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***General links***
Obama = Blame – military specific

President gets blame – most visible and role of commander in chief

Theodore L. Gatchel, Prof Naval War College, Providence Journal, 5/6/07
By virtue of his role as commander in chief, the president is automatically accountable for the conduct of U.S. forces in war.  The accountability of Congress is less clear. The mere fact that there are 535 members of Congress offers individual members a degree of anonymity. Their general reluctance to pass "clean" bills, ones that cover only one issue, provides even more cover.  The funding bill with a timetable for withdrawal from Iraq that was just vetoed by President Bush contained numerous provisions not related to the war. If such a bill eventually passes and its consequences become known, members of Congress will be able to justify their vote in either direction, not on the issue of withdrawal, but on the need for subsidies for spinach farmers or other matters included in the bill.  Without impinging on the president's prerogatives, Congress could end American involvement in Iraq by announcing a date after which no funds would be appropriated for the fighting there. Congress used that method to remove U.S. troops from Vietnam and then cut off vital war supplies for the South Vietnamese, thereby ensuring a communist military victory.  I suspect that few, if any, Americans could name even one member of Congress who voted for those actions thereby becoming at least partly responsible for the human disasters in Vietnam and Cambodia that followed the communist takeover. The burden of that responsibility fell almost exclusively on the presidents who were in office during the war. 
Post McChrystal firing Obama will get credit and blame for military action

New York Times, 6/24/10
Of greater significance than the actual dismissal of General McChrystal is President Obama's powerful message to the American people that the Constitution has established the principle of civilian control of the military, with the president serving as commander in chief of the armed forces.

Reduced presence links
Changing military deployment is controversial.

Tim Kane, Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 5-24-2006, “Global U.S. Troop Deployment, 1950-2005,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/05/Global-US-Troop-Deployment-1950-2005

Heavy deployments of American troops to the Middle East are an essential part of the global war on terrorism. However, the duration of troop deployments has been a source of controversy within the United States. There is controversy about whether there are too many or too few soldiers in Iraq, controversy about the nature of America's geopolitical ambitions, and controversy about the impact on the families of soldiers. Much of the debate is carried on in a fact-free vacuum, lacking the context of American troops' traditional footprint around the globe for the past half-century.

Even downsizing presence at bases spurs military opposition

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

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

Reduced presence – not troop specific

Congress will fight any drawdowns of defense commitments abroad

Dayen 10 [David Dayen, “Defense Spending Cuts Face Likely Congressional Override,” Monday May 17, 2010 9:18 am, http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/05/17/defense-spending-cuts-face-likely-congressional-override/]

 The lesson of Congress in the modern age is that it’s much harder to eliminate a program than it is to enact one. Every program has a champion somewhere on Capitol Hill, and it probably only needs one to be saved – but 218 and 60 to be put into motion. A case in point: our bloated military budget. The Obama Administration has generally tried to cancel out unnecessary defense programs, with meager success in the last budget year. Congress will probably assert themselves in an election year, however. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has vowed to impose fiscal austerity at the Pentagon, but his biggest challenge may be persuading Congress to go along. Lawmakers from both parties are poised to override Gates and fund the C-17 cargo plane and an alternative engine for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — two weapons systems the defense secretary has been trying to cut from next year’s budget. They have also made clear they will ignore Gates’s pleas to hold the line on military pay raises and health-care costs, arguing that now is no time to skimp on pay and benefits for troops who have been fighting two drawn-out wars. The competing agendas could lead to a major clash between Congress and the Obama administration this summer. Gates has repeatedly said he will urge President Obama to veto any defense spending bills that include money for the F-35’s extra engine or the C-17, both of which he tried unsuccessfully to eliminate last year. Last year, after a similarly protracted struggle, Gates succeeded in getting Congress to end funding for the F-22, a plane which tended to malfunction in the rain. Seriously. But Congress did not move on the F-35 engine or the C-17, and they seem similarly positioned this year. Ike Skelton and Carl Levin support the F-35 engine, for example, and included it in their appropriation requests out of the House and Senate Armed Services Committees, which they separately chair. I fully recognize that the off-limits discussion about military spending concerns the bases in over 100 countries and continued adventures abroad in places where “victory” means almost nothing. But it is a symptom of the same problem – the persistent inertia that aids the military-industrial complex to keep the war machine moving. And so we get new engines to planes that don’t need new engines. 
Military withdrawals abroad spur fierce opposition – defies conventional Washington wisdom, perceived as security threat and sparks intense lobbying from business and military 

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  
Reduced presence – not troop specific

No Turns – Inertia ensures opposition to withdrawal

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.  
Powerful congressional, business, defense and media opposition drains capital – withdrawal ensures perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
 Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.   In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Reduced presence – not troop specific

Withdrawing US presence sparks opposition and drains capital – several reasons

Mead, ’09 (Walter Russell, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=334&MId=16)

Barry Posen puts his fingers on some of the classic and enduring tensions in American foreign policy and makes a strong, Jeffersonian case for a grand strategy based on restraint. However, given the multiplicity of actors in the American foreign policy process and the conflicting perspectives and interests that they bring to the political process, it seems unlikely to me that his vision will prevail. American policy is likely to remain more interventionist than Posen would like, in part because too many Americans have too many convictions and interests that seek a more engaged and activist America. In part, too, American policy is likely to remain more activist and engaged because developments in a tumultuous world will cry out for American engagement. That engagement will not always be wise or well planned. We will often not like the consequences of the engagements we undertake, either. But from the early 20th century when the British world system began to fray at the edges, the pattern of world history has been that the United States, despite the hunger of many of its citizens and of its foreign policy intellectuals for a quiet life, has been drawn over and over again into a series of engagements because the consequences of disengagement seem unacceptable. That is likely to remain the case in coming decades, particularly so in Asia. In a short paper, Posen cannot present a full picture of his views on the unfolding Asian order, but his recommendation (that the United States “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”) covers only a very short stretch of a very large waterfront. Responding to the rising power of China and India (or responding to the failure of one or both to rise and to stabilize) is a big job. A new Asian framework has to be created, and while the United States neither can nor should seek to control this development, Asia is unlikely to find a stable geopolitical framework without a great deal of American engagement: political, military and economic. It is likely that U.S. involvement with Africa will also deepen in coming decades. Energy needs and investments will entangle the United States with the fate of Nigeria and other West African states; the rise of African Christianity and the growing political, cultural and moral ties between American Christians and their African counterparts is likely to add to the strong currents that already favor deeper American commitment to the economic, social and political development of this emerging but still troubled continent. The engagement of the American people with the rest of the world is going to continue to deepen and grow. Economic, religious, humanitarian, social and political engagements and commitments made by American business, American religious groups, secular civil society organizations, and the need for closer intergovernmental coordination over a variety of transnational issues continually press American foreign policy toward a closer engagement than Jeffersonians want; this is unlikely to change any time soon. 

Military withdrawals have no meaningful political support
Shalmon and Horowitz  ’09 (Dan, total badass, Mike, less of a badass, Orbis, Spring)

It is important to recognize at the outset two key points about United States strategy and the potential costs and benefits for the United States in a changing security environment. First, the United States is very likely to remain fully engaged in global affairs. Advocates of restraint or global withdrawal, while popular in some segments of academia, remain on the margins of policy debates in Washington D.C. This could always change, of course. However, at present, it is a given that the United States will define its interests globally and pursue a strategy that requires capable military forces able to project power around the world. Because ‘‘indirect’’ counter-strategies are the rational choice for actors facing a strong state’s power projection, irregular/asymmetric threats are inevitable given America’s role in the global order.24
Reduced presence – not troop specific

US Military drawdowns abroad drain capital 

Ferguson, ’09 (Niall, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=335&MId=16)

So much for the American predicament. What of Posen’s alternative grand strategy based on American self-restraint? The terms he uses are themselves revealing. The United States needs to be more “reticent” about its use of military force, more “modest” about its political goals overseas, more “distant” from traditional allies, and more “stingy” in its aid policies. Good luck to the presidential candidate who laces his next foreign policy speech with those adjectives: “My fellow Americans, I want to make this great country of ours more reticent, modest, distant and stingy!” Let us, however, leave aside this quintessentially academic and operationally useless rhetoric. What exactly does Posen want the United States to do? I count six concrete recommendations. The United States should: 1) Abandon the Bush Doctrine of “preemption”, which in the case of Iraq has been a policy of preventive war. Posen argues that this applies even in cases of nuclear proliferation. By implication, he sees preventive war as an inferior option to deterrence, though he does not make clear how exactly a nuclear-armed Iran would be deterred, least of all if his second recommendation were to be implemented. 2) Reduce U.S. military presence in the Middle East (“the abode of Islam”) by abandoning “its permanent and semi-permanent land bases in Arab countries.” Posen does not say so, but he appears to imply the abandonment of all these bases, not just the ones in Iraq, but also those in, for example, Qatar. It is not clear what would be left of Central Command after such a drastic retreat. Note that this would represent a break with the policy not just of the last two Presidents, but with that of the last 12. 3) Ramp up efforts to provide relief in the wake of natural disasters, exemplified by Operation Unified Assistance after the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004. No doubt the American military did some good in the wake of the tsunami, but Posen needs to explain why a government that so miserably bungled the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina less than a year later should be expected to be consistently effective in the wake of natural disasters. 4) Assist in humanitarian military interventions only “under reasonable guidelines” and “in coalitions, operating under some kind of regional or international political mandate.” Does Posen mean that he would favor sending American troops to Darfur at the same time as he is withdrawing them from other “abodes of Islam?” He does not say. 5) Promote not democracy abroad but “the rule of law, press freedom and the rights of collective bargaining.” Here again I am experiencing cognitive dissonance. The government that sought systematically to evade the Geneva Conventions in order to detain indefinitely and torture suspected terrorists as an upholder of the rule of law? 6) Stop offering “U.S. security guarantees and security assistance, [which] tend to relieve others of the need to do more to ensure their own security.” This is in fact the most important of all Posen’s recommendations, though he saves it until last. He envisages radical diminution of American support for other members of NATO. Over the next ten years, he writes, the United States “should gradually withdraw from all military headquarters and commands in Europe.” In the same timeframe it should “reduce U.S. government direct financial assistance to Israel to zero”, as well as reducing (though not wholly eliminating) assistance to Egypt. And it should “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”, whatever that means. Again, this represents a break with traditional policy so radical that it would impress even Noam Chomsky, to say nothing of Osama bin Laden (who would, indeed, find little here to object to). Posen, in other words, has proceeded from relatively familiar premises (the limits of American “hyperpower”) to some quite fantastic policy recommendations, which are perhaps best summed up as a cross between isolationism and humanitarianism. Only slightly less fantastic than his vision of an American military retreat from the Middle East, Europe and East Asia is Posen’s notion that it could be sold to the American electorate—just six years after they were the targets of the single largest terrorist attack in history—in the language of self-effacement. Coming from a man who wants to restart mainstream debate on American grand strategy, that is pretty rich.  
soft on defense/A2:  your links assume larger withdrawal*

Even small reductions in military presence will be spun as isolationism

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 147)

But the North Korean crisis is merely the latest and most acute reason why the United States should radically alter its security strategy in East Asia. That strategy no longer serves American best interests on an array of issues. More¬over, it is becoming increasingly unsustainable. The United States needs a new approach to the region. Various scholars have noted that East Asia is the one region in the world where the interests of four major powers—Russia, China, Japan, and the United States—intersect. America's interests in many parts of the world are largely discretionary; those in East Asia are much more intrinsic. Geographi¬cally the United States is a Pacific (although not an East Asian) power; eco-nomically America has a large and growing stake in East Asia; strategically the region has been and remains relevant to America's security. That is why it is crucial for the United States to have a wise and sustain¬able policy toward East Asia. Yet there are warning signals that all is not well with America's current policy and that the need for a new approach is becom  ing urgent. Members of the U.S. political elite have an unfortunate habit of branding all proposals for meaningful foreign policy change as harbingers of "isolation¬ism"—a term they almost never define with clarity. But the issue is not one of engagement versus isolationism. Few knowledgeable people would dispute the point that the United States has important strategic and economic interests in East Asia, and even fewer would suggest the adoption of a Fortress America policy or the creation of a hermit republic. Recognizing that America has sig¬nificant interests in the region, however, is not the end point of an assessment of U.S. policy; it is the starting point. One must then apply a rigorous cost- benefit analysis to U.S. policy. Only if the benefits outweigh the costs and risks—and do so by a decisive margin—does the policy merit support.

That’s political suicide

Baker 3 (Ross K., Professor of Political Science – Rutgers University, “Presidents Can Outgun Congress”, Newsday, 10-17, Lexis)

Many of the 126 Democrats who opposed last year's war resolution have felt forced to accede to the White House request not only because it would be political suicide to deny resources to troops already in the field, but because, in 21st-century foreign policy, retreat to isolationism is not an option.

Soft on defense label kills obama

drains political capital

Barry M. Blechman is the co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center and a Stimson Distinguished Fellow focused on nuclear disarmament, January 21, 2009, “Don’t Reduce the US Nuclear Arsenal Unilaterally: We Need Levers to Move the World Toward Disarmament,” http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=734

President Obama also should be aware of the political implications. The announcement by a new president that he is making significant unilateral reductions in US nuclear forces, in the hope the Russians will follow suit, would play into the hands of those seeking to tar him and his party as “weak on defense.”
That’s political suicide

San Francisco Chronicle, ’07 (2/10)
But even with a Democratic Congress, Cohen admits he doesn't expect the Common Sense Budget Act to pass.
"If you talk about reducing the Pentagon budget, you're accused of being weak on defense," Cohen said. "That's political suicide."  Pitney agreed. "It's the rare Democrat who really wants to take a meat ax to the Pentagon," he said.

Even if its not actually true – fear of the label chills and demoralizes supporters
Kitfield, ’09 (James, award winning defense and foreign affairs correspondent, National Journal, 5/30)

.Cirincione believes that the disarmament steps Obama has outlined will eventually lead to more cooperation on preventing proliferation, which will increase security, making room for further disarmament and cooperation. "With luck, that coin will just keep flipping over and over, until eventually a lot of things become possible," he said. "My biggest concern, however, is the cynicism that has built up on this issue that tends to disparage the whole nonproliferation agenda. That cynicism chills politicians and officials who are worried about looking weak, and it demoralizes those who fear they are wasting time on a hopeless agenda. That kind of fatalism really is our greatest adversary."

Specifically freezes democrat support

Lewis, ’09 (Matt, Conservative Political Commentator, The Political Machine, 2/26)
Post-9-11, many Democrats put aside partisanship (you could argue whether this was due to patriotism or pragmatism due to Bush -- at the time -- sky-high approval ratings) and voted to authorize George W. Bush to use force in Iraq.  The political reason Democrats went along with this was that most of the top-tier Democratic presidential candidates, such as John Kerry, believed it would be political suicide to appear "weak" on national security and foreign policy (this also hurt Hillary Clinton's '08 run).
Reduced presence – not troop specific - public

-- Plan is unpopular with the public – always err towards supporting more military

Kull 96 (Steven, Principle Investigator – PIPA, “Americans on Defense Spending - A Study of US Public Attitudes: Report of Findings”, 1-19, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/pipapoll.htm)

A large majority of Americans favors a strong defense. This majority feels that the US has global interests that need to be protected with a world-wide military presence, and wants to maintain existing US commitments to protect other countries. Most Americans have a positive feeling toward the US military.  Support for Strong Defense  There is a strong consensus that America's role in the world requires it to have a strong defense. Seventy-two percent agreed with the argument that "because the US has global interests, it is important for the US to maintain a large military with the capacity to project its forces around the world." Similarly, in an October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 89% said that it is somewhat (39%) or very (50%) important for the US to maintain "superior military power worldwide." Only 9% said it was not important. Such findings are consistent with other polls that show a strong majority of Americans rejects the idea that the US should withdraw from the world.  An overwhelming majority rejects the idea of abandoning US commitments to protect other countries (though, as we shall discuss below, Americans do not want the US to be world policeman). Only 7% in the PIPA poll said, "The US should withdraw its commitments to protect other countries and should just protect the US." In the October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, only 7% said that "Defending our allies security" is not important, while 90% said it is very (41%) or somewhat (49%) important.  In the focus groups, there was very little sentiment in favor of withdrawing US commitments to protect other countries. For some this attitude seemed to be derived from a sense of moral obligation while for others it was derived more from a sense of national self interest. A woman in Atlanta explained:  There are people who know a lot more than I do who made these treaties, and as far as I'm concerned, they were made on the basis of US interest. . . We're very interested in our own well-being. We didn't go fight in Kuwait because we love the Kuwaitis. We went over there because our oil interests were threatened. . . The reason we have troops in South Korea today is because our interests are at stake.  Concerns about threats from rogue states contribute very powerfully to support for a strong defense. An overwhelming 90% agreed with the argument that "the US needs to maintain a strong defense" because "even though the Cold War is over, there are still countries in the world such as Iraq, Iran, Libya and North Korea, some of which may have weapons of mass destruction and could threaten US interests." Similarly, in an April 1993 CBS/New York Times poll 59% agreed that despite reforms in Russia "the existence of threats from countries like Iran and Iraq means US defense spending cannot be reduced dramatically."  Most Americans want US defense capabilities to be quite robust. Seventy-two percent of the PIPA sample agreed that "it is better to err in the direction of having too much rather than too little defense." Fifty-seven percent said they want "to keep designing and building more technologically advanced weapons. Otherwise, a sudden new threat might find us unprepared." However, the argument, popular in defense circles, in support of the Seawolf submarine and the B2 bomber, that:  If defense contractors stop building certain weapons, it would be hard to get those industries geared up again in the future.  Therefore, even if some of the weapons may not be strategically necessary right now we should continue to produce them. Things might change so that we need them later.  

Changing military policy – not troop specific

Even popular policies encounter military resistance – plan spurs controversy

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

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

Antonia Chayes and Dipali Mukhopadhyay, visiting professor of international politics and law at Tufts University's Fletcher School and doctoral candidate at the Fletcher School, 1-28-2009, “Remembering Clausewitz: Restoring the Civil-Military Relationship,” US News and World Report, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/01/28/remembering-clausewitz-restoring-the-civil-military-relationship.html

It is tempting for Americans to skirt the multiple, overlapping, and often antagonistic relationships among these organizations and, instead, to adopt the agenda of the military. The high esteem, enormous budget, and unparalleled capabilities of the military make it easy for politicians to "listen to the generals," thereby inoculating themselves from future blame. The incoming president has shown an inclination to reject this approach. It will take hard work to address the mutual frustration and distrust of international partners, civilian and military, but the effort will restore a needed balance.  The first American-led wars of the new century have not only involved great costs in blood and treasure but they have redefined the boundaries of the civil-military relationship in our government. Today, the generals, willingly or not, seem to be the guiding hand in decisions of broad strategic importance. But, ultimately, U.S. civilian leadership must bear responsibility for charting our strategic course in this rapidly evolving geopolitical landscape. One can only hope that irreversible decisions will not be made in the weeks ahead. President Obama must work through a process that incorporates both military and civilian perspectives. Only then will the United States have a well-considered grand strategy to frame our efforts in the challenging terrains of Iraq and Afghanistan.

Changes to military policy are inherently controversial – competing interests.

William Hartung, Director of the Arms Trade Resource Center at the World Policy Institute, Spring 2001, “Eisenhower's Warning: The Military-Industrial Complex Forty Years Later,” World Policy Journal, http://www.worldpolicy.newschool.edu/journal/hartung01.html

The Bush-Rumsfeld agenda, which amounts to a unilateralist drive for U.S. preeminence based on an ambitious missile defense scheme and a re-legitimation of the role of nuclear weapons as an instrument not only of deterrence, but of warfare, ought to be opposed.11 The good news for those who would do so is that there is no single agenda within the defense establishment. There are competing agendas-on Capitol Hill, among the services, and in the White House. As these power centers fight it out to determine the outlines of U.S. military spending, there should be room for input from the forgotten actors in this drama, the "alert and knowledgeable citizenry" that Eisenhower saw as our best hope for making sure that the military establishment serves the public interest, not the economic interest of Boeing and Lockheed Martin, or the parochial interests of powerful members of Congress.

General foreign policy links

Plan drains focus and capital necessary for obama’s agenda – only hardline security policies can be a win

FLY  1 – 28 – 10   Executive Director - Foreign Policy Initiative & Research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations , Jamie M. Fly, Does Obama Have a Foreign Policy?, http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/does-obama-have-foreign-policy

While it is understandable that given the state of the economy and lingering recession, most Americans are perhaps more focused on their job security than about what is happening in Kabul, Tehran, or Pyongyang, it is troubling that this president does not seem to have a clear agenda on these issues other than a retro-80s approach to twenty-first century challenges.  If the Christmas Day bomber, growing concern about Yemen, instability in Iran, continued uncertainty about nuclear Pakistan, and the difficult months (and years) ahead in Afghanistan are any indication, 2010 will be just as consequential for U.S. foreign policy as any year in recent memory with the exception of 2001. President Obama came into office with a foreign policy agenda that was essentially limited to expressing concern about nuclear weapons and showing the world that he was not George W. Bush.  He has now done the latter through speech after speech in Istanbul, Accra, Cairo, to cite just a few of the exotic venues.  Despite focusing on the former with his “reset” of the U.S.-Russian relationship, the foreign policy challenges he faced during 2009 were largely thrust upon him by events.  Despite several courageous decisions as commander in chief, he was clearly uncomfortable (witness the Afghanistan Strategy Review) with the issue set he was forced to focus on during year one. In this very political White House, foreign policy is viewed through the lens of mid-term elections in 2010 and the president’s reelection in 2012, just like any other issue.  Thus, it is important for Team Obama to act tough on security and kill terrorists (preferably using classified means), but most other foreign policy issues become time consuming obstacles to the pursuit of a robust domestic agenda.  This is foreign policy as a political tactic, not as a grand strategy or a coherent formulation of America’s global interests (with the exception of a headlong rush for disarmament). 
Adding new foreign policy issues hurts obama’s capital and trades off with domestic agenda

KOSU NEWS  12 – 22 – 09  

For Obama, A Foreign Policy To-Do List For 2010, http://kosu.org/2009/12/for-obama-a-foreign-policy-to-do-list-for-2010/

Put Domestic Priorities First Perhaps Obama’s top goal will be trying to prevent or avoid any time-consuming international crises that would distract him from his domestic agenda. The 2010 midterm elections will be all about the U.S. jobless rate, which stands at 10 percent and is expected to remain high for most of the year. Obama will want to be seen spending most of his time trying to create jobs at home and getting the massive health care overhaul bill through Congress. “It’s going to be tougher for him on the domestic front in many ways,” says Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group. “He needs to try to keep foreign policy as much off his agenda as possible, and he knows it’s going to be hard.” 
A2:  Dems like plan

No Turns – dems won’t fight hard on military policy

Cohen ‘10

[Michael A., PhD, Director of International Affairs at The New School, The New Republic, “The Left’s Silence on Afghanistan,” 6/11/10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127762829&ft=1&f=1057, accessed 6/22/10]

In fact, the lack of good alternatives for Afghanistan seems to be a major stumbling block for progressives. Many told me that it was difficult to criticize the president's strategy without a clear sense of what should be done differently. But for the left to argue that there are still no good alternatives on Afghanistan is an implicit indictment of their own failure to come up with one.  Members of left-leaning, DC-based think tanks and advocacy organizations like have either tacitly supported the Afghanistan strategy or offered tactical suggestions to improve a policy that some privately believe is irredeemable. These are the groups that should be providing the policy ammunition for liberals to speak more authoritatively on Afghanistan.  The absence of critical discussion among these policy groups was painfully evident when the president convened his first review of Afghanistan in Spring 2009. His civilian national security advisers went along with the military's single-minded call for a counter-insurgency (COIN) strategy as did almost all of Obama's liberal supporters. But both groups — not well versed in what a fully resourced counter-insurgency would entail — clearly underestimated the implications of a significant U.S. commitment to a COIN strategy.  "They were caught flat-footed in the face of the COIN public relations campaign, which came from the military, some civilians, and an echo chamber of think tank analysts and bloggers who played a cheerleading role rather than critically examining U.S. interests and policy options in Afghanistan," said Brian Katulis, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress.  According to Lorelei Kelly, who runs the Afghanistan Congressional Communications Hub, many on the left fear that "they don't have the credibility to engage in this conversation." Instead, the progressive national security community has tended to focus on issues like arms control, human rights, economic development, and the environment. Moreover, there is a sense that liberals can't compete on military issues — either from a reputational standpoint or intellectually. Among those who have not served in the military the reluctance is even more profound.  The liberals' reluctance to address national security issues more authoritatively could prove costly to both the Obama administration and the country. Politicians must rely, in some measure, on the policy ideas that their own backers can muster, as Republicans were able to do when they took back the White House in 1981 and 2001. But when he took office, President Obama wasn't able to look to the liberal media and think tanks either for help in figuring out what to do in Afghanistan or for political support in exploring approaches different from what the military was proposing. If the strategy he adopted for Afghanistan falters, Obama may once again find himself with limited options from his base of supporters on how to salvage the conflict. That's a dangerous prospect and it could affect more than just the war in Afghanistan: it could do real damage to Obama's presidency and the aspirations of his progressive supporters.
Defense Lobby Key

Defense industry controls congress – they hate plan

Christian Science Monitor 4/09/09 lexis 


The secretary is actually up against a vast industrial-congressional complex, with intertwined and entrenched interests. Over the decades, the defense industry has spread into so many congressional districts that it's virtually impossible to shut anything down without a Hooah! battle cry from key lawmakers. The targeted F-22 fighter jet, for instance, is assembled with components built in 44 states.

No matter what one thinks of the Gates budget, the military-industrial-congressional network actually undermines national security. It encourages waste, as federal funds feed military lobbies that in turn feed politicians who keep the funds flowing - regardless. Federal campaign contributions from defense-related donors have nearly doubled since 2000.

Defense industry lobby key – control most powerful congressional votes

Priest 8 (Dana, Washington Post National Security and Intelligence Reporter, WP, 11/13)

Dana Priest: Well, frankly, some of the biggest ticket items are the least important in this world in which threats come less from states than from non-state organization. And our equipment, generally speaking, so far out-paces any adversary you have to question why were still building so much. So, spending pressures could force the government to further transform the military into the lighter, more agile and, incidentally less expensive, force that it needs to be. That said, the state-by-state lobbying effort to make sure this does not happen (defense contractors and subcontractors are conveniently sprinkled throughout the congressional districts of the most powerful lawmakers) will be huge.
Defense industry lobby key
What the Papers Say, ’06 (8/15)
But she will have to intervene soon. The sanctions threaten the profits of some major American corporations in the defense sector. The arms-makers have one of the most powerful lobby groups in Congress. What's more, in legal terms, the State Department's ban on cooperation with the Russian companies can only apply to government agencies and companies. The private companies that control the lion's share of the American defense sector are not at all dependent on State Department memos.

Defense lobby most powerful – controls congress

Earthside.com ’07 (1/3)
A New York Times article called "Heady Days for Makers of Weapons" notes that military contractors are profiting more than ever as Pentagon spending has reached record levels. Nobody expects the Democrats, now in charge of the Senate and House Armed Services Committees, to interfere with the lucrative deal making. With an eye toward 2008 elections, Democrats want to establish their cooperation with the most powerful lobby on Capitol Hill, the "defense" lobby. "I think the Democrats will be on good behavior," commented an analyst with JSA Securities in Newport, R.I... "as long as the war continues and we have 150,000 troops in Iraq." (NYT, December 26, 2006).
Military Lobby Key

Opposition from military and joint chiefs drains all obamas capital

Zenko 9’ (Micah, “Ban the bomb? Ask the generals”, Guardian, 2/25/09)
As any rationale for maintaining an oversized nuclear arsenal – including 450 long-range missiles on hair-trigger alert – further erodes, the goal of nuclear disarmament has spread within the United States from a narrow sliver of left-leaning arms-control activists to a broader bipartisan consensus. One crucially important community, however, has yet to offer its expert judgment: the uniformed military.  Before the civilian leadership in the Obama administration can move toward a world without the bomb, it must initiate a clear and open dialogue with the Joint Chiefs of Staff – the collective heads of the US armed services, charged with protecting the nation and providing military advice to the president. Without the overt support of the Joint Chiefs, no president – much less a Democrat with little national-security experience – will have the political capital to negotiate with the international community, or implement at home, an end to nuclear weapons.  Cont…  To make the elimination of nuclear weapons a reality, the Joint Chiefs of Staff must formally acknowledge such weapons' limited utility. Fortunately, President Obama has a ready-made forum through which to elicit the Joint Chiefs' opinion. Over the next year, the Obama administration will conduct the third congressionally mandated "comprehensive review of the nuclear posture of the United States for the next 5 to 10 years." The Nuclear Posture Review legislation requires that it "be used as a basis for establishing future United States arms control objectives and negotiating positions."  Once the Nuclear Posture Review has been completed, and the uniformed military are on the record, President Obama will have the political cover to negotiate the series of multilateral treaties that will be required to account for, monitor and verify the dismantlement of the 26,000 nuclear weapons stockpiled in nine countries, including America's 5,400 nuclear warheads – 2,200 of which remain operational. In addition, intensive verification regimes will be necessary for the approximately 40 countries where the fissile material required to make a bomb exists.  

Opposing Military Lobby Drains Capital – they’re insanely powerful

Gentry, ’02 (John, Parameters, 12/22, Colonel, US Army)

These reforms are unlikely to occur in the absence of a significant US battlefield defeat. Organizations that agree on little within the Pentagon close ranks when collectively challenged. The military services have significant lobbying clout on Capitol Hill and powerful supporters in reserve and veterans organizations. Policymakers and the citizenry should continue to expect poor military performance and avoid--for a myriad of reasons--policies that run the risk of major war.The best we probably can hope for is a moderate conflict in which the inadequacies of JV 2O2O are obvious but the United States does not suffer disastrous defeat. Hundreds of lives and the associated diplomatic and domestic political ramifications of a defeat will probably be part of this awakening. We can but hope the cost will not be higher.
***Mechanism links***
UAVs links

Congress and powerful lobbies hate the plan

Politico.com, 11/23/09

There are controversial weapons systems such as the F-22 Raptor, and then there is the Predator, the unmanned aerial vehicle considered key to fighting wars in Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan that has captured the hearts of Congress.  The Air Force is phasing out production in favor of a new generation of drone, but the Predator has become so popular, its name has become a generic term for UAVs. That's all been a boon to General Atomics Aeronautical Systems, the San Diego-based company that has sold more than $2 billion of the drones to the Pentagon, helping it crack Defense News's list of top 100 defense firms for the first time in 2008 (coming in at No. 57). It's also sold drones to the CIA, which conducts its own Predator program, but the number and cost are classified.  It's a contracting success story that has a lot to do with timing - the Predator was the perfect weapon for a nation tired of on-the-ground casualties and in search of more precise technology.  But the story is also driven by a technologically savvy Israeli immigrant and an upstart company adept at spinning local contacts into Washington gold. The program largely started with earmarks provided by carefully cultivated members of Congress, and the privately held company spent lavishly on campaign contributions and junkets. 
Powerful Lobbies, military and congress love UAVs

Politico.com, 11/23/09

The skillful use of earmarks reflects the success General Atomics has achieved maneuvering through Washington. "For our size, we possess more significant political capital than you might think," Blue was quoted as saying in a 2005 Defense News article.  The company has been traditionally generous in its campaign donations, and it far outspends larger defense contractors Lockheed Martin, Boeing, Northrop Grumman and Raytheon when treating lawmakers and their staffs with trips to exotic locales. From 2000 to 2007, the company spent $683,734 on 100 trips for congressional members and staff, including jaunts to Sidney, Australia; Venice, Italy; and Ankara, Turkey, according to the online database Legistorm, which tracks congressional salaries and travel.   All those skills came in handy after the end of the war in Bosnia, when the Pentagon gave control of the Predator program to the Air Force, which reluctantly accepted. "The Air Force is made up of pilots. Why would you want a pilotless plane?" said one defense lobbyist, explaining the hesitance.   But General Atomics held sway with members of Congress. When they saw results from the Lewis-funded Pentagon program to make a research project into battle-ready technology, Cassidy said, "they started 'plussing up' Predator buys" - a defense insider's term for what's more widely known as an earmark.   General Atomics - and the Predator - had another benefactor in then-Sen. John Warner (R-Va.), who helped direct policies for weaponizing UAVs and buying more robotics in the future. In 2000, Warner laid out his goals for the Pentagon: to make one-third of the aircraft unmanned by 2010 and to do the same with ground vehicles five years later.   "In my judgment, this country will never again permit the armed forces to be engaged in conflicts which inflict the level of casualties we have seen historically," he told the National Journal at the time. "So what do you do? You move toward the unmanned type of military vehicle to carry out missions which are high risk in nature."   Defense Secretary Robert Gates has embraced the use of UAVs, leaning heavily on the Air Force to increase their numbers to beef up intelligence-gathering efforts and aid the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Pentagon has been credited with culling information from UAVs to break up networks of bomb-layers during the war in Iraq - and Gates's challenge now is to adapt those tactics to the Afghan theater, where rippled terrain makes surveillance more difficult.   That very likely means more good years for General Atomics. The Air Force has asked for 24 Reapers next year. Northrop Grumman, which makes the Global Hawk, a high-altitude UAV, also stands to gain in the future.   Hard feelings linger in the fighter-jet community, and retired generals continue to point out that unmanned aerial vehicles don't stand a chance in war zones with better air defenses than the military has seen in Iraq or Afghanistan. And tensions between the Air Force and the Army over how to manage the growing variety of systems in the skies remain.   But the Air Force leadership is committed to UAVs. Secretary Mike Donley is focused on training and preparing the teams of people who operate each combat air patrol flown in theater - that includes piloting the UAVs, operating the sensors and distilling and analyzing the data and intelligence delivered, he told POLITICO. 
Congress loves UAVs – bipartisan caucus

Investors Business Daily, 12/30/09
Pro-drone congressional site up  The Web site for a congressional caucus on unmanned aerial vehicles went live. The bipartisan caucus, formed early this year, is meant to support UAV development and acquisition. The U.S. military has increased use of UAVs from companies like Northrop Grumman and AeroVironment. 
UAVs links - military

Military loves UAV’s – plan causes backlash

Space Daily, 6/28/10
New market research calculates that in 2010 the global market for unmanned aerial vehicles will reach more than $5.5bn. This can be attributed to the wide and growing popularity of UAVs as a key asset for armed forces worldwide.  Led by the US, which dominates spending on UAVs, many of the world's armed services are acquiring or developing a wide range of UAVs for use in current conflicts as well as in future scenarios. There will be steady demand across the wide range of the different types of UAVs, namely:  + Mini UAVs  + Tactical UAVs  + Endurance UAVs  + Unmanned Combat Aerial Vehicles (UCAVs)  + Civil UAVs  The UAV market is being driven by major acquisition programmes mainly by the US but also by similar programmes in Europe and the Asia-Pacific.  The US will remain the largest market in the next few years, as it continues to acquire different UAVs for all its armed services and for use within different levels of its military units. 

Military loves UAVs

Pakistan newswire, 1/26/10

A senior defence official travelling with Gates told reporters the U.S. will provide 12 of unarmed aircraft to help Pakistan in its offensive on extremists.  We are trying to do everything we can to assist Pakistan in the fight in the west, Gates said. Funding would come from congressionally appropriated counter-insurgency funds to enable Defence Department to quickly provide equipment or training to help Pakistanis in the fight.  Shadow UAVs are extremely popular within U.S. Army, providing warfighters better situational awareness in their operations. The Shadows are relatively small, with a 14-foot wingspan, and have an ability to oversee specific sites and feed video images. 
Missile defense link

uses political capital and it takes on big defense industry

Victoria Samson, senior analyst at the Center for Defense Information, 2/9/2009, Expect More Practical and Cost-Based Approach to Missile Defense From Obama, Center for Defense Information, p. http://www.cdi.org/program/document.cfm?DocumentID=4457&from_page=../index.cfm
As it stands currently, missile defense gets roughly twice the amount of funding that programs which strive to prevent spread of nuclear materials and weapons receive. It is hoped that this too will be corrected by the Obama administration, but the sheer amount of missile defense spending (plus the associated political capital and jobs created by that money) may end up largely protecting it from serious cuts. 

Missile defense has bipartisan support in congress

Sieff, ’07 (Martin, Senior News Analyst @ UPI, UPI, 5/14, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Missile_Defense_Funding_Reaches_Compromise_Point_999.html)
The MDAA tacitly acknowledged the political realities of a federal budget deficit and the Democrats' control of both houses of Congress since last November's midterm elections. "Though MDAA does not agree with taking funding from already existing programs and would much prefer to get those reprioritized funds added back on to the authorizing budget, we understand the new dynamics of a changed Congress," the advocacy group said.   The significance of last week's horse-trading and compromises on BMD are of the greatest importance. Two of them stand-out: The new Democratic Congress is not going to gut BMD but is committing itself to funding it and supporting it, albeit with much more aggressive oversight than its predecessor Congresses did. And the makings of a new bipartisan consensus to support BMD are now in place on Capitol Hill.
Missile defense link – GOP
GOP opposition to the plan - View missile defense as moral imperative
John Isaacs is executive director of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation and Travis Sharp is military policy analyst at the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, ’09  http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0023.html
What is most remarkable about debate over missile defense today is how similar it is to years past. People, places, and technologies may change, but basic dynamics remain the same. In the context of U.S.-Russian relations, missile defense continues to generate heated rhetoric and military threats. In the American political sphere, Democrats and Republicans continue to disagree. Most Democrats regard national missile defense as technologically infeasible and excessively expensive. Most Republicans, on the other hand, hold Ronald Reagan's belief that vulnerability to nuclear attack is philosophically illegitimate and missile defense is therefore a moral imperative. The parties may agree on the desirability of theater missile defenses to defend against rogue state attacks, but even such narrow agreements are debated vigorously. 
· Top priority, litmus test of GOP loyalty, defense industry support

Korb, ’08 (Lawrence, A senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Korb served as assistant secretary of defense during the Reagan administration, Bulletin Atomic Scientists, 4/25, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/republicans-missile-defense-and-the-reagan-legacy)
In the 25 years since Reagan's speech, the United States has spent hundreds of billions of dollars on missile defense, the Soviet Union has collapsed, and the national missile defense system has not undergone a realistic test. Yet, ground-based national missile defense systems have been deployed, most Republicans argue that it should be the Pentagon's top priority, and the Bush administration continues to pour tens of billions of dollars into missile defense each year. National missile defense is the only weapons system mentioned in the last three Republican presidential platforms and the Contract with America, the Republican manifesto that led to the party assuming control of Congress in 1994. Why?  For starters, it has become a litmus test of loyalty to the Reagan legacy. President Reagan has assumed the same iconic place for Republicans that Franklin Delano Roosevelt had for so many years for Democrats. For example, John McCain, the presumptive Republican presidential nominee, often refers to himself as a foot soldier in the Reagan Revolution, as did his former opponents Mitt Romney and Rudolph Giuliani. This revolution was based on three pillars--pro-life as opposed to pro-choice; government as the cause of society's problems as opposed to the solution; and a robust national missile defense as opposed to arms control negotiations or disarmament.  Some Republicans have difficulty completely supporting the first two pillars: The majority of Americans want to place only a few restrictions on a woman's right to choose and view government as a solution to many of our economic and social problems. But there is no political downside for a Republican to embrace missile defense. Most Americans either believe we already have a missile defense capability or really do not care much about it now that the Cold War has ended. National missile defense may be mentioned in the Contract with America or the Republican platform, but nobody reads these documents, let alone votes based on their contents.  In addition, a foolproof national missile defense would enable Republicans to go it alone in the world and not have to rely on other nations or international treaties to provide security. This philosophy can be summed up as "unilateral if we can, multilateral if we must." Thus, if national missile defense can protect the United States against North Korean, Iranian, or Chinese missiles, why negotiate or make concessions? Or if the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty with Russia prevents Washington from forging ahead with national missile defense, why not just scrap the treaty regardless of how it affects U.S.-Russian relations? Or why ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty or the Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty? Instead, move ahead with the development of the bunker-buster or the reliable replacement warhead.  Consequently, when the Republicans are in power, they push missile defense relentlessly. After the Republicans won both the Senate and House of Representatives in 1995, they passed a law, the National Missile Defense Act, which said that it was U.S. policy to deploy national missile defense as soon as possible. Never mind that the Soviet Union had collapsed, that the Clinton administration had just concluded an agreement with North Korea to freeze its development of plutonium at Yongbyon, or that there was no evidence then that Iran was violating the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  Similarly, when President George W. Bush took office, he immediately doubled missile defense spending, gave notice that Washington would withdraw from the ABM Treaty, and cut off negotiations with North Korea. Moreover, since he was not sure he would be reelected in 2004, he accelerated the deployment of ground-based missiles in California and Alaska even though the system had failed virtually all of its tests up to then.  Bush's obsession with missile defense continues today. At the recent NATO summit, the president made deployment of radars and ground-based missiles in Poland and the Czech Republic his first priority. For him, it was more important than getting NATO to provide more troops to the deteriorating situation in Afghanistan or improving relations with Russia.  Richard Garwin, a distinguished physicist who helped develop the hydrogen bomb and served on the Rumsfeld Commission that Congress established in 1996 to analyze the ICBM threat, put it well when he said, "The strongest proponents of national missile defense have no technical understanding at all." Another scientist, Philip Coyle, the Pentagon's director of operational test and evaluation from 1994 to 2001, noted that it is not in the cards to ever have a Plexiglas dome over the United States in which enemy missiles will be like hail bouncing off of a windshield. Yet, many Republicans believe that this can and will be done and continue to make national missile defense the largest single investment program in the Defense Department--i.e., $13.2 billion for missile defense in 2009. Sen. Joseph Biden, a Democrat from Delaware, summed it up best when he commented on the National Missile Defense Act in 1999: "Perhaps the real clash here is between ideology and reality." 
Missile defense link- A2:  Dems oppose

Democratic opposition to missile defense isn’t strong

Sieff, ’07 (Martin, Senior News Analyst @ UPI, UPI, 5/14, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Missile_Defense_Funding_Reaches_Compromise_Point_999.html)
There is certainly no perfect bipartisan consensus on BMD on Capitol Hill. Indeed, the GOP-Democrat infighting over the BMD markup stood in striking contrast to the impressive bipartisan cooperation both parties displayed in the markup process on defense appropriations legislation in the other subcommittees of the House Armed Services Committee.  Nevertheless, the markup debate on BMD showed that the difference between the two parties on the issue is far narrower than was commonly thought. There is a clear national consensus that BMD is necessary, affordable and practicable. And even the cuts that the Democrats did demand were a much smaller slice of the BMD budget pie than many had expected or feared. The bottom line of the debate was clear: BMD is here to stay. 

***Afghanistan links***
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Afghanistan withdrawal crushes Obama’s agenda – alienates all constituencies.

Stephen Biddle, Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, July-August 2009, “Is It Worth It? The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan,” The American Interest Online, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Reduced military presence in Afghanistan drains capital – congressional public and defense industry opposition - fears of looking weak on defense trump

Zakaria, 10 (Rafia, Director Amnesty International USA, BBC, 7/1)
From a military and strategic perspective, Gen McChrystal's departure signals the difficulties in implementing COIN, or the 'counter-insurgency' doctrine, popularized by the American military. Focused on using a large troop presence to secure areas and win the support of the local population, COIN came under severe scrutiny during the Afghanistan review earlier this year. As the now infamous article in the Rolling Stone magazine indicates, when the decision to order larger troop numbers was made, it seemed that Gen McChrystal had won and President Obama was committed to devoting the resources that would translate into dividends in Afghanistan.  Of course, as pointed out by Max Boot of the Council on Foreign Relations in an op-ed article published by The New York Times the day after the general's resignation, troop levels in Afghanistan still remained far below those in Iraq and many promised reinforcements had not arrived. The lacklustre success of the Marja offensive and the increasing number of casualties -- coming as they did before the initiation of an even riskier campaign in Kandahar -- also signalled the increasing intractability of implementing a strategy that would yield dividends in the form of winning over Afghan hearts and minds.  The above reflects some of the challenges in implementing a strategy that has been touted as the magic solution for the Afghanistan problem. Ironically, however, the biggest challenges in implementing COIN lie not in the logistics of war-making or the forbidding terrain of Afghanistan but the juxtaposition of the American civilian-military power dynamic in a post 9/11 world. While the supremacy of the political branches of the government over the military and the unquestioned status of the president as the commander in chief is one of the cornerstones of American democracy, it also places certain decision-making challenges on the political branches.  In the post 9/11 culture of fear, political figures -- be they in Congress or in the executive branch -- have made the provision of security a staple of their political campaigns. Candidates running for Congress, the Senate and even local offices continue to be reluctant to evaluate the efficacy of existing strategies and remain committed to seeing counter-terrorism as a political issue rather than a military one. The American public in turn unquestionably believes in the necessity of endless counter-terror dollars in making the homeland secure, thus making the political appeal of pandering to their fears a staple of electoral politics.  Resultantly, the political branches of the US government are unwilling to make unpopular decisions regarding foreign wars. Military strategy is thus dictated by the political demands of being tough on terrorists and producing low-cost victories that respond to the population's insatiable demand for security. Even those such as Vice President Biden, who were vehemently opposed to the increase of troops in Afghanistan, remain politically committed to the idea that the quick elimination of the bad guys is crucial to American security.  Even as the demands of the military change in response to unconventional warfare, American elected representatives refuse to close down bases and stop manufacturing equipment designed for a Cold War world, for fear of eliminating jobs and angering constituents. The consequence is that the war in Afghanistan has become a primarily political campaign outsourced to the United States military, which is then expected to deliver the political material to orchestrate campaign narratives that present candidates as being committed to national security, rather than actually producing positive results in places such as Afghanistan. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Congress, Military, Defense Industry, media and inertia all oppose afghan withdrawal – ensures perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.   Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.   In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Massive political, media and public opposition to Afghanistan withdrawal

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Yes, We Could... Get Out! Why We Won't Leave Afghanistan or Iraq Yes, we could.  No kidding.  We really could withdraw our massive armies, now close to 200,000 troops combined, from Afghanistan and Iraq (and that’s not even counting our similarly large stealth army of private contractors, which helps keep the true size of our double occupations in the shadows).  We could undoubtedly withdraw them all reasonably quickly and reasonably painlessly.  Not that you would know it from listening to the debates in Washington or catching the mainstream news.  There, withdrawal, when discussed at all, seems like an undertaking beyond the waking imagination.  In Iraq alone, all those bases to dismantle and millions of pieces of equipment to send home in a draw-down operation worthy of years of intensive effort, the sort of thing that makes the desperate British evacuation from Dunkirk in World War II look like a Sunday stroll in the park.  And that’s only the technical side of the matter.  Then there’s the conviction that anything but a withdrawal that would make molasses in January look like the hare of Aesopian fable -- at least two years in Iraq, five to ten in Afghanistan -- would endanger the planet itself, or at least its most important country: us.  Without our eternally steadying hand, the Iraqis and Afghans, it’s taken for granted, would be lost. Without the help of U.S. forces, for example, would the Maliki government ever have been able to announce the death of the head of al-Qaeda in Iraq?  Not likely, whereas the U.S. has knocked off its leadership twice, first in 2006, and again, evidently, last week.   Of course, before our troops entered Baghdad in 2003 and the American occupation of that country began, there was no al-Qaeda in Iraq.  But that’s a distant past not worth bringing up.  And forget as well the fact that our invasions and wars have proven thunderously destructive, bringing chaos, misery, and death in their wake, and turning, for instance, the health care system of Iraq, once considered an advanced country in the Arab world, into a disaster zone(that -- it goes without saying -- only we Americans are now equipped to properly fix).  Similarly, while regularly knocking off Afghan civilians at checkpoints on their roads and in their homes, at their celebrations and at work, we ignore the fact that our invasion and occupation opened the way for the transformation of Afghanistan into the first all-drug-crop agricultural nation and so the planet's premier narco-nation.  It’s not just that the country now has an almost total monopoly on growing opium poppies (hence heroin), but according to the latest U.N. report, it’s now cornering the hashish market as well.  That’s diversification for you.  It’s a record to stand on and, evidently, to stay on, even to expand on.  We’re like the famed guest who came to dinner, broke a leg, wouldn’t leave, and promptly took over the lives of the entire household.  Only in our case, we arrived, broke someone else’s leg, and then insisted we had to stay and break many more legs, lest the world become a far more terrible place.  It’s known and accepted in Washington that, if we were to leave Afghanistan precipitously, the Taliban would take over, al-Qaeda would be back big time in no time, and then more of our giant buildings would obviously bite the dust.  And yet, the longer we’ve stayed and the more we’ve surged, the more resurgent the Taliban has become, the more territory this minority insurgency has spread into.  If we stay long enough, we may, in fact, create the majority insurgency we claim to fear.  It’s common wisdom in the U.S. that, before we pull our military out, Afghanistan, like Iraq, must be secured as a stable enough ally, as well as at least a fragile junior democracy, which consigns real departure to some distant horizon.  And that sense of time may help explain the desire of U.S. officials to hinder Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s attempts to negotiate with the Taliban and other rebel factions now.  Washington, it seems, favors a “reconciliation process” that will last years and only begin after the U.S. military seizes the high ground on the battlefield.  The reality that dare not speak its name in Washington is this: no matter what might happen in an Afghanistan that lacked us -- whether (as in the 1990s) the various factions there leaped for each other’s throats, or the Taliban established significant control, though (as in the 1990s) not over the whole country -- the stakes for Americans would be minor in nature.  Not that anyone of significance here would say such a thing.  Tell me, what kind of a stake could Americans really have in one of the most impoverished lands on the planet, about as distant from us as could be imagined, geographically, culturally, and religiously?  Yet, as if to defy commonsense, we’ve been fighting there -- by proxy and directly -- on and off for 30 years now with no end in sight.  Most Americans evidently remain convinced that “safe haven” there was the key to al-Qaeda’s success, and that Afghanistan was the only place in which that organization could conceivably have planned 9/11, even though perfectly real planning also took place in Hamburg, Germany, which we neither bombed nor invaded. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Afghanistan withdrawal crushes obama – fierce opposition and perception of weakness on defense

Wills ’09 (Gary, Pulitzer Prize winner specializing in American politics, new york review of books, 12/3, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2009/dec/03/a-one-term-president-the-choice/)
 I am told by people I respect that Barack Obama cannot pull out of both Iraq and Afghanistan without becoming a one-term president. I think that may be true. The charges from various quarters would be toxic—that he was weak, unpatriotic, sacrificing the sacrifices that have been made, betraying our dead, throwing away all former investments in lives and treasure. All that would indeed be brought against him, and he could have little defense in the quarters where such charges would originate.  These are the arguments that have kept us in losing efforts before. They are the ones that made presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon pass on to their successors in the presidency the draining and self-lacerating Vietnam War. They are the arguments that made President George W. Bush pass on two wars to his successor.  One of the strongest arguments for continued firing up of these wars is that none of these presidents wanted to serve only one term (even Lyndon Johnson, who chose not to run for a second full term). But what justification is there for buying a second presidential term with the lives of hundreds or thousands of young American men and women in the military? 
Afghan reductions are political suicide – congressional opposition swamps public opinion and political downsides of escalation are only long term

ANDERSON 9. [Kenneth, an astronomer who has worked on a number of NASA projects, devotes his scientific training to observations and inferences about current affairs, politics and the media, “Change and the Chosen Path” The Public Record, Dec 7 -- lexis]

If this does go down with plus-30,000 troops, Obama can kiss it goodbye.  Here is the short of it.  One way or another, Afghanistan will be the doom of Obama.  Withdrawal is conventionally seen as political suicide. It matters not that the American and Afghan public would like to see this happen.  Obama will be ravaged by foes in Washington.  Just like LBJ fretted.  Once Afghanistan turns more deeply unpopular ” more than now ” political forces will then turn that against Obama, and it will become his Vietnam.  If this escalation is a cave to military pressure and political considerations (and really, what else could it be?), then Obama may think he is staving off a near term political hit.  In reality, he is only delaying political doom.  And worse, he is consigning to their deaths, who knows how many more thousands, ravaging the land and the lives of millions more.
AFGHAN WITHDRAWAL SAPS PC. 

HERALD SUN 10. [“Leaving worthy issues on the table” April 27 -- lexis]

To avoid that trap, Obama had to govern with discipline. First, he would have to turn potential negatives into successes. At home, that meant not only engineering a stimulus program to end the recession but also designing financial reform to prevent a recurrence. In Iraq and Afghanistan, it meant charting a path to not just withdrawal but stable outcomes.  Since both fronts would take enormous energy and political capital, Obama could not afford to squander whatever remained across an array of worthy electives. So over time he subordinated everything to just two: health-insurance reform and blocking Iran's development of nuclear weapons. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Powerful Bipartisan Congressional Support for presence in afghanistan

Inderfurth, ’07 (Karl, Prof Int’l Affairs @ GW, CQ Congressional Testimony, 1/30)

In the immediate aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, there was broad, bipartisan agreement that our first response must be in Afghanistan -- against al Qaeda and those providing it safe haven, the Taliban. Since that time there has been no disagreement that we must "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with our troops and our aid. Strong support for this approach has been offered by two bipartisan panels -- the 9/11 Commission and more recently the Iraq Study Group. And just two days ago Speaker Pelosi delivered this message to President Karzai in Kabul -- Afghanistan has strong bipartisan support in Congress.

Afghanistan Has Overwhelming Bipartisan Support 

Monterey Country Herald, 1/29/07

 President Hamid Karzai stressed his desire for increased training and equipment for Afghanistan's fledgling army and police forces, the Afghan official said on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to release the information publicly.  Pelosi, D-San Francisco, and Karzai discussed plans announced last week by the Bush administration to ask Congress for $10.6 billion for Afghanistan, a major increase aimed at rebuilding the country and strengthening government security forces still fighting the Taliban five years after the U.S.-led invasion. About $8.6 billion would be for training and equipping Afghan police and soldiers; $2 billion would go toward reconstruction. Pelosi led a delegation of six other congressional Democrats to Afghanistan to meet with military and government leaders after traveling to Iraq and Pakistan. The trip comes two weeks after Sen. Hillary Clinton, D-N.Y., visited the region. Clinton, who entered the 2008 presidential race a week ago, said this month that U.S. leaders should be talking about increasing troop numbers in Afghanistan instead of Iraq. The attention being paid to Afghanistan by Democrats is a way for them to highlight their seriousness about the fight against international terrorism and say that the Bush administration ''led us in the wrong direction'' in Iraq, said Marvin Weinbaum, a former State Department analyst on Afghanistan, now scholar at the Middle East Institute. ''It makes a lot of sense, then, to highlight Afghanistan as where the real source of terrorism began and where it still has to be dealt with so that the Democrats come out of this not looking like they're weak-kneed when it comes to battling terrorism,'' Weinbaum said. The Pentagon last week said a brigade of U.S. soldiers would stay in Afghanistan four months longer than planned -- an effective troop increase of 3,200. That announcement came only days after a visit here by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. Pelosi, meanwhile, has led a drive in Congress against President Bush's plan to send 21,500 more troops to Iraq as part of a new security crackdown in Baghdad. Pelosi told Kauris that Afghanistan has bipartisan support in Congress, the Afghan official said.  
Support to Afghanistan is an Olive Branch and Has Growing Bipartisan Support

Hindustan Times, 8/3/07

Third, the speech still allows Obama to retain the main political scourge with which he has flayed Clinton - her vote in favour of the US invasion of Iraq. Obama has carefully distinguished between "the wrong war" in Iraq and "the right war" in Afghanistan. "If the Democrats insist on the US troop withdrawal from Iraq," says Frederic Grare, a Washington-based expert on Pakistan, "they have to demonstrate they are as patriotic as any Republican. So Afghanistan, and now Pakistan, are the two places where a consensus is developing." 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific – flip flop

Plan is a flip flop on Afghanistan strategy – post McChrystal firing that tanks obama

CHICAGO DAILY HERALD 10. [“Obama walks fine line on Afghanistan” June 29 -- lexis]

When I say these departures show us what is really important in the judgments about Obama that will be forthcoming — first in the midterm elections in November and then in 2012 — this is what I mean:  As forecast by his campaign, Obama has staked almost everything in his reputation as commander in chief on the conduct of the war in Afghanistan. He staged a long and heavily publicized review of the war strategy, concluded it by adding 30,000 more U.S. troops to the struggle, set a mid-2011 deadline for beginning a withdrawal, and picked McChrystal as the commander to carry out the task.  That choice — recommended by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, who fired McChrystal’s predecessor — has now backfired, but the president insists the change of command does not signal a change of strategy.  Instead, he has turned back to Gen. David Petraeus, the hero of President George W. Bush’s Iraq surge — which was opposed by Obama.  At some point in the future, a nuclear Iran may pose an even greater challenge for Obama. But for now he will be rated on national security by what happens in Afghanistan.  Why is Orszag’s departure equally significant? Because he has been at the intersection of three domestic concerns: health care, the budget and the economy.  The OMB director provided much of the intellectual firepower behind Obama’s approach to health care legislation. He shaped the budgets that have become increasingly the center of debate between Democrats and Republicans. And he has been a central voice on overall economic policy.  Those topics loom large on the agenda for the next two elections. On all of them, Obama is walking a fine line. He has tried to finesse some of the issues in health care by phasing in his proposals and by avoiding the direct approach of a "public option" or expanded Medicare. Similarly, on the budget and economy, he has called for stimulus measures but also promised spending restraint and ultimate fiscal discipline. In Afghanistan, too, he is trying to have it both ways, sending in more troops but still standing by his vow to begin a withdrawal.  All of these measures — and the men behind them — are controversial. And over all of them looms the issue of Obama’s leadership. As the latest Pew Research Center poll confirms, none of the president’s actions so far at home or abroad have damaged his overall approval numbers — which remain just below 50 percent.  
Flip flops destroy political capital

Michael Fitts, Professor of Law at University of Pennsylvania Law School, January 1996, “The Paradox of Power in the Modern State,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, p.857

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Reduced Presence link – GOP/mccain/military

Broad support for increasing deployments in Afghanistan – all Republicans (including mccain) oppose plan.

Richard Lardner, Staff Writer for the Associated Press, 10-12-2009, “Key senator says Afghan mission in jeopardy,” Military Times, http://www.militarytimes.com/news/2009/10/ap_feinstein_afghanistan_101209/

Meanwhile, Republicans argued that Obama would be making a major mistake if he doesn’t quickly answer McChrystal’s call for more troops.  Sen. John McCain, the top Republican on the Armed Services Committee, said it would be “an error of historic proportions” if Obama decides against a significantly larger U.S. presence.  Sen. Lindsey Graham, R-S.C., said Afghan national police are “getting slaughtered” and thousands more forces are needed to bring security and stability to the country.  “It’s hard to train people, send them off to fight when they get killed ... at their first duty station,” said Graham, who is also a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee.  Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., said that a request by Obama for more troops in Afghanistan would have broad support from Senate Republicans. McConnell also acknowledged Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai’s government is rife with corruption.

Afghanistan reductions hurt Obama – looks like he’s opposing his Generals

Joe Garofoli, staff writer, 10-16-2009, “Code Pink's more nuanced Afghanistan policy,” San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/blogs/nov05election/detail?blogid=14&entry_id=49766

While Benjamin's core "Bring the troops home" mantra hasn't changed, it has become more complicated.  "What I was left feeling is that I don't know what would be a realistic timeline without first coming up with the exit plan," she said. Before she went there, "I felt that troops should start coming home now."  "My position hasn't been changed. But I feel now I have a better understanding from the many people we spoke to that an exit strategy has to have several components to it. The sooner there is a commitment to come home, the faster that peace talks can happen."  She feels Obama has been backed into a "disastrous" political corner now that McChrystal's proposal for a troop increase is public.  "Now it pushes him into a corner of being labeled as not supporting the commanders on the ground," she said, "which is a very vulnerable position for him to be in."
Entire GOP opposes plan

WALL STREET JOURNAL 9. [“Obama Urged to Rally Support for War” September 7 -- http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125201944159884863.html]

The CNN poll found that Republican support for the conflict was holding solid at 70%, highlighting the awkward fact that Mr. Obama's strongest allies on the war are Republican lawmakers who oppose most other parts of his agenda.  "If the president asks for more troops based on the recommendation of the commanders in the field, I expect virtually every House Republican would support the increase," said a GOP leadership aide. "This is a fight that will be almost entirely among Democrats."  Some Republicans say they wish Mr. Obama would make a stronger case for the U.S. role in Afghanistan. Asked recently on CNN's "State of the Union" whether the president had sufficiently explained U.S. strategy in Afghanistan, Sen. Richard Lugar (R., Ind.) said, "No."  
Reduced presence link - GOP

Massive GOP backlash to reductions in Afghanistan presence

Congressional Quarterly Politics, ’10

 [CQ Politics News, “GOP Criticizes Withdrawal Plan as Undermining Afghanistan Efforts,” 6/16/10, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=cqmidday-000003684343, accessed 6/21/10]

Senate Republicans on Wednesday attacked President Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan in July of next year, saying that the United States was sending a self-defeating message to its allies in the region.  Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, Army Gen. David H. Petraeus, the commander of all U.S. forces in the Middle East and Afghanistan, assured lawmakers that Obama’s July 2011 date signaled the beginning of a process of troop withdrawals whose pace would be determined by conditions on the ground.  “That is not the day when we look for the door and turn out the lights, but when a process begins,” said Petraeus, who resumed his testimony Wednesday. He fainted from dehydration during testimony June 15.  “It would be helpful if your sentiments were shared by the president, the vice president and the national security adviser,” said Republican John McCain of Arizona, who cited Obama, Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. , and national security adviser James L. Jones as saying that the July 2011 start of the troop withdrawal was “etched in stone.”  “Right now, we’re sounding an uncertain trumpet,” McCain said. “Our allies in the region are convinced that we’re leaving.”  Obama laid down the July 2011 date for the beginning of a U.S. pullback in a speech at West Point last December, where he outlined his strategy to send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. At the time, Obama stressed that the pace of the withdrawal would be dictated by conditions on the ground.

Afghan military policy spurs partisanship – parties have opposite objectives

Tisdall ’10

[Simon, The Guardian, 6/21/10, “Obama surge could run into the sand,” http://gulfnews.com/opinions/columnists/obama-surge-could-run-into-the-sand-1.643820, accessed 6/21/10]

McChrystal's caution is born of hard-won experience. Nearly six months after US-led forces overran another southern Taliban stronghold, in Marja in the Helmand valley, Afghan officials and Nato-trained army and police forces have failed adequately to fill the resulting vacuum. By all accounts, people in Marja remain unconvinced that they can safely throw in their lot with the new dispensation. The government led by President Hamid Karzai is still widely viewed as predatory and corrupt. And locally the Taliban are making a comeback, with more US casualties in the past month than in the first month of the campaign. McChrystal said Marja provided lessons for Kandahar. "I don't intend to hurry it ... It's more important we get it right than we get it fast."  But time is not on his side, given Obama's preset deadline of July 2011 for the start of troop withdrawals. The setbacks in the south have triggered concern that the overall strategy has lost momentum and is beginning to drift.  Despite or perhaps because of the 30,000-strong surge in US forces, which are now almost all deployed, US and Nato casualties have risen alarmingly in recent weeks as the Taliban pushes back in the south. Nato's Lisbon summit in November will hear a call from Poland's prime minister, Donald Tusk, for ‘a relatively quick and precise plan for ending this intervention' an idea with growing appeal for other allies. The Dutch and Canadians have already decided to leave. Now David Cameron and defence secretary Liam Fox are hinting that Britain, too, will seek to draw down its troop presence next year.  In reality, McChrystal has considerably less than 12 months to break the Taliban in Kandahar and demonstrate measurable overall progress. If the current grim picture has not cheered up considerably by then, McChrystal could find himself heading the same way as his able predecessor, General David McKiernan, sacrificed by Obama to political expediency. That process may already be under way. McChrystal's superior, General David Petraeus, faced sharp questioning on Capitol Hill over perceived drift in Kandahar. While Republicans criticise Obama for prematurely setting a withdrawal timetable, Democrats worry that he will fail to pull the troops out quickly enough.  

Reduced Presence link – mccain

MCCAIN OPPOSES REDUCTIONS FROM AFGHANISTAN. 

CONNOLLY 9. [Katie, White House political correspondent, “Team of Rivals, Newsweek -- Dec 5]

Since losing to Obama last November, McCain has been gentler in his criticisms. At times, he's seemed genuinely interested in helping the president, particularly on war policy. When Obama gave his West Point speech announcing a new Afghan strategy and calling for a surge of 30,000 troops, McCain was initially positive. He supported the president, and praised the surge. In 22 press interviews the following day, he had only one real caveat: he opposed Obama's decision to set a date of July 2011 to begin withdrawing soldiers from Afghanistan. Such a pronouncement only encouraged the enemy and discouraged America's allies in the region, he said. At a minimum, he hoped the president had set the date as a flexible target, not a "date certain." But McCain's generally positive reaction to Obama's Afghan speech darkened when administration officials clarified that the date wasn't flexible after all. The pace of withdrawal was subject to conditions on the ground, but July 2011 was a firm start date. In an interview with two NEWSWEEK reporters Thursday at his Senate office, McCain let loose. "It defies logic," he fumed, waving some papers. "It flies in the face of lessons we have learned." McCain later listed everything else he believed wrong with U.S. foreign policy: engaging Iran hadn't worked, he said; the Israeli-Palestinian situation had been "set back"; the Russians "continue to behave in a belligerent fashion"; and "no president has ever gone to China and had parameters set around his activity" the way the president had during his recent trip. "I continue to do everything to support the president in ways that I can be helpful, but I'm deeply disappointed when a young woman named Neda bleeds to death in a street in Tehran and the administration's reaction is that 'we don't want to upset relations between the two countries and the possibility of successful negotiations'…c The demonstrators in Tehran were chanting, 'Obama! Obama! Are you with us or are you with them?' There was never any doubt who Ronald Reagan was with." With a tight smile McCain added: "So it is what it is. Elections have consequences." 

MCCAIN KEY ON AFGHAN POLICY – HATES REDUCTIONS
CONNOLLY 9. [Katie, White House political correspondent, “Team of Rivals, Newsweek -- Dec 5]

But Afghanistan also gives McCain an issue that he can fully address without holding back. As the ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, he can give long opening statements during hearings and get attention for his views. More than that, people know his track record. He called for a surge in Iraq long before it was popular, and has long advocated a stronger effort in Afghanistan.

MCCAIN OPPOSES AFGHAN PULL OUT
SCHMICK 10. [Bill, staffwriter, “McCain Says Obama Asks Petraeus to Support Unwinnable Afghanistan Strategy” Bloomberg -- June 27]

Senator John McCain said President Barack Obama’s plan to begin a drawdown in July 2011 of U.S. forces in Afghanistan puts General David Petraeus in “an almost untenable position.”  Petraeus, who Obama last week named to take command of those forces, is being asked to support “a strategy that we know can’t win,” McCain, of Arizona, said today on NBC’s “Meet the Press” program. “General Petraeus is put in an almost untenable position.”  The Armed Services Committee will hold a confirmation hearing June 29 on Petraeus’s appointment. Committee Chairman Carl Levin, who supports it, said he hopes the committee will vote that same day to forward the nomination to the full Senate.  The U.S. plans to reassess its strategy in December and train enough Afghan soldiers and police to allow a drawdown to begin in July 2011. That pullout date has drawn criticism from Republicans, including McCain and Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, also a member of the Armed Services Committee.  Graham, appearing on “Fox News Sunday,” said the administration must “clarify” its plans for July 2011.  “If it is a goal, where we will all try to start transferring power over to the Afghans, I’m ok with that,” he said. “If it’s a date where people are going to begin to leave no matter what, a predetermined withdrawal date, that in my mind will doom the operation.”  Rolling Stone  Petraeus, who commands U.S. forces in the Middle East and central Afghanistan, will lead a force of 142,000 U.S. and allied troops who are in the midst of a possibly decisive offensive to push the Taliban out of their heartland of Kandahar Province in southern Afghanistan.  He will replace General Stanley McChrystal, whom Obama dismissed for remarks disparaging administration officials that were published last week in Rolling Stone magazine.  The U.S. is completing the deployment of 30,000 additional troops Obama authorized in December in an effort to halt the Taliban resurgence that has increased deaths of U.S. and allied soldiers to the fastest pace in the war, now nine years old and the longest in U.S. history.  With a four-month-old offensive in the southern Helmand town of Marjah stalled, the U.S. has delayed what it described as a decisive drive in the neighboring Taliban heartland of Kandahar.  “Obvious the effort in Marjah did not achieve” success, and “the offensive in Kandahar has been delayed,” McCain said. This “argues against setting a date certain” for drawing down U.S. forces.  “I’m against a timetable,” McCain said. It leaves “our troops on the ground in some ways confused about what the long- term strategy will be” and the Taliban insurgents “think we’re going to leave.”
A2:  Dems like plan

Their link turns are based on hype – Democrats won’t oppose continued Afghani deployments.

Jay Newton-Small, Congressional correspondent for Time, 9-14-2009, “Congressional Dems Get Balky on Afghanistan,” Time, http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1922144,00.html

In his anxiety — and admission of possible acquiescence — Levin may represent most of his Democratic peers. With many Republicans supporting him, including John McCain and Sarah Palin, Obama might still have the votes necessary to send more troops. "I cannot imagine a Congress of Obama's own party denying him resources for a war he has called his top priority," said Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. "But so far he apparently hasn't decided if he wants those added resources, and he clearly hasn't yet made the case."

No Turns – dems won’t fight hard on Afghanistan policy

Cohen ‘10

[Michael A., PhD, Director of International Affairs at The New School, The New Republic, “The Left’s Silence on Afghanistan,” 6/11/10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127762829&ft=1&f=1057, accessed 6/22/10]

In fact, the lack of good alternatives for Afghanistan seems to be a major stumbling block for progressives. Many told me that it was difficult to criticize the president's strategy without a clear sense of what should be done differently. But for the left to argue that there are still no good alternatives on Afghanistan is an implicit indictment of their own failure to come up with one.  Members of left-leaning, DC-based think tanks and advocacy organizations like have either tacitly supported the Afghanistan strategy or offered tactical suggestions to improve a policy that some privately believe is irredeemable. These are the groups that should be providing the policy ammunition for liberals to speak more authoritatively on Afghanistan.  The absence of critical discussion among these policy groups was painfully evident when the president convened his first review of Afghanistan in Spring 2009. His civilian national security advisers went along with the military's single-minded call for a counter-insurgency (COIN) strategy as did almost all of Obama's liberal supporters. But both groups — not well versed in what a fully resourced counter-insurgency would entail — clearly underestimated the implications of a significant U.S. commitment to a COIN strategy.  "They were caught flat-footed in the face of the COIN public relations campaign, which came from the military, some civilians, and an echo chamber of think tank analysts and bloggers who played a cheerleading role rather than critically examining U.S. interests and policy options in Afghanistan," said Brian Katulis, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress.  According to Lorelei Kelly, who runs the Afghanistan Congressional Communications Hub, many on the left fear that "they don't have the credibility to engage in this conversation." Instead, the progressive national security community has tended to focus on issues like arms control, human rights, economic development, and the environment. Moreover, there is a sense that liberals can't compete on military issues — either from a reputational standpoint or intellectually. Among those who have not served in the military the reluctance is even more profound.  The liberals' reluctance to address national security issues more authoritatively could prove costly to both the Obama administration and the country. Politicians must rely, in some measure, on the policy ideas that their own backers can muster, as Republicans were able to do when they took back the White House in 1981 and 2001. But when he took office, President Obama wasn't able to look to the liberal media and think tanks either for help in figuring out what to do in Afghanistan or for political support in exploring approaches different from what the military was proposing. If the strategy he adopted for Afghanistan falters, Obama may once again find himself with limited options from his base of supporters on how to salvage the conflict. That's a dangerous prospect and it could affect more than just the war in Afghanistan: it could do real damage to Obama's presidency and the aspirations of his progressive supporters.
A2:  Dems like plan
No Turns - Dems won’t oppose obama on Afghanistan policy

Lyons ’10 

[Gene, National Magazine Award Winner and co-author of “The Hunting of the President,” Laurel Leader-Call, “The Tyranny of Partisan Group-think,” 6/8/10, http://leadercall.com/opinion/x1996917802/The-tyranny-of-partisan-groupthink, accessed 6/22/10]

Yet the same pundits and politicians (Republicans and Democrats) who dragged the United States into Iraq are still patting each other on the back, and treating those of us who resisted the great crusade as unsound even while (tacitly) admitting that we were right.  Moreover, because President Obama finds himself tied down in Afghanistan and Pakistan like Gulliver in Lilliput, Democrats must now assent to the mad premises of the “War on Terror” lest he be politically inconvenienced. If there’s a surer way to stoke murderous hatred of the United States than unmanned drone attacks on peasant villages, I can’t think what it might be.  Obama’s arrogation of the power to assassinate American citizens living abroad whom he deems “enemy combatants” is similarly ill-advised. Trust him or not, he won’t always be president.  But, hey, a Democrat’s in the White House, so mum’s the word.

LIBERALS WONT CRITICIZE MILITARY PRESENCE IN AFGHANISTAN – SEVERAL REASONS

Cohen ‘10

[Michael A., PhD, Director of International Affairs at The New School, The New Republic, “The Left’s Silence on Afghanistan,” 6/11/10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127762829&ft=1&f=1057, accessed 6/22/10]

While no one can be sure how escalation in Afghanistan will turn out, the warning signs are blinking red. Yet the reaction from many of the president's liberal and left-of-center supporters has been acquiescence and even silence. The Pentagon report — like much of the recent bad news out of Afghanistan — caused barely a ripple on the left. It's a familiar pattern. The American Prospect, along with Salon, has devoted enormous and laudable energy to covering civil liberties issues related to the U.S. war on terror, but has run only one major article on Afghanistan since Obama's December speech at West Point.  The Center for American Progress's Wonk Room blog has not run a headlined story about the war since January. At Talking Points Memo, which is perhaps the most prominent liberal blog, Afghanistan rarely rates a mention. Paul Krugman, a frequent critic of the Iraq War (and President Obama), has not written a column on Afghanistan since the president took office. And The New Republic itself has largely avoided critical consideration of the war. (The Nation and Mother Jones have been exceptions to this relative silence.)  So why are so many liberal voices muted? Why after so many liberals aggressively asserted themselves in criticizing the foreign policy conduct of the Bush administration — and in particular the war in Iraq — have they ignored the war in Afghanistan? Over the past several weeks I asked a number of prominent progressives why liberals have been so silent about the war in Afghanistan. Several themes emerged.  First, is the obvious information gap. There are fewer reporters in Afghanistan than in Iraq — and little in the way of TV coverage. As a result, it is difficult to get a clear sense of what is happening on the ground and what is working and not working. It is for many liberal publications simply easier to write about the debate over health care reform or other domestic issues. Mark Schmitt, executive editor of The American Prospect told me that it is "tough to produce something well-informed on Afghanistan" because of financial constraints and the challenge in finding knowledgeable writers on the ground to do actual reporting.  Second, in contrast to the war in Iraq, liberals generally support the objectives of the war in Afghanistan — and for a good part of the past seven years have been calling on the U.S. to devote more attention to the war there, rather than Iraq. They recall Afghanistan's role in the planning of September 11 and are aware of the continued presence of al Qaeda in the region. And many fear that a precipitous withdrawal from Afghanistan would subject Afghans, and in particular Afghan women, to a return of the human rights abuses that defined previous Taliban rule. That makes even those with serious misgivings about the Obama administration's strategy more willing to give it the benefit of a doubt.  Third, is the hangover from Iraq. According to Michael W. Hanna, a fellow at the Century Foundation, progressives "have yet to come to grips with the dominant surge narrative, which suggests that it was largely responsible for turning the tide in Iraq." Hanna noted the factors that brought stability to Iraq were largely indigenous to Iraqi society and were only partially the result of President Bush's decision to increase troop levels. But the misunderstood "success" of the surge has led many progressives to now "feel chastened about speaking out against Obama's escalation in Afghanistan." Many seem to feel that if they were wrong about escalation in Iraq then, perhaps they are wrong about escalation in Afghanistan today.

Restricting military operations links

Restricting Afghanistan military operations is a political lose and lacks support in congress

Lobe ‘07

[Jim – IPS News, “Congress Clears More Funds for Both War and Relief,” Dec 20, http://www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=40563]

Both the administration and the opposition Democrats compromised in order to finish work on the 2008 appropriations bill before breaking for the Christmas holidays.  While Democrats prevailed on a number of key domestic priorities -- such as funding for health care and heating subsidies for poor people, repairing transportation infrastructure, and strengthening the Freedom of Information Act -- Bush did much better on foreign policy. His top agenda item was the 70 billion dollars in unrestricted funding for U.S. military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Because that amount fell short of the 200 billion dollars the administration has said it needs to finance the two wars through next September when the fiscal year ends, Bush will have to get supplemental funding from Congress some time next spring.  The fact that the majority Democrats failed to muster enough support to impose tough conditions on the aid, let alone a timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. combat forces from Iraq as they tried unsuccessfully to do several times over the last ten months, marked a major political victory for Bush. The administration’s position was boosted by the widespread impression that their controversial "Surge" strategy has succeeded in substantially reducing sectarian violence. 

Congressional restrictions that make battlefield decisions for our generals are perceived as micromanaging 

SNS ‘07


[States News Services, “MCKEON CELEBRATES REPUBLICAN VICTORIES AS HOUSE ADJOURNS FOR YEAR,” Dec 20, ln]
House Republicans remained vigilant on key bills and scored huge victories for the American people on all fronts, stated McKeon. This has been a remarkably effective year for Republicans. Despite finding ourselves in the difficult position of being in the minority for the first time in 12 years, we worked as a team and held strong to our legislative agenda and governing principles. I donat believe we could have projected such success a year ago. We were able to secure $70 billion to ensure our troops have the tools and resources needed to protect our country and to continue operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, while also forcing Democrat leadership to remove arbitrary timetable restrictions that would ultimately tie the hands of our military generals. We accomplished this and also held Democrats to a hard line on spending.

That drains capital – causes GOP backlash

Washington Post ‘07

[“Democrats Vow To Resist Buildup,” Jan 8, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/01/07/AR2007010700551.html]

Republican lawmakers, for their part, voiced general support for the Bush plan as outlined, although they acknowledged it will be controversial and unpopular. Congress should not try to micromanage the war or cut off funding for U.S. troops, they said, warning that Democratic proposals for beginning a gradual U.S. military withdrawal in four to six months could lead to a "failed state" in Iraq and spell disaster for the Middle East.
Conservatives will rally against the plan

CCT ‘07


[Contra Costa Times, “State leaders write legislation to bring U.S. troops home,” Jan 18, ln]

Meanwhile, Republicans rallied around a three-page bill introduced Wednesday by Rep. Sam Johnson, R-Texas, to ensure Congress doesn't restrict or cut off funding for U.S. troops in Iraq or Afghanistan. House Minority Leader John Boehner, R-Ohio, issued a news release saying Johnson's bill "deserves the support of all my colleagues, Republicans and Democrats alike. I would urge all members to support our troops and oppose any effort to cut off or restrict funding for American troops in harm's way, whether in Iraq, Afghanistan or elsewhere in the global war on terror.
Restricting military operations links

Vote counts prove restrictions are on balance unpopular

GRP ‘07


[Grand Rapids Press, “War funding seen as win for Bush,” Dec 19, ln]

The Senate gave President Bush a big win on Iraq on Tuesday night as it passed a $555 billion spending bill combining funding for 14 Cabinet departments with $70 billion for U.S. military operations there and in Afghanistan.  But Bush's GOP allies were divided over whether the omnibus appropriations bill represented a win for the party in a monthslong battle with Democrats over domestic agency budgets.  In rapid succession, the Senate cast two votes to approve the hybrid spending bill. By a 70-25 vote, the Senate approved the Iraq and Afghanistan war funds -- without restrictions that Democrats had insisted on for weeks.

They create a massive fight

Zeleny ‘07


[Jeff – New York Times Media Group, “House starts debate on rejection of troops plan,” IHT, Feb 14, ln]

The discussion Tuesday foreshadowed an intense debate to come as Democrats begin preparing binding legislation to assert their authority. To fight accusations of failing to support the troops, Democratic leaders are leaning toward attaching conditions to money not simply blocking it for financing the military action in Iraq and Afghanistan.

End Air Strikes links – military

The military hates the plan – recent ev proves 

Washington Times 2-5

[“Afghan civilian casualties rising, analysts report,” http://www.afghanistannewscenter.com/news/2008/february/feb52008.html]
Citing security rules, military officials declined to answer questions regarding U.S. rules of engagement on collateral damage and civilian casualties in military operations.  But the figures are clearly of concern to U.S. strategists, who understand that civilian casualties build resentment against the international forces and undermine attempts to win support for U.S.-backed governments in the two countries.  "Some of what you are asking for is very sensitive material. We never discuss rules of engagement, as doing so could seriously endanger both our own forces and civilians," one Pentagon official told The Washington Times.  The U.S. military apologized late Sunday for the deaths of nine civilians in an air strike against al Qaeda near the town of Iskandariyah, about 30 miles south of Baghdad.  "Over the past two years, there has been a significant increase in the use of air power" in both countries, which in some cases has led to more civilian deaths, said Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives.  In an attempt to stem the rise of civilian casualties, Human Rights Watch has even lobbied for increased ground forces in Afghanistan to boost pro-government strength on the ground, allow for more humanitarian work and improve intelligence gathering.  In 2006, a total of 929 Afghan civilians were killed, of whom 116 died from air strikes and 114 were killed by ground fire. The other 699 were killed by the Taliban, said Marc Garlasco, a former Pentagon official now working as a senior military analyst for Human Rights Watch.  Through September 2007, a total of 892 Afghans were killed — 438 by the Taliban, 272 by air strikes, 62 by ground fire, 16 by a combination of air and ground fire. In addition, 15 died in shooting incidents where it was not clear which side did the shooting, and 89 were killed by unknown assailants.  Mr. Garlasco, who traveled to Afghanistan and met with U.S. and other NATO commanders, and a number of nongovernmental organizations, said his numbers tended to be conservative, "but they show the general trends."  In July 2006, the U.S. and NATO began a heavy offensive against the Taliban.  "You see a jump from some 20,000 pounds of bombs dropped per month to some 80,000 to 100,000 pounds dropped," he said.  In Iraq, the number of air strikes was low in 2006, totaling about 62,000 pounds for the year. In early 2007, there was an uptick to 10,000 to 15,000 a month; as U.S. forces built up strength, the numbers jumped to 71,000 pounds a month in the last half of the year.  In 2003, Mr. Garlasco was the chief of high-value targeting in the Pentagon's Iraq intelligence task force.  He distinguished between planned air strikes and those called in by troops engaged in battle.  In the first instance, U.S. military planners will do an assessment of the area and seek ways to minimize civilian casualties — including what type of bomb should be used, at what time, and at what angle it is to be fired.  "In a pre-planned strike, when they do all these things, we find minimal civilian casualties," Mr. Garlasco said. But when soldiers are faced with an overwhelming enemy and they call in air strikes, not all those procedures can be followed, he said.
End Air Strikes – A2:  Congress opposes civilian casualties

The costs of looking militarily weak on terrorism outweigh the political benefits of reducing civilian casualties

Kolhatkar ‘04

[Sonali, Co-Director of Afghan Women’s Mission, “What Are You Doing About Afghanistan,” http://www.zmag.org/sustainers/content/2004-04/13kolhatkar.cfm]

At the recent high-profile 9-11 Commission hearings Democrats and Republicans played the contest of "who was tougher on terrorism.” Unfortunately, this amounted to proving who was capable of invading Afghanistan the earliest. No mention was made of the devastating effects of the U.S. bombing which resulted in the deaths of many more innocent Afghans than innocent Americans on 9-11 (bombs are still dropping and killing civilians). No mention was made of the use of internationally condemned cluster bombs whose legacy is itself terrorist. But most importantly, no mention was made of the U.S.’s own role in creating conditions for terrorism in Afghanistan over two decades ago, for which the Afghan people have been paying dearly.

Congressional opposition to civilian casualties is just rhetorical posturing

Mason ‘07

[J.W., not the day walker, Partnership for a Secure America, http://blog.psaonline.org/2007/07/23/another-ally-heard-from/]

An example from the current Iraq Crisis. With few exceptions (Senator Biden’s comments from the CNN-YouTube event last night expressing concern about abandoning 3,000 Iraqi supporters to almost instant death in the Green Zone should America replicate its April 1975 quick withdrawal from Vietnam in Iraq), Americans have expressed little interest and serious concerns about Iraqi and Afghan civilian casualties during the main phase of the U.S. invasions and even thereafter. Collateral civilian deaths are almost considered a minor inconvenience as far as U.S. policymakers are concerned–although the initial rhetoric immediately after some of these incidents is cautiously and artfully crafted.

They think the military is doing all it can already

Rand ‘07

[“RAND REPORT EXAMINES NEED TO HOLD DOWN CIVILIAN DEATHS IN U.S. MILITARY OPERATIONS,” Feb 15, http://www.rand.org/news/press.07/02.15b.html]

While most Americans express concern about the possibility of civilian deaths resulting from U.S. operations overseas, the RAND study found that Americans also have a high degree of confidence that the U.S. military is doing all it can to avoid civilian casualties. 
Congress opposes restrictions on military strategy designed to limit civilian deaths despite international pressure – wants the military strategy to stay the course

BBC ‘07


[“Paper blames international community for Afghanistan's current crisis,” July 2, ln]

Over the last month, civilian killings caused most probably by the American forces have increased in an unprecedented manner and our helpless people lost their lives in air strikes by these foreign forces. This issue is shocking to the extent that it worries UN officials and the international community as well as Afghan officials and people. Earlier, even Ban Ki-moon expressed concern over the rising civilian casualties in Afghanistan and called for coordination and more attention to ordinary people. Despite all these, and at a time when the foreign, American military forces are under mounting international pressure from the international community and the people and government of Afghanistan to be more precise and to improve coordination in military operations, no practical change has taken place and the killing of civilians continues. Meanwhile, instead of correcting their mistakes, NATO and American officials say their military strategy does not require any change and that they will continue their air assaults.
End Air Strikes – A2:  Public likes plan

Low risk of their turn – public thinks military is doing all they can to avoid civilians now

Rand ‘07

[“RAND REPORT EXAMINES NEED TO HOLD DOWN CIVILIAN DEATHS IN U.S. MILITARY OPERATIONS,” Feb 15, http://www.rand.org/news/press.07/02.15b.html]

While most Americans express concern about the possibility of civilian deaths resulting from U.S. operations overseas, the RAND study found that Americans also have a high degree of confidence that the U.S. military is doing all it can to avoid civilian casualties.

And, the public hates the plan’s restriction on military strategy

Business Wire ‘07


[“Remarks by the Vice President to the Members of Veterans of Foreign Wars,” Dec 7, ln]

America is a country that keeps faith with the people of our military -- first when they wear the uniform, and then when they wear the proud title of veteran. Occasionally the political world needs to be reminded of its obligations to the military and to the veterans, and no one is better suited for that job than the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States. I have great admiration for this organization, for your tradition of advocacy, and the example of patriotism and service that VFW members provide for your fellow Americans. I'm pleased to be in your company today, and I bring respect and good wishes from the President of the United States, George W. Bush. (Applause.)

[Continues...]

Second, it is not the business of the United States Congress to micromanage military strategy. We simply cannot afford a situation in which the Commander-in-Chief sends in forces with a clear mission, and then Congress steps in to tie the hands of our commanders on the field. Third, Congress is making a partisan struggle out of an issue that should be nonpartisan. I don't believe the people of the nation want Congress to use defense appropriations as a bargaining chip in some kind of political debate. (Applause.) The men and women of the Armed Forces are not serving as Republicans, they're not serving as Democrats. They're serving as Americans who love their country and who have volunteered to defend it. Their care and protection should be a bipartisan national priority, not a means for anyone to score political points.

End Anti Narcotics Links

Congress loves counter-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan  

Carpenter 04 [Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, “How the Drug War in Afghanistan Undermines America’s War on Terror,” Nov 10, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=2607]

There are several reasons why Washington is now making the anti-drug campaign a high priority. Congressional pressure is mounting on the Bush administration to make counternarcotics goals a significant part of the U.S. military mission in Afghanistan. Influential members of Congress, such as Rep. Henry Hyde (R-IL), chairman of the House International Relations Committee, have made it clear that they want action on the drug front. Although not specifically advocating crop eradication measures, Hyde has urged the Pentagon to treat all opium labs and storage areas in Afghanistan as “legitimate military targets and utilize narcotics-related intelligence to locate other such targets.”10 
Bipartisan Support for Increasing Anti Narcotic Efforts In Afghanistan

LA Times, 2/7/07

In a letter dated today, the GOP House members are urging the Bush administration to act quickly to counter a host of problems in Afghanistan that they say are being made worse by mismanagement and misplaced priorities. They are calling for the appointment of a special coordinator of overall narco-terrorism policy for Afghanistan to prevent losing the fight against insurgents and drug traffickers.  The letter describes in detail how various U.S. agencies such as the Pentagon, State Department and Drug Enforcement Administration are not working together and essentially are fighting separate wars against insurgents and drugs even though they believe that the booming heroin trade is fueling the insurgency and financing terrorist attacks. "As we will soon face another massive opium harvest in Afghanistan, and a related spring offensive by anti-coalition militants (ACMs), it is time for some new thinking to ensure that Afghanistan does not fall into a failed narco-state status and become, once again, a safe haven for Al Qaeda. We need to act now to prevent that," wrote Reps. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-Fla.), Mike Pence (R-Ind.), Elton Gallegly (R-Simi Valley) and Dana Rohrabacher (R-Huntington Beach), all members of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. The letter was sent late Tuesday to Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, with copies delivered to the White House, DEA, Office of National Drug Control Policy and the British government, said a senior congressional staffer who requested anonymity because he was not authorized to discuss the letter. The four Republicans say they may introduce legislation to enact and fund some of their proposals, but urge the White House to quickly implement other policy changes on its own. Democrats in Congress also have complained about rising drug trafficking and the growing insurgency in Afghanistan. White House national security spokesman Gordon Johndroe said he had not seen the letter and could not comment on the lawmakers' requests. But he said the administration had been actively reassessing its policies in Afghanistan in recent months as part of a comprehensive "strategic review," which prompted senior officials to call for at least $10.6 billion in additional funding for Afghanistan over the next two years. The new funding was a recognition "that we needed to make a larger effort ... so that we can help the Afghan government succeed and we can defeat the Taliban," Johndroe said. "But obviously our counter-terrorism and counter-narcotics programs in Afghanistan work hand in hand. This is something that our people are coordinating on the ground." Cont…   They also are urging the Pentagon to make good on a promise to provide at least eight Russian-made Mi-17 helicopters to Afghan authorities and their U.S. counter-narcotics advisors for the drug war, along with qualified pilots and maintenance and operational support.  

End Anti Narcotics links

Strong Congressional Support to Increase Afghanistan Anti Narcotic Efforts

VOA, 9/12/06 (Voice of America News)
Frustration was obvious in these comments by Republican Congressman Don Sherwood. "The drug problem in Afghanistan can undo all of the hard work that we have done over the last four years, and the sacrifice," he said.  U.S. officials are troubled by the explosion in opium production, projected at over 6,000 metric tons, constituting 90 percent of the global supply. Anne Patterson, Assistant Secretary of State for Narcotics and Law Enforcement, is most concerned about the situation in southern Helmand province where U.S. officials say the Taleban is encouraging opium growing: "Taleban are protecting drug routes, and protecting traffickers, and they are encouraging farmers to plant opium. Whether they are getting revenue from it, or just encouraging an anti-government statement is not clear, but yes we are seeing increasing links between Taleban and the drug trade," she said. Even as the U.S. and NATO countries work with the Karzai government on building (opium) eradication teams, and strengthening education and other efforts, officials say the security situation drains money from reconstruction. Congressman Jim Kolbe, chairman of the House Foreign Operations Committee, had this exchange with Mark Ward, Senior Deputy Administrator for Asia and the Near East of the U.S. Agency for International Development. KOLBE: "In Iraq we have had to spend a staggering amount [of our USAID budget] on security. What percentage of your budget in Afghanistan are you spending on security?" WARD: "Twenty to 25 percent. Depending on where in the country. There are parts of the country where it is not that big an issue, particularly in the West, but down in the south it is quite a drain." John Gastright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asian Affairs, says narcotics, and a Taleban resurgence in the south are a reminder that more remains to be done. But he asserts the overall U.S. and allied strategy, combining military support with reconstruction and good governance, is working with eradication making strides in some provinces: "We have made progress. President Karzai has replaced a number of officials at the most senior levels, including the former governor of Helmand province, Sher Muhammad, who was famously caught with about 10 tons of opium in the basement of the governor's mansion. He is gone. He is [now] up in the [Afghan] Senate, obviously that would be a better place for him to be but he is not in the chain of command," he said.  However, many lawmakers are not persuaded the U.S. military or NATO are doing enough, or that the Afghan government is sufficiently determined by, among other things, approving aerial spraying of opium. Congresswoman Nita Lowey, a Democrat, says production is outstripping eradication efforts, while security deteriorates and the government appears to demonstrate political will. "If we are to salvage the peace and defeat the Taleban it will require a renewed focus and commitment from the U.S. and other donors to provide the necessary security and resources. But it will also require a sincere and sustained effort from the Karzai government to tackle the entrenched corruption in many of his ministries and to extend the reach of his government to the provinces." 
End Poppy Irradication links

Overwhelming Support for Funding Afghanistan Poppy Eradication

Culberson, 6/11/07 (John, US Rep, US Fed News)

H.R. 2446 - Afghanistan Freedom and Security Act of 2007 - Authorizes $1.7 billion a year for humanitarian and economic assistance and $320 million a year for military assistance during FY 2008-2010 for Afghanistan. The bill reauthorizes many programs already created by the Republican Afghanistan Freedom and Support Acts of 2002 and 2004. Much of the funding authorization is for poppy drug eradication, reconstruction, and security training, which is important in ensuring that Afghanistan will not become a terrorist haven in the future. - YES The bill passed 406 - 10 (Roll no. 438).

Bipartisan Support for More Direct US Involvement in Poppy Eradication Efforts

Washington Times, 8/14/05

The White House is planning a major shift in the U.S. military's counternarcotics role in Afghanistan, with a leading option involving the first-time use of American troops to attack opium-distribution points.

The reassessment comes as both Democrats and Republicans warn that the current policy - which relies on the Afghan government to eradicate the poppy crop as the United States plays a support role - is simply not working.
Ban Private Contractors links

Congress hates the plan—it costs capital 

Rubin ‘06

[Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow, Center on International Cooperation at NYU, “Making Aid to Afghanistan Effective” 3-9, www.internationalrelations.house.gov/archives/109/rub030906.pdf]

The Afghanistan Compact includes an annex on aid effectiveness. The Afghan government commits itself to transparency and accountability, to raising more domestic resources, and to improving its capacity to manage expenditure and implement programs. In return, the donors agree to: allocate their assistance according to ANDS priorities; provide “multiyear funding commitments or indications of multiyear support”; increase untied aid channeled through the government budget; build Afghan capacity; and report on aid in a way that enables the Afghan government to integrate aid into its national budget and reports on its use to the National Assembly. 13 More than 75 percent of all aid to Afghanistan funds projects directly implemented or contracted by donors. This mode of delivery, while initially inevitable, is ultimately self-defeating. If prolonged, it undermines, not builds, the state. Enabling the state to provide services directly promotes legitimacy and responsibility; integrating aid projects into the budgetary process promotes sustainability. A government that cannot report to its parliament about public expenditure can hardly be called democratic, no matter how many elections it holds. Three of the largest donors, however—the United States, Japan, and Germany— insisted on weakening these provisions. U.S. officials claim that the U.S. government’s fiduciary responsibility to taxpayers makes it difficult to channel money through the Afghan government’s budget. Like other donors, the United States cites the prevalence of corruption and lack of capacity in Afghanistan, which are valid concerns, though they do not prevent the United Kingdom from channeling aid through the budget. The argument of fiduciary responsibility, however, collapses under the weight of evidence of what the U.S. government actually does with much of taxpayers’ money in Afghanistan; it disburses it to U.S.-based contractors. These contractors spend a significant (and unreported) part of the funds setting up office. In at least one case their services were of such poor quality that the Afghan ministry they were supposed to help expelled them. Security regulations sometimes prevent U.S. contractors from implementing projects in the field and impose significant additional costs. Both the fiduciary responsibility to the U.S. taxpayer and the policy goals of the U.S. government would often be accomplished better by direct budgetary support to the Afghan government, combined with programs for capacity building. International donors, and the United States in particular, should give aid in accord with the priorities of the ANDS. They should overcome legal and political obstacles to funding through the government budget by setting specific criteria for doing so. Congress should not undermine these efforts by insisting on U.S. contracting or earmarking.

Ban Private Contractors links

Congressional backlash is huge

Rubin ‘06

[Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow, Center on International Cooperation at NYU, “Making Aid to Afghanistan Effective” 3-9, www.internationalrelations.house.gov/archives/109/rub030906.pdf]

In post-conflict situations, however, international donors provide most of the resources for public services. These donors are reluctant to support recurrent expenditures and usually fund other expenditures directly, through their own implementing agencies. Rather than disbursing money from a common account under the control of a political authority that can be held accountable to the nation receiving the aid, each donor country or agency maintains its separate spending mechanisms and procedures that are accountable to its own political authority. In the 2005 budget presented by the Afghan authorities, for instance, less than a quarter of all expenditures were channeled through the Afghan government’s budget. i The creation of what Ashraf Ghani has called the “dual public sector” constitutes the problem of dual legitimacy in the fiscal realm. The internationally sponsored public sector operates according to its own rules. Its salary scales tend to suck capacity out of the national government by drawing most qualified nationals into the service of international organizations. Its inflationary effect on price levels may further depress the real value of state salaries. Accountability also suffers. As far as donor states are concerned, aid money is “spent” when it is disbursed to an agency, not when the agency implements a program. Hence multilateral “state building” operations keep no accounts of what has been spent before projects are completed. Since citizens of the recipient countries, who hear reports of huge figures unmatched by what they think of as proportionate results, have no way to demand accountability for the funds, the frequent result is populist politics such as the campaign against NGOs in Afghanistan. This method of giving “aid” fails to build the legitimacy and capacity of the recipient government. The government cannot make decisions about what services are to be provided, track expenditures, or gain experience in providing public goods. Multilateral operations risk creating elected governments fragmented among clienteles of different aid agencies, with no political authority having the authority to pursue a coherent strategy for building sovereignty. Elected governments without budgetary authority or control over security provision hardly merit the term “democracies.” Of course the governments of countries emerging from war or violence are often incapable of exercising such responsibilities. International organizations have created a number of mechanisms to enable governments to increase their responsibility and build capacity. The most common such mechanism is a trust fund for categories of expenditure. Donors deposit unearmarked funds in return for a voice in the management of the fund. The recipient government must provide full documentation of expenditure for approval by the fund’s governors. The joint governance of the fund institutionalizes dual legitimacy transparently by providing both aid donors and the recipient government with voice in accounting for expenditure, while empowering the government to make decisions and learn by doing. This method does not, however, enable donors to plant flags on projects or impose agendas. Such trust funds bear a certain resemblance to oil funds, but the political problem of establishing them is quite different. States with oil resources resist internationally managed oil funds, which limit their exercise of sovereignty in the name of making them more accountable. Aid dependent states, however, strongly support the use of trust funds to manage aid, in preference to the dual public sector. Such trust funds enable them to build their capacity and legitimacy by deciding on the use of aid money in accord with their policy priorities. Since the aid is not tied to specific projects, it can be used and allocated more efficiently. It is not implemented through the very costly international public sector. Resistance comes, naturally, from those who have to relinquish their property rights over the resources, which in this case is the donors. The US and Japan, the largest donors, have most strongly resisted giving untied aid to trust funds. The US Congress in particular takes the view that relinquishing US taxpayers’ money to control by foreigners constitutes a virtually unconstitutional relinquishment of the Congress’s fiduciary responsibility. Under pressure from the Afghan government and other donors, however, USAID recently pledged $160 million to the Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund.
Powerful lobbies backlash
Lendman ‘06
[Stephen, MBA from the Wharton School at UPenn, “Afghanistan: The Other Lost War” 10/11,   http://www.populistamerica.com/afghanistan_the_other_lost_war_part_ii]
Those wondering why the US engages in so many conflicts (aside from the geopolitical reasons) and is always ready for another might consider the fact that wars are so good for business.  Corporate America, Wall Street and large insider investors love them because they're so profitable.  It shows up noticeably on the bottom line of all contractors the Bush administration choose to "rebuild" Iraq and Afghanistan.  It's also been a bonanza for the many consultants, engineers and mercenaries working for them who can pocket up to $1,000 a day compared to Afghan employees lucky to earn $5 for a day's work when they can find it. In both Iraq and Afghanistan, huge open-ended, no-bid contracts amounting to many billions of dollars were awarded to about 70 US firms including the usual array of politically connected ones whose names have now become familiar to many - Bechtel, Fluor, Parsons, Shaw Group, SAIC, CH2M Hill, DynCorp, Blackwater, The Louis Berger Group, The Rendon Group and many more including the one that nearly always tops the list, Halliburton and its subsidiary Kellogg, Brown and Root. Since 2001, this arguably best-connected of all war-profiteers was awarded $20 billion in war-related contracts the company then exploited to the fullest by doing shoddy work, running up massive cost-overruns and then submitting fraudulent billings.
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The Aff incites the wrath of U.S. contractors who stand to lose their funding – they are politically connected
Donovan ‘03

[Jeffrey, Senior Correspondent, Radio Free Europe, 11-3, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2003/11/mil-031103-rferl-161557.htm]
Antiwar activists accused the Bush administration of waging war in Iraq in part to profit from that country's vast petroleum riches. But a new study on American government contracts awarded in Iraq and Afghanistan shows that the real riches -- some $8 billion worth -- have gone to 70 U.S. companies for contracts to rebuild the country. Those same firms also have close ties to U.S. officials and contribute heavily to Republican and Democratic election campaigns. Washington, 3 November 2003 (RFE/RL) -- If there's one thing that pays well in Washington, it's to know the right people. That seems to be the main accusation of a report released last week by the Center for Public Integrity, a Washington-based research group that produces investigative articles on special interests and ethics in government. The study found that U.S. companies who have been awarded $8 billion in contracts to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan also have been major campaign donors to U.S. President George W. Bush -- a Republican -- and that their executives have important political and military connections. Charles Lewis, the Center's executive director, presented his group's findings in Washington after the General Accounting Office (GAO) -- the research arm of the U.S. Congress -- opened two separate investigations into possible improprieties in awarding government contracts in Iraq and Afghanistan. "For the democracy and for the country, I think the public has a right to know what's going on with these contracts," Lewis said. "And I hope the General Accounting Office, which is capable of doing very impressive work, that they can do a thorough investigation. And if there is a problem, and these are serious [problems] as they initially look, that something does happen." The GAO probes were launched after complaints were filed by Democratic congressmen about possible abuses, including questions about the largest deal -- a $2.3 billion no-bid contract given to Halliburton, the oil and military services firm once headed by U.S. Vice President Dick Cheney, who continues to receive deferred payments from the Texas firm. Other major contracts for Iraq and Afghanistan were awarded by the Bush administration without competitive bids, because federal agencies said competition would have taken too long to meet urgent needs in both nations. But Lewis said such contracts leave a trail of unanswered questions that suggest the procurement system is full of waste, fraud, and cronyism. In fact, the Center for Public Integrity concluded that most of the 10 largest contracts went to companies such as Halliburton and Bechtel that employed former high-ranking government officials or executives with close ties to members of Congress and even the agencies awarding the contracts. The report's contention that there exists a virtual "revolving door" between government agencies and the boardrooms of major government contractors sparked some lively questions at the 31 October State Department media briefing. Barry Schweid, a veteran diplomatic writer for the Associated Press, asked State Department spokesman Richard Boucher about the appearance of favoritism that exists when key government positions are filled by former executives of major government contractors, such as Bechtel.

Business lobbies control the agenda

Chait ‘07

[Jonathan, Senior Editor, New Republic 9-10]

American politics has been hijacked by a tiny coterie of right-wing economic extremists, some of them ideological zealots, others merely greedy, a few of them possibly insane. The scope of their triumph is breathtaking. Over the course of the last three decades, they have moved from the right-wing fringe to the commanding heights of the national agenda. Notions that would have been laughed at a generation ago--that cutting taxes for the very rich is the best response to any and every economic circumstance or that it is perfectly appropriate to turn the most rapacious and self-interested elements of the business lobby into essentially an arm of the federal government--are now so pervasive, they barely attract any notice.
Contractors control the GOP – perceived as key to security 

Plain Dealer ‘06
 
[Cleveland, “Security votes lose context in Senate race,” July 22, ln]
As for funding the wars, Brown said he and other Democrats "wanted to know the $87 billion wasn't going to Halliburton and these unbid contracts at the expense of body armor. The Republicans were putting $87 billion on the table, but they still weren't dealing with body armor. But they certainly helped their contractor friends.   Such gibes are common in campaigns, which, as DeWine says, "are about defining differences between candidates."   But security is also a nationwide GOP theme. Karlyn Bowman, who studies polling and political trends as a resident fellow at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, says it could play to the nation's "9/11 hangover," or "a kind of deep pessimism in the electorate" fueled by anxiety over a potential terrorist attack.
***Iraq links***
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Inertia and opposition from defense, business, congress and media ensure capital drain – accelerating withdrawal guarantees perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.   Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.  
Reduced presence link – not troop specific
Military and defense industry opposition ensure accelerating Iraq withdrawal drains capital

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
 In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Link only goes one direction – sticking to the current agreement can’t hurt Obama politically – new withdrawal plan causes a Congressional battle.

Kevin Drum, political blogger for Mother Jones, 8-21-2008, “Iraq Withdrawal Thoughts,” CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/08/21/politics/animal/main4368922.shtml

This is very good news for Democrats. It means that our eventual withdrawal from Iraq will not only be a bipartisan action, it will have been the creation of a Republican president. This is going to make it almost impossible for conservatives to ramp up any kind of serious stab-in-the-back narrative against anti-war liberals. Basic Obama spin: "I'm glad to see that President Bush has finally come around to my view etc. etc." This ought to be a big win for him: he visits Iraq, meets with Nouri al-Maliki, gets Maliki's endorsement for a near-term troop withdrawal, and then gets to applaud as President Bush signs on. Looking ahead, it's also a big win for Obama if he wins in November. Instead of a bruising congressional battle on withdrawal starting in January, he can just continue along the path Bush has set out. At most he'll tweak it a bit, which he can do on his own and without expending a lot of political capital.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Massive political and media opposition to rapid Iraq withdrawal

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Yes, We Could... Get Out! Why We Won't Leave Afghanistan or Iraq Yes, we could.  No kidding.  We really could withdraw our massive armies, now close to 200,000 troops combined, from Afghanistan and Iraq (and that’s not even counting our similarly large stealth army of private contractors, which helps keep the true size of our double occupations in the shadows).  We could undoubtedly withdraw them all reasonably quickly and reasonably painlessly.  Not that you would know it from listening to the debates in Washington or catching the mainstream news.  There, withdrawal, when discussed at all, seems like an undertaking beyond the waking imagination.  In Iraq alone, all those bases to dismantle and millions of pieces of equipment to send home in a draw-down operation worthy of years of intensive effort, the sort of thing that makes the desperate British evacuation from Dunkirk in World War II look like a Sunday stroll in the park.  And that’s only the technical side of the matter.  Then there’s the conviction that anything but a withdrawal that would make molasses in January look like the hare of Aesopian fable -- at least two years in Iraq, five to ten in Afghanistan -- would endanger the planet itself, or at least its most important country: us.  Without our eternally steadying hand, the Iraqis and Afghans, it’s taken for granted, would be lost. Without the help of U.S. forces, for example, would the Maliki government ever have been able to announce the death of the head of al-Qaeda in Iraq?  Not likely, whereas the U.S. has knocked off its leadership twice, first in 2006, and again, evidently, last week. Of course, before our troops entered Baghdad in 2003 and the American occupation of that country began, there was no al-Qaeda in Iraq.  But that’s a distant past not worth bringing up.  And forget as well the fact that our invasions and wars have proven thunderously destructive, bringing chaos, misery, and death in their wake, and turning, for instance, the health care system of Iraq, once considered an advanced country in the Arab world, into a disaster zone(that -- it goes without saying -- only we Americans are now equipped to properly fix).  Similarly, while regularly knocking off Afghan civilians at checkpoints on their roads and in their homes, at their celebrations and at work, we ignore the fact that our invasion and occupation opened the way for the transformation of Afghanistan into the first all-drug-crop agricultural nation and so the planet's premier narco-nation.  It’s not just that the country now has an almost total monopoly on growing opium poppies (hence heroin), but according to the latest U.N. report, it’s now cornering the hashish market as well.  That’s diversification for you.  It’s a record to stand on and, evidently, to stay on, even to expand on.  We’re like the famed guest who came to dinner, broke a leg, wouldn’t leave, and promptly took over the lives of the entire household.  Only in our case, we arrived, broke someone else’s leg, and then insisted we had to stay and break many more legs, lest the world become a far more terrible place.  It’s known and accepted in Washington that, if we were to leave Afghanistan precipitously, the Taliban would take over, al-Qaeda would be back big time in no time, and then more of our giant buildings would obviously bite the dust.  And yet, the longer we’ve stayed and the more we’ve surged, the more resurgent the Taliban has become, the more territory this minority insurgency has spread into.  If we stay long enough, we may, in fact, create the majority insurgency we claim to fear.  It’s common wisdom in the U.S. that, before we pull our military out, Afghanistan, like Iraq, must be secured as a stable enough ally, as well as at least a fragile junior democracy, which consigns real departure to some distant horizon.  And that sense of time may help explain the desire of U.S. officials to hinder Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s attempts to negotiate with the Taliban and other rebel factions now.  Washington, it seems, favors a “reconciliation process” that will last years and only begin after the U.S. military seizes the high ground on the battlefield.  
Iraq withdrawal crushes obama – fierce opposition and perception of weakness on defense

Wills ’09 (Gary, Pulitzer Prize winner specializing in American politics, new york review of books, 12/3, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2009/dec/03/a-one-term-president-the-choice/)
 I am told by people I respect that Barack Obama cannot pull out of both Iraq and Afghanistan without becoming a one-term president. I think that may be true. The charges from various quarters would be toxic—that he was weak, unpatriotic, sacrificing the sacrifices that have been made, betraying our dead, throwing away all former investments in lives and treasure. All that would indeed be brought against him, and he could have little defense in the quarters where such charges would originate.  These are the arguments that have kept us in losing efforts before. They are the ones that made presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon pass on to their successors in the presidency the draining and self-lacerating Vietnam War. They are the arguments that made President George W. Bush pass on two wars to his successor.  One of the strongest arguments for continued firing up of these wars is that none of these presidents wanted to serve only one term (even Lyndon Johnson, who chose not to run for a second full term). But what justification is there for buying a second presidential term with the lives of hundreds or thousands of young American men and women in the military? 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

NO VOTES FOR IRAQ WITHDRAWAL – AFF MAKES OBAMA LOOK WEAK. 

MAZE ET AL 8. [Rick, Editor, Army Times Publishing Company, Demetri Sevastopulo, Financial Times, “This week in defense news” Federal News Service -- Nov 10 -- lexis]

I also think we don't know yet whether an Iraq withdrawal resolution would pass the Senate, whether the Senate really can muster the 60 votes that it needs to overcome a filibuster.  MURADIAN: Demetri, let me ask you, I mean, you know, right after the election, everybody has been saying that this sort of resets the game, I mean, here you have a black American who is President of the United States and Nicolas Sarkozy was quoted as saying something along the lines, you know, America is now ready again to lead or something like that.  How is from a security perspective the Obama election likely to affect U.S. allies?  DEMETRI SEVASTOPULO (Financial Times): Well, I think you have to look at in the broader context. A lot of countries around the world who breathed a sigh of relief when Obama was elected, not so much because he had beaten John McCain, but because it was the end of the Bush administration. It's no secret that the Bush administration had a more unilateralist approach to the world. It didn't have good relations with a lot of allies, and I think Iran, particularly in Europe and the Middle East, there was kind of a sense, it's over, we're onto the next stage and very happy. In Asia it's a little different. The Chinese and the Japanese, for example, have tended to prefer Republican administrations because they seemed to be - the Democrats weaker on defense and tougher on human rights and tougher on trade.  So I think in Asia it's a little bit different, but across the board, people have generally welcomed Obama, but in Russia, President Medvedev took the opportunity to say he was going to put missiles in Kaliningrad and come stick it to Obama and say, here's your first test, are you going to go ahead with missile defense in Europe or not? I dare you.  SPIEGEL: On the international - I think Europe might be interesting to watch because what the Bush administration has had real problems with is getting the Europeans fully on board in Afghanistan. There's been a lot of rhetoric to do it, but Afghanistan is sort of the good war in Europe, and yet, because it was tied to the Bush administration, they had a very hard time convincing the populations in Europe to support more troops in Afghanistan, sending into harm's way.  It would be interesting to see if that attitude changes and Sarkozy, obviously, France is one of them that could actually really step up its activities in Afghanistan if it saw Obama as someone who is more popular in Europe and the Europeans went along with more.  MURADIAN: One question to you guys is whether Secretary Gates stays on or not, I mean, there's a lot of discussion and debate about that. But doesn't that sort of plug up whatever the Obama administration wants to do to getting out of the block?  THOMPSON: Well, you know, there's been a rumor in Washington that the day after the election, Senator Obama would call Mr. Gates and say, can you get me out of Iraq in 18 months? And if he gave him the right answer he'd stick around and if he gave him the wrong answer, he'd be gone in a heartbeat.  I think as a practical matter, we have to understand that Senator Obama is the president-elect because of this war and how badly it went. He wouldn't have gotten the nomination probably without that fact. So the idea that we would keep the team that was running the war, even if they fixed it toward the end is not going to compute with a lot of people who are in the Democratic majority.  MURADIAN: Great guys. Thanks very much. We'll be right back in a moment. In this new administration, how will economic reality influence defense spending? We'll talk about that coming up.  (Commercial break.)  MURADIAN: Thanks for joining us and we're back with our roundtable.  Loren, let me start by asking you. What are the administration's top priorities? What is the Obama administration's priorities in terms of defense?  THOMPSON: In terms of defense, well, Vago, you know, for the last eight years we've been mainly concerned with overseas threats, al Qaeda, insurgents in Iraq, the North Korean nuclear threat. I think the incoming administration views us a little differently. Okay, granted there's been a resurgence of Taliban violence in Afghanistan, but I think they're more preoccupied with the fiscal or economic dimensions of defense spending and I think in the back of their minds what they're saying to themselves is, how is it possible we're paying close to half of the global total for the military and getting so little for our bucks? How is it possible, $700 billion and we can barely beat the Taliban? Isn't that a little strange?  MURADIAN: Well, you know, from an acquisition reform standpoint and the question about the entire budget, defense budget coming under pressure because of an economic stimulus package, that's yet another challenge. So aside from fiscal challenges, what are some of the international security challenges the new team is going to have to look at, Demetri?  SEVASTOPULO: Well, I think one of the biggest challenges is that Obama is going to have to get over the perception the Democrats are weak on national security and defense, particularly if he's pulling out of Iraq and he has said he wants to do more in Afghanistan. So there's going to be a lot of pressure on him to get some kind of results. That's going to be an issue, I think, also closing Guantanamo. He wants to do it as did John McCain. It's not going to be easy. Russia has a resurgent military and are becoming more bellicose. He's going to have to deal with that. North Korea, he's going to have to pick up the ball where the Bush administration left it, trying to get a deal with the North Koreans to rid the peninsula of nuclear weapons and they're all really big challenges. 
RAPID WITHDRAW SAPS PC FOR AGENDA. 

HERALD SUN 10. [“Leaving worthy issues on the table” April 27 -- lexis]

To avoid that trap, Obama had to govern with discipline. First, he would have to turn potential negatives into successes. At home, that meant not only engineering a stimulus program to end the recession but also designing financial reform to prevent a recurrence. In Iraq and Afghanistan, it meant charting a path to not just withdrawal but stable outcomes.  Since both fronts would take enormous energy and political capital, Obama could not afford to squander whatever remained across an array of worthy electives. So over time he subordinated everything to just two: health-insurance reform and blocking Iran's development of nuclear weapons. 
RAPID WITHDRAWAL DRAINS CAPITAL – SENATE RULES AND PARTISAN OPPOSITION. 

KERRY 10. [Bob, Washington Post staffwriter, “Obstacles to real change” Washington Post -- June 13 -- lexis]

Many opponents of the policies of President George W. Bush expected the new Congress to effect dramatic changes. In particular, they hoped it would bring the war in Iraq to a relatively quick end. To explain why that did not happen, Samuel follows the course of two Iraq-related amendments to their eventual defeat -- one that set withdrawal timetables and another that imposed deployment restrictions. The process of deliberation highlighted the difficulty of overcoming the combined barriers of Senate rules and partisan opposition. As the book develops, however, the author's strong opposition to the war in Iraq becomes much too obvious. It gets in the way of the story he really wants to tell, which is about how the Senate works. At times the book reads like a long opinion piece, distracting us from what is otherwise a well-told account of the day-to-day work of the Senate.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific – gop

Widespread Republican support for US deployments in Iraq – times have not changed.

Daniel Larison, contributing editor, 4-12-2010, “Iraq, Republicans and Conservatives,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/12/iraq-republicans-and-conservatives/

As Millman suggests, support for the Iraq war has become an important part of modern conservative, and I would add Republican partisan, political identity. The Iraq war produced “the most polarized distribution of partisan opinions on a president and a war ever measured,” as Gary Jacobson says. The strong identification of conservatives and Republicans with the Iraq war was at first a point of pride and then a source of increasingly defensive self-justification as the vast majority of the country turned against the war and against conservatives and the GOP. Even if most Republican members of Congress recognize that the war was a “terrible mistake,” they refuse to acknowledge publicly that their support for the war and public discontent with the war were responsible for costing them their majorities in Congress. That tells me that even as a matter of crude electoral calculations the Congressional GOP has learned nothing. As a practical matter, mass Congressional Republican recognition of the error of invading Iraq has not led to any significant political or policy changes. As far as most Republican voters and conservatives are still concerned, “people like us” do not oppose foreign wars, and they especially don’t oppose the Iraq war in any meaningful way, and one reason for this is that the public face of opposition simply does not include mainstream Republicans, much less Republicans in any position of leadership or influence.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific – defense industry

RAPID WITHDRAW ENSURES BACKLASH FROM THE DEFENSE INDUSTRY. 

HOTTEN 8. [Russell, “Business welcomes Obama’s victory” Daily Telegraph -- Nov 6 -- lexis]

There are worries that certain sectors, such as the defence industry, could be hit. Many analysts believe that America's $542bn ( pounds 340bn) annual defence budget could be cut, especially as Mr Obama seems intent on a speedy withdrawal from Iraq. Large European defence contractors such as BAE Systems could be a loser. However, Douglas Caster, chief executive of Britain's Ultra Electronics, which makes parts for military equipment, said: "The US has been in a state of tension since 9/11 and because of this neither Democrats nor Republicans want to be seen to be soft on defence. Mr Obama has inherited two wars, and in the short term needs to continue to fund military expenditure on them. In the medium term, the world is unlikely to be any safer and I believe that the US will continue to allocate significant resources to defence and homeland security.''

Reduced presence link 

Changing iraq deployments is controversial – drains capital

Tim Kane, Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 5-24-2006, “Global U.S. Troop Deployment, 1950-2005,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2006/05/Global-US-Troop-Deployment-1950-2005

Heavy deployments of American troops to the Middle East are an essential part of the global war on terrorism. However, the duration of troop deployments has been a source of controversy within the United States. There is controversy about whether there are too many or too few soldiers in Iraq, controversy about the nature of America's geopolitical ambitions, and controversy about the impact on the families of soldiers. Much of the debate is carried on in a fact-free vacuum, lacking the context of American troops' traditional footprint around the globe for the past half-century.

Reduced presence link – flip flop

Changing Iraq withdrawal timetable is a flip-flop for Obama

Raed Jarrar and Erik Leaver, Senior Fellow on the Middle East for Peace Action & Peace Action Education Fund and Research Fellow with the peace and security program at the Institute for Policy Studies, 3-4-2010, “Sliding Backwards on Iraq?” http://original.antiwar.com/erik-leaver/2010/03/03/sliding-backwards-on-iraq/

An Obama flip-flop on the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops would have serious consequences in the United States and Iraq. The U.S. global image will be tarnished, Obama’s credibility will be called into question, and the administration will likely lose what little global political capital it gained in the last year.

Flip flops destroy political capital

Michael Fitts, Professor of Law at University of Pennsylvania Law School, January 1996, “The Paradox of Power in the Modern State,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, p.857

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Reduced presence link - McCain

MCCAIN OPPOSES IRAQ PULLOUT. 

RUSSERT 8. [Time, MSNBC Anchor, MSNBC -- June 7 -- lexis]

RUSSERT: When Barack Obama talks about having an orderly withdrawal of troops from Iraq, John McCain has branded that surrender. How does the Democratic Party in 2008 deal with the issue of Iraq and yet cast itself as a party that does not stand for surrender or as, quote, weak on national defense policy?

MCCAIN KEY TO THE AGENDA. 

NYT 8
(New York Times 11/8/2008)

As a result, his colleagues are wondering which John McCain will be returning to the Senate for a term that runs two more years. Will it be the John McCain who was an enthusiastic coalition builder, deal maker and central figure in Congress, one as apt to tweak Republicans as much as Democrats? Or the John McCain who seemed so dismissive of Mr. Obama, who spent considerable time assailing the opposition rather than making his own case and who to many seemed to become what he had once disdained? "John is going to have to make a decision," said Senator Kent Conrad  Democrat of North Dakota. "I think *he will make the right choice and pitch in." Many of his colleagues say they believe the same, that Mr. McCain, of Arizona, will quickly reassert himself in the Senate and could, if he so chooses, be a valuable asset to Mr. Obama as the new administration seeks to move its agenda on the economy, national security, **immigration* * and **climate change among other issues*. *If* President-elect *Obama lives up to his rhetoric to reach across party lines,* and I hope that he will, he is going to need John McCain," said Senator Susan Collins  a Maine Republican and longtime ally of Mr. McCain. "He is going to be a real player." 

McCain is key–studies rank him as the single most-influential person on Capitol Hill. 

U.S. Newswire 6 (May 16, 2006 – lexis)

The first analysis and ranking system of power in Congress were released today on Congress.org -- http://congress.org. Power Rankings is the culmination of a five-month research project by Knowlegis -- http://www.knowlegis.net -- that sought to measure various characteristics of power. Cont…"We integrated every available piece of publicly available data to create an assessment of each Member of Congress," Fitch said. "We developed criteria and a weighting formula that reflected how members exercise power. Cont…-- Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) scored 1st in the "Influence" Power Category (which measures ability to influence legislative agenda through indirect means), primarily due to his media visibility.  

Reduced presence link - KBR

KBR would oppose the plan – they staff bases in Iraq

Pratap Chatterjee, managing editor of CorpWatch, “Inhering Halliburton’s Army,” 2-19-2009,” Mother Jones, http://motherjones.com/politics/2009/02/inheriting-halliburtons-army

He outlined a series of steps to slash headquarter staffs by 15% in the two years to come and promised even more dramatic changes to follow. While the invasion of Afghanistan the following month was conducted by military personnel, Rumsfeld's ideas started to be implemented in the spring of 2002. Indeed, the building of bases in Kuwait in the fall of 2002 for the coming invasion of Iraq was handled almost entirely by KBR.  Today, there is one KBR worker for every three U.S. soldiers in Iraq—and the main function of these workers, under LOGCAP, is to build base infrastructure and maintain them by doing all those duties that once were considered part of military life—making sure that soldiers are fed, their clothes washed, and their showers and toilets kept clean. While many stories have been written about the $80,000 annual salaries earned by KBR truck drivers, most of the company's workers make far less, mainly because they are hired from countries like India and the Philippines where starting salaries of $300 a month are considered a fortune.

They have massive political power.

Kelley Vlahos, contributing editor at The American Conservative, 3-3-2010, “KBR and the Pentagon — Billions More and No Turning Back,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/blog/2010/03/03/kbr-and-the-pentagon-billions-more-and-no-turning-back/

I am sure that many will view the latest military contract award to Kellogg, Brown and Root (former subsidiary of Halliburton) — worth upwards of $2.8 billion for work in Iraq –  through a political lens. We all know the company’s hold on Washington to be as tenacious as a barnacle on a pirate ship. However, KBR’s relationship has gone far beyond political favoritism. When the paymasters at the Pentagon say KBR is the only outfit to do the job, believe it. The “job” has turned into a massive shift of military operations to the private sector. There is no going back now. KBR is the largest and most capable defense contractor out there, and without it doing everything from building airfields and barracks to serving food, handling waste removal, delivering water and fuel — well, the Pentagon would not be able to wage the war alone.
A2:  dems like plan

NO TURNS - DEM RESISTANCE WILL STAY MUTED NOW AND GOP BACKS THE STATUS QUO – ACCELERATING WITHDRAWAL CAUSES PARTISAN GOP BACKLASH
BASH ET AL 9. [Dana, CNN Senior Congressional Correspondent, John King, CNN host, Elaine Quijano, CBS News correspondent, State of the Union, CNN, March 1 -- lexis] 

KING: Let's shift to Iraq. The president outlined his proposal on Friday, it gets the combat troops out in 19 months, not 16 months, but pretty close to his campaign promise. But he says he will leave 50,000 troops behind. I asked the chairman of the joint chiefs earlier on this program, what happens if we're, say, six months away from that deadline and things aren't going as well as you had hoped, and you go to the president of the United States and say, sir, we need more troops and we need more time, will he listen?  Let's listen to Admiral Mullen.  (BEGIN VIDEO CLIP)  MULLEN: If I were to use the process we just went through with respect to making -- his making this decision in Iraq and his willingness to listen at every level in the chain of command, certainly, my expectations are in the future that he would continue to do that. (END VIDEO CLIP)  KING: Dana Bash, are Democrats in Congress going to like that?  You reported on Friday that it was Harry Reid, the Senate leader, who said Mr. President, try not to say 50,000, use the lower number, 35,000 because there are some antsy moods about this on the left. Hearing the admiral say well if we need more time or more troops, we think we'll get it. How's that going to play?  BASH: Not very well, not very well at all. I mean I've got to tell you that it is --- remember the "Seinfeld" episode, bizarro world where everything is opposite? That's what happened on Friday with this Iraq announcement where you had Democrats saying, this isn't really what we wanted with regard to withdrawing from Iraq, what has been the most partisan issue in Republicans. Even President Obama's rival in the campaign, John McCain, applauding him from the Senate floor.  But on that issue, no, Democrats are not going to be happy to hear that, but they also understand, and this is another thing that I heard that happened inside that White House meeting, that Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid said to President Obama, I understand you are getting certain advice from your commanders and you do have to follow that, but we don't like it very much, politically and otherwise.  QUIJANO: The White House didn't actually -- they didn't mind that it was bizarro world for that day because I was getting e-mails from the White House saying, look at what John McCain is saying. Look at what Boehner is saying. Look, they're supporting the president. So they really didn't mind that they had lost a little bit of support from the Democrats on the left. And it's not totally surprising because there was a moment in the campaign where we saw the candidate Obama go from the far left to the center to the middle. And it was his adviser David Axelrod and we kept asking hey wait a minute, is he was changing his position when it comes to troop levels or the time table because it was a little bit fuzzy at one point. And he said no, no, no, we're being consistent here. But there was a little bit of a hint that he's more pragmatic than he revealed early on. 
***Japan links***
Reduced Presence link – not troop specific

Bipartisan support for maintaining current military presence in Japan – plan alienates congress, joint chiefs, media, and it’s a flip flop

John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies , 3-6-2010, “Okinawa and the new domino effect,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

And that's one reason the Obama administration has gone to the mat to pressure Tokyo to adhere to the 2006 agreement. It even dispatched Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the Japanese capital last October in advance of president Obama's own Asian tour. Like an impatient father admonishing an obstreperous teenager, Gates lectured the Japanese "to move on" and abide by the agreement - to the irritation of both the new government and the public. (See  Gates gets grumpy in Tokyo, October 28, 2009)  The punditocracy has predictably closed ranks behind a bipartisan Washington consensus that the new Japanese government should become as accustomed to its junior status as its predecessor and stop making a fuss. The Obama administration is frustrated with "Hatoyama's amateurish handling of the issue," writes Washington Post editorial page editor Fred Hiatt. "What has resulted from Mr Hatoyama's failure to enunciate a clear strategy or action plan is the biggest political vacuum in over 50 years," adds Victor Cha, former director of Asian affairs at the National Security Council. Neither analyst acknowledges that Tokyo's only "failure" or "amateurish" move was to stand up to Washington. "The dispute could undermine security in East Asia on the 50th anniversary of an alliance that has served the region well," intoned The Economist more bluntly. "Tough as it is for Japan's new government, it needs to do most, though not all, of the caving in."
Reducing Military support for Japan drains capital – massive backlash

Ferguson, ’09 (Niall, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=335&MId=16)

So much for the American predicament. What of Posen’s alternative grand strategy based on American self-restraint? The terms he uses are themselves revealing. The United States needs to be more “reticent” about its use of military force, more “modest” about its political goals overseas, more “distant” from traditional allies, and more “stingy” in its aid policies. Good luck to the presidential candidate who laces his next foreign policy speech with those adjectives: “My fellow Americans, I want to make this great country of ours more reticent, modest, distant and stingy!” Let us, however, leave aside this quintessentially academic and operationally useless rhetoric. What exactly does Posen want the United States to do? I count six concrete recommendations. The United States should: 1) Abandon the Bush Doctrine of “preemption”, which in the case of Iraq has been a policy of preventive war. Posen argues that this applies even in cases of nuclear proliferation. By implication, he sees preventive war as an inferior option to deterrence, though he does not make clear how exactly a nuclear-armed Iran would be deterred, least of all if his second recommendation were to be implemented. 2) Reduce U.S. military presence in the Middle East (“the abode of Islam”) by abandoning “its permanent and semi-permanent land bases in Arab countries.” Posen does not say so, but he appears to imply the abandonment of all these bases, not just the ones in Iraq, but also those in, for example, Qatar. It is not clear what would be left of Central Command after such a drastic retreat. Note that this would represent a break with the policy not just of the last two Presidents, but with that of the last 12. 3) Ramp up efforts to provide relief in the wake of natural disasters, exemplified by Operation Unified Assistance after the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004. No doubt the American military did some good in the wake of the tsunami, but Posen needs to explain why a government that so miserably bungled the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina less than a year later should be expected to be consistently effective in the wake of natural disasters. 4) Assist in humanitarian military interventions only “under reasonable guidelines” and “in coalitions, operating under some kind of regional or international political mandate.” Does Posen mean that he would favor sending American troops to Darfur at the same time as he is withdrawing them from other “abodes of Islam?” He does not say. 5) Promote not democracy abroad but “the rule of law, press freedom and the rights of collective bargaining.” Here again I am experiencing cognitive dissonance. The government that sought systematically to evade the Geneva Conventions in order to detain indefinitely and torture suspected terrorists as an upholder of the rule of law? 6) Stop offering “U.S. security guarantees and security assistance, [which] tend to relieve others of the need to do more to ensure their own security.” This is in fact the most important of all Posen’s recommendations, though he saves it until last. He envisages radical diminution of American support for other members of NATO. Over the next ten years, he writes, the United States “should gradually withdraw from all military headquarters and commands in Europe.” In the same timeframe it should “reduce U.S. government direct financial assistance to Israel to zero”, as well as reducing (though not wholly eliminating) assistance to Egypt. And it should “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”, whatever that means. Again, this represents a break with traditional policy so radical that it would impress even Noam Chomsky, to say nothing of Osama bin Laden (who would, indeed, find little here to object to). Posen, in other words, has proceeded from relatively familiar premises (the limits of American “hyperpower”) to some quite fantastic policy recommendations, which are perhaps best summed up as a cross between isolationism and humanitarianism. Only slightly less fantastic than his vision of an American military retreat from the Middle East, Europe and East Asia is Posen’s notion that it could be sold to the American electorate—just six years after they were the targets of the single largest terrorist attack in history—in the language of self-effacement. Coming from a man who wants to restart mainstream debate on American grand strategy, that is pretty rich.   
Reduced Presence link – not troop specific

Congress, Military, Defense Industry, media and inertia all oppose reduced presence in Japan – ensures perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.   Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.   In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific – public

Broad public support for military deployments in Japan

Michael J. Green, Senior Adviser & Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 6-25-2009, “Japan’s Changing Role,” Statement before the House Foreign Affairs Committee Subcommittee on Asia, http://csis.forumone.com/files/ts090625_green.pdf

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me to testify today on the state of our alliance with Japan. By almost any indicator, the state of the U.S.‐Japan alliance has never been stronger. In the most recent polling, 76% of Japanese say that the alliance with the United States is useful to Japan – the highest level since 1978. Meanwhile, 80% of the American public say that they consider Japan a reliable ally. That is a remarkable contrast to twenty years ago when Americans told pollsters they were more afraid of the Japanese economy than Soviet nuclear missiles, and when pundits published books with titles like “The Coming War with Japan.” We weathered those difficult years of “Japan‐bashing” because Americans came to understand how important our military bases in Japan are to peace and stability in Asia, and how much the international community depends on Japan’s active role as the second largest contributor to international institutions from the IMF to the United Nations and as a leading provider of overseas development assistance. The Japanese people also came to appreciate the centrality of the alliance and of shared values with the United States in the face of North Korean nuclear and missile provocations and uncertainty about China’s rising power.

Reduced presence link

Reducing Japanese deployment spurs military opposition 

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

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

Okinawa specific link – flip flop

Ending Okinawa base is a huge flip flop for obama and spurs overwhelming opposition from military and joint chiefs

Economist, 11/14/09

Soon after coming to office, Japan's prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, suggested revisiting an unpopular plan, agreed under the previous government, to move an American air base on Okinawa, a tiny southern island with an overwhelming American military presence. The Obama administration could have shown patience towards a government still finding its feet. But it was confrontational from the start. Changing the agreement, said the defence secretary, Robert Gates, was out of the question. Japan, a State Department official told the Washington Post, was a bigger problem than China—an extraordinary judgment. It is true that Japan could have handled the problem better (  ). But America has done itself few favours and the best Mr Obama can do now is remind both sides of the strategic ends of their alliance and call for a rethink about the means. Next year's 50th anniversary of the pact would provide an occasion for that. 
Flip flops destroy political capital

Michael Fitts, Professor of Law at University of Pennsylvania Law School, January 1996, “The Paradox of Power in the Modern State,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review, p.857

Centralized and visible power, however, becomes a double-edged sword, once one explores the different ways in which unitariness and visibility can undermine an institution's informal influence, especially its ability to mediate conflict and appear competent. In this context, the visibility and centralization of the presidency can have mixed effects. As a single visible actor in an increasingly complex world, the unitary president can be prone to an overassessment of responsibility and error. He also may be exposed to a normative standard of personal assessment that may conflict with his institutional duties. At the same time, the modern president often does not have at his disposal those bureaucratic institutions that can help mediate or deflect many conflicts. Unlike members of Congress or the agencies, he often must be clear about the tradeoffs he makes. Furthermore, a president who will be held personally accountable for government policy cannot pursue or hold inconsistent positions and values over a long period of time without suffering political repercussions. In short, the centralization and individualization of the presidency can be a source of its power, as its chief proponents and critics accurately have suggested, as well as its political illegitimacy and ultimate weakness.

Okinawa specific link - military

Military and joint chiefs hate ending Okinawa basing
Leddy, Council on Foreign Relations-Hitachi Ltd. international affairs fellow in Japan, 10/22 (Carolyn, Wall Street Journal, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704597704574486272405220200.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates delivered a tough message to the new government in Tokyo this week: The U.S.-Japan security alliance is not up for renegotiation. The question now is whether Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama will get the message before President Barack Obama lands in Japan next month.  The most pressing issue is the 2006 agreement to close the U.S. Marine Corps Futenma Air Base in downtown Okinawa and relocate it to a nearby coastal area. The base has been a source of local tension for many years. In addition, approximately 8,000 troops are scheduled to be transferred to Guam, lowering the overall U.S. military presence in Japan to around 40,000 troops.  Mr. Gates said Tuesday that he's willing to modify Futenma's landing strip, but not renegotiate a deal that was 15 years in the making. Tokyo responded that domestic political circumstances have "changed." Mr. Hatoyama also refuses to rule out the possibility of relocating the base outside of Japan altogether.  

Military hates plan

Wall Street Journal 2009 (November 10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125773325089637583.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

American military strategists say that the Marine bases in Okinawa help the U.S. project its power into the Far East, primarily because of the island's proximity to mainland Japan, China, Taiwan and the Korean peninsula. The strategists argue that the presence of so many armed Marines on the island has kept vital trade routes open while also serving as a deterrent of sorts to China and North Korea.  "If you think of the security issues that the U.S. and Japan are grappling with, from the Chinese military buildup to the uncertainty on the Korean peninsula, having bases on Okinawa is extremely valuable," said Nicholas Szechenyi, a Japan expert at the Center for Strategic & International Studies, a Washington think tank.

***Korea links***
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Plan’s massively unpopular – Congress, Pentagon, and South Korea lobbies oppose

Harrison 2 (Selig S., Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 180-182)

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko¬rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong¬yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic arguments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic arguments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. The payoffs to members of Congress exposed in the 1976 "Koreagate" scandal were not isolated cases. A former Washington station chief of the South Korean CIA, Gen. Kim Yoon Ho, has told of how he arranged support for legislation relating to U.S. military aid and the U.S. force presence by channeling big export contracts to states with cooperative representatives in Congress, especially exports subsidized under a variety of U.S. economic and military aid programs. The manipulation of pricing in such contracts offered easy opportunities for rake-offs to middlemen. In South Korean eyes, anything that will keep the United States in South Korea is morally justified because Washington was largely to blame for the division of the peninsula and remains obligated to stay until reunifica¬tion is achieved. "The South Korean Embassy swings a lot of weight in Washington," observed David E. Brown, former director of Korean affairs in the State Department, in 1997. "Long-tended friendships between conservatives in both capitals give extra potency to the political clout they wield."' South Korean influence in Washington has been reinforced by the support of legions of U.S. military officers with fond memories of their years in Korea. The semi-imperial trappings of U.S. military life there are epitomized by three eighteen-hole golf courses, one of which occupied some of the most valuable real estate in Seoul until former Ambassador James Lilley persuaded the U.S. Army to relocate it. "The pain it took to do this," Lilley recalled, "is symptomatic of the military's resistance to giving up its perks. They told me about how they have to keep up morale to retain personnel, but you can't do this at the expense of your relations with the host country."" For officers with their families, the nine U.S. military installations in the South are self-sufficient enclaves equipped with most of the comforts of home and largely insulated from the local society. For the footloose, there are kiesang hostesses, the Korean equiva¬lent of Japanese geisha. Most important, for the top brass of the U.S. Army, Korea is the last and only place left in the world where a four-star general can be a "commander in chief" presiding over an operational command in a foreign country. All of the nine other "CinCs" with re¬gional and functional commands have their headquarters in the United States.

This saps capital

Chaulia 3 (Sreeram, Researcher on International Affairs – Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, “A Korean Exit Strategy for the US”, Asia Times, 2-1, http://www.hartford-hwp.com/archives/45/264.html) 

Obstacles to US disengagement Harrison points with acuity to a number of hurdles blocking a transformation of the US role from a combatant to a neutral honest broker between North and South. The psychological legacy of the Korean War has resulted in an exaggerated imagery of North Korea as a demonic new yellow peril in American eyes. South Korea has also lobbied intensely against the North by roping in sympathizers in the Pentagon, Congress and US defense industries that have a stake in continued militarization of Korea. Another irritant is the semi-imperial trappings of US military life in Korea, where four-star generals command a country’s army and enjoy unparalleled personal privileges. For Korea to have peace, war-economy interests will have to be smashed by a bold and visionary US president.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific
No political support for the plan

Hayes 9 (Peter, Professor of International Relations – Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology and Director – Nautilus Institute, “Extended Nuclear Deterrence: Global Abolition and Korea”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 12-17, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09096Hayes.html)

This is not how many American policy makers view the situation. They see themselves as firmly anchored via bases, forward deployments, nuclear weapons, and alliance relationships. They feel comfortable relying upon nuclear threat to contain North Korea for the foreseeable future. They believe that they have firmly under control the allies' propensity to proliferate. In reality, US leadership is much more tenuous than Americans like to believe due to the cumulative impact of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, nuclear proliferation, and the economic crisis originating in the United States. In this context, the revival of END hastens the demise of American hegemony, at least in this region. Ironically, actual American forces today are primarily non-nuclear rather than "dual-capable" as was almost universally the case during the Cold War when allies were told that the United States military did not distinguish between its nuclear and non-nuclear forces. Although the United States maintains strategic nuclear forces at home, these have little to do directly with realistic military planning or force postures in the alliances, and even less to do with the expanding scope of military operations by US allies working alongside the US military including peacemaking, peacekeeping, disaster relief, nation building, humanitarian intervention, anti-terrorism operations, and rarely, prosecuting conventional war. Unfortunately, Global Abolition as a framework for a new hegemonic leadership is far from displacing the old habits and instruments of nuclear coercive diplomacy, and is almost completely ignored in the core alliance institutions. It has barely begun to take root as a substitute for failing nuclear hegemonic policies, as is most obvious in the case of the DPRK. Generations of Cold War warriors committed to maintaining alliances and comfortable with Cold War habits and ways of thinking are entrenched in alliance institutions and have paid little or no regard to Global Abolition. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific
Congress, Military, Defense Industry, media and inertia all oppose reduced presence in South Korea– ensures perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.   Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.   In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Reducing Military presence in east asia drains capital – massive backlash

Ferguson, ’09 (Niall, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=335&MId=16)

So much for the American predicament. What of Posen’s alternative grand strategy based on American self-restraint? The terms he uses are themselves revealing. The United States needs to be more “reticent” about its use of military force, more “modest” about its political goals overseas, more “distant” from traditional allies, and more “stingy” in its aid policies. Good luck to the presidential candidate who laces his next foreign policy speech with those adjectives: “My fellow Americans, I want to make this great country of ours more reticent, modest, distant and stingy!” Let us, however, leave aside this quintessentially academic and operationally useless rhetoric. What exactly does Posen want the United States to do? I count six concrete recommendations. The United States should: 1) Abandon the Bush Doctrine of “preemption”, which in the case of Iraq has been a policy of preventive war. Posen argues that this applies even in cases of nuclear proliferation. By implication, he sees preventive war as an inferior option to deterrence, though he does not make clear how exactly a nuclear-armed Iran would be deterred, least of all if his second recommendation were to be implemented. 2) Reduce U.S. military presence in the Middle East (“the abode of Islam”) by abandoning “its permanent and semi-permanent land bases in Arab countries.” Posen does not say so, but he appears to imply the abandonment of all these bases, not just the ones in Iraq, but also those in, for example, Qatar. It is not clear what would be left of Central Command after such a drastic retreat. Note that this would represent a break with the policy not just of the last two Presidents, but with that of the last 12. 3) Ramp up efforts to provide relief in the wake of natural disasters, exemplified by Operation Unified Assistance after the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004. No doubt the American military did some good in the wake of the tsunami, but Posen needs to explain why a government that so miserably bungled the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina less than a year later should be expected to be consistently effective in the wake of natural disasters. 4) Assist in humanitarian military interventions only “under reasonable guidelines” and “in coalitions, operating under some kind of regional or international political mandate.” Does Posen mean that he would favor sending American troops to Darfur at the same time as he is withdrawing them from other “abodes of Islam?” He does not say. 5) Promote not democracy abroad but “the rule of law, press freedom and the rights of collective bargaining.” Here again I am experiencing cognitive dissonance. The government that sought systematically to evade the Geneva Conventions in order to detain indefinitely and torture suspected terrorists as an upholder of the rule of law? 6) Stop offering “U.S. security guarantees and security assistance, [which] tend to relieve others of the need to do more to ensure their own security.” This is in fact the most important of all Posen’s recommendations, though he saves it until last. He envisages radical diminution of American support for other members of NATO. Over the next ten years, he writes, the United States “should gradually withdraw from all military headquarters and commands in Europe.” In the same timeframe it should “reduce U.S. government direct financial assistance to Israel to zero”, as well as reducing (though not wholly eliminating) assistance to Egypt. And it should “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”, whatever that means. Again, this represents a break with traditional policy so radical that it would impress even Noam Chomsky, to say nothing of Osama bin Laden (who would, indeed, find little here to object to). Posen, in other words, has proceeded from relatively familiar premises (the limits of American “hyperpower”) to some quite fantastic policy recommendations, which are perhaps best summed up as a cross between isolationism and humanitarianism. Only slightly less fantastic than his vision of an American military retreat from the Middle East, Europe and East Asia is Posen’s notion that it could be sold to the American electorate—just six years after they were the targets of the single largest terrorist attack in history—in the language of self-effacement. Coming from a man who wants to restart mainstream debate on American grand strategy, that is pretty rich.   
Reduced presence link – not troop specific – soft on defense
Plan will be spun as isolationism

Carpenter and Bandow 4 (Ted Galen, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies – Cato Institute, and Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute, The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea, p. 147)

But the North Korean crisis is merely the latest and most acute reason why the United States should radically alter its security strategy in East Asia. That strategy no longer serves American best interests on an array of issues. More¬over, it is becoming increasingly unsustainable. The United States needs a new approach to the region. Various scholars have noted that East Asia is the one region in the world where the interests of four major powers—Russia, China, Japan, and the United States—intersect. America's interests in many parts of the world are largely discretionary; those in East Asia are much more intrinsic. Geographi¬cally the United States is a Pacific (although not an East Asian) power; eco-nomically America has a large and growing stake in East Asia; strategically the region has been and remains relevant to America's security. That is why it is crucial for the United States to have a wise and sustain¬able policy toward East Asia. Yet there are warning signals that all is not well with America's current policy and that the need for a new approach is becom  ing urgent. Members of the U.S. political elite have an unfortunate habit of branding all proposals for meaningful foreign policy change as harbingers of "isolation¬ism"—a term they almost never define with clarity. But the issue is not one of engagement versus isolationism. Few knowledgeable people would dispute the point that the United States has important strategic and economic interests in East Asia, and even fewer would suggest the adoption of a Fortress America policy or the creation of a hermit republic. Recognizing that America has sig¬nificant interests in the region, however, is not the end point of an assessment of U.S. policy; it is the starting point. One must then apply a rigorous cost- benefit analysis to U.S. policy. Only if the benefits outweigh the costs and risks—and do so by a decisive margin—does the policy merit support.

That’s political suicide

Baker 3 (Ross K., Professor of Political Science – Rutgers University, “Presidents Can Outgun Congress”, Newsday, 10-17, Lexis)

Many of the 126 Democrats who opposed last year's war resolution have felt forced to accede to the White House request not only because it would be political suicide to deny resources to troops already in the field, but because, in 21st-century foreign policy, retreat to isolationism is not an option.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific – blue dogs

Blue Dogs hate the plan

Forrester 7 (Jason W., Visiting Fellow – CSIS International Security Program and M.A.L.D. – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, “Congressional Attitudes on the Future of the U.S.–South Korea Relationship”, CSIS Report, May, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070504_congressionalattitudes_final.pdf)

A number of younger members of Congress have different perspectives. In the words of one Democratic Hill interlocutor: “the group of younger, ‘blue-dog’ [conservative], trade-oriented Democrats, see the relationship as more a way to confront the DPRK nuclear threat than anything else and also see the ROK as an economic engine that they don’t want to see damaged.” 

They’re key to the agenda

AP 9 (Associated Press, “Conservative 'Blue Dog' Democrats Flex Muscles as Obama Stumbles”, 3-19, http://www.newsmax.com/headlines/conservative_democrats/2009/03/19/194047.html)

Conservative and moderate Democrats are flexing their muscles on Capitol Hill, demanding significantly lower spending for domestic programs as well as automatic budget cuts if tax cuts and new programs would increase the deficit A group of 51 so-called "Blue Dog" House Democrats released their roster of budget demands Thursday, calling for cutting more than $40 billion from domestic programs funded by Congress each year At the same time, they said that President Barack Obama's controversial bill to fight global warming should not be permitted to advance under rules that shut off the right of Senate Republicans to filibuster the measure. The Blue Dogs, a coalition of moderate and conservative Democrats, many of them from the South, control a critical bloc of votes needed to pass the congressional budget blueprint. It is the first legislative response to Obama's $3.6 trillion budget for next year. Of greatest importance to the group is putting in place a legally binding "pay as you go" system governing new tax cuts and benefit programs such as Obama's health reform initiative. Under such a regimen, legislation cutting taxes, establishing new benefit programs or making current programs more generous must be "paid for" with higher revenues or benefit cuts elsewhere. If the rule is broken, it would trigger across-the-board cuts in other benefit programs, with Social Security exempted. Such a statutory pay-as-you-go system, or "paygo," was in place for years in the 1990s and early this decade, though the law was simply "switched off" when Congress passed President George W. Bush's 2001 tax-cut bill. "We're trying to be constructive in a way that allows the president to get an acceptable budget," said Rep. Charlie Melancon, D-La., "but at the same time get paygo statutorily put in place." While the group hasn't drawn any lines in the sand, some of their demands are likely to be met, especially regarding global warming. Opposition from the Blue Dogs likely ensures that Obama's controversial "cap-and-trade" plan to limit greenhouse gases won't advance in a fast-track budget bill that could avoid a GOP filibuster in the Senate. Under cap-and-trade, the government would establish a market for carbon dioxide by selling credits to companies that emit greenhouse gases. The companies can then invest in technologies to reduce emissions to reach a certain target or buy credits from other companies that already have met their emission reduction goals. The cost of the credits would be passed on to consumers. The demands by moderates to curb the growth of domestic agency budgets by limiting the increase for next year to inflation will face great resistance from senior lawmakers and the administration. Obama sought a $51 billion, 9 percent increase for non-defense programs, a figure that's probably too high to pass, especially with Congressional Budget Office estimates on Friday expected to show that the worsening economy with produce significantly higher deficits than predicted by Obama's budget. "I'm going to show that we've made many adjustments in the budget in light of CBO's re-estimates," said Senate Budget Committee Chairman Kent Conrad, D-N.D. Administration allies such as House Appropriations Committee Chairman David Obey, D-Wis., are pressing for budget increases well above those sought by moderates. The looming battle over how much to devote to annual domestic agency budgets is important because unlike other elements of the congressional budget plan—they are often more symbolic than substantive—the annual caps on appropriations have real impact on programs.

Reduced presence link - public

-- Plan is unpopular with the public

Kull 96 (Steven, Principle Investigator – PIPA, “Americans on Defense Spending - A Study of US Public Attitudes: Report of Findings”, 1-19, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/pipapoll.htm)

A large majority of Americans favors a strong defense. This majority feels that the US has global interests that need to be protected with a world-wide military presence, and wants to maintain existing US commitments to protect other countries. Most Americans have a positive feeling toward the US military.  Support for Strong Defense  There is a strong consensus that America's role in the world requires it to have a strong defense. Seventy-two percent agreed with the argument that "because the US has global interests, it is important for the US to maintain a large military with the capacity to project its forces around the world." Similarly, in an October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 89% said that it is somewhat (39%) or very (50%) important for the US to maintain "superior military power worldwide." Only 9% said it was not important. Such findings are consistent with other polls that show a strong majority of Americans rejects the idea that the US should withdraw from the world.  An overwhelming majority rejects the idea of abandoning US commitments to protect other countries (though, as we shall discuss below, Americans do not want the US to be world policeman). Only 7% in the PIPA poll said, "The US should withdraw its commitments to protect other countries and should just protect the US." In the October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, only 7% said that "Defending our allies security" is not important, while 90% said it is very (41%) or somewhat (49%) important.  In the focus groups, there was very little sentiment in favor of withdrawing US commitments to protect other countries. For some this attitude seemed to be derived from a sense of moral obligation while for others it was derived more from a sense of national self interest. A woman in Atlanta explained:  There are people who know a lot more than I do who made these treaties, and as far as I'm concerned, they were made on the basis of US interest. . . We're very interested in our own well-being. We didn't go fight in Kuwait because we love the Kuwaitis. We went over there because our oil interests were threatened. . . The reason we have troops in South Korea today is because our interests are at stake.  Concerns about threats from rogue states contribute very powerfully to support for a strong defense. An overwhelming 90% agreed with the argument that "the US needs to maintain a strong defense" because "even though the Cold War is over, there are still countries in the world such as Iraq, Iran, Libya and North Korea, some of which may have weapons of mass destruction and could threaten US interests." Similarly, in an April 1993 CBS/New York Times poll 59% agreed that despite reforms in Russia "the existence of threats from countries like Iran and Iraq means US defense spending cannot be reduced dramatically."  Most Americans want US defense capabilities to be quite robust. Seventy-two percent of the PIPA sample agreed that "it is better to err in the direction of having too much rather than too little defense." Fifty-seven percent said they want "to keep designing and building more technologically advanced weapons. Otherwise, a sudden new threat might find us unprepared." However, the argument, popular in defense circles, in support of the Seawolf submarine and the B2 bomber, that:  If defense contractors stop building certain weapons, it would be hard to get those industries geared up again in the future.  Therefore, even if some of the weapons may not be strategically necessary right now we should continue to produce them. Things might change so that we need them later.  

They love the alliance

Cummings 4 (John P., Colonel – United States Army, “Should the U.S. Continue to Maintain Forces in South Korea?”, 5-3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA423298&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) 

Throughout the Cold War American policy makers struggled with the issue of maintenance of forces in Europe and South Korea. The American public has generally supported the forward deployment of forces to defend potential flash points in order to stem the tide of communism. The fall of the Soviet Union, marking the end of the Cold War, enabled the United States to downsize its armed forces and reduce its overseas presence. This was accomplished primarily through reduction of forces in Europe. There was no significant reduction of forces in South Korea. Perception of the North Korean threat appeared unaffected by the events overtaking its old ally, the Soviet Union. Therefore the United States continues to maintain a cold war-like deterrence force on South Korean soil.

***Kuwait links***

Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Congress, Military, Defense Industry, media and inertia all oppose reduced presence in Kuwait – ensures perception of weakness on defense

ENGELHARDT 10. [Tom, co-founder of the American Empire Project, runs the Nation Institute's TomDispatch.com , “Yes, We Could…. Get Out! – Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”  Atlantic Free Press -- lexis]
Have you noticed, by the way, that there’s always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it’s the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we’re told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.  And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There’s always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).   A Brief History of American Withdrawal  Of course, there’s a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn’t want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That’s hardly surprising since we’re talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet’s strategic oil lands.  And then there’s another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.  Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we’re still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it’s never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It’s not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.  A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of “people power” (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay.   Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It’s evidently written into Washington’s DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere.   In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish “an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011.”  (“We have to stay committed to this past 2011,” Odierno is quoted as saying. “I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It’s important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.”)   If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it’s the largest “embassy” on the planet and represents something new in “diplomacy,” being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not.   In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future “embassy” personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.  Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama’s surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he’s sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the “civilian surge”; nor, for instance, the special $10 million “pool” of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend “winning hearts and minds.”  Perhaps it’s historically accurate to say that great powers generally leave home, head elsewhere armed to the teeth, and then experience the urge to stay.  With our trillion-dollar-plus wars and yearly trillion-dollar-plus national-security budget, there’s a lot at stake in staying, and undoubtedly in fighting two, three, many Afghanistans (and Iraqs) in the years to come. 
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

US Military withdrawal from middle east drain capital 

Ferguson, ’09 (Niall, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=335&MId=16)

So much for the American predicament. What of Posen’s alternative grand strategy based on American self-restraint? The terms he uses are themselves revealing. The United States needs to be more “reticent” about its use of military force, more “modest” about its political goals overseas, more “distant” from traditional allies, and more “stingy” in its aid policies. Good luck to the presidential candidate who laces his next foreign policy speech with those adjectives: “My fellow Americans, I want to make this great country of ours more reticent, modest, distant and stingy!” Let us, however, leave aside this quintessentially academic and operationally useless rhetoric. What exactly does Posen want the United States to do? I count six concrete recommendations. The United States should: 1) Abandon the Bush Doctrine of “preemption”, which in the case of Iraq has been a policy of preventive war. Posen argues that this applies even in cases of nuclear proliferation. By implication, he sees preventive war as an inferior option to deterrence, though he does not make clear how exactly a nuclear-armed Iran would be deterred, least of all if his second recommendation were to be implemented. 2) Reduce U.S. military presence in the Middle East (“the abode of Islam”) by abandoning “its permanent and semi-permanent land bases in Arab countries.” Posen does not say so, but he appears to imply the abandonment of all these bases, not just the ones in Iraq, but also those in, for example, Qatar. It is not clear what would be left of Central Command after such a drastic retreat. Note that this would represent a break with the policy not just of the last two Presidents, but with that of the last 12. 3) Ramp up efforts to provide relief in the wake of natural disasters, exemplified by Operation Unified Assistance after the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004. No doubt the American military did some good in the wake of the tsunami, but Posen needs to explain why a government that so miserably bungled the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina less than a year later should be expected to be consistently effective in the wake of natural disasters. 4) Assist in humanitarian military interventions only “under reasonable guidelines” and “in coalitions, operating under some kind of regional or international political mandate.” Does Posen mean that he would favor sending American troops to Darfur at the same time as he is withdrawing them from other “abodes of Islam?” He does not say. 5) Promote not democracy abroad but “the rule of law, press freedom and the rights of collective bargaining.” Here again I am experiencing cognitive dissonance. The government that sought systematically to evade the Geneva Conventions in order to detain indefinitely and torture suspected terrorists as an upholder of the rule of law? 6) Stop offering “U.S. security guarantees and security assistance, [which] tend to relieve others of the need to do more to ensure their own security.” This is in fact the most important of all Posen’s recommendations, though he saves it until last. He envisages radical diminution of American support for other members of NATO. Over the next ten years, he writes, the United States “should gradually withdraw from all military headquarters and commands in Europe.” In the same timeframe it should “reduce U.S. government direct financial assistance to Israel to zero”, as well as reducing (though not wholly eliminating) assistance to Egypt. And it should “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”, whatever that means. Again, this represents a break with traditional policy so radical that it would impress even Noam Chomsky, to say nothing of Osama bin Laden (who would, indeed, find little here to object to). Posen, in other words, has proceeded from relatively familiar premises (the limits of American “hyperpower”) to some quite fantastic policy recommendations, which are perhaps best summed up as a cross between isolationism and humanitarianism. Only slightly less fantastic than his vision of an American military retreat from the Middle East, Europe and East Asia is Posen’s notion that it could be sold to the American electorate—just six years after they were the targets of the single largest terrorist attack in history—in the language of self-effacement. Coming from a man who wants to restart mainstream debate on American grand strategy, that is pretty rich.   
Reduced presence link – not troop specific - KBR
KBR would oppose the plan – they staff bases in Kuwait

Pratap Chatterjee, managing editor of CorpWatch, “Inhering Halliburton’s Army,” 2-19-2009,” Mother Jones, http://motherjones.com/politics/2009/02/inheriting-halliburtons-army

He outlined a series of steps to slash headquarter staffs by 15% in the two years to come and promised even more dramatic changes to follow. While the invasion of Afghanistan the following month was conducted by military personnel, Rumsfeld's ideas started to be implemented in the spring of 2002. Indeed, the building of bases in Kuwait in the fall of 2002 for the coming invasion of Iraq was handled almost entirely by KBR.  Today, there is one KBR worker for every three U.S. soldiers in Iraq—and the main function of these workers, under LOGCAP, is to build base infrastructure and maintain them by doing all those duties that once were considered part of military life—making sure that soldiers are fed, their clothes washed, and their showers and toilets kept clean. While many stories have been written about the $80,000 annual salaries earned by KBR truck drivers, most of the company's workers make far less, mainly because they are hired from countries like India and the Philippines where starting salaries of $300 a month are considered a fortune.

They have massive political power.

Kelley Vlahos, contributing editor at The American Conservative, 3-3-2010, “KBR and the Pentagon — Billions More and No Turning Back,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/blog/2010/03/03/kbr-and-the-pentagon-billions-more-and-no-turning-back/

I am sure that many will view the latest military contract award to Kellogg, Brown and Root (former subsidiary of Halliburton) — worth upwards of $2.8 billion for work in Iraq –  through a political lens. We all know the company’s hold on Washington to be as tenacious as a barnacle on a pirate ship. However, KBR’s relationship has gone far beyond political favoritism. When the paymasters at the Pentagon say KBR is the only outfit to do the job, believe it. The “job” has turned into a massive shift of military operations to the private sector. There is no going back now. KBR is the largest and most capable defense contractor out there, and without it doing everything from building airfields and barracks to serving food, handling waste removal, delivering water and fuel — well, the Pentagon would not be able to wage the war alone.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific - public

-- Plan is unpopular with the public

Kull 96 (Steven, Principle Investigator – PIPA, “Americans on Defense Spending - A Study of US Public Attitudes: Report of Findings”, 1-19, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/pipapoll.htm)

A large majority of Americans favors a strong defense. This majority feels that the US has global interests that need to be protected with a world-wide military presence, and wants to maintain existing US commitments to protect other countries. Most Americans have a positive feeling toward the US military.  Support for Strong Defense  There is a strong consensus that America's role in the world requires it to have a strong defense. Seventy-two percent agreed with the argument that "because the US has global interests, it is important for the US to maintain a large military with the capacity to project its forces around the world." Similarly, in an October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, 89% said that it is somewhat (39%) or very (50%) important for the US to maintain "superior military power worldwide." Only 9% said it was not important. Such findings are consistent with other polls that show a strong majority of Americans rejects the idea that the US should withdraw from the world.  An overwhelming majority rejects the idea of abandoning US commitments to protect other countries (though, as we shall discuss below, Americans do not want the US to be world policeman). Only 7% in the PIPA poll said, "The US should withdraw its commitments to protect other countries and should just protect the US." In the October 1994 poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, only 7% said that "Defending our allies security" is not important, while 90% said it is very (41%) or somewhat (49%) important.  In the focus groups, there was very little sentiment in favor of withdrawing US commitments to protect other countries. For some this attitude seemed to be derived from a sense of moral obligation while for others it was derived more from a sense of national self interest. A woman in Atlanta explained:  There are people who know a lot more than I do who made these treaties, and as far as I'm concerned, they were made on the basis of US interest. . . We're very interested in our own well-being. We didn't go fight in Kuwait because we love the Kuwaitis. We went over there because our oil interests were threatened. . . The reason we have troops in South Korea today is because our interests are at stake.  Concerns about threats from rogue states contribute very powerfully to support for a strong defense. An overwhelming 90% agreed with the argument that "the US needs to maintain a strong defense" because "even though the Cold War is over, there are still countries in the world such as Iraq, Iran, Libya and North Korea, some of which may have weapons of mass destruction and could threaten US interests." Similarly, in an April 1993 CBS/New York Times poll 59% agreed that despite reforms in Russia "the existence of threats from countries like Iran and Iraq means US defense spending cannot be reduced dramatically."  Most Americans want US defense capabilities to be quite robust. Seventy-two percent of the PIPA sample agreed that "it is better to err in the direction of having too much rather than too little defense." Fifty-seven percent said they want "to keep designing and building more technologically advanced weapons. Otherwise, a sudden new threat might find us unprepared." However, the argument, popular in defense circles, in support of the Seawolf submarine and the B2 bomber, that:  If defense contractors stop building certain weapons, it would be hard to get those industries geared up again in the future.  Therefore, even if some of the weapons may not be strategically necessary right now we should continue to produce them. Things might change so that we need them later.  

Reduced presence link – not troop specific - military
None of their general link turns apply – the media ignores military deployments in Kuwait – and they’re the backdrop of US military strategy – plan causes military backlash

Nick Turse, Fellow at New York University's Center for the United States and the Cold War and the winner of a 2009 Ridenhour Prize for Reportorial Distinction, 11-22-2009, “Out of Iraq, Into the Gulf,” CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/11/23/opinion/main5747196.shtml

Appearing before the Senate Armed Services Committee early this year, General David Petraeus, head of the U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM), stated: "The Arabian Peninsula commands significant U.S. attention and focus because of its importance to our interests and the potential for insecurity." He continued:  "T]he countries of the Arabian Peninsula are key partners... CENTCOM ground, air, maritime, and special operations forces participate in numerous operations and training events, bilateral and multilateral, with our partners from the Peninsula. We help develop indigenous capabilities for counter terrorism; border, maritime, and critical infrastructure security; and deterring Iranian aggression. As a part of all this, our FMS [Foreign Military Sales] and FMF [Foreign Military Financing] programs are helping to improve the capabilities and interoperability of our partners' forces. We are also working toward an integrated air and missile defense network for the Gulf. All of these cooperative efforts are facilitated by the critical base and port facilities that Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, the UAE [United Arab Emirates], and others provide for US forces."  In fact, since 2001 the Pentagon has been pouring significant sums of money into the "critical base and port facilities" mentioned by the general -- both U.S. sites and those of its key regional partners. These are often ignored facts-on-the-ground, which signal just how enduring the U.S. military presence in the region is likely to be, no matter what happens in Iraq. Press coverage of this long-term infrastructural build-up has been remarkably minimal, given the implications for future conflicts in the oil heartlands of the planet. After all, Washington is sending tremendous amounts of military materiel into autocratic Middle Eastern nations and building-up bases in countries whose governments, due to domestic public opinion, often prefer that no publicity be given to the growing American military "footprint."

***Turkey link***

Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Plan drains capital 

Ferguson, ’09 (Niall, American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=335&MId=16)

So much for the American predicament. What of Posen’s alternative grand strategy based on American self-restraint? The terms he uses are themselves revealing. The United States needs to be more “reticent” about its use of military force, more “modest” about its political goals overseas, more “distant” from traditional allies, and more “stingy” in its aid policies. Good luck to the presidential candidate who laces his next foreign policy speech with those adjectives: “My fellow Americans, I want to make this great country of ours more reticent, modest, distant and stingy!” Let us, however, leave aside this quintessentially academic and operationally useless rhetoric. What exactly does Posen want the United States to do? I count six concrete recommendations. The United States should: 1) Abandon the Bush Doctrine of “preemption”, which in the case of Iraq has been a policy of preventive war. Posen argues that this applies even in cases of nuclear proliferation. By implication, he sees preventive war as an inferior option to deterrence, though he does not make clear how exactly a nuclear-armed Iran would be deterred, least of all if his second recommendation were to be implemented. 2) Reduce U.S. military presence in the Middle East (“the abode of Islam”) by abandoning “its permanent and semi-permanent land bases in Arab countries.” Posen does not say so, but he appears to imply the abandonment of all these bases, not just the ones in Iraq, but also those in, for example, Qatar. It is not clear what would be left of Central Command after such a drastic retreat. Note that this would represent a break with the policy not just of the last two Presidents, but with that of the last 12. 3) Ramp up efforts to provide relief in the wake of natural disasters, exemplified by Operation Unified Assistance after the Indian Ocean tsunami of December 26, 2004. No doubt the American military did some good in the wake of the tsunami, but Posen needs to explain why a government that so miserably bungled the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina less than a year later should be expected to be consistently effective in the wake of natural disasters. 4) Assist in humanitarian military interventions only “under reasonable guidelines” and “in coalitions, operating under some kind of regional or international political mandate.” Does Posen mean that he would favor sending American troops to Darfur at the same time as he is withdrawing them from other “abodes of Islam?” He does not say. 5) Promote not democracy abroad but “the rule of law, press freedom and the rights of collective bargaining.” Here again I am experiencing cognitive dissonance. The government that sought systematically to evade the Geneva Conventions in order to detain indefinitely and torture suspected terrorists as an upholder of the rule of law? 6) Stop offering “U.S. security guarantees and security assistance, [which] tend to relieve others of the need to do more to ensure their own security.” This is in fact the most important of all Posen’s recommendations, though he saves it until last. He envisages radical diminution of American support for other members of NATO. Over the next ten years, he writes, the United States “should gradually withdraw from all military headquarters and commands in Europe.” In the same timeframe it should “reduce U.S. government direct financial assistance to Israel to zero”, as well as reducing (though not wholly eliminating) assistance to Egypt. And it should “reconsider its security relationship with Japan”, whatever that means. Again, this represents a break with traditional policy so radical that it would impress even Noam Chomsky, to say nothing of Osama bin Laden (who would, indeed, find little here to object to). Posen, in other words, has proceeded from relatively familiar premises (the limits of American “hyperpower”) to some quite fantastic policy recommendations, which are perhaps best summed up as a cross between isolationism and humanitarianism. Only slightly less fantastic than his vision of an American military retreat from the Middle East, Europe and East Asia is Posen’s notion that it could be sold to the American electorate—just six years after they were the targets of the single largest terrorist attack in history—in the language of self-effacement. Coming from a man who wants to restart mainstream debate on American grand strategy, that is pretty rich.   
Reduced presence link – not troop specific

Congress supports military deployments in Turkey – overwhelming priority in relations

Michelle Singerman, journalist, January-March 2008, “U.S. Vote on Armenian Genocide Swayed by Geo-Politics,” Peace Magazine, http://www.peacemagazine.org/archive/v24n1p21.htm

Originally, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi said if the vote came out of committee it would go to the floor before the end of next session, which would mean sometime in November. Yet, the effort to move the vote to Congress has now collapsed.  "We knew well in advance this [Resolution 106] bill would have passed because it had several hundred co-sponsors, which I think is unusual," Shirinian says. He notes after the vote, support for the bill suddenly diminished. He and Payaslian attribute the weakened support to lobbying by Republicans and threats by the Turkish government.  Payaslian said it is also possible that some other factor changed Pelosi's mind, such as a "Clinton effect" -- "A phone call to Pelosi saying `Why would you bring this up when we have American soldiers in Iraq? The Turkish military may be coming in and you are worried about something that happened 90 years ago?'"  A sobering statement by Dana Perino, President Bush's chief spokeswoman, one day after the vote, offers Payaslian's theory some plausibility.  "One of the reasons we opposed the resolution in the House yesterday is that the President has expressed on behalf of the American people our horror at the tragedy of 1915," Perino said. "But at the same time, we have national security concerns, and many of our troops and supplies go through Turkey. They are a very important ally in the war on terror, and we are going to continue to try to work with them. And we hope that the House does not put forward a full vote."
Congress opposes anything that could reduce US military presence in turkey – perceived as strategically vital

STROKAN 3-10-10. [Sergey, Kommersant correspondent “U.S. recognition of Armenian genocide in Turkey may strengthen ties between Ankara and Moscow” Russian Press Digest -- lexis]

However, Congress is unlikely to pass a resolution on the Armenian genocide: there is too much at stake. Turkey supports U.S. operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, and Washington is not only interested in the continuation of this cooperation, but also in strengthening it. Equally important is the U.S. base in Incirlik, which is essential for many U.S. air force operations. In addition, Turkey is strategically placed on oil and gas routes from the Middle East and the Caspian region to Western countries.
Reduced presence link – not troop specific – defense industries

Powerful defense contractors will oppose the plan

Kevin Bogardus, staff writer, 3-3-2010, “Top defense contractors warn that genocide measure will hurt business,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/84875-companies-warn-genocide-measure-will-hurt-business

Executives for the nation’s top defense contractors say billions of dollars in business with Turkey could disappear if a genocide resolution advances on Capitol Hill.  Formally recognizing the massacre of 1.5 million Armenians by the Ottoman Turks during World War I as genocide could have “unintended consequences,” chief executives for Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon and United Technologies Corp. warned in a Feb. 26 letter to House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Howard Berman (D-Calif.). “There is reason to believe committee passage of the resolution risks a rupture in U.S.-Turkey relations. Alienating a significant NATO ally and trading partner would likely have negative repercussions for U.S. geopolitical interests and efforts to boost both exports and employment,” the letter says.   The executives told Berman that U.S. defense and aerospace exports to Turkey in 2009 were more than $7 billion and that tens of thousands of American jobs depend on “strong relations” between the two countries. It follows a Feb. 24 letter from the Aerospace Industries Association to Berman that expressed similar concerns about the resolution.

Reduced presence link – not troop specific - military

Military will oppose the plan – they lobby Congress to maintain military relationship with Turkey.

Journal of Turkish Weekly, 3-19-2010, “US Military Praises Turkish Role in Afghanistan, Iraq,” http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/99961/us-military-praises-turkish-role-in-afghanistan-iraq.html

Two senior United States generals praised Wednesday Turkey’s military assistance in Iraq and Afghanistan while hinting at fears the cooperation could be scaled back with a potential U.S. House vote on Armenian genocide claims.  Gen. David Petraeus, commander of the U.S. Central Command and responsible for Afghanistan and Iraq, and Gen. Duncan McNabb, commander of the U.S. Air Force's Transportation Command, spoke at a hearing of the House Armed Services Committee on their forces' defense authorization budget requests for next year.  Vic Snyder, a Democratic representative from Arkansas, asked the two generals to comment on the normalization process between Turkey and Armenia.  During a time when the two countries’ reconciliation process has been showing signs of faltering, a House Foreign Affairs Committee passed a resolution on March 4 calling on Washington to define the World War I-era killings of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire as "genocide."  Turkey has warned that Ankara's cooperation with the U.S. will be adversely affected if the full House endorses the bill.  Petraeus said he did not want to comment directly on Snyder's question, but chose to focus on the importance of Turkey's military collaboration with the U.S. on Afghanistan and Iraq.  "[Turkey has] forces deployed in Afghanistan. In fact, they're operating with considerable skill – [and] very impressively in the Kabul district, which is their area of responsibility there," Petraeus said.  "And then, of course, there is Turkish involvement in a relationship with Iraq which, again, all of us sought to work together, as we did to promote the relationship of Iraq with its other neighbors as well," he said.  McNabb also emphasized the significant role Turkey's southern İncirlik Air Base has played in helping U.S. logistical military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. "İncirlik is a really pivotal base for us, both for the re-supply of Iraq and for the re-supply of Afghanistan."

Tacticals links

No domestic support for removing tacticals – political support for keeping weapons in Europe outweighs concern over Russian weapons

Cirincionne and Podvig, ’01 (Joseph and Pavel, Foreign Policy In Focus, 11/27, http://www.fpif.org/presentations/wmd01/pconf.html)
Of course they serve no military purpose whatsoever. It is difficult to conceive of any scenario under which the United States would use a tactical nuclear weapon stationed in Europe for any reason. So those also should be withdrawn. I don't believe Europe is any longer so insecure that it will feel the withdrawal of those nuclear weapons would somehow present a decrease in U.S. commitment to Europe. There were supposed to be talks between the United States and Russia on tactical nuclear weapons. This was part of the 1997 agreement between Clinton and Yeltsin. START III, which was going to reduce the levels of strategic weapons, was also supposed to start, for the first time, actual negotiation on tactical nuclear weapons, in which the U.S. would talk about the thousands of Russian tactical weapons, and Russia would get to talk about the sea-launched, nuclear-tipped cruise missiles. They are of concern to Russia. Unfortunately, this vital issue has been dropped from the agenda. No one in the United States, or Russia for that matter, is raising this issue of tactical nuclear weapons. It is precisely these weapons that pose some of the most serious security concerns. Primary I'm thinking of the Russian arsenal, but as your colleagues in Moscow says, there also are some concerns with the European-based weapons the United States has. Other comments here?  Bill Hartung: Yes, Pavel Podvig.  Pavel Podvig: Let me add just a few words. I think Joe is absolutely right. The tactical nuclear weapons in Europe serve no military purpose or any purpose whatsoever, and I'm speaking about U.S. tactical nuclear weapons, as well as Russian ones. But these serve as a very good illustration of what's wrong with the current situation. Because if we look at the politics of these tactical weapons, then we see that in fact in the United States and in Europe, there are concerns about the safety and security of Russian tactical nukes. People would argue that they are not very well-secured. But at the same time, we see that for some reason, the United States and its European allies value having the U.S. weapons in Europe much higher than their concern about Russian nuclear weapons. So basically, my point is that this is the choice the U.S. and its European allies must make themselves. Whether it is more important to keep tactical weapons in Europe--as a means of holding together a NATO alliance, or for whatever other conceivable purpose. Or to try to open negotiations with Russia on how to eliminate and control and secure all tactical nuclear weapons, including Russian ones, if there are concerns about their security. 
Tactical withdrawal drains capital

Boese, ’06 (Wade, Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/events/20060325_Boese_NuclearDisaster.)
Tackling Tactical Nuclear Weapons in Europe Today, NATO continues to deploy up to 480 nuclear gravity bombs on the territories of six European countries (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Turkey, and the United Kingdom). Russia's tactical nuclear weapons are estimated to total around 3,000, but this figure could be larger. Neither of these Cold War-era leftover arsenals serves any purpose today. Yet, the dangers they pose are very real, particularly in the case of Russia where great uncertainty exists about the location, quantity, and security of these arms. It is in the world's interest to help Russia secure and eliminate these weapons, which are probably most attractive to and vulnerable to terrorist theft. But Russia refuses to engage on this issue, citing the continued deployment of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe.  Hence, NATO's 26 members, particularly the six hosting U.S. arms, should be the focus of an intensive campaign to end the alliance's deployment of nuclear weapons. Returning these relics to the United States would not be detrimental to alliance security, but a boon because it would pave the way to begin the process of accounting for, securing, and eliminating Russia's tactical nuclear weapons.  It is imperative that this effort to discontinue NATO's archaic nuclear posture be aimed at European capitals. There is minimal support in the United States for maintaining these weapons in Europe. Indeed, the Pentagon several years ago concluded that they served no military purpose. The weapons remain out of political reasons and this motivation is strongest on the European side of the Atlantic Ocean. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Assistant Secretary of State for International Security and Nonproliferation Stephen Rademaker have both dismissed the possibility of withdrawing U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe by contending that no single European country is raising the issue. This needs to change.  Initiating this debate in NATO could also serve to spark a wider debate in the United States about the utility of nuclear weapons. Some, including members of Congress, are trying to get this conversation started. Representative David Hobson (R-Ohio) stated in February 2005, "I think the time is now for a thoughtful and open debate on the role of nuclear weapons in our country's national security strategy."  Holding Friends Accountable Any increase in nuclear weapons is a setback for disarmament. The enormous size of the U.S. and Russian stockpiles does not mean that other nuclear weapons possessors' buildups of their smaller arsenals should be accepted with a shrug. All should be held similarly accountable as the United States and Russia in the eyes of non-nuclear-weapon states when it comes to advancing nuclear disarmament.  India, as part of the U.S.-Indian civil nuclear cooperation plan, has pledged to accept all the same obligations of the recognized nuclear-weapon states. These five states have all signed the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). India has not. Both New Delhi and Islamabad should be urged to sign this important agreement as soon as possible. In addition, more pressure should be put on Beijing to ratify the accord. The irresponsible and misguided October 1999 Senate rejection of the treaty should not serve as an excuse or provide cover for others, including Indonesia and other members of the Nonaligned Movement, to neglect what is an essential nuclear disarmament step. Without continued expression of support for the treaty, opponents of the CTBT in the United States and elsewhere may gain the upper hand.  British Trident Decision A debate is beginning in the United Kingdom on whether it should develop a successor to its sole nuclear delivery system, the Trident ballistic missile submarine, which is set to reach the end of its lifespan in less than 20 years. The United Kingdom should not be permitted to approach this question as if it is solely a technical question about extending the status quo. At its core, it is a matter of whether the United Kingdom sees nuclear weapons as necessary for its future security. It is incumbent upon non-nuclear-weapon states, particularly those who had weapons or weapons programs and gave them up, such as Brazil and South Africa, to share with the United Kingdom about how their security has not been negatively impacted by the decision to forswear nuclear weapons.  Creating Conditions for Progress None of the measures mentioned above are necessarily easy or likely to move swiftly. Today's political climate may not be conducive to some of them. However, that does not mean that they should be shelved until circumstances are perceived as favorable. Now is the time to start creating the conditions that will allow for progress when the political will exists. Keep in mind that in 2009 a new government will be seated in Washington and will review most current nonproliferation and disarmament policies. The time to offer practical ideas and create expectations is now. 
Tacticals links

Congress wants to control RUSSIAN tacticals but is opposed to withdrawing US tactical in Europe – and they would demand verification of Russian tactical as part of any tactical deal

Viktor Litovkin, military commentator for RIA novosti, BBC, 6/15/03
The Senate of the United States voted to abolish the prohibition (put into effect ten years ago by Congress) on the development of low-yield nuclear warheads. The reasons for such a decision on Capitol Hill were not concealed. Suchwarheads are necessary for Washington in order to equip anti-missile missiles in an ABM system.   Only such missiles can guarantee the protection of the United States against a mass attack by ballistic missileslaunched by "rogue countries".   Low-yield nuclear warheads, also called tactical nuclear weapons, were always a "closed zone" both in therelations between NATO and Russia and the relations between the USSR (Russia) and the United States. A proviso for theirpresence, composition, quantity, monitoring and control, and qualitative parameters was not made in any of theinternational agreements. Only references to the initiatives of Washington and Moscow, who took upon themselves a numberof unilateral obligations "on the basis of reciprocity", are encountered in the considerably long list ofbilateral treaties between the United States and Russia.   The United States did that on 28 September 1991. It took upon itself the obligation to liquidate its entireground-based arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons and declared its readiness to remove all tactical nuclear weapons,including ship-based and naval aviation-based tactical nuclear weapons, and place them at central storage bases. It tookupon itself the obligation to destroy part of this arsenal. In a week after that (5 October 1991), our country declared its adequate intentions (along similar lines). And then again on 29 January 1992. According to information provided bythe Stockholm International Institute for Peace and Conflict Research, the non-strategic nuclear forces of the UnitedStates presently consist of 1120 units. Our non-strategic nuclear weapons consist of 3,380 units. There is no officialanswer as to whether or not the two countries fulfilled their unilaterally declared obligations.   Those initiatives are not legally binding obligations and do not stipulate measures for monitoring. Only the tragicloss of the nuclear-powered submarine, "Kursk", confirmed that there were no nuclear warheads on thesubmarine. There were also no nuclear warheads on its torpedoes or on its "Granit" cruise missiles. Yet, allthe same, it is known for certain that the United States is keeping its own tactical nuclear arsenal in seven countries of Europe and that arsenal consists of 150 B61 freely-gliding aerial bombs.   For the most part, scientists, public figures, and arms specialists speak about the problem of tactical nuclearweapons. Not so long ago, this problem was discussed at a seminar at the Moscow Carnegie Seminar.   The lack of agreement in such a delicate sphere, in the opinion of the experts, is setting a number of questionsbefore the politicians and military people. Without answers to such questions, it is difficult to hope for thestrengthening of confidence-building measures and a full-value development of cooperation between Moscow and Washington, as well as between Russia and NATO, even within the framework of the Rome Declaration of 2002.   In Washington, the Americans are calling their European arsenal "useless from the military point of view"but they are saying that it bears a "political" factor of deterrence. However, a reasonable question arises inthis connection: Just who is being deterred by these 'tactical nuclear' bombs? If Russia (is the object ofdeterrence), just how does that tie in with statements of George Bush on "on special relations of trust (betweenWashington) and Moscow"? There was another factor upon which the Russians participating in the seminar focusedtheir attention: The Americans are calling these nuclear weapons in Europe "tactical" nuclear weapons but, for Russia, these weapons bear a strategic character.   USA trying to distract attention from its nuclear efforts.  The United States is avoiding the discussion of this issue but it is speaking more and more about the problem of the security of the tactical nuclear weapons stored in Russian arsenals. In the Senate and in the House of Representatives, voices are ringing out about the possibility of the capture of Russian tactical nuclear weapons by terrorists and thethreat of a nuclear collapse. There (in the U. S. Congress), they are insisting on the necessity for the establishmentof international (read American) monitoring of these weapons. 
Tacticals links – military

Pentagon lobbies for NATO tactical nuclear weapons

Gertz, 9/3/09 (bill, national security reporter for Washington times,  www.gertzfile.com/gertzfile/InsidetheRing.html)

The administration requested the money for a study about upgrading the B61, an aircraft-delivered tactical nuclear bomb that both the Pentagon and the Energy Department say is needed to defend Europe as part of what the military calls "extended deterrence."  The matter is urgent for the Pentagon because the study is needed now to meet a 2017 deadline for outfitting the bomb on the new F-35 jet. Current F-16 jets that carry B61s will be phased out of service in eight years.  The B61 is dropped by bombers and has a parachute in the tail to slow its descent and allow detonation above the ground.  The B61 money was cut by the House Appropriations subcommittee on energy and water development. Subcommittee Vice Chairman Ed Pastor, Arizona Democrat, said in a June 23 statement that the B61 money was zeroed out because the administration "has yet to meet the requirement for nuclear strategy, stockpile and complex plans that we first directed in fiscal year 2008."  The Senate version of the energy bill contains the B61 money, and differences between the two versions will be worked out in a House-Senate conference in the coming weeks.  The White House issued a policy statement July 14 on the cut, stating that the funding elimination would cancel the B61 upgrade for needed "end-of-life components."  "Without refurbishment of these components, the sustainment of the B61 bomb family, a key component of our deterrence strategy, will be in jeopardy," the statement said.  The administration is set to lobby House subcommittee members to restore the funds. A letter is planned from Thomas P. D'Agostino, head of the Energy Department's National Nuclear Security Administration, and U.S. Strategic Command commander Gen. Kevin P. Chilton.  The two leaders are expected to tell House members that fixing the B61, the oldest weapon in the U.S. nuclear arsenal, is urgently needed.  A recent blue-ribbon commission of experts found major problems with the entire U.S. nuclear stockpile, specifically the triggering packages and electronics of older nuclear weapons, including some, like the B61, that were built in the 1960s.  According to a Senate aide, the B61 funding cut was pressed by staff members on the subcommittee without close supervision by the chairman, Rep. Peter J. Visclosky, Indiana Democrat, who is under investigation by federal authorities investigating lobbying by the PMA Group.  Because of the investigation, Mr. Visclosky is not working on the fiscal 2010 bill and turned over subcommittee leadership on that issue to the vice chairman, Mr. Pastor.  House Appropriations Committee spokesman Ellis Brachman said Mr. Visclosky recused himself because "he did not want [the investigation] to get in the way of this year's business." Mr. Pastor was fully versed on the issues in the bill, including the B61 money, Mr. Brachman said.  "This is a long-standing position of the subcommittee that we would like to see the administration finalize its plans for the nation's nuclear strategy and stockpile," Mr. Brachman said.  Strategic Command spokeswoman Maj. Regina Winchester said Gen. Chilton is prepared to go to Capitol Hill this month to lobby for the B61 money, along with Mr. D'Agostino. "The B61 is the oldest weapon in the nuclear weapons stockpile and requires urgent upgrades to remain in service, incorporate modern safety and security features, and increase long-term confidence in weapon reliability," she said,  The bomb's life extension "is essential to provide our NATO allies with a visible sign of our extended deterrent commitment and to maintain a credible strategic air-delivered nuclear deterrent capability," she noted. 
ensures partisan fights in congress

Butcher, ’09 (Mark, Consultant to BASIC, British American Security Information Council, http://www.basicint.org/pubs/Special-NPR%20(3).pdf)
Similarly, there was a major gap between the uniformed military and the mid-level DOD political appointees that managed the NPR on what role nuclear weapons played in U.S. defense policy. STRATCOM was committed to sustaining and even expanding the status quo role of nuclear weapons. The political appointees, by contrast, judged that precision conventional weaponry had already begun to replace nuclear weapons in actual war fighting, and that this trend would only accelerate. The remaining mission for nuclear weapons was deterrence by the threat of overwhelming retaliation—and that mission, in their view, could be fulfilled solely by ballistic missile submarines. The suggestion that the other two legs of the nuclear triad—intercontinental ballistic missiles and heavy bombers—were obsolete and could be on the chopping block prompted a vigorous campaign on the part of STRATCOM to preempt the formal NPR process with its own internal policy review and vigorous advocacy on the Hill. The uniformed military and the civilian nuclear weapons bureaucracy closed ranks around STRATCOM’s perspective, and NPR proceedings were leaked to selected members of Congress, who then waged partisan attacks against the administration. 
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