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1NC – Withdrawal Timeline Good [1/2]
1. Turn – Premature withdrawal causes Al-Qaida triggered Indo-Pak nuclear war
Landay, ’10 
[Jonathan Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, McClathy Newspaper, “Britain Warns Against ‘premature’ Afghanistan withdrawal,” 6-30-10, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/06/30/96836/britain-warns-against-premature.html]
In his speech Wednesday, Fox warned that withdrawing international forces "prematurely" would allow al Qaida to return to use Afghanistan as a sanctuary from which to attack, and could lead to new conflict among the country's ethnic groups.  The instability could infect neighboring nuclear-armed Pakistan "with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences," Fox continued, referring to the possibility of extremists obtaining a nuclear warhead.  With the Taliban-led insurgency expanding and Afghan the war becoming bloodier and increasingly unpopular along their publics, the U.S. and British governments and other nations that are contributing to the U.S.-led military coalition are under growing pressure to pull out of the country.  Fox also laid out a long-term strategic goal that seemed to go beyond stated U.S. policy in Afghanistan.  The goal, he said, is to reverse "the momentum of the Taliban-led insurgency" and reduce the threat "to a level that allows the Afghan government to manage it themselves."  Fox said, however, that the allies also must create "a stable and capable enough system of security and governance so the Afghan government can provide internal security on an enduring basis." 

2. Continued Afghan stability rests on ANSF forces 

CSIS, ’09

[Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Afghan National Security Forces: Shaping the Path to Victory,” July 27th 2009, http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/2009/07/the-ansf-is-vital-to-natoisaf-success.html]
Military action is only a part of the strategy needed to win in Afghanistan, but no other effort towards victory will matter if the Afghan people cannot be given enough security and stability to allow successful governance, the opportunity for development, and an established civil society and rule of law that meets Afghan needs and expectations. NATO/ISAF and US forces cannot win this kind of military victory on their own. Their success will be determined in large part by how well and how quickly they build up a much larger and more effective Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) first to support NATO/ISAF efforts, then take the lead, and eventually replace NATO/ISAF and US forces. No meaningful form of success can occur without giving the development of ANSF forces a much higher priority. The US and other NATO/ISAF nations need to act immediately begin to support and resource NTM-A/ CSTC-A plans to accelerate current ANSF force expansion plans. 
3. Training ASNF forces will not happen quickly; we must overcome eight years of critical failure

CSIS, ’09

[Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Afghan National Security Forces: Shaping the Path to Victory,” July 27th 2009, http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/2009/07/the-ansf-is-vital-to-natoisaf-success.html]

President Obama‘s new strategy for Afghanistan is critically dependent upon the transfer of responsibility for Afghan security to the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF). His speech announcing this strategy called for the transfer to begin in mid-2011. However, creating the Afghan forces needed to bring security and stability is a far more difficult challenge than many realize, and poses major challenges that will endure long after 2011. A successful effort to create effective Afghan forces, particularly forces that can largely replace the role of US and allied forces, must overcome a legacy of more than eight years of critical failures in both force development and training, and in the broader course of the US effort in Afghanistan. Such an effort must also be shaped as part of an integrated civil-military effort, and not treated simply as an exercise in generating more Afghan military and police forces. Success will be equally dependent on strategic patience. There is a significant probability that the ANSF will not be ready for any significant transfer of responsibility until well after 2011. Trying to expand Afghan forces too quickly, creating forces with inadequate force quality, and decoupling Afghan force development from efforts to deal with the broad weakness in Afghan governance and the Afghan justice system, will lose the war. America‘s politicians, policymakers, and military leaders must accept this reality—and persuade the Afghan government and our allies to act accordingly—or the mission in Afghanistan cannot succeed. 
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4. Obama refuses to deviate from the current withdrawal timeline

MacGreal & Boone, ’10

[Chris MacGreal, Former BBC journalist, Washington Correspondent, Jon Boone, Kabul correspondent, “Barrack Obama rejects calls to drop deadline for Afghanistan troop exit,” June 24th 2010, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/24/us-troop-withdrawal-afghanistan-strategy]

Barack Obama today rejected calls to abandon his Afghan war strategy and either offer an open-ended commitment to US troops fighting there or start withdrawing immediately, after his dismissal of the US and Nato commander in Kabul, General Stanley McChrystal.  Leading Republican politicians and the former American secretary of state Henry Kissinger have called on the president to drop a July 2011 deadline to begin withdrawing US troops, saying that it undermines the effort to defeat the Taliban.  Voices on the Democratic party's left want withdrawal to begin immediately, saying the war cannot be won.  But today, Obama said he intended to stick with the strategy and timetable agreed last year, while indicating that US troops could remain in Afghanistan in significant numbers well after the withdrawal is due to start next summer.  "We did not say, starting in July 2011, suddenly there will be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said at a press conference with the Russian president, Dmitry Medvedev, who sidestepped a question about whether, in light of the Soviet Union's defeat in Afghanistan, a foreign army can expect to win a war in Afghanistan.  "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility."  Obama added that part of the strategy would include a reassessment at the end of this year. "In December of this year, a year after the strategy has been put in place, at a time when the additional troops have been in place and have begun implementing the strategy, then we'll conduct a review and make an assessment. Is the strategy working? Is it working in part? Are there other aspects of it that aren't working?" he said. 

2NC – Terrorism Turn
1. Timely U.S. withdrawal promotes peace talks among insurgent groups
Reuters, ’10

[“Afghan rebels say Obama timeline prompts peace offer,” 3/24/2010, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/SGE62N0C0.htm]
One of Afghanistan's main insurgent groups is ready to make peace and act as a "bridge" to the Taliban, if Washington fulfils plans to start pulling out troops next year, a negotiator for the group said on Wednesday. The remarks from a representative of Hezb-i-Islami, were the first time insurgents have suggested they could be satisfied by a timetable unveiled by President Barack Obama in December. Afghan President Hamid Karzai acknowledged this week that he had met a delegation from Hezb-i-Islami, his first direct contact with one of the three main factions fighting against his government and foreign troops. In a wide-ranging interview at a Kabul hotel, Hezb-i-Islami negotiator Mohammad Daoud Abedi told Reuters the decision to present a peace plan was taken as a direct response to a speech by Obama in December, when the U.S. president pledged 30,000 extra troops but announced a mid-2011 target to start a pull-out. "There is a formula: 'no enemy is an enemy forever, no friend is a friend forever,'" Abedi said. "If that's what the international community with the leadership of the United States of America is planning -- to leave -- we better make the situation honourable enough for them to leave with honour." alks between Hezb-i-Islami and Karzai appear to be at a preliminary stage, but the public acknowledgement of the meeting is a major milestone. The group has presented a 15-point plan, including a demand that foreign troops begin withdrawing in July this year and pull-out completely within six months.Abedi stressed that the timetable in the plan was flexible, and indicated the rebels could be satisfied with Obama's target of mid-2011 to start withdrawing -- provided preparations for the pullout began sooner to demonstrate Washington was sincere. "First of all, this is not written in stone and it's not the verse of the Koran, not to be changed. This is a starting point," he said of the group's demand for withdrawal this year. "If we agree on this departure date: OK, the U.S. will leave. Give us a timeframe. They have said 18 months," he said. "So if we come to an agreement, and preparations are actually taking place ... that is considered a positive step. That is considered that the U.S. really means withdrawal. Because right now, there is a problem of trust between both sides."` 

2. Current timetable prevents violent extremists from waiting out the clock

Talk Radio News, ’09

[“Defense Secretary Gates Defends Afghanistan Withdrawal Timetable,’ 12/3/2009, http://www.talkradionews.com/news/2009/12/2/defense-secretary-gates-defends-afghanistan-withdrawal-timet.html]
Senior Obama administration officials Wednesday defended the recently announced withdrawal timetable for Afghanistan in an appearance before the Senate Armed Services Committee.  According to Defense Secretary Robert Gates, the timetable, which aims to begin removing U.S. troops by July of 2011, will not create a situation through which violent extremists can simply wait out the clock.  “We certainly would welcome them not being active for the next 18 months,” said Gates. “We are already in a situation in which they are emboldened ... and where they have the momentum right now. It’s not clear to me what more they can do than they can’t do right now.”  Gates added that the July date holds additional significance since it will mark two years since 12,000 U.S. troops were sent to Helmand this Summer.  While Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff Michael Mullen stated that the withdrawal date was carefully considered, he did signal that it is not necessarily written in stone.  “By Mid-2011 we will know if we are going to succeed here or not,” said Mullen. “[The president said Withdrawal] would be responsible and it would be based on conditions. All of us can speculate on what those conditions will be, but I think we have to be careful about that.”  President Barack Obama announced the withdrawal timetable Tuesday evening coupled with a pledge to send 30,000 more U.S. troops.  

2NC – Economy Turn

Timeline ensures the U.S. economy won’t collapse

Schlesinger, ’10

[Steven Schlesinger, Author and Fellow at the Century Foundation, “The Afghan Withdrawal Date is Smart Policy,” 3/13/2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/stephen-schlesinger/the-afghan-withdrawal-dat_b_497896.html#]
But why should he have set a deadline at all? For the simple reason that, if you don't insist on a deadline, the President of Afghanistan, Hamid Karzai, will do little to reform his government, end corruption, and assume defense of his own country. As the current U.S. envoy to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, wrote in a confidential cable to Washington last November, "Karzai continues to shun responsibility for any sovereign burden, whether defense, governance or development. He and much of his circle do not want the US to leave and are only too happy to see us invest further. They assume we covet their territory for a never-ending 'war on terror' and for military bases to use against surrounding powers." Or, as British Afghan expert Rory Stewart, writing in the January 2010 issue of the New York Review of Books, saw it: "As long as the U.S. asserted that Afghanistan was an existentialist threat, the front line in the war on terror, and that, therefore, failure was not an option, the U.S. had no leverage over Karzai." Thus President Obama, to exert pressure on Karzai to end his reliance on America, had to establish a clear finish date by which time Karzai had to take fuller responsibility over his own nation's fate. Yes, as Obama said, we are still intent on tracking down and defeating al-Qaeda worldwide, but in Afghanistan we can, at best, contain Kabul's greatest peril--the Taliban--and "deny it the ability to overthrow the government." But, Obama was saying, we don't have the resources to do more. And there is another reason for Obama's decision to set a deadline--namely our dire economic situation at home. As Obama explained in his address: "As President, I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests. And I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces. I don't have the luxury of committing to just one. ... We've failed to appreciate the connection between our national security and our economy. ... So we can't simply afford to ignore the price of these wars. ... That's why our troop commitment in Afghanistan cannot be open-ended--because the nation that I'm most interested in building is our own." Indeed, by the deadline of July 2011, the U.S. will have lost hundreds more American lives as well as spent billions more U.S. tax dollars in Afghanistan--and that's clearly as much as the American populace, by Obama's judgment, is willing to put up with after ten years. Obama's decision in setting a completion timeline, in short, is the result of a hard-nosed and realistic assessment by an experienced political leader of his own nation's capacity to endure further continuation of wartime obligations. In short, just as Obama was being realistic about the need to compel Karzai to take on the governance of his own his country, Obama was also being realistic about the limited willingness of our own citizenry to support the Afghans as opposed to deal with the needs of our country at home. Obama was acting as the leader of a great nation who must calibrate his country's national interests in a balanced and proportionate way.
2NC – Stability Turn [1/3]

1. The current timeline is good – only way to ensure Afghanistan stability
Farrell, ’10 
[John A. Farrell, Staff writer for U.S. News & World Reports, “In Afghanistan, a Troop Withdrawal Deadline Is Good Policy,” June 25th 2010, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/john-farrell/2010/6/25/In-Afghanistan-a-Troop-Withdrawal-Deadline-Is-Good-Policy.html] 

I don't buy it. Take it from a newspaperman. The great thing about deadlines is--they compel action. The future of Iraq, and Afghanistan, lies in a political solution. We can stay forever, and let them kill us, or we can leave, and let them kill each other. But we cannot make rival tribes and sects and gangs stop killing until they decide to do so. What we are really seeking is the best way to improve our leverage. Now put yourself in the sandals of an Iraqi sheik, or an Afghan warlord, or President Hamid Karzai. Under the umbrella of a Western occupation, you can blame all problems on the occupiers, keep your own folks in a frenzy, settle old blood-scores and grudges, and make millions of dollars in corrupt dealings. If the occupiers vow to stay forever, you have no incentive to settle things. War is great business. But what if you know the Western troops are leaving? And that, in not too many months, you'll be staring at the gun barrels of the well-armed troops of your foes. This scenario gives you two immediate needs: to whip your own act into shape, and to make those tough political deals, even with age-old enemies, that will give you a chance to survive. What else does a deadline accomplish? A deadline will likely give the Karzai government more credibility as it seeks to begin serious negotiations with the Taliban, perhaps along the lines of a coalition government a la Nepal, especially if Obama's surge manages to blunt the Taliban offensive and convince the insurgents that their cause is futile. Karzai, indeed, is already making overtures to the Taliban, possibly as a result of the Obama deadline. And, as the Taliban is a local Pashtun group, not a global Islamic extremist movement or al-Qaeda itself, there may be grounds for both parties to work out a deal as Karzai, too, is a fellow Pashtun. The Taliban have insisted all along that they won't start talks with Karzai until the U.S. sets a date for withdrawal. This means that even if Karzai makes no progress with the Taliban, the Obama deadline at least meets the foe's condition and will test the Taliban's readiness to abide by it. And a settlement with the Taliban could well mean the end of al-Qaeda, since many in the Taliban cannot forgive al-Qaeda for its 9/11 attacks on the U.S., which led to the Taliban's defeat in 2001. In any event, most of al-Qaeda's band have already fled to Pakistan or Yemen.
2. Rapid withdrawal from Afghanistan would be disastrous for Afghan security forces 
Shulman, ’09

[Daniel Shulman, News Editor, written for the Boston Globe and the Village Voice, 11/30/2009, “Karzai said what,” http://motherjones.com/politics/2009/11/karzai-contractor-ban-obama-afghanistan] 

During his recent inaugural address, Afghanistan's embattled president Hamid Karzai dropped a major bombshell. "Within the next two years," he declared, his administration intends to phase out "operations by all private national and international security firms" and transfer their duties to "Afghan security entities." Coming in a speech full of bold promises, from a vow to crack down on the corruption that pervades his government to a five-year time frame for a handover of security to Afghan forces, this news was largely lost in the resulting media coverage. State Department and Pentagon spokesmen contacted by Mother Jones seemed surprised to learn that Karzai had made such an "eyebrow raising" announcement, as one put it. After all, if Karzai follows through on this pledge, it has the potential to undermine the Obama administration's new Afghanistan strategy. On Tuesday evening the president is expected to announce that he's deploying as many as 35,000 additional troops to address Afghanistan's rapidly deteriorating security situation. Though Obama has had tough words for contractors in the past, once declaring that "we cannot win a fight for hearts and minds when we outsource critical missions to unaccountable contractors," any troop influx will likely require an increase in security contractors to guard bases and convoys, among other things. Last February, Defense Secretary Robert Gates described the use of armed contractors as "vital to supporting the forward-operating bases in certain parts of the country." "There's going to have to be an accompanying increase in private security for all the activities of the new soldiers going in," says Jake Sherman, a former United Nations official in Afghanistan who is now the associate director for Peacekeeping and Security Sector Reform at New York University's Center for International Cooperation. "To hear Karzai talk about ramping down and abolishing private security in two years at a time when we're awaiting a decision on the ramping up of international forces seems highly inconsistent." He adds, "It's ludicrous. It's completely implausible."

2NC – Stability Turn [2/3]

3. Obama’s time table good – Promotes stronger effort in the Afghan government and training of  Afghan counter-insurgency forces 
Whickham, ’10

[John Whickham, Former United States Army Chief of Staff, 7/7/2010 “Obama’s Timetable for Afghanistan makes Sense, http://azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_dc631003-365d-590d-a5ee-c0c9bac5e54a.html]

President Obama plans to begin withdrawing U.S. combat forces from Afghanistan in the summer of 2011 and to turn over major responsibility for counterinsurgency operations to Afghan forces. Gen. David Petraeus, the newly appointed combat commander, as well as the U.S. defense chain of command, fully supports this plan though virtually all officials note that the timetable is not an exit but rather initiation of process for engaging Afghan forces more extensively in counter insurgency operations. This plan envisages U.S. involvement in assisting Afghanistan for many years, so we would not be abandoning the operation, nor should we do so given the vital importance of assuring that terrorists do not gain another foothold for training potential attackers of the U.S., and to destabilize neighboring Pakistan with its large arsenal of nuclear weapons. In my view this withdrawal timetable is sensible for at least two reasons. • First, the timetable forces the Afghan government to accelerate efforts, which remain woefully lacking, for improving governance, curtailing endemic corruption and fielding Afghan army forces and national police forces. Without a date, less Afghan incentive exists to achieve results. We have experienced this unfortunate reality in Vietnam, in Iraq and during the past 10 years in Afghanistan. Moreover, the Russians discovered this reality too late during their 10-year debacle in Afghanistan. • Second, the timetable forces U.S. military and coalition troops to accelerate Afghan training and counterinsurgency efforts. Again, without a date the mañana tendency will persist to our mutual disadvantage despite ongoing herculean efforts by U.S. as well as coalition forces to recruit and train Afghan army troops and police. Some critics of the timetable argue that it gives comfort to the enemy, who will wait us out and reappear in force after we leave. While some truth exists in this criticism, clearly the U.S. will retain considerable leverage over events in Afghanistan for many years to come. The leverage will exist in the long-term presence of military and civilian advisers, and economic as well as military assistance to the Afghan government and its security forces. A historical example of leverage may be instructive. During the last year of U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam, when the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese clearly knew that the U.S. was leaving, negotiations on prisoner release broke down. As senior negotiator in Saigon, I faced Viet Cong and North Vietnamese military negotiators who brusquely refused to agree to terms for release of all prisoners. But fortunately, we still retained some leverage because at the same time we had begun, at North Vietnamese request, the clearance of anti-ship mines in the Haiphong harbor near Hanoi. When the communist negotiators walked out of the meeting, I directed that all mine clearance operations cease. Within hours, the communist negotiators reappeared to tell me that they would agree to all the conditions for total prisoner release if we would resume clearance of the mines. Although the example is not entirely analogous to what might occur in Afghanistan with the U.S. withdrawal timetable, it does illustrate that we can still influence future events in positive ways. In conclusion, the Obama administration's plan to start withdrawal of U.S. combat troops in summer of 2011 and turn over major counterinsurgency operations to Afghan forces makes sense in terms of our own national security interests and for practical and Afghan cultural reasons.  

2NC – Stability Turn [3/3]

4. Withdrawal timeline key to fight corruption in the Afghani government 
King, ’10

[Laura King, GW James Clark Welling Presidential Fellow, Foreign Correspondent in Afghanistan, 7/20/2010, “Western 
forces agree on potential withdrawal timeline for Afghanistan,” http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-0721-afghan-conference-20100721,0,5959046.story]
"I remain determined that our Afghan national security forces will be responsible for all military and law enforcement operations throughout our country by 2014," Karzai told the delegates, including Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and dozens of foreign ministers and other dignitaries.  Conference participants also endorsed plans to channel at least half of the $13 billion in annual international aid through Afghan government channels. Currently, only one-fifth of such assistance is funneled through Afghan ministries.  In return, Karzai promised to fight corruption through such means as requiring government officials to declare their assets, and the strengthening of a task force meant to crack down on graft.  Events elsewhere in Afghanistan on Tuesday brought a troubling reminder of the profound obstacles to turning the Afghan military into a professional, dependable fighting force. An Afghan military trainer at a firing range in northern Afghanistan turned his weapon on two U.S. civilian counterparts, killing them both before being fatally shot himself, Western military officials said.  A second Afghan soldier was also killed in the exchange of fire and a Western service member wounded, the NATO force said, adding that the incident was under investigation.  The endorsement of Karzai's security timeline by the Kabul conference was not binding, but it addressed a growing desire on the part of NATO allies to have some kind of pullback plan in place. All the major troop-contributing nations in the Afghan conflict were represented at the meeting.  Karzai had put forth the goal of a security handover by 2014 last November, as he was inaugurated for a second presidential term. Since then, though, the sense of urgency surrounding an exit strategy for the West has increased dramatically. 
2NC – A2: ASNF Ready  

Training ASNF forces will not happen quickly; We must overcome eight years of critical failure

CSIS, ’09

[Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Afghan National Security Forces: Shaping the Path to Victory,” July 27th 2009, http://www.afghanconflictmonitor.org/2009/07/the-ansf-is-vital-to-natoisaf-success.html]

President Obama‘s new strategy for Afghanistan is critically dependent upon the transfer of responsibility for Afghan security to the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF). His speech announcing this strategy called for the transfer to begin in mid-2011. However, creating the Afghan forces needed to bring security and stability is a far more difficult challenge than many realize, and poses major challenges that will endure long after 2011. A successful effort to create effective Afghan forces, particularly forces that can largely replace the role of US and allied forces, must overcome a legacy of more than eight years of critical failures in both force development and training, and in the broader course of the US effort in Afghanistan. Such an effort must also be shaped as part of an integrated civil-military effort, and not treated simply as an exercise in generating more Afghan military and police forces. Success will be equally dependent on strategic patience. There is a significant probability that the ANSF will not be ready for any significant transfer of responsibility until well after 2011. Trying to expand Afghan forces too quickly, creating forces with inadequate force quality, and decoupling Afghan force development from efforts to deal with the broad weakness in Afghan governance and the Afghan justice system, will lose the war. America‘s politicians, policymakers, and military leaders must accept this reality—and persuade the Afghan government and our allies to act accordingly—or the mission in Afghanistan cannot succeed. 

The ANSF will be ready by the 2014 deadline

Nelson, ’10

[Dean Nelson, Telegraph Media groups South Asian Editor, 7/20/2010, “Can Afghanistan take control by 2014,” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7900689/QandA-Can-Afghanistan-take-control-by-2014.html, 7/22/2010]
Why has the Kabul conference been described as 'historic'? It marks a significant moment in the process of 'Afghanisation' and the timeline towards Afghans taking full responsibility for their own security and economic development. The clock is now ticking towards Western withdrawal and an Afghan- led country by 2014.   Related Articles Karzai calls for Nato troop withdrawal by 2014 Rogue Afghan soldier shoots dead US trainers Why do we support Afghanisation when Mr Karzai's government has presided over chronic corruption and the theft of billions of pounds in aid? The increase in British and American casualties has increased pressure for a deadline for withdrawal, but we cannot pull out without a strong, credible pro-Western government in Kabul. President Karzai is still seen as the only option, so he will be given aid money directly and support to develop his security forces in the hope he will grow strong enough to negotiate a settlement with the insurgency. How likely is that? Diplomats in Kabul say they have been impressed with the Afghan National Army. It is now playing an equal role with American forces in their operations in Kandahar, but serious doubts remain about the prospects for the Afghan police force which is non-existent in parts of the country. The Karzai regime's poor record of governance is the key reason for popular dissatisfaction, but diplomats say 'there is no Plan B'. They will monitor spending on health and education and make payments conditional upon progress. 

2NC – A2: Petraeus Doesn’t Support Deadline 

1. Petraeus supports Afghan withdrawal date

CNN Wire Staff, ’10
[CNN, “Petraeus backs July 2011 Afghan withdrawal date,” 6/24/2010, http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/06/24/petraeus.afghanistan/index.html]
Gen. David Petraeus told CNN on Thursday that he supports President Barack Obama's July 2011 deadline to start withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan, a key point of contention between the president and many of his Republican critics in Congress. Petraeus -- tapped to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the U.S. commander in Afghanistan -- expressed his respect and appreciation for McChrystal's work and said the circumstances surrounding the change in command are "sad." Obama relieved McChrystal of his duties Wednesday after the general and his staff were quoted in a Rolling Stone magazine article making comments that appear to mock top administration officials. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Joint Chiefs Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen endorsed Obama's decision during a Pentagon news conference Thursday. Mullen said he was nearly physically "sick" when he read the Rolling Stone story. The comments in the article constituted an unacceptable challenge to civilian authority, the men said. "We do not have the right, nor should we ever assume the prerogative to cast doubt upon the ability or mock the motives of our civilian leaders, elected or appointed," Mullen said. "We are and must remain a neutral instrument of the state." Petraeus' remarks to CNN's Dana Bash and Ted Barrett were his first public comments since being chosen as the new U.S. military chief for the Afghan conflict. The Senate Armed Services Committee is set to begin his confirmation hearings Tuesday morning. "I support the president's policy, and I will also provide the best professional military advice as we conduct assessments," Petraeus said. The general said it's a privilege to serve. "It's obviously a hugely important mission," he said. 

2. Petraeus supports July 2011 timeline
Tiron, ’09

[Roxana Tiron, The Hill defense and security reporter, was assistant editor for National Defense Magazine, 12/15/2009, “Petraeus supports July 2011 deadline,” http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/106169-petraeus-supports-2011-troop-withdrawal-urges-congress-to-pass-war-funding]
Gen. David Petraeus on Tuesday reiterated his support for President Barack Obama’s plan to start withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan in July 2011.  The general, the president’s new choice to lead U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, made his remarks during his confirmation hearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee.  The panel, on a voice vote, agreed to favorably report Petraeus’s nomination to the full Senate. Petraeus is expected to be confirmed by the Senate as early as Wednesday, according to a Senate leadership aide. Petraeus said the pace of the U.S. drawdown and the transition to Afghan responsibility will be based on conditions on the ground. July 2011 will mark the beginning of a process rather than “the date when the U.S. heads for the exits and turns out the lights,” Petraeus assured committee members.  He also warned that the United States will need to provide assistance to Afghanistan “for a long time to come,” as it will be several years before the Afghan military and police will be able to secure the country by themselves. Petraeus noted that, by and large, Afghans are good fighters.  The general has been consistent in his support for the July 2011 timeline.  When testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee two weeks ago, Petraeus faced some intense grilling, particularly regarding the withdrawal date.  At the time, Petraeus, who testified as the head of Central Command, emphasized that Obama sought to convey two messages with the July 2011 timeline: one of an “enormous additional commitment” of troops and other resources and one “for urgency.”  Petraeus created suspense when he paused for what seemed a fairly long time after panel Chairman Carl Levin (D-Mich.) asked him whether his statement of continued support for the withdrawal date represented his best “personal” and “professional judgment.” 
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