously thought.  In fact, there were fissures and disagreements within the Islamic scholarly community, and even amongst the Deobandis (adherents of the school of law which the Taliban leaders were schooled in) over the Taliban's controversial closing of schools for girls, to cite a prominent example.  Zaman notes: 

The Deobandi ‘ulama were never unanimously euphoric about the Taliban . . . .  In a letter to the leaders of the Taliban shortly after the latter's capture of Kabul, a number of leading Deobandi ‘ulama of Karachi had congratulated them on their victories but had also expressed the hope that the "Taliban would do everything possible to ensure that Afghanistan commences its journey on the path of culture and civilization and [thereby] establishes a luminous example for other countries." . . . [T]his letter also emphasized the expectation that everyone-man and woman-would receive ‘basic education' under the Taliban.  In June 1997, an editorial entitled ‘The Government of the Taliban: Better Expectations' in al-Balagh, the monthly journal of the Dar al-'Ulum of Karachi [one of Pakistan's preeminent madrasas], had again expressed hope not only that the Taliban would attend to the educational needs of the people but that "in addition to considering the requirements of Islam, the system of education would also take account of the needs of the time."  Couched in the language of advice and expectations, these mildly worded criticisms pointed to a certain discomfort among some of the ‘ulama regarding the policies of the Taliban.[102] 

One can draw from the above that internally-inspired reform was possible in Afghanistan at the time, since prominent voices were confident enough to voice their concerns to the Taliban leadership directly, rather than through secret, conspiratorial channels.  The U.S. decision to go to war against the Taliban and thereby invade and occupy a Muslim land, of course, has overridden much of these concerns in the eyes of many local ulama.  Dr. Zaman notes, 

After the United States gave an ultimatum to the Taliban to turn over Usama bin laden, thirty-three scholars of Karachi's Dar al-'Ulum-including Mawlana Rafi ‘Uthmani and Mawlana Taqi ‘Uthmani [two of the most prominent Islamic scholars in South Asia]-issued a written appeal to the Taliban to be mindful of the interests of Pakistan and Afghanistan in this crisis and try to resolve it with ‘an open mind.'  They recognized, the ‘‘ulama said, the difficult choices confronting the Pakistani government in this crisis, and they approved of its cooperation with others in combating terrorism.  At the same time, however, these ‘‘ulama had also criticized the American stance as ‘unjust' because, to them, Bin Laden's culpability for the terrorist attacks had yet to be established and to go to war without doing so meant ‘giving official sanction to terrorism with the backing of state power.'[103] 

The U.S. decision to go to war precluded key opportunities for internal reform by drowning out voices of the most moderate ‘ulama in the fog of war, for now any militant could bolster the call to arms by the fact foreign armies were invading the neighboring Muslim country of Afghanistan.  This reminds us of the profound need to recognize and acknowledge internal discourses of reform, which are present even in as starkly controlled a society as Afghanistan under the Taliban.  But foreign military action stifled those voices.  The lasting lesson here seems to be that we must fully understand the internal dynamics of local societies before deciding they are ripe to be fixed by external action, in order to remedy what we see as human rights violations.  After all, failing to do so will not only fail to solve the problem, it incites greater resistance, and irreparably disrupts the internal struggles for accountability and a rule of law in the whirlwind of war.  As veteran Afghan affairs analyst Barnett Rubin remarked in a 2005 interview, "the fact that the country's Muslim clergy, which have a national network that can mobilize the populace in ways the central and local governments cannot, still have not reached a consensus on the legitimacy of the government constitutes another serious vulnerability to the U.S.-backed regime."[104] 
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

A critical part of the effort to understanding internal dynamics of Muslim societies, then, is acknowledging the role of ‘ulama in Muslim-majority societies like Pakistan and Afghanistan.  As seen in the prominent sociolegal positions held by ‘ulama in Pakistan and Iraq[105], ‘ulama command the esteem of lay men and women in contexts where Islamic law, in a flexible meshing with local customary law, constitutes the overarching principles of what is normatively considered to be noble conduct.  As the headmasters and instructors in local religious seminaries, also known as madrasas, ‘ulama are often the only available educators in rural villages and poor urban neighborhoods.[106]  On a national level the most renowned ‘ulama are respected as knowledgeable and not suffering from the corruption that has plagued state actors in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  There is a long legacy behind this reverence.  Professor Hallaq provides some context as to the status of ‘ulama in the history of Muslim societies, 

The authority of the [Islamic] jurists...must not be confused with any notions of worldly power, since they wielded none. Nor was their authority of the charismatic or even moral type, though these types of authority were not entirely precluded. Nor, yet, was their authority purely religious, for the Islamic scene witnessed a number of learned religious classes who, despite their impressive erudition and intellectual output, were entirely devoid of legal authority. The jurists' authority was predominantly, if not essentially, epistemic.  Their very learning and erudition bestowed on them the authority that they enjoyed, in the first place the authority to interpret the law, but also the authority to command what is morally good and forbid what is morally bad, to lead and administer society and its civic institutions, to collect taxes, to represent the orphans and the downtrodden, to run educational institutions and law schools, and to supervise charities and public works.[107] 

With this background in mind, independent ‘ulama can, as they have in the past, be a key source of civil-society promotion and curb against the presently increasing state power over the lives of common Afghans.[108]  As demonstrated in Zaman's pioneering study of ‘ulama in modern South Asia and Afghanistan, ‘ulama continue to be powerful voices of dissent and protectors of common people's rights against state intrusion and control.  Thus religious scholars represent a vital area for international development and reconstruction actors to more purposefully acknowledge and open lines of communication with, as part of an attempt to salvage a reconstruction process that has become increasingly tainted with neocolonial overtones.[109] 

THE 1AC
And, representations shape our relationship with Afghanistan—language and justification for action create the political sphere and encourage certain outcomes.  Academics and policymakers are capable of changing this violent language—the plan’s action AND representations are key.
CROWE 07 [Lore, “the ‘Fuzzy dream”: Discourse, historical myths, and Militarized (in)security – interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf]

The myth is ostensibly damaging as a result of the apparent objectivity that clouds out dissenting voices and conflicting memories. Armstrong explains, the hidden fallacy of stories about political or cultural dilemmas today is that they are generally selective and self serving, leaving out convenient aspects: “The tales of our pundits, politicians, and terrorists are mythical rather than factual, expressive of a state of mind. These partial narratives represent an ideal rather than a complex reality.”36 The instance illustrated above in the reaction to Thobani’s speech is an example of how the public sphere comes to be constituted by what can and cannot be said, what Butler calls ‘the limits of the sayable’ which defines the public space in which speech operates and who are legitimate speaking subjects. What “can” be heard, seen, read, felt, and known, that is, will circumscribe the public sphere itself – controlling the way in which people see, how they hear and the way they respond thus fostering a hegemonic understanding of the political and social world.37 That myths are mediated by embedded social hierarchies of power is pivotal. The important and problematic role of reproducing discourses that facilitate certain historical myths can be understood if we acknowledge that it is through these means that understandings of identity and difference which rely on hierarchies of race, gender, class, ethnicity, nationality, and sexuality and of the legitimacy of violence are deliberately constructed. Relations of power, explains Eisenstein, are “absorbed by power-filled discourses which appropriate and silence subversive varieties.”38 Under the hero/neo-colonial gaze, the “other” is objectified, commodified, and ahistoricised through a “political economy of domination.”39 “There is no ‘good’ use of the media; the media are part of the event, they are part of the terror, and they work in both directions”.40 Who has the power to manipulate myth and what are the mediums through which these problematic myths are transmitted to the public? I want to briefly interrogate here the role of the media, political leaders and governments, and academia (or more specifically, scholars, teachers, and academic commentators) as composers and transmitters of myth. The war in Afghanistan, argues Der Derian, has transformed into a “mimetic war of images” in which battles of imitation and representation, rather than ‘rational calculations of interests’ result in war.41 Similarly, Baudrillard explains how the media frenzy that followed the collapse of the Twin Towers replaced a real and formidable event into a “repetitive, rehashed pseudo-event”, which simultaneously imbued the symbolic images with interpretations of terrorism. Indeed, “terrorism would be nothing without the media”.

IMPACT—VIOLENCE
Intervention is motivated by imperialistic American ideologies that justify oppression and oversimplifying of indigenous Afghans’ issues - this makes failure and violence inevitable
AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

 
At this critical juncture in Afghanistan's history, it is also important to place post-Taliban reconstruction within the broader context of a global resurgence of law and development activity in the past fifteen years; specifically since the fall of the Berlin wall and end of the U.S.-Soviet Cold War.  Prior to this recent reemergence, the failure of the American Law and Development movement of 1960s was a topic of great curiosity, consternation, and disappointment amongst international development lawyers as well as comparative legal scholars.[66]  James Gardner, for example, in his study of American development lawyers working in Latin American countries in the 1960s and 70s, presented a bold criticism of American development lawyers, describing the latter group by the term "legal missionaries."[67]  Gardner argued that American-trained lawyers' parochial definitions of law in non-U.S. jurisdictions, lack of consultation with local actors, and inexperience in interacting with the multiplicity of legal actors and layers of law in post-and neo-colonial settings was the writing on the wall for the American law and development movement.[68]  Numerous other commentators have discussed the "naïve view that by simply channeling some resources to poor countries, development would follow",[69] overlooking social and cultural complexities and political dynamics that could stymie reform efforts.[70]  One can trace the forbearers of this mid-twentieth century movement to nineteenth century European orientalists who, in studying colonial lands of Africa, Asia, and Latin America, implicitly compared the law of their own societies with what they constructed to be monolithic, inherently flawed, and overall lacking "non-Western" legal systems.  On this topic, Professor Laura Nader notes the parallels between past and present eras of law and development: 

A Euro-American configuration of institutions and belief systems has normalized and powered a Euro-American use of "rule of law" and lack, an ideology key to the colonial and imperial project whether it was being exercised by the British, French, American, Belgian, Dutch, Portuguese, German, or Italian colonial interest in pursuit of their enrichment. In the contemporary period, the appropriation of resources and ideas belonging to other peoples are sometimes justified by notions of civilization, development, modernization, or alternative dispute resolution. Lack has been used to highlight positional superiority, an important mechanism for constructing and legitimizing conditions for plunder...Thus, the European roots of the colonial project were tied to a theory of lack - a theory that justified taking property from those deemed lacking the ability to exploit resources around them. Other peoples lacked law - a provider of order, beneficial to the public good. Steeped in 19th century unilineal evolution - whereby human society progressed from savagery, to barbarism, to civilization as exemplified by Europe - Western countries identified themselves as being civilized because they were governed by the rule of law, no matter what the actual history of a present situation might be. Such identity was acquired by knowledge of and false comparison with other peoples, those who were said to lack the rule of law, such as indigenous people, or in reference to China, Japan, India or the Islamic world more generally. In addition, today the Third World developing countries lack further, the minimal institutional system necessary for the unfolding of an efficient market, one that serves, today as in the past, to further the construction of Western superiority. Of course, the Other is often aware that "lack" is about the building of a universal rule of law that, while ethnocentric, is capable of facilitating efficient transfers of property rights from whoever values them less to whoever values them more, such that global rule makers claim sovereignty over local politics.[71] 

Far from being a distant era of the past, it appears we are witnessing a return of the law and development movement in Afghanistan, albeit with considerable refinements and differences.[72]  Some of the unique aspects of the latest revival of law and development appears to be a profuse Western confidence in free-market economic structures following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the forceful backing of foreign-imposed judicial reform by Western governments and multinational firms seeking new markets and untapped natural resources, all fortified with the domestic political support of an open-ended, fear-driven "war on terrorism."[73]  On a less cynical note, another difference is an emerging body of international law compiled through decades of statutory and case law evolution.  Nevertheless, major questions remain as to how to implement statutory rights or formal international case law in non-centralized-state contexts like Afghanistan, considering the significant administrative and sociocultural complexities of even implementing the respective nation-state's law.  Indeed this paper argues not so much that human rights law is flawed or a dead-end run, but rather more research is needed to contextualize how human rights struggles can be owned and implemented by indigenous communities themselves without sacrificing their traditional means of dispute resolution and legal process.  Agency and sovereignty, after all, have proven to be the absolutely crucial values to indigenous groups throughout the world.[74] 
[CONTINUED]
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Without such sociocultural contextualization, we face the constant danger of imposing Euro-American sociolegal norms in "receiving" societies where they will not resonate and may even be interpreted as the Trojan horses of neocolonial projects, meanwhile hoisted with self-congratulating attitudes in the Western countries portraying their actions as brave new forces promoting liberating, civilizing processes in the darker corners of the world.  Such attitudes are summed up best in the State Department's description of Afghanistan's reconstruction, where it boldly states on its webpage, "Today, the U.S. is assisting the Afghan people as they rebuild their country and establish a representative government that contributes to regional stability, is market friendly, and respects human rights."[75]  If this paper has achieved anything thus far, I hope it is to complicate and problematize simplistic portrayals of Afghanistan's extraordinarily complex reconstruction-a reconstruction that is laden with covered-up failures and exaggerated praise of isolated success stories, and has resulted in little progress on the ground when it comes to improving ordinary Afghans' lives, furthering Afghanistan's self-sufficiency, or promoting accountability through local vehicles of law. 

V. Beyond Civilizing Missions and Illusory Narratives of Progress: Regarding Accountability in Afghanistan through Indigenous Means 

A. An Encouraging Start: The Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission Report 

In January 2005, the Afghanistan Independent Human Rights Commission (AIHRC) published a report analyzing common Afghan civilians' perspectives of the reconstruction process.[76]  This one of a kind study interviewed 4,151 Afghans, from the urban milieu of Kabul to Afghan villages across the rural and mountainous provinces, to even refugee camps in neighboring Pakistan and Iran.[77]  The report makes powerful points and recommendations, especially considering the fact they are based on the views of Afghans on the ground themselves.  It appears to be the first time a major agency involved in the reconstruction process spent a substantial amount of time and energy solely to ask what Afghans on the ground think, feel, and experience in daily life.  It also seems to be the first time a major agency genuinely sought to hear what Afghan civilians have to say about reconstruction processes, including its announced goals versus practical shortcomings, and incorporate their voices into policy circles in the Afghan government and NGO community.  Moreover, this survey provides personal stories and a more textured glimpse into the human tragedies of an on-going quarter-century war in Afghanistan.  Relevant to this paper, the report made the following conclusions: 

Security has consistently been ranked as by far the number one concern of Afghan civilians in Afghanistan, followed by lack of electricity as a distant second, and disappearances of loved ones as third.[78] 

Accountability for past human rights violations, at the very least vetting offenders from public office, is very important to common Afghans, and should not be cheaply sold in the name of reconciliation.[79] 

Transitional justice policy must be respectful of pre-existing legal cultures, including the vital role Islamic law plays in the lives of common Afghans, who generally envision a prominent role for Islam in reconstruction.  Religious leaders can thus play a crucial role in encouraging and facilitating reconciliation and unity on the local level.[80] 

These findings are extremely important because they shed light on what common Afghans hold to be important and what speaks to their actual needs, as opposed to those imagined by central government and international actors detached from life on the ground.  While prominent Afghan and U.S. officials frame liberation as the overthrow of the Taliban and their draconian social policies, these reports shed light on the less glamorous, but just as crucial socioeconomic issues that are not being addressed with sufficient attention and resources: public safety, adequate winter shelter, heating, clean water, and protection of indigenous law and culture. 

While clearly not every single relevant issue was covered in the AIHRC questionnaires, nor was an exhaustive survey conducted of the entire Afghan population, this report is an inspiring move in that direction.  Because many of the problems discussed in sections II-IV of this paper deal with the failure to incorporate indigenous Afghan perspectives, voices, and actors in the internationally-led reconstruction process, the AIHRC report is profoundly important because it tackles the flawed approach of most international and Afghan government agencies by listening first, rather than jumping into prompt but unguided action.  At the very least, these types of engagements with ordinary Afghans open lines of communication that are crucial to the future of reconstruction processes actually improving the lives of Afghanistan's people. Hence, this paper urges that more surveys and consultations of indigenous actors, particularly Afghan civilians on the ground, be incorporated into reconstruction goals and processes.  Accessing these pools of information needs to be the starting point-and an evaluative gauge throughout-of reconstruction projects regardless of the field.  Interviews and consultation councils with civilians at large should not be dismissed based on the highly technical nature of any given project.  Indeed, the receiving end of the successes, and failures, of reconstruction projects are the Afghan people themselves, and so they should be invested with more decision-making power with the directions of investments that will inevitably impact their daily lives, for the better or for the worse.  This can be achieved by not merely reports and surveys that are based on extensive interviews of Afghan individuals, but also by organizing a combination of public consultation gatherings and smaller, private sessions in local districts where Afghan voices are heard, on the provincial and national levels.  Needless to say this is a complex undertaking that requires advanced planning, continuous refining, and of course, constant input from the Afghan public at large.  While it is beyond the scope of this paper to blueprint such a scheme, the goal of this section nevertheless is to cite a practical example in the AIHRC survey, as well as underscore the importance of increasing the NGO community's understanding of rural Afghanistan's indigenous cultures and legal systems, which would shed light on how locally established tribal and village councils could contribute to the processes of national reconciliation and building accountability rather than being viewed as backwards "obstacles."  A practical example of the latter is the customary law reports produced by such organizations as the International Legal Foundation; a rudimentary study of customary law in Afghanistan's diverse provinces.[81]  If dominant reconstruction actors fail to entrust indigenous actors with more agency in the process, and continue to alienate Afghans with parochial visions and plans of reform, Afghanistan will face a vicious cycle of violence fed by the struggles between foreign intervention and indigenous resistance, resulting in exponentially increasing costs and lost opportunities for all. 
IMPACT—Violence
American imperialism leads to global violence 
Milbank, 2002,  Christian theologian, Professor of Religion, Politics and Ethics at the University of Nottingham. He previously taught at the University of Virginia and before that at the University of Cambridge. Milbank was educated in Britain, studying at Oxford and Cambridge (where he studied under Rowan Williams) before receiving his PhD from the University of Birmingham, “Sovereignty, Empire, Capital, and Terror,” Project Muse
Concerning the immediate aftermath of the events of September 11, the initial question one should ask is exactly why there was outrage on such a gigantic scale? After all, however unusual and shocking this event may have been, people are killed in large numbers all the time, by terror, politics, and economic oppression.Within a matter of days after the attack on the World Trade Center, the United States already may have killed more people in response to the attacks than died in them, through increased and tightened sanctions in the Near East which bring pressure on governments through the deliberate terrorization of civilian populations. So why this unprecedented outrage? There may be two answers here. The first answer is the threat to sovereign power that is involved. It is, after all, sovereign power that is supposed to have the right over life and death, whether in Islam or in the West. The sovereign state can execute people. It can pass laws that increase the lives of some and decrease the lives of others. It can fight wars. It can impose sanctions that kill. Individuals who take upon themselves this right of life and death are considered to be criminals. But to kill on this scale throws everything into confusion. Is this a crime? No, it seems, because killing on this scale is something only the state is supposed to be capable of. Is it then an act of war? Well, if so, then is it a different kind of war, because only sovereign states can wage war. It actually seems to be worse than normal war waged by a state, because it is a threat to the very idea of the state itself, and so to sovereignty itself. Onemust here ignore the pieties about the dreadfulness of terrorism.The West and Israel itself engage in or covertly support many acts of terror all over the globe, and indeed terrorism has only arisen as a tactic of minority resistance in imitation of the new late-nineteenth- and twentieth-century deployment of unabashed physical and psychological terror against civilians as a primary instrument of war in contradiction to all traditional Christian teaching and even practice, up to a certain point. (These horrific new tactics were arguably first taken up during the American Civil War.) The terrorism that is seen here as being uniquely evil is the terrorism that assumes a power that is supposed to belong to states alone. I am not at all saying that the people who blew up theWorld Trade Center buildings were anarchists. No, they were perhaps indeed Islamic totalitarians who wished to establish something like an Islamic International (this applies to Al-Qaeda; whereas the Egyptian Hamas organization aspires to Islamic nation-statehood). But their mode of action threatens the very idea of the state. So that is my first answer. But answer two is that there was a hidden glee in the official outrage on the part at least of some, though certainly not of others.The attack seemed to give an opportunity to do things that some factions in theWest have wanted for a long time.What are these things? An assault on so-called rogue states; a continuous war against ‘‘terrorists’’ everywhere; a policing of world markets to ensure that free-market exchange processes are not exploited by the enemies of capitalism. But, above all, the attack provided an opportunity to reinscribe state sovereignty. Themodern secular state rests on no substantive values. It lacks full legitimacy even of the sort that Saint Paul ascribed to the ‘‘powers that be,’’ because it exists mainly to uphold the market system, which is an ordering of a substantively anarchic (and therefore not divinely appointed in Saint Paul’s sense) competition between wills to power—the idol of ‘‘liberty,’’ which we are supposed to worship. This liberty is dubious, since it is impossible to choose at all unless one is swayed one way or another by an influence: hence a supposedly ‘‘pure’’ free choice will only be a cover for the operation of hidden and uniform influences. People who fondly imagine themselves the subjects of their ‘‘own’’ choices entirely will, in reality, be themost manipulated subjects and the most incapable of being influenced by goodness and beauty.This is why, in the affluent Anglo-SaxonWest today, there is somuch pervasively monotonous ugliness and tawdriness that belies its wealth, as well as why there are somany people adopting (literally) the sing-song accent of self-righteous complacency and vacuous uniformity, with its rising lilt of a feigned questioning at the end of every phrase. This intonation implies that any overassertion is an impolite infringement on the freedom of the other, and yet at the same time its merely rhetorical interrogation suggests that the personal preference it conveys is unchallengeable, since it belongs within the total set of formally correct exchange transactions. Pure liberty is pure power—whose other name is evil. The nation-state itself creams off and piles up this pure power in the name of a people. Every modern state therefore is inherently semiracist because it proclaims the supreme interest of a discrete populace, defined by legacy as well as territory. This semiracist holding together of a people requires an exterior—a potential enemy. As Carl Schmitt argued, the occasional emergency of war is crucial for the (one must add, modern) state’s legitimacy. But globalization puts the modern state into crisis. There is now the prospect of nomore exterior, nomore real foes. 
[CONTINUED]
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Sovereign power is consequently threatened. If it remains merely domestic, it will wither away in the face of multiple loyalties. If it exports itself and drives toward the global state, then it still needs an enemy who is other.Without an external enemy, the enemy must now be internal, lurking everywhere. Without the possibility of the occasional emergency of war, there must be perpetual war against an internal danger. As Jean Baudrillard has said, globalization inevitably evokes its own shadow: the irruptive challenge of suppressed singularity, which when all other resources are lost to it, can still make the symbolic gesture of sacrificial death (suicidal self-sacrifice or the sacrificialmurder of others; the two being often combined, as on September 11).1 A monotonous totality both requires this opposition and tends to provoke its unexpected instance. Because of its history of expanding frontiers—its internal wars against native Americans, African Americans, British loyalists, Spaniards in the South and West, the dissenting Confederate states, southern and Central America, dealers in alcohol and drugs, and Communists in the 1950’s, the United States has in a sense been long preparing for this new sort of global conflict. As Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri have argued in their Empire, American neo-Roman imperialism works by a constant subsumption and inclusion of ‘‘others,’’ such that difference is apparently welcomed, yet actually subordinated to an unremitting uniformity. This subsumption coincides with an obliteration of the older distinction between colonies as the extracapitalist sources of ‘‘primary accumulation’’ and the fully capitalized home markets. Now all comes to be within the unrestricted one world market. 
IMPACT—War/Clash of Civ
The ideology of international intervention leads to full blown wars and clashes of civilizations
AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

 
International intervention in the law of another society, particularly when it relates to social and cultural norms, tends to only exacerbate internal conflicts by politicizing and distorting the original issues.  The latter can often have the effect of transforming local disagreements into full-blown wars whereby parties can lodge their conservative arguments in a call for defending the homeland against foreign imperialist motives, thereby stymieing indigenously-supported legal growth and a more organic development of the local legal system.  This is precisely the predicament of Afghanistan, where it is not uncommon for Afghans to construe the widespread international attention to the conditions of Afghan women as another missionary war on Islam, an attempt to demonize Afghan men, and a precursor to outright colonization of the country itself.[96] 

Stoking such "clash of civilizations" fears - trepidations that of course are not limited to Muslim societies[97] - could be avoided by first respecting the complexity and interdependency of local sociocultural norms in tightly-knit societies like those of rural Afghanistan, paying special attention to how such norms operate in practice, instead of how they are imagined and decontextualized by outside observers.  This symbiotic approach to development requires a much deeper understanding of Afghanistan's history (both pre-modern and contemporary), diversity of legal cultures, and customary judicial systems by foreign development agencies, as compared to the highly-skewed, politicized, and overly-simplistic depictions of the Taliban's "Islamic oppression" in Western media after September 11, 2001.  Needless to say, the constant repetition of categorical dichotomies, such as "us" and "them", "good" and "evil", "freedom" and "tyranny" (symbolizing an apocalyptic battle Western secular-liberal modernity on the one hand versus Islamic extremism on the other), exacerbates the polarization between international and local, destroying bridges of cross-cultural understanding that thrive on the sharing of world-views and goal of building a peaceful Afghanistan.[98] 

IMPACT—Imperialism fails/wars
US exceptionalism encourages unreflexive and un-nuanced solutions to problems, gautenteeing violence and inevitable failure—hegemony, as currently constituted, CANNOT succeed

Krishna 2 - Professir if Political Science at the University of Hawaii (Sankaran, Summer 2002, “An Inarticulate Imperialism: Dubya, Afghanistan and the American Century”, Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Relations Vol 1, Num 2, http://alternativesjournal.net/volume1/number2/krishna-1.pdf)

I argue that as imperialisms go, the American variant of the last half a century has evolved into an extraordinarily inarticulate and unintelligent one. Even a cursory reading of Edward Said’s Culture and Imperialism is sufficient to indicate that erstwhile colonial enterprises (notably the British and French) were accompanied by an assiduous (if also irremediably orientalist) desire to understand the history, economy, culture, philosophy, society, law, religion, scriptures, and language of the territories they conquered. Such orientalist knowledge turned out to have been often empirically inaccurate and, more perniciously, to have created the very social realities they were ostensibly representing. 2 Nevertheless there was an impressive intellectual energy, scholastic discipline, will to knowledge, socio-political intimacy, and degree of articulateness that constituted the culture of the imperialism that Said describes. When the book on the intellectual, artistic and socio-cultural accompaniments of contemporary American imperialism is written I fear that it may have all the loquacity of a George W. Bush soundbite, with the accompanying arrant grammar, grade-school vocabulary and a dimwit’s sense of history. Garry Trudeau’s Doonesbury depiction of the US president as a ditz floating beneath a broad-brimmed Stetson says it all. The American disinclination for an imperialism that seeks to know its dominions is an enduring one. In earlier times it could be seen in the ideology of isolationism, but even more so in a genealogy that prized its own novelty and distance from the rest of the world. This ‘new world’ defined itself in opposition to the entangling alliances of the old – with their valorization of antiquity, history, culture and other assorted ‘soft’ disciplines. A frontier ideology that privileged pragmatism, practicality and, not to put too fine a point on it, a robust antiintellectualism, was seen as the American way. Ignoring the fact that from the very inception they have been a settler colony that effaced the indigenous population, and thereafter built their country on the back of various forms of slavery, Americans regard themselves as reluctant and inexperienced imperialists, if they see themselves as imperial at all – whereas the best that can be said is that they are certainly the most inarticulate and unself-reflexive of the tribe. In recent decades (that is to say, after Vietnam) this inarticulate brand of imperialism has come to be accompanied by a war-making strategy that further alienates America from the specifics of the societies it engages with. Since Vietnam, the United States does not wish to deploy any soldiers (let alone scholars or numismatists or linguists) at all – preferring instead bombing raids from up on high in the clouds. Such a bombing-intensive strategy with a quick exit is preceded by a Hannibal-like amassing of superiority in terms of men and materiel over the adversary – the so-called Powell Doctrine. The techniques of waging a sanitized conflict from afar are multiple – smart bombs, satellite imaging, simulations, special forces – and they are all designed to keep America from getting into, learning about, immersing itself in, the societies it seeks to dominate. This is an all-holds-barred wrestling style where you reach out and touch your enemy only through the digitized images on a computer screen. Such a war-making strategy, designed to minimize American casualties and maximize the breadth of destruction (all this talk of precision bombing and surgical strikes notwithstanding), built as it on an already imposing historical inheritance of detached imperialism, makes incidents like the one at Kakarak only a matter of “when” and not of “if”.3 
IMPACT—Afghan civil war
US intervention has replaced one oppressive regime with another—picking sides inevitably leads to civil war
AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

 
As the Argentine international human rights scholar and U.N. Special Adviser Juan Méndez argued in his instructive article Accountability for Past Abuses, "a lasting peace [following civil war] is only possible if the process by which it is attained carefully and honestly addresses human rights and laws of war violations by all sides."[25]  Such an evenhanded perspective has long been in demand in Afghanistan, where the prevalence of suspected war criminals in the current Afghan government and political order-mostly beneficiaries of the U.S.-led overthrow of the Taliban-does not give rise to the liberating vision as presented in the self-congratulating speeches of the present U.S. administration.  Rather, far from calling for celebration, the process of favoring one faction over another has laid seeds for further internal conflict in a society already severely fragmented by the turmoil of recent civil war.[26] 

IMPACT—Rape and oppression
It’s not just the Taliban that oppresses women—US supported warlords are often war criminals and rapists

AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

II. Liberation for Whom?: The Prevalence of Suspected War Criminals in the Transitional Afghan Government 

A cursory glance of American media coverage of the post-September 11 U.S. war against the Taliban reveals a pervasive motif of liberating the Afghan masses.[9]  But who, in fact, have been the greatest beneficiaries of externally-driven regime change in Afghanistan?  This question has become an increasingly poignant one, considering that independent human rights monitoring groups have severely criticized the Afghan government for not doing enough to vet suspected war criminals from public office and even allowing many to run in the recent parliamentary elections.[10]  These factors have led many Afghans to conclude, not unreasonably, that the U.S.-led overthrow of the Taliban has only resulted in the replacement of one group of oppressors for another.[11]  Human Rights Watch (HRW) in particular has issued several reports documenting how numerous high-level officials and advisors in Afghanistan's current government are implicated in major war crimes and human rights abuses that took place in the brutal civil war of the early 1990s.[12]  In its recent report, Blood-Stained Hands: Past Atrocities in Kabul and Afghanistan's Legacy of Impunity, which includes more than 150 interviews with witnesses, survivors, government officials, and combatants, HRW documents war crimes and human rights abuses during Afghanistan's civil war, from April 1992 to March 1993, a particularly unstable period following the collapse of the Soviet-backed Najibullah government in Kabul?[13]  While some perpetrators have been killed or are in hiding, many leaders suspected of abuses are now officials in Afghanistan's defense or interior ministries, or are even public advisors to President Hamid Karzai.[14]  Upping the ante, several even competed for office in parliamentary and local elections in September 2005.[15]  Beyond those individuals in the public eye, other known perpetrators currently operate as provincial drug lords or regional strongmen in Kabul, directing proxies in official positions such as the Ministry of Defense, national security, and even judicial organs of government.[16] 

HRW's report implicates numerous factional leaders and commanders by name for their eminent roles in the abuses, including: (1) Abdul Rabb al-Rasul Sayyaf, a radical Islamist commander and leader of the Ittihad-e Islami faction, who now advises President Karzai and exercises major political power over the Afghan judiciary and has numerous proxies within the Afghan government; (2) Abdul Rashid Dostum, the leader of the Junbish-e Milli faction who now holds a senior post in the ministry of defense and exercises political control of several provinces in the north of Afghanistan; (3) Mohammad Qasim Fahim, Afghanistan's defense minister from 2001 to 2004 and a commander in the Jamiat-e Islami/Shura-e Nazar faction of the Northern Alliance; and (4) Karim Khalili, a commander in the Hezb-e Wahdat faction and now one of President Karzai's two vice-presidents.[17]  This is only a partial list; however, of the most notorious leaders suspected to have perpetrated countless acts of violence and war crimes during the civil war era that now hold public office.  Not included above are other well-known suspects such as Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, leader of the Afghan Hezb-e Islami faction (which perpetrated some of the worst abuses during the civil war period), who is presently in hiding and believed to be coordinating insurgent attacks on the new government and U.S. military forces, though many also suspect him of controlling the present Hezb-e Islami party that has 34 members in the lower house of the Afghan parliament.[18]  Needless to say, accountability goals have not been well served by the mysteriously successful escape of nearly all the top brass of the Taliban and al Qaeda leadership, who continue to release statements to the Afghan and Pakistani public from time to time with relative confidence and ease, leading many analysts to conclude high-level deals were struck somewhere along the line for their safety.[19] 

Adding to the politically complex but overall consistent theme of warlord impunity in Afghanistan, a number of commanders from the Saudi-backed Sayyaf's Ittihad faction are also serving in important security and judicial posts.[20]  By and large, however, the predominant beneficiaries of the U.S.-led overthrow of the Taliban were their most avid political and economic adversaries-the Afghan Northern Alliance, a loose coalition of sectarian political parties united only in their opposition to the Taliban and intervention by neighboring Pakistan.  Principally backed by Iran, Russia, and India, this group has not taken power without a significant share of public controversy (albeit largely suppressed) stemming from the group's role in atrocities against Kabul residents-in particular mass rapings, looting and deaths of tens of thousands from indiscriminate shelling of whole neighborhoods-during the civil war that followed Soviet withdrawal in the early 1990s.[21]  In addition to the more well-known war crime suspects described above, several other commanders from the Jamiat-e Islami and Shura-e Nazar factions of the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance militias are implicated in war crimes during the civil war period, yet are now candidates for parliament or are serving in the police and military forces.[22]  Moreover, the recently passed parliamentary bill offering general amnesty from prosecution to militia leaders, combatants, and factional organizations accused of war crimes against Afghan civilians during the 1992-1996 civil war has been widely criticized as protecting notorious abusers and sacrificing victims' rights under exceedingly suspicious (and self-serving) banners of national reconciliation.[23] 

Public attitudes of ordinary Afghans towards these warlords (many of whom held prominent posts in the Anti-Taliban Northern Alliance and thus have been allied to U.S. military forces since the Fall 2001 invasion) are not difficult to discern.  After the fall of the Taliban, while Northern Alliance leaders were being legitimized by the U.S. and E.U. before the world at Bonn in December 2001, the Revolutionary Afghan Women's Association (RAWA), by no means admirers of the Taliban, released the following statement: "The people of the world need to know that in terms of widespread raping of girls and women from seven to 70, the track record of the Taliban can no way stand up against that of these very same Northern Alliance associates."[24]  Perhaps no other quote better reveals the pitfalls of applying pre-fixed, mostly-western notions of feminist liberation in a complex, multi-layered country like Afghanistan where, tragically, they have been appropriated by foreign powers to justify military intervention in the country. 

2AC--Prefer our ev

Prefer our evidence—American exceptionalism makes the Neg’s authors biased and irrational

Marquee 09- writer of tons of books and frequent contributor to the BBC, the Guardian, The Independent, the Daily Telegraph, The Observer, London Review of Books, etc. (August 2009 “The Iron Click: American Exceptionalism and US Empire” http://www.mikemarqusee.com/?p=865)
Ironically, American exceptionalism obstructs perceptions of what’s actually exceptional or at least distinctive in US society. It renders peculiar features invisible to most Americans. Take the absence of universal health care. To most people in the USA, access to medical care is a major anxiety, even though the US has more than twice as many doctors and nurses per head than the UK and ten times as many as India. And it spends lavishly, devoting 15% of GDP to health care, a higher proportion than any other country. A profligate and chaotic health care system governed by the priorities of private profit excludes 14% of the population – the 45 million Americans without health insurance – and leaves most of the rest with only partial and often expensive coverage. The Institute of Medicine estimates that at least 18,000 Americans die prematurely each year solely because they lack health insurance.

American exceptionalism inhibits a comparative understanding of the USA. The assumption that the USA is the model democracy means that developments and improvements made elsewhere are largely unknown or regarded as irrelevant. And antiquated, undemocratic features such as the “federal system” become totemic.

American exceptionalism obstructs knowledge and understanding of US history and the pattern of its involvements abroad, especially any perception of the US as acting, like any other imperial power, on the basis of self-interest. Each intervention is presented as an altruistic response to a crisis. Since there is no American empire, no pattern, habit or system of extra-territorial domination, the motive for each intervention is assessed at face value. Given America’s special status among nations, the exercise of explicitly American prerogatives (as indicated in the NSS) seems as natural to many Americans today as did westward continental expansion to their 19th century forebears. American exceptionalism makes it easier for people in the US to believe that the US is doing the world a favour by intervening, that it does so from benign motives, and that it has a right to seek to engineer the world in its image.

In recent years, the fact that America is an empire has become less of a secret, even to Americans. Commentators such as Robert Kaplan and Niall Fergusson have urged the US to abandon its blushes and face up to its imperial responsibilities. They argue that empires have been and can be benign, and that the US is a liberal empire, or, in the words of Michael Ignatieff, “an empire lite, a global hegemony whose grace notes are free markets, human rights and democracy”. The appeal of this new imperial rhetoric seems largely restricted to sections of the intelligentsia, liberal and conservative. Bush and US spokespersons are careful to avoid or refute it, most Americans are uncomfortable or bewildered by it, and it is simply unacceptable to those in Asia, Africa and Latin America whose lives and consciousness have been shaped by anti-colonial movements. For the foreseeable future, explicitly imperial rhetoric will remain difficult to reconcile with the self-image fostered by American exceptionalism – a self-image that has proved hugely valuable in disguising the realities of US foreign policies and securing domestic acquiescence in them.

2ac—Muslim Scholars Solvency
Allowing customary afghani law to take over is the only solution—imposition of western law will inevitably fail because of afghanistan’s colonial history

AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

By encouraging the involvement of a diverse council of ‘ulama from the different provinces, there is potential for overcoming legitimacy problems, and there is some precedence here with the constitutional Loya Jirga process.  On a related note, while virtually all development agencies have stressed increasing spending on education, they should not shy from including traditional Islamic educational institutions that will promote a dynamic and nuanced study of Islamic law in the context of Afghanistan's grave humanitarian realities and needs of a modern state, rather than unilaterally branding Islamic schools with ludicrously broad strokes, such as "bastions of hate" or "Anti-American pedagogy."[121]  This will also alleviate fears and concerns on the part of Afghans and Muslims in the region that the international community is trying to do away with traditional Islamic seminaries (madrasas) and historically valued institutions of religious education in Muslim countries, to be replaced by Western-modeled secular schools.[122] 

In light of the brutal history of foreign invasions, occupations, and attempts at imposing colonialism, it should be clear to all that an indigenously-supported rule of law in Afghanistan will not grow from the importing of legal texts and institutions.  Rather, reestablishing a true "rule of law" in Afghanistan is only likely to evolve from the presently-functioning systems of legal order that are active in the provinces, while limiting new state legal institutions to the major cities.  Supplanting traditional adjudicatory systems in provincial areas with foreign codes will only obstruct a natural development of legal reform, rendering judicial reform movements as futile and counterproductive.  State resources would be far more efficiently invested in combating rampant poverty, abysmal health care services or lack thereof, and gross economic inequalities in general.  The fledgling Afghan state's failure to respect local legal histories and customs, exacerbated by a reliance on highly-formalistic foreign-drafted codes, will actually promote trends of impunity and social disorder by displacing respected legal actors on the ground such as Islamic jurists or tribal leaders versed in Afghan customary law, who are precisely the people capable of settling disputes and resolving conflicts authoritatively in Afghanistan.  Furthermore, as Juan Méndez has argued, "true reconciliation cannot be imposed by decree; it has to be built in the hearts and minds of all members of society through a process that recognizes every human being's worth and dignity."[123]  This is a process that Afghan ‘ulama-as prominent educators, independent scholars, and influential members of civil society across the ethnic spectrum in Afghanistan-can play a pivotal role in building through the central role of the mosque and Islamic legal norms in Afghan communal life.[124] 

2AC—A2 Legal Reforms CP 

Legal reforms fail—the conflict between local warlords and the central government makes top down reform inadvisable and impossible
AHMED 7 PhD (Faiz, “Afghanistan's Reconstruction, FIVE Years Later: Narratives of Progress, Marginalized Realities, and the Politics of Law in a Transitional Islamic Republic”, Gonzaga Journal of International Law 10 Gonz. J. Int’l L. 269, Autumn 2007)

 
 IV. Legal Reform in Afghanistan: Towards a Rule of Law, or Imposition of Law? 

A fundamental controversy surrounding legal and judicial reforms in post-Taliban Afghanistan-considered to be of the foremost goals of reconstruction-involves the imposition of law.  At a time when the transplantation of laws from Western countries (what some comparative lawyers describe as contexts of legal "production") constitute the hallmarks of legal reform projects in Afghanistan (a context of "reception"), critics allege nothing less than neocolonial dynamics are in place.[46]  Owing to the present Afghan government's extreme reliance on the international donor community for the necessary economic and military support in post-conflict[47] Afghanistan, pressure from European and American donors has resulted in largely top-down legal reforms with little or no participation from local Afghans on the ground.  For example, in a previous article the present author examined one of the Italian government's foremost contributions to Afghanistan's judicial reform-a hastily-drafted criminal procedure code it presented to the transitional Afghan government in February 2004.[48]  At a subsequent donor conference in Qatar, Italian officials praised the code as "a simplified text designed to make the work of the criminal police and judges easier and compliant with international human rights," and added that "the Code has been adopted by the Afghan Government."[49]  The Italian officials failed to mention, however, that no Afghan or even Islamic jurists were consulted in the code's drafting process, nor was Afghan customary law or Islamic law a fundamental source for this significant legal document.  Even the United States Institute of Peace, a U.S-funded research center founded to promote global democratization and the rule of law (and heavily invested in Afghanistan's reconstruction), invoked dissatisfaction with the new code in its introductory report Establishing the Rule of Law in Afghanistan.[50]  The fact that foreign jurists drafted the document, with little to no Afghan involvement, has mired the reception of this attempted legal transplant.  With similar lessons being drawn from other international development experiences, it is revealing to note that such dilemmas of transitional justice/post-conflict imposition of law are not unique to present-day Afghanistan.  For example, there are some parallels here to the problematic interaction between the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET) and local judicial personnel in East Timor.  In her article Cambodia, East Timor and Sierra Leone: Experiments in International Justice, international human rights scholar Suzannah Linton writes, 

The persistent failure to provide adequate support to the court, prosecution and defence, coupled with resentment of alleged interference in professional independence, led to difficult relations between UNTAET's Ministry of Justice and East Timorese judicial personnel.  To cap it all, the adoption of the Serious Crimes project was viewed with much anger by the East Timorese jurists, who felt that they had been excluded from the process and that the atrocity cases, which they had previously been dealing with, were being taken away from them by the international community.[51] 

Needless to say there are abundant differences between the political and sociocultural contexts of Afghanistan and East Timor. Yet the point of the analogy is not to compare their national histories, but to highlight how local jurists' resentment (and eventual resistance) to international development organizations is not an uncommon phenomenon, nor one that is unique to Afghanistan, no matter how worthy the agency's assistance may be.  To return to our core discussion here, I will argue that such top-down, foreign-driven judicial reform projects are reigniting the center-vs.-provinces conflict that has plagued Afghanistan's history throughout the twentieth century. 
Let us begin by examining the broader historical context of political centralization and legal reform in Afghanistan.  Ever since the Afghan state's founding in 1747, one of the leading indicators of the central government's weakness in the country has been the prevalence of competing legal systems, particularly in the outlaying provinces.[52]  On numerous occasions in Afghanistan's history, central governments based from Kandahar and Kabul attempted to impose a unified legal system on the vast, mountainous provinces, but were unable to displace local tribal mechanisms of adjudication and political control.  The failure of the former Afghan King Amanullah's Nizamnama reforms in the 1920s and the rejection of communist agrarian programs in the 1980s are illustrative cases in point.[53]  This is, of course, in addition to Afghans' renowned tradition of independence and fierce resistance to foreign invasions by colonial powers, especially Britain and Russia.[54]  J. Alexander Thier, a frequent commentator on Afghan legal development, aptly summarizes: 

The historical reality is that power in Afghanistan has almost always operated through a negotiation between the central authority and local power-holders - and tensions between these two levels have existed for as long as there has been a state. Even the Taliban, which exerted a greater measure of central control than its immediate predecessors, was forced to negotiate with local elites and accept a degree of local autonomy. Most of Afghanistan has always been remote from the center, and the infrastructure is insufficient to impose high levels of central control. Moreover, centralization has never been popular. This is due in part to strong local social organization and a tradition of independence, which means that decisions imposed from outside are usually resented locally. Distrust of central government is also based on the experience of authoritarianism and brutality.[55] 
[CONTINUED]

2AC—A2 Legal Reforms CP 

[CONTINUED]

In this way, Afghanistan's long history of decentralized governance, combined with the exceedingly factionalized politics and discontinuity of Kabul's political regimes over the last thirty years, has produced a recipe for extreme legal pluralism today.  American legal analysts who recently visited the country described the contemporary scenario as "a patchwork of differing and overlapping laws, elements of different types of  legal systems, and an overall incoherent collection of law enforcement and military structures,"[56] adding that such diversity and internal dissonance surfaces even within individual branches and ministries of the Afghan state.[57]  While a majority of state institutions reside in Kabul and a handful in other large cities, in most of the country regional power brokers exercise de facto political and administrative control through their own militias.[58]  Such warlords operate relatively free from any state supervision, enjoying sizable profits from the illegal but bustling opium trade or simply taxing all who pass under their dominion.[59]  Some have even assumed prominent state positions after the takeover of power by leading Northern Alliance officials following the fall of the Taliban.[60]  Apart from these autonomous warlords (and the official provincial governors who hold power de jure), in rural areas traditional Afghan tribal councils made up of elderly notables in each village resolve day-to-day disputes.[61]  Known as shuras or jirgas, each of these councils apply their own sophisticated and historically evolved canons of law, often combining aspects of Islamic Shar'ia with local customary law (‘adaat) in resolving community problems.[62]  In this manner, non-codified customary law governs the vast majority of the population especially outside of Kabul and other urban areas.[63] 

In this highly decentralized sociolegal environment, clashes with the presently state-centric, Kabul-based modes of legal development are bound to surface.  Part of this lies in the fact that with such highly evolved, local justice systems firmly in place, it is unlikely tribal councils will voluntarily relinquish their roles as respected adjudicators in order to be replaced by state-employed judges citing an Italian-designed criminal procedure code.[64]  The history of the Afghan provinces is replete with local resistance to Kabul's laws, let alone that of foreign powers or judicial reform commissions.[65]  Like Amanullah's social and educational reforms in the early twentieth century, and similarly with Afghan Communist party policies in 1970s-80s, the present attempts to impose centralization on local adjudicatory actors in the provinces are likely to crumble.  While the congenial welcome of humanitarian aid projects in the form of building vital infrastructures such as clean water wells, sanitation, and sturdy winter shelters for common Afghans-who were and continue to be deprived of such basic necessities through years of war and abandonment by the international community-may indicate a healthy relationship between external and local actors in Afghanistan today, such collaboration is not likely when the dynamics are translated as foreign interference into Afghan culture and social life.  After all, imposing a foreign criminal code in Afghanistan is not simply a matter of technical administrative procedures or "legal engineering."  Rather, it is an intensely political act, and one that can trigger larger forces of anti-government instability to accumulate over time, a process that has already begun.

2AC A2--War on Terror

The War on Terror is based on a purposeful refusal to understand the enemy, gaurenteeing perpetual escalation and failure
Krishna 2 - Professir if Political Science at the University of Hawaii (Sankaran, Summer 2002, “An Inarticulate Imperialism: Dubya, Afghanistan and the American Century”, Alternatives: Turkish Journal of International Relations Vol 1, Num 2, http://alternativesjournal.net/volume1/number2/krishna-1.pdf)

 
Intelligence, Imperialism and the World after 9/11

Until September 11th, 2001, the United States mainland had had a degree of inviolability
that underwrote its imperial indifference to the socio-cultural details of its various adversaries, or
the long-term consequences of its foreign policies. Prior American targets for retribution had
always been afar – embassies in northern Africa, or Marines in Lebanon, soldiers in Vietnam, or

airliners and cruise ships in distant places. The sheer scale and spectacularly mediated nature of
the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon have brought home to the United States
that its Olympian detachment from the entailments of its global involvements is no longer
sustainable. This realization is reflected in the aptly named new department for ‘homeland

security’ that has been touted. As the surveillance and delivery systems of US weaponry have
acquired an awesome reach, there has been a parallel development in the techniques and
resources of ‘terrorist’ organizations as well. And just as the hacker and computer security expert
are locked in a race wherein one can never sufficiently out-distance the other, the state and the
terrorist will have to continuously circle each other looking for a momentary lowering of the
guard.
US intelligence about its latest other – the terrorists of Al Qaeda and related organizations

inspired by extremist variants masquerading as Islam - is stymied by a problem that cuts to the

very core of its detached imperialism. Effective intelligence is, ultimately, human intelligence.

During the height of the cold war, for all their differences in ideology, the United States and the

Soviet Union met in and as “Europe”. This shared (albeit unequally) culture and race (reduced
here entirely to physical attributes) allowed Americans to ‘enter’ the other society, and vice
versa, establishing an intelligence equilibrium that created its own habitus of unstated limits and
boundaries. (The shock of the Cuban missile crisis was more on account of its departure from

this unstated limit than any seismic shift in the nuclear balance of terror as such). All said and

done, there was a sociality to superpower interactions during the Cold War that mitigated

somewhat the detached character of US imperialism. Having deemed its latest other – terrorist
groups claiming to be inspired by Islam - to be ineffably inferior and culturally unapproachable,
the United States finds it difficult, if not impossible, to get under its skin – to glean human
intelligence, in other words.
The requirement of intimate human intelligence has become extremely pressing at a time

when the trajectory of weapons technologies and the much-ballyhooed Revolution in Military

Affairs (RMA) are moving in precisely the opposite direction. As Der Derian argues in his

cartography of what he calls the military-industrial-media-entertainment network, our techniques

of abstraction have left us increasingly incapable of sustaining distinctions between the real and

the simulated, and between video imaging of violent encounters and the actual beast itself. These
techniques are moreover premised on a desire to escape specificity and ethnographic knowledge
about the other, preferring instead to control and kill from afar. As he notes,

The United States, as unilateral deus ex machina of global politics, is leading the way in
this virtual revolution. Its diplomatic and military policies are increasingly based on
technological and representational forms of discipline, deterrence, and compulsion that
could best be described as “virtuous war.” At the heart of virtuous war is the technical
capability and ethical imperative to threaten and, if necessary, actualize violence from a
distance – with no or minimal casualties [of American lives –SK]. Using networked

information and virtual technologies to bring “there” here in near real-time and with nearverisimilitude,

virtuous war exercises a comparative as well as strategic advantage for the

digitally advanced.8

The United States government, that mute and inarticulate imperialist at the best of times,
finds itself less capable of getting under the skin and into the minds of its adversaries than ever.
Such insight, critical for anticipating, deflecting, or detecting, the course of actions of the other
cannot be done by technology. It is this lacuna that has channeled the post 9-11 response of the
United States administration into a military operation in Afghanistan as distinct from the police
operation of detecting and bringing to heel the perpetrators of those acts. The temptation to

retreat into the gamed exercises of dancing pixels is more irresistible than ever before. Given the

irresistible momentum propelling the strategies of detached and abstract war (basically the entire

military-industrial-media-entertainment complex) I suspect we are in for a mimetic spiral of

terrorist violence targeted at national symbols followed in turn by American responses that make

more Kakaraks inevitable.
2AC A2: need exceptionalism to kill the nazis
Their argument is backwards—non violence would have worked better—they are just using extreme examples to justify evil

Welzer 09 -Steve Welzer is a writer for Green Horizon- a international journal (12/11/09 “Obama rejects non-violence, embraces American exceptionalism” http://www.green-horizon.org/index.php/blog/details/obama_rejects_non_violence_embraces_american_exceptionalism/)
In his Oslo speech accepting the Nobel Peace Prize, Barack Obama said: “A non-violent movement could not have halted Hitler’s armies.”

The debate about non-violence vs. the need for the use of violent force tends to come down to a discussion about Hitlerism. I think a non-violent movement of passive resistance would have dissipated the energy of Hitler’s expansionism with less bloodshed than that which resulted from WWII. I think M. L. King and Gandhi were right: “Nonviolence is the answer to the crucial political and moral question of our time—the need for humanity to overcome oppression and violence without resorting to violence and oppression.”

The use of force in a situation requiring immediate self-defense is one thing. Bush and Obama, on the other hand, talk about the “need for”, justification and morality of the United States of America “underwriting global security” using its hypertrophied military force (American exceptionalism in international relations).

The leaders of the dominant powers of any era always take the position that Bush and Obama take. That position and its consequences are evil.
2AC—POLITICS/MIDTERMS LINK TURN OF THE GODS
Afghan withdrawl is key to democratic base support of Obama, his domestic agenda, and the midterms—this card is the fire

Rupee News, 09 – (9/14/09, “70% of Democrats are Opposed to Afghan War,” http://www.lexisnexis.com)
Ignoring the overwhelming Democratic-voter opposition to the Afghanistan war threatens to cost Barack Obama the support of young people and anti-war voters who helped make him president. It could destroy any possibility of achieving his robust domestic agenda as well. President Obama needs an exit strategy instead of an escalation strategy.

Consider these amazing numbers from a Washington Post-ABC News Company Profile

Company Dossier

Poll taken in August: A majority of all voters say the war is not worth its costs, and 70 percent of Democrats are opposed to the war. Support has dropped overall by 10 points since March, and 20 percent among self-described liberals. According to the Washington Post, opposition to the Iraq war reached similar levels in the summer of 2004 and grew further through the 2006 midterm elections, becoming issue No. 1 in many congressional races that year.

The mass anti-war movement, which put more than 100,000 Americans on the streets at least 10 times between 2003 and 2007, has not been visible lately, but its return in some form is predictable as the issue of Afghanistan heats up. In the meantime, public opinion has shifted sharply on its own, perhaps because Americans are preoccupied with job loss and the recession, and harbor sour memories of the Iraq debacle. Obama now has a window of opportunity to change course.

Two premises of the war already are proving false: the first was the need to provide a secure and effective government in Afghanistan. Today, there is no sign of a viable client government in Kabul after eight years of war. Instead, the current regime of warlords and drug lords is being rendered illegitimate in the eyes of the Afghan people and the wider international community. Obama could blame the corrupt regime of Hamid Karzai and turn to the face-saving, all-party-talks model applied in Northern Ireland and the Balkans. Otherwise, the quagmire will deepen.

The second was to dismantle a safe haven for al Qaeda in Afghanistan from which to launch future Sept. 11-style terrorist attacks. The evidence, however, suggests that al Qaeda has relocated to Pakistan. No one is talking about U.S. forces invading Pakistan “at least not yet. And al Qaeda attacks were launched from Yemen and Germany, but theres no plan to go after al Qaeda in those nations.

At the same time, the U.S. occupation in Afghanistan only increases the Muslim hatred that transforms itself into terrorist activities.

It is not likely that Obama will seize on these new realities to change direction. This leaves Obama stuck in his quagmire abroad while his support at home is sliding away.

At the current casualty rate, more than 1,000 more Americans will be killed fighting in Afghanistan by 2011 as Obama enters his re-election year. (On the watch of George W. Bush, 700 Americans died in Afghanistan.) The number of wounded Americans will be triple that. Civilian casualties will be in the tens of thousands. Just as President Lyndon B. Johnsons escalation of the war in Vietnam destroyed his promise of guns and butter, so Obama’s war will undercut funding for his promised domestic initiatives: There’s only enough money for one or the other. With nearly three-quarters of the Democrats in their districts opposed to the war, members of Congress will be hard-pressed to keep funding an unwinnable war with tax dollars taken from domestic spending.

In advance of the 2006 and 2008 federal primary elections, the grassroots peace movement organized to become the tipping point between winning and losing in close national races. We saw the results at the polls.

If the Obama administration’s policies in Afghanistan continue to undermine the morale of those voters, it’s difficult to see how the Democrats will retain control of government. I am a passionate Obama supporter, but, like many others, I cannot abandon my views in order to blindly support the president.

Some, like Michael OHanlon of the Brookings Institution, claim there is zero chance that the Democrats will break with Obama over the war this coming year. I disagree.

Democrats will have to heed their anti-war constituencies rather than giving cover for the misguided military mission. A few months ago, Speaker Nancy Pelosi was reluctant to support hearings or a vote on an exit strategy resolution authored by Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass., in deference to the White House. Now she is warning that House votes for the escalation might not be there. California state party Chairman John Burton, an old warhorse of the peace movement, goes further. In response to the partys 700-member progressive caucus, Burton recently attacked the war and supported McGovern’s measure in an e-mail to 100,000 California Democrats.

Ironically, Obamas strongest base of support on a policy of escalation is becoming hard-core Republicans  those who will do anything to defeat him in the years ahead. The most difficult task in statecraft is to know when to hold them and when to fold them. The peace movement can help Obama extract himself and our nation from an untenable position. Otherwise, we will see the best hopes of his presidency  and our hopes, too  vanish in a long war. 
2AC A2: CAP K

Cap K Link Turn

U.S. Imperialism is a bastion for the capitalist mindset—the perm solves best

Peace and Solidarity Commission, 10 – (6/4/10, Communist Party of the USA, “We Need a New Kind of Peace Movement,” http://www.cpusa.org/we-need-a-new-kind-of-peace-movement/)
In the long term, socialism in the US requires a fundamental change in US foreign policy to end. Imperialism is not a policy; it is capitalism itself at this stage of development. We cannot end the wars, curb the power of the military industrial complex nor eventually end US imperialism without a militant insurgent peace movement that employs nuanced tactics.

Short-term, radical, far-reaching reforms are not possible without demilitarizing the economy. Not achievable. Therefore the struggle for peace and ending militarism are essential elements of today's class struggle.
2AC—a2—Womens rights

The “women’s rights” justification for intervention is an excuse for colonialism and empire building—it obscures the true motives and dangerous ideologies

CROWE 07 [Lore, “the ‘Fuzzy dream”: Discourse, historical myths, and Militarized (in)security – interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf]
That the West still approaches Afghanistan with a ‘backwards’ mentality is also evident in the attitude towards Afghan women. A critical analysis can explore how existing misrepresentations of the Third World affect Western security agendas, and vice versa, and the resulting effect of these agendas on the same women they supposedly aid. Under the guise of exporting democratization and achieving emancipation, the US-led “liberating” coalition not only ignored women’s security, they decreased their security. Even more troubling is that this was committed while justifying the invasion of Afghanistan to the American public as a mission to “save the women”. This proclamation is in and of itself illustrative of the Western ethnocentricity and the persisting colonialist stance that endangers Third World women’s security in a transnational world dominated by a US empire: “To position women’s rights as a rallying point for war paints politicians and the public at large into a corner…It’s a calculated exploitation of leftist concerns in order to suppress dissenting thought”.93 The US government repeatedly referred to the oppression of women as being of paramount concern, leaving the impression that they would indeed “liberate” these women and in a sense justifying their invasion to their populace. Then US Secretary of State Colin Powell stated: “The recovery of Afghanistan must entail the restoration of the rights of Afghan women. Indeed, it will not be possible without them. The rights of the women of Afghanistan will not be negotiable.”94 In November 2001, even Laura Bush spoke on the topic of Afghan women in the weekly radio address usually given by the President. She stated that “the brutal oppression of women is a central goal of the terrorists” and that “the fight against terrorism is also a fight for the rights and dignity of women.”95 In wake of the US intervention, however, it appears that women’s oppression was used as justification for its own militarized agenda. A Report of Rights & Democracy’s Mission to Afghanistan from the International Centre for Human Rights and Democratic Development states: “Women’s rights have been brought to the forefront by political leaders who have learned to use the women’s human rights discourse to justify their military interventions.”96 And the media, exclaims Christine Delphy, “drew a veil” over the histories that conflicted with these aims.97 Maria Raha vibrantly conveys the undeniable relationship between the U.S politically constructed narratives of Afghan women (as oppressed and in need of “saving”) as legitimating for intervention and the media’s role in disseminating them. I quote her here at length:

2AC—Challenge Obama

The Peace movement must challenge Obama on the issue of affghanistan—the alternative is perpetual violence and failure

Payne, 2010
Michael Payne, writer on domestic social and political matters, American foreign policy and climate change. His articles have appeared on Online Journal, Information Clearing House, Peak Oil, Google News and many others. July 7, 2010, “Fool Us Once, Mr. Obama, Shame On You; Fool Us Again? Oh no you won't!” http://www.opednews.com/populum/page.php?a=114865&p=1

We voted for you, Mr. Obama, and elected you president because we believed in you and your message, a seeming message of hope; we saw you as a visionary, a strong leader, and an agent of real change that would end corrupt government and transform America. But in less than two years you have proven to us that you are not the man that you purported to be and your actions are in direct conflict with your message. Yes, you fooled us once but, you know what, you will never fool us again.

We Americans continue to watch and listen as President Obama and our military leaders try to invent new, innovative justifications to somehow get us to buy into the quagmire they have created in Afghanistan. Over and over we hear this monotonous message: "We have to finish the mission; the war is critical to the vital interests of the United States; the security of our nation is at risk." They are feverishly trying to rearrange the deck chairs on the USS Titanic but it's far too late and it's not going to work.

Our president is said to revere President Abraham Lincoln. If that's so, then I think that he needs to heed Lincoln's famous quote, "You may fool all of the people some of the time, you can even fool some of the people all of the time, but you cannot fool all of the people all of the time." While he may think he can continue to fool the majority of the American people into supporting his misguided, unwinnable war in Afghanistan and Pakistan, he is merely fooling himself.

The term smoke and mirrors refers to a presentation by which the audience is intended to be deceived, such as an attempt to trick unsuspecting prospective clients into buying into some devious financial scam. Well, we Americans have been dazzled by a continuous display of smoke and mirrors since 2000 when Bush/Cheney tried to sell us on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. And now we are still being bombarded with the same old justifications and excuses for escalating the Afghan/Pakistan war by Mr. Obama.

More and more, the American people are not buying into President Obama's now personalized war agenda; yes, we have been fooled for nine years, but after a while the same old act gets stale and no longer registers. Speaking of the same old act, here are some excerpts from Mr. Obama's June 23 speech in which he fired General McChrystal who, literally, talked himself out of his job with his wayward tongue:

Mr. Obama spoke of the "vital mission", how we must "succeed" in defeating Al Qaeda. He repeated the same old, "We must eliminate the safe haven from which Al Qaeda is destroying the Afghanistan society from within, and they must be prevented from attacking America." This is the old, "we need to fight them over there so we don't have to fight them over here." Once, again, the fact is that Al Qaeda is now in any number of countries and could attack the U.S. from any of them.

Listening to some of these "war" discussions on network or cable TV can be extremely nauseating as these hosts and anchors continue to discuss how we need to "go after the bad guys" when they haven't a clue about what's really going on or they have been verbally muzzled so they don't dare to state their true opinions. The national media are nothing more than a bunch of string puppets that dance around, controlled and manipulated by their corporate masters.

During the last war that America lost to insurgents, namely, the Vietnam War, Presidents Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon used ever conceivable tactic, including an extensive display of smoke and mirrors, to convince the American people to continue to support a disastrous, failing war. Their policies and actions resulted in the deaths of 58,000 U.S. troops while two million Vietnamese died and America suffered a humiliating defeat.

Our presence in Afghanistan, Pakistan and the region of Central Asia is based entirely upon an agenda of gaining control over the vast, critical natural resources that are present there. Al Qaeda is the straw man by which all of these activities are being justified. Sure Al Qaeda and other terrorist groups must be dealt with, and can be, with appropriate covert military actions but to try to deal with that threat through the use of a massive military force is a completely outdated method. This is not World War II. It's time for our leaders in Washington to awaken to this reality and stop living in the past.

2AC—Aff Solves Relations

American exceptionalism makes relations breakdowns inevitable—only changing our fundamental attitude toward the world can solve

Stokes and Kohut 09- work for the Pew Research Center (May 9, 2006 “The Problem of American Exceptionalism”  http://pewresearch.org/pubs/23/the-problem-of-american-exceptionalism) 
The Problem of American Exceptionalism - Pew Research Center

The Problem of American Exceptionalism Our values and attitudes may be misunderstood, but they have consequences on the world scene 

by Andrew Kohut and Bruce Stokes

May 9, 2006 

Why is anti-Americanism on the rise? In their new book, America Against the World, Pew Research Center President Andrew Kohut and journalist Bruce Stokes explore findings from the Pew Global Attitudes Project's series of international surveys that highlight the role American values play in the worldwide rise in anti-Americanism in the 21st century. In the following excerpt, the authors examine the major factors, real and imagined, that contribute to this growing alienation between America and other countries, both friends and foes, around the globe. 

Differences in American values and attitudes, modest as many may be, do matter in the daily relations between nations because of the status of the United States as an unprecedented superpower and the driving influence of American business and culture. While other publics hold exceptional views, Argentine, Czech, and Japanese exceptionalism do not face such resistance because Argentina, the Czech Republic, and Japan do not dominate the globe the way that the United States does. Americans' exceptionalism is America's problem, not so much because Americans are that different from others, but because any dissimilarity in attitudes or values is magnified by the United States' place in the world, and others often resent those differences. 

In pursuing these differences, it is helpful to differentiate between three types of American exceptionalism that shape both the ways that U.S. citizens look at the world and the ways that the world looks at them: Misunderstood exceptionalism -- American values and attitudes that many in the United States as well as abroad regard as part of the problem, though there is little evidence to support this contention. Conditional exceptionalism -- Aspects of the American character that are distinctive, but not so much that they are destined to consistently divide the American people from the rest of the world. These include values and attitudes that are products of the times or subject to the course of events and the influence of American leadership. Problematic exceptionalism -- How Americans view themselves, their country, and the world in ways that reflect potentially unbridgeable, persistent gaps in opinions on important issues. 

Not all characteristics that distinguish Americans fall neatly into one or another of these categories, of course. And it is important to emphasize that we use the term exceptionalism without the normative judgments -- specifically, the implication of superiority--often associated with it. Whether the special qualities of American attitudes and values have encouraged a sense of American superiority is an issue to be explored. 

Misunderstood 
Two aspects of the American character -- nationalism and religiosity -- are assumed to significantly influence the way the United States conducts itself in the world. As Minxin Pei of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace has put it, "Today's strident anti-Americanism represents much more than a wimpy reaction to U.S. resolve or generic fears of a hegemon running amok. Rather, the growing unease with the United States should be seen as a powerful global backlash against the spirit of American nationalism that shapes and animates U.S. foreign policy."1 

Reflecting the world's worries at the time of the run-up to the war in Iraq, the editors of The Economist opined that, "only one thing unsettles George Bush's critics more than the possibility that his foreign policy is secretly driven by greed. That is the possibility that it is secretly driven by God….War for oil would merely be bad. War for God would be catastrophic."2 

Such punditry makes convincing reading because it reinforces longstanding prejudices. And certainly, long-term U.S. support for Israel, and, more recently, strong support among Christian evangelicals for the repossession by the Jewish people of the land promised in the Bible, have heightened concern in predominately Muslim countries -- as well as in Europe -- that America is on a religious crusade. But little hard data support the idea that either religiosity or nationalism plays a significant role in Americans' actual opinions about how the United States should relate to the world. The City on a Hill Syndrome 

Nothing is more vexing to foreigners than Americans' belief that America is a shining city on a hill -- a place apart where a better way of life exists, one to which all other peoples should aspire. And, compared with Western Europeans, average Americans are more likely to express their pride and patriotism. In 1999, when Americans were asked to account for their country's success in the 20th century, they credited the "American system." Many among the public may have been frustrated by how the system operated, but they liked the design. 

At the same time, Americans also hold a number of other attitudes that mitigate their nationalism. Most important, contrary to widespread misconceptions, Americans' pride in their country is not evangelistic. The American people, as opposed to some of their leaders, seek no converts to their ideology. A Gallup poll taken in February 2005, just days after President George W. Bush's State of the Union address in which he made far reaching and eloquent calls for increased democracy in the Middle East, found that only 31 percent of the U.S. public thought that building democracy should be a very important goal of U.S. foreign policy. Their real priorities were preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction and maintaining U.S. military power, not planting the flag of American-style democracy in far-away places. A subsequent poll for the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, conducted in September 2005, found only 27 percent of the public strongly committed to spreading democracy.3 

Similarly, while U.S. citizens are alone in thinking it is a "good thing" that American customs are spreading all around the world, they see people from other countries benefiting more from such Americanization than themselves. Americans are accused of believing "Aren't we great? Do as we do!" In reality, they are far more likely to say, "We think the American way is great; we assume you want to be like us, but, if you don't, that's really not our concern." 
