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1nc shell

Gates focused on afghan strategy / building alliance support – him and obama need to work together to make afghanistan a success

Cyr  6/22/10 (Arthur I. Clausen distinguished professor at Carthage College.  “BP disaster overshadows Gates' defense efforts Korea Times,” Lexis, WRW)

While President Barack Obama is deploying very muscular military rhetoric to compare BP's oil-pollution catastrophe to war, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has been diligently dealing with our vexing, very real wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Too bad this is not getting many headlines.

On a visit to Europe, the top Pentagon official has strongly pressed allies to do more to assist in the struggle against al-Qaida and related radical Islamic groups in South Asia, while shrewdly drawing attention to the wider strategic context of these ongoing complicated conflicts.

Gates has been candid in publicly admitting frustration that European nations would not make more hard military commitments to Afghanistan, reminding everyone that engagement there has been explicitly endorsed under the NATO treaty.

Through emphasizing Afghanistan over Iraq, a reversal of the Bush administration approach, Obama has encouraged more multilateral cooperation and support.

The international community through the United Nations as well as NATO has approved and supported the overthrow of the Taliban regime and occupation of Afghanistan.

That was a right and necessary response to al-Qaida's launching the 9/11 terrorist attacks from that safe haven. By contrast, the invasion and occupation of Iraq has always been essentially a Washington adventure.

Reflecting great sophistication, Gates focused attention on the economic context in which military affairs are played out, in both peace and war. He chided Europeans for moving so very slowly to act on Turkey's application for full membership in the European Union.

Brussels officialdom seems to suffer from not only legendary Eurocratic inertia and complacency, but also cultural caution, social elitism and perhaps residual racism.

Opinion polls show that Turkey's population understandably is growing steadily less enthusiastic about joining the Union, while the Islamic leaders of the government increasingly look east, not west, for important political relationships.

The current serious rift with Israel over the killing of activists from Turkey bringing supplies to Gaza further raises already high political stakes.

Turkey is a very formidable military power, and traditionally a reliable partner of the United States, including vital cooperation in the first Gulf War as well as the Korean War.

Gates showed blunt courage as well as good sense in reminding the Europeans of Turkey's importance, while emphasizing the economic dimensions.

Gates, along with Gen. David Petraeus, has also been blunt in congressional testimony, warning that a large supplemental Pentagon appropriation is essential.

As casualties as well as costs climb, Democrats in Congress have emerged as increasingly outspoken in questioning Obama administration policies and the real need for even more expense.

Disaffected Democrats include Sen. Carl Levin of Michigan, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, who stresses the ``fair concern" now apparent in Congress.

Sen. Byron Dorgan of North Dakota expresses doubts that any central government can unify Afghanistan. Sen. Patty Murray emphasizes the relatively large number of Army deaths among her Washington state constituents.

Obama strongly lobbied Congress on health-care reform, though after the legislative process was well under way. Comparable effort has not been devoted in Congress to defense.

Modern U.S. presidents face policy and political challenges that are exceptionally complex, though not unique in history. The Gulf oil economic and environmental disaster must be mitigated, yet the most important White House responsibilities concern war and peace.

Without strong White House backing, Gates' efforts will be of little lasting consequence. As President Harry Truman famously stated about the Oval Office, ``The buck stops here."

Plan puts obama and gates on a collision course – 

(insert link)

His support is key to deter Republican opposition Obama’s Afghanistan strategy 

Baker & Shanker 9/22/09 [PETER BAKER & THOM SHANKER. “A Pragmatist, Gates Reshapes Past Policies He Backed.” New York Times, September 22, 2009. 

Pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/22/us/politics/22gates.html?em]

That was nearly three years, one president and a political lifetime ago. Now serving Barack Obama instead of George W. Bush, Mr. Gates just recommended jettisoning his own missile defense program in favor of a reformulated version and once again is wrestling with whether to send more troops abroad, in this case to Afghanistan. Quiet and unassuming, Mr. Gates has emerged as the man in the middle between policies of the past he once championed and the revisions and reversals he is now carrying out. His stature and credibility have allowed him to extract concessions on the inside, including on missile defense, according to senior officials, while serving as a formidable shield against Republican spears on the outside. Along the way, Mr. Gates has become a White House favorite, for both his pragmatic style and his political value. With little national security experience of his own, Mr. Obama has leaned heavily on the holdover Pentagon chief for advice, aides said. And as a result, Mr. Gates has played a central role in reshaping national security policy, including fixing a broken Pentagon procurement system and recalibrating the size of the country’s nuclear arsenal. “The president values what Secretary Gates says — and not just values, he knows what he brings to the table is 30 years of experience in Democratic and Republican administrations,” said Rahm Emanuel, the White House chief of staff. “He understands that none of these decisions are between good and bad but between bad and worse.” The looming decision on Afghanistan could put Mr. Gates’s experience to the test as never before. With both Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top American commander, and Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, now on record as saying more combat troops would be required for victory, Mr. Gates must balance his commanders’ desires and his president’s stated skepticism. Mr. Gates has made the transition from the Bush years to the Obama administration with insider skills honed over decades of working for presidents of both parties. He reached out from the start to Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton to encourage more civilian roles in Afghanistan and Iraq, and teamed up with Mr. Emanuel to kill the F-22 fighter program. Just as he was in the Bush cabinet, he has at times been caught between high-powered hawk and dove figures. When Mr. Obama sent more troops to Afghanistan this year, Mr. Gates maneuvered between Mrs. Clinton, who strongly favored the reinforcement, and Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., who resisted it. And he has been a voice of caution on issues like Mr. Obama’s desire to eventually eliminate all nuclear weapons. For Republicans, Mr. Gates poses a quandary in assessing Mr. Obama’s national security decisions: do they look at him as a turncoat for dismantling some of Mr. Bush’s policies or as the best hope for moderating changes brought by a Democratic administration? “He’s got a president who’s pushing in a different direction than the previous president and he’s got to deal with that,” said Peter H. Wehner, a White House strategic adviser to Mr. Bush. “For us in the Bush administration, he’s got a lot of money in the bank because of Iraq and the surge.” Mr. Wehner recalled a conversation over the weekend with fellow conservatives about the missile defense decision. “Nobody said anything nasty or vicious about him,” he said. “There was genuine puzzlement.” Mr. Gates’s shifting role can be summed up in terms familiar to the defense secretary, an avid film buff who routinely brings piles of DVDs on long trips and cites favorite movies in conversation to make a point. In his new memoir, Matt Latimer, a Pentagon speechwriter under Mr. Gates’s predecessor, Donald H. Rumsfeld, compares Mr. Gates to the Harvey Keitel character in “Pulp Fiction” — the one who shows up after the grisly killing to wipe away all traces of blood. Now that Mr. Gates has evolved from the clean-up guy to one of the most powerful members of the Obama cabinet, senior officials at the Pentagon have come up with their own nickname for him: “The Godfather.” The missile defense decision demonstrated both the awkwardness and potency of Mr. Gates’s position. The Obama team arrived in office skeptical of the plan Mr. Gates had signed off on in December 2006 to build a system in Eastern Europe to counter potential Iranian intercontinental ballistic missiles. A new intelligence estimate on global ballistic missile threats in May concluded that Iran was making less progress than expected on such long-range missiles, but rapidly building short- and medium-range missiles that would not be stopped by the Bush program. Mr. Gates accepted that the threat had probably shifted, officials said, and that changing technology meant that the United States could counter shorter-range missiles more effectively with an expanded ship-based SM-3 system. But officials debated whether to also continue the Bush program. Mr. Gates wanted to keep going in case Iran made a breakthrough in longer-range missiles; other officials wanted a clean break from the old system. In the end, at Mr. Gates’s insistence, the government will continue to finance research and development on interceptors that were at the heart of the Bush plan while deploying the new system. “Secretary Gates played a pivotal role,” said James L. Jones, the national security adviser. “It was a rich and robust discussion. If there was a dramatic moment, it was when Secretary Gates affirmatively and without hesitation said this is a better solution.” On Afghanistan, Mr. Gates has repeatedly declared his concern that more troops would make Americans look increasingly like occupiers. But he has recently softened that opposition, citing General McChrystal’s argument that an occupation is defined less by numbers than by how troops carry out their mission. Whatever the president decides in the coming weeks, it will fall again to Mr. Gates to sell it — to the armed forces, to Congress and to the public. “We need to understand that the decisions that the president faces on Afghanistan are some of the most important he may face in his presidency,” he said at the Pentagon last week. “Frankly from my standpoint, everybody ought to take a deep breath.”

Their opposition destabilizes South Asia and collapse Pakistan 

Senor & Wehner 9/3/09 - Senior fellow for Middle Eastern Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations & Senior fellow @ Ethics and Public Policy Center. [Daniel Senor & Peter Wehner, “Afghanistan Is Not 'Obama's War',” Wall Street Journal, September 3, 2009, pg. http://www.cfr.org/publication/20143/afghanistan_is_not_obamas_war.html]

Our concern is that this tendency for the party out of (executive) power to pull back from America's international role and to undermine a president of the opposing party will gain strength when it comes to President Obama's policy on Afghanistan. The president deserves credit for his commitment earlier this year to order an additional 17,000 troops for Afghanistan, as well as his decision to act on the recommendation of Gen. David Petraeus and Defense Secretary Robert Gates to replace the U.S. commander in Afghanistan with Gen. Stanley McChrystal. These were tough and courageous decisions. The president's actions have clearly unsettled some members of his own party, who hoped he would begin to unwind America's commitment in Afghanistan. Mr. Obama not only ignored their counsel; he doubled down his commitment. There should therefore be no stronger advocates for Mr. Obama's Afghanistan strategy than the GOP. The war in Afghanistan is a crucial part of America's broader struggle against militant Islam. If we were to fail in Afghanistan, it would have calamitous consequences for both Pakistan and American credibility. It would consign the people of Afghanistan to misery and hopelessness. And Afghanistan would once again become home to a lethal mix of terrorists and insurgents and a launching point for attacks against Western and U.S. interests. Neighboring governments-especially Pakistan's with its nuclear weapons-could quickly be destabilized and collapse. Progress and eventual success in Afghanistan-which is difficult but doable-would, when combined with a similar outcome in Iraq, constitute a devastating blow against jihadists and help stabilize a vital and volatile region. We also believe supporting the president's Afghanistan policy is politically smart for Republicans. For one thing, isolationist tendencies don't do well in American politics. Even in a war as unpopular as Vietnam, George McGovern's "Come Home, America" cry backfired badly. So has every attempt since then. There is no compelling evidence that the congressional GOP was politically well served in the 1990s by opposing intervention in the Balkans. In addition, indifference or outright opposition to the war would smack of hypocrisy, given the Republican Party's strong (and we believe admirable) support for President Bush's post-9/11 policies, its robust support for America's democratic allies, and its opposition to rogue regimes that threaten American interests. Republicans should stand for engagement with, rather than isolation from, the world. Strongly supporting the president on Afghanistan would also be a sign of grace on the part of Republicans. We know all too well how damaging it was to American foreign policy to face an opposition that was driven by partisan fury against our commander in chief. Republicans should never do to President Obama what many Democrats did to President Bush. Mr. Obama's policies shouldn't be immune from criticism; far from it. Responsible criticism is a necessary part of self-government. And we are particularly concerned about reports that retired Marine Gen. James Jones, Mr. Obama's national security adviser, told Gen. McChrystal earlier this summer not to ask for more troops and that the Obama White House is wary to offer what Gen. McChrystal says he will need to succeed. We do believe, however, that Republicans should resist the reflex that all opposition parties have, which is to oppose the stands of a president of the other party because he is a member of the other party. In this instance, President Obama has acted in a way that advances America's national security interests and its deepest values. Republicans should say so. As things become even more difficult in Central Asia, it's important to keep bad political patterns we have seen before from re-emerging.

This risks multiple wars 

Riedel 09 - Senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy @ Brookings Institution. [Bruce Riedel (Chaired an interagency review of policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan for Obama and Advised four sitting presidents on Pakistan.), “Armageddon in Islamabad” The National Interest, July/August 2009, 06.23.2009, pg . http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21644]

In the end, we would be left with an extremist-controlled Pakistan, infested with violence, an almost completely dysfunctional economy, harsh laws and even-harsher methods for imposing them, and above all a nuclear-armed nation controlled by terrorist sympathizers. THE EFFECTS of an extremist takeover would not end at Pakistan’s borders. A worsening conflict between Sunni and Shia could easily seep into the rest of the Muslim world. Pakistan’s influence in Afghanistan would deepen. The south and east of the country would be a virtual part of the Pakistani state. The commander of the faithful, Mullah Muhammad Omar, and his Quetta shura (ruling council) would emerge as the odds-on favorite to take over the area. The non-Pashtun majority in Afghanistan would certainly resist, but in the Pashtun belt across the south and east, the Afghan Taliban would be even stronger than it is now. Afghanistan would go back to looking much like it did pre–the American intervention in 2001, with a dominant Taliban backed by Pakistan fighting the Tajiks, Uzbeks and Shia backed by Iran, Russia and the central-Asian republics. Afghanistan would become a battleground for influence between Pakistan and Iran, as Sunni-dominated Pakistan and Shia-dominated Iran would find a war for ideological dominance almost irresistible. Both states would also be tempted to meddle with each other’s minorities—the Shia in Pakistan and Sunni in Iran, as well as both countries’ Baluchi minority. Baluchistan, Pakistan’s southwestern province that neighbors both Afghanistan and Iran, is already unstable on both sides of the border. It would become another area of conflict. The low-intensity insurgencies already burning in the border areas would become more severe with outsiders fueling the fires. As the Islamic Emirate of Pakistan suppressed its Shia minority, Tehran would be forced to sit and watch because of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons. And so Iran would certainly accelerate its nuclear-weapons-development program but would be years, if not decades, behind its neighbor. With many of the LET in power, a major mass-casualty attack on India like the November 2008 Mumbai bombings would be likely. And this time it could spark war. India has shown remarkable restraint over the last decade as the Pakistani army, militants in Pakistan or both have carried out provocations like the Kargil War in 1999, the attack on the Indian parliament in 2001 and the Mumbai raid last year. Of course, a big part of India’s restraint is the lack of any good military option for retaliation that would avoid the risk of nuclear Armageddon. But if pressed hard enough, New Delhi may need to take some action. Blockading Karachi and demanding the closure of militant training camps might seem to be a way to increase pressure without firing the first shot but it carries a high risk of spiraling escalation. And of course any chance for a peace agreement in Kashmir would be dead. Violence in the region would rise. The new militant regime in Pakistan would increase support for the insurgency. And Israel would come into the emirate’s crosshairs as a major target. Pakistan has always supported the Palestinian cause. In the past, most of the championing has been rhetorical, but an Islamic state would become a more practical supporter of Sunni groups like Hamas, giving money and arms. Pakistani embassies could become safe havens for terrorists pinpointing Zionist and Crusader targets. Of course, Pakistan could also provide the bomb. Farther away from Israel than Iran, Pakistan would be a harder foe for the Israelis to counter with force. And Israel has done little or no strategic thinking about the Pakistani threat.
2nc impact overview
The DA outweighs and Turns the case -

Afghanistan is Obama’s most important foreign policy agenda.  Failure will give a boost to global adversaries and undermine our influence with allies. 

And, Failure leads to Indo-Paki nuke war. That’s our 1nc Reidel. A billion will starve and it risks extinction 

Medical News Today 07 [“Doctors Warn Of Climate Havoc Resulting In Global Disease Epidemics And Famine,” Article Date: 03 Oct 2007 - 12:00 PDT, pg. http://www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles/84469.php]

Even a limited, regional nuclear war, such as an exchange between India and Pakistan, would cause world wide climate disruption and lead to global famine, according to papers being presented at an international conference at the Royal Society of Medicine this week.

"An Assessment of the Extent of Projected Global Famine Resulting from Limited, Regional Nuclear War" by Dr Ira Helfand, an emergency medicine specialist from Massachusetts, projects "a total global death toll in the range of one billion from starvation alone." Dr Helfand and Professor Alan Robock and Dr Owen Toon, (who will also be present at the briefing), will demonstrate that debris ejected into the atmosphere from the nuclear explosions and subsequent fires would cause sudden global cooling and decreased precipitation for up to 10 years. Shorter growing seasons with significantly lower production would result in harvest failure in many grain producing areas. "We are ill-prepared to deal with a major fall in world food supply," says Dr Helfand. "Global grain stocks stand at 49 days, lower than at any point in the past five decades. These stocks would not provide any significant reserve in the event of a sharp decline in production. We would see hoarding on a global scale."Professor Alan Robock, School of Environmental and Biological Sciences Rutgers University, will be presenting a paper showing that even a low - yield detonation would produce enough smoke to induce significant climatic alteration on a global scale. A paper from Dr Owen B Toon, from the Department of Atmospheric and Oceanic Science, University of Colorado at Boulder, concentrates on the large global ozone losses which would follow a regional war. "If targeted at small cities, low yield weapons can produce 100 times as many fatalities and 100 times as much smoke from fires as was previously estimated for full scale nuclear wars using high-yield weapons." Toon argues that the resulting global ozone losses will threaten humans and the biota throughout the world and not just in the region of conflict.

And, It risks Hamas nuclear terror attack on Israel.  That’s also Reidel. The result is nuclear winter.

Morgan 09 - Professor of Current Affairs @ Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, South Korea (Dennis Ray Morgan, “World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race”, Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, ScienceDirect)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question ‘‘Is Nuclear War Inevitable??’’ [10].4 In Section 1, Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian ‘‘dead hand’’ system, ‘‘where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,’’ it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States’’ [10]. Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal ‘‘Samson option’’ against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even ‘‘anti-Semitic’’ European cities [10]. In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well.
And, we access a Shia-Sunni war. That’s also Reidel. That ends in extinction 

Walker 06 - Senior scholar @ Wilson Center [Martin Walker (editor emeritus of United Press International) “The Revenge of the Shia,” The Wilson Quarterly, Autumn 2006 pg. http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=wq.essay&essay_id=202986.]

The Shia-Sunni schism, which emerged out of a dynastic struggle following the death of the Prophet in ad 632, has all the bitterness that centuries of theological and earthly conflict can create, but Zarqawi’s attacks on the Shia were so extreme that the established Al ­Qaeda leaders tried to rein him in. Zawahiri chided him in a Why were there attacks on ordinary Shia? . . . Can the mujahideen kill all the Shia in Iraq? Has any Islamic state in history ever tried that?” Zawahiri also warned that the hideous videotapes of beheadings should stop. “We can kill the captives by bullet,” he urged. (Zarqawi’s instruction to “kill all the Shia, everywhere” has been regarded as so extraordinary that some Shia refuse to believe that this taped sermon is genuine. General ­Mohammad Baqer Zolqadr, now Deputy Interior Minister for Security Affairs and one the most powerful men in Iran, claimed that he did not believe Zarqawi really existed, and that such extremists were Zionist agents sent to divide Muslims.)

It is now a fairly semantic question whether to define the bloody sectarian slaughter in Iraq, bringing 100 civilian deaths a day in July, as a civil war or something marginally less awful. But since the deliberate attack on the main Shia shrine in Samarra this past February, the sectarian killings have intensified, with Shia militia now said to be as ruthless and murderous as Zarqawi’s followers. Along with the kidnappings and general lawlessness, the sabotage and economic disruption, the killing has overshadowed two  apparently successful Iraqi elections, soured the American electorate, and undermined the Bush administration’s attempt to turn Iraq into a showcase for its wider strategy of encouraging democracy in the Middle East. That policy was already suffering from the warnings given by America’s traditional allies in Jordan, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia (the same leaders who were warning of the dangers of the Shia crescent) that the policy of democracy and elections was likely to benefit America’s Islamist enemies rather than its ­friends.

The grisly scenario that lay behind the concerns of the Egyptian, Jordanian, and Saudi leaders is that a ­Sunni-­Shia civil war in Iraq could erupt into a wider ­Sunni-­Shia war across the Arab world, a larger and later version of the ­Iran-­Iraq War that lasted for most of the 1980s and bled, exhausted, and impoverished both countries. The most callous practitioner of realpolitik might see this as preferable to a war between Islam and the West in some lethal rendition of Samuel Huntington’s famous “clash of civilizations.” Such a conflict certainly cannot be ruled out, but the consequences for the region and the world’s oil supply, and even the potential for global suicide if Iran obtains nuclear weapons (or if Pakistan joins the fray), are almost too hideous to ­contemplate.
**Uniquness**

2nc uniqueness wall
Obama put CMR on the right track - maintaining respect for generals and giving them the tools for the job is key to maintain that order

Korski 6/24/2010 [Daniel, Senior Policy Fellow at the European Council on Foreign Relations, “Hail to the chief” 

http://www.spectator.co.uk/coffeehouse/6100798/hail-to-the-chief.thtml]

How wrong I was. President Obama, lambasted by his critics for being ponderous, has acted with lightening speed: less than 24 hours after that Rolling Stone article, General Stanley McChrystal was forced out of his job in place of the only person that could pick up where he left off, namely General David Petraeus. In acting swiftly, the US president has moved to restore the authority and respect his position as Commander-in-Chief deserves; and he has begun to re-establish the kind of civil-military relations that need to exist in militarily-capable liberal democracies like the United States.

What effect the change of commander will have in Kabul remains unclear. But it will have a long-term positive effect on US democracy. The last ten years of warfare has thrust America’s top soldiers into the limelight. First it was Paetreus, then it was McChrystal. Both were lionised by the politicians and the media. Indeed, in 2007 it looked as if General Petraeus not George W Bush ran Iraq policy. This is nothing new. Generals Grant, Pershing, Marshall, Eisenhower, and MacArthur were also feted in their time and celebrated afterwards. But President Obama has from the beginning of his administration sought to restore the appropriate relationship that ought to exist between a civilian leader and his military subordinates. Generals need to be respected, and given the tools for any job they are asked to undertake; but they need to understand who they work for – the civilian leadership.
Don’t buy arguments to the contrary – its media exaggeration – cmr is great 

Rogin 7/1/2010 [Josh, Josh Rogin reports on national security and foreign policy for The Cable.Holbrooke: Everybody on the Afghanistan team gets along great.  Foreign Policy.  http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/01/holbrooke_everybody_on_the_afghanistan_team_gets_along_great]

Despite what you may have read, the top Afghanistan policymakers in the Obama administration are all working together constructively and are on the same page, according to Special Representative Richard Holbrooke.  In an interview Wednesday with PBS NewsHour's Gwen Ifill, Holbrooke said he has seen some truly dysfunctional administrations in his storied, multi-decade diplomatic career -- and this administration isn't one of them.  "I have worked in every Democratic administration since the Kennedy administration, and I know dysfunctionality when I see it. We have really good civil-military relations in this government," he said.  Holbrooke touted his close working relationship with new Afghanistan commander, Gen. David Petraeus, and pushed back against Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-SC, and others who have pointed to quotes from officials and the Rolling Stone article that led to the firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal as evidence that U.S. leaders in Washington and Kabul are not on the same page.  "This is one [administration] which is absent of any ideological differences, as occurred in the last administration and several I served in. We work closely together," he said. "There are always personal differences and ambitions, but this is just not true. It's not a dysfunctional relationship."  Holbrooke, who happened to be in Afghanistan when the Rolling Stone story broke, revealed that McChrystal woke him up in the middle of the night to apologize for quotes attributed to the general's aides that called him a "wounded animal," and an anecdote that portrayed McChrystal as irritated at getting emails from Holbrooke.  "I was appalled that they said those things, but I don't take it personally. These things happen," Holbrooke said.  So who's to blame for the perception that Obama's Afghanistan team is in disarray, according to Holbrooke? The media. "The press then created a narrative out of an isolated incident," he said, referring to the McChrystal story. "Honestly, it just isn't true."

Relations are great between the military and civilians – mchrystal was a blip, the fundamental nature of relations is good, strong working relationship between everyone

Holbrooke 6/30/2010 [Richard, special U.S. representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Holbrooke: No 'Dysfunctional Relationship' Exists for U.S. Leaders in Afghan War.  Interview with Gwen Ifill.  PBS Newshour. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/asia/jan-june10/holbrooke_06-30.html]
GWEN IFILL: We have heard in the last week especially, new questions raised about this, the whole strategy in Afghanistan.

And I wanted to ask you about something in particular, one of your administration's chief critics has said about this. And that's Lindsey Graham, the senator from North Carolina. He said that this is a dysfunctional relationship that's happening now among all the top leaders.

What do you say to him?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: You're talking about...

GWEN IFILL: Talking about in the wake of McChrystal's firing, questions...

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: You're talking about in the Afghan government?

GWEN IFILL: Absolutely, in the Afghan -- in our government, managing the Afghan war.

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Well, I have great respect for Lindsey Graham. I have worked closely with him. And, as you know, he serves every year in Afghanistan, but I really don't know where he's coming from on this.

I have worked in every -- every Democratic administration since the Kennedy administration, and I know dysfunctionality when I see it. We have really good civil -- civilian-military relations in this government. My counterpart, until yesterday, was David Petraeus, when he got confirmed for another job.

We have the closest relationship I have ever had with a senior military official, and I'm proud to have worked so closely with him, and I think we're now sending our top military command to the most difficult area.

I -- as far as U.S. relations in Washington go, I have worked in every iteration of White House-State relationships and defense relationships over the last 40 years. This is one which is absent of any ideological differences, as occurred in the last administration and several I served in. We work closely together.

There are always personal differences and ambitions, but this is just not true. It's not a dysfunctional relationship.

GWEN IFILL: The personal differences which people have focused on involved you and Ambassador Eikenberry and General McChrystal. He is now gone. General Petraeus, as you pointed out, you have had a good working relationship. Can we assume that things get better now?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: First of all, I also had a very good relationship with General McChrystal, whom I saw on the day before he left Kabul and who went out of his way to apologize to me personally. In fact, he woke me in the middle of the night to apologize.

GWEN IFILL: Were you surprised his staff said those things?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: I was appalled that they said those things, but I don't take it personally. These things happen.

The decisions that were made by President Obama were important decisions. They reaffirmed one of the most sacred principles in American life, civilian control of the military, and they held up the most important principle, which he mentioned repeatedly in his campaign, accountability.

And he then sent in the outstanding senior military officer I have ever worked with. And I have known them all back to General Westmoreland in Vietnam. So, I'm very pleased with where we are.

GWEN IFILL: So...

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Now -- let me just finish, Gwen.

GWEN IFILL: Certainly.

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: The press then created a narrative out of an isolated incident. And the narrative was the one you just mentioned. And, honestly, it just isn't true.

Patraeus is committed to keeping cmr strong 

Lander 7/4/2010 [Mark, diplomatic correspondent of The New York Times,  Beyond McChrystal Lies a Bigger Tug of War. NY Times. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/04/weekinreview/04landler.html?partner=rss&emc=rss

It is tempting to conclude that the arrival of General Petraeus will consolidate the supremacy of the Pentagon in the war effort. He certainly starts out with great prestige in Washington, drawn from his performance in Iraq, and his status as the intellectual father of the strategy.

But there are reasons to believe that the State Department will continue to play a substantial role, if only because that is what General Petraeus wants. He has pledged a “unity of effort” between the civilian and military operations, and he met with Ambassador Eikenberry at a NATO meeting in Brussels so the two of them could fly into Kabul together on Friday.

For all the parallels between Afghanistan and Iraq, there are key differences that will require robust diplomacy. In Iraq, General Petraeus was able to turn the tide by peeling away Sunni leaders who were willing to work with American forces against jihadi extremists. But in Afghanistan, any similar process requires Pakistan’s cooperation. Afghanistan’s neighbor has influence over powerful players like the Haqqani network, which is closely allied with the Taliban, and it is a sanctuary for leaders of the Afghan Taliban.

Officials say that General Petraeus plans to shuttle between Kabul and Islamabad, conferring on issues like reintegrating Taliban fighters into Afghan society. But it easy to imagine that in the negotiations for a broader political settlement between Mr. Karzai and the Taliban, the general could turn to Mr. Holbrooke, whom he described last week as his “wingman.” Mr. Holbrooke, after all, played a central role in the Dayton peace accords, which ended the war in Bosnia.

“One of the reasons the selection of General Petraeus was such a masterstroke was that he understands the importance of a civilian-military effort,” said John A. Nagl, a retired Army officer who is now president of the Center for a New American Security, a Washington research group, and who helped write the counterinsurgency handbook under General Petraeus. “He’ll bend over backwards to make it work.”

CMR is fine now – any disputes over Afghanistan just means the CMR is steady and is working as designed

Schake ’09 – fellow at the Hoover Institution and holds the Distinguished Chair in International Security Studies at the United States Military Academy (Kori, September 4, “So far so good for civil-military relations under Obama,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for_civil_military_relations_under_obama, WRW)

Debate is heating up over strategy and requirements for the war in Afghanistan. General McChrystal has completed his assessment of what would be needed to prosecute the war successfully. It reportedly advocates a shift in thinking about the problem from destroying Al Qaeda to protecting the Afghan people, and conveys that along with the conclusion that the people who decide whether we win or lose in Afghanistan are the Afghans. Purportedly at Secretary Gates's request, McChrystal's assessment does not include a recommended troop increase. The Secretary evidently encouraged the General to hold off on the number and let the strategic approach be reviewed first. McChrystal's report supposedly contains three options of force increase: a 10,000 troop, high risk approach; a 25,000 medium risk option; and a risk-minimizing option of 45,000 additional troops. Senator Feingold has argued in the Wall Street Journal that our mission in Afghanistan is undermining American national security. That's a serious charge, and he makes a defensible case for redirecting toward a level of engagement more proportionate to the terrorist threat, with a "focused military mission," increased pressure on the Karzai government to govern well, and a flexible timeline for withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan. In short, Feingold argues for doing in Afghanistan what the Obama administration has done in Iraq. Crucial to Feingold's argument is that the Afghan people resent our military involvement. Both McChrystal, and now Gates, are persuaded that is not true. They argue that how we operate in Afghanistan will determine Afghan support to a much greater degree than the size of the force. Gates for the first time yesterday signaled his support for further force increases on that basis, indicating he will not be a political firewall for the White House if McChrystal and Mullen advocate politically uncomfortable increases. Afghanistan was always going to be a central national security issue, because President Obama had campaigned and carried over into governance his argument that it was the "right" war and negligently under-resourced during the Bush administration. Even with domestic anti-war sentiment on the rise and a potential rebellion by Congressional Democrats against funding the Afghan mission, Obama is seemingly trapped into supporting the military commander's troop requests. Hard to imagine the Houdini contortion that lets him sustain his claim that his predecessor neglected the most important war and then refuse troops to a commander who you put into position and who is supported by a well-respected Defense Secretary. Yet the President may -- and perhaps should -- do exactly that, and for reasons that are laudable in our system of civil-military relations. The American way of organizing for warfare has distinct responsibilities for the leading military and civilian participants. To work up the ladder, it's the military commander's job to survey the requirements for success and make recommendations. It's the job of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the military judgment of that strategy and resourcing, advising the Secretary and the President on its soundness and other possible courses of military action. It's the Secretary of Defense's job to figure out how to provide those resources from a limited pool of people and equipment, to identify and manage the risk it creates for other operations and objectives (e.g., Iraq, managing China's rise, deterring North Korea, etc). It is the Commander in Chief's job to establish the war's objectives and determine whether they merit the resources it would require to be successful. He may determine the objectives are too costly in themselves, or that achieving them would distract too much effort from other national priorities, or that we do not have the necessary partners in the Karzai government to achieve our objectives. It should go without saying that it is not the National Security Advisor's job to intimidate military commanders into dialing down their requests to politically comfortable levels, although that is what Jim Jones is reported to have done when visiting Afghanistan during the McChrystal review. Such politicization of military advice ought to be especially noxious to someone who'd been both the Commandant of the Marine Corps and a Combatant Commander. When the Bob Woodward article recounting Jones' attempted manipulation as published, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen commendably defended McChrystal's independence. It is also curious that the one person invisible in this debate, as in the debate about relieving General McKiernan, is the CENTCOM commander, General Petraeus. But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.

Small conflicts are inevitable – as long at the military feels consulted it is not problematic

Herspring July 2009 [Dale, university distinguished professor at Kansas State University and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, Civil−−Military Relations in the United States and Russia : An Alternative Approach Dale Herspring Armed Forces & Society 2009 35: 667]
Conflict between civilian officials and the military’s high command is ubiquitous. Every country’s budget is finite, and the civilian leadership must decide how much and on what to spend its treasury. That inevitably brings the civilian leadership into conflict with the military. The navy always believes it needs more ships, the air force more planes, and the army more troops, tanks, and other weapons. The same may be true of the means for achieving national goals. Civilians may prefer more emphasis on the use of force, only to learn that senior military officers are in favor of greater use of diplomatic means.

Perhaps the best way to define healthy conflict is to state its primary characteristics. The first characteristic is that military and civilian elites are definable but not necessarily homogenous it their views of the policy process. Civilians tend to look at force and the use of force differently from those in the military. However, some civilians are more hawkish than the military, while others will do almost anything to avoid the use of force—and the same thing is true of the armed forces. In other words, it would be overly simplistic to assume that because a group of individuals all wear the same, or similar, uniforms, they think alike.

at: mcchrystal proves cmr low

Obama couldn’t have handled mcchrystal firing better – came out on top with cmr intact 

Mathews and Cohen 6/23/2010 [Jessica, president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.. Eliot, a professor at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, Afghanistan Policy, Goals Reexamined Upon McChrystal Departure.  PBS NewsHour,.  http://www.carnegieendowment.org /publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41056]

What was your first reaction, Jessica Mathews, not only to Stanley McChrystal's firing, but also David Petraeus' return?

JESSICA MATHEWS, president, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace: I thought the president had no choice. He did exactly the right thing and what had to be done.
And if there was a way for this to happen with minimal consequences for the war, he found it in the appointment of Petraeus, that this was -- to make a personnel change without a hint of policy change, this was the only person. And Petraeus was willing to do it, and it was -- I thought the president hit every note right today.

GWEN IFILL: Eliot Cohen?

ELIOT COHEN, professor, Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies: Well, as someone who has been very critical of the president, I have to say I would agree with Jessica that I thought the speech the president gave was pitch-perfect.

He really outlined the key issues, that there's a fundamental question of civil-military relations that as at stake, and he did the right thing. I think, going forward, the thing he has to think about is the larger context, which he created. It doesn't excuse what McChrystal did.

Mcchrystal’s actions were not against military policy or challenge presidential command authority – the distinction is important  

Penza 6/23/2010 [Logan, McChrystal No Threat to American Civil-Military Relations

Politics, War. http://themoderatevoice.com/77600/mcchrystal-no-threat-to-american-civil-military-relations/

Fallout continues in the wake of mocking comments by U.S. Afghanistan commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal regarding several senior members of the Obama administration.  While most public officials have carefully limited their condemnations to leave open the question of whether McChyrstal should be fired, reactions among media and bloggers have often strayed into the hyperbolic.  For example, civil-military relations expert Eliot Cohen writes in the Wall Street Journal that McChrystal’s comments represent a threat to the “fundamental imperative of maintaining order and discipline”, as if ill-advised comments in Rolling Stone will cause officers and enlisted throughout the military to suddenly lose control of themselves and start refusing orders to take the next hill.  A deep, calming breath is in order.
From what appears in the Rolling Stone piece (and since when did Rolling Stone become a serious news outlet worthy of extended top-level access to field commanders in a war zone?), McChrystal’s behavior and that of his staff comes across as smug and unprofessional, as well as remarkably clueless about the pop-culture reporter in their midst.  But their words, while sophomoric, are far short of a MacArthur-type crisis in American civil-military relations.  With the sole possible exception of comments regarding Vice-President Biden (the most significant of which was spoken by an unnamed staffer, not McChrystal), the comments do not appear to fall under the cover of UCMJ Article 88, which bars “contemptuous words” towards the President, Vice-President, Defense Secretary, service secretaries, and, inexplicably, the Secretary of Transportation.  Ambassadors and lower-level national security officials who were the primary objects of McChyrstal’s apparent contempt are not covered.

More importantly, the objectionable comments are personal, not about policy.  They do not represent any kind of move ala MacArthur to challenge the President’s command authority.  The comments do not wound the institutional fabric of American civil-military relations, they only wound a few egos.  Also, his comments do not warrant the hyperbolic interpretation of disdain or contempt for civilian control of the military.  If anything, McChrystal’s quick apology and tail-between-the-legs pilgrimage to the White House tends to reaffirm civilian control dramatically, in marked contrast to MacArthur’s historic refusal to travel any further than Guam to meet Truman.

mcchrystal’s comments were not disruptive to CMR – they did not question policy 

Feaver 6/30/2010 [Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies. Tom Ricks gets the McChrystal affair mostly right ... but not entirely . Foreign Policy. http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/30/tom_ricks_gets_the_mcchrystal_affair_mostly_rightbut_not_entirely

Now I supported McChrystal resigning -- calling it "clearly a firing offense" -- and I wholeheartedly agree that the disrespectful command climate that the Rolling Stone interview revealed was corrosive of healthy civil-military relations. But it was meaningfully less corrosive than the MacArthur incident on several dimensions and it is both unfair and unwise to equate the two. MacArthur vigorously opposed Truman's Korea policies of restraint, sought to lift them, and was colluding with friendly reporters and political allies back in Washington to thwart them. And he made no bones about this disagreement, as his post-firing Congressional lobbying makes clear.  McChrystal and President Obama both claimed that there was no policy dispute at issue, neither in the Rolling Stone interview nor in the larger civil-military dustup. McChrystal's disrespectful comments were directed at members of Obama's team who, in McChrystal's views, were not doing enough to implement Obama's policies. This is a distinction that may not matter in terms of McChrystal keeping his job, but should influence what we learn from the incident (and may justify giving McChrystal a dispensation to retire at 4-star pay.

Obama strong – mitliary trusts him/prevented cmr decline

Kohn 6/25/2010 [Richard H. teaches military history at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. A specialist in civil‑military relations, he was chief of Air Force history for the USAF, 1981‑1991. The New Republic. http://www.tnr.com/blog/foreign-policy/75849/what-relief-except]
But the president handled this challenge to his office and authority almost perfectly. He acted with dispatch but methodically, consulting his advisers and somehow absorbing the din around him. He recognized the central issue: the threat to civilian control of the military inherent in the contempt that apparently pervaded McChrystal’s entourage and, one must conclude, the general himself. The impossibility of his continuing, given the trust required between a president and his senior field commander, with the uncertainties and high stakes inherent in war, was plain for all to see. That the general needed to be relieved was widely understood in the armed forces. Mr. Obama extended to McChrystal the courtesy of a private meeting before announcing the decision, and properly honored him–graciously and convincingly–in a model statement of regret for his relief and praise for a distinguished career. The whole episode ought to be a case study in professionalism and civil-military relations, and the president’s speech required reading.

Putting David Petraeus in charge further instilled confidence. Expert in this kind of conflict, a gifted and charismatic commander widely respected at home and abroad, up to date on the war and Afghan and Pakistani politics, and as sophisticated in civil-military relations as any American flag officer, Petraeus minimizes the disruption inherent in an abrupt change of command. He can defend the president’s policy and strategy in front of Congress better than any other general. He and the president have nurtured a mutual trust over the last eighteen months, and no senior officer could advise the president with greater credibility and experience.

Patreus replacement reaffirmed healthy cmr

Feaver 6/24/2010 [Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies. former special advisor for strategic planning and institutional reform on the National Security Council.. The Petraeus move was a good step, but what's the game plan? Foreign Policy. http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/the_petraeus_move_was_a_good_step_but_whats_the_game_plan

Replacing General McChrystal with General Petraeus was a shrewd tactical move by President Obama, but I worry about its larger operational and strategic implications.

Tactically, it cauterized the Afghanistan wound that the Rolling Stone interview had opened (or, perhaps more accurately, opened up to public scrutiny). It replaced one war hero with another war hero; one general who had contributed to a successful surge with another general who had led that successful surge; one general who had pledged support for Obama's timeline with another general who had pledged support (albeit with caveats) to the timeline;  the only person on the team that our local partners trusted with the only other person on the team who might earn their trust.

It also reaffirmed some essential democratic principles: civilian supremacy, military respect for higher authority, and the awkward truth that no one is indispensable. In delivering the blow, President Obama offered some gracious words of praise for McChrystal's heroic record of service, and some very well-crafted remarks about the nature of healthy civil-military relations. It was, in short, a high-water mark for Obama as commander in chief.

Tensions have been destroyed by the dismissal of McChrystal- Obama is stronger

D’Souza 10 (Shanthie Mariet, associate fellow at institute for defense studies and analyses (idsa) expertise in united states country terrorism policy towards Afghanistan, Pakistan, India; “Afghanistan - Demitting a General's COIN”, July 4, http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/shanthie-mariet-d%5Csouza-afghanistan-demintinggenerals-coin/400247/MZ)

The Rolling Stones story on US General Stanley A McChrystal’s comments on President Barrack Obama and his team has brought to the fore not just the uneasy civil-military relations in the United States, but also a major divide in the Obama national security team on the war in Afghanistan. McChrystal’s counter insurgency (COIN) strategy of ‘clear, hold, build and transfer’ hinged on more ‘boots on the ground’ to reduce use of aerial power and consequent civilian casualties, provide protection to the populace and build on the host nation’s trust and capacity, was opposed by the rest of Obama’s Af-Pak team.

The dismissal of the top US military commander in a war situation did provide Obama an opportunity to shed the tag of being a weak and indecisive President. At a time when support for the war is dwindling among the American public and NATO countries, by appointing General David A Petraeus, a key architect of the Iraq surge strategy, Obama has laid to rest doubts on the continuity of the present US strategy in Afghanistan. By firing General McChrystal, Obama reasserted civilian control over the military and also sent a clear message that the White House would not tolerate division in the ranks of his team after a ‘strategy’ for Afghanistan had been laid out.

If disrespect for the supreme commander of the armed forces is a reason for a senior commander’s dismissal, there was a precedent for Obama to fall back on. Almost 60 years back, on April 11, 1951 President Harry S Truman fired General Douglas MacArthur in the midst of the Korean War for making public statements that contradicted the official policies of the US government. Even McChrystal’s predecessor, General David D McKiernan, was fired by Defence Secretary Robert Gates in May 2009. Incidentally, Gates had then backed the candidature of General McChrystal, saying, “We have a new strategy, a new mission and a new ambassador. I believe that new military leadership is also needed.”
Mccrystal firing proves civil military relations are strong and worked to preserve good cmr 

Reveron 10 ( Dereck a professor of national affairs and the EMC informational chair at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, specializing in strategy development and U.S. defense policy, “Triumph for Civil-Military Relations?”, 6/23,

http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/100623622-triumph-for-civil-military-rel.htm/MZ) 

Relieving General Stanley McChrystal could not have been an easy decision for President Obama. In this speech, he emphasized McChrystal's patriotism and accomplishments and thanked him for decades of service to the United States. However, he was relieved for poor judgment and not competence. This particular episode of civil-military relations also serves as a reminder to all officers that they do more than fight wars. Admirals and Generals are also policy actors. But filling a policy role is not without some peril to the military; civilian control is the law. When military leaders do get out of step with the administration or show disrespect, they are let go. Admiral Fallon was relieved in spring 2008 because of perceived differences with President Bush on Iran. General David McKiernan was replaced to bring fresh ideas to Afghanistan in 2009. And now McKiernan's successor, General Stanley McChrystal, was relieved. Up to this point, McChrystal precariously navigated the civil-military divide during key policy debates, but ultimately undermined his own position. The Rolling Stone profile was certainly outrageous and damaging, but President Obama appointed General McChrystal last year to bring fresh ideas to supporting Afghanistan claim its sovereignty. To date, efforts have been slow, but McChrystal, who is an accomplished soldier and leader, has refocused the United States on Afghanistan. But McChrystal forgot himself and lost the confidence of the president guaranteeing his departure. Given the size and scope of the U.S. military, President Obama recognized that no single person is responsible for success in Afghanistan. Fortunately, he had choices, which is a good sign of how healthy the U.S. military officer corps is. By going with General David Petraeus, however, the President is emphasizing continuity with the current policy and the ongoing counterinsurgency campaign. Petraeus was not only the architect of United States counterinsurgency doctrine and implemented the strategy in Iraq, but also served as one of General McChrystal's bosses (the other is NATO commander Admiral Jim Stavridis). As General David Petraeus takes the reins in Kabul, we are reminded that military leaders like him are viewed as capable of "getting the job done." General Petraeus certainly knows counterinsurgency, is adept in the political-military circles he must travel, and understands the importance of coalition operations. But when it comes to counterinsurgency, we must remember that ultimate success is dependent on Afghanistan's government, civil society, economy, and Afghan security forces.

at: military backlash to mcchrystal resignation
Everyone happy with patraeus decision

Hasan 6/5/2010 [Mehdi, New Statesman’s Senior Editor (politics). Rise of the four-star deities

http://www.newstatesman.com/north-america/2010/07/iraq-military-war-petraeus]

Bush's main man is now also Obama's main man. The current president pre-empted Republican criticisms of his decision to fire McChrystal by instantly appointing Petraeus in his place as the new US commander in Afghanistan. Given the success in Iraq that he and his surge have been credited with, Petraeus is the particular favourite of pro-war pundits at the Rupert Murdoch-owned Fox News and at the right-wing Weekly Standard magazine. He is equally popular with hawkish neoconservatives such as the former vice-president Dick Cheney and the independent senator Joe Lieberman. Other generals are also popular in these quarters, such as Odierno, the current commander in Iraq, seen to have been successful in fighting terrorists, insurgents and dictators in America's so-called war on terror.

There was no military backlash to firing

Reed 6/24/2010 [George A retired U.S. Army Colonel, George Reed is an associate professor in the Department of Leadership Studies within the School of Leadership and Education Sciences at the University of San Diego. Treading on non-negotiables

http://views.washingtonpost.com/leadership/panelists/2010/06/treading-on-non-negotiables.html]

McChrystal is a widely respected and experienced soldier. His inner circle will surely grieve his departure yet the troops that have an understanding of American civil-military relations will appreciate why his removal was necessary. No soldier is indispensable in a well-trained Army and turbulence at the top is to be anticipated. General Petraeus certainly knows how to assume command, and I predict that his presence will be immediately felt in Afghanistan.

Republicans and democrats both jumped on the obama bandwagon after mcchrystal’s resignation – he has strong support 

Halperin 6/28/2010 [Mark, Can McChrystal Help Obama's Bipartisan Restart?

http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,2000044,00.html?xid=rss-topstories&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+time%2Ftopstories+%28TIME%3A+Top+Stories%29&utm_content=Google+Reader]

Last week's dramatic exchange of one general for another was more than a potentially historic turn in Barack Obama's term, a recommitment to the current Afghanistan policy and a moment for presidential high theater. Following the dismissal of General Stanley McChrystal and the instatement of General David Petraeus, Republicans openly praised not just the President's decision but also his judgment. Democrats admired Obama's deft extrication from the crater caused by McChrystal's intemperate Rolling Stone bomb. Left-center and right-center members of Congress took to the mikes to declare their approval and relief. It was a major break from the relentless partisanship that has marked the Administration so far. When the conservative commentariat, including hawkish Bill Kristol and Liz Cheney, loudly applauds Obama's leadership, you know something different is happening.

Such a mature and sensible reaction to the swift and savvy resolution of a potential national quandary is far more in line with the kind of bipartisan coalitions Obama once promised to build — and still aspires to create. In some parallel universe, this interlude of apparent good feeling could be leveraged by Obama on other issues. But despite the bipartisan support on Afghanistan, there is a pronounced continued lack of comity on every other major issue in play — the BP disaster, efforts to combat unemployment, the Supreme Court confirmation hearings for Elena Kagan and Wall Street regulation. There is zero prospect in the short run that Republicans will change course on any of these issues in meaningful numbers. Between now and the midterms, the opposition party is determined to maintain its chosen posture: paint Obama as a failed liberal President. 

Although the President's greatest legislative achievements to date (the stimulus, the auto bailout, health care, financial regulation) have been earned with only, or almost only, Democratic votes in Congress, his remaining goals require building the kind of bipartisan coalitions he promised to forge as a presidential candidate. The list is pretty obvious: energy, immigration, deficit reduction. And if, as expected, Republicans make major gains in the midterm elections, further efforts on jobs and education also will require support from both sides of the aisle. Mathematically and politically, winning GOP votes is essential if the Administration wants to get anything meaningful done before 2012.

at: military too politicized  

Military is not politicized 

LA Times 7/1/2010 [.One outspoken general does not make a politicized military. LA Times. http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/22/opinion/la-oe-ackerman-mcchrystal-20100623]

Just because officers have opinions doesn't mean they want to meddle in political affairs, an Air Force colonel writes

A June 23 op-ed by Bruce Ackerman that portrayed civil-military relations against the backdrop of the Gen. McChrystal affair is wildly off the mark. Dr. Ackerman's commentary presumes a rapid politicization of the U.S. military and a foreboding future of a biased officer corps involved in political partisanship. To the contrary, the vast majority of military officers are well disciplined in the principle of civilian control of the military. Modern military officers are purposefully educated on its tenets and governed by strict codes of conduct. Gen. McChrystal's regrettable actions are in no way symptomatic of a politicized officer corps.

**Links**

1nc link – process

Obama making strategy decisions on his own violates CMR

Ruger 7/2/2010 [William, assistant professor of political science at Texas State University, “Putting a general in his place”

http://www.statesman.com/opinion/ruger-putting-a-general-in-his-place-783197.html]

Soldiers should be studiously neutral, even if our contemporary understanding of democracy means that we can't expect our generals to avoid even voting. Gen. David Petraeus' recent non-voting might suggest, though, that it is a real possibility — and a welcome one. Civilian leaders have a responsibility to act in ways that shows respect for military officers as professional experts in "the management of violence." That entails a duty to avoid interference in the military sphere unless there is a particularly convincing reason to do otherwise.

Congress and the president also have a responsibility to avoid using the military as part of their institutional or partisan battles.

That means that neither the White House nor anyone else should "encourage" a military leader to enter political battles over current policy. Moreover, Congress should avoid calling military leaders to testify in public to make political gains out of what should be privately discussed. And civilian leaders should resist using the military for cheap photo-ops.

Political leaders have a responsibility to select military leaders for their virtues and expertise rather than their political views or willingness to publicly support government policy.

Civilians should seek out those who will offer candid advice and who can also be trusted not to "shirk" when they disagree with their superiors.

Moreover, civilians should not punish candor, though the military should advise its superiors privately and without stepping over the admittedly gray line into political debate.

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates seems to understand this given that he has asserted that "healthy" civil-military relations start with those in his office "creating an environment in which the senior military feel free to offer independent advice not only to the civilian leadership in the Pentagon but also to the president and the National Security Council."

Civilian leaders also should behave in a fashion that lends respect and legitimacy to the government. That includes acting as moral exemplars. It will buttress the military's normative commitment to civilian control, and it has been shown to reduce military intervention in politics.

2nc link wall - process

presidential fiat on military strategy without consultation of the generals destroys cmr
Allen and Coates 2010 [Colonel Charles D. (U.S. Army, Ret.) Professor of Cultural Science in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College.. and Breena E., Professor of Strategic Management & Org. Behavior. United States Army War College. The Engagement of Military Voice Winter 2009-10]

The second error, EIIIb, occurs when the civilian principal directs by fiat, omitting any exchange of information. In this case, policy is determined without discourse with military professionals. Although military advice may be proffered, instead the ideology of the civilian leader is used, resulting in EIIIb. H. R. McMasters provided such a case study in Dereliction of Duty, when he examined how President Lyndon Johnson and Defense Secretary Robert McNamara co-opted the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the Vietnam War.21 The problem as seen by Johnson was to keep Vietnam off the politi- cal landscape in an effort to protect his Great Society initiatives. McNamara reportedly prevented the hard advice from the Joint Chiefs, along with any forecasts related to the scale of resources required, from reaching Johnson. In this case, the information asymmetries of the agents—the military lead- ers—were evident. It is conjecture that if Johnson had been receptive and engaged in legitimate discourse with the Joint Chiefs that different decisions regarding America’s role in Vietnam may have been made. When there is a lack of exchange between the civilian principal and the military agent, the military voice is not available to inform policy formulation and strategic decisions. Without this professional voice, EIIIb occurs and the strategic im- pact can be significant. A manifestation of this type of error was the result of micro-management of the war effort when the President and Secretary of Defense assumed roles more appropriate for military professionals—the planning and execution of tactical and operational missions.

Dialogue over military presence allows for differing opinions to balance out and preserves good relations between civilians and the military – bypassing communications destroys cmr 

Allen and Coates 2010 [Colonel Charles D. (U.S. Army, Ret.) Professor of Cultural Science in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College.. and Breena E., Professor of Strategic Management & Org. Behavior. United States Army War College. The Engagement of Military Voice Winter 2009-10]

The organizational justice constructs are informative in the exami- nation of contemporary events where the military voice was appropriately offered and engaged. Specific cases are the strategic decisions for Iraq in 2006 and for Afghanistan in 2009 made by US principals. Two Washing- ton Post journalists, Tom Ricks in The Gamble and Bob Woodward in The War Within, provide accounts of how the “clear-hold-build” strategy for Iraq emerged through a process that included the engagement of military voice. Their separate accounts explored the disconnect between two specific fields of thought. The strategy of US Central Command’s General John Abi- zaid, endorsed by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, was to reduce US military presence and transition as quickly as possible to Iraqi security forces. That strategy was balanced against the concepts that evolved from the successful measures taken by then-Colonel H. R. McMaster’s 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment in Tal Afar and developed further by the commander of Multi- National Corps-Iraq, Lieutenant General Ray Odierno. That latter strategy required an increase of military forces with a “surge” to establish security and stability before turning responsibility over to Iraqi forces.

The fact that a debate on the strategic direction occurred, allowing for conflicting and dissenting points of view, is characteristic of procedural jus- tice (OJa). Senior military officers—theater and operational commanders as well as the Joint Chiefs of Staff—were engaged in a discourse with the goal of developing a winning strategy. The military as an institution supported the process and the outcome as just. Advocates of the former strategy had their “voice” and the opportunity to exercise “loyalty.” Secretary Rumsfeld re- signed following the 2006 mid-term elections. General Abizaid retired after a full command tour (and is still held in high regard), and the Multi-National Forces-Iraq commander, General George Casey, was appointed as the Army Chief of Staff. General Casey would later reflect that he suffered from a dis- connect from the strategic intent of senior civilian leaders, especially Presi- dent George W. Bush. While it is too soon to tell if the success attributed to the surge in Iraq is sustainable, it is clear that engagement of the military voice resulted in a more effective strategy, at least in the short-term. With regard to Afghanistan, a new President and Defense Secre- tary faced a challenge of divining a successful strategy for the “necessary war.” Prior to his inauguration, President Barack Obama conferred with se- nior military officers on the way ahead in Afghanistan. After a preliminary review, he essentially revalidated the strategic goals and concepts from the previous administration, and in March of 2009 “Strategy for Victory in Af- ghanistan” was published. The spring of 2009, however, witnessed the re- surgence of the Taliban, challenges from within the Afghan government, and unacceptable numbers of Afghan civilian casualties attributed to US combat actions. When pressed on a perceived lack of results, the command- er of US and NATO forces in Afghanistan, General David McKiernan, pro- vided a candid assessment and numerous recommendations to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates during his visit to the theater in May 2009. General McKiernan exercised his “voice” based upon his professional judgment. He would later refuse to quietly “exit” via retirement and was subsequently forced to resign. While civilian control is a bedrock precept for America’s military, the Army as an institution was taken aback by the abrupt dismissal of General McKiernan, with many viewing this event as a challenge to pro- cedural (OJa) and interactional (OJc) justice.

The appointment of General Stanley McChrystal as commander of International Security Forces, Afghanistan, replacing General McKiernan, led to new assessment and recommendations for revision of the strategy exe- cuted in Afghanistan. When the McChrystal report was leaked by Bob Wood- ward in The Washington Post, some pundits suggested that this act was a tactic by the military to force the administration principals to accept the rec- ommendations of its military agent. Certainly, those professionals within the military viewed this leak of information as an inappropriate use of military voice if it arose from lack of confidence in organizational justice.

As the process for determining a “new” strategy for Afghanistan unfolded, the American public witnessed a vigorous discussion and debate leading to the integration of the other elements of national power in con- sonance with the military effort. It is apparent that while the military rec- ommendations were not totally implemented (e.g., providing 30,000 of the 40,000 requested forces), a comprehensive government approach was used to develop a “clear, hold, build, transition” strategy. As with Iraq, military voice was appropriately considered and made a major contribution to the strategic decision-making process. That process was accepted as just by military agents in support of civilian principals. Conclusion

Distinctive operational competencies from the civilian and military sectors create useful synergies. When military voice is given appropriate cre- dence VRIO can flow easily back to the civilian principals. When voice and counsel are muted or constrained, however, then the advice systems entro- py, mainly due to a perception of organizational injustice by military lead- ers, and valuable knowledge and expertise can be lost. Using the military enterprise as case studies, we examined the principal-agent relationship, and how administrative structures and dictates of conscience can change how voice influences decision-making, or in some cases cause an error. We high- lighted the principal form of error, known as “The Error of the Third Kind (EIII),” and the role that it played with disregard of military voice. We offer two sources of EIII
for strategic decision-making:

• Principal-agent dynamics. • Administrative structures.

In the national security community, discourse is essential. Military officers have distinctive competencies in their professional jurisdiction. As partners in the principal-agent relationship, it is critical that the voice of mili- tary professionals be offered, heard, and considered by the civilian principals in the decision-making process. Failure to consider military voice can lead to violation of organizational justice and may even lead to dysfunction, percep- tions of injustice, and “Errors of the Third Kind.” Understanding these cases of error, especially those where there was indifference to military voice, can help inform leader-follower, advice-and-consent dynamics not only in the military but also in the private and nonprofit sectors of enterprise.

Plan forces zero sum relationship between the military and civilians – constructive engagment is key to successful relations 

Herspring July 2009 [Dale, university distinguished professor at Kansas State University and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, Civil−−Military Relations in the United States and Russia : An Alternative Approach Dale Herspring Armed Forces & Society 2009 35: 667]
The fourth characteristic is that the policy process need not be a zero-sum game. Instead, as Gibson and Snider noted, when it comes to most issues, the two sides will be involved in what they called an “Area of Overlap and Tension.”6 To effectively utilize military power, it is necessary to relate issues such as national resources, demography, political objectives, and the definition of war, including strategy, to the military tools available to achieve foreign policy goals. This assumes that while civilians are in charge, both sides are interested in learning from the other and that when positions are put forth, they are both prepared to compromise. There are times when both military and civilian officials will be wrong; they will need someone from the other side to point out a policy’s problems. Indeed, if that is absent—perhaps the military is forbidden to speak up or is ignored by political authorities—civilians run the risk of ordering the military to do something for which it is not prepared. Deborah Avant emphasized the positive impact of the military when she observed that “a military that uses its expertise to influence policy may be a good thing if it creates policy more likely to achieve a country’s goals in the international system.”7

So where does this leave us? Short of a military coup, the approach that will provide the highest extent of military interaction is one in which there is what Sarkesian and Connor called “constructive political engagement.”8 As the authors noted, “The problem is to develop a relationship that is appropriate and acceptable to both civilians and the military, while insuring that the military has an appropriate and realistic role in the political decision-making process.” The goal is to ensure that the interrelationship is symbiotic. In other words, a constructive political engagement is one in which senior officers feel free to express their opinions while accepting civilian supremacy in decision making.

Consulting military and building relationships is key to good cmr

Kohn 6/25/2010 [Richard H. teaches military history at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. A specialist in civil‑military relations, he was chief of Air Force history for the USAF, 1981‑1991. The New Republic. http://www.tnr.com/blog/foreign-policy/75849/what-relief-except]
But the president cannot rely on the logic of his policy or the shrewdness of his strategy in such circumstances. A war of necessity requires periodic explanation—not exhortation or ostentatious calls for victory. President Obama has reached out to the military from the very beginning of his presidency, appointing senior retired officers to the highest levels of responsibility, backing military budgets, insisting on better care for the wounded, visiting military bases in his travels. But it's not enough. A wartime president needs to maintain support for his war. He needs to reassure allies of his determination and remind audiences at home, particularly in uniform, of his resolution. A military nearing exhaustion, experiencing pangs of martyrdom as Americans go about their normal business, needs to hear from the commander-in-chief. In the end, successful civil-military relations, particularly for a Democrat, require more than the proper exercise of authority.  Frequent visitation and warm expressions of support will not suffice. Nor will treating soldiers as victims rather than the warriors they rightly see themselves as being.

The president needs to dive beneath the surface to issues and emotions inside the military’s own world, address their aspirations and concerns, values and ideals—stuff probably beyond the ken of his present stable of speech writers and Obama’s own knowledge and experience. He needs to connect military service to the historic defense and expansion of liberty. He ought to remind those in uniform as well as the American people of the role of the military in a democracy, how the services have furthered the ends of American foreign policy, how they have contributed to social progress, how they have served the American people well beyond fighting the nation’s wars. At the personal level, millions of Americans have benefitted from service, gained a keener sense of citizenship, embraced discipline and responsibility and, yes, experienced danger and sometimes tragedy. The ethical standards inside the armed forces have much to teach; Mr. Obama should champion military service, while in the process encouraging public service.

Consulting the military is key to healthy CMR – civilians are never military experts, opinions of the generals are vital

Kagan 4/8/2006[Frederick W. is a resident scholar at AEI. Let the Generals Speak The Weekely Standard. http://www.aei.org/article/24298]
These attacks on the outspoken generals are misguided. They reflect an incorrect understanding of healthy civil-military relations, one that draws too heavily on traditional American fears of a standing army and too little on the need to ensure that the people of a democracy are sufficiently well informed to make sound decisions about their leaders in a time of war. There is no danger to the republic in a handful of retired generals speaking their minds. There is great danger in making vital decisions about an ongoing armed struggle without hearing the views of all available experts.

Many experts in the field of civil-military relations think harmony is the goal. Uniformed military should offer advice when it is sought, and do what it is told without demur whether or not that advice is accepted. Above all, disputes must be kept in-house. Some argue that officers should not even speak freely before Congress; others recognize the need for honest testimony when sought by Congress, but claim that officers should not put their views before the American people in any other fashion. Some go so far as to intimate that it may be wrong for officers to vote in elections--such voting makes them "partisans" and therefore restricts their ability to give impartial advice. For those in this camp, the demand of several generals that Rumsfeld step down--even though these generals are retired--represents a severe blow to good civil-military relations and a usurpation of power that should rest in the hands of the civilian leadership.

There is another way to look at this issue. America's senior civilian leaders are rarely experts in the art of war. Even Donald Rumsfeld, despite two tours as secretary of defense, has infinitely more expertise managing a large and complex bureaucratic corporation than he does planning or executing military operations. Few of the senior civilian leaders in the Pentagon have experience at high levels of military command; some have no military experience at all. Meanwhile, on Capitol Hill, the numbers of congressmen with military experience is rapidly dwindling. Increasingly these days, only the uniformed military, a few senior civilian leaders, and a small number of civilian experts have made the study of war (as opposed to military bureaucracy) their primary occupation. If this compartmentalization of expertise in war is combined with efforts to stifle the speech even of retired officers, it runs the serious risk of depriving the American people and their leaders of the critical advice and information they need to make sound decisions.

Regrettable as it might seem from this second perspective, it remains essential to curtail the speech of serving officers. An officer charged with executing a policy cannot publicly criticize that policy. He or she must understand that, after advice has been rendered and a decision is taken, the only options that remain are to "salute and move out smartly" and to resign. American officers do understand this fact. Truman fired MacArthur precisely because MacArthur had begun a campaign to undermine a decision Truman had already taken and which MacArthur was under orders to execute. The U.S. officer corps has internalized that lesson very deeply.
Respecting military opinion is key to healthy cmr and implementation of policy 
Herspring July 2009 [Dale, university distinguished professor at Kansas State University and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, Civil−−Military Relations in the United States and Russia : An Alternative Approach Dale Herspring Armed Forces & Society 2009 35: 667]

Respect for military expertise. While generals and admirals acknowledge the primacy of civilian leadership and are prepared to follow whatever order they receive from such authorities, they also expect civilian officials to show respect for the expertise they have gained in 30 or more years of military service. What that means is that while the military is prepared to carry out whatever order it receives, it expects civilian authorities to listen to what they say and take it into consideration as they make key national security decisions.

It was the late Richard Neustadt who, with the American polity in mind, commented that “the power of presidential politics, is the power to persuade.”21 A president, whether Russian or American, a minister of defense, or secretary of defense will have a better chance of getting senior military officers to accept his policies enthusiastically if the generals and admirals believe they are part of the process. Similarly, key officers who are left out of the decision-making process can become obstacles to the smooth enactment of political decisions through bureaucratic obfuscation.
Removing troops cannot be a unilateral decision by the president – plan destroys civil military relations by politicizing the process

Schake 09 (Kori a fellow at the Hoover Institution and holds the Distinguished Chair in International Security Studies at the United States Military Academy, “ So far so good for civil-military relations under Obama”, September 4, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for _civil_military_relations_under_obama) 

Crucial to Feingold's argument is that the Afghan people resent our military involvement. Both McChrystal, and now Gates, are persuaded that is not true. They argue that how we operate in Afghanistan will determine Afghan support to a much greater degree than the size of the force. Gates for the first time yesterday signaled his support for further force increases on that basis, indicating he will not be a political firewall for the White House if McChrystal and Mullen advocate politically uncomfortable increases. Afghanistan was always going to be a central national security issue, because President Obama had campaigned and carried over into governance his argument that it was the "right" war and negligently under-resourced during the Bush administration. Even with domestic anti-war sentiment on the rise and a potential rebellion by Congressional Democrats against funding the Afghan mission, Obama is seemingly trapped into supporting the military commander's troop requests. Hard to imagine the Houdini contortion that lets him sustain his claim that his predecessor neglected the most important war and then refuse troops to a commander who you put into position and who is supported by a well-respected Defense Secretary. Yet the President may -- and perhaps should -- do exactly that, and for reasons that are laudable in our system of civil-military relations. The American way of organizing for warfare has distinct responsibilities for the leading military and civilian participants. To work up the ladder, it's the military commander's job to survey the requirements for success and make recommendations. It's the job of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the military judgment of that strategy and resourcing, advising the Secretary and the President on its soundness and other possible courses of military action. It's the Secretary of Defense's job to figure out how to provide those resources from a limited pool of people and equipment, to identify and manage the risk it creates for other operations and objectives (e.g., Iraq, managing China's rise, deterring North Korea, etc). It is the Commander in Chief's job to establish the war's objectives and determine whether they merit the resources it would require to be successful. He may determine the objectives are too costly in themselves, or that achieving them would distract too much effort from other national priorities, or that we do not have the necessary partners in the Karzai government to achieve our objectives. It should go without saying that it is not the National Security Advisor's job to intimidate military commanders into dialing down their requests to politically comfortable levels, although that is what Jim Jones is reported to have done when visiting Afghanistan during the McChrystal review. Such politicization of military advice ought to be especially noxious to someone who'd been both the Commandant of the Marine Corps and a Combatant Commander. When the Bob Woodward article recounting Jones' attempted manipulation as published, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen commendably defended McChrystal's independence. It is also curious that the one person invisible in this debate, as in the debate about relieving General McKiernan, is the CENTCOM commander, General Petraeus. But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.
The process is key – the issue is communication
Donnelly 6/24/10 [Tom, a defense and security policy analyst, research fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, is the director of the Center for Defense Studies. After McChrystal: Reexamining the Civil-Military Compact.  Center for Defense Studies.  http://www.defensestudies.org/?p=2801

The real issue is not control, however, but relations—the “unequal dialogue” between soldiers and statesmen, wherein the civilians have the power to decide, the military the obligation to obey, but the larger imperative is to communicate.  The health of the relationship is not measured by the amount of ass-kicking, but the amount of talking.

consultation – gets military on board

Even if the military doesn’t like the decision – dialogue can get them on board

Allen and Coates 2010 [Colonel Charles D. (U.S. Army, Ret.) Professor of Cultural Science in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College.. and Breena E., Professor of Strategic Management & Org. Behavior. United States Army War College. The Engagement of Military Voice Winter 2009-10]

Of the organizational justice concepts, perhaps the most important for military professionals is procedural justice. That military voice is heard is a value, as well as a concern, for military officers. A positive case of pro- cedural justice, OJa, occurred during World War II within the iconic princi- pal-agent relationship between President Franklin D. Roosevelt and Army Chief of Staff General George C. Marshall.32 While Marshall was his most trusted military adviser—Roosevelt stated he could not “sleep at ease” with Marshall outside of Washington—Pulitzer Prize-winning historian Rick At- kinson documents numerous occasions when FDR’s executive direction ran counter to the military’s professional advice.33 A classic example was the de- cision to employ US forces in North Africa rather than conduct cross-Channel operations into Europe in 1942. Through it all, there was a healthy discourse where President Roosevelt received the benefit of General Marshall’s con- sidered professional judgment and made strategic decisions with the “bigger picture” in mind. Marshall as the dutiful agent ensured the decisions were forwarded and that the appropriate planning and resources were applied.

If the FDR-Marshall relationship is the exemplar of OJa, then the antithesis would be the relationship between Secretary Rumsfeld and his generals. In both eras, the nation had been attacked and was preparing for a “global” war. In Rumsfeld’s Pentagon, officers complained “their best ad- vice is being disregarded” and that the Secretary was “eager to slap down officers with decades of distinguished service.”34 In the latter case, military voice was not perceived to be given its due, resulting in a disaffection of support of the Secretary—the civilian principal. As captured in organiza- tional literature, senior military professionals were faced with choices of “exit, voice, or loyalty.”35 While the professional military officers continued to be “loyal,” the instances of dissenting “voice” by those who took their “exit” in the form of retirement from military service garnered the attention of American society.

From legal precedents regarding institutional obligations, there evolves a notion of the obligation of the organization, and the expectation of its con- stituents to view the job as a “property right” of organizational participants. This is a belief that is known in practice but has been largely ignored in the behavioral sciences and management literature.36 In analyzing the elements of this property “right,” one can readily argue that high-level participants in organizations (such as senior military commanders) are actually partners of the institution.37 As such, they have the right and obligation to express their voice on issues where they have professional knowledge and expertise. The other partner in the equation, the civilian bosses, have a concurrent obliga- tion to pay close attention to such advice, even if it contradicts a particular ideology of the leader. Not to do so violates one or more principles of organizational justice (procedural, distributive, and interactional). When leaders ignore, take-for-granted, or overlook their partners’ professional expertise and make unilateral decision-making and errors of cognition, then adverse results such as EIII can ensue, even when no injustice was intended.38

1nc link – south korea 
Link – Gates wants military presence – recent statements prove

Korea Times 12/16/09 ("S. Korea, US to Draw Up Defense Guidelines", Lexis, WRW)
South Korea and the United States are discussing a plan to draw up "defense guidelines" next year in a bid to upgrade bilateral defense cooperation, according to defense and foreign ministry officials Wednesday. The guidelines, similar to the U.S.-Japan Defense Guidelines established in 1996, would include key measures to strengthen military cooperation between the two, they said. Among the topics are U.S. reinforcement plans in case of a war on the Korean Peninsula, the U.S. nuclear umbrella for South Korea and the stable presence of U.S. forces in Korea. "The defense guidelines will be part of follow-up measures to materialize the Korea-U.S. alliance joint vision adopted at the summit between Presidents Lee Myung-bak and Barack Obama, " an official at the Ministry of National Defense said. "The guidelines will include a comprehensive package of measures on how the two nations are to cooperate in the event of war on the peninsula." In the summit meeting in Washington, D.C., Obama said the U.S. government would provide an extended nuclear umbrella to South Korea in response to increasing nuclear threats from the North. Lee and Obama adopted a "joint vision for the ROK-US alliance" that calls for building a broader, strategic partnership in the realms of politics, economy, culture and other areas beyond the security arena. In the Security Consultative Meeting (SCM) in Seoul, Oct. 22, U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates confirmed the increased defense cooperation with South Korea. In a joint communique issued at the end of the annual meeting, Gates reaffirmed "the U.S. commitment to provide extended deterrence for the ROK, using the full range of military capabilities, to include the U.S. nuclear umbrella, conventional strike and missile defense capabilities." It was the first time that detailed plans of increased U.S. deterrence capabilities for South Korea had been revealed and even stipulated in a joint statement since 2006, when the then-defense ministers from both nations first addressed the issue. Notably, Gates said the United States would use its capabilities not only on the peninsula but also "globally available U.S. forces and capabilities that are strategically flexible to deploy to augment the combined defense in case of crisis." Previously, the U.S. military had only referred to reinforcement of troops from the U.N. Command's rear bases in Japan in case of an emergency. Observers said Gates' remarks were construed as a response to a lingering concern here that the 2012 transition of wartime operational control (OPCON) of South Korean troops from the U.S. military to Korean commanders will result in a smaller role of the U.S. military on the peninsula, and that it could tip the military balance between the two Koreas. Under a 2007 deal on command rearrangements, the U.S. military on the peninsula is to shift to an air- and naval-centric supporting role with the South Korean military taking over main combat operations in the event of conflicts. The ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC) is to be deactivated and two separate theater commands of both militaries will be put in place here. Speaking at a forum in the United States, CFC Commander Gen. Walter Sharp said the U.S. and Korean militaries have agreed to develop a single joint operational plan even after the OPCON transition. Both sides have already worked out an initial version of the operational plan and will complete the final one soon, he added.

2nc link wall – south korea

1. Extend Korea Times – Gates is committed to remaining in South Korea. They’ve already drawn up defense guidelines to increase military cooperation between them. Now is different from any other time because it’s the first time Gates has been explicit about to what extent US deterrence capabilities are for South Korea. Gates has promised to use any forces that are globally available to protect South Korea
2. North Korean aggression – 

a) Gates wants to perform new military exercises to prepare South Korea
LA Times 5/25/2010 (Julian E. Barnes and Paul Richter, “U.S., S. Korea plan military exercises; Amide rising tension, the South’s president also orders a halt to most trade with the North and closes all sea lanes,” Lexis, WRW)

The Pentagon said Monday that it planned to participate in new military exercises with South Korea, the first direct military response from the United States to the sinking of a South Korean warship by what officials called a North Korean torpedo. Bryan Whitman, the Pentagon spokesman, said U.S. forces would participate in an anti-submarine maneuver in "the near future." In a second planned exercise, U.S. units along with South Korea and possibly other regional allies will work to improve their ability to interdict cargo ships carrying arms or other prohibited materials to or from North Korea. The exercises were announced in Seoul by the South Korean Defense Ministry, following a nationwide address by President Lee Myung-bak in which he ordered a halt to most trade with the North and closed all sea lanes between the nations. Later Monday, U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon further intensified pressure on North Korea by declaring in New York that "there must be some measures taken" to respond to what officials consider the North's attack. Ban, speaking at a news conference, didn't specify the steps. An international investigation has held North Korea responsible for the sinking of the Cheonan, a South Korean naval vessel, on March 26. The apparent attack killed 46 South Korean sailors and represents what South Korean and U.S. officials consider a violation of the armistice between Pyongyang and Seoul that ended the Korean War of the 1950s. A growing international demand for a response is exerting pressure on a reluctant China, North Korea's most important ally, to support consideration of the issue by the U.N. Security Council. U.S. and South Korean officials are meeting with the Chinese this week to try to convince them to agree to Security Council deliberations. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton appealed to Chinese officials in Beijing on Monday, but met resistance, officials said. Though North Korea has denied it authorized a strike against the South Korean ship, the upcoming anti-submarine exercise appears aimed at warning Pyongyang against future attacks. Whitman said the exercises were a sign of the "continuation of a very strong, closely coordinated relationship" with South Korea. He said the two events were scheduled specifically in response to the apparent attack on the warship. There are approximately 28,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea. Analysts said South Korea is trying to reestablish conventional military deterrence on the Korean peninsula by taking the strongest measures it can, short of military action. Victor Cha, a White House advisor on Korea during the George W. Bush administration, noted that the South Korean leader in his speech took the unusual step of drawing a "red line" for North Korea by declaring that his nation would not tolerate another such act. "The danger is, the North may cross it," said Cha, now with Georgetown University. U.S. and South Korean officials want to make a point to Pyongyang but also want to avoid a violent reaction. North Korea has threatened war if South Korea retaliates. Clinton said the United States was "working hard to avoid an escalation of belligerence and provocation." South Korea's Yonhap news agency reported that North Korea put its military on combat footing early Tuesday, Reuters said. U.S. military officials, meanwhile, are watching for the possibility of North Korean nuclear and missile tests, especially over the Memorial Day holiday. Pyongyang has conducted previous tests around U.S. holidays. Tuesday marks the anniversary of a North Korean nuclear test last year.

b) Pentagon wants to stay to boost South Korea’s naval defense

NYT 5/31/10 (Thom Shanker and David E. Sanger, "U.S. Will Aid Naval Defense Of South Korea", Lexis, WRW)

WASHINGTON -- Surprised by how easily a South Korean warship was sunk by what an international investigation concluded was a North Korean torpedo fired from a midget submarine, senior American officials say they are planning a long-term program to plug major gaps in the South's naval defenses. They said the sinking revealed that years of spending and training had still left the country vulnerable to surprise attacks. The discovery of the weaknesses in South Korea caught officials in both countries off guard. As South Korea has rocketed into the ranks of the world's top economies, it has invested billions of dollars to bolster its defenses and to help refine one of the oldest war plans in the Pentagon's library: a joint strategy with the United States to repel and defeat a North Korean invasion. But the shallow waters where the attack occurred are patrolled only by South Korea's navy, and South Korean officials confirmed in interviews that the sinking of the warship, the Cheonan, which killed 46 sailors, revealed a gap that the American military must help address. The United States -- pledged to defend its ally but stretched thin by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq -- would be drawn into any conflict. But it has been able to reduce its forces on the Korean Peninsula by relying on South Korea's increased military spending. Senior Pentagon officials stress that firepower sent to the region by warplanes and warships would more than compensate for the drop in American troop levels there in the event of war. But the attack was evidence, the officials say, of how North Korea has compensated for the fact that it is so bankrupt that it can no longer train its troops or buy the technology needed to fight a conventional war. So it has instead invested heavily in stealthy, hard-to-detect technologies that can inflict significant damage, even if it could not win a sustained conflict. Building a small arsenal of nuclear weapons is another big element of the Northern strategy -- a double-faceted deterrent allowing it to threaten a nuclear attack or to sell the technology or weapons in order to head off retaliation even for an act of war like sinking South Korean ships. In an interview last week, Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said that the joint training exercise with South Korea planned just off the country's coast in the next few weeks represented only the ''near-term piece'' of a larger strategy to prevent a recurrence of the kind of shock the South experienced as it watched one of its ships sunk without warning. But the longer-range effort will be finding ways to detect, track and counter the miniature submarines, which he called ''a very difficult technical, tactical problem.'' ''Longer term, it is a skill set that we are going to continue to press on,'' Admiral Mullen said. ''Clearly, we don't want that to happen again. We don't want to give that option to North Korea in the future. Period. We want to take it away.'' American and South Korean officials declined to describe details of the coming joint exercises, except to say that they would focus on practicing antisubmarine warfare techniques and the interdiction of cargo vessels carrying prohibited nuclear materials and banned weapons. To counter the unexpected ability of midget submarines to take on full warships, the long-term fix will mean greatly expanding South Korea's antisubmarine network to cover vast stretches of water previously thought to be too shallow to warrant monitoring closely -- with sonar and air patrols, for instance. That would include costly investment in new technologies, as well as significant time spent determining new techniques for the South Korean military. North Korea presents an adversary with a complicated mix of strengths and weaknesses, said senior American officers. According to a recent strategic assessment by the American military based on the Korean Peninsula, the North has spent its dwindling treasury to build an arsenal able to start armed provocations ''with little or no warning.'' These attacks would be specifically designed for ''affecting economic and political stability in the region'' -- exactly what happened in the attack on the Cheonan, which the South Korean military and experts from five other countries determined was carried out by a North Korean midget submarine firing a powerful torpedo. Admiral Mullen and other officials said they believed the Cheonan episode might be just the first of several to come. ''North Korea is predictable in one sense: that it is unpredictable in what it is going to do,'' he said. ''North Korea goes through these cycles. I worry a great deal that this isn't the last thing we are going to see.'' High-ranking South Korean officials acknowledge that the sinking was a shock. ''As the Americans didn't anticipate 9/11, we were not prepared for this attack,'' one South Korean military official said. ''While we were preoccupied with arming our military with high-tech weapons, we have not prepared ourselves against asymmetrical-weapons attack by the North.'' The South Korean military was well aware that the North had submarines -- around 70, according to current estimates. But the focus had been on North Korea's using larger conventional submarines to infiltrate agents or commandos into the South, as it had in the past, not on midget submarines sophisticated enough to sink a major surface warship. ''We believe that this is the beginning of North Korea's asymmetrical military provocations employing conventional weapons,'' said the South Korean official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to describe the military's internal analysis. ''They will use such provocations to ratchet up pressure on the U.S. and South Korea. The Cheonan sinking is an underwater terrorist attack, and this is the beginning of such attacks.'' Though it is considered unlikely, the threat of a conventional war with North Korea is still an issue, too, officials said. The American military's most recent ''strategic digest'' assessing both the strengths of the United States-South Korea alliance and the continuing threat from the North notes that North Korea's military is ''outfitted with aging and unsophisticated equipment.'' Even so, 70 percent of North Korea's ground forces -- part of the fourth-largest armed force in the world -- remain staged within about 60 miles of the demilitarized zone with the South. In that arsenal are 250 long-range artillery systems able to strike the Seoul metropolitan area. ''While qualitatively inferior, resource-constrained and incapable of sustained maneuver, North Korea's military forces retain the capability to inflict lethal, catastrophic destruction,'' said the assessment, approved by Gen. Walter L. Sharp, commander of American and United Nations forces in South Korea. There are about 28,500 American forces in South Korea today, significantly fewer than before the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. The South Korean military has maintained its armed forces at a consistent number between 600,000 and 700,000, and has steadily modernized based on its economic dynamism. The North has an active-duty military estimated at 1.2 million, with between five million and seven million in the reserves. But many are poorly trained, or put to work building housing or seeking out opponents of Kim Jong-il's government. The best trained, best equipped and best paid of them are North Korea's special operations forces, numbering about 80,000 and described by the American military as ''tough, well-trained and profoundly loyal.'' Their mission is to infiltrate the South for intelligence gathering and for ''asymmetric attacks against a range of critical civilian infrastructure and military targets.''

3. Gates wants to maintain the military commitment with South Korea
Korea Herald ’09 (Kim Ji-hyun, October 23, “Commitment to Seoul 'unwavering': U.S,” Lexis, WRW)

The United States yesterday reaffirmed its security commitment to South Korea, touching on specific military capabilities it would deploy to defend its ally. "We reaffirmed the unwavering support for the Republic of Korea," U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said during a joint press conference with his South Korean counterpart Kim Tae-young. As specific measures, Gates said Washington would use "the full range of military capabilities, to include the U.S. nuclear umbrella, conventional strike and missile defense capabilities," according to a joint statement the two ministers released. Kim and Gates were marking the end of the annual Security Consultative Meeting held between Seoul and Washington. "The statement was significant in that specific military means were mentioned," said Kim Tae-woo, vice president of the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses. "It would have been more complete if the object of such deterrence had been named." The South Korean and U.S. ministers did identify North Korea as a regional and global threat, and said the reclusive state remains such despite its latest gestures at dialogue and goodwill. The allies also vowed not to recognize Pyongyang as a nuclear state despite its adherence to its nuclear weapons programs. "On the surface, there are signs of some change from North Korea, including its recent willingness to talk. In reality, the unstable situation such as its nuclear program and military-first policy continues unchanged," Kim said. Gates was, however, tightlipped about when or if South Korea would send troops to support Washington's anti-terrorism efforts in Afghanistan. "We obviously welcome any contribution that any countries around the world are prepared to make, but that decision - what and how much to contribute - is entirely up to the Republic of Korea," he said. The secretary also confirmed that there would be no delays in the planned transition of wartime operational control to South Korea from the United States, another topic of debate between conservatives and progressives here since the move would entail the dismantling of the Combined Forces Command. The transfer date is currently set for April of 2012. Gates' visit comes as an upcoming summit between presidents Lee Myung-bak next month have been triggering speculation that Seoul may send a military or police force to Afghanistan to mark the meeting. The Obama administration has so far maintained that it would not enlist support from the Lee Myung-bak government unless it was a voluntary gesture. "The U.S. side made no mention of the Afghanistan issue. They realize that this is a politically charged issue, especially for South Koreans," said one Foreign Ministry official declining to be identified. He said officials from Washington only mentioned that the Obama administrationwas reviewing the situation in Afghanistan as there is a split in the United States in the number of additional troops to be sent to the war-torn region. Vice Foreign Minister Shin Kak-soo yesterday issued what critics viewed to be ambiguous remarks on Seoul is stance. "South Korea will make contributions perceived to be suitable for its global stature," Shin said at a parliamentary audit. "The size and timing is up to the government to decide." Shin did stress that the government received no requests from Washington on the issue. Recent news reports said Defense Ministry officials talked of sending troops to Afghanistan to better protect South Korean civilians in the area. "Even if the government does send any forces, it would be just around a couple hundred," the Foreign Ministry source said. On Wednesday, Gates said in a speech to the allied militaries that "Korea's international military contributions should be seen as what they are - something that is done to benefit your own security and vital national interests." Many perceived the comments to be aimed at spurring South Korean efforts to dispatch troops to Afghanistan. Shin refuted such speculation and said Seoul was currently discussing only economic aid. South Korea previously extended equipment and fund aid.

Xt – deterrence capabilities links

Robert Gates has promised to use any means necessary to protect South Korea

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific ‘09 (June 16, "US says will use "all means" to protect South Korea from North", Lexis, WRW)
Washington, 15 June: US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates said Monday his country will use all means necessary, including nuclear arms, to defend South Korea against any military threats from North Korea as Pyongyang recently said it will build up its nuclear arsenal despite international condemnations for its latest nuclear test. "Secretary Gates reaffirmed the United States will fulfil its commitment to the joint defence of South Korea through all necessary means, such as the provision of a nuclear umbrella," a spokesman for South Korea's presidential office said of a meeting between Gates and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak [Yi Myo'ng-pak] held here. The South Korean president arrived here earlier Monday on a three-day visit, during which he is scheduled to meet with his US counterpart, Barack Obama, for summit talks. "President Lee expressed his wish that the South Korea-US alliance will be developed into a strategic alliance that can meet all the future needs of the countries on security, economic and environment issues," spokesman Lee Dong-kwan said in a press release. Washington has repeatedly reaffirmed its provision of extended deterrence to South Korea since 1992, when it withdrew all its nuclear capabilities from the Korean Peninsula. However, a renewal of the US commitment has recently been called for, especially since the communist North conducted its second nuclear test on May 25. Lee and the US defence secretary noted the alliance between their countries, forged in the battlefields of the 1950-53 Korean War, has significantly contributed to the peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula and in Northeast Asia, and said they will continue to cooperate to have complete and verifiable denuclearization of the North, the press release said. Lee and the US president were expected to sign a joint statement at the end of their summit Tuesday that will provide a detailed course of actions for the allies to develop their bilateral relationship into a strategic, future-oriented alliance that will enable future cooperation not only on security, but also economic, social and political issues. The statement will also include Washington's provision of extended deterrence, including a nuclear umbrella, to Seoul, according to South Korean officials accompanying the president.

Xt – North Korean Aggresion links
Pentagon pushes military relations with South Korea – naval defense boosting
NYT 5/25/2010 (David E. Sanger and Thom Shanker, “U.S. Pressures North Korea After Sinking of South’s Ship,” Lexis, WRW)

WASHINGTON -- The United States and its allies put new pressure on North Korea on Monday, announcing naval exercises next month to detect submarines of the kind suspected of sinking a South Korean warship, and winning the support of the secretary general of the United Nations for Security Council action. The officials were seeking to calibrate the response to North Korea cautiously in large part because of concern about how North Korea might react. The country's defense commission, which rarely issues public statements, has threatened direct attacks on South Korea if it retaliates for the sinking of the warship Cheonan, though the North has denied responsibility for attack, which killed 46 sailors. American officials acknowledged that the types of steps announced Monday -- the threat of Security Council sanctions, military maneuvers and exercises to practice intercepting North Korean ships suspected of carrying arms or nuclear technology -- have been tried before over the past two decades. While some have inflicted temporary pain, they have not deterred North Korea from conducting two nuclear tests since 2006, a battery of missile tests that have yielded mixed results and the sale of nuclear and missile technology to the Middle East. The strongest statement about North Korea's culpability came at the United Nations, from Secretary General Ban Ki-moon, who was foreign minister in South Korea during a failed effort at what was once called the ''Sunshine Policy'' of increased interchanges with the North. ''There must be some measures taken,'' he said at a news conference, though he stopped short of saying what those measures should be. ''The evidence is quite compelling,'' he added, saying he was trying to separate his personal feeling from his duties as secretary general. ''There is no controversy. Therefore it is the responsibility of the international community to address this issue properly.'' On a trip to Beijing, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said, ''Our support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal.'' At the Pentagon, officials announced that the United States and South Korea would hold exercises in coming weeks to practice missions detecting enemy submarines and intercepting cargo vessels suspected of hauling nuclear weapons, bomb-making materials or other prohibited arms. ''Bryan Whitman, a Pentagon spokesman, said one exercise would allow the South Korean and American militaries to practice antisubmarine warfare. South Korean officials said their warship was sunk by a North Korean torpedo. But the announcement also appeared to be an acknowledgement that South Korea's submarine detection technologies left something to be desired. The Cheonan crew had no idea that a North Korean submarine was in the region, and even after the sinking, it took weeks to determine what had hit the ship. A second set of naval exercises will focus on halting banned cargo at sea, and will be held under the auspices of the Proliferation Security Initiative, a multilateral program to intercept the movement of nuclear materials, weapons and components. When that program was begun by the administration of President George W. Bush, South Korea at first refused to join, for fear of angering the North. That decision was reversed more than a year ago, but Seoul is now willing to participate in exercises in how to track North Korean ships and force them into port. Although the White House released a statement early Monday morning that assailed North Korea for its ''belligerent and threatening'' behavior and promised close military cooperation between the United States and South Korea, Pentagon officials later in the day spoke in cautious tones , and stressed that the issue should be resolved through diplomatic efforts . ''Obviously, the goal here is not to increase tensions or do things that are going to look overly provocative or add to the tension in the region,'' said one senior military officer. ''At the same time, we want to make sure we are ready to support the South Koreans throughout this issue.'' 

1nc link – japan 

Link – Gates is committed to the US-Japan alliance

Gates and Mullen 2/1/10 – *Secretary of Defense, **chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (Robert M. and Michael G., “DoD News Briefing with Secretary Gates and Adm. Mullen from the Pentagon,” http://www.defense.gov/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=4549, WRW)

SEC. GATES: I think you'd have to be a Kremlinologist to find a significant difference in those two. (Chuckles.) We are still committed to the agreements that we have reached with the Japanese. We understand they are reviewing it. I am comfortable with that. We have a new government in Japan. They have some very high priorities they're trying to deal with, and so I would say that right now, I think, the watchword for us is patience. Q So you will continue working with Japan? SEC. GATES: Sure. Look, let's not misunderstand. We just celebrated the 50th anniversary of our alliance with the Japanese. That alliance is very important to both Japan and the United States.

2nc link wall – japan 

1. Extend Gates and Mullens – Gates has publicly stated that he’s committed to the US-Japan military alliance. Gates plans on continuing to work with Japan on military issues

2. Gates wants to stay in Japan – already made concessions to maintain the alliance
Rogin ’09 (Josh, October 20, “In Japan, Gates shows a willingness to adjust,” http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/20/in_japan_gates_shows_a_willingness_to_adjust, WRW)

When the Democratic Party of Japan took power last month after decades on the sidelines, Japan watchers wondered what it meant for the United States: Would the DPJ grow too close to China? Did the new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, hold anti-American views? Would Japan be less willing to help out on U.S. foreign-policy priorities, such as the war in Afghanistan? In Japan today, Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates offered some clues about the Obama administration's thinking when he rolled out his new approach to the new ruling party, showing a mixture of the traditional pressure America applies to its junior partner and a fresh willingness to let the new government change its national-security posture toward the United States. But a senior defense official said this week that there's only so far the administration is willing to go on this front. The administration is taking a wait-and-see approach to the DPJ, which in September displaced the Liberal Democratic Party for only the second time since World War II. As the first cabinet-level official to visit Japan since the election took place, Gates's presence shows the centrality of the Defense Department in the U.S.-Japan relationship. Gates gave support to the DPJ's announcement that it would end its refueling mission in the Indian Ocean, which has supported coalition efforts in Afghanistan for years. It's Japan's decision, Gates said, showing a departure from the strong pressure U.S. officials applied on that issue when it came up in Japanese debate in 2007. But on the issue over the plan to relocate Marine forces at the extremely unpopular Futenma airbase in Okinawa, Gates warned that a change to the plan (which was originally signed in 1996) could disrupt a larger effort to transfer 8,000 Marines to Guam, a major desire of most Okinawa residents. A senior U.S. defense official said just before the trip that the Okinawa base issue would surely come up in Gates's meetings with Hatoyama, new Foreign Minister Katsuyo Okada, and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. The official said that if Japan starts into minor adjustments to the agreement, it becomes a cascading series of other decisions that have to be made, complicating a host of issues. He also warned that the U.S. Congress might pull funding for the Guam project if there were added delays in the Futenma piece of the puzzle. The official also said another delay in implementation of the Futenma plan would be a blow to confidence on both sides. In contrast, on the refueling issue, Gates would come prepared to discuss other ways Japan can contribute to the mission in Afghanistan, the officials said, but won't press the new government to reverse its decision to end refueling. Meanwhile, the new Japanese government is going through an internal struggle, with factions on the left and right of the DPJ fighting for control of the government's national- security policy. DPJ leaders have said for years that it wants Japan to have a foreign policy more independent of the United States, but skeptics have always believed that once in power, they would be compelled to continue most of the policies the old government had in place. Hatoyama sent one of the DPJ's newer legislators, Upper House member Kuniko Tanioka, to Washington last week, where she took a survey of the foreign-policy environment and sought to gauge how viable changes in the alliance might be. Tanioka represents the more liberal wing of the DPJ, which also wants to do more to repair strains with Asia caused by controversy over Japanese hard-liners' view of World War II history. Earlier this year she feuded with DPJ's former shadow defense minister Akihisa Nagashima over whether to deploy Japanese self defense forces to the Horn of Africa. Nagashima represents the conservative wing of the DPJ and has strong ties to Japan hands in Washington, who are largely hoping that U.S.-Japan military agreements can stay somewhere near the status quo. Traveling with Gates is Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Michael Schiffer, formerly of the Stanley Foundation. Other key Obama Japan officials include Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell, the former CNAS CEO who traveled to Japan earlier this month, and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Derek Mitchell, who previously worked for Campbell at CSIS. Cambell coauthored an op-ed in the Japanese Asashi Shimbun newspaper in 2007 strongly warning Japan not to end its Afghanistan-related refueling mission at that time. President Obama will visit Japan in November on his way to the APEC regional conference in Singapore.

3. The Pentagon wants to keep troops in Japan – view China and North Korea as threats

Daily Yomiuri 2/3/10 ("EDITORIAL; Cooperation with U.S. key to Japan's defense", Lexis, WRW)

Amid an increasingly severe security environment, the United States presented its latest defense strategic guidelines, placing emphasis on cooperation with its allies. The U.S. Defense Department on Monday released the Quadrennial Defense Review, the first of its kind under the administration of President Barack Obama. The report listed prevailing in the current wars in Afghanistan and Iraq as the top priority of the United States' defense strategies. The report also pointed out the need for continuous operations to crush Al-Qaida, expressing determination to win the fight against terrorism. The report stressed that the United States will make an all-out military and diplomatic effort to prevent and deter disputes and will make full preparation for any type of contingencies. The latest report was compiled based on the current situation in which the United States faces drastic changes in the security environment due to the rise of China and India, as well as expanding threats of terrorism and nuclear proliferation. The report's emphasis on tackling diversified threats and the importance of close cooperation with its allies and partners reflects its recognition that U.S. military superiority has been eroding. Keeping an eye on China As did the last report, the latest version highlights the Pentagon's vigilance regarding China's military expansion, a process that has lacked transparency. The report says China has been developing and fielding ballistic missiles, new attack submarines, cyber-attack capability, and counter-space systems, pointing out that many doubts remain about their long-term purposes. The report also referred to a fear that nuclear proliferation may proceed at once due to instability or collapse of nuclear powers. This reflects the United States' strong concern about international terrorist organizations, North Korea's nuclear tests and long-range ballistic missiles and Iran's nuclear development. Expansion of various threats may weaken the effectiveness of the forward deployment of U.S. forces and the U.S. nuclear deterrent, something that also would have a serious effect on Japan's security. Thorough coordination between Japan and the United States is necessary. Meanwhile, senior foreign and defense officials from Japan and the United States entered into discussions in Tokyo aimed at deepening the bilateral alliance, as the current bilateral security treaty marked its 50th anniversary this year. Dangers must be considered It is vital that the acknowledgement of the threats posed by China's military expansion and North Korea's nuclear development presented in the report should be reflected in future discussions. In light of the rapid modernization of China's military, it is indispensable to strengthen cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and the U.S. military and to make an effort to strengthen deterrence. The report hammered out a policy to steadily implement the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, ensuring the long term presence of the U.S. forces in Japan and the reorganization of U.S. forces in Guam. It is important that Japan and the United States share awareness of the security environment of Asia and the rest of the world, then continue strategic discussions on examining rolesharing and cooperation. At the same time, to enable such discussions, it is indispensable to resolve the relocation issue of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture, by the end of May. Putting off the issue is no longer acceptable.

1nc link – okinawa 

Pentagon doesn’t want to pull out or change plans for Okinawa – creates several problems

Rogin ’09 (Josh, October 20, “In Japan, Gates shows a willingness to adjust,” http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/20/in_japan_gates_shows_a_willingness_to_adjust, WRW)

But on the issue over the plan to relocate Marine forces at the extremely unpopular Futenma airbase in Okinawa, Gates warned that a change to the plan (which was originally signed in 1996) could disrupt a larger effort to transfer 8,000 Marines to Guam, a major desire of most Okinawa residents. A senior U.S. defense official said just before the trip that the Okinawa base issue would surely come up in Gates's meetings with Hatoyama, new Foreign Minister Katsuyo Okada, and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. The official said that if Japan starts into minor adjustments to the agreement, it becomes a cascading series of other decisions that have to be made, complicating a host of issues. He also warned that the U.S. Congress might pull funding for the Guam project if there were added delays in the Futenma piece of the puzzle. The official also said another delay in implementation of the Futenma plan would be a blow to confidence on both sides.

2nc link wall – okinawa 

1. Extend Rogin – the Pentagon has already made plans concerning Okinawa and changing those plans creates a host of problems for Gates.

2. The Pentagon has rejected proposals to leave Okinawa – they want to stay
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific 5/17/10 ("Sources say US rejects Japan proposed new Futenma relocation", Lexis, WRW)
Tokyo, May 17 Kyodo - The United States has rejected the Japanese government's latest proposal for the relocation of a US Marine Corps base in Okinawa Prefecture, telling Tokyo that a new site should remain roughly in an area the two countries agreed to in 2006, sources close to Japan-US relations said Monday. The US objection has increased the possibility that the relocation site for the US Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station will end up not much different from the existing plan. Last week, Japan told the United States it wants to build a replacement facility with a pile-supported runway in shallow waters about 500 meters southwest off the coast of Nago in the prefecture. The United States voiced opposition to the proposal, as moving a runaway offshore will entail a new environmental assessment that will likely further delay the base relocation, the sources said. Given that the United States is also against the idea of building a pile-supported runaway there, partly because of concerns about the risk of a terrorist attack, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government is facing growing difficulty breaking the deadlock over the issue. Japan and the United States agreed in 2006 on a plan to relocate the heliport functions of Futenma by reclaiming land on an atoll reef off Nago's Henoko area near US Marine Corps' Camp Schwab. During working-level talks last Wednesday at the Pentagon, US officials said they would not accept Japan's proposals to move some US military functions outside of Okinawa Prefecture if Tokyo does not build a replacement facility within the area of the 2006 accord that has already been subject to nearly three years of environment assessment, according to the sources. Despite the tough US stance, the Japanese government is still exploring the possibility of building a new facility by partly using a pile-supported structure.

1nc link – turkey 
Gates would hate the plan – thinks US troops key to stability and world peace

BBC 2/6 (“Turkish, US Ministers Discuss ‘Defence Relations,’” 2/6/10, LexisNexis)

Ankara, 6 February: Turkish National Defence Minister Vecdi Gonul said on Saturday [6 February] that defence relations between Turkey and the United States had priority. Speaking before the visit, Gonul said cooperation between Turkey and the United States, particularly in the Cold-War period and after the Cold-War period, served not only to the welfare of the two countries but also to the world peace. Gates said it was pleasing to visit Ankara again to take up comprehensive matters between the two ally countries and noted that Turkish and US troops, being allies, fought and worked together side by side. He said the same situation was in question again in Afghanistan this time. "Turkey, being one of our leading allies, assumes an extremely important role in Afghanistan," he noted.  

2nc link wall – turkey 

1. Extend BBC—Defense relations between Turkey and the US need priority. Gates says Turkey is one of our most important allies and is key to stability and world peace. Withdrawing troops would anger gates

2. gates sees troops in turkey as vital to regional peace

BBC 2/6 (“Turkish, US Leaders Discuss Terrorism, Afghanistan, Iraq,” 2/6/10, LexisNexis)

Ankara, 5 February: The Turkish prime minister urged the top US defence official to speed up the delivery of military equipment that Ankara asked for from Washington to fight terrorists, diplomatic sources said on Friday [5 February]. Recep Tayyip Erdogan and US Defence Secretary Robert Gates met in the Turkish capital, Ankara. Sources close to the meeting said Erdogan and Gates had agreed that the USA "takes concrete steps" in sending the military equipment that Turkey had asked for in Ankara's fight against terrorism. Sources said Erdogan and Gates discussed issues regarding Afghanistan, Iran, Israel, Syria and Iraq as well. Sources cited Gates as telling the Turkish premier that the USA attached great importance to Turkey's role in Afghanistan and that Turkey was the "most important defender of peace in the region". Erdogan and Gates also agreed that Turkey would play a "more effective role" in the training of Afghan police and military, and send more trainer troops to the country.  
3. Regional conflicts like iraq near Turkey made US presence even more important to gates
Tyson 07 (Ann—Washington Post staff writer, “Gates Seeks Changes On Iraq Contractors; He Says Their Goals Clash With Military's,” 10/19/07, LexisNexis)
In meeting with Rice, Gates plans to raise the idea of placing all private security contractors working for the U.S. government in Iraq under a central entity to strengthen oversight. "It is important that we have the means and the mechanisms to ensure that we know what's going on and that these activities are coordinated," Gates said. "But I'll sit down with Secretary Rice and we'll see how we can work this out to achieve the objectives that I described," he said.  He said the U.S. military could take over the work of contractors but "it would require an enormous commitment of American troops . . . to assuring the security of our diplomats and civilians working in Baghdad and in the rest of Iraq, as opposed to working the security situation for Iraq more broadly."  The security restraints on diplomatic activities in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere have led to recent studies advocating "risk management" rather than "risk avoidance" in the Foreign Service. A report titled "The Embassy of the Future," written by retired senior State officials and former ambassadors, recommended that the State Department provide "specialized training" for its diplomats, such as "training offered by U.S. military and/or intelligence agencies, connected to service in the most challenging assignments, including high-danger pay posts."  Security worries have inhibited the personal contact that is key to diplomacy, said the report, published Monday by the Center for Strategic and International Studies. "A risk-averse culture persists," it said.  In the Pentagon news conference, Gates discussed other concerns in Iraq. He said there is a serious risk that Turkey will cut off critical U.S. military air and ground supply routes if Congress passes a resolution calling the deaths of Armenians genocide. "I don't think the Turks are bluffing," Gates said. Seventy percent of U.S. military air cargo, a third of its fuel, and 95 percent of new mine-resistant armored vehicles are moving through Turkey, he said.  He also suggested that the United States and Iraq would be willing to step up efforts in northern Iraq against members of the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), which is waging a guerrilla insurgency in southeastern Turkey. "We are determined to work with the Turks in trying to reduce this threat to the Turkish people and the Turkish army," Gates said. "These people are basically terrorists and I think we would try and do the appropriate thing" as intelligence on them becomes available, he said.  .  

4) Turkey is key to operations in iraq – gates would hate the plan 
Erdem 07 (Suna—writer for The Times, “Amabassador Recalled from US Amid Fury at Genocide Claims,” 10/12/07 LexisNexis)

Turkey recalled its ambassador from Washington last night amid national outrage at a US resolution accusing Ottoman Turks of genocide against Armenians.  Ankara also raised the possibility of taking action against the United States, a Nato ally, including a review of America's right to use an airforce base in southeastern Turkey for operations in Iraq.  Condemning a decision by a US House of Representatives committee to label the 1915 killings of up to 1.5 million Armenians as genocide, the Turkish Government described the move as "irresponsible ... at a greatly sensitive time".  "This is a decision taken by those who are unaware of Turkey's standing," Recep Tayyip Erdogan,  the Prime Minister, said. The resolution, approved by the Foreign Affairs Committee is expected to go to the House floor for a vote next month.  Ankara rejects the claim that ethnic Armenians suffered genocide in Ottoman Turkey in 1915, countering that many Muslim Turks as well as Christian Armenians perished in the confusion of a collapsing empire.  The Government said: "It is unacceptable that the Turkish nation has been accused of something that never happened in history. The committee's approval of this resolution was an irresponsible move, which at a greatly sensitive time will make relations with a friend and ally, and a strategic partnership nurtured over generations, more difficult."  The Government statement was issued hours after Mr Erdogan confirmed that he would risk US disapproval and seek parliamentary authority for a Turkish military incursion into northern Iraq. The army wants to go in pursuit of separatist Turkish Kurd rebels who are using the only stable area in Iraq as a launchpad for deadly attacks into Turkey.  Ankara had given warning that military co-operation with the United States could be damaged if the "genocide resolution" is passed by Congress, despite opposition from President Bush. Much of the logistic supplies for Iraq go through the Incirlik airforce base and many workers in the area are Turkish. Yesterday Robert Gates, the US Defence Secretary, said that 70 per cent of US air cargo headed for Iraq goes through Turkey. "Access to airfields and to the roads in Turkey would be put at risk if this resolution passes," said Mr Gates in London.  Turkey is well versed in the procedure of stifling Armenian genocide resolutions that regularly make an appearance in US politics. But the murder of 13 Turkish conscripts by the separatist Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK) in an ambush last weekend has fuelled nationalist sentiment and put the Government under intense pressure to retaliate. The coincidence of the Armenian resolution and the death of the conscripts has created a link that could escalate what is usually a low level row between frustrated Turkish authorities and prevaricating US politicians.  The PKK ambush inflamed public anger as the Turks believe that the US has done nothing to stop the violence.Cengiz Candar, a veteran Middle East observer and newspaper columnist, said: "Turkey may seek parliamentary authorisation for an incursion but then wait to see what happens with the Armenian Bill.  "These issues are not obviously connected and should be approached with great calm, but I am worried that events are developing in such a way that the momentum for a damaging operation is getting stronger."  Mindful of the military, diplomatic and domestic repercussions, Mr Erdogan has long resisted calls for a cross-border incursion. The Turkish military maintains that the PKK enjoys a safe haven in Kurdish-controlled northern Iraq and is able to obtain US weapons for attacks in Turkey.  But his newly re-elected Government is under strong public pressure to act, and it has been made to look feeble as repeated US promises to clamp down on the PKK in northern Iraq come to nothing.  Mr Erdogan said in an interview with CNN Turk that a body created with the US for joint action against terror in the area had failed. "This mechanism did not give the expected results. We have simply experienced a period of timewasting," he said, adding that Turkish patience had now run out.  Mr Erdogan sounded a cautious tone, however, recalling that none of 24 previous forays into northern Iraq by Turkish forces have produced any satisfactory results. He said that he expected to ask parliament for the right to order an incursion within the next year and recommended a thorough evaluation of its merits.  IRead the full text of the Times' 1915 text online at timesonline.co.uk/world Extracts from the Times report of 1915 At Marsovan the authorities ordered the Armenians to meet outside the town. They surrounded them and the police and an armed mob killed, according to the Americans, 1,200 of the younger and more active Armenians who were most feared by the community.  Rich Armenians were allowed to avoid death by conversion to Islam. The poor begged to be allowed to deny their faith and save their families, but were killed, or exiled.  The younger women were distributed around the town and the rest of the community were driven to northern Mesopotamia. At Bitlis and Mush, a large number - according to some accounts 12,000, many of them women -are reported to have been shot or drowned. At Sivas, Kaisari and Diarbekr there were many executions, and several Armenian villages were reported completely wiped out.  At Mosul Armenians were set upon. Many were killed and Turks and Kurds came from as far as the Persian border to buy the women. 
5) US commitment in Turkey being tested—must “help the Turks with the PKK,” says Gates

Wright and Tyson 07 (Robin and Ann—Washington Post staff writers, “U.S. Helps Turkey Hit Rebel Kurds In Iraq; 
Intelligence Role Could Complicate Diplomacy,” 12/18/07, LexisNexis)

But persistent attacks in Turkey by PKK rebels operating from bases in the Qandil mountains have presented a thorny dilemma for U.S. policymakers. Turkey has threatened to mount a full-scale, cross-border incursion to clear out PKK camps in northern Iraq. That could effectively open a new front in the Iraq war and disrupt t
he flow of supplies to the U.S. military in Iraq, which receives 70 percent of its air cargo and a third of its fuel through Turkey. The intelligence cooperation comes as senior U.S. military and Pentagon officials have engaged in talks with their Turkish counterparts to produce a more comprehensive strategy for combating the PKK, according to a senior military official familiar with the discussions. In addition to providing targets, U.S. military officials said they have encouraged the Turks to employ nonmilitary measures against the PKK and to hold a dialogue with the Iraqi government. U.S. intelligence allowed the Turkish military to inflict what it called "significant" losses on a group of scores of Kurdish rebels in Iraq in an operation on Dec. 1. It was also decisive in another Turkish strike on Sunday, when Iraqi officials said Turkish warplanes pounded Kurdish villages deep in northern Iraq, killing one woman and forcing hundreds of villagers to flee their homes in the largest aerial assault from Turkey this year. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates earlier stated that a dearth of "actionable intelligence" was preventing more aggressive actions against the separatists. Senior military officials acknowledged that the PKK, labeled a terrorist organization by the United States, had not been not a priority for the U.S. military in Iraq as it grappled with a persistent insurgency and sectarian fighting. "We want to help the Turks with the PKK," Gates said in October. "If we were to come up with specific information, that we and the Iraqis would be prepared to do the appropriate thing and . . . provide that information," he said. Until now, however, officials had not provided details of the intelligence provided or how it was gathered. The officials, citing the sensitivity of the subject, spoke only on the condition of anonymity. Turkey, according to U.S. officials, was eager to have the information. "They wanted to go after them," a U.S. military official said. The intelligence center was set up in Ankara with the help of U.S. military personnel. In addition, scarce U.S. military reconnaissance aircraft and unmanned aerial vehicles were diverted from other parts of Iraq to search for PKK locations in the mountainous area along Iraq's border with Turkey. Senior Pentagon officials, including Gen. David H. Petraeus, the top U.S. commander in Iraq; Gen. James E. Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; and Gen. John Craddock, head of the U.S. European Command, began talks last month with the Turkish military on joint counterinsurgency efforts against the PKK that would incorporate diplomatic, political and financial measures. The United States is also trying to establish a regional dialogue among Turkey, Iraq and the semi-autonomous Kurdish regional government. U.S. officials said Kurdish regional forces in northern Iraq recently closed PKK offices and set up roadblocks in an attempt to cut off supplies to rebel camps. The high-level talks are a response to a pledge made by President Bush to Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan on Nov. 5 to address a rash of cross-border incursions into Turkey. Ankara deployed up to 100,000 troops along Turkey's border with Iraq after more than 40 soldiers and civilians were killed in PKK attacks this fall. Erdogan told reporters before a trip to the United States last month that Turkey has "run out of patience with the terrorist attacks being staged from northern Iraq" and said relations between the United States and Turkey were "undergoing a serious test." But a senior U.S. administration official said the "deal on intelligence" and military visits had created "a sense that we're in a different phase of this relationship. The Turks want to see how this works."  
xt – turkey key links 
Gates says maintaining Turkey is critical—“Pentagon appropriation” vital

Korea Times 6/22 (“BP Disaster Overshadows Gates’ Defense Efforts,” 6/22/10, LexisNexis)

While President Barack Obama  is deploying very muscular military rhetoric to compare BP's oil-pollution catastrophe to war, Defense Secretary Robert Gates  has been diligently dealing with our vexing, very real wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Too bad this is not getting many headlines.  On a visit to Europe, the top Pentagon official has strongly pressed allies to do more to assist in the struggle against al-Qaida and related radical Islamic groups in South Asia, while shrewdly drawing attention to the wider strategic context of these ongoing complicated conflicts.  Gates has been candid in publicly admitting frustration that European nations would not make more hard military commitments to Afghanistan, reminding everyone that engagement there has been explicitly endorsed under the NATO treaty.  Through emphasizing Afghanistan over Iraq, a reversal of the Bush administration approach, Obama  has encouraged more multilateral cooperation and support.  The international community through the United Nations as well as NATO has approved and supported the overthrow of the Taliban regime and occupation of Afghanistan.  That was a right and necessary response to al-Qaida's launching the 9/11 terrorist attacks from that safe haven. By contrast, the invasion and occupation of Iraq has always been essentially a Washington adventure.  Reflecting great sophistication, Gates focused attention on the economic context in which military affairs are played out, in both peace and war. He chided Europeans for moving so very slowly to act on Turkey's application for full membership in the European Union.  Brussels officialdom seems to suffer from not only legendary Eurocratic inertia and complacency, but also cultural caution, social elitism and perhaps residual racism.  Opinion polls show that Turkey's population understandably is growing steadily less enthusiastic about joining the Union, while the Islamic leaders of the government increasingly look east, not west, for important political relationships.  The current serious rift with Israel over the killing of activists from Turkey bringing supplies to Gaza further raises already high political stakes.  Turkey is a very formidable military power, and traditionally a reliable partner of the United States, including vital cooperation in the first Gulf War as well as the Korean War.  Gates showed blunt courage as well as good sense in reminding the Europeans of Turkey's importance, while emphasizing the economic dimensions.  Gates, along with Gen. David Petraeus, has also been blunt in congressional testimony, warning that a large supplemental Pentagon appropriation is essential.  As casualties as well as costs climb, Democrats in Congress have emerged as increasingly outspoken in questioning Obama administration  policies and the real need for even more expense.  Disaffected Democrats include Sen. Carl Levin of Michigan, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, who stresses the "fair concern" now apparent in Congress.  Sen. Byron Dorgan of North Dakota expresses doubts that any central government can unify Afghanistan. Sen. Patty Murray emphasizes the relatively large number of Army deaths among her Washington state constituents.  Obama strongly lobbied Congress on health-care reform, though after the legislative process was well under way. Comparable effort has not been devoted in Congress to defense.  Modern U.S. presidents face policy and political challenges that are exceptionally complex, though not unique in history. The Gulf oil economic and environmental disaster must be mitigated, yet the most important White House responsibilities concern war and peace.  Without strong White House backing, Gates' efforts will be of little lasting consequence. As President Harry Truman famously stated about the Oval Office, "The buck stops here." 

Robert Gates views Turkey as an important military ally

Cyr 6/22/10 – Clausen distinguished professor at Carthage College (Arthur I., “BP disaster overshadows Gates' defense efforts Korea Times,” Lexis, WRW)
While President Barack Obama is deploying very muscular military rhetoric to compare BP's oil-pollution catastrophe to war, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has been diligently dealing with our vexing, very real wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Too bad this is not getting many headlines. On a visit to Europe, the top Pentagon official has strongly pressed allies to do more to assist in the struggle against al-Qaida and related radical Islamic groups in South Asia, while shrewdly drawing attention to the wider strategic context of these ongoing complicated conflicts. Gates has been candid in publicly admitting frustration that European nations would not make more hard military commitments to Afghanistan, reminding everyone that engagement there has been explicitly endorsed under the NATO treaty. Through emphasizing Afghanistan over Iraq, a reversal of the Bush administration approach, Obama has encouraged more multilateral cooperation and support. The international community through the United Nations as well as NATO has approved and supported the overthrow of the Taliban regime and occupation of Afghanistan. That was a right and necessary response to al-Qaida's launching the 9/11 terrorist attacks from that safe haven. By contrast, the invasion and occupation of Iraq has always been essentially a Washington adventure. Reflecting great sophistication, Gates focused attention on the economic context in which military affairs are played out, in both peace and war. He chided Europeans for moving so very slowly to act on Turkey's application for full membership in the European Union. Brussels officialdom seems to suffer from not only legendary Eurocratic inertia and complacency, but also cultural caution, social elitism and perhaps residual racism. Opinion polls show that Turkey's population understandably is growing steadily less enthusiastic about joining the Union, while the Islamic leaders of the government increasingly look east, not west, for important political relationships. The current serious rift with Israel over the killing of activists from Turkey bringing supplies to Gaza further raises already high political stakes. Turkey is a very formidable military power, and traditionally a reliable partner of the United States, including vital cooperation in the first Gulf War as well as the Korean War. Gates showed blunt courage as well as good sense in reminding the Europeans of Turkey's importance, while emphasizing the economic dimensions. Gates, along with Gen. David Petraeus, has also been blunt in congressional testimony, warning that a large supplemental Pentagon appropriation is essential. As casualties as well as costs climb, Democrats in Congress have emerged as increasingly outspoken in questioning Obama administration policies and the real need for even more expense. Disaffected Democrats include Sen. Carl Levin of Michigan, chairman of the Armed Services Committee, who stresses the "fair concern" now apparent in Congress. Sen. Byron Dorgan of North Dakota expresses doubts that any central government can unify Afghanistan. Sen. Patty Murray emphasizes the relatively large number of Army deaths among her Washington state constituents. Obama strongly lobbied Congress on health-care reform, though after the legislative process was well under way. Comparable effort has not been devoted in Congress to defense. Modern U.S. presidents face policy and political challenges that are exceptionally complex, though not unique in history. The Gulf oil economic and environmental disaster must be mitigated, yet the most important White House responsibilities concern war and peace. Without strong White House backing, Gates' efforts will be of little lasting consequence. As President Harry Truman famously stated about the Oval Office, "The buck stops here."

xt – turkey conflicts links

Regional turbulence around Turkey needs attention—Gates says “U.S. troops need to do more”
Teslik 07 (Lee Hudson—senior editor at Roubini Global Economics, former associate editor and economics writer for the website of the Council on Foreign Relations, “If Turkey Invades,” 10/23/07, http://www.cfr.org/publication/14577/if_turkey_invades.html#)

Turkey removed a major legislative hurdle blocking an invasion into northern Iraq with an October 18 parliamentary vote authorizing raids (Turkish Daily News). Turkey’s Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan cautioned that the vote would not necessarily translate to an invasion, but analysts did not seem too reassured, particularly after an ambush (BBC) of Turkish troops by Kurdish separatists incited crisis talks in Ankara on October 21. While U.S. and Iraqi officials alike warn Turkey not to invade, CFR’s Steven A. Cook says in a podcast that a controversial vote by a U.S. congressional panel, deeming the slaughter of Armenians by Ottoman Turks in World War I a “genocide,” may have given Turkey the political catalyst needed to launch an invasion. U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice responded to the ambush by asking Erdogan to hold off for a few days before launching any ground attacks, and the New York Times reports Turkish officials agreed to the request. But the pause did not quell the drumbeat of “what ifs,” and analysts focused their attentions on what the fallout might be if Turkey follows through with cross-border raids.  Most experts say the after-effects of an invasion would depend largely on the scale of the attack and how it is carried out. Iraq’s Foreign Minister Hoshyar Zebari has indicated he prefers limited air attacks (Gulf Daily News) on Kurdish targets to full-on land raids. Iraqi and U.S. leaders say a Turkish ground attack would work to destabilize Iraq’s north, currently one of the less volatile regions in the country. In a recent interview with CFR.org, the Kurdish head of foreign affairs in Iraq expresses hope the issue can be solved politically. The tension is particularly awkward (FT) for the United States, which finds itself stuck between a political ally in Turkey and a tactical ally in Iraq’s Kurds. Given the fragility of the current situation, Iraq’s foreign minister said in a recent statement that the effects of an invasion could ripple (VOA) well beyond northern Iraq, destabilizing the entire region.  Should this happen, one major casualty might be Iraq’s nascent government, which already struggles to keep order in a country fraught with ethnic tension. As a new Backgrounder explains, some U.S. officials are calling for schemes to manage Iraq’s regions separately—though these plans meet a contentious response from many Iraqi leaders. CFR President Emeritus Leslie H. Gelb says in an interview that a federalized Iraqi government remains the best way to “maintain harmony” among Iraq’s sects. Kurds in recent years have been able to mediate between Iraq’s Sunni and Shiite factions, and analysts worry that if they become embroiled in violence, their ability to do this will be compromised.  It remains to be seen whether Turkey will actually invade Iraq, or if authorizing raids simply represents a bargaining chip. Turkey has again called on the United States to seize Kurdish separatist fighters, and U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said U.S. troops need to do more on this front. Iraqi leaders made more forceful statements (LAT) October 24, saying Iraq will “do anything to stop their terrorist activities.” Either way, intense diplomacy has broken out in an effort to stave off bloodshed. On October 19, Kurdish Iraqis held protests (NYT) in an effort to coax Turkey not to attack. Meanwhile, the Economist argues the best hope for preventing a crisis may lie not in getting Turkey to sympathize with Iraqis or Americans, but in getting Ankara to better understand its own interests. “With luck,” the article says, Turkey “will recognize that a full-blown invasion of northern Iraq would damage its interests and further inflame Kurdish separatists.” 

Gates asserts Turkey’s importance—disapproves of Armenian genocide bill

Erdem 07 (Suna—writer for The Times, “Amabassador Recalled from US Amid Fury at Genocide Claims,” 10/12/07 LexisNexis)

Turkey recalled its ambassador from Washington last night amid national outrage at a US resolution accusing Ottoman Turks of genocide against Armenians.  Ankara also raised the possibility of taking action against the United States, a Nato ally, including a review of America's right to use an airforce base in southeastern Turkey for operations in Iraq.  Condemning a decision by a US House of Representatives committee to label the 1915 killings of up to 1.5 million Armenians as genocide, the Turkish Government described the move as "irresponsible ... at a greatly sensitive time".  "This is a decision taken by those who are unaware of Turkey's standing," Recep Tayyip Erdogan,  the Prime Minister, said. The resolution, approved by the Foreign Affairs Committee is expected to go to the House floor for a vote next month.  Ankara rejects the claim that ethnic Armenians suffered genocide in Ottoman Turkey in 1915, countering that many Muslim Turks as well as Christian Armenians perished in the confusion of a collapsing empire.  The Government said: "It is unacceptable that the Turkish nation has been accused of something that never happened in history. The committee's approval of this resolution was an irresponsible move, which at a greatly sensitive time will make relations with a friend and ally, and a strategic partnership nurtured over generations, more difficult."  The Government statement was issued hours after Mr Erdogan confirmed that he would risk US disapproval and seek parliamentary authority for a Turkish military incursion into northern Iraq. The army wants to go in pursuit of separatist Turkish Kurd rebels who are using the only stable area in Iraq as a launchpad for deadly attacks into Turkey.  Ankara had given warning that military co-operation with the United States could be damaged if the "genocide resolution" is passed by Congress, despite opposition from President Bush. Much of the logistic supplies for Iraq go through the Incirlik airforce base and many workers in the area are Turkish. Yesterday Robert Gates, the US Defence Secretary, said that 70 per cent of US air cargo headed for Iraq goes through Turkey. "Access to airfields and to the roads in Turkey would be put at risk if this resolution passes," said Mr Gates in London.  Turkey is well versed in the procedure of stifling Armenian genocide resolutions that regularly make an appearance in US politics. But the murder of 13 Turkish conscripts by the separatist Kurdistan Workers' Party (PKK) in an ambush last weekend has fuelled nationalist sentiment and put the Government under intense pressure to retaliate. The coincidence of the Armenian resolution and the death of the conscripts has created a link that could escalate what is usually a low level row between frustrated Turkish authorities and prevaricating US politicians.  The PKK ambush inflamed public anger as the Turks believe that the US has done nothing to stop the violence.Cengiz Candar, a veteran Middle East observer and newspaper columnist, said: "Turkey may seek parliamentary authorisation for an incursion but then wait to see what happens with the Armenian Bill.  "These issues are not obviously connected and should be approached with great calm, but I am worried that events are developing in such a way that the momentum for a damaging operation is getting stronger."  Mindful of the military, diplomatic and domestic repercussions, Mr Erdogan has long resisted calls for a cross-border incursion. The Turkish military maintains that the PKK enjoys a safe haven in Kurdish-controlled northern Iraq and is able to obtain US weapons for attacks in Turkey.  But his newly re-elected Government is under strong public pressure to act, and it has been made to look feeble as repeated US promises to clamp down on the PKK in northern Iraq come to nothing.  Mr Erdogan said in an interview with CNN Turk that a body created with the US for joint action against terror in the area had failed. "This mechanism did not give the expected results. We have simply experienced a period of timewasting," he said, adding that Turkish patience had now run out.  Mr Erdogan sounded a cautious tone, however, recalling that none of 24 previous forays into northern Iraq by Turkish forces have produced any satisfactory results. He said that he expected to ask parliament for the right to order an incursion within the next year and recommended a thorough evaluation of its merits.  IRead the full text of the Times' 1915 text online at timesonline.co.uk/world Extracts from the Times report of 1915 At Marsovan the authorities ordered the Armenians to meet outside the town. They surrounded them and the police and an armed mob killed, according to the Americans, 1,200 of the younger and more active Armenians who were most feared by the community.  Rich Armenians were allowed to avoid death by conversion to Islam. The poor begged to be allowed to deny their faith and save their families, but were killed, or exiled.  The younger women were distributed around the town and the rest of the community were driven to northern Mesopotamia. At Bitlis and Mush, a large number - according to some accounts 12,000, many of them women -are reported to have been shot or drowned. At Sivas, Kaisari and Diarbekr there were many executions, and several Armenian villages were reported completely wiped out.  At Mosul Armenians were set upon. Many were killed and Turks and Kurds came from as far as the Persian border to buy the women. 
Gates supports keeping turkey’s ties with the west
VOA News 6/9/2010 [US Defense Secretary: Europe Pushing Turkey 'Eastward'
http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/europe/US-Defense-Secretary-Europe-Pushing-Turkey-Eastward-95953709.html]

Gates told reporters in London Wednesday that Turkey may be shifting "eastward" because some in Europe are refusing to give Turkey the "organic link to the West" that it has sought.  

Turkey has been in talks to join the European Union since 2005, but has made little progress.

Gates also said Turkey's deteriorating relationship with Israel over the past year is a matter of concern.

Relations between Turkey and Israel became strained after Israel's offensive in the Gaza Strip a year-and-a-half ago.  Tensions rose last month following Israel's deadly raid on an aid flotilla carrying Turkish activists bound for Gaza.

Gates said the United States and European countries need to think about what they can do to make Turkey's leaders value stronger links to the West.

1nc link – afghanistan

Gates says withdrawing from Afghanistan is “out of the question”—historically failed

Tyson 09 (Ann—Washington Post Staff Writer, “U.S. Learned Its Lesson, Won't Abandon Afghanistan, Gates Says,” 9/9/09, LexisNexis)
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said in an interview broadcast this week that the United States would not repeat the mistake of abandoning Afghanistan, vowing that "both Afghanistan and Pakistan can count on us for the long term." In his first interview with the al-Jazeera television network, Gates said the United States made a "serious strategic mistake" by turning its focus away from Afghanistan after Soviet occupation forces were defeated there two decades ago. "As soon as the Soviets left Afghanistan, we turned our backs on Afghanistan and we did not cultivate our relationship with the Pakistanis properly," he said, noting that U.S. decisions at the time sparked doubts about Americans' commitment to the region. "I believe we've learned our lesson." Gates's remarks come as he and other American officials weigh whether to deploy more U.S. troops to Afghanistan. The defense secretary said he remained undecided on the issue. "There are issues on both sides of [the argument] and, frankly, I haven't made up my own mind at this point in terms of whether more forces are needed," Gates said, according to a transcript of his 45-minute interview. Gates was scheduled to meet with President Obama on Tuesday to briefly discuss the assessment given to him last week by the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, Pentagon officials said. The officials added that Gates has received comments on the assessment from senior military leaders including Adm. Michael Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Gen. David H. Petraeus, head of U.S. Central Command, and plans to present his own detailed views to Obama later this week. Gates acknowledged in the interview with al-Jazeera that the heavier fighting and growing number of casualties in Afghanistan have weakened public support for the war. "There is a sort of war awareness on the part of the American people," Gates said. He added, though, that the possibility of withdrawal is out of the question. The U.S. military recognized as early as 2005 and 2006 that violence was escalating in Afghanistan, Gates said, but was unable to bolster forces there because of U.S. troop commitments in Iraq. "We have to speak frankly: Because of the troop commitments in Iraq, we didn't have the resources to move in reinforcements . . . as the situation in Afghanistan began to deteriorate," he said. Gates explained that he did what he could after taking office in January 2007, extending one Army brigade in Afghanistan and adding a second brigade that spring. "That was really about all the resources that we had at that time," he said. "As we have drawn down in Iraq, more capability has become available."  
2nc links – afghanistan 

1. extend Tyson – gates thinks withdrawing troops from Afghanistan is out of the question.  Doesn’t want to repeat the “serious strategic mistake” made the last time US turned its back.

Gates views troops as “needed in Afganistan,” 

DeYoung 09 (Karen—Washington Post staff writer, “Gates: No Troop in Afghanistan Review,” 8/14/09, LexisNexis)

Gates said that coalition forces "have to show progress over the course of the next year." Asked how long U.S. combat forces would be needed in Afghanistan, he said it was "unpredictable" and "perhaps a few years," and he emphasized plans to sharply increase recruitment and training of Afghan security forces so they could take over.  Over the longer term, Gates said that even if security is achieved, progress in building Afghanistan's economy and government institutions remains "a decades-long enterprise in a country that has been through 30 years of war and has as high an illiteracy rate as Afghanistan does and low level of economic development." The United States and international partners, he said, "are committed to that side of the equation for an indefinite period of time."  The administration has said that it considers Pakistan, where Taliban, al-Qaeda and other extremist groups have established sanctuaries in the border region, a joint theater of operations with Afghanistan. No U.S. troops are deployed in Pakistan, but the U.S. military provides training and supplies, and the United States has given $15 billion in military and economic aid since 2001.  

Gates opposes withdrawal from Afghanistan—troops key

Spiegel 7/4 (Peter—senior foreign policy and national security correspondent for The Wall Street Journal, “Afghan Envoy: 2011 Deadline Could Hurt War Effort,” 7/4/10, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/07/04/afghan-envoy-2011-deadline-could-hurt-war-effort/)

Afghanistan’s ambassador to Washington said that the Obama administration’s decision to announce it would begin withdrawing troops from his country in July 2011 could actually make the U.S.-led war effort more difficult. Speaking Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union,” Amb. Said Jawad said that the declared deadline sent the wrong message to the Taliban and the U.S. should instead commit publicly that it will remain in Afghanistan “to finish the job.” “If you overemphasize a deadline that is not realistic, you are making the enemy a lot more bold,” Jawad said. “You are prolonging the war.” Jawad’s comments are the first by a senior Afghan official to publicly question Obama’s decision to mark a firm date for withdrawals.  The July 2011 deadline has been the war plan’s most controversial element since it was unveiled by President Barack Obama in his war strategy in December. In recent weeks, it has become a subject of increasing partisan criticism as senior Pentagon officials, including Defense Secretary Robert Gates and new war commander Gen. David Petraeus, have said that progress in Afghanistan is going slower than anticipated. At the same time, the administration has worked hard to emphasize that any withdrawal will be based on conditions on the ground and that it does not necessarily mark the beginning of a large-scale drawdown. Republicans who support the war continued to hammer at the issue on Sunday, with Arizona Sen. John McCain, the top Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee, saying that the deadline has sowed confusion in the region. “I’m all for dates of withdrawal, but that’s after the strategy succeeds, not before,” McCain said on the ABC-TV’s “This Week” during a visit to Kabul. “That’s a dramatic difference. And I can tell you for sure, our people in the region are not sure whether we are going to be here after the middle of 2011, whether we have succeed or not.” Jawad appeared to agree with Republican critics, saying it has raised questions about whether the U.S. is fully committed to winning the war. “If that’s not the feeling, we lose the support of the Afghan people and also make the neighboring countries who have an interest a lot more bolder to interfere in Afghanistan,” he said. In his confirmation hearings last week, Petraeus acknowledged that the July 2011 date was not one that was proposed by the uniformed military. At the same time, he said he agreed with the deadline as a way to give the Afghan government a sense of urgency.  He also seemed to give himself room to change his mind, however, noting that his decision to back the withdrawal date was based on projections made last December. He added that he reserved the right to request even more troops if that were his best military assessment of the war’s progress.  
Troops in Afghanistan are crucial, Gates says

Tyson 09 (Ann—Washington Post Staff Writer, “Gates May Be Open To Troop Increase; Meanwhile, Army Says It Will Extend Some Afghan Tours,” 9/4/09, LexisNexis)
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates indicated Thursday that he is open to increasing the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan, voicing a shift in his position as the administration ponders a military assessment expected to lead to a formal request for additional forces. Gates, in a briefing at the Pentagon, also defended the U.S. mission in Afghanistan, rebutting suggestions that it is time to pull out. His remarks came just hours before the Army announced that it will extend the tours of about 3,000 soldiers in Afghanistan for between two weeks and two months amid an intensifying Taliban insurgency. Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal,  the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, submitted a key assessment of the war this week. Gates said the assessment, which President Obama and top military officers are reviewing, had altered his long-standing concern about creating an oversized U.S. "footprint" in Afghanistan. "I take seriously General McChrystal's point that the size . . . of the footprint depends . . . in significant measure . . . on the nature of the footprint and the behavior of those troops and their attitudes and their interactions with the Afghans," Gates said. "If they interact with the Afghans in a way that gives confidence to the Afghans that we're their partners and their allies, then the risks that I have been concerned about about the footprint becoming too big . . . is mitigated." In particular, Gates cited efforts by McChrystal to distribute U.S. troops to better protect the population and reduce civilian casualties. Gates also rebuffed as "unrealistic" arguments that the administration should narrow the mission to one of counterterrorism in Afghanistan and along the Pakistani border. Instead, he said that uprooting terrorist groups requires a more holistic campaign to shore up internal security -- the type of effort McChrystal and other top U.S. military leaders envision. "Even if you want to focus on counterterrorism, you cannot do that successfully without local law enforcement, without internal security, without intelligence," he said. The number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan is already set to roughly double this year, to 68,000, including about 21,000 new troops that Obama  ordered to deploy. In recent months, Gates has warned repeatedly against deploying too many troops, saying the local population would reject them as an occupation force, much as Afghans opposed the 110,000 Soviet troops stationed in Afghanistan in the 1980s. Now, however, it is widely anticipated that McChrystal will follow up his assessment soon with a request for several thousand more U.S. troops and other resources needed to implement a full-fledged counterinsurgency strategy aimed at bolstering Afghan local governance, as well as at improving the economy and security. The request is expected to focus on troops needed to accelerate and expand the training and mentoring of the Afghan army and police forces so that they can gradually take on security responsibilities. Officials said Gen. David H. Petraeus, the head of U.S. Central Command, has endorsed the assessment. Both Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said any troop request for Afghanistan would be weighed against other demands on U.S. forces, including in Iraq. "We have lots of troops in Iraq, and there are challenges and tension between those two theaters in terms of troop distribution," Mullen said at the Pentagon news conference. Mullen has emphasized that he directed McChrystal to scrutinize the U.S. force in Afghanistan and send home any service members, such as support troops, who may not be vital to the war effort. Some Pentagon officials have said that McChrystal is seeking such reductions -- which could number in the thousands -- to offset an increase in combat forces, but Mullen told The Washington Post in an interview last week that he did not expect any large "windfall" in the form of troop reductions. On Thursday, the Army announced that it is extending the tours of two units in Afghanistan to maintain continuity of the force there and allow follow-on units more time to prepare. The headquarters of the 82nd Airborne Division based at Fort Bragg, N.C., with a few hundred soldiers, will be extended for 50 days, the Army said, while the 3rd Combat Aviation Brigade based at Fort Stewart, Ga., with about 2,700 soldiers, will remain for an additional two weeks. An Army statement suggested that the extension is intended to advance a plan by McChrystal to take advantage of the expertise in Afghanistan of units such as the 82nd Airborne Division and 101st Airborne Division, which have both deployed there frequently. The goal is to maximize the continuity and experience of military units serving in Afghanistan, Lt. Gen. James D. Thurman, the Army's operations chief, said in a statement. Gates insisted Thursday that Obama's  new strategy for Afghanistan can succeed if given time, even as he acknowledged deteriorating security in the country and waning public support at home. "I don't believe that the war is slipping through the administration's fingers," he said. "I absolutely do not think it is time to get out of Afghanistan."  
1nc link – iraq 

Iraq withdraw not an option – gates is opposed
St. Petersburg Times 08 (“Obama Assembles Able Team of Rivals,” 12/2/08, LexisNexis)

President-elect Barack Obama's introduction on Monday of Sen. Hillary Clinton  as his secretary of state and Robert Gates as his secretary of defense would have been hard to imagine a few weeks ago - and unthinkable a few months ago. The former first lady waged an unusually long, contentious battle with Obama for the Democratic nomination and recently focused on returning to the Senate. President Bush's defense secretary professed no interest in staying on for a new administration headed in a new direction. Now they will head Obama's national security team, and it will be up to the new president to steer this team of rivals toward common goals. The appointments reflect the qualities that drew many voters to Obama.  He has the persuasiveness to convince onetime opponents or doubters to embrace his cause. He is confident enough to surround himself with smart public servants who have longer political resumes or more experience. He is pragmatic, and he does not shy away from hearing different viewpoints. Those traits served him well during the campaign, and they can be just as effective in the White House. Clinton has unquestioned star power and the greatest political stature of any secretary of state in decades. She is well-known in capitals around the world, and she has a combination of on-the-ground experience from her tenure as first lady and policy expertise from her time in the Senate. Gates, a former director of the Central Intelligence Agency, is a centrist respected by members of both political parties and the military. He deserves credit for advocating a military surge in Iraq that helped head off civil war and reduce the violence. It makes sense to maintain continuity now as the United States prepares to reduce the number of troops there. Obama  has had his differences with Clinton and Gates. After all, Clinton initially supported the war in Iraq and Obama opposed it. She aired the critical ads about answering 3 a.m. telephone calls in the White House, and she was among those who questioned his approach to diplomacy. Gates has been overseeing the war that Obama  wants to end, and Gates opposed setting a timetable for troop withdrawals that Obama  supported. But campaign differences have a way of fading, and there is common ground among the three on a new approach toward foreign policy that emphasizes diplomacy and re-establishing America's credibility in the world. The troop withdrawal from Iraq is a foregone conclusion, and Obama has signaled he is flexible on the timing. There is no guarantee this team will be cohesive. Clinton and Gates have their own power bases. Even when the goal is clear, there will be differences on how to get there. Former President Clinton,  despite his pledge to release the names of donors to his foundation and submit his speaking schedule and new sources of income to ethics reviews by the State Department, can be counted on to pop up at inopportune times. But the Bush administration has demonstrated there also are inherent risks in not welcoming divergent views. The appointments of a former campaign rival and Bush's defense secretary will disappoint Democrats who expected Obama to veer to the left. Yet change comes in many forms, and the president-elect's national security team represents a change in governing style even if the names are familiar. It is an impressive team, and it will be up to the new president to make it function like one.  
1nc link – process (Iraq specific)

Cannot exclude the military from discussions about Iraq, it would destroy CMR

Kagan 4/8/2006[Frederick W. is a resident scholar at AEI. Let the Generals Speak The Weekely Standard. http://www.aei.org/article/24298]
The United States is at war, as the president and the secretary of defense never tire of reminding us. But it is a complicated and confusing war. Rumsfeld himself has argued forcefully that traditional approaches will not solve the unique problems we face. In such a circumstance, it is the height of arrogance and folly to assume that the handful of military and civilian leaders who happen to be at the top of the power pyramid for the moment have all the answers.

Debates about strategy and policy in the global war on terror and in Iraq cannot be confined to polite discussions in the halls of the Pentagon. Not in a democracy. The American people and their elected representatives--not only the president and his subordinates--must be directly involved in these debates. They can only make informed decisions if they understand the issues. They can only understand the issues if those with the most expertise, knowledge, and experience share their wisdom freely.
**Internal Links**

gates prevnts republican opposition
1. Extend 1nc Baker & Shanker – Gates is the “Godfather.”  If he desires, he can serve as a formidable shield against Repubican spears aimed at Obama’s Afghan strategy.  As long as Gates-Obama relations are high, Republicans will not vigorous oppose the president. 

2.  Gates support is key to dampen criticism

Seib 09 [Gerald F. Seib, “Obama's Decision to Keep Gates Looks Ever Better,” Wall Street Journal, MAY 15, 2009, pg. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124232893817320643.html.

It now appears that President Barack Obama's shrewdest personnel move wasn't making Timothy Geithner his Treasury secretary, or Lawrence Summers his chief economic adviser.

It was keeping Robert Gates, a Bush administration holdover, as secretary of defense.

Mr. Gates is a smart guy, tough in his own clipped manner, and an extremely crafty bureaucratic operator. All that was known before the president decided to keep him on.

What's now clear is that Mr. Gates, as someone appointed to top national-security jobs by the past two Republican presidents, brought to the table a credibility that no Obama appointee would have had in making a series of difficult decisions without setting off a political firestorm.

Consider three specific cases:

The debate over harsh interrogation methods. First, Mr. Gates provided important political cover to the president by endorsing his decision to release the secret memos the Bush administration used to justify waterboarding and other interrogation tactics for terrorism suspects. That decision still was attacked by those who thought the disclosure harmed American intelligence efforts, but Mr. Gates's endorsement went a long way toward muting the criticism.
Then, just this week, he helped keep the president out of hot water by tipping a second, related decision in the opposite direction. Mr. Gates successfully argued that the administration should try to block the court-ordered release of photos of prisoners under interrogation. He channeled into the White House military commanders' deep worries about a backlash against American soldiers in the Islamic world if the photos were released. That was enough to persuade key White House aides, and ultimately Mr. Obama, who reversed his previous position and decided to go to court to stop the release.

Changing course was politically embarrassing for the president, but that problem likely pales when compared with the attacks from critics and the military itself that likely would have followed unchallenged release of the photos.

A change of commanders in Afghanistan. The decision to replace the head of allied forces in Afghanistan, Gen. David McKiernan, had the potential to set off fireworks on both the right and left. On the right, there could have been a furor if a relatively new Obama appointee, rather than Mr. Gates, had decided to dump such a senior military officer in the midst of his tour. At the same time, there could have been an uproar on the left because he is being succeeded by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, a commander whose background is in the shadowy world of special operations, including seizing and handling terrorism suspects.

But because the switch was a joint Obama-Gates maneuver, criticism was muted on both sides, and largely drowned out by cheers over a decisive shift in approach in Afghanistan.

A radical revamping of the Pentagon budget. Mr. Gates has proposed a sweeping overhaul of Pentagon spending, killing some big, sacred-cow weapons systems designed for fighting a conventional war, and moving the money to less-sexy systems designed for unconventional wars and counterinsurgency operations.

This is a big change, roundly opposed by some lawmakers and defense firms deeply invested in the old programs. Imagine the outcry if a Democrat newly appointed by Mr. Obama had proposed eliminating the F-22 fighter jet and winding down the Army's multibillion-dollar Future Combat Systems program. Charges that Democrats were again reflexively gutting defense would have come instantly.

Such charges couldn't be easily made, though, when the changes came from Mr. Gates, who had pondered them for more than two years.

Mr. Gates can do such things in part because he occupies an unusual position in Washington, and not just because he straddles administrations of two political parties. He had capped a long Washington career with a stint in the job of his dreams, as head of the Central Intelligence Agency, when he left town for business and academia in 1993. And he wasn't particularly eager to return when coaxed by President George W. Bush into taking over at the Pentagon in 2006. He has nothing left to prove, nobody to impress, no next job to covet.
He also knows how to play the Washington game. For proof, simply look at how he handled the release of his new defense budget.

3. Gates support for Obama provides a firewall 

Ackerman 9/22/09 [Spencer Ackerman, “Gates at the Gates: The Most Important Man in the Afghanistan Debate,” The Washington Independent,  9/22/09 2:05 PM, pg. http://washingtonindependent.com/60478/gates-at-the-gates-the-most-important-man-in-the-afghanistan-debate]
Gates absolutely cannot be mau-maued as some kind of hippie. He was the defense secretary behind the Iraq troop surge, the man who fired Adm. Fox Fallon, the Central Command chief who vexed Petraeus on Iraq (though not really for that reason), and a prestige member of the non-neocon Republican foreign-policy establishment. His moves at the Pentagon for two and a half years have uniformly been to orient a massive bureaucracy toward supporting the wars it’s actually fighting instead of the theory-driven acquisition schemes that the different services desire. “My attitude [is]: If you’re in a war, it’s all in. I don’t care what we have left over at the end,” Gates told Wired’s Noah Shachtman for a brand-new profile. So when Mr. All-In says there are reasons to be skeptical of going all-in, it’s hard to argue for going all-in.

But even if he can’t be mau-maued, if Gates actually came out against the increase, he would still take heat from the right. But that wouldn’t be a position worthy of a former CIA director. Instead, Gates has placed himself in the best possible position: not an obstacle to a troop increase, but a persuadable skeptic. That means those who are trying to box Obama have to spend time dealing with Gates, and not alienating him. Hence the section of the Kagans’ proposal that spends time arguing that the U.S. doesn’t have to worry about being seen as an occupying power. The last thing escalation advocates want is to be refuted by the Republican defense secretary behind the surge. Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) has urged Obama not to “Rumsfeld” Afghanistan by declining to send more troops. But when the Anti-Rumsfeld disagrees, that’s the end of that line. Gates has ways of preserving Obama’s freedom of action and keeping everyone in the Pentagon and in Kabul on board. He will fire you if he feels you’re getting out of your lane, as ex-Army Secretary Francis Harvey and the Air Force leadership can all testify.

gates key

Steam-rolling Gates will shatter the military’s desire to cooperate with Obama 

Ackerman 08 [Spencer Ackerman, "Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible,” Washington Independent, 11/13/08 1:16 PM, pg. http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible] 

To Peter Feaver, one of the leading scholars of civil-military relations, that comment was auspicious. “Obama had it pitch-perfect,” said Feaver, a professor of political science at Duke University and a national-security staffer for both Clinton and George W. Bush. “Obama was right to signal to the military, ‘I want your military advice, and I will factor it into my strategic decisions, where military advice is one of my concerns.’”

Whether a Commander-in-Chief Obama can continue the tone that Candidate Obama sounded in July remains to be seen. According to interviews with active and retired military officers, Obama and the military can have a productive relationship, provided that Obama operates along some simple principles. Consult, don’t steamroll — and don’t capitulate. Be honest about disagreements, and emphasize areas of agreement. Make Petraeus a partner, not an adversary.

Similarly, the uniformed military will have to keep certain principles in mind as well. There’s only one commander in chief, and you’re not him. Don’t substitute military judgment for strategic judgment.

Obama enters office without some of the impediments to healthy civil-military relations that hindered Clinton. Clinton, a baby boomer, had to deal with the legacy of not serving in Vietnam, while Obama, born in 1961, doesn’t have the baggage of the Vietnam era weighing him down. “He didn’t serve, but he didn’t serve with distinction,” said Feaver, laughing.

Similarly damaging to Clinton was his early misstep with gays in the military. During Clinton’s transition from candidate to president, he seemed to suggest lifting the ban on gays serving openly, an implication seized on by conservatives and met with furor from the armed services. His response was to back down — which set a tone to the military that an uncertain Clinton could be rolled.

Defense Dept. officials today still believe Clinton’s early capitulation set a troublesome precedent. “If Clinton has simply ordered the military to lift the ban on gays in the military — as Truman did with racial integration against near universal opposition,” said one Pentagon official who requested anonymity, “he would have been much better off in dealing with the military for the rest of his administration. There would have been a big fuss, but they would have respected him more.”

The lesson for Obama, this official continued, is “not to get rolled or railroaded by the top brass, as Clinton and his civilian team were by Colin Powell,” who was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff at the time. “Obama and his team need to be respectful and solicitous of senior military advice, but leave no doubt about who is in charge.”

Yet Obama doesn’t wish merely not to be railroaded. Much as with the Petraeus meeting in July, Obama’s team has signaled an openness to the military since coming to Washington. One of Obama’s first foreign-policy aides in the Senate, Mark Lippert, deployed to Iraq in 2007 as a Naval reservist. Several of his principle advisers today command widespread Pentagon respect.

Former Sen. Sam Nunn, who served as a longtime chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee and is now an influential military reformer, is advising Obama’s Pentagon transition. Michele Flournoy, a former deputy assistant secretary of defense in the second Clinton term and prominent authority on counterinsurgency, is helping run Obama’s Pentagon headhunting process. Most important, Obama’s aides have flirted in the past week with asking Bob Gates, the current defense secretary, to stay on for an extra year.

In addition to benefiting from succeeding a widely-disliked defense secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, Gates’s brief tenure at Defense has earned plaudits from around the military, especially as he worked closely with Petraeus in implementing the troop surge in Iraq last year.

“Keeping Gates is a huge gesture to the military,” said Ian Moss, a Marine corporal who recently left active duty. “Simply put, from my conversations with military personnel, there is much respect for Gates. By retaining Gates, Obama instantly communicates to military personnel that he values their assessment of Gates.”

Feaver said the Gates trial balloon indicated that Obama doesn’t intend to govern in an “Anything But Bush” manner — rigidly rejecting every aspect of the Bush legacy as a matter of principle. “The very fact that they want send that signal is a positive from the point of view of civil-military relations,” he said. “If it’s not a trial balloon, and they actually do it, it would further cement an emerging view of Obama as a pragmatist.”
That will destroy civil military relations

Ackerman, 08 (Spencer, The Washington Independent, 11/13, “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible,”

http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible

Another challenge for Obama, beyond Petraeus and Iraq, would be senior officers’ desire “to get back to preparing –and procuring — for the big, conventional Russia-China scenario the U.S. military institutionally prefers,” the anonymous Pentagon official said. But the current financial crisis and massive budget deficits create their own pressures on defense spending.

All interviewed said there were no shortage of potential pitfalls in the new Obama-military relationship. Two wars, a persistent threat from Al Qaeda, an overstretched ground force and a likely Pentagon budget crunch guarantee difficult decisions in the next four years. 

“The single biggest mistake Obama could make would be to “completely discount the advice of the military senior leadership and those of his combat commanders who have the most experience dealing with the issues,” said the anonymous senior Army officer. “Even if he does not discount it, but is perceived to discount it, the relationship will be largely going back to the Clinton era, and will take years to repair. That’s not something you want to do in a time of war, which most of the nation has forgotten.”

gates will backlash against obama

1.  Gates is taking a no-holds-barred approach. He will do whatever it takes to preserve our military advantage over our current enemies.

Shachtman 9/22/09 [Noah Shachtman, “Inside Bob Gates’ Overhaul of the Pentagon (Updated),” Wired, September 22, 2009  | 12:41 pm  | pg. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/09/inside-bob-gates-overhaul-of-the-pentagon/]

Defense Secretary Bob Gates has made legions of fans – and almost as many enemies – in military circles with his no-holds-barred, no-expense-spared approach to waging today’s conflicts. “My attitude [is]: If you’re in a war, it’s all in. I don’t care what we have left over at the end,” Gates told me for my WIRED magazine profile of him, out today. Since he entered the Pentagon almost three years ago, Gates has fired generals, spent hundreds of billions, deployed tends of thousands of extra troops, invented whole new segments of the defense industry, and radically reordered the Pentagon’s arsenal – all in the name giving the U.S. an advantage over its current enemies, now. Never mind some far-off, theoretical fight with China or Russia in the future. Never mind (well, mostly) how the politics play out at home.
2.  Gates will upend the politics to preserve his ability to successfully wage war. He is the biggest threat to Obama’s military agenda 

Shachtman 9/21/09 [Noah Shachtman, “Robert Gates: Overhaul the Pentagon,” WIRED MAGAZINE: 17.10, pg. http://www.wired.com/techbiz/people/magazine/17-10/ff_smartlist_gates?currentPage=all]

Until it was. Barack Obama prevailed on him to stay—in the midst of economic turmoil and two ongoing wars, the new president needed a low-key, no-surprises steward at the Pentagon.

That's not what the president got. More than five months after his countdown clock hit zero, Gates has turned out to be neither a caretaker nor merely the guy tasked with cleaning up the mess Donald Rumsfeld made of the Department of Defense. Instead, Robert Gates has emerged as the most radical secdef in generations, upending the politics of national security, scrapping the traditional ways gear gets to troops, and defying the military-industrial complex.

Gates denies all that. Mostly. As he leans over a small desk crammed into a cabin on board a modified 757, he comes across as just another Washington big shot. His starched white shirt has two pens in the breast pocket. His blue jeans are hiked up a bit too high on his waist, like he's been wearing suits too long to remember where dungarees belong. He waves off talk of massive change, of revolutions in military affairs.

Rather, he offers what sounds like common sense: The military needs to fight today's battles, not tomorrow's. Generals are always fighting the last war, the old saying goes, but in reality the Department of Defense has the opposite problem. While a relative handful of troops fight and die "downrange" in war zones, a massive bureaucracy develops strategies, spends money, and—most especially—builds weapons, all in the name of theoretical, decades-hence showdowns. It's a $500 billion perpetual motion machine.

Every secdef talks about changing the Pentagon, then almost immediately gets stymied by bureaucratic resistance. Only this time, Gates' talk is turning into action—a Gates Doctrine, if you will. Its core tenets: Base policy on the wars that are most likely to happen and the technology that's most likely to work. Stop trying to buy the future when you can't afford the present. With a White House veteran's feel for Washington, a love of policy, a penchant for secrecy, and an old man's sense of the ticking clock, the silver-haired administrator has become the most dangerous person in the military-industrial complex. "I've referred to myself as the secretary of war, because we're at war," he says in a nasal Kansas twang, raising his voice over the roar of the plane's engines. "This is a department that principally plans for war. It's not organized to wage war. And that's what I'm trying to fix."

3.  Gates will go outside the bureaucracy deviates from the norms of politics to defend his agenda 

Shachtman 9/21/09 [Noah Shachtman, “Robert Gates: Overhaul the Pentagon,” WIRED MAGAZINE: 17.10, pg. http://www.wired.com/techbiz/people/magazine/17-10/ff_smartlist_gates?currentPage=all]

Gates is also unforgivingly tough on failure. In August 2007, an Air Force unit mistakenly flew six nuclear warheads across the US on a B-52—a cardinal sin to an old Cold Warrior like Gates. Later, when Air Force chief of staff Mike Moseley briefed Gates on the incident, Gates asked him how many generals were going to get fired over the mishap. Moseley was taken aback; he said he wanted to spend time fact-finding first. More than 90 officers and airmen were eventually relieved or reassigned.

But there was a bigger problem with the Air Force. The service saw itself as the high tech deterrent against an apocalyptic encounter with another superpower. Current conflicts—and weapons for those conflicts—got short shrift. Unmanned aircraft like the Predator are cheap (compared to planes with pilots on board) and flexible, and they provide fast, useful intelligence to troops. But despite having been at war for nearly six years, the Air Force had fewer than a dozen Predator air patrols, or orbits, over Iraq and Afghanistan. US commanders were getting increasingly frustrated with the shortage.

In April 2008, a second task force—headed by Brad Berkson, a former partner at the consulting firm McKinsey & Company—investigated drone operations headquarters at Creech Air Force Base in Nevada. Berkson found a host of inefficiencies limiting drone time in the air. They were flying for only 20 hours a day, and some of the Nevada ground control stations used for practice in the daytime were simply shut down at night, instead of being used to control drones over the battlefield.

The Air Force brass thought the idea of the head of the entire freakin' military sending staff to spend this much time down in the weeds was, in the words of one former senior Air Force officer, "just amateurish." Gates found their recalcitrance equally frustrating. "I had to go outside the bureaucracy to get any kind of urgent action," Gates says. In late April, he gave a talk at the Air War College, one of the service's intellectual hubs, and told the assembled fliers that reform was going too slowly: "Because people were stuck in old ways of doing business, it's been like pulling teeth." Gates knew that what he said was impolitic; after the speech he reached Moseley at his father-in-law's home in Texas to assure him that he hadn't meant to single out the general or the Air Force.

republican opposition prevents victory

1. Extend 1nc Senor & Wehner – Republican opposition will devastate Obama’s Afghanistan strategy.   Partisan flurry undermines the Commander in Chief’s ability to sustain an effective strategy.  

2. Political haggling over the war effort prevents victory  

Loeffel 10/20/09 [Marilyn Loeffel, “A winning attitude needed in Afghanistan,” The Commercial Appeal, 20 October 2009, pg. A7/Factiva]
Our allies are imploring us to stay the course. Not doing so would strengthen the likes of future 9/11-type terrorists, the Taliban, al-Qaida and other extremist groups. We cannot win a war from a weakened position.

For troops in the war zone, Major Gaston says a main thing that's lacking is solidarity for an upbeat morale because they continually get word of the political haggling over the war back home.

When I asked Gaston if this cat-and-mouse type of guerrilla warfare is winnable, this kindred spirit evoked the mind-set of the "Greatest Generation."

He said that if we studied the coming together of America during World War II, we could truly take a lesson from history. With the full backing of Congress, the President and the American people, together with the added troops, we could achieve our goals and make this necessary, vital war winnable.
*Major Danny Gaston -Army Reserves, U.S. Corps of Engineers, who is just returning from a six-month tour of duty at Kandahar Air Field.

3. Congressional opposition signals a lack of political resolve. The mission will fail 

Howell & Pevenhouse 05 - Professors of Public Policy @ University of Chicago [William G. Howell and Jon C. Pevehouse, “Presidents, Congress, and the Use of Force,” International Organization, Vol. 59, No. 1 (Winter, 2005), pp. 209-232]

Conveying Political Resolve. Whether lower-level military deployments can achieve strategic objectives in short order depends, in part, on the president's ability to credibly convey political resolve. Congress plays an important role in this regard. When facing considerable opposition within Congress, presidents will have a more difficult time signaling the nation's willingness to see a military campaign to its end. As Schultz shows, an "opposition party can undermine the credibility of some challenges by publicly opposing them. Since this strategy threatens to increase the probability of resistance from the rival state, it forces the government to be more selective about making threats"- and, concomitantly, more cautious about actually using military force.24 Domestic political strife weakens the credibility of signals of resolve, and as such, undermines the effectiveness of those shows of force designed to "influence ... specific behavior of individuals in another nation without engaging in a continuing contest of violence"-the very kinds of lower-level deployments the use-of-force literature means to explain.25 To the extent that presidents want to avoid protracted military entanglements abroad, they may be wary of deploying troops when they do not have their domestic house in order.26 pg. 213

4. Only our ev. accounts for Congressional support.  The impact is sizable

Howell & Pevenhouse 05 - Professors of Public Policy @ University of Chicago [William G. Howell and Jon C. Pevehouse, “Presidents, Congress, and the Use of Force,” International Organization, Vol. 59, No. 1 (Winter, 2005), pp. 209-232]

The existing quantitative literature on the use of force does not examine whether presidents balance their "preference for action" against congressional interests.3 Rarely are measures of congressional relations with the president included in statistical models on the use of force; and when included, they are crudely specified, typically nothing more than indicator variables for divided government, the post- War Powers Resolution era, or periods of "cold war consensus.",,4 We revisit the event-count models used to predict uses of force, adding appropriate measures of congressional support for the president. Our findings are unambiguous and run directly against the notion that politics stop "at the water's edge."5 While Congress does not appear to constrain the president's capacity to initiate low-level military maneuvers, sizeable effects are observed for major military ventures-the very events that can have electoral consequences for presidents and members of Congress.  Pg. 210

5.  Congressional opposition will force Obama to back down 

Howell & Pevenhouse 07 - Professors of Public Policy @ University of Chicago [WILLIAM G. HOWELL AND JON C. PEVEHOUSE, “When Congress Stops Wars,” Foreign Affairs, Sep/Oct2007, Vol. 86, Issue 5, pg. EBSCOHost]

After all, when presidents anticipate congressional resistance they will not be able to overcome, they often abandon the sword as their primary tool of diplomacy. More generally, when the White House knows that Congress will strike down key provisions of a policy initiative, it usually backs off. President Bush himself has relented, to varying degrees, during the struggle to create the Department of Homeland Security and during conflicts over the design of military tribunals and the prosecution of U.S. citizens as enemy combatants. Indeed, by most accounts, the administration recently forced the resignation of the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Peter Pace, so as to avoid a clash with Congress over his reappointment.
6. Obama’s political resolve is key to successful middle strategy 

Goldstein 10/19/09 – Historian and author [Gordon M. Goldstein, “Another fork in the road,” The New York Times, 19 October 2009, pg. Factiva]

President Obama recently told Congressional leaders something many of them did not want to hear. It was time to "dispense with the straw man argument that this is about either doubling down or leaving Afghanistan," he is said to have declared, frustrating those on both sides of the aisle who have sought to portray the choices in Afghanistan as just such a simplistic dichotomy. While the president continues to analyze his military options with senior advisers, some parameters of his new strategy for Afghanistan have begun to emerge. It is likely that there will be no big reduction in troops, but there may not be a significant increase, either. The priority most likely will be to destroy Al Qaeda's leadership and support systems in Pakistan; fighting the Taliban in Afghanistan would be of less importance. Particularly notable, there appears to be uncertain White House support for the ambitions of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top American commander in Afghanistan, who has asked for 40,000 to 60,000 more troops and passionately argued that the military objective be the expansive one of "shielding" the Afghan people "from all threats." The emerging picture is of a commander in chief trying to chart a middle way through one of the most complex challenges of his young presidency. If so, instructive lessons can be found in the contrasting ways two of his predecessors, John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, navigated a perilous way ahead in Vietnam. Kennedy's Vietnam strategy was informed by a pair of harrowing foreign policy crises in 1961 that sobered him to his responsibilities as commander in chief. The botched Bay of Pigs invasion was a humiliation that Kennedy believed would have driven him from office if he had been a British prime minister. He vowed never again to be "overawed by professional military advice." That same year, Kennedy was shocked by the half-baked recommendation of his generals to use tactical nuclear weapons against the Communist Pathet Lao movement in Laos, a proposal he decisively dismissed. In this context, Kennedy was deeply skeptical when his most senior advisers argued in the fall of 1961 that only substantial numbers of American forces could prevent the government of South Vietnam from collapsing. Kennedy nonetheless rejected the deployment of combat troops. But he also rejected the notion of abandoning Saigon. Instead, he chose to chart a middle course. Kennedy favored a strategy of arming and reinforcing the South Vietnamese Army, and of teaching them new counterinsurgency tactics. He increased the number of military advisers assigned to Saigon but maintained a ceiling of about 16,000 men. By October 1963, operations were deemed sufficiently successful for the White House to announce the withdrawal of 1,000 advisers and its expectation that the advisory mission would be concluded by the end of 1965. At the time of Kennedy's assassination the following month, the Pentagon had recorded only 108 American military personnel killed. Lyndon Johnson maintained Kennedy's middle way until after his huge presidential victory in 1964, which gave him new latitude. He was also confronted in January 1965 with the most dire assessment yet of America's prospects in Vietnam, delivered by two of his most influential counselors, Defense Secretary Robert McNamara and his national security adviser, McGeorge Bundy. In what came to be known as the "fork in the road" memo, they insisted that the United States was on a "disastrous" losing course in Vietnam. Combat forces soon poured in, approved and progressively enlarged with staggering speed. An initial deployment in March of 3,500 Marines grew to 33,500 and then to a force of 82,000, approved by late April. On June 7, the top American general in Vietnam, William Westmoreland, asked for an immediate increase of 41,000 combat troops, to be followed by 52,000 later. In all, he wanted a combined command of 175,000 soldiers, equivalent to 44 battalions "to give us a substantial and hard-hitting offensive capability on the ground to convince" the Vietnamese insurgent forces "they cannot win." What followed in July was a White House exercise in political stagecraft. Johnson wanted to appear deliberative but never seriously considered the "middle way" option proposed by William Bundy, an assistant secretary of state and the brother of the national security adviser, who called for a force of half the size recommended by Westmoreland. Johnson, a consummate dealmaker, approached the problem as a political tactician rather than a strategist, seeking to approve the smallest troop increase possible that would maintain a consensus among his military commanders and civilian advisers. He concluded that the correct minimal number was precisely what General Westmoreland had proposed. On July 17, Johnson communicated his approval of the 44-battalion force in a confidential cable to Saigon. Four days later he met with his war council in the cabinet to "debate" a decision that had been determined but not disclosed. Johnson and his advisers engaged in a deliberation over a number, not a rigorous evaluation of a strategy or its realistic prospects for success. It was another step on the way to disaster. There are four lessons from these presidential decisions that remain relevant to Afghanistan today: * Counselors advise but presidents decide: Kennedy's ability to execute a middle way in Vietnam led him to reject military strategies he did not find plausible or persuasive. It is the president as commander in chief who must rigorously evaluate and define strategy, not the commander in the field. * Politics is the enemy of strategy: In a polarized political environment, some constituencies will necessarily be left dissatisfied. Kennedy chose to antagonize the hawks in his administration. Johnson chose to antagonize the doves. Presidents should pick the loser in the debate on strategic grounds, disallowing politics from clouding military decisions. * Command the generals: A president does not benefit from public disagreements with the military, but his position may be worse if he backs down. Kennedy's generals in 1961 tried, and failed, to box him in by publicly leaking their proposals to the press. Johnson, in contrast, was so fixated with avoiding a public rift with Westmoreland that he subverted the deliberative process. Dissent should be encouraged in debates about strategy but articulated privately. * Never deploy military means in pursuit of indeterminate ends: Westmoreland advocated a strategy of coercion in Vietnam in which American forces would inflict such disproportionate costs on the Communist insurgency that its leadership would eventually capitulate. That outcome never came close to occurring. Military force is the wrong instrument for achieving imprecise objectives based on unrealistic goals. President Obama has already been challenged by the public release of General McChrystal's recommendations, and his stated position on troop levels has angered those on the right who seek a major escalation and those on the left who advocate a rapid withdrawal.

If Mr. Obama seeks to engineer a middle way in Afghanistan, he can do so most effectively if he applies control and resolve mixed with realism and rigor - and if he absorbs the lessons, for better or worse, of his predecessors in Vietnam.
cmr key to victory 
Cohesion among obama and the military are important to successfully implement afghan policy
Lubold and Lee 10 ( Gordon a reporter for the politico, Carol E. covers the White House for Politico, “President Obama: Stanley McChrystal showed 'poor judgment'”,  6/23,  http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38837_Page3.html/MZ) 

Gates had begun to work to change the tone of the debate, saying in recent days that it will take a bit more time to determine if the strategy is working. The former Bush NSC official said that “possible replacements that will get thrown around include” Marine Corps. Gen. Jim Mattis, who was recently passed over to head the Marine Corps, Army Gen. Peter Chiarelli, outgoing top U.S. Iraq commander Gen. Ray Odierno, McChrystal’s current deputy Lt. Gen. David Rodriguez, or Deputy Centcom commander Lt. Gen. David Allen. “When General McChrystal called me this morning, I emphasized that my concern is our policy in Afghanistan and what it will take to be successful there,” Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) said Tuesday. “I respect General McChrystal as a soldier and always have.” “It would be a grave mistake to allow this unfolding news drama to distract anyone from the mission at hand,” Kerry continued. “Now is not the time for Washington to be sidetracked by chatter. Everyone needs to take a deep breath and give the President and his national security team the space to decide what is in the best interest of our mission, and to have their face-to-face discussion tomorrow without a premature Washington feeding frenzy.” “I am troubled by Gen. McChrystal’s reported comments, which are inappropriate and also demonstrate an uncharacteristic lack of discipline on his part,” Sen. Carl Levin (D-Mich.), chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, said in a statement. “However, it is very significant that, while the reported comments reflect personality differences, they do not reflect differences in policy on prosecuting the war. Personality differences can negatively impact the successful implementation of policy, and that must be avoided. Our troops and our nation surely deserve that.” “Obama is in a difficult situation,” a former senior Democratic official said. “If he doesn’t do it [fire McChrystal], this is a powerful signal within the military and within his own government and to Republicans and at large and to allies and to enemies. And if he fires him, there will undoubtedly be criticism from some Republicans, but he has to assert that ‘I am the commander in chief.’ The person who should be handling this is Gates – and Gates has got to stand up.”

Irregular warfare like Afghanistan requires open dalogue between civilians and military

Cronin ’08 – Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies (Patrick M., September, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf, WRW)

Success in the highly political and ambiguous conflicts likely to dominate the global security environment in the coming decades will require a framework that balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the most effective use of their different strengths. These challenges are expected to require better integrated, whole-of-government approaches, the cooperation of host governments and allies, and strategic patience.

Irregular warfare introduces new complications to what Eliot Cohen has called an “unequal dialogue” between civilian and military leaders in which civilian leaders hold the true power but must modulatde their intervention into “military” affairs as a matter of prudence rather than principle. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated that irregular warfare— which is profoundly political, intensely local, and protracted—breaks from the traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should contribute to the overall effort. One of the key challenges rising from irregular warfare is how to measure progress.

Cmr is key to operational and strategic implementation of afghan policy – the alternative is confusion and policy failure 

King 2009 (Will a journalist for U.S. army, “Panel discusses civil-military relations at Fort Leavenworth, March 27, http://www.army.mil/-news/2009/03/27/18852-panel-discusses-civil-military-relations-at-fort-leavenworth/ MZ) 

Desch said the Bush administration represented a different form of civilian control over the military than in the past. As an example he pointed to the planning of the war in Iraq and debate between military commanders and civilian leaders in the administration about the size of post-conflict military forces; the military wanted more troops and the politicians wanted fewer troops.  "Decisions that are made by civilian leaders ultimately have to be made and justified on political grounds, not on military grounds," Desch said.  Schadlow's remarks focused specifically on civil-military relations in Iraq and Afghanistan. "Civil-military tensions affect operations at the strategic and operational levels," she said.  Schadlow said stability operations and security force assistance can create confusion because of the closeness of military forces and civilian governmental and nongovernmental agencies all working in the same area. She said there needs to be a clear unity of command in order to ensure unity of effort.  "The president needs to decide whether the ambassador or combatant commander is in charge of stability operations," Schadlow said.  Owens said civil-military relations are based on trust between civilian and military leaders, but that other factors influence the relationship as well.  "Civil-military relations is a bargain that has to be renegotiated periodically due to changing social conditions," he said.  Connelly said he doesn't think there will be a coming crisis in civil-military relations, as Kohn suggests, but that there will be a high level of tension, primarily as a result of budgetary disagreements.   "We talk about full spectrum operations, but as our belt tightens how full spectrum can we be?" Connelly said.

Civil Military Relations are key in to win in Afghanistan

Fox News 10 (Politics,  “Petraeus Appeals for Military-Civilian 'Unity' in Afghanistan”, July 4, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/petraeus-appeals-military-civilian-cooperation-afghanistan/MZ) 

Gen. David Petraeus, in a July 4 message to troops and diplomats in Afghanistan, called for a "team effort" between the military and civilian sides of the war as Sen. John McCain continued to question whether that's possible.  Petraeus formally took command in Afghanistan Sunday after Gen. Stanley McChrystal resigned over divisive comments he and his aides made in a magazine article last month. The comments underscored the tension that exists between the military and civilian teams -- something the incoming general is aiming to smooth over immediately.  "This endeavor has to be a team effort. We must strive to contribute to the 'Team of Teams' at work in Afghanistan and to achieve unity of effort with our diplomatic, international civilian and Afghan partners as we carry out a comprehensive, civil-military counterinsurgency campaign," he wrote Sunday. Petraeus made a similar plea in remarks to troops upon taking command.  "Cooperation is not optional," he said. 

Resolve and cohesiveness is vital to success in afghanitan 

Fox News 10 (Politics,  “Petraeus Appeals for Military-Civilian 'Unity' in Afghanistan”, July 4, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/petraeus-appeals-military-civilian-cooperation-afghanistan/MZ) 

In his letter to U.S. forces, Petraeus described the Afghanistan war as a "contest of wills" and urged his team to stay focused. "Our enemies will do all that they can to shake our confidence and the confidence of the Afghan people," he wrote. "In turn, we must continue to demonstrate our resolve to the enemy. We will do so through our relentless pursuit of the Taliban and others who mean Afghanistan harm, through our compassion for the Afghan people and through our example and the values that we live."

ext – cmr key to winning 

CMR is key to winning in Afghanistan and Iraq

Cronin 9/2008 [Parker, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” CSIS. http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf]

Defining the types of engagements the United States is likely to face in the 21st century helps frame the discussion. An insurgency is generally defined as a drawn-out political-military campaign by an organized nonstate movement that seeks to displace a government and con- trol the population and resources of a coun- try or region. Effective counterinsurgency, therefore, requires in-depth local, political, and cultural knowledge and influence that enable the affected government to mobi- lize the support of its people and resist the insurgency. The Army’s revised Counterinsurgency field manual, whose preparation was over- seen by General David Petraeus, then U.S. commander of Multi-National Force–Iraq, and the Marine Corps’ counterpart pub- lication embody these notions and challenge the military to think differently about the conduct of counterinsurgency (COIN) operations. These operations require the “synchronized application of military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychological, and civic actions.”6 Prevailing in these types of engagements, according to the manual, requires integrating forces into the civilian population and using both controlled force to protect local nationals and soft tools such as street money, jobs, humanitarian assistance, and construction projects to gain trust and cooperation. Irregular, or asymmetric, warfare is an even wider phenomenon and may involve the notion of armed nationbuilding. It too requires a set of tools that combines mili- tary force with political and cultural influ- ence to stabilize a government or replace it with leaders and institutions that coexist more peacefully and successfully in the world community. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown that irregular warfare breaks from traditional understanding of how military and civilian leaders should each contribute to the overall effort.

cmr/coop in afghanistan high

Cooperation on Afghanistan is high now – cmr is working on essential elements of counterinsurgency 

Holbrooke 6/30/2010 [Richard, special U.S. representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Holbrooke: No 'Dysfunctional Relationship' Exists for U.S. Leaders in Afghan War.  Interview with Gwen Ifill.  PBS Newshour. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/asia/jan-june10/holbrooke_06-30.html]
There -- we work very closely together. Twice already in the last four days, General Petraeus, Ambassador Eikenberry, myself, and Doug Lute, the National Security Council senior director, deputy national security adviser for Afghanistan and Pakistan, the four of us had secure phone conversations of a sort we hadn't had previously to work on implementation.

And it's interesting. The very first issue that was raised in the very first call, which was on Saturday, raised by David Petraeus, was electricity for Kandahar as part of the Kandahar operation. Now, that's an issue we have been working on for a long time.

GWEN IFILL: And it's part of this overall counterinsurgency strategy?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: It's a central, central issue for the campaign in Kandahar, is to get electricity to the people as part of our overall counterinsurgency.

But the point I want to make is that David Petraeus raised it. Ambassador Eikenberry immediately said he supported what General Petraeus was proposing. And since I had already been working on, I then -- as soon as the call was over, I called the head of AID, Rajiv Shah, and the deputy secretary of state, Jack Lew.

We're working on it to accelerate an ongoing process. Tomorrow morning, we will have an international secure television conference on Kandahar electricity. This is not dysfunctionality. I know what dysfunctionality is when I see it. I have been there. I have been there.

Gates actively supports Obama’s Afghanistan policy
Carden 6/24/10 – Army Sgt. 1st Class (Michael J., “Gates, Mullen Cite Progress in Afghanistan,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/06/mil-100624-afps05.htm, WRW)

WASHINGTON, June 24, 2010 – Although it has come more slowly than expected, progress is, nonetheless, being made in Afghanistan, the top Defense Department civilian and military officials said today. “I do not believe we are bogged down,” Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said of U.S. operations in Afghanistan. “I believe we are making some progress. It is slower and harder than we anticipated. I think we are moving forward.” Gates and Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, took questions from reporters in a Pentagon news conference. They expressed support for President Barack Obama’s strategy in Afghanistan and confidence in his decision to nominate Army Gen. David H. Petraeus to command U.S. and international forces there. Though Petraeus will be given an opportunity to assess the situation in Afghanistan, assuming he’s confirmed by the Senate, Gates said, the strategy there has not changed, and the chairman agreed. “The strategy hasn’t changed in any way,” Mullen said. “Nor has the policy.” Mullen explained that the strategy and troop increase Obama announced in December still is in its early stages. About one-third of the 30,000 additional troops the president approved have yet to deploy there, he noted. Most of the surge troops who have arrived are operating in Marja, a former Taliban stronghold in southern Afghanistan’s Helmand province. Success there is evident, the admiral said, as markets, schools and governance are under way there. Such freedoms had not been available there for more than eight years, he added. Offensive operations in Kandahar, however, are kicking off slower than predicted, Mullen acknowledged. U.S. forces, he said, are still conducting “shaping” operations in Kandahar ahead of a planned offensive. “We haven’t put off the operations in Kandahar,” Mullen said. “It’s an enormously complex operation. We need to make sure we get the forces there to execute. A significant part of this last 10,000 [troops] will be included in that.” Operations in Marja and Kandahar are classic counterinsurgency operations, and they must be developed and executed carefully to sustain gains against the Taliban, Mullen said. Success in Kandahar, particularly, is vital to the overall success of the strategy, he added. Earlier today, Mullen spoke to a group of political staffers, defense industry officials and reporters at The Hill newspaper’s annual Tribute to the Troops breakfast, where he noted Kandahar’s importance. “Kandahar is really the center of gravity for how we move forward with this strategy,” he said. “I believe as goes Kandahar, so goes Afghanistan.” “This is a tough, tough time,” he continued. “There’s certainly a desire to get specific timelines, but I think they’re very difficult to pin down. It’s an extraordinary, complex challenge. It’s not just about security; it’s about governance [and] getting at corruption.” Operations have been hindered by challenges in Kandahar, Mullen acknowledged, but it’s much too soon to determine the level of success there, he said. “It is exceptionally well planned,” Mullen said. “It is an operation that has been discussed at great length with [Afghan] President [Hamid] Karzai, [and] both the Afghan leadership as well as the [NATO] and coalition leaderships are very much committed.”
**Afghan Impacts**

Impx: Indo-Paki war  

Afghanistan is key to South Asian stability. The alternative is nuclear war 

Coll 9/23/09 - Reporter for The New Yorker on issues of intelligence and national security. [Steve Coll, “Thinking About Afghanistan,” The New Yorker, September 23, 2009, pg. http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/09/afghanistan-india.html]

I choose “at issue” deliberately. The United States has interests in this war that are not located exclusively in the geography of Afghanistan. That explains in part why the choices facing the president are so complicated. Also, just to be clear, identifying vital interests is a distinct matter from determining the means to pursue them; troop deployments are subordinate to strategy, as the President said repeatedly in his weekend interviews.

In this war, we have two important interests, IMHO. (“Vital” is national security jargon sometimes used in to legal standards that govern the use of Presidential power; let’s set that word aside.)

One is largely uncontroversial: The reduction of Al Qaeda to a nuisance or less. Here the president has been clear and consistent since the campaign. A.Q. remains headquartered along the Afghan-Pakistan border. It has recently mounted violent attacks in Pakistan, India, and Indonesia, among other places. It has attempted ambitious attacks in Europe. There is virtually no evidence that it has current or prospective traction in the United States, but its leaders clearly have residual intent to whack us if they can figure out how. In a global strategic sense, they are already close to being reduced to a nuisance. Yet Osama Bin Laden and Ayman Al Zawihiri remain at large and have made clear they retain the desire to carry out mass casualty attacks. Also, A.Q. has fused to some extent with the Taliban and has posed a significant threat to the stability of the Pakistan government, murdering Benazir Bhutto and almost marching on Islamabad last spring. It is important to deprive them of their ambition, as Obama seems determined to do.

The second American interest in the war, however, is by some margin the more important and enduring one. Yet it is also a more complex subject and so it is more difficult to articulate in political English as a distilled objective.

The United States has a deep interest in the emergence of a stable, modernizing, economically integrated, peaceful South Asia—by which I mean the region that is centered on India, but which also encompasses Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, Nepal, and Afghanistan.

In the second half of the twentieth century and the first decade of the twenty-first, Europe, then Asia, and then Latin America sequentially and almost miraculously overcame chronic political violence and instability rooted in ideological and identity conflicts. They did so by processes of economic integration, wealth creation, middle-class formation, constitutional politics (usually but not uniformly democratic), and technological modernization. By this process more than a billion people have leaped from poverty, degradation and chronic conflict to something much better, if incomplete and imperfect, in a remarkably short time—an unprecedented transformation in human history, so far as I can think.

Now, look around the world and ask: After Europe, East Asia, and Latin America, where will this modernizing transformation occur next?

The answer seems unarguable: South Asia. (The Middle East, Central Asia, and Africa await their turns.) Why? India.

India is well advanced on a march to prosperity and greatness in the mid-twenty-first century; already, her stable pluralism seems a solid pillar of the coming Asian Century. Internal demand from the Indian economy is driving rapid economic growth this year in that country at a time when most of the rest of the world’s economy is shrinking. Like Brazil and China, the country faces huge challenges. But to imagine within decades a subcontinent—including Pakistan—that has become as successful as Southeast Asia or Latin America are today is not by any means a fantasy; barring the collapse of Pakistan, it is more than probable. This process is of interest to the United States not only because it would create a better world and a more stable Asia but because it would subdue the region’s terrifying nuclear risks.

American officials and outsiders like myself often wring their hands about Pakistan. The Army and intelligence services in that country are a powerful and regressive force, as evidenced by their self-defeating support for the Taliban and other Islamist networks. Civil-military relations in Pakistan are very poor and constitute, since independence, a dismal history of chronic interventions and failures. Constitutional democracy in Pakistan, while technically present, is badly undernourished; it often seems on the verge of imminent collapse.

In recent memory, however, something like that was true, to varying ways, in Turkey, Indonesia, Brazil, Argentina, the Philippines. It is much, much less true today in those countries because they have modernized and economically integrated in successful regional compacts.

Because of India’s economic dynamism, and because of the common, enterprising culture of Punjab that straddles the Indo-Pak border, if that border were opened, and if the two governments normalized relations (they do not require a romanticized or complete peace, only a pragmatic and functional one) a broad, positive, and durable political-economic change would likely occur in South Asia within a generation.
It is along this modernizing pathway that American policy should concentrate its most ambitious investments. American Presidents had confidence in a vision of this kind after the Second World War; that is why Truman intervened in Greece and Turkey and why the Marshall Plan arose.

Why does the Afghan war figure in this assessment today?

The Taliban are a backward-looking threat to the near-term stability of South Asia—in Afghanistan, in Pakistan, and, as the Mumbai attacks demonstrated, occasionally in India. The United States has an interest in preventing the Taliban from destabilizing South Asia by acquiring influence in nuclear-armed Pakistan or by provoking a war between India and Pakistan, two still-insecure nuclear powers.
What are the best means to accomplish this? What is the role of Afghan stability in the larger projects of defeating Al Qaeda and the pursuit of a stable, modernizing, “normal” South Asia beyond Afghanistan?
Extinction

Reville 10  (William, Associate Prof. Biochem. and Public Awareness Science Officer – University College Cork, Irish Times, “Nuclear Winter Weather Forecast”, 2/4, L/N)

You might think that the probability of nuclear winter has all but disappeared now that the Cold War has ended. Unfortunately not. Nuclear arsenals have grown in many countries and the prospect of regional nuclear conflicts is all too real. Recent calculations, described by Alan Robock and Owen B Toon in Scientific American, January 2010, demonstrate that even a regional nuclear war could precipitate global nuclear winter.  Nuclear winter, you will recall, develops as follows. Nuclear explosions ignite massive fire-storms, causing smoke to rise high into the atmosphere to be carried around the globe. This smoke blots out the sun, causing darkness and permanent freezing. Plants cannot grow, food production quickly fails and billions die. Civilisation is destroyed and, possibly, all humans die. This scenario has been carefully studied and nuclear winter is the mature prediction of mainstream science.  Since the end of the Cold War, America and Russia have greatly reduced their arsenals, but they still retain considerable nuclear weaponry. Nine countries have nuclear weapons and they are ranked as follows in order of the number of warheads they possess: Russia (15,000), US (9,900), France (350), China (200), UK (200), Israel (80), Pakistan (60), India (50), North Korea (10+). In addition, Iran may be developing nuclear weapons.  There is a real possibility of nuclear war between India and Pakistan and Robock and Toon have evaluated the consequences. They assume that such a war would quickly escalate out of control, with the deployment of full nuclear arsenals on both sides. They reason as follows: Pakistan is a small country and could be easily overrun and immobilised by Indian conventional forces. Pakistan would be tempted to release its nuclear arsenal before being overrun and India would respond in kind. They assume that each side would drop 50 bombs on major cities and industrial areas each about the size of the one dropped on Hiroshima in 1945.  The authors estimate that 20 million would die immediately from direct blast, fire and radiation. Seven million metric tons of smoke would then rise up through the atmosphere (troposphere) and into the lower stratosphere. Within five days the smoke would cover the war region, within nine days it would reach around the globe, and within 49 days it would cover the inhabited earth.  Smoke from nuclear fires would stay aloft for 10 years and would block enough sunlight to maintain overcast conditions everywhere. Climate models forecast that this smoke would quickly cool the earth to below temperatures experienced for the past 1,000 years.  According to the authors these changes would play havoc with agricultural production and big drops in crop yields would occur everywhere. Panic would cripple the global agricultural system. About one billion people worldwide live on marginal food supplies and they could die from famine.  The nuclear winter envisaged in the 1980s in the aftermath of nuclear war would destroy civilisation and possibly eliminate the human race. A nuclear winter after a regional war would be less calamitous in scale. But it would set civilisation back 100 years and this is to assume that social order is maintained and that all we would have to recover from is environmental degradation. But, of course, social order could break down leading to chaos, with God knows what results. The authors put it plainly when they say: The only way to eliminate the possibility of climatic catastrophe is to eliminate the nuclear weapons. 

Impx: al Qaeda 

Taliban takeover will give al Qaeda a safe-haven 

Washington Post 10/6/09 [“If We Lose Afghanistan: Yes, al-Qaeda would return. But that's just the beginning.,” Tuesday, October 6, 2009, pg. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/05/AR2009100503184.html] 

AT THE heart of the Obama administration's deliberations about Afghanistan is the question of whether U.S. security rests on the defeat of the Afghan Taliban movement. The discussion often gets narrowed to the point of whether al-Qaeda, which is based in Pakistan, would gain a new haven in Afghanistan if the Taliban returned to power, so we'll start there. We won't, however, linger long, because for almost all military and civilian experts on the region the question is a no-brainer. 

"Just like water running downhill, they're going to come back in," Rep. Ike Skelton (D-Mo.), the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, said on CBS's "Face the Nation" Sunday. "I think there's a real possibility," said Senate Armed Services Chairman Carl Levin (D-Mich.). 

guarantees nuclear terrorism
Biddle 10/14/09 - Senior Fellow for Defense Policy  @ Council on Foreign Relations [Dr. Stephen Biddle, “Assessing U.S. Options for Afghanistan,” Testimony Before the  Committee on Armed Services United States House of Representatives, First Session, 111th Congress, 14 October 2009, pg. http://www.cfr.org/publication/20405/prepared_testimony_by_stephen_biddle.html]

This danger is real, but it is not unlimited and should not be exaggerated. For a U.S. withdrawal to result in a nuclear al Qaeda would require a chain of multiple intervening events: a Taliban restoration in Kabul, collapse of secular government in Islamabad, and loss of control over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal (or deliberate transfer of weapons by sympathetic Pakistanis). None of these events are certainties, and the compound probability is inherently lower than the odds of any one step taken alone. Though these odds are hard to estimate, analysts such as John Mueller make a persuasive case that terrorists are more likely to fail in their efforts to obtain nuclear weapons than they are to succeed, and the series of setbacks needed for a U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan to yield a useable al Qaeda nuclear capability probably implies a compound likelihood that is low in absolute terms.

But U.S. withdrawal increases all the probabilities at each stage. And the consequences for U.S. security if the chain does play itself out are very severe. Unlike the Soviet Union in the Cold War (or even contemporary states such as Iran), al Qaeda may be much less susceptible to deterrence, and considerably more likely to use a nuclear weapon if they acquire it. One need not accept “one percent doctrines” or other extremist versions of nuclear threat-mongering to be concerned with the consequences of a potential al Qaeda nuclear capability.16 Nor does it resolve the issue simply to find that al Qaeda is “unlikely” to acquire nuclear weapons even if the Karzai government falls. When the stakes are high, even low probabilities of true disasters can be too high to accept: most Americans buy life insurance in a society in which the risk of death in a given year is less than one half of one percent for 45-54 year olds; it is clearly not unreasonable to consider accepting costs to address low-probability events.17 If a nuclear al Qaeda were impossible or virtually so, then the prospect could simply be ignored. But otherwise the issue inevitably comes back to a difficult value judgment on risk tolerance. This is not a new problem. After all, a central feature of U.S. security policy throughout the Cold War was America’s willingness to expend large resources to reduce the odds of unlikely events: a Soviet bolt-from-the-blue nuclear strike was surely never very likely, but the consequences if it ever did happen would have been so severe that the nation accepted huge costs to reduce the odds of such a disaster from low to very low. Americans have long debated whether this judgment was wise. But there is considerable precedent for American governments, of both parties, displaying enough concern with unlikely but dangerous scenarios to expend great effort to reduce the odds. 

Impx: Terrorism 

Instability in Afghanistan facilitates terrorist attacks on the US 

Thier 10/15/09 – Director of the Afghanistan and Pakistan @ United States Institute of Peace [J Alexander Their, “HEADLINE: AFGHANISTAN POLICY,” Committee on House Foreign Affairs, CQ Congressional Testimony, October 15, 2009 Thursday, pg. ln]

Do we have national security interests in Afghanistan?
In my opinion, the answer to this first question is the clearest. We face a stark array of certain and uncertain threats emanating from the network of militant Islamist groups operating in the Afghanistan-Pakistan cross-border region. These include, but are not limited to, threats to the American homeland. We continue to face a determined and resourceful enemy that sees this conflict in cosmic terms. Eight years after September 11, al Qaeda's leaders have evaded capture and have managed to plan, or at least inspire, significant terror attacks and numerous other plots in major Western cities. While the planning, funding, training, and recruiting for future attacks may not necessarily happen in the Afghan-Pakistan border region, increased operating space for militants in that region will make it both easier and more likely.
Terrorism risks extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Political Analyst, August 26 – September 1, Al-Ahram Weekly On-Line, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

We have reached a point in human history where the phenomenon of terrorism has to be completely uprooted, not through persecution and oppression, but by removing the reasons that make particular sections of the world population resort to terrorism. This means that fundamental changes must be brought to the world system itself. The phenomenon of terrorism is even more dangerous than is generally believed. We are in for surprises no less serious than 9/11 and with far more devastating consequences. A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Impx: US Leadership   

Withdrawal destroys US leadership 

Kaplan 10/6/09 - Senior fellow @ Center for a New American Security [Robert D. Kaplan, “Beijing’s Afghan Gamble,” New York Times, Published: October 6, 2009, pg. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/07/opinion/07kaplan.html?hp] 

Of course, one could make an excellent case that an ignominious withdrawal from Afghanistan is precisely what would lead to our decline, by demoralizing our military, signaling to our friends worldwide that we cannot be counted on and demonstrating that our enemies have greater resolve than we do. That is why we have no choice in Afghanistan but to add troops and continue to fight. 

Global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95  Defense Analyst at RAND (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War” The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system. 

Impx: Instability

Success is key to prevent of nuclear attacks and security attacks 

Obama 2009 (Statements of Officials, “Remarks of President Barack Obama—As Prepared for Delivery The Way Forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan”, http://istanbul.usconsulate.gov/sp_obama_120109.html?MZ) 

So no – I do not make this decision lightly. I make this decision because I am convinced that our security is at stake in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is the epicenter of the violent extremism practiced by al Qaeda. It is from here that we were attacked on 9/11, and it is from here that new attacks are being plotted as I speak. This is no idle danger; no hypothetical threat. In the last few months alone, we have apprehended extremists within our borders who were sent here from the border region of Afghanistan and Pakistan to commit new acts of terror. This danger will only grow if the region slides backwards, and al Qaeda can operate with impunity. We must keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and to do that, we must increase the stability and capacity of our partners in the region. 

Of course, this burden is not ours alone to bear. This is not just America’s war. Since 9/11, al Qaeda’s safe-havens have been the source of attacks against London and Amman and Bali. The people and governments of both Afghanistan and Pakistan are endangered. And the stakes are even higher within a nuclear-armed Pakistan, because we know that al Qaeda and other extremists seek nuclear weapons, and we have every reason to believe that they would use them. These facts compel us to act along with our friends and allies. Our overarching goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the future. To meet that goal, we will pursue the following objectives within Afghanistan. We must deny al Qaeda a safe-haven. We must reverse the Taliban’s momentum and deny it the ability to overthrow the government. And we must strengthen the capacity of Afghanistan’s Security Forces and government, so that they can take lead responsibility for Afghanistan’s future. We will meet these objectives in three ways.  First, we will pursue a military strategy that will break the Taliban’s momentum and increase Afghanistan’s capacity over the next 18 months. The 30,000 additional troops that I am announcing tonight will deploy in the first part of 2010 – the fastest pace possible – so that they can target the insurgency and secure key population centers. They will increase our ability to train competent Afghan Security Forces, and to partner with them so that more Afghans can get into the fight. And they will help create the conditions for the United States to transfer responsibility to the Afghans. Because this is an international effort, I have asked that our commitment be joined by contributions from our allies. Some have already provided additional troops, and we are confident that there will be further contributions in the days and weeks ahead. Our friends have fought and bled and died alongside us in Afghanistan. Now, we must come together to end this war successfully. For what’s at stake is not simply a test of NATO’s credibility – what’s at stake is the security of our Allies, and the common security of the world. Taken together, these additional American and international troops will allow us to accelerate handing over responsibility to Afghan forces, and allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011. Just as we have done in Iraq, we will execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground. We will continue to advise and assist Afghanistan’s Security Forces to ensure that they can succeed over the long haul. But it will be clear to the Afghan government – and, more importantly, to the Afghan people – that they will ultimately be responsible for their own country. Second, there are those who acknowledge that we cannot leave Afghanistan in its current state, but suggest that we go forward with the troops that we have. But this would simply maintain a status quo in which we muddle through, and permit a slow deterioration of conditions there. It would ultimately prove more costly and prolong our stay in Afghanistan, because we would never be able to generate the conditions needed to train Afghan Security Forces and give them the space to take over. 

at: obama not committed

Obama is committed to Afghanistan – drawdown is conditions based 

Mathews 6/23/2010 [Jessica, president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.. Afghanistan Policy, Goals Reexamined Upon McChrystal Departure PBS NewsHour,.  http://www.carnegieendowment.org /publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41056]

JESSICA MATHEWS: I was just going to say that I think that he has made the commitment. He shaved the goal down to a manageable and potentially achievable level, from a wild -- a fantasy of democratic Afghanistan. And he's tripled the forces, which is a huge commitment.

I certainly don't disagree that there's dysfunction, also. But I think his commitment to it is -- is -- can't really be gainsaid.

GWEN IFILL: David, let's talk about this deadline, the July 11 beginning-to-pull-out date. I don't think you can exactly call it a pullout date.
But there is still some discontent, especially on Capitol Hill, about whether that's even something we should be aiming for. And the president didn't send any signals today that he was backing away from that.

DAVID IGNATIUS: It's been very clear that General Petraeus himself is very uncertain about this timetable. He was asked last week in his congressional testimony whether he supported the president's July 2011 timetable, and he in effect said, yes, but.

He then framed a very careful statement that talked about this being conditions-based. In other words, if it's not going well, he wants us to reserve the right to pull out very slowly. If I were...

at: withdrawal now

Withdrawal is conditions based – not immediate – media distorted policy
Holbrooke 6/30/2010 [Richard, special U.S. representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Holbrooke: No 'Dysfunctional Relationship' Exists for U.S. Leaders in Afghan War.  Interview with Gwen Ifill.  PBS Newshour. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/asia/jan-june10/holbrooke_06-30.html]
GWEN IFILL: A year from now, July 2011, there has been some -- no small debate in Washington about whether that is a deadline for the beginning to withdraw and it's sending the wrong signal to our allies on the ground there.

From the ground, how are they responding to this idea of even a soft target in July 2011?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Let's be very clear in what the president said and what our policy is.

American and other international combat troops, some will start withdrawing in July of next year, the size and pace and scope to be determined by the president after the review, which will take place at the end of this year.

GWEN IFILL: So, it is conditions-based already, is what you're saying?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Everyone has said that, and I don't need to repeat what the president and the two secretaries of defense and state and others have said, and David Petraeus...

GWEN IFILL: But perhaps you do, because there still seems to be some other misunderstanding.

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Well, I have got be honest with you. If there's a misunderstanding, it may be because the issue has not been correctly represented in the media. For example, I was recently...

GWEN IFILL: Or by Senator John McCain, or by Senator Lindsey Graham, or any number of people on Capitol Hill.

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: Look, you're talking about people I greatly respect, but they can speak for themselves.

No withdrawl – July an assessment date, not a run for the exit date

Thompson 6/29/2010 [Mark, “Petraeus Hearings: Easy Confirmation, Difficult Task” Time http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,2000318,00.html?xid=rss-topstories&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+time%2Ftopstories+%28TIME%3A+Top+Stories%29&utm_content=Google+Reader]
The day Petraeus fainted — due to what he called a combination of dehydration and jet lag — he told Levin's panel that the deadline wasn't firm. "July 2011 is not the date where we race for the exits," Petraeus said on June 15. "It is the date where — having done an assessment — we begin a process of transition of tasks to Afghan security forces" that may permit some U.S. troops to come home.

Troops will maintain presence in Afghanistan – july is not an immediate deadline

BAKER 6/28/2010 [Peter, With Shift in Afghanistan, Talk Turns to Exit

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/world/asia/29prexy.html?partner=rss&emc=rss]

The White House said Monday that the July 2011 deadline was intentionally flexible, but had had some desired effect. “We want the Afghans to understand that we’re going to be expecting more out of them, so to the extent that it conveys a sense of urgency, that’s an important message,” said Ben Rhodes, a deputy national security adviser.

At the same time, he noted that the president had not decided how quickly the drawdown would take place. “There’s clearly going to be an enduring commitment to Afghanistan past 2011, whatever the slope,” he said.

Obama supports keeping high troop levels in Afghanistan 

Cloud and Barnes 10 (David S  a times staff writer, Julian E. a staff writer, Article Selections, “U.S. strategy in Afghanistan may involve greater use of special operations forces”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/29/world/la-fg-us-afghan-20100629/MZ)

  A successful effort would support the contention made by Vice President Joe Biden and other administration officials who are skeptical of the military strategy in Afghanistan: Special operations troops, with their small footprint and skill at tracking and killing the enemy, can be more effective than conventional forces in the difficult conflict the U.S. faces in that country. Biden has argued for shrinking the U.S. effort and relying largely on special operations troops and airstrikes to disrupt the Taliban and Al Qaeda, officials say. President Obama has sided so far with those who favor using large numbers of U.S. troops as part of a far-reaching counterinsurgency effort, a point that he reiterated last week in naming Petraeus to replace Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal as commander of the war in Afghanistan. But if the special operations effort is the most successful element of the war effort, Biden and those who agree with him could be in a stronger position to argue for shrinking the U.S. military presence when the strategy is reexamined, perhaps as soon as the December review Obama has promised. Supporters of the more limited strategy advocated by Biden believe special operations should be the main military effort in Afghanistan. Petraeus, however, argues that special operations troops are just one tool, albeit a highly effective one, in fighting an insurgency.

ext – no withdrawal now

July is a transition date – not a withdrawl date

BAKER 6/28/2010 [Peter, With Shift in Afghanistan, Talk Turns to Exit

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/world/asia/29prexy.html?partner=rss&emc=rss]

Last weekend, though, he scorned the “obsession around this whole issue of when do we leave,” saying he was focused on making sure the troops were successful. The July 2011 deadline he set was intended to “begin a process of transition,” he said, but “that doesn’t mean we suddenly turn off the lights and let the door close behind us.”

As he hands command of the war to Gen. David H. Petraeus, Mr. Obama is trying to define what his timeline means — but not too much. Even as developments in Afghanistan have made meeting the deadline all the more daunting, Mr. Obama has sent multiple signals to multiple audiences, sticking by his commitment to begin pulling out while insisting that it does not mean simply walking away.
No withdrawal – patraeus is not on board
Hasan 6/5/2010 [Mehdi, New Statesman’s Senior Editor (politics). Rise of the four-star deities

http://www.newstatesman.com/north-america/2010/07/iraq-military-war-petraeus]

He is extremely intelligent and very charming. But he's also extremely driven and his charm and intellect cloak a competitive streak," says a US diplomat who knows the general. Petraeus, goes the conventional wisdom, is the scholar-soldier: intellectually robust, media-savvy and politically astute. He can be trusted to carry out the president's orders and end the war while not cros​sing the line. Such a view, however, ignores the general's recent testimony to the Senate, in which he downplayed the significance of Obama's Afghan policy review, scheduled for December, declaring that he "would not make too much of it", and claimed the July 2011 deadline set by the president for withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan is a date "when a process begins, not the date when the US heads for the exits".

Patraeus said it himself – deadline is not final

BAKER 6/28/2010 [Peter, With Shift in Afghanistan, Talk Turns to Exit

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/world/asia/29prexy.html?partner=rss&emc=rss]

The last time General Petraeus testified on Capitol Hill, he told the House Armed Services Committee that he would not “make too much out of that” deadline because the president had not decided the pace of a withdrawal. Before the Senate committee, he endorsed the deadline, but paused when Senator Carl Levin, a Michigan Democrat and the Armed Services Committee chairman, asked if it reflected his best military judgment.

“In a perfect world, Mr. Chairman, we have to be very careful with deadlines,” General Petraeus said, adding that “we are assuming” conditions will permit it. When Mr. Levin asked if that was “a qualified yes,” General Petraeus agreed.

ext – media spin to blame

Media spin is responsible for the confusion – no withdrawal 

Rogin 7/1/2010 [Josh, Josh Rogin reports on national security and foreign policy for The Cable.Holbrooke: Everybody on the Afghanistan team gets along great.  Foreign Policy.  http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/01/holbrooke_everybody_on_the_afghanistan_team_gets_along_great]

The press is also apparently to blame for the confusion over President Obama's July 2011 timeline for beginning the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan.

"Well, I have got be honest with you. If there's a misunderstanding, it may be because the issue has not been correctly represented in the media," Holbrooke said. He declined to blame the confusion on leading senators like Graham and John McCain, R-AZ, who have repeatedly said they are still confused as to what exactly what will happen next summer.

at: afghan unstable now

Success coming – patraeus change

Ignatius 6/23/2010 [David, a columnist with The Washington Post who has covered the conflict extensively. Afghanistan Policy, Goals Reexamined Upon McChrystal Departure.  PBS NewsHour,.  http://www.carnegieendowment.org /publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41056]

GWEN IFILL: David, I'm curious about whether -- what think about the overall change of command, but also respond to Eliot Cohen's question, which is that there's more than just a changing at the head here.

DAVID IGNATIUS, columnist, The Washington Post: I think Obama did take ownership today of what has been a troubled Afghanistan policy.

And, by appointing General Petraeus, a man who knows what it is to be coming in, in a campaign that looks like it's failing, which was the case for him in Iraq, and turn it around by his own leadership, by a very creative strategy, by really thinking outside the box, it was, I think, a doubling-down by President Obama on his own bet that he can somehow come up with an acceptable measure of success by next year in Afghanistan.

Petraeus wouldn't have taken this job unless he thought he could succeed.

GWEN IFILL: The president -- but the president said today -- one of the things he said was, we have a clear goal.
Now is key  – things are improving on the ground, need to maintain momentum 

Gates 2010 
(managed by the U.S. Department of State, “Press Conference with Secretary Gates from Istanbul, Turkey”, February 5, http://istanbul.usconsulate.gov/prconf_020510.html)
However, more trainers are needed, and needed immediately.  I pressed the alliance to meet the long-standing demands of thousands more instructors and mentors for the Afghan army and police.  As more Afghans join their nation's security forces, we have to be able to train them in order to get them into the fight as quickly as possible. 

The biggest threat to all of our forces, Afghan and coalition alike, remains IEDs. We discussed collective efforts to defeat this tactic and destroy the networks that employ IEDs. Today I told our allies that going forward, the United States will be able to offer them more intelligence, training and equipment, including jammers, route clearance robots, surveillance systems and ground penetrating radars.

 Of course, these tools will never be able to prevent all IED attacks.  We have learned the hard way that the most effective last line of defense for our troops is the Mine Resistant Ambush Protected vehicle, or MRAP.  They have saved thousands of limbs and lives in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The United States will now do whatever we can, within the limits of U.S. law, and as soon as we can, to provide as many surplus MRAPs as possible to allies, especially those operating in high-risk areas. 

This is a critical moment in Afghanistan.  With a new comprehensive strategy and new resources commensurate with the size and scale of the mission, I believe the pieces are being put in place to make real measurable progress.  Just yesterday, General McChrystal said that additional forces are already having an impact, and that although the situation remains serious, he no longer believes that it is deteriorating. I'm confident that we can achieve our objectives, [by]but only if the coalition continues to muster the resolve for this difficult and dangerous mission.  That sense of urgency has to carry over to other aspects of the alliance, since our effectiveness on battlefields is directly related to our institutional strength.  Whether the issue is missile defense, which I believe gives real meaning to Article 5, or developing a new strategic concept, the alliance must make necessary changes to respond to new security challenges

Afghanistan is not lost – increased troop deployments have been stabilizing.

Obama 2009 (Statements of Officials, “Remarks of President Barack Obama—As Prepared for Delivery The Way Forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan”, http://istanbul.usconsulate.gov/sp_obama_120109.html/MZ) 

”Throughout this period, our troop levels in Afghanistan remained a fraction of what they were in Iraq. When I took office, we had just over 32,000 Americans serving in Afghanistan, compared to 160,000 in Iraq at the peak of the war. Commanders in Afghanistan repeatedly asked for support to deal with the reemergence of the Taliban, but these reinforcements did not arrive. That’s why, shortly after taking office, I approved a long-standing request for more troops. After consultations with our allies, I then announced a strategy recognizing the fundamental connection between our war effort in Afghanistan, and the extremist safe-havens in Pakistan. I set a goal that was narrowly defined as disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda and its extremist allies, and pledged to better coordinate our military and civilian effort. Since then, we have made progress on some important objectives. High-ranking al Qaeda and Taliban leaders have been killed, and we have stepped up the pressure on al Qaeda world-wide. In Pakistan, that nation’s Army has gone on its largest offensive in years. In Afghanistan, we and our allies prevented the Taliban from stopping a presidential election, and – although it was marred by fraud – that election produced a government that is consistent with Afghanistan’s laws and Constitution. Yet huge challenges remain. Afghanistan is not lost, but for several years it has moved backwards. There is no imminent threat of the government being overthrown, but the Taliban has gained momentum. Al Qaeda has not reemerged in Afghanistan in the same numbers as before 9/11, but they retain their safe-havens along the border. And our forces lack the full support they need to effectively train and partner with Afghan Security Forces and better secure the population. Our new Commander in Afghanistan – General McChrystal – has reported that the security situation is more serious than he anticipated. In short: the status quo is not sustainable. As cadets, you volunteered for service during this time of danger. Some of you have fought in Afghanistan. Many will deploy there. As your Commander-in-Chief, I owe you a mission that is clearly defined, and worthy of your service. That is why, after the Afghan voting was completed, I insisted on a thorough review of our strategy. Let me be clear: there has never been an option before me that called for troop deployments before 2010, so there has been no delay or denial of resources necessary for the conduct of the war. Instead, the review has allowed me ask the hard questions, and to explore all of the different options along with my national security team, our military and civilian leadership in Afghanistan, and with our key partners. Given the stakes involved, I owed the American people – and our troops – no less. This review is now complete. And as Commander-in-Chief, I have determined that it is in our vital national interest to send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan.  After 18 months, our troops will begin to come home. These are the resources that we need to seize the initiative, while building the Afghan capacity that can allow for a responsible transition of our forces out of Afghanistan. 

at: karzai prevents success 

karzai is one person – with a team of great ministers.  He’s working closely with the US and not an impediment to success.  

Holbrooke 6/30/2010 [Richard, special U.S. representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Holbrooke: No 'Dysfunctional Relationship' Exists for U.S. Leaders in Afghan War.  Interview with Gwen Ifill.  PBS Newshour. http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/asia/jan-june10/holbrooke_06-30.html]
GWEN IFILL: I will bet you do. I will bet you do.

GWEN IFILL: But let me ask you about another set of relationships, and that's with Hamid Karzai, the president of Afghanistan. How reliable a partner is he today?

RICHARD HOLBROOKE: First of all, let's start with the facts. He is the legitimately elected president of the country. It was a messy election, as the president said, but it's long in the past.

Secretary Clinton went to Kabul. I went with her on November 19 for his inauguration. He made certain commitments. He went to London and repeated them. Yesterday, he signed one of the key announcements, the reintegration decree, which opens up the door to Taliban coming in from the cold.

An international trust fund is going to be set up. I have been working directly with the Japanese, who are leading this effort. And the Japanese, by the way, don't get enough credit for what they're doing in Afghanistan.

And throughout all of this, we're working closely with President Karzai. I met with President Karzai eight times this year, in London, in Munich, in Washington, in Kabul. And in these meetings, we have covered all these issues.

Now, let's not try to personify the country in one person. He also has a very good team of ministers around him. We spent a lot of time with his minister of finance, his minister for reintegration, his agriculture minister, who has a direct relationship with our secretary of agriculture, Tom Vilsack.

So, this is a very tough situation in Afghanistan. No one denies that. But the important thing to underscore is that it's not a government of one person. And the government doesn't control the whole country. And the -- and the bench strength is limited. We are lacking enough good, qualified Afghans. And the Afghan government is working on that.

Karzai is not he only person that matters – relations between the governments are overall good 

Rogin 7/1/2010 [Josh, Josh Rogin reports on national security and foreign policy for The Cable.Holbrooke: Everybody on the Afghanistan team gets along great.  Foreign Policy.  http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/01/holbrooke_everybody_on_the_afghanistan_team_gets_along_great]

Holbrooke finished off the interview by arguing that the Obama administration's relationship with the Afghan government shouldn't be judged on the ups and downs between the U.S. and Afghan President Hamid Karzai.

"So, this is a very tough situation in Afghanistan. No one denies that. But the important thing to underscore is that it's not a government of one person," he said.

at: patraeus shifts policy in afghansitan 

Patraeus doesn’t represent shift in afghan policy

Jeffrey 6/23/2010[Terence P. Editor-in-Chief Obama: McChrystal’s Conduct--As Reported By Rolling Stone--‘Undermines Civilian Control of Military’  CNS News. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68326

Obama is assigning Gen. David Petraeus to replace McChrystal as the U.S. commander in Afghanistan. Petraeus, the architect of the successfully surge strategy in Iraq, is currently head of the U.S. Central Command, which oversees the war in Afghanistan.

“This is a change in personnel, but it is not a change in policy,” said Obama. “General Petraeus fully participated in our review last fall. And he both supported and helped design the strategy that we have in place. In his current post at Central Command he has worked closely with our forces in Afghanistan. He has worked closely with Congress. He has worked closely with the Afghan and Pakistan governments, and with all our partners in the region. He has my full confidence and I am urging the Senate to confirm him for this new assignment as swiftly as possible.”

**CMR Impacts**

cmr impact – hegemony 

Healthy cmr is key to readiness of the military and mission success

Herspring July 2009 [Dale, university distinguished professor at Kansas State University and a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, Civil−−Military Relations in the United States and Russia : An Alternative Approach Dale Herspring Armed Forces & Society 2009 35: 667]
As a consequence, it follows that focus should be on nature of interactions between the military and its civilian masters. The key to healthy civil–military relations is to create and maintain a situation in which the relationship between the two sides is constructive and both sides respect the other. That does not mean an absence of conflict. Rather, I am talking about a situation in which the civilian leadership makes the final decision, but senior military officers feel free to express their opinions and have the perception that their views are taken seriously, although not always adopted. Here, the task is not to eliminate conflict, it is to channel it in a positive direction. On the other hand, acerbated or unregulated conflict between the civilian and military leadership can undermine military effectiveness. It can lead to what Zoltan Barany called “institutional decay.” As Barany defined the term, institutional decay in the American or Russian militaries refers to anything that inhibits the military from carrying out its mission.2
That key to hege hege

Spencer 2K Policy Analyst for Defense and National Security Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation 

(Jack, “The Facts about military readiness”,  Heritage Foundation Backgrounder #1394)

Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace
Global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95  Defense Analyst at RAND (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War” The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system. 

cmr imapct – democracy 

CMR is key to democracy 

Jeffrey 6/23/2010[Terence P. Editor-in-Chief Obama: McChrystal’s Conduct--As Reported By Rolling Stone--‘Undermines Civilian Control of Military’  CNS News. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68326

 (CNSNews.com) - President Barack Obama said today that he accepted Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s resignation as the U.S. commander in Afghanistan not “out of any sense of personal insult” but because the general’s conduct as reported in an article in Rolling Stone worked to undermine civilian control of the military.

“I don’t make this decision based on any difference in policy with Gen. McChrystal, as we are in full agreement about our strategy,” Obama said in a statement delivered in the Rose Garden this afternoon. “Nor do I make this decision out of any sense of personal insult. Stan McChrystal has always shown great courtesy and carried out my orders faithfully.”

Obama said he took McChrystal’s resignation in order to protect the American constitutional tradition of civilian control of the military.  Rolling Stone magazine posted an article yesterday that cited unnamed aides to Gen. McChrystal making critical remarks about the president and other senior administration officials. Gen. McChrystal himself was not quoted in the magazine article making statements about the president, although the article did report that McChrystal voted for Obama for president. (The magazine did not indicate how it knew McChrystal voted this way.)

“But war is bigger than any one man or woman--whether a private, a general or a president--and as difficult as it is to lose Gen. McChrystal, I believe that it is the right decision for our national security,” said Obama. “The conduct represented in the recently published article does not meet the standard that should be set by a commanding general. It undermines the civilian control of the military that is at the core of our democratic system.”

Obama said he needed to remove McChrystal in order to hold his administration accountable to the nation’s democratic standards.

“It is also true that our democracy depends upon institutions that are stronger than individuals,” said Obama. “That includes strict adherence to the military chain of command and respect for civilian control over that chain of command, and that’s why as commander in chief I believe this decision is necessary to hold ourselves accountable to standards that are at the core of our democracy.”
Democracy prevents extinction 

Diamond 1995 - Hoover Institute Senior Fellow (Larry, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/fr.htm) 

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
**AFF ANSWERS**

cmr low

Cmr is disturbingly dysfunction – military has high contempt for obama and doesn’t trust his leadership

Pirrong 6/23/2010 [Craig, Professor of Finance, and Energy Markets Director for the Global Energy Management Institute at the Bauer College of Business of the University of Houston What Is It About Guys Named Mac?

http://wallstreetpit.com/32666-what-is-it-about-guys-named-mac]

But regardless of the reasons for the disclosures to a freaking rock magazine (the most damaging of which came from the mouths of the General’s staffers, rather than his own), they give a glimpse of a very disturbing, dysfunctional relationship between the military commanders in the field in Afghanistan, and the entire civilian chain of command, from the Ambassador in Kabul, to the National Security Advisor, to the VP, and to the President himself.  The men in the field apparently have nothing but contempt for Obama and those who work for him.  (Only Hillary comes off well–another reason, as if she needs one, to watch her back.)   Moreover, such backbiting is hardly a harbinger of victory: instead, it is a symptom of a failing military effort.

It is hard to say whether it would be worse if the disdain is warranted, or not.  My sense is, though, that the distrust of the field commanders for the civilian leadership is largely merited.  Obama only talked about Afghanistan during the campaign to demonstrate his tough guy bona fides.  When in office, his reluctance to take charge of the war was palpable.  Instead of leadership, he gave a series of dog ate my homework excuses, played Hamlet, and finally “decided” on a strategy that was fundamentally flawed and doomed to failure.  He has subsequently all but washed his hands of the matter, relegating it to the very bottom of his priority pile; McChrystal’s discouraged and discouraging assessment reported in the article is probably an accurate one.  Joe Biden is Joe Biden.  The only quibble that I would have with the characterization of Jim Jones as a “clown” is that I probably would have inserted “ass” before “clown.”  Eikenberry was a backstabber from day one.

Non unique – cmr has been on decline since the cold war, multiple factors make the impact inevitable
Donnelly 6/24/10 [Tom, a defense and security policy analyst, research fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, is the director of the Center for Defense Studies. After McChrystal: Reexamining the Civil-Military Compact.  Center for Defense Studies.  http://www.defensestudies.org/?p=2801

The real issue is not control, however, but relations—the “unequal dialogue” between soldiers and statesmen, wherein the civilians have the power to decide, the military the obligation to obey, but the larger imperative is to communicate.  The health of the relationship is not measured by the amount of ass-kicking, but the amount of talking.

This imperative is never more on display than in irregular warfare and, in this case, the “Long War” in greater Middle East in which the United States has become engaged.  As Mackubin Thomas Owens points out in his essay (PDF) in the recent Center for Defense Studies’ book, Lessons for a Long War, the Obama Administration’s approach to Afghanistan has been unhealthy from the start, when, prior to the president’s decision to “surge,”: officers on General McChrystal’s staff and elsewhere [were] frustrated by the president’s failure to make a decision about how to proceed in Afghanistan, and about perceived attempts to muzzle the general by cutting off his legitimate access to Congress.  They wonder why, after having declared the conflict there a “war of necessity,” the president has not provided the necessary means to fight it properly.  They wonder why, having selected McChrystal to turn things around in Afghanistan, President Obama has not supported him the way that George Bush supported [Gen. David] Petraeus in Iraq.

Some of these questions remain unanswered even with the replacement of McChrystal by Petraeus.  As Owens observes, the administration has “sown distrust on the part of soldiers, thereby increasing civil-military tensions.”  These seeds have grown terribly into the McChrystal quotes in Rolling Stone, but lopping off the flower leaves the roots of distrust untouched.

Owens concludes his essay by noting that, since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been involved in a painful renegotiation of the civil-military bargain, the compact between the few who serve and the many who enjoy the security and prosperity of American life.  The compact is at risk not only because of the indiscretion of some officers, or the insularity of the military community, but also from the incomprehension and failures of empathy of civilian elites and political leaders.  The arts of supreme command—which are interested in President Obama even if he is not interested in them—go well beyond issuing firm orders.  Better to lead the horse by the bridle than kick it from behind.’

Cmr is low now – obama is perceived as a weak commander and his defense policies are increasingly unpopular
Skypek 6/22/2010 [Tom Washington-based defense policy analyst, McChrystal Tests Civil-Military Relations

http://www.hopeisnotaforeignpolicy.org/2010/06/22/mcchrystal-tests-civil-military-relations/]
President Barack Obama has to relieve Gen. McChrystal of his command.  I don’t really see how this ends any other way.  I guess McChrystal could tender his resignation, but even that would be a slap in the face to the Office of the President.  If McChrystal did not have faith in his civilian leadership, he should have resigned.  Civilian control of the military is one of the pillars of this Republic.  To disrespect the commander-in-chief in such a blatant manner is an affront to the Office of the President and borders on insubordination.

There is clearly a perception within the U.S. military–in the officer corps and among the enlisted ranks–that this president is a weak commander-in-chief (which, I believe, is justified).  He won the Democratic nomination by campaigning that he would have the U.S. out of Iraq within 16 months of being elected, remember?  He doesn’t believe that the U.S. is at war with Islamic extremism and his conduct of U.S. foreign policy has been amateur, at best.  Further, his decision to place additional stress on the force by repealing “Don’t ask, don’t tell” while fighting two wars is more than problematic.  Still, he is the president.  If he does not fire Gen. McChrystal, Obama will only reinforce the perception that he is a weak and indecisive leader.

Long conflict in iraq Afghanistan has taken an alarming toll on CMR
Bacevich 6/27/2010 [Andrew, professor of history and international relations at Boston University
 Endless war, a recipe for four-star arrogance Washington Post. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/25/AR2010062502160_pf.html
Long wars are antithetical to democracy. Protracted conflict introduces toxins that inexorably corrode the values of popular government. Not least among those values is a code of military conduct that honors the principle of civilian control while keeping the officer corps free from the taint of politics. Events of the past week -- notably the Rolling Stone profile that led to Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's dismissal -- hint at the toll that nearly a decade of continuous conflict has exacted on the U.S. armed forces. The fate of any one general qualifies as small beer: Wearing four stars does not signify indispensability. But indications that the military's professional ethic is eroding, evident in the disrespect for senior civilians expressed by McChrystal and his inner circle, should set off alarms.

Earlier generations of American leaders, military as well as civilian, instinctively understood the danger posed by long wars. "A democracy cannot fight a Seven Years War," Gen. George C. Marshall once remarked. The people who provided the lifeblood of the citizen army raised to wage World War II had plenty of determination but limited patience. They wanted victory won and normalcy restored.

The wisdom of Marshall's axiom soon became clear. In Vietnam, Lyndon B. Johnson plunged the United States into what became its Seven Years War. The citizen army that was sent to Southeast Asia fought valiantly for a time and then fell to pieces. As the conflict dragged on, Americans in large numbers turned against the war -- and also against the troops who fought it.

After Vietnam, the United States abandoned its citizen army tradition, oblivious to the consequences. In its place, it opted for what the Founders once called a "standing army" -- a force consisting of long-serving career professionals.

For a time, the creation of this so-called all-volunteer force, only tenuously linked to American society, appeared to be a master stroke. Washington got superbly trained soldiers and Republicans and Democrats took turns putting them to work. The result, once the Cold War ended, was greater willingness to intervene abroad. As Americans followed news reports of U.S. troops going into action everywhere from the Persian Gulf to the Balkans, from the Caribbean to the Horn of Africa, they found little to complain about: The costs appeared negligible. Their role was simply to cheer.

This happy arrangement now shows signs of unraveling, a victim of what the Pentagon has all too appropriately been calling its Long War.

The Long War is not America's war. It belongs exclusively to "the troops," lashed to a treadmill that finds soldiers and Marines either serving in a combat zone or preparing to deploy.

To be an American soldier today is to serve a people who find nothing amiss in the prospect of armed conflict without end. Once begun, wars continue, persisting regardless of whether they receive public support. President Obama's insistence to the contrary notwithstanding, this nation is not even remotely "at" war. In explaining his decision to change commanders without changing course in Afghanistan, the president offered this rhetorical flourish: "Americans don't flinch in the face of difficult truths." In fact, when it comes to war, the American people avert their eyes from difficult truths. Largely unaffected by events in Afghanistan and Iraq and preoccupied with problems much closer to home, they have demonstrated a fine ability to tune out war. Soldiers (and their families) are left holding the bag.

Throughout history, circumstances such as these have bred praetorianism, warriors becoming enamored with their moral superiority and impatient with the failings of those they are charged to defend. The smug disdain for high-ranking civilians casually expressed by McChrystal and his chief lieutenants -- along with the conviction that "Team America," as these officers style themselves, was bravely holding out against a sea of stupidity and corruption -- suggests that the officer corps of the United States is not immune to this affliction.

To imagine that replacing McChrystal with Gen. David H. Petraeus will fix the problem is wishful thinking. To put it mildly, Petraeus is no simple soldier. He is a highly skilled political operator, whose name appears on Republican wish lists as a potential presidential candidate in 2012. Far more significant, the views cultivated within Team America are shared elsewhere.

The day the McChrystal story broke, an active-duty soldier who has served multiple combat tours offered me his perspective on the unfolding spectacle. The dismissive attitude expressed by Team America, he wrote, "has really become a pandemic in the Army." Among his peers, a belief that "it is OK to condescend to civilian leaders" has become common, ranking officers permitting or even endorsing "a culture of contempt" for those not in uniform. Once the previously forbidden becomes acceptable, it soon becomes the norm.

"Pretty soon you have an entire organization believing that their leader is the 'Savior' and that everyone else is stupid and incompetent, or not committed to victory." In this soldier's view, things are likely to get worse before they get better. "Senior officers who condone this kind of behavior and allow this to continue and fester," he concluded, "create generation after generation of officers like themselves -- but they're generally so arrogant that they think everyone needs to be just like them anyway."

By itself, Team America poses no threat to the constitutional order. Gen. McChrystal is not Gen. MacArthur. When presenting himself at the White House on Wednesday, McChrystal arrived not as a man on horseback but as a supplicant, hat (and resignation) in hand. Still, even with his departure, it would be a mistake to consider the matter closed.

During Vietnam, the United States military cracked from the bottom up. The damage took decades to repair. In the seemingly endless wars of the post-Sept. 11 era, a military that has demonstrated remarkable durability now shows signs of coming undone at the top. The officer corps is losing its bearings.

Americans might do well to contemplate a famous warning issued by another frustrated commander from a much earlier age.

"We had been told, on leaving our native soil," wrote the centurion Marcus Flavius to a cousin back in Rome, "that we were going to defend the sacred rights conferred on us by so many of our citizens [and to aid] populations in need of our assistance and our civilization." For such a cause, he and his comrades had willingly offered to "shed our quota of blood, to sacrifice our youth and our hopes." Yet the news from the homeland was disconcerting: The capital was seemingly rife with factions, treachery and petty politics. "Make haste," Marcus Flavius continued, "and tell me that our fellow citizens understand us, support us and protect us as we ourselves are protecting the glory of the empire."

"If it should be otherwise, if we should have to leave our bleached bones on these desert sands in vain, then beware of the anger of the legions!"

Stanley McChrystal is no Marcus Flavius, lacking the Roman's eloquence, among other things. Yet in ending his military career on such an ignominious note, he has, however clumsily, issued a warning that deserves our attention.

The responsibility facing the American people is clear. They need to reclaim ownership of their army. They need to give their soldiers respite, by insisting that Washington abandon its de facto policy of perpetual war. Or, alternatively, the United States should become a nation truly "at" war, with all that implies in terms of civic obligation, fiscal policies and domestic priorities. Should the people choose neither course -- and thereby subject their troops to continuing abuse -- the damage to the army and to American democracy will be severe.

Cmr low now – mcchrystal removal was not enough 

Fox News 10 (Politics,  “Petraeus Appeals for Military-Civilian 'Unity' in Afghanistan”, July 4, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/petraeus-appeals-military-civilian-cooperation-afghanistan/MZ) 

But despite Petraeus' appeal, some in Congress have questioned whether McChrystal is the only top-ranking official who has to go. McChrystal, a supporter of the troop-heavy counterinsurgency strategy, was at odds with Amb. Karl Eikenberry over the approach -- and with Petraeus now the face of that strategy, McCain suggested the jury's out on whether the two can effectively work together.  "I hope that the ambassador and General Petraeus can work together," he said on ABC's "This Week." "I think that the assessment needs to be made. Obviously, the past relationships have not worked out as well as they should have."  McCain, R-Ariz., repeated his assertion that former Amb. Ryan Crocker and Petraeus made up "the ideal team" while the two were serving in Iraq. Petraeus was the commanding general in Iraq at the time before leaving to assume leadership at U.S. Central Command.  "Let's hope we can establish that same kind of relationship here in Afghanistan," McCain said.  McCain is in Afghanistan with Sens. Joe Lieberman, I-Conn., and Lindsey Graham, R-S.C.  Speaking on "Fox News Sunday," Lieberman said Petraeus did not directly address the make-up of the diplomatic team during a face-to-face meeting with the general.  "We didn't talk about civil-military relations at this point, except that General Petraeus talked about how committed he was to a unity of effort among Americans here in Kabul," Lieberman said.  Last year, Eikenberry sent cables to Washington critical of the counterinsurgency approach during President Obama's months-long strategy review. In the Rolling Stone article that led to his resignation, McChrystal said Eikenberry was trying to look good for the history books.  His staff also made critical comments about Special Representative Richard Holbrooke. 

cmr low – strucural reasons
All volunteer military dooms CMR

Mackey 6/23/2010 [Robert, editor and main blogger for NYT Lead Blog.  Is a Culture War Between American Soldiers and Civilians Inevitable? NYT http://thelede.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/is-a-culture-war-between-american-soldiers-and-civilians-inevitable/

But this inci­dent brings to mind the fact that a decade ago, one expert on the cul­ture of America’s mil­i­tary tried to sound an alarm bell about the pos­si­bil­ity that an all-volunteer mil­i­tary was open­ing up a poten­tially prob­lem­atic cul­tural divide between sol­diers and civilians.  In an inter­view with The Times in 2000, after Pres­i­dent Bill Clin­ton tried and failed to rescind the ban on openly gay men and women serv­ing in the United States mil­i­tary, Charles Moskos, a soci­ol­o­gist who stud­ied the mil­i­tary — and first sug­gested the “don’t ask, don’t tell” com­pro­mise — said that he was con­cerned about the way American’s mil­i­tary and its civil­ian pop­u­la­tion had drifted apart in the years after the draft was abol­ished. Dis­cussing the phe­nom­e­non of haz­ing in the ranks, Mr. Moskos said:  To use soci­o­log­i­cal jar­gon, the latent func­tion of haz­ing is that it dif­fer­en­ti­ates and sep­a­rates one from, and at the same time makes one feel supe­rior to, what­ever main­stream you’re defin­ing your­self against. Now my own spe­cialty hap­pens to be the mil­i­tary, and I think it’s sig­nif­i­cant that there was lit­tle if any haz­ing in the armed forces in World War II. It seems like a post-Vietnam-era phe­nom­e­non, as the mil­i­tary got sep­a­rated from the main­stream of society.      In the wake of the ter­ror­ist attacks on the United States in 2001, Mr. Moskos argued in Wash­ing­ton Monthly that Amer­ica should rein­sti­tute the draft, both to solve a mil­i­tary recruit­ment prob­lem and to pre­vent the gap between the country’s sol­diers and its civil­ians from widening.      Mr. Moskos, who advised pol­icy mak­ers on mil­i­tary mat­ters until his death in 2008, sug­gested that rely­ing on an all-volunteer mil­i­tary to fight America’s wars could even­tu­ally lead to a schism in the soci­ety between war­riors and non-warriors.
High amount of politicization had devastated fundamentals needed for good cmr  

Ackerman 7/2/2010 [Bruce, a professor of law and political science at Yale University, “An increasingly politicized military” LA Times. http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/22/opinion/la-oe-ackerman-mcchrystal-20100623/2]

It is tempting to compare Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's criticism of Obama administration officials to Gen. Douglas MacArthur's defiance of President Truman during the Korean War. But something important has changed over the last 60 years. Although MacArthur challenged Truman, the larger officer corps was then thoroughly committed to principles of civilian control. But today, McChrystal's actions are symptomatic of a broader politicization of the military command
During the early 20th century, strict nonpartisanship was the professional norm. The overwhelming majority of officers even refused to vote since this required them to think of themselves as partisans for the time it took to cast a secret ballot. As late as 1976, 55% of the higher ranks (majors and above) continued to identify as independents.

Vietnam marked a decisive change. With leading Democrats challenging the Cold War consensus, party politics began to threaten key military interests, and many officers began abandoning their detached stance. With the political rise of Ronald Reagan, the top rank of the officer corps moved from 33% Republican in 1976 to 53% in 1984. By 1996, 67% of the senior officer corps were Republicans, and only 7% were Democrats — the basic pattern continued through 2004.

If we look to the service academies, the future promises more politicization. A West Point survey taken in the run-up to the 2004 election indicates that 61% of the cadets who responded were Republicans, 12% were Democrats and the rest were independent. Almost half of the cadets said that "there was pressure to identify with a particular party as a West Point cadet." While Republican cadets tended to minimize this pressure, other cadets disagreed. Two-thirds of non-Republicans affirmed its existence, as did four-fifths of the small minority who identified themselves as Democrats (in a confidential survey).

Increasing partisanship places obvious pressure on the fundamentals of civilian control. But the officer corps doesn't have a firm grasp of basic principles. Studies over the last dozen years suggest that "a majority of active-duty officers believe that senior officers should 'insist' on making civilian officers accept their viewpoints"; and 65% of senior officers think it is OK to go public and advocate military policies they believe "are in the best interests of the United States." In contrast, only 29% believe that high-ranking civilians, rather than their military counterparts, "should have the final say on what type of military force to use."

Viewed against this background, it is hardly enough for President Obama to insist on McChrystal's resignation. He should take steps to invite the officer corps to rethink constitutional fundamentals. By all accounts, the curricula of the service academies and the war colleges give remarkably little attention to the central importance of civilian control. They do not systematically expose up-and-coming officers to intensive case studies and simulations designed to give them a sense of the principle's real-world implications.

This should be the aim of a canon of military ethics. Like the comparable canon of ethics for judges, it should presume that the officer corps is dedicated to the principles of constitutional government, but that these principles require clarification in the modern world. The primary aim should be the elaboration of context-sensitive guidelines for good practice, not to identify conduct for criminal punishment.

Defining the new canon cannot be the exclusive preserve of the military. The guidelines would have implications for civilian policymakers at the Pentagon, in the White House and on Capitol Hill. Real progress requires both civilian and military leaders to engage in a sustained effort at developing a realistic code of conduct.

The best way forward is through a presidential commission on civil-military relations. Leadership from the White House would signal the importance of the project and encourage the recruitment of top people. It would also suggest the right time frame for action: not a few months, not a few decades, but a couple of years of sustained discussion leading to a concrete proposal — which the president, as commander in chief, would then put into effect.

This ongoing project would serve as a fundamental response to the accelerating politicization of the military. The canons would provide the officer corps with something more than a set of practical guidelines. It would provoke a deeper reorientation to the entire question of civilian control. Through its active participation, the officer corps would be working with civilian society to construct a new military ethos.

cmr low – obama gates relations bad

Non-unique – Gates and Obama have run into problems since the first year of the Obama presidency

Carey 6/28/10 – CEO and founder of the Lexington Institute (Merrick, “Obama And Gates Begin To Diverge,” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/obama-and-gates-begin-to-diverge-?a=1&c=1171, WRW)

The two chief beneficiaries of the collapse of the Bush presidency were Barack Obama and Robert Gates. Both have emerged as the Big Time Operators of our day, with Obama successfully engineering a broad social, tax and fiscal revolution, while Gates engineered the impossible comeback in Iraq, and is now reshaping the biggest bureaucracy in the world with his irregular warfare vision. For the first year of the Obama presidency, the president and the secretary of defense seemed to be in lock step. But observers are seeing more and more white space between them in recent months. Are Gates and Obama on a collision course? Gates made a brief effort to save General McChrystal, and McChrystal was his guy. The president decided almost immediately to fire the general, and made sure the press knew. Gates wants to veto the defense bill if more C-17s and the F-136 engine are included, but that seems like a lot to ask of the White House in a tough mid-term election year with a lousy economy. Gates is more inclined to duke it out in 
Afghanistan, while the liberals in the White House know in their hearts this is really George Bush's war, as reflected in Vice President Biden's brutal candor.
consultation link n/u – no dialogue now

Consultation link n/u

Allen and Coates 2010 [Colonel Charles D. (U.S. Army, Ret.) Professor of Cultural Science in the Department of Command, Leadership, and Management at the U.S. Army War College.. and Breena E., Professor of Strategic Management & Org. Behavior. United States Army War College. The Engagement of Military Voice Winter 2009-10]

It is clear that the military has much to offer in terms of knowledge gained from operations that provide input for the practical aspects of stra- tegic decision-making. Scholars utilize such knowledge to theorize about events that do not necessarily fit into present-day assumptions, thereby cre- ating new realities. Yet, the public administration community has yet to ef- fectively engage, academically or practically, in a direct exchange with its military counterparts. Former Secretary of Defense William Cohen com- mented on the need for dialogue: “One of the challenges for me is to some- how prevent a chasm from developing between the military and civilian worlds, where the civilian world doesn’t fully grasp the mission of the mili- tary, and the military doesn’t understand why the memories of our citizens and civilian policy-makers are so short, or why the criticism is so quick and so unrelenting.”9 In the best tradition of democracy—i.e., many voices—all parties should be invited into open discussions, with the accompanying re- sponsibility that they actively participate in good faith. From such dialogue, metanoia or transformative change may well ensue, particularly in the arenas associated with strategic decision-making.10

impact n/u – cmr low on afghan strategy now

Cmr is failing– mcchrystal exacerbated the long coming tension, making failure in Afghanistan inevitable 

Feaver 6/ 22/2010 [Peter, professor of political science at Duke University and director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies. former special advisor for strategic planning and institutional reform on the National Security Council.. Obama and his Generals. Foreign Policy . http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/22/obama_and_his_generals]

President Obama's awkward relations with his senior military commanders have just taken a turn for the worse - much worse.  A new article for the Rolling Stone, released in advance to reporters, dishes all sorts of gossipy dirt on what General McChrystal - or more precisely, what McChrystal's staff - really thinks about the key principals on Obama's National Security Council team.  Alas, McChrystal and his staff do not think very highly of them, and they were foolishly willing to share their low opinions with an obliging reporter.

The put-downs are remarkably sophomoric -- "Biden? Did you say: Bite me?" -- and the entire affair reads like a bad high school feud (cue the writers of Glee looking for material for next season). Like a petty high school feud, this new flare-up is just the latest round in a back-and-forth that has gone on for a long time; it is following a script that was predictable long ago.  I do not know whether the reporting timelines support this inference, but it sure seems to me like the Rolling Stone story was McChrystal's staff retaliating for the equally disturbing attacks on McChrystal and Petraeus by White House political advisors in Jonathan Alter's semi-authorized account of the Afghan Strategy Review.

McChrystal has already apologized and his apology seems sincere. But it may not be enough to save his head from this famously thin-skinned White House. The last time a senior military commander spoke this unwisely to a reporter, he quickly resigned, and rightly so because his bad behavior thoroughly squandered whatever confidence his chain of command had in him by that point. McChrystal has a stronger battlefield record and so may have started with a bit more confidence to squander.  Moreover, President Obama may not want the painful confirmation hearings for McChrystal's successor that a hasty departure would generate. And the McChrystal interview accurately notes that other members of the Obama AfPak team are already on beltway insiders' short-lists to leave, opening up the possibility of widespread chaos at the top during the most critical year of the war so far. Obama might be wiser to bring McChrystal in for a tongue lashing and send him back into the fight as quickly as possible.

If Obama takes that course, he should also tongue-lash the other participants in this feud, namely his closest circle of White House advisors and his country team in Kabul. The Americans seem to be preoccupied with Washington enemies when they should be directing their fire at the real enemy -- the one that is firing bullets, not insults, at them.  Indeed, the dissension and back-biting that has characterized the Obama administration is precisely the sort of divide-and-conquer confusion we are trying to foster among the Taliban and Al Qaeda foes we are confronting in the AfPak theater. It is a tragic irony that we have proven more capable of sowing it among our own ranks than among the ranks of the enemy.

Good civil-military relations and the unity of command and effort they engender may not be sufficient to win. But in a war this complex, they may be a necessary condition for success. President Obama has not yet achieved good civil-military relations in the conduct of his wars and he does not have much time to get it right.  Let us hope that he finally heeds the wake-up call, however discordant and unfortunate it is.

n/u - Civilian and military forces have NEVER seen eye to eye on Afghanistan 

D’Souza 10 (Shanthie Mariet, associate fellow at institute for defense studies and analyses (idsa) expertise in united states country terrorism policy towards Afghanistan, Pakistan, India; “Afghanistan - Demitting a General's COIN”, July 4, http://www.business-standard.com/india/news/shanthie-mariet-d%5Csouza-afghanistan-demintinggenerals-coin/400247/MZ) 

Interestingly, after only about a year the new military leadership was found to be wanting in its relationship with its civilian counterpart. The US military effort in Afghanistan, which has now crossed the Vietnam War in terms of sheer duration, is increasingly proving to be a quagmire for the Obama administration. US military casualty figures in Afghanistan have soared in recent times. The proposed date for drawdown of forces in July 2011, in spite of a surge in troop levels, looks improbable, casting a long shadow on the promises made by the President. Obama is reported to have privately reprimanded his national security team and emphasised ‘unity of effort’. However, if McChrystal’s dismissal is intended to remove divisions among the strategy team that has the potential of affecting the military performance in Afghanistan, Obama is sure to find soon that the firing of the General only partly addresses the problem. There are still men in his team who differ significantly on the strategy being adopted in Afghanistan. Even without General McChrystal, the differences are bound to flare up again in December, when the strategy is up for another major review. There is an interesting parallel between McChrystal and McKiernan. Both wanted a heavier footprint. Both continuously asked for more troops. While Obama has fulfilled the request for more troops, it still remains about 30,000 less than what was demanded by McChrystal. However, Eikenberry, a retired Army lieutenant-general, who was once the top American commander in Afghanistan and currently is the US Ambassador to that country, repeatedly cautioned that deploying sizable American reinforcements would result in “astronomical costs” and would only deepen the dependence of the Afghan government on the US. Not long ago, Eikenbery wrote, “Sending additional forces will delay the day when Afghans will take over, and make it difficult, if not impossible, to bring our people home on a reasonable timetable.” Eikenberry also sent the infamous cable disparaging Karzai as “not an adequate strategic partner” who “continues to shun responsibility for any sovereign burden.” The personal differences between President Karzai and Ambassador Eikenberry reached such levels that they were almost not on talking terms. Likewise, strong civil-military differences emerged when Ambassador Eikenberry opposed McChrystal’s request for a troop surge. Vice President Joe Biden, another key member of Obama’s team, supported a limited counter terrorism operation vis-à-vis a long-drawn-out counter insurgency campaign.
Gates and Obama are not on the same page on the Afghanistan timeline

Dobbins 6/24/10 – Director of the International Security and Defense Policy Center at RAND (James, “The Afghanistan Clock,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/24/the_afghanistan_clock, WRW)

By replacing Gen. Stanley McChrystal with Gen. David Petraeus, U.S. President Barack Obama has treated the most recent symptom of his Afghan malaise -- an insubordinate, or at least indiscreet, general. He has not, however, addressed the underlying malady: a conflicted policy and a divided administration. In deciding last November to send more troops to Afghanistan in 2010 and then begin to take them out in 2011, Obama fashioned a compromise between his advisors and sought to balance conflicting public pressures. His solution seemed to work politically -- but it also built an unavoidable tension into U.S. Afghanistan policy. It is hard to keep everyone within an administration on the same page for one approach if most of them think (and some of them hope) that they will soon be heading in another direction entirely. For example, whereas Defense Secretary Robert Gates and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen, have walked back the president's July 2011 deadline, Vice President Joe Biden was quoted  in Jonathan Alter's recent book The Promise as predicting that it will occur on schedule and be substantial (White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel said  the same on June 20).

afghan strategy failing now

Afghanistan is going downhill: casualties, corruption, Taliban revival, failed counterinsurgency strategy

Gusterson 7/1/2010 [Hugh, professor of anthropology and sociology at George Mason University, Against counterinsurgency in Afghanistan Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/against-counterinsurgency-afghanistan

It says something about American politics that Gen. Stanley McChrystal was not fire vd because U.S. casualties in Afghanistan are running at record levels, because the much vaunted Marja initiative has failed, or because the Kandahar offensive is already in trouble during its preliminary rollout. No, he was fired because he and his team embarrassed the White House with carelessly frank talk to a journalist. "This is a change in personnel, but not a change in policy," said President Barack Obama in announcing General McChrystal's dismissal. Or, in the words of Rep. James McGovern, we have the "same menu, different waiter." However, the real story should not be the change in personnel but the continuation of a failed policy, and there is abundant evidence that the policy is failing--both in the Rolling Stone article that got General McChrystal fired and in other recent media reports. Coalition casualties are steadily rising, and this month is the deadliest yet with over 46 U.S. and 95 coalition troops killed already. Over the past year, IED attacks have doubled. The Marja campaign, intended to model the power of the new counterinsurgency strategy, is failing: The Taliban are more popular in Marja than the corrupt official government with which the U.S. is allied and, having melted away during the front-page U.S. military offensive, Taliban fighters are now back in force. General McChrystal himself referred to Marja as "a bleeding ulcer" (a much more significant quote than what his aides might have called Vice President Joe Biden). The Kandahar campaign, for which Marja was supposed to be a glorious dress rehearsal, is months behind schedule in the face of opposition from local elders and second thoughts from an ill-prepared Afghan government. So tenuous is U.S. control of the countryside that coalition forces cannot move essential supplies along major transport routes without paying warlords hundreds of dollars per truck in protection money, some of which gets passed on to the Taliban fighters sworn to kill U.S. soldiers. Most devastating of all (and the least reported in secondary media accounts), the Rolling Stone article quotes American grunts on the frontlines saying they have lost faith in the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy. And the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, has become like Robert McNamara in Vietnam, telling his government in private that counterinsurgency is not working, only to fall in line behind the policy in public. Finally, the U.S. is losing the war on the home front too, with the Christian Science Monitor reporting that only 41 percent of Americans now believe that the war in Afghanistan can be won, while 53 percent of Americans disapprove of the way Obama is managing it. Yet the U.S. national security state has doubled down on counterinsurgency, not just in Afghanistan but more generally. The U.S. Army has heavily promoted its new Counterinsurgency Field Manual, and advocates of counterinsurgency (such as Gen. David Petraeus, one of the authors of the Manual) have been promoted to key positions in the military. Military training of new Army recruits and Marines now emphasizes counterinsurgency techniques. Africom, the U.S. military's new Africa command, has largely organized itself around counterinsurgency doctrine. Meanwhile, think tanks like the Brookings Institution and the Center for a New American Security, both well networked to the current White House, litter their websites and the nation's op-ed pages with homilies in favor of counterinsurgency doctrine. The U.S. military is, in other words, reorienting itself around counterinsurgency. And yet, historically, counterinsurgency campaigns have almost always failed. This is especially so when the counterinsurgents are foreign troops fighting on the insurgents' territory. The U.S. counterinsurgency campaign in Vietnam failed. The Soviet counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan failed (as did the British one about a century earlier). The British counterinsurgency campaigns in Northern Ireland and Kenya failed. The white Rhodesians' counterinsurgency campaign against black guerillas failed. And the French counterinsurgency campaign in Algeria failed--although that has not stopped the U.S. military from building their current doctrine around the theories of David Galula, one of the leaders of that failed campaign. A rare example of success is the recent Sri Lankan campaign against the Tamil Tigers, but success was achieved by a government on its own territory following a military strategy of exterminist ferocity. Surely the U.S. does not want to go down that path, does it? Rolling Stone quotes Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville, General McChrystal's chief of operations, as saying of the endgame in Afghanistan, "It's not going to look like a win, smell like a win or taste like a win." In the inevitable postmortem in future years that will follow the defeat or stalemating of the U.S. in Afghanistan, the loudest voices will belong to the apostles of counterinsurgency who, rather than admit that counterinsurgency is an inherently flawed project, will start to point the finger of blame elsewhere. Notwithstanding the dismal track record of counterinsurgency campaigns in general, they will tell us the war in Afghanistan could have been won if Obama had agreed to more troops. Or if he had put General Petraeus in charge earlier. Or if he had not declared the July 2011 date for beginning withdrawal. Or if the U.S. had found a more popular ally than President Hamid Karzai. This will matter greatly because Afghanistan is at the beginning, not the end, of the counterinsurgency road on the U.S. military horizon. In what was until recently called the "Global War on Terror," counterinsurgency plays the sort of framing and orienting role that containment and deterrence played in the Cold War. The U.S. military is already thinking about future counterinsurgency campaigns in Yemen, Somalia, and the Philippines. Given the Pentagon's fantasies of future counterinsurgencies, it is vital to make the argument that counterinsurgency has failed in Afghanistan not because of flaws in its execution but because, as I have argued before, counterinsurgency campaigns almost inevitably contain within themselves the seeds of their own failure. Counterinsurgency forces stand little chance of defeating the insurgents without large numbers of troops, but the presence of foreign troops inevitably excites nationalist hostility from the local population; the more foreign troops there are, the more hostility there will be. Also, the more troops there are, the more military casualties there will be, and this undermines support for counterinsurgency at home--as we are now seeing in the UK and the U.S. Counterinsurgency campaigns also benefit from being allied to a strong and popular local government. We hear a lot these days about Karzai's inadequacy in this regard, but it may not be all his fault: Almost by definition, a leader who relies on external occupying troops for his power will be seen as a foreign puppet and will be compromised in the eyes of his people. Finally, there is the issue of development, about which the U.S. media and military leaders have shown an extraordinary inability to think clearly in Afghanistan. U.S. military leaders are surely right to think that they are more likely to win the hearts and minds of local populations if they bring them not just roadblocks, nighttime raids, and detentions, but also power plants, irrigation projects, schools, and so on. But the problem is that, when you pour huge amounts of money into a poor country, you inevitably produce corruption and all sorts of other social distortions. Leaving aside the military contracting money pouring into Afghanistan, the U.S. is allocating almost $4 billion a year for development projects in Afghanistan, the fifth poorest country in the world (with a GDP estimated at $13-23 billion and a per capita GDP of $1,000). And it is complaining that Karzai's inability to control corruption in Afghanistan is alienating the population. But you could put Mother Teresa in charge of Afghanistan and, with flows of resources of that magnitude, she would be unable to prevent the kind of corruption we see in Afghanistan today. It is not Karzai, but the U.S. strategy of counterinsurgency itself, that is ultimately responsible for the corruption. It seemed that the U.S. learned these lessons after the failure of counterinsurgency in Vietnam. For 20 years after Vietnam, the U.S. eschewed the occupation of other countries and learned to intervene either with short, sharp land invasions that led to the installation of a new client regime and rapid removal of U.S. forces (Grenada, Panama), or by deploying U.S. airpower in support of other people's ground forces (Bosnia, Kosovo). But, after the end of the Cold War, boasting that it was the world's sole remaining superpower, the U.S. became drunk on fantasies of its own power and, after 9/11, enraged enough to lash out. It believed that it would succeed where others had failed, simply because it was the United States of America. The Obama administration will be defined by three disasters. The first, the economic meltdown, it inherited. The second, the BP oil spill, it did nothing to avert. The third, the failed war in Afghanistan, it made worse. All three disasters were caused by a carefree lack of precaution. In the financial world, the U.S. dismantled regulatory structures and trusted the banks to police themselves. Something similar happened with regard to offshore drilling, with the U.S. government outsourcing its responsibilities to oil companies and placing blind faith in technology to keep the environment safe. In Afghanistan, civilian leaders have failed to exercise their responsibility to restrain the military and have fallen prey to lone superpower hubris. Do we have to make the same mistakes in still more countries, wrecking them as we go, to learn our lesson?

the us is failing in afghan now

Ignatius Mathews and Cohen 6/23/2010 [David, a columnist with The Washington Post who has covered the conflict extensively. Jessica, president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.. Eliot, a professor at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, Afghanistan Policy, Goals Reexamined Upon McChrystal Departure PBS NewsHour,.  http://www.carnegieendowment.org /publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41056]

Is the goal as clear as Jessica Mathews says? Is the policy intact?

DAVID IGNATIUS: Well, I think there continues to be some -- some straddle between the counterterrorism goal of stopping the al-Qaida safe havens in Afghanistan, but the president did say, our goal is to reverse the momentum of the Taliban. He said that today.

And General Petraeus' dilemma will be how to do that. I think we all would say, looking at -- at what's happened to date, that -- that the strategy is not going as well as people had hoped. The offensive in Helmand Province and Marjah has had very limited success. The offensive in Kandahar which was promised has been delayed, in part because people aren't sure what they want to do there.

And those are the kinds of things that -- that General Petraeus is going to have to sort out. Hopefully, he will be able -- speaking to Eliot's point, to be able to get a greater degree of cooperation and concert among this group.

GWEN IFILL: Go ahead.

JESSICA MATHEWS: I think the real danger here is that the -- General Petraeus, of course, is the primary author of the counterinsurgency, the so-called COIN strategy that McChrystal was carrying out.

And what this whole incident does is it kind of obscures the fact that, as David says, it's not going well. And the core reason it's not going well is that we don't have a domestic partner in President Karzai. And...

GWEN IFILL: But does changing the American commander make that more likely?

JESSICA MATHEWS: No, but it obscures the fact that it's not going well and that it may have to be rethought.

And, in a way, by appointing General Petraeus, you're making another, say, six-month commitment to pursuing this strategy, at a time when maybe we should be rethinking it.

ELIOT COHEN: I don't know, when I was in the Bush administration in 2007, our view was, in Iraq, we didn't have a partner, and thank goodness we had Hamid Karzai in Afghanistan.

So, these things come and go. I think the biggest problem, to be perfectly frank, has been the president's own ambivalence. And it was an ambivalence that was on display in his West Point speech in December. He's not given a major speech on Afghanistan since then.

GWEN IFILL: And it was about what?

ELIOT COHEN: About the war.

GWEN IFILL: About winning the war, about being there at all?

ELIOT COHEN: Right, about -- well, I would say about winning the war.

ELIOT COHEN: You can't say it's a war...

JESSICA MATHEWS: Well, he's tripled the forces.

ELIOT COHEN: Well, let me just finish for a moment.

You can't say it's a war of necessity on the one hand and then on the other hand say we're going to begin getting out by a date certain. The question is really going to be, what's his level of personal engagement?

If we look at Iraq, at what turned things around, putting in Dave Petraeus was critical. The resources were critical. Well, he has now done literally both things in Afghanistan. But the other parts that were critical which people don't pay as much attention to was the quality of civilian leadership there, Ambassador Ryan Crocker, who was absolutely critical to the success, and the president's own personal commitment -- that's commitment of time, commitment of energy, and commitment of will.

And that is part of what he has to do.

COIN will fail in Afghanistan – lack fundamentals 

Mathews 6/23/2010 [Jessica, president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.. Afghanistan Policy, Goals Reexamined Upon McChrystal Departure PBS NewsHour,.  http://www.carnegieendowment.org /publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41056]

GWEN IFILL: Do you think it can work, this counterinsurgency strategy? Is it the right strategy?

JESSICA MATHEWS: I don't think the time is principally the issue. I think that the core of a counterinsurgency strategy is that you have a domestic partner, and I don't think this is at all like Iraq.

And, we have -- you know, in a way, the oil spill has obscured how important and how badly things are going there, which is not to mean that you quit. But there is not the same kind of preexisting institutional base, or governmental base, or anything in Afghanistan that there was in Iraq. So, that's the core of the problem with the strategy.

GWEN IFILL: David first.

Conditions are deteriorating in Afghanistan – population already thinks we are leaving and the Taliban is using it to their advantage

BAKER 6/28/2010 [Peter, With Shift in Afghanistan, Talk Turns to Exit

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/world/asia/29prexy.html?partner=rss&emc=rss]

But that part of the message has not transmitted to many in the rural reaches of Afghanistan, where American troops regularly encounter Afghans who assume they are all leaving next year.  In the village of Abdul Ghayas in Helmand Province last month, for example, a local resident exasperated two Marines when he told them that he was nervous about helping with their plans for a new school out of fear that the Taliban would retaliate after the Americans went home next year.  “That’s why they won’t work with us,” Cpl. Lisa Gardner, one of the Marines, told a reporter traveling with the unit. “They say you’ll leave in 2011 and the Taliban will chop their heads off. It’s so frustrating.”  Later in the day, Corporal Gardner and the other Marine, Cpl. Diana Amaya, reported the villager’s reaction back at the base. Lance Cpl. Caleb Quessenberry advised them on how to deal with similar comments in the future. “Roll it off as, ‘That’s what somebody’s saying,’ ” he told them. “As far as we know, we’re here.”  A senior American intelligence official said the Taliban had effectively used the deadline to their advantage. He added that the deadline had encouraged Pakistani security services to “hedge their bets” and continue supporting militant groups like the Haqqani network.  “They’ve been burned and they’ve seen this movie before,” the official said, noting the American disengagement after the Soviet war in Afghanistan in the 1990s. Should the war deteriorate, he added, Pakistani leaders are thinking, “We don’t want Haqqani turning around and coming this way.”  Such factors have animated the debate in Washington. Senator John McCain, Republican of Arizona, said President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan was defying Washington because of the deadline.  “A lot of the behavior that Karzai is displaying, a lot of the things that are going on right now are a direct result of the president’s commitment to beginning withdrawal,” he said on “Meet the Press” on Sunday.  On the other side of the spectrum, Ms. Pelosi told the Huffington Post that there must be a “serious drawdown” next summer and that she was not sure how many Democrats will vote for war spending without enshrining such policy into law. “I don’t know how many votes there are in the caucus, even condition-based, for the war, hands down,” she said.
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