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Karzai 2AC

1. Turn—the affirmative controls the most important internal links to Central Asian instability

A) Collapse is ABSOLUTELY inevitable in the status quo—we’re controlling impact uniqueness—Karzai’s loss of credibility is only one of MANY impacts that withdrawing from Afghanistan solves—that’s the 1AC Pakistan advantage.

B) You have ZERO EVIDENCE that Karzai alone is capable of stabilizing the region—our 1AC refutes your internal link logic by arguing that what is key is NOT Karzai but rather the strength of the Taliban opposition—that’s Cordesman, Pakistan Patriot, Becevich, and a lot of other 1AC evidence.

C) WHO CARES how strong Karzai is—the entire 1AC outlines how the U.S. presence is generating anti-American sentiment throughout the region—your link is BACKWARDS—the closer Karzai looks to the U.S. the weaker his position is because the Taliban insurgency successfully recruits by advancing an anti-American message—that’s the 1AC.

D) Stability is absolutely key to accessing ANY minerals in Central Asia—you can’t mine minerals in a war zone

2) Turn—A) solving the instability advantage is a precondition for mineral access—only the aff remedies infrastructure, corruption, and political issues

Daily Finaance 6/15/10 p. http://www.dailyfinance.com/story/investing/mining-afghanistan-mineral-wealth-development/19516302/
While governments and corporations are salivating at the financial prospects of the Afghanistan mineral discovery, some very basic issues need to be resolved. First and foremost, of course, are Afghanistan's crippling poverty and corruption, dangerous political instability and an infrastructure broken by decades of war.

B) Only withdrawal solves for these structural considerations—anything Karzai does is only a temporary band aid on a massive political wound—the plan and Taliban reconciliation provide the only hope of stabilizing Afghanistan—extend our 1AC solvency evidence.

Karzai 2AC

3. Turn and no link—U.S. will shield Karzai no matter what he does—the only chance for his legitimacy to return is to successfully distance himself from the U.S. which the plan facilitates

Karon, Time staff writer, 4/5/10 p. http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1977781,00.html DA 7/16/10

To some it may seem as if President Hamid Karzai has a death wish. The Afghan leader has lately begun sticking it to the U.S. and its Western allies — the only force protecting him from a surging Taliban, which hanged the last foreign-backed President when it reached Kabul in 1996. Having infuriated the Obama Administration by continuing to drag his feet on corruption — and then cozying up to Iran and China when Washington turned up the heat — Karzai ratcheted up the rhetoric last week. He accused the U.S. of trying to dominate his country, blamed the West for last year's electoral fraud (which his campaign was accused of masterminding) and made comments that verged on sanctifying the Taliban insurgency as a "national resistance" against foreign invaders. The New York Times reported on Sunday that Karzai even threatened, during a meeting with Afghan parliamentarians, to join the Taliban himself if the West continued to pressure him.  But bizarre as his behavior may seem, there may be a method in Karzai's madness. For one thing, he has begun denouncing the Western powers in his country because he knows he can — Karzai would have been cut adrift some time ago if there were any other viable alternative on whom the U.S. could pin its strategy. The wily President knows that the presence of foreign forces in his country is deeply unpopular, particularly when civilians are killed in the course of NATO military operations. Karzai, moreover, is humiliated and shown to be powerless when his protestations over such operations are ignored by his Western patrons. So while he may have been installed by a U.S.-led invasion, if Karzai is to survive the departure of Western forces, he will have to reinvent himself as a national leader with an independent power base. He's obviously determined not to go the way of Mohammad Najibullah, the former Soviet-backed leader who was executed by the Taliban seven years after the Red Army withdrew. So from Karzai's point of view, he's pushing back against the U.S. not only because he can, but also because he must if he is to survive politically. (See "Karzai Talks to the Enemy, but Is the U.S. On Board?")  It's worth remembering that Karzai was essentially parachuted into the country in the course of the U.S. invasion, tapped to lead a new post-Taliban government that would be founded largely on the Northern Alliance — the coalition of ethnic Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara former mujahedin warlords who had always fought the Taliban. A chieftain in the Popolzai tribe, Karzai was a prominent leader in Afghanistan's largest ethnic group, the Pashtun, which is also the social base of the Taliban. Still, his power base was limited, and creating an effective government forced him to cut deals with all manner of unsavory characters. The CIA, it should be remembered, was doing the same thing: the hundreds of millions of dollars in suitcases that the agency took into Afghanistan in the early days of the invasion was not aimed at funding women's literacy projects; its purpose was to buy off the local warlords who control all the valleys, recognizing the fact that power changes hands in Afghanistan when those warlords switch their allegiances. Karzai probably considers the U.S. political leadership naive for believing that a pro-Western government there can survive without paying off a lot of unsavory characters. (See a story about President Obama's surprise visit to Afghanistan in March.)  Karzai also knows that the U.S. commitment in his country is finite, and the need to survive after the Americans leave makes him more inclined to rely on such established hard men as Uzbek warlord General Rashid Dostum and Tajik strongman General Mohammed Fahim — even if that means turning a blind eye to their transgressions. He is also keen to take charge of negotiating a political settlement with the Taliban on his own timetable, and with less of a role for Pakistan than Washington might be ready to concede to Islamabad. Just as U.S. influence in Iraq declined precipitously once its intention to withdraw became clear, so is Karzai's game plan premised on getting along without the U.S., even though he'll do his best to keep it there as long as possible. That means going through the motions of satisfying U.S. demands on corruption and reform, without alienating the hard men on whose support he may depend once the Americans leave.  It's a common mistake for great powers to assume that those whom they engage as proxies to fight their battles or run their satrapies share the same agenda as their patrons just because their interests coincide at a given moment. But not all of Karzai's enemies in the region are America's enemies, and not all of America's allies are Karzai's allies. Nowhere is this more true than in the case of Pakistan, the original patron of the Taliban, which has also been going through the motions of indulging American concerns while continuing to enable the Afghan Taliban insurgency and identifying Karzai as an adversary because of his regime's close ties with India.  Like Pakistan over the past eight years, Karzai has been biding his time, positioning himself for the battles and power shifts that will come when the Americans leave, his goal — like Islamabad's — being to protect his power. And the arrival in Washington of the Obama Administration signaled the onset of the endgame. Driven by a desire to conclude America's fiscally burdensome wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and alarmed by the downward security spiral in Afghanistan, the Obama Administration put Karzai on notice that failure to tackle the corruption that was deemed to be fueling the insurgency would jeopardize his ties with Washington. And in the weeks leading up to last August's election, U.S. officials in Afghanistan were widely perceived to be backing rival candidates. Karzai has also noted that key U.S. officials like special envoy Richard Holbrooke have spoken frankly about giving Pakistan a greater role in shaping the political outcome in Afghanistan.  It should come as no surprise, then, that in the endgame, Karzai has revealed an agenda quite distinct from that of Washington — just as Pakistan has done. The premise of the U.S. policy, after all — just like that of the Pakistanis, Karzai, the Taliban and every other player in the game — is that sooner or later, the Americans will leave. And it's that reality, now more than ever, that is shaping everyone's game. 

Karzai 2AC

4. N/U—recent attacks prove Karzai credibility low—already conceding to Taliban

ABC News 6/6/10 p. http://abcnews.go.com/WN/Media/afghan-president-hamid-karzai-fires-interior-minister-chief/story?id=10841085
Afghan President Hamid Karzai fired two senior members of his government today, replacing officials particularly unpopular with the Taliban less than a week after insurgents launched a failed attack against a national peace assembly. Afghan President Hamid Karzai speaks at the conclusion of the "National Consultive Peace Jirga" in Kabul on June 4, 2010. Karzai fired two senior members of his government today, replacing officials particularly unpopular with the Taliban less than a week after insurgents launched a failed attack against a national peace assembly.  Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and Afghanistan's chief spy, Amrullah Saleh, both lost Karzai's confidence after those attacks, according to Karzai's spokesman, Waheed Omer.  "The president asked for an explanation about the attacks," Omer told ABC News. "Explanations were given and the president did not find the explanations satisfactory. He decided they had not done enough."  Insurgents attacked the assembly, or jirga, with three suicide bombers and rockets, one of which landed within 200 feet of the jirga tent as Karzai spoke. Atmar's spokesman said today an additional 15 insurgents had been arrested and 700 rockets confiscated, preventing even larger attacks. 

5. Turn—Plan constitutes a concession to powerful political factions—boosts Karzai’s credibility

CNN 6/4/10 p. http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/04/karzai-faces-credibility-balancing-act-after-peace-jirga/
There is no mention of a key Taliban demand that NATO troops leave Afghanistan, something Karzai told the delegates at the outset was not an option.  More clarification and more issues raised by delegates may yet be made public. For now some of the top 16 recommendations are:  - Taliban to be removed from international blacklists. - Taliban to be released from jails, both Afghan and international. - Taliban to distance themselves from al Qaeda. - End NATO house searches and bombing. - Taliban to end their attacks. - Government to establish a framework for negotiations with the Taliban. - A peace council to be formed drawing in provincial leaders. - For all sides to remove conditions that could harm the peace process.  As the jirga is non-binding, the government can cherry pick what it wants. A fair bet, however, is that the recommendations announced are those Karzai wants to move forward with.  If calls from delegates grow, saying that some of the more radical suggestions like moving international forces to the borders, or putting them under Afghan government control have not been heeded, then the jirga may be a step back - harming Karzai’s credibility.  After the debacle of last year’s deeply flawed presidential elections, the Afghan leader wanted the jirga to bolster his political standing. So balancing the demands of the delegates and the expectations of the international community is critical for him.  And that’s everyone’s dilemma, not just Karzai’s; it's the international community’s, too. Without credibility, Karzai can hardly lead a peace initiative, or at the very least expect the Taliban to get real about ending the fight.  So without listening to his delegates - and he invited a largely loyal and moderate cross section of the country - he can’t expect to build that credibility. But, if he goes along with hard line requests he’ll struggle for international support. And if he doesn’t go along with those far-reaching requests, he’s unlikely to convince the Taliban that now is the time to make peace.  Like it or not, Karzai’s fate is deeply tied to the international communities right now. Many diplomats in this city have had to swallow their misgivings about him and, while privately, they are very guarded in their expectations, at the jirga they are publicly supporting it.  Quite simply, it is the best option in play for getting the vast majority of their troops back home and soon. 

Karzai 2AC

6) Karzai credibility low—election fraud lingers

CBS News 1/4/10 p. http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/01/04/world/main6054307.shtml
Afghan President Hamid Karzai on Monday ordered parliament to postpone its winter recess until a new list of Cabinet nominees is announced, following last week's stinging rejection of most of his choices.  The rejection by lawmakers of 17 of 24 nominees was a surprising slap and an obstacle to Karzai getting his second term in office into full operation and focusing on badly needed reforms.  Karzai's credibility both at home and abroad was shaken by the fraud-plagued presidential elections in August. In the vote on the Cabinet nominees Saturday, lawmakers rejected nominees viewed as Karzai's political cronies, those believed to be under the influence of warlords and others deemed unqualified. The parliament did approve his retention of incumbents in the key portfolios of defense, interior and finance.  The order, under a constitutional provision that allows the president to call extraordinary sessions of parliament, states that Karzai will introduce a new slate of Cabinet nominees within a few days. Karzai clearly hopes to have a full government in place before the Jan. 28 international conference in London on Afghanistan.  The dispute over the Cabinet came as the country faces an increasingly active insurgency. A roadside bombing killed four U.S. service members, the first American combat deaths of the year in Afghanistan, while a British soldier died during a foot patrol elsewhere in the volatile south, officials said Monday. 

Hillman 2AC

1. Turn—our hegemony advantage proves that we link turn this critique—the affirmative is am embrace of war because it argues that we must imagine a future war and plan accordingly—that we should embrace the violence of war by streamling and making more efficient our necessary will to fight—that’s Ferguson and Bandow from the 1AC.

2. Turn—our advantage solves your atrocities impact because your evidence is descriptive of the status quo—our refusal to interrogate our own love of war has caused us to mark the Islamic Middle East as “Other” and the violence our troops are perpetuating in Afghanistan and Pakistan are evidence of this psychological suppression—the plan embraces our love of war with its hegemony advantage while simultaneously solving the extermination and violence against civilians occurring in the form of collateral damage in the Afghanistan theater—that’s the 1AC Pakistan advantage.

3. Turn-- The idea that war is “natural” makes it easier for evil leaders to manipulate facts and create political wars.
STUHR, 8 [John, Arts and Sciences Distinguished Professor of Philosophy and American Studies, and Chair, Department of Philosophy, Emory University; “A Terrible Love of Hope,” The Journal of Speculative Philosophy, 22:4]

These and related experiences, rooted in a love of war, are not merely "natural." Instead, they can be, and are, manufactured and manipulated and deployed. Today we have learned that Hermann Göring was right that it is easy for leaders to drag the people to war: "All you have to do is tell them they are being attacked, and denounce the pacifists for lack of patriotism and exposing the country to danger. It works the same in any country." Accordingly, those who hope for peace must invent democratic practices and institutions that mediate, intervene, and educate for different, fundamentally opposite experiences and policies. The politics of any effective love and hope for peace must be, in the broadest sense of the term, educational.

3. Turn—the aff imagines war—because the plan does not really exist all debates are only ever acts of imagination because fiat is illusory—our 1AC imagines that the U.S. needs to fight wars in the future—this solves your 1NC alt better. 

Hillman 2AC

4) Turn—Hillman’s advocacy terminates in atrocities—embracing war is not a subtle enterprise—it involves the affirmative support for mass atrocities—that’s the SQ in Afghanistan

CAVARERO, 9 [Adriana, Professor of Political Philosophy at the Università degli studi di Verona, Horrorism: Naming Contemporary Violence, p. 63-4]

As the reader will easily intuit, while the authors cited (often inappropriately) are highly disparate, it is principally categories deriving from psychoanalysis, the sociology of the sacred, and the anthropology of sacrifice that underpin the articulation of Hillman’s discourse. The theoretical density, as well as the internal problematic of these categories, which in his text are forced to undergo drastic simplification, are transformed into banal clichés. In order to justify war as an unrenounceable and vital experience, Hillman often appeals not just to the authority of his authors but to a so-called common opinion that by now constitutes the vulgate, in the form of the stereotypical and the obvious, of those same authors. An example is the facility with which he takes for granted “our fascination with war films, with weapons of mass destruction, with pictures of blasted bodies and bombs bursting in the air.” To this Hillman adds, on a confessional note, “the fascination, the delight in recounting the dreadful details of butchery and cruelty. Not sublimation, the sublime.” Typical as well in the way it casts a shadow of abnormality – if not pathological stupidity or obtuseness – over those who do not share the fascination with butchery, Hillman’s thesis has its own stringent logic. Once violence is rooted in the natural realm of the impulses or, if one prefers, in the archetypical order of the cosmos, the horror of war cannot fail to transmit its fascination both to everyone’s visual experience and to the literary practice of some. And, even more logically, it is combatants with firsthand experience in the field who savor the full fascination. The words of the soldiers that Hillman diligently reports in his text for the purpose of documenting his theory prove it. Among them, the words of a cinematographic version of General Patton stand out, when, faced with the devastation of battle and kissing a dying officer, he exclaims, “I love it. God help me, I do love it so. I love it more than my life.” Then there is the authentic declaration of a marine who confesses, “The thing I wish I’d seen – I wish I could have seen a grenade go into someone’s body and blow it up.” No one else, though, rivals the laudable capacity to synthesize of the anonymous American soldier who, in describing a bayonet charge, defines it as “awful, horrible, deadly, yet somehow thrilling, exhilarating.”  In the name of a realism grounded in the power of cliché, the entire repertory or war’s horror is thus reduced by Hillman to the realm of enjoyment. “The savage fury of the group, all of whose members are out for one another’s blood,” which the celebrated work of Rene Girard inscribes in the phenomenology of ritual, becomes the trivial wage of the warrior. For that matter the stereotype of the soldier excited by killing has a long and prestigious history. A certain arousal by violence was already characteristic of Homer’s warriors, and the warmongering rhetoric of every age, ennobled by writers and poets, is full of soldiers made happy by death. The events of the twentieth century, and even more those occurring right now, might suggest to the singers and scholars of massacre that they change register. Today it is particularly senseless that the meaning of war and its horror – as well, obviously, as its terror – should still be entrusted to the perspective of the warrior. If it is true, as the historian Giovanni De Luna laments, that “wars, with the violence and cruelty they unleash, appear to have a common ground (killing and getting killed), always the same and impervious to chronology,” it is also true that only warriors, after all, fit this paradigm. The civilian victims, of whom the numbers of dead have soared from the Second World War on, do not share the desire to kill, much less the desire to get killed. Nor does the pleasure of butchery, on which Hillman insists, appear to constitute a possible common ground in this case. You would have to ask the victims of the bombing, cooked by incendiary bombs in the shelters of Dresden, or those whose skin was peeled off by phosphorous bombs in the Vietnamese villages, where the pleasure and excitement was for them. And you would have to put the same question to the children blown up in many parts of the world by antipersonnel mines or to the engaged couple who, falling like marionettes from the Twin Towers in flames, took final flight in New York on the morning of September 11.

Hillman 2AC

6. Morals are determined by the victors, so we have to prepare to win wars. The worst atrocities come when we let the tyrants win.

SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]

We often, and rightly, ponder the horrors of war. Doing so is a growth industry particularly for those who do not choose to fight in them. Soldiers usually know more about the horrors of wars than journalists. They also know more about what it is like to live under a tyrannical system. The uncovering of gulags and concentration camps ought also to cause us to reflect deeply on what happens when unjust regimes acquire and remain in power. 9/11 could have been prevented with but a small use of force had we known that we had an enemy who would utterly surprise us by using passenger planes as weapons of war. A follower of Nietzsche, who thought Platonism and Christianity had failed because both lauded weakness, will see a certain nobility to wars and power for their own dramatic sakes. Like many moderns, Nietzsche did not find any order in the universe except that imposed by his own will. Still, most sensible people can see that to prevent the rise of unlimited power or to remove it, once established, requires the legitimate use of adequate force against it. Often we perform this reflection about war's atrocities in isolation from real situations and without balance, for peace is not simply the absence of war. "No war" can, and not infrequently does, end up meaning the victory of tyranny and the subsequent disarming of any opposition to itself. "No moral use of war" can, by the same logic, result in no freedom, no dignity. We need more serious reflection on what happens, both to ourselves and to others who rely upon us, when we lose wars or when our failure to act causes something worse to happen. Those who cry "peace, peace" often have unacknowledged blood on their hands because they failed to use adequate force when needed; "To the victors go the spoils" is an ancient principle of fact, not rightness. Cowardice has never been considered a virtue. Nor has "turning the other cheek" served as an acceptable excuse for allowing some evil — one we could have stopped except that our theories or fears prevented us from trying — to continue or conquer. Not a few worthy things have been eradicated forever because a war was lost. Eternal vigilance remains the price of liberty and much else that is worthy. In reading ancient history, as we should and for this very reason, we can still meditate with profit on the enormous cultural consequences of a success by Xerxes in Greece had Sparta and Athens not successfully defended them-selves against his armies. Nonetheless, good causes do not always win wars; neither, to say the same thing, do bad causes always lose them. Fortune is difficult to conquer. Nor do its consequences guarantee justice. St. Paul, as Dawson reminds us above, even suggests that wars and the sword punish our wrongdoings. The pope observes that we live in a world in which we want to deny that we commit any wrongs or sins and hence we lack any impetus for correcting them within ourselves. Sins have dire consequences even if we call them virtues, as we often do.  Still, we are not free not to think about this consequence that failure to act can make things worse. Nor can we deny that there is a comparative difference between "bad" things and "terrible" things. We can be as immoral and as inhuman by not acting as by acting. The history of lost wars is as important as the history of victorious ones, perhaps more so. The idea of an absolutely warless world, a world "already made safe for democracy," is more likely, in practice, to be a sign either of utopianism or of madness, and a world in which war is "outlawed" is more likely to mean either that we are no longer in the real world or that the devils and the tyrants — who allow us only to agree with them and do as they say — have finally won. We are naive if we think that formal democratic procedures, lacking any reference to the content of laws, cannot have deleterious effects. A democratic tyranny is quite conceivable, many think likely, and on a global scale. Globalization is not neutral. Not a few of the worst tyrants of history have been very popular and have died peacefully in bed in their old age amidst family and friends.

Hillman 2AC

7. Permute—we do imagine and acknowledge the inevitability of war—that’s our hegemony advantage—the NB is our Pakistan advantage which is the exact type of scenario that bad neoconservative hegemony suppresses. Your critique assumes we are a Bush style liberation policy that denies the relationship between violence and politics. But our plan solves the terminal impact of your critique while simultaneously providing the hegemony advantage.

8. Alt fails—your act of imagination lacks the conviction of any real policy alternative—you can only imagine war in the abstract but not concretize it—there is no scenario for your alternative to solve hegemony—in fact abstract war imaginations are likely to contribute MORE to our military overstretch by focusing on the general theory of war in the imaginary rather than having actual practical scenarios for implementation.

9. Read Framework

2AC Framework

1. Interpretation: The aff should defend a topical plan and the negative should defend either the status quo or a competitive policy option

2. The negative decreases education

a. Ignores the 1AC, decreasing clash which is the most important aspect of education

b. Evades real world policymaking so all we learn about is how to avoid making real policy
3. Fairness

a. The K moots the entirety of the 1AC. They can just ignore our advantages like _______________ which is/are needed to weigh against the implications of the Kritik.
b. The resolution mandates policy action, so we cannot be prepared to debate anything outside of that realm. There are far too many non-policy objections for the aff to prepare for.
c. They cause judge intervention because the K is inherently subjective

4. Reciprocity – the aff is required to take an affirmative policy action—the aff does not have the option of being pure criticism—at least this legitimates a permutation
5. Infinitely regressive – There are an unmanageable number of anti-aff justification that don’t provide a reason to reject the plan—i.e. the critique of the word “the”
6. Err aff – the neg has the block and no-lose arguments like T. Infinite prep is a joke.
7. (   ) Prefer a focus on policy its best for both education and activism

Alan Coverstone, debate coach, 1995, An Inward Glance, http://groups.wfu.edu/debate/MiscSites/DRGArticles/Coverstone1995China.htm

Mitchell's argument underestimates the nature of academic debate in three ways. First, debate trains students in the very skills required for navigation in the public sphere of the information age. In the past, political discourse was controlled by those elements who controlled access to information. While this basic reality will continue in the future, its essential features will change. No longer will mere possession of information determine control of political life. Information is widely available. For the first time in human history we face the prospect of an entirely new threat. The risk of an information overload is already shifting control of political discourse to superior information managers. It is no longer possible to control political discourse by limiting access to information. Instead, control belongs to those who are capable of identifying and delivering bits of information to a thirsty public. Mitchell calls this the "desertification of the public sphere."  The public senses a deep desire for the ability to manage the information around them. Yet, they are unsure how to process and make sense of it all. In this environment, snake charmers and charlatans abound. The popularity of the evening news wanes as more and more information becomes available. People realize that these half hour glimpses at the news do not even come close to covering all available information. They desperately want to select information for themselves. So they watch CNN until they fall asleep. Gavel to gavel coverage of political events assumes top spots on the Nielsen charts. Desperate to decide for themselves, the public of the twenty-first century drinks deeply from the well of information. When they are finished, they find they are no more able to decide. Those who make decisions are envied and glorified.  Debate teaches individual decision-making for the information age. No other academic activity available today teaches people more about information gathering, assessment, selection, and delivery. Most importantly, debate teaches individuals how to make and defend their own decisions. Debate is the only academic activity that moves at the speed of the information age. Time is required for individuals to achieve escape velocity. Academic debate holds tremendous value as a space for training.  Mitchell's reflections are necessarily more accurate in his own situation. Over a decade of debate has well positioned him to participate actively and directly in the political process. Yet the skills he has did not develop overnight. Proper training requires time. While there is a tremendous variation in the amount of training required for effective navigation of the public sphere, the relative isolation of academic debate is one of its virtues. Instead of turning students of debate immediately outward, we should be encouraging more to enter the oasis. A thirsty public, drunk on the product of anyone who claims a decision, needs to drink from the pool of decision-making skills. Teaching these skills is our virtue.  Second, Mitchell's argument underestimates the risks associated with an outward turn. Individuals trained in the art and practice of debate are, indeed, well suited to the task of entering the political world. At some unspecified point in one's training, the same motivation and focus that has consumed Mitchell will also consume most of us. At that point, political action becomes a proper endeavor. However, all of the members of the academic debate community will not reach that point together. A political outward turn threatens to corrupt the oasis in two ways. It makes our oasis a target, and it threatens to politicize the training process.  As long as debate appears to be focused inwardly, political elites will not feel threatened. Yet one of Mitchell's primary concerns is recognition of our oasis in the political world. In this world we face well trained information managers. Sensing a threat from "debate," they will begin to infiltrate our space. Ready made information will increase and debaters will eat it up. Not yet able to truly discern the relative values of information, young debaters will eventually be influenced dramatically by the infiltration of political elites. Retaining our present anonymity in political life offers a better hope for reinvigorating political discourse.  As perhaps the only truly non-partisan space in American political society, academic debate holds the last real possibility for training active political participants. Nowhere else are people allowed, let alone encouraged, to test all manner of political ideas. This is the process through which debaters learn what they believe and why they believe it.
8. We don’t exclude the K – they get links to the plan and merely need to win that the kritik outweighs the whole aff—EVEN IF you resolve the representational links that doesn’t justify the irresponsible politics of ignoring the plan..

9. Switch side debate solves their offense – they can run this argument on the aff
10. Framework is a voter for fairness and education
1AR Framework

1. Prefer our interpretation 

a. Clash is the key internal link to education. Prefer clash infinitely regressive debates about arbitrary discourse claims. What they call “strategic thinking” is only an excuse to discredit our paradigm but not attack our case.

b. Predictability- we can only come prepared to debate the policy action that the resolution mandates. We cannot be expected to research the countless non-policy objections

c. Reciprocity – the aff cannot have a case based solely on criticism – at the very least justifies the perm

d. Fairness – the K moots the 1AC and makes it impossible for us to weigh our impacts

2. The K isn’t Real world – it only allows us to justify avoiding policymaking. Policymaking is the most real world

3. Prefer aff ground to neg flex. Otherwise predictable debates are impossible

4. Focus on policy is key to activism and education. That’s our Coverstone 95 card

5. Extend that framework is a voter for fairness and education

6. Rejecting the argument is not enough. They’ve skewed our strategy from the beginning.
2AC CMR Blocks

1) CMR is low now, we still have a long ways to go before it is stable
Muqawama ’10 (Abu, Center For A New American Security, Civil Military Relations In the Obama Era, http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2010/05/civil-military-relations-obama-era.html, May 17, 2010, July 27, 2010)
We've still a long way to go before civil-military relations get as healthy as they should be. On the one hand, the U.S. military and its officer corps is seriously sick in terms of its relations with the elected civilian leadership. I subscribe to many of Richard Kohn's worries that the officer corps is overly politicized. My cousin, who serves as an officer in the Marine Corps, just returned from Iraq and reports that officers there regularly make disparaging remarks about the president in front of subordinates. Have any of these guys ever heard of George C. Marshall? (The fact that these soldiers are serving in Iraq yet spare the younger President Bush any criticism is kind of hilarious if sad.) On the other hand, it seems clear the Obama Administration thinks "us vs. them" more appropriately describes the administration's relations with the uniformed officer corps than it does the fight against the Taliban. Why, I have to ask myself, have members of this administration -- I'm looking at you, Mr. Vice President -- seemingly gone out of their way to cast the June 2011 decision as a zero-sum game between the civilians in the administration and the uniformed officers in the Department of Defense and at NATO/ISAF? Shouldn't we all be in this thing together and reconvene to assess our strategy as one team this winter? I'm encouraged the president apparently likes Stan McChrystal, because honestly, if a Democrat can't get along with Gen. McChrystal, there's not much hope he can get along with any U.S. general. But below the president I sense this paranoia in the administration's staff that the military is out to get them. And that's not healthy.

2) No Link: Withdrawal announced in November should have already triggered your impacts due to backlash. 

A) Even downsizing presence at bases spurs military opposition

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world and has written articles for dozens of military magazines, 2009, “Outdated Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm

However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recent  example occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.

B) Even popular policies encounter military resistance – plan spurs controversy

Anthony Zinni, Distinguished senior advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, July 2001, “A Military for the 21st Century: Lessons from the Recent Past,” Strategic Forum, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/ndu/sf181.htm

Change would be difficult in any military that has not suffered a disastrous defeat or faced an immediate threat to the existence of the nation. Fortunately, the U.S. military does not face those conditions, but their absence can serve to mask the need for change. In the past, legislation has been required to impose significant change without these conditions. The military bureaucracy and politicians with vested interests in preserving status quo infrastructure, systems, organizational structures, and programs will resist change or will support only change on the margin. This will further complicate needed reform.  It is evident that there will be some change in defense structure. Certainly the projected global challenges to American interests seem to require a different kind of military to deal with them. Both sides in the last presidential election took positions advocating transformation and change, and the American public seems generally supportive. The question is whether there will be significant change or whether politics, bureaucracy, traditional thinking, and other demands on resources will limit our ability to realize the full benefits of a true transformation.

C) Their Kohn ’08 link card does not provide a link to our aff. This card is talking 

about excessive expenses being spent on extra air forces and legal corps, not plans to

withdraw troops from Afghanistan. 
3) This proves relations resilient, and nearly impossible to collapse Civil Military Relations.

4) Empirically Denied:  

A) For 13 years civilians were opposed to the war efforts in Vietnam, especially after the fatal shooting of 4 anti-war protestors at Kent State University, yet nothing worse than the shooting at Kent became of civilian disapproval of the war. 

B) McChrystal Empirically Denies Impact of Strained Relations

Collin ’10 (Joseph, JOSEPH J. COLLINS, a retired Army colonel, teaches strategy at the National War College. From 2001 to 2004, he was deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations, What Civil Military Crisis?, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.afji.com/2010/02/4419089, Feb, 2010, July25, 2010)

Gen. Stanley McChrystal in Afghanistan is a more recent case of civil-military angst. Some scholars see the direct, outspoken general as a potential MacArthur trying to dictate to or otherwise hem in the president. Other critics, who favor the erroneous notion that generals should quickly get whatever they ask for, think McChrystal was being “dissed” by equivocating civilians who were not worthy to sharpen his dagger. After some mildly corrective words from Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the president, other critics speculated that McChrystal may be the next Gen. Eric Shinseki, the Army chief of staff who was treated harshly in 2003 for speaking his mind in a Senate hearing before the invasion of Iraq. Are we in or headed for a crisis in civil-military relations? I don’t think so. Webster defines a crisis as, among other things, a “crucial or decisive point or situation,” an unstable state of affairs, or a turning point. In my view, we are not at such a point in civil-military relations. Rather, we are in a protracted, multicontingency national security crisis. During a recession, fighting two wars — both of which are at crucial or decisive points — qualifies as a crisis. In such crises, it is normal for there to be relatively high levels of civil-military friction, problems and differences of opinion, but these things are not indicative of anything approaching a crisis.
5) Our aff solves for heg by decreasing overstretch, which is key to our ability to fight and win future wars, and to deter any global rivals, extend our Ferguson ’04 evidence. CMR is not key to hegemony, Vietnam is an example of our civil military relations being low, and not affecting our ability to play the role of global hegemon. 

EXT:

1) Civilians trump military officials, no risk of military ignoring policy decisions.

Collin ’10 (Joseph, JOSEPH J. COLLINS, a retired Army colonel, teaches strategy at the National War College. From 2001 to 2004, he was deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations, What Civil Military Crisis?, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.afji.com/2010/02/4419089, Feb, 2010, July25, 2010)

The classic theory of civil-military relations outlined by Samuel Huntington, in “The Soldier and the State,” tells us that the civilians should do politics and policy while the military carries out orders and executes operational plans with professional autonomy. But this is an impossible dream. At the highest level, politics, policy, military strategy and operations are often twisted together like the strands of a rope. A new book on civil-military relations, “American Civil-Military Relations: The Soldier and the State in a New Era,” edited by Suzanne Nielsen and Don Snider of the West Point faculty, concluded that “a separation between political and military affairs is not possible — particularly at the highest levels of policymaking.” One hundred and eighty years ago, Clausewitz recognized the same phenomenon. He wrote that the most senior generals had to have “a thorough grasp of national policy,” and that they must become “statesmen” without ceasing to be generals. Presidents and defense secretaries, however, can’t simply bow to claims of military’s expertise, or exclusive military domains. It is they, and not the generals, who are ultimately responsible for national security. The people hold the president and, indirectly, his Cabinet accountable through elections, not the generals. Only the president can balance all of the national interests and political tradeoffs involved in a strategic decision. As Eliot Cohen wrote in “Supreme Command: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in Wartime,” statesmen must actively and, if need be, relentlessly question their top generals on operational issues and defense management, challenging their responses and holding them accountable for results. Civil-military relations are thus an “unequal dialogue” with the civilian superior establishing the boundaries between executive authority and military expertise, a difficult and delicate task. Where that boundary line lies is exclusively a civilian decision, but one fraught with risk for the statesman who descends too far into the management of military affairs or, conversely, allows military authorities the latitude to damage the national interest. The results of experienced soldiers giving advice to engaged civilian decision-makers under wartime circumstances will always be problematic. Civilians and military officials will misspeak. Assessments will be leaked before decisions are made. Congress and the president, which share responsibility for national security, will vie for power. Each may attempt to use the military to make its points. Military officers, who work for the defense secretary and the president but are also beholden to the Congress, will be caught between the branches. At times, an administration may push the military out front, making a general or admiral the de facto spokesman for the administration, as President George W. Bush did with Petraeus.
2) Spread of militarism is empirically denied.

Kohn ’05 (Richard, Richard H. Kohn is Professor of History and Chair, Curriculum in Peace, War, and Defense at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. He has been the Air Force Historian and is author or editor of several books He serves on the Executive Committee of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, Civil-Military Relations in the United States Today, Security Studies Program Seminar, http://web.mit.edu/ssp/seminars/wed_archives_05fall/kohn.htm, October 12, 2005, July 26, 2010)
One the oldest fears in civil military relations is militarism, the displacement of civilian government by the military and the imposition of military values, perspectives and ideals on the rest of society. This fear is rooted in the fear of standing armies and embedded in the US Constitution. The word militarism was invented by European leftist opponents of their government in the eighteen sixties. Militarism came to be seen in the United States as a threat to freedom and democracy. The fear of militarism was articulated in academia and Congress in the nineteen thirties. In the United States, this fear was expressed primarily toward internal problems, but after World War I, it was also seen as having caused German aggression and thus as a

CONSULT NATO ANS

NATO is internally united with a the plan  Rights Vision News 09 (lexis nexis, DA: 7-26-10)

Pakistan, Nov. 24 -- It seems the NATO allies want to consider a rapid exit roadmap from Afghanistan. The US civilian leadership is now fearing about the repeat of history, the Jihad in Afghanistan that defeated a world power-the USSR-not to cause decline, which is already underway, of another world power-the USA. Britain wants a withdrawal deadline, starting from next year. Though British Prime Minister Gordon Brown's suggestion of a conference about withdrawal to be held in London next year is uncertain, but it shows NATO allies want to get out of the hell in Afghanistan. Canada will withdraw troops in 2011. Similarly, Dutch troops will leave in 2010. There is an increasing public pressure on the other Governments of NATO allies. Australia, too, seems to be preparing an early withdrawal, under the intense public pressure. Change of leadership in other non-NATO ally countries such as Japan has also brought changes in the strategies of their governments. Tokyo has already announced to halt the refueling mission for the US in Afghanistan. At this crucial time when major NATO allies such as Canada are withdrawing, General McChrystal's demand for troops surge is becoming a thorn for Obama Administration, which is yet confused and indecisive on taking the decision for surge. NATO has no preparations for replacement of Canadian and Dutch troops, after withdrawal, as they hold the most important insurgency-hit provinces, Kandahar and Uruzgan. The British plan of getting Taliban lower leadership involved through bribe was leaked in media. Gordon Brown by asking a conference for deciding withdrawal deadline next year, made it clearer. In such a situation President Obama is stick to Vice president Biden's reduce forces and focus strategy, under which the US forces will be limited and reduced to important cities, while the US predators will continue targeting Al-Qaeda and Taliban leadership in Pakistan. For this strategy talks with Taliban is an important factor for sooner withdrawal. Some analysts believe the duty-bound support of Western allies to President Karzai for his second term was because he is the more suitable candidate who could involve Taliban in talks, as Karzai has been making efforts in this regard since long ago. And in his speech after taking oath for the second term, Karzai sited talks with Taliban as an important agenda of his new office. Though President Obama has not revealed his decision on surge, but it's more likely his decision would not be very much in accordance with Gen. McChrystal's demand. And this would be a roadmap to quick withdrawal from Afghanistan. President Obama while talking to the US media said his soon-expected decision will be a path to end the war, which is obviously an immediate exit strategy. Obama said his preference would be not to hand off anything to the next president (US). The US, UK and other NATO giants while deciding the exit road from Afghanistan should have very hopeful answers to the questions of stability in the region. The bloody insurgency in the frontline of the war on terror-Afghanistan-has secured the western countries during the last couple of years, but it has destabilized our region-South and Middle Asia. Pakistan is catastrophically destabilizing from the surge of Taliban war. India has been affected by this. Similarly, Iran is also not saved from the wave. It has even links with instability in Xinjiang region of China. The Uzbek Al-Qaeda leader Tahir Yaldosh's had Afghanistan-roots for instability in Central Asian states. British Prime Minister Gordon Brown last week talked about a UN conference in January in London to set a comprehensive exit strategy and timetable for withdrawal starting in 2010. Brown said the conference will chart a comprehensive framework. Such plans of Britain were earlier obvious when Gordon Brown a couple of months ago had suggested a new strategy of reconciliation with Taliban. Recently British troops were even ordered to pay the insurgents who switch sides from Taliban. Under this framework, Brown hopes the Conference will name some provinces to be handed over to Afghan National Security Forces in 2010. But the question is, Afghan National Security Forces that have not been able to take control of security during the last eight years of trainings and intense support, will they be able to do so by next year? It's impossible to enable Afghan National Security Forces with lack of resources and training to be able to control the volatile South or Southeast. The US Defense Secretary Robert Gates is very right to say that it's too early to set a timetable for transferring security responsibilities from NATO troops to under-resourced Afghan forces. The exit road for the US and NATO from Afghanistan cannot be like that of the USSR. Former US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice used to say that American made a serious mistake while forgetting Afghanistan after Soviet withdrawal which caused internal conflict in Afghanistan leading the Jihadi groups to indulge into civil war that gave birth to Taliban who provided safe havens to their Al-Qaeda masterminds, that carried the 9/11 attacks. Before making sure the Afghan National Security Forces are capable of maintaining stability, a premature withdrawal deadline would not only encourage Taliban insurgents, who are being tried for reconciliation, but would also be disastrous for Afghanistan. While seeing the NATO allies rushing for a withdrawal deadline and exit strategy, Taliban leadership would never accept a reconciliation offer or talks. It would rather embolden them to carry on their victory until defeat of a super power, as insurgents claim by taking pride on having done so with Soviet Union. For the comprehensive political framework for withdrawal from Afghanistan, a regional solution is the need of hour.

Consult NATO Ans.

Obama has already consulted on the Afghanistan Strategy

 CQ Federal Department and Agency Documents March 10, 2009 (fed gov agency duh!, regulatory Intelligence data, lexis nexis, DA: 7-26-10.)

WASHINGTON, March 10, 2009 - NATO is not winning the war in Afghanistan, but it is far from lost, Vice President Joe Biden Vice President Joe Biden said today in Brussels, Belgium.  Biden is attending the meeting of the North Atlantic Council -- the principal decision-making body for the NATO alliance. Biden listed the challenges facing the NATO nations today: a worldwide economic crisis; the spread of mass destruction weapons and dangerous diseases; the growing gap between the rich and poor; ethnic animosities and failed states; a rapidly warming planet and uncertain supplies of water, energy and food; and the challenge to freedom and security posed by radical fundamentalism. "Nowhere is that challenge more acute than in Afghanistan," Biden noted. After nearly eight years of war, the people of Europe and the United States are tired, and many question the need to have forces fighting in Afghanistan, Biden said. "But we know that it was from the space that joins Afghanistan and Pakistan that the attacks of 9/11 occurred," he said. "We know that it was from the very same area that extremists planned virtually every major terrorist attack on Europe since 9/11, and the attack on Mumbai [India]. We know that it was from this same area that al-Qaida and its extremist allies are regenerating and conceiving new atrocities to visit upon us." The alliance must stand together in the face of the threat, which is at the heart of the strategic review that President Barack Obama has ordered. The review will be released before the NATO Summit in early April. Biden and others are consulting with NATO and non-NATO allies on the strategy. "I heard from our allies," the vice president said. "I heard the concerns, and they listed their priorities. And I pledged to them, as I pledge to all Europeans now, that we will build their ideas into our review." Biden pointed out the factors that are shaping strategic thinking, including setting clear and achievable goals, looking at Afghanistan and Pakistan together, and melding the military, diplomatic and economic effort in the region. "Our goal is not to stay in Afghanistan; it's to be able to leave and to leave behind Afghan forces that can provide for the security and safety of the people of Afghanistan, and the need to ensure the security and legitimacy in this year's presidential elections," he said. Biden said there was an "incredible amount of consensus" at the council meeting. The United States will continue to consult with interested parties as the process continues. 

PAGE  
1

