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Strat Sheet

In here you’ll find a lot more work responsive to 2AC spin on disads – the big picture is that the aff is going to contradict themselves into falling into your lair of utilitarianism and turns. Remember to scrutinize the 2AC evidence on disads for links to security logic that they criticize, like if they say that Afghanistan is already a failed state so we should give up, or that the impact is inevitable. This contradicts the 1AC framework and lets you get your disads! They also want to claim that discourse is key to solve their advantages, this is abusive and you must call them on it! 
There are 2 new disads on reverse overstretch and redeployment that are tailored to the affs and turns case. Independent impacts are mostly heg, so I stayed away from that, and I suggest you do too, unless you want to make it easier for the aff. 
There are a bunch of turns to their morality claims that say withdrawing prematurely from Iraq is unethical, read these!! 

Finally, there’s a page that says “T – Embassies aren’t military/police presence” –the RT aff especially claims that they get solvency from removing embassies -- know that embassies in Iraq are part of Iraq’s territory, but embassies aren’t military, and that’s extra T. The other T violation says that T must be different from the SOFA agreement in the status quo, which helps you get your disad links. 
Please ask me questions if you want (
Laura

T – Reduction

A. Interpretation - a reduction must be a quantifiable decrease of at least 25% from the President’s Funding baseline. 
DOD 5/12/2003, Department of Defense, Department of Defense Instruction SUBJECT: Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, N UMBER 5000.2 cp

E9.4.3.  Additional Funding Considerations.  The DoD Components shall not terminate or substantially reduce participation in international cooperative ACAT ID programs under signed international agreements without USD(AT&L) approval; or in international cooperative ACAT IAM programs without ASD(C3I) approval.  A DoD Component may not terminate or substantially reduce U.S. participation in an international cooperative program until after providing notification to the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I).  As a result of that notification, the USD(AT&L) or the ASD(C3I) may require the DoD Component to continue to provide some or all of the funding for that program in order to minimize the impact on the international cooperative program.  Substantial reduction is defined as a funding or quantity decrease of 25 percent or more in the total funding or quantities in the latest President's Budget for that portion of the international cooperative program funded by the DoD Component seeking the termination or reduced participation.

B. The plan only guarantees that the status quo will continue – it does not specify a reduction from the funding baseline.

C. Voting issue: 

1. Ground. No unique disads or links – even if there are reason’s the plans bad, they’re already occurring because the plan is already occurring so we can’t garner offense. 

2. Education. Kills policymaking education – the point is to learn how to craft new policy changes to fix status quo problems, rather than just researching why existing governmental policies are good. 

3. Mixes Burdens.  The plan text doesn't add a decrease from a baseline – we'd have to research the case to know whether it's topical in the first place – it's unfair to make us beat their inherency to prove they're not topical. 
T – Discourse Ain’t Topical, Yo

A. Interpretation – the aff must claim advantages off of the direct result of United States federal government action

B. Violation – the aff claims solvency from the discursive nature of debating the plan during the round 

C. Extra topicality is a voting issue:

1. education – restricting plans to literature grounded in government action increases meaningful and warranted clash, not assertions about the results of our discussion

2. predictable limits – the negative can never do research about the hundreds of potential discursive implications of the plan 

3. utopian fiat – the aff fiats that the discussion here will spread and reach other people to break down imperialism, this is an independent reason to vote negative for fairness, and means they can never solve their advantages

T – Embassies Not Military/Police Presence 
A. Interpretation -- Presence refers to military forces deployed for the purpose of influence, reassurance, deterrence, and initial crisis response 

Flournoy, 1 - senior advisor for international security at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and previously served as a distinguished research professor in the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University and as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy and Threat Reduction (Michele, QDR 2001: Strategy-Driven Choices for America’s Security, Ed: Michele Flournoy http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA430963&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)  Italics in original

Terms such as presence and engagement are often used rather loosely. Following a survey and

analysis of existing sources, we developed or adopted specific definitions for the terms used to describe

these strategy issues.We define overseas presence as military forces permanently stationed or rotationally

or intermittently deployed overseas for the purposes of influence, engagement, reassurance, deterrence,

and initial crisis response. We define peacetime military engagement as encompassing all U.S.

military activities designed to enhance constructive security relations and promote broad U.S. security

interests, including activities such as combined training and education, military-to-military interactions,

security assistance, and various other programs. U.S. overseas presence forces are often also involved

in conducting peacetime military engagement activities.

B. Violation – The aff claims solvency off of the removal of US embassies from Iraq – which are diplomatic missions, not military forces

C. Vote neg

1. Extra topical – the aff can claim completely unpredictable advantages that the neg can’t research effectively, kills strategy, fairness, and education 

Morality Turns

The US’s responsibility for the crisis in Iraq means it must fulfill its moral duty to support the nation – withdrawal would be unethical and disastrous. 
Gerard F. Powers, director of policy studies at the Joan B. Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies at the University of Notre Dame,  former director of the Office of International Justice and Peace of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, 2/18/08,  http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=10618
If it was immoral to intervene in Iraq in the first place, is it immoral to stay? Even Hillary Clinton, who supported the intervention, has claimed that Barack Obama is inconsistent because he opposed the intervention but later supported funding for U.S. troops to remain. Clearly, the ethics of intervention and the ethics of exit are related. The widespread, and correct, belief that the original intervention was illegitimate, the lack of broad international support and the failure to tie the toppling of a brutal regime in Iraq to a realistic and clear post-intervention plan have contributed to the debacle there. That said, as Bishop William Skylstad, then president of the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops, emphasized in November, the focus now should be “more on the ethics of exit than on the ethics of intervention,” for the two, while related, are distinct. A just war can lead to an unjust peace; less often, an unjust war can lead to a just peace. Today’s challenge in Iraq is to ensure that an unjust war does not lead to an unjust peace.

Many in the antiwar camp fail to acknowledge that the United States bears a moral burden to help Iraqis build a just peace, a burden made heavier precisely because the war is unjust. As an uninvited occupying power, the United States has assumed a whole set of moral obligations to promote the common good of the Iraqi people until Iraqis can take control of their own affairs.

Legally, the United States is no longer occupying Iraq, but by almost any measure Iraq is a failed state. Morally, therefore, the United States retains significant residual responsibilities to Iraqis. The Iraq intervention may have been an optional, immoral war; but given the U.S. government’s shared responsibility for the ensuing crisis, its continued engagement is not an optional moral commitment.

Others calling for U.S. withdrawal acknowledge the ethics of exit, but give too much weight to an ethic of efficacy (Is U.S. intervention working?) over an ethic of responsibility (What do we owe Iraqis?).

Efficacy must be part of any moral analysis of Iraq. At a forum sponsored by Fordham’s Center on Religion and Culture and Notre Dame’s Kroc Institute, the ethicist Michael Walzer, a vocal opponent of the Iraq intervention, argued that “we are consequentialists for the moment. Neither staying on nor leaving Iraq is a categorical imperative” (seehttp://kroc.nd.edu/events/07fordhamevent.shtml).

Unlike many in the debate, Walzer is clear about the breadth of moral obligations that exist in Iraq and thus the range of consequences that matter morally. According to Walzer, “We have to figure out a strategy that produces the least bad results for the Iraqi people, for other people in the Middle East, and for American soldiers.”
Arguments for withdrawal tend to give most weight to what is good for U.S. soldiers (and, I would add, U.S. interests). It would be morally irresponsible not to take into account legitimate U.S. interests, not least our moral obligations to the small percentage of Americans who are helping to shoulder the burden in Iraq, and the moral costs of spending more than $2 billion per week on the war while other pressing needs go unmet.

Moral clarity about what we owe ourselves is often not matched by moral clarity about what we owe Iraqis. The Catholic Democrats and presidential candidates who rally antiwar support by equating a withdrawal of U.S. troops with “ending the war” in Iraq define the “ought” mostly without reference to the Iraqi people. Proposals to de-authorize and stop funding the war and to set strict timetables for redeployment might “end the war” for Americans. But would they end the war between Sunnis and Shiites? Would they end the insurgency, the Al Qaeda terrorist attacks or the widespread criminality in Iraq?

The moral question, then, is not the one put by Senator John Warner to Gen. David Petraeus: What policies and strategies will best serve U.S. national security interests? Rather, it is: What policies and strategies will best serve the interests and well-being of the Iraqi people?
When U.S. obligations to Iraqis are taken into account, they are often defined in a minimalist way, such as: combatting terrorist groups in Iraq; training and equipping Iraqi security forces; providing reconstruction assistance; pressing Iraqis to meet benchmarks for political “reconciliation”; taking in more Iraqi refugees, including those who have supported U.S. efforts; protecting the Kurds; and deterring Iranian aggression or regional instability. These are legitimate goals, but they do not seem commensurate with the magnitude of the needs of the Iraqi people, especially for security.

Despite the fact that ensuring order is the primary responsibility of an occupying power, the Bush administration did not make protecting Iraqi civilians a priority until the “surge.” The leading Democratic presidential candidates are clear that protecting civilians is not a U.S. obligation, despite abundant evidence that Iraqi security forces cannot do it alone. The 

Morality Turns

(card continues, no text removed)
inadequacy of such minimalist goals is clearer when tied to early deadlines for withdrawal. Senator Carl Levin, the 
chairman of the Armed Services Committee, argues that such deadlines would force Iraqis “to look into the abyss” of a civil 
war. Would proponents of this high stakes game of chicken be so confident of its efficacy or be so willing to impose the burden of moral risk on a long-victimized Iraqi people if their calculations began with a more robust understanding of U.S. ethical responsibilities to Iraqis?
Despite the obvious difficulties involved, the original U.S. objectives of building an Iraq that is “peaceful, united, stable, democratic and secure” are closer to what the United States owes Iraqis than are the minimalist alternatives. I would state the U.S. responsibilities more robustly than the Democratic presidential candidates have outlined or the Bush administration has pursued in practice. There are four: (1) not to end all political violence, but to ensure that an Iraqi government can maintain a reasonable degree of security for the whole country and minimize the threat of chaos or civil war; (2) not to impose a Western-style democracy, but to facilitate establishment of a stable, fairly representative government that respects basic human rights, especially minority rights; (3) not to promote a U.S.-style capitalist economy, but to restore Iraq’s infrastructure and a viable economy that serves Iraqi needs, not U.S. interests, especially not U.S. oil interests; and (4) not to stay without the consent of a legitimate Iraqi government, or, lacking that, the United Nations.
Even if one accepts this understanding of U.S. obligations, isn’t there a time when our obligations expire? Last October, a House resolution concluded that, “after more than four years of valiant efforts by members of the Armed Forces and United States civilians, the Government of Iraq must now be responsible for Iraq’s future course.” Such a short timetable seems less the product of a sober assessment of what it takes to succeed in the daunting nation-building project the United States has undertaken, and more a reflection of the lack of patience and long-term commitment to deal with the aftermath of interventions that is often evident in U.S. foreign policy. Had there been a realistic plan in Iraq, would it be reasonable to expect a stable, united Iraq with an agreed constitution, a revived economy and a respected and effective government that could survive on its own—all that in five years? The fact that Iraq is a mostly failed state wracked by violence is not an argument for withdrawal, but evidence of just how far the United States is from meeting its moral responsibilities.
After almost five years of multiple U.S. missteps, misdeeds and miscalculations, serious doubts arise about whether the United States has the capacity, the competence, the moral credibility or the confidence of the Iraqi people needed to do a better job. The United States has seriously failed Iraq; but past failure need not beget future failure, nor does it absolve us of our obligations. Given what is at stake, the Bush administration (and its successor) must do more to put Iraqi interests first, to commit the necessary resources (especially for protection of Iraqi civilians and for reconstruction), to engage Iraq’s neighbors and the international community, and to pursue new approaches that offer a better chance of meeting U.S. obligations. Those calling for an “end to the war” also have a heavy burden. They must show that, despite the U.S. obligations and the risks associated with failing to fulfill them, there is nothing more that can be done.
Morality Turns

Their modern liberalistic stance on immediate withdrawal is unethical – the left is failing to recognize that leaving Iraq would leave the country in immoral chaos. 
National Review 7/9/07 http://nrd.nationalreview.com/article/?q=NGQ1OTk4MGZhY2VhNWJhYWU3MWFlNzIzMWQ5OWFjOTU=
Of course, if anyone should need no convincing that withdrawal would be unethical, it is modern liberals. For it is they who, in their rhetoric, advocate the most sweeping ethics-based restrictions on the conduct of foreign policy. The record of modern liberalism is another story, as witness its penchant for defending tyrants, from totalizing ideologues such as Stalin and Mao to machete-wielding, “anti-colonialist” jungle thugs. Where war is concerned, however, liberal impulses are consistently pacifistic. The post-Vietnam Left looks upon all war as morally suspect for the reason that it maims and kills innocent people. So deep does this feeling run in liberal bones that the Left has opposed using force even against regimes which flagrantly violate human rights, and even when overwhelming strategic reasons to topple these regimes have emerged. (The most obvious recent case is the adulteress- and homosexual-murdering Taliban.) 

If liberals took their rhetoric seriously, the politicians aligned most closely with the pacifist Left — Nancy Pelosi being the paradigmatic example — would suffer insomnia each night as they contemplated the probable human cost of U.S. failure in Iraq. They would recognize that their moral opposition to starting this war — or even a universalized opposition to starting any war — is consistent with the view that there are compelling moral reasons to continue it. More: that if the war was unjust, we have a unique interest in minimizing its harms, just as one feels a special obligation of kindness toward a person one has offended. 

Instead we have Mrs. Pelosi voting with the majority of her caucus for immediate withdrawal. 

These votes would be defensible, and consistent with liberal principles, if it were true either that the U.S. could do nothing to win the war, or that pulling out of Iraq would — cue deus ex machina — improve its security. In the latter case, withdrawal would be morally and not just strategically desirable; in the former, we would have no alternative but to withdraw and feel a guilt commensurate to the weight of the resultant catastrophe. Neither of these claims is plausible, or borne out by recent events (there is a reason the Iraqi government is begging us to stay). This may be why Pelosi and her Democrats make no argument for them. 

Their apparent indifference to the consequences of their votes only highlights their immorality: for the case that withdrawal would destroy Iraq is a compelling one, and in any event it is the advocate of the new policy who must prove that it will not come at an unbearable cost. The most charitable thing that can be said of the Democratic majority is that it is morally thoughtless, in which case it is committing the political equivalent of criminal negligence. If it has its way and Iraq survives, it will have been lucky, not good. And if, as is more probable, our worst fears come true, then it will have been something else altogether.
Morality Turns
America has an obligation to repair the damage caused by its immoral invasion and take steps to prevent Iraqi genocide. 

National Review 7/9/07 http://nrd.nationalreview.com/article/?q=NGQ1OTk4MGZhY2VhNWJhYWU3MWFlNzIzMWQ5OWFjOTU=
Debate over whether America should withdraw from Iraq has turned primarily on strategic questions. But one need not be a utopian — or, more dreaded still, a “Wilsonian” — to see that not all foreign-policy questions are strategic. Almost everyone, conservative or liberal, believes that ethical claims restrict to one degree or another the means by which a government may pursue its foreign-policy ends. (If not, the massive and indiscriminate slaughter of civilians would be morally permissible in the pursuit even of non-vital interests.) There may also be cases — though this is more controversial — in which ethical claims are sufficient in their own right to decide a policy. 

So it is, I believe, with Iraq. Withdrawal of U.S. forces would in all likelihood be a strategic disaster. But a powerful case can be made that it would also violate a duty America owes Iraq; that the duty alone gives us reason enough to stay; and that conservatives and liberals should be able to agree on this point. 

The duty at issue is adumbrated in the claim that, were the U.S. to quit Iraq, sectarian genocide (or some lesser form of mass murder) would ensue. As prediction, this warning is highly plausible, given the incipient balkanization of mixed Iraqi neighborhoods and the great profusion of blood let therein. As ethics, the warning rests on an unstated premise that America has an obligation not to abandon Iraq to genocide. 

This premise leaves unexplained the source of the obligation it contains. That lack of specificity in turn invites dissent from a certain type of conservative. Not all conservatives seek to minimize the role of moral obligation in foreign policy, but those who do so seek tend to call themselves conservatives. Such conservatives may think they detect, underlying the claim that the U.S. must prevent Iraqi genocide, the more sweeping claim that the U.S. must spend blood and treasure pursuing morally desirable outcomes, regardless of whether doing so advances American interests. If so, they are mistaken. The ethical case against withdrawal can be made without reference to any broader duty to choose ends for their moral worth. 

This is so, first, because America is the cause of the Iraqi maelstrom. No matter what good — strategic or moral — has come or may yet come from toppling Saddam Hussein’s regime, one cannot dispute that our decision to do so, and our subsequent mishandling of the occupation, created the vacuum into which Salafist and Khomeinist extremisms have been drawn, bringing with them an access of barbarity. This obvious fact implies a specific and narrow duty to repair the damage we have done. The average kindergartner could give a perfectly intelligible account of the operative moral principle here: When you make a mess, you clean it up; when you break something, you fix it; etc. The average congressman’s capacity for moral reasoning may well be less developed. 

It is ethically irrelevant whether the violence that Saddam’s overthrow unleashed would have happened sooner or later anyway (for example, following an Iraqi coup). This is irrelevant for the same reason that it does not matter, when I burn your house down today, that a lightning strike would have turned it to ash tomorrow. Nor is our responsibility for the state of affairs in Iraq simply absolved if the war was a justified response to an intolerable threat. In no case does the justification of a war indemnify one against all moral considerations, and the relevant considerations at this stage of this war compel us to ask whether it is right for America to midwife a genocide (or, at the very least, to risk doing so). 
Morality Turns
Withdrawal is important, but without war reparations, aid, and sociopolitical healing, the plan is just as immoral and politically disastrous as the original war. 

TFF, Transnational Foundation for Peace and Future Research, 8/16/07, http://www.transnational.org/Area_MiddleEast/2007/TFF_Iraq_Peace_Plan.html
The worst and most dangerous policy at this point is a withdraw-and-forget policy. The invasion and ongoing occupation is a political, intellectual and moral disaster. A withdrawal that leaves Iraq at its own fate without any war reparations, aid, opportunities for socio-political healing, etc. would be yet another. (3)
Such a policy option may become more attractive as the quagmire in Afghanistan deepens and Iran and possibly the situation in Darfur divert international attention from Iraq.
The very least the international community in general and the occupiers in particular must do is to shape a policy that will convince the Iraqi people that it takes full responsibility for its actions and signals a determined willingness to repair and compensate for harm and damage done.

Peace and reconciliation can not be imposed no matter the good intentions behind. How best to do so can only be decided through dialogue with Iraqis at many levels, government and civil society as well as various parties in the region. An invitation from outside and some open-minded ideas for such a dialogue may in and of itself serve as a much needed reconciliatory gesture vis-à-vis the Iraqis and others.
Morality Turns
Our failure to achieve original goals in Iraq doesn’t absolve America from its ethical responsibility to remain in the country until Iraq is restored to its original state of relative peace, and forestall mass murder. 
Jean Bethke Elshtain, Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Social and Political Ethics in the Divinity School; also in the Department of Political Science and the Committee on International Relations Ph.D. (Brandeis University), Spring 2008. World Affairs,“The Ethics of Fleeing: What America Still Owes Iraq” http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Spring/abstract-ethics-exit.html
Most of all, there is the imperative to forestall mass murder. Writing in the Washington Post, John Podesta and Lawrence Korb of the Center for American Progress glibly dismiss the "doomsday scenario" of mass killings that experts fear in the event of a U.S. departure. That the distinguished New York Times war correspondent John Burns opines that up to a million Iraqis might fall prey to violence if the U.S. withdraws precipitously should give even these partisans pause. It should also raise a parallel: having gotten things so wrong during the evacuation of South Vietnam, will the United States get things any more right this time? If so, America's exit ought to proceed from an ethics of responsibility, an ethics infused with and built upon the just war tradition and guided by Washington's responsibility for the fates of Iraqis who, by the hundreds of thousands, have been conscripted into the U.S. effort.

An ethics of responsibility arose from the postwar recognition of the universality of human rights, the shared revulsion of genocide, and the recently articulated norm of a "responsibility to protect." This responsibility, cultivated under the aegis of the United Nations, holds that, should a nation or a group within a nation be the victim of systematic, egregious, and continuing violence, the international community has a responsibility to guard it against further depredations. If the United Nations declines to act, a member state or group of states may, given a shared consensus on the nature of the horrors being perpetrated, act legitimately to interdict the violence and to contain the bloodshed.

To this underlying norm of responsibility, with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the genocide convention as its backdrop, one must add the just war tradition. Just war isn't just about war. It is an ethical framework for politics that eschews the bloodless calculations embodied in the words and deeds of the Athenian generals ("The mighty do what they will and the weak suffer what they must"), on the one hand, and offers an alternative to the claims embodied in traditional pacifism, on the other. Just war thinkers agree with Martin Luther that, on this earth, "if the lion lies down with the lamb, the lamb must be replaced frequently." Over the centuries, the just or justified war tradition was elaborated and refined in the writings of Thomas Aquinas, Spanish jurists and political theorists such as Francisco Suarez, a plethora of natural law and natural rights thinkers, and seventeenth-century Dutch philosopher Hugo Grotius. Just war consists of two major parts: jus ad bellum, or the justifiability of a resort to force, such as selfdefense, and jus in bello, designed to assess the means employed to fight a war with reference to an ethical concern for a good or "right order" of things. Other vital criteria to be considered as one evaluates whether a resort to force is justifiable include whether a war is declared openly by legitimate authority, whether it is begun with a right intention, whether the use of force comes as a last rather than a first resort, and whether it honors the principles of proportionality and immunity.

Less developed-indeed often omitted from the discussion altogether-is jus post bellum, justice or right order as it pertains to a postwar situation. Classic just war teaching insisted on a non-vindictive peace as one criterion of just war. Aggressors are rightly punished in the course of fighting. But when they have laid down their arms, further punishment tends toward the gratuitous and prevents the restoration of "right relations." This requires further elaboration, to be sure. If one takes jus post bellum seriously, one is obliged to assess postwar probabilities- always a tricky enterprise. Is civic unrest in the defeated country likely or not? What commitment of military personnel and material will be necessary to stabilize the postwar situation? Are the elements in place for reconciliation in a defeated or occupied territory or, alternatively, are there powerful divisions that might blight the postwar environment? If such divisions exist, how might one curb and ameliorate these internal hatreds and hostilities? What ongoing responsibilities does a nation incur in relation to the state it has defeated militarily?
Putting such questions into play inevitably reminds us of the postwar situation in Western Europe. True, self-interested considerations were at stake, but the restraint demonstrated by the Americans was remarkable given the provocation of Nazism. After all, there were some in the Roosevelt administration who wanted to raze Germany, among them the president's wife. FDR and the majority of his advisors would have none of it: Looking back, just war thinkers assess postwar Germany as the beneficiary, in the territory occupied by the victorious Western allies at least, of a jus post bellum ethic.

The tragedy of the Iraq War is that this cluster of concerns was not thought through rigorously, if at all. There was too 
Morality Turns
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much optimism about how the Iraqi people would react once the grip of the Baathist regime was loosened. Given the wounds sustained by particular communities under Saddam Hussein, especially the Shiites and the Kurds, it is altogether unsurprising, in retrospect, that these grievances would erupt-especially given inadequate provision for how to sustain right order. This is a familiar story by now. But it is far better to attend to jus post bellum imperatives even at this late date than not to attend to them at all.

I believe one can make the case that the Iraq War was justified under jus ad bellum norms. There are just war thinkers who, employing the same criteria, disagree. Yet there is great unanimity among just war thinkers concerning the U.S. commitment to jus post bellum criteria-namely, the obligation to leave Iraq with something better, or at least not worse, than what went before. How, then, might the just war tradition bear on an ethics of exit? The end of a war must be consistent with the initial argument for conflict as couched in just war criteria-that is, to repair or to remedy a major injustice or act of aggression. Another just cause might be to prevent nigh-certain and massive harm from occurring before it has occurred. But, again, the basic aim of jus post bellum is a more just situation than that which pertained before the armed conflict.

In the classical theological accounts that inaugurated the just war tradition, this more ideal state of things is called a "tranquility of order"-a decent civic peace. Accordingly, one is never permitted to make a bad situation worse-or, perhaps better said, one is obliged to do everything one can to avert that sort of unhappy outcome. Given this rough and ready framework of evaluation, what does an ethics of exit require if one adheres to just war norms and the "responsibility to protect"? One might call this the ethics of a just occupation and eventual withdrawal. Here, then, are four criteria.

First, America's responsibilities for the postwar situation could hardly be more direct and considerable. If a country's role is minor, its responsibility is correlatively reduced. That is not the case here. At the same time, if the aim of a justified intervention is a just peace-that is, a situation better than the one that pertained prior to military action-this would seem to set the bar fairly low if one's contrast model is Saddam Hussein's Iraq. Yet a postwar situation of endemic violence is no bargain, either, and it surely does not count as "sustained stability" or a "minimally decent state." Thus, the major role Americans have played and are playing ought to continue until events persuade us that massive slaughter will not accompany any diminution of that role.
This is made doubly difficult because we are no longer in an era when the United States can muster the will and resources to reorder and garrison entire societies. If America has in the past, together with its allies, created new political orders, the international climate and America's own political culture would hinder the prospect today, even if, as in Japan and Germany, the desired end is a stable, constitutional order. Instead we say that the primary responsibility lies with the Iraqis themselves-hence, the voting, the laborious infighting attendant upon writing a constitution, and the endless struggling with sectarian divisions. There are far more cross-cutting entanglements, and obviously the Iraqi leadership has stumbled badly. That does not mean the Americans can fire everybody and take over themselves.

Neither, however, does it mean the Americans have earned the right to walk away. There is a delicate balancing act involved in repairing the political infra- structure of a state that has been the victim of decades of misrule and military invasion. The aim is to restore legitimate authority. If you played a major role in military operations, your degree of responsibility for this goal is enormous. It follows that to abandon the occupied state before this aim has been accomplished would be an act of moral dereliction of the most egregious kind. That is the bottom line of any ethics of exit from Iraq.

A second criterion to be borne in mind is that, if a country has played a major military role, it also bears a substantial burden in repairing the infrastructural and environmental harm that resulted as a consequence of military operations. Ideally, civil-affairs teams would have concentrated on the basic necessities of life first, such as water and electricity. Then attention would have been paid to schools, hospitals, and other institutions necessary to a decent civic order. In a rather lumbering way, we have followed this scenario, but with many frustrations and blunders along the way. All flow from the fact that one cannot tend to the civilian infrastructure unless or until the security issue has been dealt with.

To that end, American treasure will be expended for years to come. This is a burden borne by all Americans, and that is as it should be. It is the collective responsibility of all members of an occupying state (especially a democracy), whether one supported a war or did not. That commitment has not taken such dramatic form in Iraq as the Marshall Plan but, on a smaller scale, something of that nature is consistent with an ethics of responsibility. Political and infrastructural repair are of a piece.

There is a third criterion that presents a daunting and ongoing challenge, namely, the continued provision of defense and security. If a country has been disarmed, the occupying power has assumed responsibility for its security and its protection from enemies both internal and external. How long this provision will last, and how extensive it should be, depends on a reasonable assessment of likely threats and the haste with which the occupied country reassembles its own defense and 
Morality Turns
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internal security capabilities.

The building of a new Iraqi army and a police force dedicated to protecting all the citizens of Iraq, rather than making war on groups despised by the government, has been a U.S. goal from the beginning. It has proved to be an elusive and inordinately difficult one. There are always dangers involved in enabling a disarmed country to rearm itself. The possibilities of backsliding are always present, thereby undermining the goal of creating and being able to promulgate a stable and secure political environment. The major role the United States assumed in providing for Europe's defense is not in the offing in an analogous way in postwar Iraq for many reasons, not the least of these being the fact that were the Americans to be seen as hindering the Iraqis from providing for their own defense, it would constitute fuel and fodder for those determined to keep that country in a violent spiral.

Is it possible that regional entities, like the Arab League or the Organisation of the Islamic Conference, or the United Nations might step in as the U.S. steps out and play a major role in heading off matters from degenerating into a horror show? At least to judge by recent history, the answer is no. There will be, for the next decade and possibly the one after that, no substitute for America's presence and role in regenerating Iraq's capacity to defend itself. An ethics of exit, with this recognition in mind, points ineluctably in the direction of a careful, long-range, and measured withdrawal of major combat forces from Iraq, rather than any withdrawal in line with the pre-fixed timetables offered on America's campaign trails.

This leads directly to a fourth and final consideration for an ethics of exit, that is, America's major deterrent obligation should a future horror along the lines of the deposed regime threaten to emerge. The complexity in this instance is that deterrence bears both an internal as well as an external aspect. Even as the United States guarded Western Europe, including a new German democratic state, it also guarded the inner workings of Germany. So the United States must, as one feature of exiting ethically, remain tied to a new Iraq in ways that are "thick." Just as the Allies would never have permitted a Nazi state to reemerge in Germany, so they have an obligation, should internal forces of stability and decency falter and collapse, to do the same in Iraq, lest its citizens be victimized many times over.

It is altogether a good thing that we have available to us the just war tradition. But taking it seriously means taking all of its parts seriously, not just the parts that comfort the sensibilities of the moment. Jus post bellum, justice in a postwar situation, must now be added to the traditional criteria of jus ad bellum, assessing whether or not there is a cause that justifies the use of armed force and jus in bello, the justifiability of the means deployed in the interest of a just cause.

For as far as our images of postwar and post-occupation situations are concerned, Iraq counts as something entirely new. Previously, consideration of postwar justice largely revolved around the restoration of some form of status quo ante. The model is a familiar one: State A has invaded state B. State B calls for a restoration of violated borders and, hence, status quo ante. That, for the most part, is not what contemporary jus post bellum is about, and certainly not in the case of Iraq.

Even the model with which we are most familiar in this sort of circumstance- the postwar occupation of Germany-was marred by the fact that one of the occupying powers was a totalitarian state accountable for the deaths of at least as many people as were murdered by Hitler's Reich. It is a bit difficult to speak of "just occupation" in such circumstances. On the Western side, the aim was of course very different. But even the German model is no longer applicable tout court. For one, the popular consensus that sustained total war and unconditional surrender (and postwar justice) in World War II no longer exists-whether for the Iraq War or, in all likelihood, any future conflict. When a country commits itself to war, but only by so much because its leaders fear total war and all that it summons, the conflict inevitably will be disputed. And so will its aftermath.

This highlights the necessity to make clear and coherent arguments about the reasons to go to war, the means deployed to fight a war, and the responsibility to assure a more just and peaceful situation than that which pertained beforehand. The United States failed these tests initially, but that hardly absolves it of its continued obligations to the Iraqi people. The jus post bellum model most consistent with the war in Iraq is one in which we do not indulge in a hasty trade-off by forfeiting the essential features of a workable, minimally decent state merely in the interest of getting the conflict off of our television screens. What we do as we prepare to consider an exit from Iraq cannot simply be divorced from humanitarian- and humane-considerations. A self-serving abdication that ignores the solemn likelihood of huge losses of life would cast a pall over American foreign policy for decades to come. There is nothing ethical about that.

 Morality Turns
Immediate withdrawal is unethical: the justifications for invasion must be reapplied to just withdrawal of troops from Iraq – the nation has to be stable 
G. Jeffrey MacDonald, Award Winning Journalist that has wrote for TIME and The Washington Post, 5-13-2010. Religious News Service, “If There's A 'Just' Way To Wage War, What About Ending One?” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/05/13/if-theres-a-just-way-to-w_n_575528.html
For centuries, Christianity's theory of "just war" has helped religious and political leaders determine when, if ever, war is justified and how to conduct a moral military campaign.

Now, as the U.S. prepares to reduce troop levels in Iraq this summer and Afghanistan next year, the 1,500-year-old theory is being deployed on a less familiar mission: ending the wars ethically.

Ethicists and theologians believe just war theory has much to offer in guiding U.S. strategy, but hewing to its insights could add numerous challenges, particularly to the withdrawal from Iraq.

In April, leading just war theorists gathered at Georgetown University to consider thorny post-war issues, including refugees and lingering political and religious unrest.

Eric Patterson, assistant director of Georgetown's Berkley Center for Religion, Peace & World Affairs, said the challenge facing ethicists and policy makers is, "Why we have a peace deal, (yet) we can't seem to root an enduring peace."

One reason: the secular authorities and institutions responsible for leaving a war zone "haven't thought deeply enough about some of the moral and ethical issues. ... That leads right back to just war," he said.

Policy makers are now finding that the same theory that some of them used to justify the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq now holds them to uncomfortably high standards upon exit.

Since just war includes a duty to reconcile and rebuild, the U.S. has incurred a lengthy list of unfulfilled obligations in Iraq, said Tobias Winright, associate professor of moral theology at Saint Louis University.

Responsibilities include cleaning up munitions sites and submitting to the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court, which could lead to Americans being on trial for war crimes, he said.

Applying just war concepts to an Iraq exit plan means that Americans are going to held accountable for things that they are morally responsible for, said Winright, co-author of a forthcoming book on post-war justice, what theorists call "jus post bellum."

In an effort to envision jus post bellum, scholars are identifying the relevant principles in a tradition that stretches back to the ancient worlds of St. Ambrose and St. Augustine. At the same time, they face the challenge of prioritizing competing principles.

For example, Michael Walzer of the Princeton, N.J.-based Institute for Advanced Study, invokes the protection of innocents as a central tenet of just war. When extended to a post-conflict environment, he said, coalition forces must leave Iraq in relatively stable condition. It also compels the U.S. to provide sanctuary for Iraqis who cooperated with the U.S. and its allies.

"One of the crucial principles of 'in bello' (during war) justice is to minimize the risks you impose on the civilian population," said Walzer, author of the 2004 book "Arguing About War" and 1977's "Just and Unjust Wars." "And you have to do that when you're getting out also."
Morality Turn

Turn—our authors aren’t biased, focus on representations leaves us with no policy response and endangers real people for the sake of theory. Their authors’ all-encompassing orientalist criticism of middle east discourse is itself stereotyped and constructed.

Morten Valbjørn, PhD in the Department of Political Science @ Aarhus, 2004 [Middle East and Palestine: Global Politics and Regional Conflict, “Culture Blind and Culture Blinded: Images of Middle Eastern Conflicts in International Relations,” p. 68 – 69

This enquiry into the current debate on the role of culture in IR reveals that neither IR nor international relations are as culture blank as supposed. Moreover, the individual position taken in this rather theoretical debate might have wide-ranging implications for which kind of images one will produce of the Middle East in general and the supposedly conflict prone character of the region in particular.
In addition—as anticipated by Walker long before the current IR debate—this study discovered a large number of pitfalls with which an essentially contested concept such as culture is coupled. Thus the two abovementioned “culturalistic” approaches seemingly have “solved” the problematic neglect of cultural diversity by introducing a new kind of problem. Instead of being blind to culture, their exaggerated focus on culture makes them almost blinded by culture. In other words, the essentialist approach appears blinded by a conception of the absolute cultural difference of the Other, while the relational approach seems blinded by a too extensive focus on the representer’s own culturally specificity.

If the alternative to the current culture-blind universalism is a not less problematic culture-blinded particularism, it might be tempting to argue that the hitherto neglect of culture by IR in the end has been quite reasonable. Before accepting this very modest and truly pragmatic “solution” to the problem of culture, it might, however, be relevant to consult some of those disciplines that have long experienced the challenges of culture contrary to IR. While the pitfalls of culture are by no means foreign to these disciplines, cultural issues have not been rejected for this reason. On the contrary, the challenges of culture have explicitly been addressed and suggestions have been proposed as to how to steer clear of the culture-blind Scylla without embracing the culture-blinded Charybdis. This applies, for instance, to Middle East Area Studies, where the challenges of cultural diversity have long been a very contested issue on the agenda. While culture blind(ed)ness is also prevalent within (parts of) Middle East Area Studies, particularly in recent years a number of’ studies of interest have appeared. Some of these are of a more metatheoretical nature, as goes for Halliday’s suggestion of combining “an analytical universalism with a historical particularism” (1995; sec also Bromley, 1994). Others are more theoretically focused, for instance Barnett (1998), Hinnebusch and Ehteshami (2OO2) Lynch (1999), Telhami and Barnett (2002), and Gause (1999). Here, insights are drawn from 1K theory as well as Middle Eastern Studies,10

Instead of abandoning the question of cultural diversity all together once again, both ER and the study of Middle Eastern relations might be better served by the building of new disciplinary bridges to some of those disciplines that have long been facing the challenges of culture, among others the various Area Studies, Post-Colonial Studies, and Cultural Studies).’

AT: Iraq is the Linchpin

1. The aff draws a distinction between the evil Iraq War and the justified Afghanistan labeled a “good war” but escalating violence paints a different picture. War is hell, and Afghanistan is no exception.

Abdul-Majid Jaffry, Retired Aircraft Engineer and Freelance Writer, 5/26/2010, “Afghanistan War -- A Saga of Lopsided Death and Destruction”,  http://www.uruknet.info/?p=66378)
The frightening death and destruction that the American civil War brought made General William Sherman, a Union general, say, "War is hell". A U.S. Airforce Commander after the terror bombing of Dresden in the Second World War admonished, "War must be destructive and to a certain extent inhuman and ruthless." When a high-tech mighty war machine is unleashed on a nation in a decrepit state and with a weaker or non-existent military power, the hell becomes more intense and destruction unbelievably more destructive for the men and women of the frail nation.  One of the first major armed conflicts between the two nations after the Industrial Revolution was the Battle of Omdurman in 1898 in Sudan. The British soldiers armed with state of the art of the time gun boats, rifles and machine guns mowed down over 20,000 Sudanese tribesman armed mostly with swords and lances. Sudanese suffered an astonishing 90% casualty rate. British lost only 48 men, amounting to 2% casualty rate. British ultra superior war machinery, compared to the Sudanese swords and lance, was chiefly responsible for the mechanized slaughter of f Sudanese and one of the most lopsided victories in the military history.  Today, history of another lopsided death and destruction in a war is being written. This time it's the poor and helpless Afghans, the fourth or fifth poorest people in the world, are being pounded by the ferocious U.S. and NATO war machine.  Afghanistan is a landlocked and resource poor country. It ranks among the bottom three countries, second only to Niger in sub-Saharan Africa, according to the U.N. Human Development Index in 2009. It had no army or even functioning police before the U.S. invasion in 2001. It had no offensive capability nor defensive mechanism to withstand foreign invasion, not even from a border patrol armed with light infantry weapons. Afghanistan had no significant or insignificant military installations that could have offered high value target for bombing ("I'm not going to fire a $2 million missile at a $10 empty tent and hit a camel in the butt", Bush once said).  The U.S. started the "good war" as Operation Enduring Freedom in October 2001 ostensibly to remove the Taliban from power in retaliation for the attack on the World Trade Center. Taliban were routed soon after the war initiated. In December 2001, International Security Assistance Force was formed, and in 2003 NATO assumed the control of ISAF. Both, the U.S. and the NATO led forces came to Afghanistan equipped with the most sophisticated military technology.  Afghanistan provided Western forces a theatre for an impressive and flashy demonstration of its military might with no hindrance and virtually no fear of retaliation. Indeed, the U.S. and NATO put a spectacular show with its fighters, bombers, missiles, cluster bombs, and Depleted Uranium weapons. All these impressive weapons, and all the fury was unleashed upon a country with no anti-aircraft fire, no bomb shelters, no war industry, no ammunition factory, no railroad tracks, only villages of stone and mud dwellings. U.S. and NATO waged a deliberately disproportionate attack on a country that had zero capability to defend itself.  In any essential sense, it's not a real war; the barrage was solely designed to punish, humiliate and terrorize a population and send signal to other nations. The dropping of thousands of bombs precision-guided by satellite and laser technology in heavily populated areas that has caused excessive civilian casualties and widespread destruction betrays the U.S. claim that the war was launched with the aim to uproot Taliban regime, and capture Osama bin Laden; it appeared more in line with Bush's famous John Wayne style rhetoric, "smoke them out" and "Bring 'em on".  Shortly after the U.S. invasion, in a biting remark, John Pilger observed in The Mirror, a British Tabloid, "The war against terrorism is a fraud. After three weeks' bombing,not a single terrorist implicated in the attacks on America has been caught or killed in Afghanistan.Instead, one of the poorest, most stricken nations has beenterrorized by the most powerful - to the point where American pilots have run out of dubious "military' targets and are now destroying mud houses, a hospital, Red Cross warehouses, lorries carrying refugees."  The Guardian reported on April 10, 2002 about the number of U.S. bombs and cruise missiles directed at poverty-stricken Afghanistan: "More than 22,000 weapons - ranging from cruise missiles to heavy fuel-air bombs - have been dropped on the country over the past six months". US pilots dropped more than 6,600 joint direct attack munitions (J-dams), the satellite-guided bombs. And, this report is only for the first six months of the attack.  In Dossier on Civilian Victims of the United States' Aerial Bombing of Afghanistan, Prof. Marc W. Herold of University Of New Hampshire, citing different news sources, gives account of bombing in October and November 2001. For example, he writes: "October 11th - farming village of 450 persons of Karam, west of Jalalabad in Nangarhar province is repeatedly bombed, 45 of the 60 mud houses destroyed, killing at least 160 civilians." This represents 75 percent of the total dwelling and 35 percent of the village population that were annihilated. For November 18th, he says, "Carpet-bombing by B-52's of frontline village near Khanabad, province of Kunduz, kills at least 150 civilians."  Not only that the U.S, along with Russia, China, and Israel refused to sign the convention to ban the deadly cluster bombs - a cluster of bomblets - it 
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made a liberal use of the deadly weapon in Afghanistan, as it did in wars with other nations. Cluster bombs severely added to the brutality of the lopsided war in Afghanistan.  According to one report, "From 2001 to 2002 in Afghanistan, the United States used over 1200 cluster munitions that contained close to 250,000 bomblets." Cluster bombs are known to be more lethal and dangerous to civilians then to enemy combatants. It can not be used in or around the populated areas without causing great loss to civilian life. The violent blow of deadly shrapnel decapitates and severs body parts. The other unfortunate consequence of cluster bombs is that the unexploded bomblets can lie in the ground, fields, and roads or buried in the soil for years and keep killing long after the conflict ends.  Now after securing the intended goal uprooting the Taliban regime and crippling Al-Qaeda beyond repair - the over 134,000 foreign troops from 50 nations from all the continents, under the U.S. and NATO command, are for the last eight years waging an unwinnable and untenable but ruthless and lethal war against the insurgency to protect the west installed puppet regime of Hamid Karzai.  In doing so, a disproportionate number of civilian casualties are being created by the indiscriminate bombings and raids by the U.S. Special Forces on civilian population hunting for the insurgents. All reports coming from Afghanistan clearly indicate that the civilian deaths are decidedly excessive and unacceptable in relation to any gain against the insurgents. These thoughtless killing of unarmed men, women, and children galvanizes the opposition to the foreign troops presence and in turn fuel support for the insurgency.  In a moment of truth, during a videoconference with U.S. soldiers in Afghanistan, General McChrystal candidly admitted, "We've shot an amazing number of people and killed a number and, to my knowledge, none has proven to have been a real threat to the force," He further acknowledges, "To my knowledge, in the nine-plus months I've been here, not a single case where we have engaged in an escalation of force incident and hurt someone has it turned out that the vehicle had a suicide bomb or weapons in it and, in many cases, had families in it."  The totally lopsided tens of thousands of Afghan civilian casualties and widespread destruction and pain caused by the high-tech virtual war imposed by the Western forces is reminiscent of the Battle of Omdurman in 1898 in Sudan, where the British soldiers armed with state of the art of the time gun boats, rifles and machine guns mowed down thousands of Sudanese tribesman armed mostly with swords and lances.  And in the words of General William Sherman, the "War is hell" for the men, women, and children of Afghanistan.
AT: Iraq is the Linchpin
2. Turn – the hidden premise behind Iraq as the linchpin of US imperialism is that the war in Afghanistan was justified by “confirmed” Taliban presence – this is both false and the security logic they criticize
Hamid Dabashi, Ph.D. in Sociology of Culture and Islamic Studies from the University of Pennsylvania, prof Middle East Studies @ Columbia, 11/02/2009, http://www.cnn.com/2009/OPINION/11/02/dabashi.afghan.troops.taliban/index.html
The recent suicidal violence in Pakistan coincides with a growing concern that President Obama might be tempted by the same folly that drove President Bush and massively increase the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan -- by up to 65,000 if he were to listen to some of his military advisers.

This is a deadly mistake that would drag the United States into a quagmire with even more catastrophic consequences than those it has faced in Iraq.

The recent comment by White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel to CNN that "the Bush administration failed to ask critical questions about the war in Afghanistan" would be a key point of departure, but the question remains how critically Obama is willing to ask these questions.

The fear that is now principally driving this tendency to escalate the war is that the Taliban and al Qaeda are about to declare victory over yet another superpower, and even expand their theater of operation, as the British army chief General Sir David Richards has suggested, into other parts of the world.

This is a phantom fear, from a frightful figment of imagination in which the U.S. and European armies are now strategically invested and that has for almost a decade had a crippling effect on any measure of reason and sanity. There is no better way to combat this fearful fantasy than rethink what we have collectively come to understand by these two elusive terms "Taliban" and "al Qaeda."

The only way to defeat these deceptive delusions is not to dispatch tens of thousands of innocent lives across the globe and endanger even more tens of thousands of innocent lives in Afghanistan and Pakistan, but to re-examine the terror that these terms have exercised over our mental faculties ever since the traumatic events of 9/11.

What now passes as "Taliban" and "al Qaeda" fundamentally lack serious popular bases, mass infrastructural support or certainly any coherent ideology. In the history of the militant Islamist ideologies that we have known and examined in detail over the last 200 years, these are conceptual and political aberrations that will wither away almost as soon as they are taken off the radar of U.S. and NATO military operations and, by extension, away from the global limelight.
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3. Many of the 1AC authors refer to Iraq and Afghanistan as prime examples of America’s neocolonialism – the aff fails to point out the imperialist and racist nature of our occupation of Afghanistan, reintrenching hyper-militaristic and violent narratives.

Lori Crowe, member of the York Centre for International and Security Studies and grad student in poli sci @ York, 2007  (Lori, Grad Student in Pol. Sci. – York U., “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 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. 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 

AT: Iraq is the Linchpin
4. Obama has established Afghanistan as a just war – the plan is a continuation of this ideology that reinforces security discourse about the Taliban and al Qaeda. 
Michael A. Cohen, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative,  Spring 2010, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan,” Dissent, Volume 57, Number 2

Yet when Barack Obama delivered a major speech on the topic at West Point in December, he was not there to claim victory but to make the case for why the United States should stay longer in Afghanistan and actually increase its military presence. The president's announcement that thirty thousand more troops would be deployed to Afghanistan meant the U.S. military footprint would rise to nearly one hundred thousand—all this to face a Taliban insurgency that by some estimates totals around twenty thousand core fighters and an al Qaeda organization in Pakistan that counts perhaps two hundred key operatives. For a war with clear links to a post 9/11 world, it was not surprising that Obama's remarks featured many of the same rhetorical tricks so often utilized in the Bush years. There was the scary imagery of September 11, 2001; the agitated warnings about the risks of an al Qaeda return to Afghanistan; vague platitudes about the need for resoluteness in the face of terrorist threats; and above all, meager specifics on how the latest U.S. policy shift would turn the tide of battle. Obama's speech, rather than clarifying America's new approach in Afghanistan, revealed a glaring discrepancy between the ambitions of U.S. leaders, the capabilities of its military, and the increasingly divergent interests of its partners in the region. What is needed in Afghanistan is not a radically new approach, but a more modest one, one that recognizes the limitations of U.S. power and the constraints that all counterinsurgencies face. Only by recognizing these limitations can the United States hope to put in place a policy that will safeguard U.S. interests and stabilize Afghanistan. During his 2008 presidential campaign, Obama obliquely referred to Afghanistan as the "good war," (in stark contrast to the "bad war" in Iraq). He pledged to increase attention to the conflict, which he claimed was ground zero in the fight against al Qaeda. Missing from Obama's rhetoric was a clear strategic rationale for escalation. Although there is no doubt that the Taliban insurgency has gathered steam since 2006, it is less clear that the United States has direct interests in stabilizing the country (not to mention the capabilities for doing so). Al Qaeda has not maintained any serious presence in Afghanistan since 2002; and across the jihadist blogosphere, there are growing signs that the Taliban and al Qaeda are not as closely allied as they were before 9/11. Indeed, a relatively similar phenomenon took hold in Iraq in 2006 when the global jihadist goals of al Qaeda-in-Iraq ran headfirst into the more local concerns of Iraqi Sunnis.

AT: SOFA Makes Your Disads Inevitable
1. The aff must be a substantial reduction from the SQ – c/a their we meet from topicality 
2. Won’t withdraw by timeline—uncertainty over elections, military officials want delay

International Herald Tribune, April 29, 2010, Peter Baker and Rod Nordland, “Should U.S. change its Iraq script?; Obama wants troops out by deadline despite uncertainty over election,” Lexis, RG

But the resistance to revisiting the deadline has drawn concern from former American officials, including some who participated in formulating the Obama policy last year. The original plan anticipated Iraqi elections in December and the formation of a new government at least 60 days afterward. Instead, the elections did not take place until March and produced a near tie between the parties of Prime Minister Nuri Kamal al-Maliki and former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi. And now the two are fighting through the courts and recounts. Ryan C. Crocker, the former American ambassador to Iraq who was appointed by President George W. Bush and later made recommendations to Mr. Obama regarding the drawdown, said the administration should consider extending the August deadline. ''I am a little bit nervous,'' Mr. Crocker, now dean of the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, said in a recent interview. ''The elections were later than expected, and there were very close results between Maliki and Allawi, which suggest it's going to be a very long process. We may not even have a new government until we're at the August deadline. I'd like the U.S. to retain the original flexibility.'' Meghan L. O'Sullivan, a former deputy national security adviser to Mr. Bush who oversaw Iraq policy, also said August might be too soon. ''I'm for a shift away from the current rigid deadline to something more flexible, more reflective of the fluid and tense situation in Iraq, where the last thing the Iraqis really need is for the United States to be focused more on exit than anything else at a moment of high political uncertainty,'' she said. Two former officials who worked on Iraq policy in the Obama administration said that after it became clear how late the elections would be, Gen. Ray Odierno, the commander in Iraq, wanted to keep 3,000 to 5,000 combat troops in northern Iraq after the Aug. 31 deadline. But the officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter, said it was clear that the White House did not want any combat units to remain.


3. Increased sectarian violence and extremism makes meeting the SOFA timetable impossible
The Guardian, May 12, 2010, Martin Chulov, “Iraq violence set to delay US troop withdrawal,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/may/12/iraq-us-troop-withdrawal-delay, RG
The White House is likely to delay the withdrawal of the first large phase of combat troops from Iraq for at least a month after escalating bloodshed and political instability in the country. General Ray Odierno, the US commander, had been due to give the order within 60 days of the general election held in Iraq on 7 March, when the cross-sectarian candidate Ayad Allawi edged out the incumbent leader, Nouri al-Maliki. American officials had been prepared for delays in negotiations to form a government, but now appear to have balked after Maliki's coalition aligned itself with the theocratic Shia bloc to the exclusion of Allawi, who attracted the bulk of the minority Sunni vote. There is also concern over interference from Iraq's neighbours, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Late tonight seven people were killed and 22 wounded when a car bomb planted outside a cafe exploded in Baghdad's Sadr City, a Shia area, police and a source at the Iraqi interior ministry said. The latest bomb highlights how sectarian tensions are rising, as al-Qaida fighters in Iraq and affiliated Sunni extremists have mounted bombing campaigns and assassinations around the country. The violence is seen as an attempt to intimidate all sides of the political spectrum and press home the message to the departing US forces that militancy remains a formidable foe. Odierno has kept a low profile since announcing the deaths of al-Qaida's two leaders in Iraq, Abu Omar al-Baghdadi and Abu Ayub al-Masri, who were killed in a combined Iraqi-US raid on 18 April. The operation was hailed then as a near fatal blow against al-Qaida, but violence has intensified ever since. All US combat forces are due to leave Iraq by 31 August, a date the Obama administration is keen to observe as the president sends greater reinforcements to fight the Taliban in Afghanistan – a campaign he has set apart from the Iraq war, by describing it as "just". Iraqi leaders remain adamant that combat troops should leave by the deadline. But they face the problem of not having enough troops to secure the country if the rejuvenated insurgency succeeds in sparking another lethal round of sectarian conflict. "The presence of foreign forces sent shock waves through Iraqis," said Hoshyar Zebari, the foreign minister. "And at the beginning it was a terrifying message that they didn't dare challenge. But then they got emboldened through terrorism and acts of resistance. And as the Americans are leaving, we are seeing more of it." Zebari said Iraq's neighbours were taking full advantage of the political stalemate. He also hinted that they may be directly backing the violence. "They too have been emboldened, because we haven't been able to establish a viable unified government that others can respect," he said. "In one way or another, Iran, Turkey and Syria are interfering in the formation of this government. "There is a lingering fear [among some neighbouring states] that Iraq should not reach a level of stability. The competition over the future of Iraq is being played out mostly 
AT: SOFA Makes Your Disads Inevitable

(card continues, no text removed) 

between Turkey and Iran. They both believe they have a vested interest here." The withdrawal order is eagerly awaited by the 92,000 US troops still in Iraq – they mostly remain confined to their bases. This month Odierno was supposed to have ordered the pullout of 12,500, a figure that was meant to escalate every week between now and 31 August, when only 50,000 US troops are set to remain – all of them non-combat forces.

4. Turn – these inevitability claims are the same as the ones the aff criticizes in the context of Iraqi suffering – give as much weight to the potential consequences of the plan as the systemic impacts of the status quo 
Framework

Predictions are valid and necessary to prevent catastrophe – just because the future can’t be absolutely certain doesn’t make cautiousness bad

Fuyuki Kurasawa, Associate Professor of Sociology at York University, 2004 – “Blackwell Publishing, “Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight” Constellations, v11 n4. http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf
When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise.

While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy.

Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness.
It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors.

Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, technoscientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multiplication of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates.17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or fact-finding missions, and to warn the international community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environmental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in sub-Saharan Africa, frequently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institutions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a loose-knit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises.

This network of ‘early warners’ are working to publicize potential and actual emergencies by locating indicators of danger into larger catastrophic patterns of interpretation, culturally meaningful chains of events whose implications become discernable for decision-makers and ordinary citizens (‘this is why you should care’).18 Civic associations can thus invest perilous situations with urgency and importance, transforming climate change from an apparently mild and distant possibility to an irreversible and grave threat to human survival, and genocide from a supposedly isolated aberration to an affront to our common humanity.
AT: Mindset Change

1. The aff can’t fiat the government’s mindset while passing the plan, only that the plan happens – this is not real world, unpredictable, and a voting issue for fairness 

2. The plan is a victory for Obama, not a dramatic difference from the status quo – no mindset shift

Politics Daily 8/6/10 http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/08/06/mission-accomplished-white-house-touts-iraq-bp-auto-industry/
President Barack Obama wasn't exactly making a tailhook landing on an aircraft carrier and unfurling a "Mission Accomplished" banner, but the White House took aggressive steps this week to show the American public that it has achieved some very hard-won successes.

On three major issues -- U.S. military engagement in the Middle East, the BP oil spill disaster, and the American economy -- the administration has finally gained some positive momentum after what has felt like a protracted period of Nothing Good Ever Happens. For a White House and Democratic Congress badly in need of ammo in the run-up to the November elections, it couldn't have come at a better time.

While President George W. Bush donned a green flight suit and white helmet in May 2003 to trumpet that "major combat operations in Iraq [had] ended," he turned out to be (at least) seven years early on the call. On Monday, President Obama -- in a standard-issue black suit -- took his turn at the podium, proclaiming to an audience of disabled veterans in Atlanta, "I made it clear that by August 31st, 2010, America's combat mission in Iraq would end. And that is exactly what we are doing -- as promised and on schedule." 

By the end of the month, 50,000 non-combat troops will still be in the country, with a complete withdrawal of U.S. forces expected by the end of 2011. The words "mission accomplished" were nowhere to be heard -- in fact, the president reiterated that "the hard truth is we have not seen the end of American sacrifice in Iraq" -- but the message was clear. "As we mark the end of America's combat mission in Iraq," Obama said, "a grateful America must pay tribute to all who served there." Was that a humble way of saying almost the same thing? You betcha. 
3. Every example of security logic in the 1AC is a reason why Obama’s mindset will remain exactly the same – the aff’s calculations of total deaths in Iraq are based on the securitization of the region 

4. Vote neg on time frame -- even if they do lead to mindset shift from security, it takes time – our links happen in the short term, and all their authors writing about breaking down the discourse of security argue for a long term cultural change away from doing that, not instantaneous 

AT: 1.3 Million Dead

1. This is an inherent contradiction with the aff’s criticism of utilitarian decisionmaking – they use the logic of calculation in their need to state the number of people who died 

2. This also demonstrates that util is the only way to weigh impacts – even the systemic impacts of mass death are consequentialist, which means that our impacts of nuclear war will far outweigh
Redeployment 1NC

A. COIN drawdown is inevitable, reinforcing troops now creates worse conditions

Friedman 10 (THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN, American journalist, columnist and multi Pulitzer Prize winning author. He is an op-ed contributor to The New York Times, whose column appears twice weekly. He has written extensively on foreign affairs including global trade, the Middle East and environmental issues. He has won the Pulitzer Prize three times, twice for International Reporting (1983, 1988) and once for Commentary (2002), June 22, 2010, “What’s Second Prize?”, https://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/opinion/23friedman.html | JC)

It is not about the way. It is about the will. I have said this before, and I will say it again: The Middle East only puts a smile on your face when it starts with them. The Camp David peace treaty started with Israelis and Egyptians meeting in secret — without us. The Oslo peace process started with Israelis and Palestinians meeting in secret — without us. The Sunni tribal awakening in Iraq against pro-Al Qaeda forces started with them — without us. When it starts with them, when they assume ownership, our military and diplomatic support can be a huge multiplier, as we’ve seen in Iraq and at Camp David. Ownership is everything in business, war and diplomacy. People will fight with sticks and stones and no training at all for a government they feel ownership of. When they — Israelis, Palestinians, Afghans, Iraqis — assume ownership over a policy choice, everything is possible, particularly the most important thing of all: that what gets built becomes self-sustaining without us. But when we want it more than they do, nothing is self-sustaining, and they milk us for all we’re worth. I simply don’t see an Afghan “awakening” in areas under Taliban control. And without that, at scale, nothing we build will be self-sustaining. That leads to the second question: If our strategy is to use U.S. forces to clear the Taliban and help the Afghans put in place a decent government so they can hold what is cleared, how can that be done when President Hamid Karzai, our principal ally, openly stole the election and we looked the other way? Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and others in the administration told us not to worry: Karzai would have won anyway; he’s the best we’ve got; she knew how to deal with him and he would come around. Well, I hope that happens. But my gut tells me that when you don’t call things by their real name, you get in trouble. Karzai stole the election, and we said: No problem, we’re going to build good governance on the back of the Kabul mafia. Which brings up the third simple question, the one that made me most opposed to this surge: What do we win if we win? At least in Iraq, if we eventually produce a decent democratizing government, we will, at enormous cost, have changed the politics in a great Arab capital in the heart of the Arab Muslim world. That can have wide resonance. Change Afghanistan at enormous cost and you’ve changed Afghanistan — period. Afghanistan does not resonate. Moreover, Al Qaeda is in Pakistan today — or, worse, in the soul of thousands of Muslim youth from Bridgeport, Conn., to London, connected by “The Virtual Afghanistan”: the Internet. If Al Qaeda cells returned to Afghanistan, they could be dealt with by drones, or special forces aligned with local tribes. It would not be perfect, but perfect is not on the menu in Afghanistan. My bottom line: The president can bring Ulysses S. Grant back from the dead to run the Afghan war. But when you can’t answer the simplest questions, it is a sign that you’re somewhere you don’t want to be and your only real choices are lose early, lose late, lose big or lose small. 


Redeployment 1NC
B. Turns case -- Redeployment from Iraq would directly increase COIN missions in Afghanistan, increasing the US influence and colonialism in the Middle East
Henry 9 – Senior White House correspondent (Ed, October 19, “Behind the scenes in Obama's war council debate”, http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/10/19/afghan.iraq.surge/ |JC), 

There's an air of mystery hanging over President Obama's war council, which meets in secrecy yet again this week to discuss a new strategy for Afghanistan in the highly secure White House Situation Room. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. Troops prepare to board helicopters at Forward Operating Base Dwyer, Afghanistan. But senior officials closely involved in the decision-making process reveal that the president and his team are grappling with one particularly urgent question: Will Gen. Stanley McChrystal's push for 40,000 more U.S. troops really secure Afghanistan? McChrystal, who has been joining the president's war council by secure videophone, framed this debate weeks ago by writing in his now-famous memo that failing to send that many troops could result in the mission failing. But some of Obama's other top advisers are privately expressing heavy skepticism that sending 40,000 troops will result in a successful Iraq-style surge. "Afghanistan is not Iraq," one senior administration official said. "To say that we can take what we did in Iraq and Xerox it and send it to Afghanistan is obtuse." A second administration official confirmed this viewpoint has real currency inside Obama's war council. "With 40,000 more troops, you cannot do an Iraq-style surge," this official said. "It's totally different than Iraq. The strategy is not easily transferable -- there are unique challenges in Afghanistan." These officials stressed that the president still has not made up his mind about troop levels, which will be a primary topic of discussion at this week's sixth meeting, and they said it is still possible that Obama will follow McChrystal's advice. But the senior officials seem intent on puncturing the notion that McChrystal's proposal would be a panacea if fully implemented. "The expectations need to be more realistic," the second senior administration official said. "We have to be realistic about what's possible." These advisers to the president believe the public perception has become too focused on the idea that sending 40,000 more troops to the battlefield will result in a full counterinsurgency effort, known as "COIN" within the military, a doctrine made famous by Gen. David Petraeus. Earlier this month, on CNN's "State of the Union with John King," Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, suggested this: "The strategy that was developed by Gen. Petraeus in particular, but also with Gen. McChrystal as his strong right arm, did succeed there [in Iraq]," McCain said. "Should we risk going against the advice and counsel of our best and strongest advisers, those we've given the responsibility? But McChrystal's plan aims only to implement a COIN program in problem areas, not across the country. Senior officials said that in order to fully force a COIN strategy of 20 to 25 troops per 1,000 residents in Afghanistan, there would have to be 600,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops and police -- which is basically impossible. It would require either a major infusion of U.S. troops that is just not available right now because of a taxed military, or a massive training of new Afghan soldiers that is too ambitious to reach in a short time. Petraeus' field manual suggests that for a counterinsurgency effort to work in a population center, there needs to be a force density ratio of 20 to 25 troops or security personnel for 1,000 residents. At the height of the Iraq surge, according to the senior officials, there were approximately 29 troops for each 1,000 residents. Right now in Afghanistan, there are about 260,000 U.S., NATO and Afghan troops on the ground, or only about 11 troops per 1,000 residents. If Obama accepted McChrystal's request and sent 40,000 U.S. troops in the coming weeks, that would bring the force density rate up to only 12.5 troops for every 1,000 residents. "The notion of a fully resourced COIN strategy is not in the offing," one senior administration official said of the current deliberations. "We're unable to pick up exactly what we did in Iraq. It cannot be moved to Afghanistan." James Danly, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, acknowledged that sending 40,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan would not fully cover the type of counterinsurgency effort envisioned by Petraeus on paper. Danly was a U.S. Army officer in Iraq from 2006 to 2008, which was the height of Petraeus' counterinsurgency effort. "You are right that there will be a shortfall," Danly said after being read the numbers that administration officials are using to weigh the strategy shift. But he added that "marginal increases" in troops "can have a dramatic effect" on security if the troops are used properly. "If we were to take our soldiers and apply them wisely, we will be much closer to parity," Danly said, suggesting that a leaner force can work if it is focused on urban centers instead of the most remote areas of Afghanistan. "There are enough forces to do COIN properly." Senior administration officials are skeptical that it will work. They add that even if 40,000 troops could secure Afghanistan in the short term, they're deeply concerned that such gains would not hold in a nation that -- unlike Iraq -- does not have a relatively stable central government. "So who do you hand it off to?" said one senior administration official. "It's like handing it to sand. There is no 'there' there.

Redeployment – AT: Mindset Shift

Obama’s official stance is that ending the war in Iraq will directly translate into more troops in Afghanistan – means the plan directly enables his imperialist goals

Peter Baker, 2/27/09, NY times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/02/28/washington/28troops.html
President Obama declared the beginning of the end of one of the longest and most divisive wars in American history on Friday as he announced that he would withdraw combat forces from Iraq by August 2010 and all remaining troops by December 2011.  The decision, outlined before thousands of camouflage-clad Marines here, underscored the transformation in national priorities a month after Mr. Obama took office as he prepared to shift resources and troops from increasingly stable Iraq to increasingly volatile Afghanistan. “Every nation and every group must know, whether you wish America good or ill, that the end of the war in Iraq will enable a new era of American leadership and engagement in the Middle East,” Mr. Obama said. “And that era has just begun.”  The president’s venue underscored the shift in emphasis. About 8,000 Marines stationed here will ship out soon to Afghanistan, part of the 17,000-troop buildup he ordered. The Marines applauded when he promised to bring troops home from Iraq.
Redeployment -- AT: Iraq is Unique

1. 1ac Gopal and Lazarus evidence never even mentions Afghanistan while it’s comparing Iraq to Venezuela and the Philippines, because it’s written in 2006 – their claim that Iraq is beyond comparison is obviously outdated

2. The aff is using the utilitarian calculus they criticize by prioritizing the suffering of Iraqis over all else – double bind: either all examples of colonialism are equal, so if we demonstrate the plan causes colonialism elsewhere, the plan and the SQ are equal and you vote neg on presumption – or you can compare different degrees of colonialism and suffering, which is utilitarian and vote neg on the DA

Redeployment – AT: No Impact to COIN 

1. This links to the aff – by discussing the issue of COIN from the perspective of US security, they ignore the fact that every counterinsurgency troop we send to Afghanistan extends the colonialist empire, making their impacts inevitable 

Redeployment -- AT: Decision Rule

1. Their evidence about threat discourse is written about Iraq and Afghanistan, means you give full weight to our redeployment impact and it turns case

2. Their Shaikh D-rule evidence isn’t about Iraq, but historical colonialism – if we demonstrate the plan increases colonialism, vote neg

Overstretch 1NC
A. Unique link: Fixing US credibility specifically in the context of the Iraq war is a precondition to hegemony

William Odom, Retired Lieutenant General of the US Army, Professor at Yale University, Former Director of the NSA, and Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, June 2006 ,http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=3430 

Were the United States a middling power, this case might hold some water. But for the world’s only superpower, it’s patently phony. A rapid reversal of our present course in Iraq would improve U.S. credibility around the world. The same argument was made against withdrawal from Vietnam. It was proved wrong then and it would be proved wrong today. Since Sept. 11, 2001, the world’s opinion of the United States has plummeted, with the largest short-term drop in American history. The United States now garners as much international esteem as Russia. Withdrawing and admitting our mistake would reverse this trend. Very few countries have that kind of corrective capacity. I served as a military attaché in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow during Richard Nixon’s Watergate crisis. When Nixon resigned, several Soviet officials who had previously expressed disdain for the United States told me they were astonished. One diplomat said, “Only your country is powerful enough to do this. It would destroy my country.”Two facts, however painful, must be recognized, or we will remain perilously confused in Iraq. First, invading Iraq was not in the interests of the United States. It was in the interests of Iran and al Qaeda. For Iran, it avenged a grudge against Saddam for his invasion of the country in 1980. For al Qaeda, it made it easier to kill Americans. Second, the war has paralyzed the United States in the world diplomatically and strategically. Although relations with Europe show signs of marginal improvement, the trans-Atlantic alliance still may not survive the war. Only with a rapid withdrawal from Iraq will Washington regain diplomatic and military mobility. Tied down like Gulliver in the sands of Mesopotamia, we simply cannot attract the diplomatic and military cooperation necessary to win the real battle against terror. Getting out of Iraq is the precondition for any improvement.

B. U.S. hegemony makes power wars unavoidable and makes imperialist interventions inevitable – turns case
Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, 2007 “American Empire: A Debate” p 54-5

In this chapter, I argue that primacy and empire is a strategy that will lead to bad consequences for the United States. Rather than bringing the United States peace and security, the pursuit of primacy and empire will result in a geopolitical backlash against the United States. It already has. The 9/11 attacks were a violent reaction against America's primacy—and specifically against its imperial ambitions in the Middle East. Similarly, the quagmire in Iraq also is a direct consequence of U.S. imperial aspirations. And it will not end there. Because it is premised on the belief that the United States must embark on assertive policies to bring about regime change by imposing democracy abroad, the pursuit of primacy and empire will drag the United States into otherwise avoidable wars—what one proponent of the strategy has termed "savage wars for peace." Looking ahead, if the United States continues to follow its current strategy of primacy and empire, it almost certainly will find itself on a collision course with Iran (and possibly North Korea and Syria)and—more importantly—China.

Overstretch DA– Link Ext. 

US imperial overstretch from Iraq causes loss of hegemony

Charles Scaliger, published journalist, 6/25/10, http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/history/world/3838-illusions-and-empire)

Where will it all end? If the verdict of history is any guide, America, like Britain, may well continue to squander her strength and blood waging “savage wars of peace” across the globe until her resources are exhausted. Over the past two decades, America has garrisoned most of the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and Central Asia; we have yet to withdraw voluntarily from any of those places. As with Britain, our empire has become bound up with our sense of prestige; too many of us are invested in the status quo, such that withdrawal — from Iraq and Afghanistan, especially — is seen by too many as a betrayal rather than a corrective. In a word, it is not at all certain that America will ever relinquish empire until she is compelled to do so, by the brutal laws of economics, human behavior, and history — “the gods of the copybook headings,” Rudyard Kipling called them — which brook no defiance in the long run.   On the other hand, what might it take to steer America away from the destructive, debilitating, potentially suicidal path of empire? A return to constitutional government would be a tremendous start. Merely reasserting the congressional prerogative to declare war would greatly curtail American wars of pure aggression, like the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Illegal wars and consequent occupations, like those of Yugoslavia and the Korean Peninsula, would be nullified and occupying forces brought home. The Koreans, the Japanese, the Europeans, Turkey, the republics of Central Asia — all these would become responsible for their own defense.  Of course, any proposal to withdraw from our many so-called “obligations” overseas will provoke howls of protest from the commentariat, as we have seen with the 2008 Ron Paul presidential campaign. Yet ultimately we will have no choice in the matter. American military hegemony will only last for a brief moment, indeed, is already threatened by imperial overstretch combined with economic malaise. We will not be the world’s only superpower forever.
US presence in Iraq increases military overstretch – weakening US hegemony

Barry Rubin 2005, 'Reality bites: The impending logic of withdrawal from Iraq', The Washington Quarterly, http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/0163660053295220 

One of the most forceful arguments against a planned and phased U.S. withdrawal is based on the administration's desire to preserve its own reputation and U.S. credibility. Refusing to leave Iraq, U.S. policymakers believe, is the only way to ensure that the United States retains a high level of credibility with its adversaries in the region. For the United States, to pull out as it did from Vietnam or to allow for the defeat of its allies as it did in the shah's Iran, they argue, would signal to radical forces that they could attack U.S. interests with impunity and disregard its threats. Although this may sound like a persuasive argument, it does not accurately reflect the current situation. The United States achieved the most credibility possible through its willingness and ability to overthrow Saddam. Being bogged down in an endless war in Iraq, however, can only erode U.S. standing in the region. The United States is currently so overextended in Iraq that it is incapable of taking tough action on any other issue in the region or elsewhere in the world—and its enemies know it. The U.S. military presence has been used to criticize and mobilize forces against the United States. The lack of a U.S. victory has been portrayed as proof of its weakness, and U.S. misdeeds have been invented or magnified to demonstrate that the United States has evil intentions toward Arabs and Muslims. Furthermore, Iraq has become a focal point for an anti-U.S. jihad and a not-so-covert war waged against the United States by Iran and Syria. The United States has been too preoccupied to take any serious action against either of these countries, both of whom have been aided by money and volunteers from Saudi Arabia and others driven by anti-U.S. sentiment. Once U.S. forces are no longer tied down in Iraq, the focus will shift back to Washington's enormous deterrent power and its willingness to use it against enemies when severely provoked. 
Condition CP Ext.
1. Better solvency for imperialism – the aff’s unconditional withdrawal from Iraq gives the Iraqi citizens no say or personal agency in the occupation of the nation 

2. Net decrease in force used over Iraqis – much better than the plan’s unilateral action without consulting the government of Iraq

PMC DA – AT: Impact Inevitable
1. This links to the aff – their discursive framework requires that we take responsibility for our decisions – if we win that the plan spreads colonialism, it would be immoral to ignore this consequence 

2. The aff recreates the logic of the Bush administration – the reason we haphazardly ran into Iraq waving guns was because of the shortsighted idea of moral action without considering the consequences
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