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Notes

This is the Quid Pro Quo CP that you can read against Afghanistan affs

A couple of comments:

-The 1NC texts aren’t perfectly constructed and need to be adjusted based on the aff you are debating

-You need to win that the ANSF (Afghan National Security Force) will reach 400,000 members by time of withdrawal by outcarding them in the block because I think that is where the CP is at it’s weakest

-The aff answers section is pretty good, but not at all organized. 2As should go through and figure out which cards are best/most suitable for their aff.

The Iraq stuff at the bottom is just kinda miscellaneous but interesting. It needs to be further developed to become a viable CP or case negative.

***QPQ CP – Afghanistan

1NC Shell

TEXT: The United States federal government should <<insert plan>> if the Afghan National Security Force reaches 400,000 members before <<insert plan’s verb>>.
Observation 1: Competition

A. Resolved – it means the plan would be an unconditional military withdrawal 

Random House 6 (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/resolve, AV)

re·solve to come to a definite or earnest decision about

B. Timeframe – The plan is immediately implemented, and the CP is not. Any permutation makes the plan untopical and severs initial plan advocacy

Department of Developmental and Environmental Services 5 (“Permit Report Descriptions & Status Definitions”, http://cf.kingcounty.gov/www6/ddes/scripts/perminfo.cfm?rpt=2, AV)

RESOLVED Appealed issue has been resolved and processing completed.
Observation 2: Solvency

This strategy is the only way to ensure success in Afghanistan – a 400,000 ANSF is key and will be met if enforced

Dubik 10 (James M, a colonel who currently serves on the personal staff of the Army Chief of Staff. A former philosophy instructor at the Military Academy, he earned a Bachelor’s degree from Gannon University and a Master’s degree from Johns Hopkins University. He also holds a Master of Military Arts and Science Degree in Theater Operations from the School of Advanced Military Studies. He has written extensively in military and civilian journals. Colonel Dubik’s operational assignments have included service with the 82d Airborne Division, 1st Ranger Battalion, and 2d Ranger Battalion. He also commanded the 5th Battalion, 14th Infantry in the 25th Infantry Division, “A Necessary Condition”, Army. Arlington: Apr 2010. Vol. 60, Iss. 4; pg. 18, Proquest, AV)

The war in Afghanistan is not the war in Iraq, but both wars have this essential commonality: Each country needs a security force that is large enough, capable enough and confident enough to provide national security. The size the Afghan national security force (ANSF) agreed to during the January London Conference - an Afghan army of 171,000 and a police force of 134,000- will not fit the bill. Incremental commitments to increasing the size of the ANSF have been part of the reason why, after almost a decade, the force is still too small, incapable of doing more. If we are to reach the strategic position in Afghanistan that we have reached in Iraq, the United States and NATO must commit to a larger ANSF, then make it sufficiently capable. By itself, an Afghan national security force is not a sufficient condition to guarantee strategic success, but it is a necessary condition. In the summer of 2007, the United States committed to building an Iraqi security force (ISF) of 600,000-650,000. Over the next 12 months, we grew the ISF by more than 125,000- fielding new units, increasing the size of existing units, improving the fighting competency at the lower tactical levels through better training and more expansive partnership with units from Coalition forces, adding more sergeants and officers, and quickening the pace of equipment delivery. The sum of these actions improved the overall competence and confidence throughout the force. Equally important, we committed to building this force, in conjunction with the Iraqi ministries of defense and interior, at the pace that the surge's counteroffensive required. This commitment was one of the ingredients essential to success. By tying the growth of the ISF to the operational pace, Iraqi forces were able to contribute not only to the offensive clearing operations but also to holding and building. Following a clearing operation, for example, Multi-National Corps-Iraq (MNC-I) could leave behind only some of its forces because they could partner with an adequate number of sufficiently trained, equipped and led Iraqi forces. The remainder of MNC-I's force, with other Iraqi units, could then continue counteroffensive operations. This process was working well enough that ultimately Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki had the confidence to launch a series of semi -independent operations in spring and summer of 2008, and we had the confidence to negotiate the status of forces agreement, accelerate the transition of provinces to Iraqi control and set the conditions for the withdrawal of Coalition forces. None of this was without risk or difficulty, and no one should interpret this as a process that produced a hilly mature and professionalized Iraqi security force. Rather, what was produced was an Iraqi security force large enough and good enough to handle what was left of the threat after the counteroffensive, and one that could continue to improve over time. This is what is needed in Afghanistan. We- NATO, the United States and the Afghans - must determine the size and composition of the ANSF that, when trained and assembled, will be able to secure Afghanistan. We will never be able to accomplish President Barack Obama's strategic objectives without this force. Furthermore, without it we back ourselves into a strategic corner. Either we will have to stay in Afghanistan longer than necessary or withdraw under adverse conditions. We can avoid this corner if we choose wisely. Concerning both the Afghan army and police, there are issues regarding the cost of building this force and who will pay for sustaining it. There are also issues concerning literacy, corruption, leadership, recruiting and retention, as well as the practicalities of equipping and training troops and constructing facilities. With respect to police, there are questions of priority - national, local or border police - for all cannot be done simultaneously. There are also questions about how the policing function fits into an overall judicial and penai system. These issues should be addressed as "challenges to be overcome en route to building the ANSF needed to secure Afghanistan," not as metaphysical debates among U.S. and NATO policymakers or obstacles that demonstrate, a priori, building the ANSF is impossible. Such obstacles have been overcome in other countries at other times; they can be overcome in Afghanistan. The ANSF we build only has to be good enough - better than the enemy it has to defeat. If we build this "good enough" force large enough and sufficiently disciplined and led, and we build it at a pace dictated by the counteroffensive that GEN Stanley A. McChrystal has planned, we will have increased the probability of our success. We will have also decreased the probability of putting ourselves into the aforementioned strategic corner. Finally, we will have contributed to the conditions necessary for our troop reductions. We can then focus on the incremental improvement of the ANSF over time, using a much smaller multinational force. To reiterate, building a sufficiently large, capable and confident ANSF is not sufficient by itself. The strategy that President Obama has announced is a comprehensive one. It requires, among other things, that governance in Afghanistan improve to a level at which Afghans view it as increasingly noncorrupt, capable and legitimate; that the Afghan government provide the modicum of goods and services that Afghans expect, then gradually expand from that minimum; that an "Afghan solution" be found that acknowledges and uses the enduring tribal aspect of Afghan culture in whatever emerges as a national government; and that the economy be weaned from the illegal drug trade and a more stable footing established. Simply put, a lack of commitment to an ANSF that is large enough and capable enough to secure its own nation, in conjunction with whatever local /tribal arrangements are necessary, makes these nonsecurity objectives moot. Afghans know that if they do not have a security force - national through local /tribal - that is capable of handling national internal security requirements, the future of their nation, in whatever form it takes, is in doubt. The presence of this doubt hinders the accomplishment of President Obama's announced strategic objectives - if Afghan leaders believe that the current government is likely transient, they will be maneuvering more to achieve the best outcome for themselves, their supporters and their tribes rather than working to improve the current political arrangement and support the current constitution. Corruption will remain de rigueur, and the government will lose legitimacy. AU this is natural, understandable and foreseeable. Maslow's hierarchy of needs is very clear: After basic human needs are met, the multiple aspects of safety and security are next in order. In Afghanistan, safety and security are, and historically have been, the realm of both the government and the tribes. An Afghan government that cannot meet, in conjunction with an appropriate set of tribal arrangements, the basic safety and security needs of its people will not stand, at least not for long. GEN McChrystal’s estimate is that Afghanistan needs a security force of at least 400,000 as the governmental aspect of a security force. The United States and NATO should commit to that size of force, work to make it sufficiently capable and confident, identify the proper set of tribal arrangements and do so at a pace dictated by our counteroffensive requirements.

Observation 3: Net Benefit

Unconditioned withdrawal signals lack of resolve and emboldens the terrorists

Carter 10 (Sara A, National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, May 4, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” online: http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html, AV)

Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight." Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring." A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided. "Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion." The former defense official said the Obama administration's policy can't work. "It is the kind of war that is best fought with a small number of elite troops, not tens of thousands trying to continually take villages, leave, then take them again," he added.

Resolve is key to maintaining strong alliances

Fettweis 4 (Christopher, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html)

The credibility of a state forms the basis of its reputation, which is little more than an impression of fundamental national character that serves as a guide for others trying to anticipate future actions.12 The loss of credibility can lead to reputations for weakness, fecklessness, and irresolution, which, the thinking goes, emboldens enemies and discourages the loyalty of allies. Credibility can be damaged in many ways, depending on the situation and the observer, but perhaps the surest is to fail to rise to a challenge or to pursue a goal with sufficient resolve. By doing so, a state may earn a reputation for irresolution, which can encourage more aggressive actions by revisionist powers.13 Threats made by a state without credibility may not be believed, inspiring the aggressor to press his advantage, which may lead to a challenge to an interest that is truly vital making a major war unavoidable. Thus the credibility imperative is also intimately related to the post-war American obsession with “appeasement,” which is of course a code word for a show of weakness that inadvertently encourages an aggressor.

Alliances prevent nuclear war

Ross 99 (Winter, Douglas – professor of political science at Simon Fraser University, Canada’s functional isolationism and the future of weapons of mass destruction, International Journal, p. lexis)

Thus, an easily accessible tax base has long been available for spending much more on international security than recent governments have been willing to contemplate. Negotiating the landmines ban, discouraging trade in small arms, promoting the United Nations arms register are all worthwhile, popular activities that polish the national self-image. But they should all be supplements to, not substitutes for, a proportionately equitable commitment of resources to the management and prevention of international conflict – and thus the containment of the WMD threat. Future American governments will not ‘police the world’ alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD.
2NC – Conditions Key
Conditional withdrawal from Afghanistan is the only way to stabilize Afghanistan and solve their impacts

Schröder 9 (Gerhard, German politician, and was Chancellor of Germany, “The Way Forward in Afghanistan”, February 12, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,607205,00.html, AV)

Fourth, responsibility for the country must be turned over to the Afghans. This requires both international assistance and, above all, the will of the Afghans themselves. The Afghan leadership is deficient in this regard. Too often those in Kabul have relied on international donors to make things right. I believe that the time has come, more than seven years after the overthrow of the Taliban, to establish a timeframe for the transition to self-reliance, which would be tied to the beginnings of international troop withdrawal. Only if this timeframe exists will the Afghan leadership become increasingly motivated to create the necessary conditions. This was the goal in November 2001, when we began the "Petersberg process" under the guidance of then Foreign Minister Joschka Fischer. The process led to an Afghanistan agreement in 2006. On the basis of this agreement, the Afghans gave themselves until 2013 to independently guarantee security, good governance, the rule of law and economic and social development. This temporal horizon is certainly very optimistic. But with concentrated and intensified international commitment, it would be possible to create the conditions, within the next 10 years, so that responsibility is gradually returned to the Afghan authorities and security forces. This would pave the way for withdrawing the international troops. The international community now has a new opportunity to achieve the goal of stabilizing and rebuilding Afghanistan. We must take advantage of it collectively and decisively.

Only by first ensuring a stable Afghanistan can we successfully withdraw

Cordesman 9 (Anthony H, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News. He is a recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal. During his time at CSIS, he has completed a wide variety of studies on energy, U.S. strategy and defense plans, defense programming and budgeting, NATO modernization, Chinese military power, the lessons of modern warfare, proliferation, counterterrorism, armed nation building, the security of the Middle East, and the Afghan and Iraq conflicts. Many of these studies can be downloaded from the Burke Chair section of the CSIS Web site at http://www.csis.org/program/burke-chair-strategy. At CSIS, Cordesman has been director of the Gulf Net Assessment Project, the Gulf in Transition study, and principle investigator of the Homeland Defense Project. He directed the Middle East Net Assessment Project, acted as codirector of the Strategic Energy Initiative, and directed the project on Saudi Arabia in the 21st century. Professor Cordesman has served as director of intelligence assessment in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and as civilian assistant to the deputy secretary of defense. He directed the analysis of the lessons of the October War for the secretary of defense in 1974, coordinating the U.S. military, intelligence, and civilian analysis of the conflict. He has also served in numerous other government positions, including in the State Department and on NATO International Staff. In addition, he served as director of policy and planning for resource applications in the Department of Energy and as national security assistant to Senator John McCain. He has had numerous foreign assignments, including posts in the United Kingdom, Lebanon, Egypt, and Iran, as well as with NATO in Brussels and Paris. He has worked extensively in Saudi Arabia and the Gulf, December 9, “Shaping Afghan National Security Forces”, http://csis.org/publication/shaping-afghan-national-security-forces, AV)

It is not enough for President Obama to announce a new strategy, and call for transfer of security responsibilities to the ANSF. The US will lose the war in Afghanistan unless it makes far more effective efforts to correct these problems, and fully resources an effort to accelerate reaching current force goals. Such action is only a part of the strategy needed to win in Afghanistan, but no other effort towards victory will matter if the Afghan people cannot be given enough security and stability to allow successful governance, the opportunity for development, and an established civil society and rule of law that meets Afghan needs and expectations. The US and other NATO/ISAF nations do need to act immediately begin to correct the remaining problems and resource shortfalls in the training, mentoring, and partnering effort. At a minimum, they must be ready by the start of 2010 to support and resource NTM-A/ CSTC-A plans to accelerate current ANSF force expansion plans. At the same time, they need to establish the groundwork for further major expansions of the ANA and ANP by 2014-2016. Recent planning efforts indicate that such an effort might need to double the ANA and ANP, although early success could make full implementation of such plans unnecessary. Making a fully resourced start will ensure that adequate ANSF forces will be available over time, and greatly ease the strain of maintaining and increasing NATO/ISAF forces. Funding such expansion to the ANSF will also be far cheaper than maintaining or increasing NATO/ISAF forces. At the same time, such force expansion efforts must not race beyond either Afghan or US/NATO/ISAF capabilities. Quality will often be far more important than quantity, and enduring ANSF capability far more important than generating large initial force strengths. US/NATO/ISAF expediency cannot be allowed to put half-ready and unstable units in the field. It cannot be allowed to push force expansion efforts faster than ANSF elements can absorb them or the US/NATO/ISAF can provide fully qualified trainers, mentors, and partner units and the proper mix of equipment, facilities, enablers, and sustainability. The beginning of US withdrawals in mid-2011 is a goal that must be earned, not a deadline to be imposed regardless of actual progress. The US and NATO/ISAF cannot afford to ignore the impact of Afghan cultural needs, regional and ethnic differences, family and tribal structures, and the real world “friction” that affects force development. Slogans and rhetoric about ideological goals, leadership, and morale cannot be allowed to lead the force development effort to ignore Afghan material realities: problems in pay, corruption, problems in promotion, inadequate facilities and equipment, poor medical care, overstretching or over committing force elements, problems in supporting families, vulnerability to insurgent infiltration and threats, and a lack of meaningful compensation for death and disability The US military and NATO/ISAF have systematically ignored such problems in the past, and understated or lied about their impact. One needs to be equally careful about how much the US and its allies can save by moving too fast. It may be conceptually attractive to compare the price of creating Afghan forces to those of deploying US and NATO/ISAF forces. It is certainly clear that the US and NATO/ISAF cannot or will not deploy and sustain the forces necessary to compensate for any failure to expand Afghan forces. It will be a disaster, however, if the real world problems in creating truly effective ANSF partners are not fully addressed and equal attention is not given to correcting these problems. Each problem is a way to lose, and force expansion that fails to solve them cannot be a way to win. Improvements in the training base are needed that emphasize training at the Kandak, integrated, and entire unit level before new units go out into the field. These improvements proved to be very beneficial in Iraq, and while they could make the training effort longer – not shorter – they pay off the moment units become active in the field. At the same time, no element of the ANSF can simply be trained and thrust into operations. Moreover, the key to success is not the quality of the training in training centers, but the quality of the partnering, mentoring, support, and enablers once a unit enters service. This requires ongoing, expert effort for 6 to 12 months a minimum, and the CMM definition of a “in the lead” is little more than a joke. Realistic efforts to shake out new units, give them continuity of effective leadership, deal with internal tensions and retention problems, and help them overcome the pressures of corruption and power brokers take time and require careful attention to continuity at the embedded training/mentoring effort. Partnering and the creation of effective units in the field is an exercise in sustained human relationships, and short tours and rapid changes in US and NATO/ISAF trainers can be as crippling as the assumption that training is more critical than mentoring and partnering.

Conditions are necessary to increasing the capabilities of the ANSF – key to Afghan stability

Petraeus 6/23 (David, US Army general and the 10th and current Commander of the United States Central Command. Petraeus previously served as Commanding General of Multi-National Force. As Commander of MNF-I, Petraeus oversaw all coalition forces in Iraq. Petraeus has a Bachelor of Science degree from the United States Military Academy from which he graduated in 1974 as a distinguished cadet (top 5% of his class). He was the General George C. Marshall Award winner as the top graduate of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College class of 1983. He subsequently earned a M.P.A. in 1985 and a Ph.D. in International Relations in 1987 from the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University. He later served as Assistant Professor of International Relations at the United States Military Academy and also completed a fellowship at Georgetown University, “None of This Is Easy”, 2010, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/23/none_of_this_is_easy, AV)

Central to achieving progress in Afghanistan -- and to setting the conditions necessary to transition security tasks from the international community to the Afghan government -- is increasing the size and capability of ANSF. To that end, with the assistance of the Afghan Security Forces Fund, the security forces are on track to meet their targeted end strength objectives by the end of this year. In January 2009, the ANSF numbered 156,000; today, there are over 231,000 ANSF members. Additionally, Gen. Stan McChrystal has placed a premium on comprehensive partnering with the ANSF, an emphasis that is on display daily in operations throughout Afghanistan. Clearly, there is need for improvement in quality, not just quantity. And considerable progress has been made in getting the concepts right for developing the ANSF and also in developing the structures needed to implement the concepts. Improving the ANSF is facilitated considerably by the establishment last November of the NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan (NTM-A), the organization created to help the ANSF expand and professionalize so that they can answer their country's security needs. It is worth noting that the NTM-A Commander, Lt. Gen. Bill Caldwell, assessed that in NTM-A's first six months, NATO and Afghan security leadership have made "progress in reversing adverse trends in the growth and professionalization of the ANSF." Nevertheless, as Lieutenant General Caldwell has also observed, there is much work remaining to reduce attrition and to develop effective leaders through considerably augmented partnering, training, and recruiting. 

Conditions are key to Afghanistan success – Obama hasn’t sent a clear enough signal yet

Krauthammer 6/25 (Charles, an American Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and political commentator, 2010, “Afghanistan: The 7/11 problem”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/24/AR2010062404870_pf.html, AV)

Now, Washington sophisticates may interpret this two-step as a mere political feint to Obama's left -- just another case of a president facing a difficult midterm and his own reelection, trying to placate the base. They don't take this withdrawal date too seriously. Problem is, Afghans are not quite as sophisticated in interpreting American intraparty maneuvering. This kind of Washington nuance does not translate into Pashto. They hear about an American departure date and they think about what will happen to them when the Americans leave. The Taliban will remain, and what it lacks in popular support -- it polls only 6 percent -- it makes up in terror: When Taliban fighters return to a village, they kill "collaborators" mercilessly, and publicly. The surge succeeded in Iraq because the locals witnessed a massive deployment of U.S. troops to provide them security, which encouraged them to give us intelligence, which helped us track down the bad guys and kill them. This, as might be expected, led to further feelings of security by the locals, more intelligence provided us, more success in driving out the bad guys, and henceforth a virtuous cycle as security and trust and local intelligence fed each other. But that depended on a larger understanding by the Iraqis that the American president was implacable -- famously stubborn, refusing to set any exit date, and determined to see the surge through. What President Bush's critics considered mulishness, the Iraqis saw as steadfastness. What the Afghans hear from the current American president is a surge with an expiration date. An Afghan facing the life-or-death choice of which side to support can be forgiven for thinking that what Obama says is what Obama intends. That may be wrong, but if so, why doesn't Obama dispel that false impression? He doesn't even have to repudiate the July 2011 date, he simply but explicitly has to say: July 2011 is the target date, but only if conditions on the ground permit. Obama has had every opportunity every single day to say that. He has not. In his Rose Garden statement firing McChrystal, he pointedly declined once again to do so. 
Conditions based approach is key to solve – plan’s approach is too ambiguous and inflexible

Condon 6/24 (Stephanie, CBS News, 2010, “McCain Calls for More Changes to Afghanistan Strategy, Personnel”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20008700-503544.html, AV)

Senate leaders have promised Gen. David Petraeus a swift confirmation next week so he can assume his new role as head of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, but not before questioning him about President Obama's pledge to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011. Some are also calling for additional personnel changes in the Afghanistan team. "The issue that will be raised in General Petraeus' confirmation hearings is exactly what is meant by withdrawal in the middle of 2011, whether that is, 'etched in stone,' as the president's spokesperson, Mr. Gibbs, stated or whether it will be conditions-based," Sen. John McCain said yesterday in a press conference. "We feel very strongly that it needs to be condition- based, because if you tell the enemy when you are leaving, then obviously it has an adverse effect on your ability to succeed. So that is a major concern. And there's still a great deal of ambiguity about that issue." McCain reiterated his concern this morning on ABC's "Good Morning America. (Watch the video below) "We cannot tell the enemy when you are leaving in warfare and expect your strategy to be able to prevail," he said. "That's just a fundamental of warfare." McCain also said he told the president that he should make further personnel changes. "We need a new team over there as well, perhaps at the embassy and other areas," he said. "The relationship between civil and military is not what it should be." During yesterday's press conference, Sens. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joe Lieberman (I-Conn.) backed up McCain's assertions. Lieberman called the discussion in the U.S. about the possible July 2011 withdrawal date "harmful and unnecessary." Graham said the July 2011 policy is "confusing" and "undercuts the war effort," but that the change in leadership gives the administration a chance to re-evaluate it. There is tension over the withdrawal date in the House of Representatives as well, Politico reports. "I think retracting the withdrawal date completely would be the best thing to do to give Gen. Petraeus the most latitude and flexibility," Rep. Tom Price (R-Ga.) said. Liberal Democrats, however, aren't willing to keep troops in Afghanistan much longer than that. "I think we're going to have to keep to that promise," said Rep. Barbara Lee (D-Calif.), a member of the Congressional Progressive Caucus. "We have to at least ensure that the administration is up to its promised time frame." McCain said this morning that he can anticipate what Petraeus will say in his confirmation hearings. "He is going to say that he is going to give his best advice based on conditions in Afghanistan, and I am very concerned about that ambiguity, which is sounding an uncertain trumpet not only in Afghanistan but in other parts of that region as well," the senator said.

Conditions are key to Afghanistan success – only way for Obama to get leverage

Lalwani 9 (Sameer, Research fellow at the Washington-based New America Foundation, November 3, “Afghanistan: What next? Five analysts give their views”, Lexis, AV)

"I think the expectation will be for the Obama administration to leverage pressure on the Karzai government to 'clean up' his governing style but I doubt Karzai will do so, certainly not quickly. He has domestic audiences and domestic coalition members to pay attention to that may be of more immediate concern, particularly since recent Afghan history provides substantial evidence of defection among domestic allies, whereas withdrawal of US/Nato forces is off the table. In other words, in order to succeed in Afghanistan, the Obama administration needs to give serious thought to how to increase leverage with credible threats - perhaps conditioning aid or military training, or even signalling a renewed credible threat of withdrawal."
Solvency – Generic
Presence in Afghanistan shouldn’t be reduced immediately without specific conditions on the ANSF

Mulrain 6/15 (Molly, GovConWire Writer, 2010, “Flournoy and Patraeus Emphasize U.S. Progress During Senate Hearing”, http://blog.executivebiz.com/flournoy-and-patraeus-emphasize-u-s-progress-during-senate-hearing/10372, AV)

During the hearing, chairman Carl Levin and Sen. John McCain presented their perspectives on the direction in which the U.S. progress in Afghanistan seems to be heading. McCain said, “As I gauge the progress of any war effort, I look at the broader trend lines and it is for this reason, I am deeply concerned about our campaign in Afghanistan.” Flournoy reassured that U.S. efforts have been a “gradual but important progress.” She reiterated that she agrees with McCain’s opinion that troops should not be pulled out of Afghanistan at an immediate rate, but gradually as to remain committed to supporting the proper growth of Afghan National Security Forces. She made this apparent as she delivered her speech. “I want to emphasize here that transition does not, does not mean abandonment or withdrawal.” Flourney referred to the gradual transition from dominant U.S. control to the takeover from Afghan security forces. This was a main theme in Patreaus’ address to the Senate. The head of U.S. Central Command explained that the size and capabilities of the Afghan national police are on track and will continue to do so as efforts continue to make progress. He explained that it is important to do it right so that the forces will be able to eloquently and properly transition from U.S. military support. “The concept is to provide the Kandaharis a rising tide of security. One that will expand over time and establish the foundation of improved security on which local Afghan governance can be built and will enable improvements in the provisions of basic services in other areas as well,” said Patreaus. 

Solvency – Afghan Stability
CP solves – conditions ensure Afghan stability and prosperity

Tiron 9 (Roxana, The Hill, December 2, “Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan”, http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan, AV)

Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal. “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.” Gates’s comments came after lawmakers, particularly Republicans, attacked Obama’s plan to begin thinning out U.S. forces in the South Asian country by July 2011. Earlier in the day, during a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Obama’s presidential rival, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), lamented the “arbitrary” deadline, which is not based on conditions on the ground in Afghanistan. Gates, who found himself in front of Congress defending the second surge of his tenure, stressed that the United States will thin its forces in Afghanistan as it turns over more districts and more provinces to Afghans. The transition will first start in “uncontested areas” and will ensure that the Afghans are capable of taking care of their own security. “We are not going to throw these guys in the swimming pool and walk away,” Gates said.

Conditions are key to ending corruption and solving stability in Afghanistan

Boyle 10 (Michael J, Lecturer, International Relations and a research fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University or St Andrews, international affairs 86: 2 (2010) 333-353, Do counterterrorism and counierinsurgencv go together?, AV) 

Accordingly, it is now essential for the US to think about ways to manage these tradeoffs effectively, so that the CT and COIN missions reinforce each other’s effects. Three important steps can be identified. First, the US needs to restrict the number of potential targets of commando raids and drone strikes, and to tighten the rules of engagement to prevent civilian casualties and reduce the risk of public backlash. Force should be used sparingly, especially in Pakistan, and directed only at networks directly operating with Al-Qaeda and the Afghan Taleban. These strikes should not be extended to other Islamist networks whose support for or links with Al-Qaeda and the Taleban might be incidental. The US must be mindful that the long-term political costs of employing these strikes against militant networks in Pakistan may outweigh the tactical benefits of doing so.91 Second, as President Obama has recognized, the US needs to preserve its leverage over the governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan by explicitly making aid, and the contribution of troops, dependent on reform, the end of corruption and improvements in self-policing capacity. Third, the US needs to limit its focus in Afghanistan to the problem of violence—that is, destroying Al-Qaeda and reversing the momentum of the Taleban—and to put some distance between itself and the Karzai government. Rather than trying to enhance the legitimacy of the Karzai government, it should focus its energies on supporting good governance at the local and tribal level and on ensuring that the local delivery of security, justice and public services suffers less from corruption.92 Such a bottom-up approach would see the Afghan state remaining a patchwork of territories run by local warlords and strongmen with indirect links to the central government in Kabul. This end-state is hardly inspiring, but it is far more realistic than assuming that it is possible to defeat an ever-expanding circle of enemies while remaking Afghanistan into a centralized modern state.

Solvency – Hearts and Minds
Conditions are key to suppress the Taliban and winning the people over

Birmingham Evening Mail 10 (March 30, “Troops in Afghanistan 'for years'”, Lexis, AV)

Asked about a timetable for withdrawal, Mr Ainsworth said: "The process has got to be conditions based. He said a withdrawal would depend on "getting Afghanistan to a position where they are able to defend their own people", adding: "We are not about killing all of the Taliban. We are about winning the people over." 

Solvency – Experts/Insiders Vote Neg
Conditions based approach solves – consensus of insiders and generals agree

Americano 6/21 (The Americano, 2010, “Two Views on Troop Withdrawal from Afghanistan”, http://theamericano.com/2010/06/21/views-troop-withdrawal-afghanistan/, AV)

Last week Petraeus, the war’s top military boss told Congress, that he would recommend delaying the pullout if conditions in Afghanistan warranted it. Petraeus told lawmakers he would be duty-bound to recommend delaying the redeployment of forces if he thought it necessary. In the same hearing, the Pentagon’s policy chief, Michelle Flournoy, said a responsible, conditions-based drawdown would depend on there being provinces ready to be transferred to Afghan control, and that there be Afghan combat forces capable of taking the lead. That echoed what Gates said on the day that the policy was announced last December. He insisted then that the July 11 date was not a deadline.
Obama should push a conditions-based approach in Afghanistan – it’s supported by military experts

Youngman 6/27 (Sam, The Hill, 2010, “McCain blasts Afghanistan withdrawal date as 'political decision' by Obama”, http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/105749-mccain-blasts-afghanistan-withdrawal-date-as-political-decision, AV)

Sen. John McCain blasted President Barack Obama's stated goal of beginning troop withdrawal from Afghanistan in July 2011, saying Obama made a "political decision" not based on military strategy. McCain (R-Ariz.), Obama's opponent in the 2008 presidential election, continued to criticize Obama's decision to include a timetable in his Afghanistan strategy, and he criticized military leaders who signed on to Obama's timetable strategy. "It was purely a political decision," McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press." "Not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy." McCain, ranking member on the Senate Armed Services Committee, went further, saying that no military advisers proposed to Obama any strategy that included a timetable. But when host David Gregory noted that Obama's military leaders have endorsed the strategy, McCain faulted them for not opposing the commander in chief. "They didn't do it, and they should have because they know better," McCain said. McCain said the president needs "to just come out and say this is conditions-based and conditions-based only." The White House has said repeatedly that July 2011 represents a start date for withdrawal, and that is not a total withdrawal date. But McCain, echoing arguments against a timeline in Iraq, said that when "you tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait." "I'm against a timetable," McCain said. "In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded."

2NC – Turns Case (Must Read)
Quick, unconditioned withdrawal fails – would empower the Taliban and increase threats to international security, turning case

Schröder 9 (Gerhard, German politician, and was Chancellor of Germany, “The Way Forward in Afghanistan”, February 12, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,607205,00.html, AV)

What does this mean, in terms of consequences? It means that we cannot unilaterally withdraw from Afghanistan right away. This would represent an abdication of international responsibility and a turning away from the community of nations. This is because our involvement is subject to the resolutions of the United Nations. More than 50,000 soldiers from 41 countries, including many Muslims, are active in Afghanistan. For this reason, demands for an immediate withdrawal are irresponsible. Such a withdrawal would strengthen the Taliban and, in the worst case, give it control over the entire country. This would be a setback for Afghan society and it would represent a great threat to international security. Moreover, we should not forget the successes of recent years in the reconstruction of Afghanistan. Eighty-five percent of the population now has access to health care, 6 million children are back in school and 2 million of them are girls. Roads, wells and sewage canals are being built. The people were able to freely elect their country's leaders.  These are successes that serve as a basis for the further development of a free and sovereign Afghanistan. But we also know that development is not possible without peace. Civil development is the Taliban's greatest enemy, which is why it fights such progress. For this reason, military protection of development activities remains indispensible.  But when women and men from Germany, working as soldiers, aid workers, police officers or diplomats are risking their lives and, unfortunately, sometimes losing them for the sake of peace and stability in Afghanistan, a critical interim assessment of this involvement, which has existed for more than seven years now, is certainly appropriate. And the question of how much longer this is supposed to last is also appropriate. I believe that the Bundeswehr's mission can be ended within 10 years.  The goal of international involvement in Afghanistan is to place responsibility for the country into the hands of Afghans, but also to ensure that the country does not once again become a safe haven and training ground for international terrorism. At this time, these conditions for a withdrawal of international troops from Afghanistan are far from having been fulfilled.  The security situation has deteriorated in the last three years. This has also affected the north of the country, where German troops are active. The resurgence of the Taliban is a consequence of the policies of the Bush administration, which seriously neglected developments in Afghanistan. At the 2002 NATO summit in Prague, I already warned that an Iraq campaign would result in the weakening of the international anti-terror coalition and that we would be distracted from the actual conflict with terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The difficult security situation in Afghanistan is a consequence of this mistaken approach. This dilemma is aggravated by the fact that in the regions where the Americans bear the principal responsibility, a disproportionately greater amount of weight is assigned to the military component than to civil reconstruction. In the north, on the other hand, the Bundeswehr is very well regarded by the local population because of its commitment to reconstruction. This is also reflected in a more stable security situation.
Resolve DA Link Differential
Setting unconditional withdrawal deadlines makes the US look like it is cutting and running, decking credibility and emboldening our enemies

Washington Times 6/22 (The Washington Times, 2010, “Obama's Vietnam moment; Democrats plan to cut and run in Afghanistan”, Lexis, AV)

A recent study by Anthony H. Cordesman at the Center for Strategic and International Studies delves into the problems presented by this arbitrary "begin the withdrawal" date. The study advises against "timelines based on national politics, exaggerated expectations, and past failures [which] can lose the war before it can be won." Setting unrealistic timelines will pressure the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) into "trying to do too much, too quickly," "undermine faith in the U.S. and ISAF commitment to stay in Afghanistan," "embolden insurgents in their war of political attrition" and "pressure Afghans and others in the region to hedge against U.S. departure and compromise with insurgents." Attempts to get results before the deadline will lead to wasting Afghan troops by throwing them into the fight unprepared and generating a climate of risk aversion elsewhere in the government because no one will want to stick his neck out if America is going to abandon them. Meanwhile, Pakistan will begin to weigh its options for the post-U.S. regional environment, and Iran will be more active in expanding its influence. The report notes that "President Obama's efforts to cap the size of the U.S. military effort have been broadly misinterpreted as a sign the U.S. plans to start major withdrawals after mid-2011." But according to Mr. Emanuel, this is not a misinterpretation but a method, a way of fomenting panic instead of counseling patience. Some critics have said that setting a withdrawal start date will enable the enemy simply to wait out the United States, but rather than sitting back, the enemy is pouring it on. The worse conditions in Afghanistan get, the more the arbitrary withdrawal start date looks like retreat in the face of a superior enemy, like cutting and running. The proper time to leave Afghanistan is when the United States has achieved its strategic goals. Maybe this will have happened by July 2011, or maybe not. But it is an abrogation of leadership to cling to an arbitrary date regardless of the facts on the ground. Mr. Obama should spend more time listening to his generals telling him how to win wars and pay less attention to ideological functionaries advising him on the most politically expedient ways to lose one.

Politics Differential (Obama Good)
Congress would hate the plan, but not mind the CP – they’ve already voted against a timetable 80 to 18

Cronwell 10 (Susan, May 27, “Senate rejects exit timetable for Afghanistan”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64Q4PB20100527, AV)

The 80-18 vote nixed a bid by liberal Democrat Russ Feingold for a detailed troop timetable, which he argued would avoid future "emergency" war spending bills such as the $33 billion one now before the Senate. Most members of the Democratic-majority Senate proved unwilling to dictate to the president, with a buildup of 30,000 additional troops still underway that Obama ordered to Afghanistan and a new military push in the Kandahar area. Adopting Feingold's plan would "reinforce the fear ... that the United States will abandon the region," Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, a Democrat, said. Levin said this was unwise as the Taliban is "doing everything it can" to convince Afghans that U.S., NATO and Afghan forces cannot protect them. But several senators in Democratic leadership positions did back Feingold's call for an exit strategy. Supporters included Assistant Majority Leader Dick Durbin and senators Patty Murray, Byron Dorgan and Chuck Schumer. Majority Leader Harry Reid, however, opposed the proposal. Reid, who is in a tight race for re-election in a western state, said this week that "I've felt no impatience about Afghanistan in my caucus." Around the Senate, some anxiety could be heard now that U.S. combat deaths have passed 1,000 in Afghanistan and the cost of the war topped $300 billion. The war in Iraq has cost over $700 billion, with 4,400 U.S. military dead since 2003. "I'm impatient. Time to start thinking about a different approach, I think," Senator Tom Harkin said of Afghanistan earlier this week. Senator Jeff Bingaman, another Democrat, said: "I think there's a high level of impatience, but exactly what should be done legislatively about that issue, I don't know." He voted against Feingold's proposal; Harkin voted for it. END DATE SOUGHT Feingold acknowledged Obama had set July 2011 as a starting date for removing U.S. troops, but said there should also be an end date. "The president should convey to the American and Afghan people how long he anticipates it will take to complete his military objectives," he said. There were no Republican votes for his plan.

Congress hates the plan’s Afghanistan strategy – they prefer withdrawal to be based on facts on the ground

Xinhua 6/27 (2010, “U.S. Republicans blast Obama's Afghanistan withdrawal date”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm, AV)

U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy. "It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011. "You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. "In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded." Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable. "If everybody in Afghanistan believes that we're going to begin to leave in July 2011 no matter what, it's going to be hard to win over people on the fence and that's gotta change, or we're gonna lose," he said on "Fox News Sunday". Republican Senator Saxby Chambliss said on CNN's "State of the Union" that "it's a huge mistake to even put that deadline out there." "Because the enemy is watching, and you can rest assured that they are going to be looking to see if we in fact intend to begin pulling out come July 1 of 2011. And if that remains a hard and firm date then you better believe they are going to sit back and allow us to start pulling out then hit us with their full force," he explained.

Politics Differential (Obama Bad)
The plan is more popular with the Democratic base but would be a recipe for disaster in the Middle East

Richter and Barnes 9 (Paul and Julian E, LA Times, December 3, “Afghanistan timetable raises questions”, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/dec/03/world/la-fg-congress-afghan3-2009dec03/3, AV)

Administration officials say -- and some outside analysts agree -- that they will know by mid-2011 whether the "extended surge" strategy has begun to reverse the Taliban's gains. But critics have argued against waging war by a time clock because it enables the insurgents to simply wait out the foreign troops' departure. The plan may have political advantages, allowing Obama to approach the start of his expected 2012 reelection campaign by arguing that the military mission in Afghanistan is on the downslope, even though few troops will have returned home by then. M. Ashraf Haidari, political counselor at the Afghan Embassy in Washington, praised the plan for its signs of commitment, saying the administration will not withdraw troops if they are needed in the fight. Haidari said he does not expect the United States to "prematurely disengage from Afghanistan . . . that would be a recipe for disaster."
Plan’s popular compared to the CP – public and Congress wants a strict timetable

Seib 9 (Gerald F, Capital Journal, “Timetable Reflects Isolationist Surge”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125987857235175481.html, AV)

President Barack Obama faces a lot of problems in executing his new Afghanistan strategy, but here is a basic one: He is trying to ramp up an operation abroad at a time when an economically weary country is growing more isolationist. That helps explain why Mr. Obama has declared so explicitly that the Afghan surge will be strictly limited in duration. In a conversation with columnists this week, he said his two-year timetable is needed to create leverage with the Afghan government to force it to prepare quickly to take over. It is also clear the president needs some leverage with his own people, many of whom want to simply look the other way.

AT: Conditions Won’t Be Met
1. A 400,000 ANSF force condition can be met – all obstacles can be overcome if we actually enforce the quid pro quo strictly – that’s Dubik. Prefer our evidence, it directly refutes every obstacle they suggest and cites empirical examples like conditioning working in Iraq. 

2. CP’s conditions can be met – Petraeus votes neg

Alter 10 (Jonathan, award-winning columnist, television analyst and author, May 15, “Secrets From Inside the Obama War Room”, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/05/15/secrets-from-inside-the-obama-war-room.html#, AV)

Inside the Oval Office, Obama asked Petraeus, “David, tell me now. I want you to be honest with me. You can do this in 18 months?” “Sir, I’m confident we can train and hand over to the ANA [Afghan National Army] in that time frame,” Petraeus replied. 

3. Conditions can be met and the ANSF can take control – Clinton agrees

Landler 10 (Mark, New York Times, April 24, “NATO Endorses Plan for Gradual Transfer of Command to Afghans”, Lexis, AV)

Mrs. Clinton said she was optimistic that with the proper training, the Afghan security forces and the police could be counted on to take control. ''Does that mean it will be smooth sailing?'' she said of the transfer. ''I don't think so. Look at Iraq.'' Mrs. Clinton went out of her way to praise President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan, with whom Washington's relations have recently been turbulent. She said he had an impossible job, and that his successes, like the greater number of Afghan girls now in school, were not as widely reported as his failures. Mr. Sedwill also defended Mr. Karzai, saying that his recent anti-Western outbursts reflected frustration with what Mr. Karzai viewed as the West's disregard for Afghanistan's sovereignty.

4. Conditions will be met despite all obstacles – prefer our subsuming evidence

Gomez 10 (Alan, USA Today, March 25, “Much work ahead for Afghan police force”, Lexis, AV)

That kind of role requires a professional police force that can take over duties performed by U.S. troops, allowing those forces to eventually depart Afghanistan. Despite the Afghan police's shortcomings and obstacles -- such as a lack of training and equipment, as well as an inadequate court system -- the police are improving and will be able to take over, commanders here say. Just when is the question. First Sgt. Mario Barber's Delta Company patrols the northern edge of the Arghandab River, about 5 miles outside Kandahar city, and is working with the Afghan police officers to keep the Taliban out of the area. The number of mentoring teams working with the police forces here has been growing, he says. "I'd say two or three years," Barber replies, when asked how long it will take before Afghan police can work well on their own. President Obama stated in December that the troop withdrawal will begin in just over one year, starting in July 2011. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said later that the pace of the withdrawal would be based on conditions in Afghanistan.

AT: You’re the Squo
1. The CP isn’t the same strategy as the squo since it would include the plan’s action. The only way this is possible is if the squo was the aff – means they aren’t inherent – so vote neg.

2. Yes there’s a conditions-based approach now but the CP’s key to sustain gains

Lengell 6/15 (Sean, The Washington Times in August 2006 as a business reporter to cover transportation and labor issues. He moved to the national desk in early 2007 to cover Congress and national politics, “Petraeus hedges on Afghanistan withdrawal”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/15/petraeus-hedges-on-afghanistan-withdrawal, AV)

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, while visiting Afghanistan in March, said that some of the troops involved in the surge could be withdrawn before July 2011, though he added that those decisions would be "conditions-based." Gen. Petraeus said the recent troop surge has helped stabilize Afghanistan, particularly in former Taliban strongholds in the south. The general added that efforts to increase the size and capability of the Afghan army and police are "now on track," though he said there "clearly is considerable work to be done in that critical area and to sustain the gains that have been made recently in recruiting and attrition." The general also said he disagreed with comments by Afghanistan's former intelligence chief, Amrullah Saleh, in a recent New York Times interview that Afghan President Hamid Karzai has lost confidence in the ability of the U.S. and its coalition to succeed in the country. Gen. Petraeus said that Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, NATO's commander in Afghanistan, spent Sunday with Mr. Karzai and that "there was certainly no sense on Gen. McChrystal's part, nor on those of the others who were with him, that there was a lack of confidence in the United States commitment to Afghanistan."

3. Different views ensure that the squo isn’t the same as the CP

Americano 6/21 (The Americano, 2010, “Two Views on Troop Withdrawal from Afghanistan”, http://theamericano.com/2010/06/21/views-troop-withdrawal-afghanistan/, AV)

Administration officials gave two different views Sunday of what President Barack Obama planned to do with the American troops in Afghanistan when the July 11, 2011 comes around. On the ABC program This Week, President Obama’s chief of staff Rahm Emanuel insisted that an announced plan to begin bringing forces home in July 2011 still holds despite reservations among top generals that absolute deadlines are a mistake. “That’s not changing. Everybody agreed on that date,” Rahm Emanuel said, adding by name the top three officials overseeing the policy girding the war: Gen. David Petraeus, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen. Interviewed by Fox News Sunday, however, Gates rejected suggestions Sunday that US forces will move out of Afghanistan in large numbers in July of next year under a deadline set by President Barack Obama. “That absolutely has not been decided,” Gates said. The discrepancy between what Emanuel said at ABC and Gates told Fox News is the latest indication that the magnitude of the drawdown, if not the deadline itself, is the subject of an intensifying internal debate at a time when a NATO-led campaign against the Taliban is going slower than expected.

AT: Surge Fails
1. The CP doesn’t defend the surge – we do the plan on the condition that the Afghan National Security Force reaches a certain benchmark.

2. Their authors are jumping the gun on the surge – we’re still getting the right components into place

Gilmore 6/20 (Gerry J, American Forces Press Service, “Gates Sees Progress in Afghanistan, Despite Challenges”, 2010, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59703, AV)

Gates said he perceives “a rush to judgment” by some of the effectiveness of the new Afghanistan strategy, noting the strategy has only been in place for four or five months. About 10,000 troops, he said, have yet to deploy to Afghanistan to participate in “surge” operations, while President Barack Obama has said that he’ll evaluate the effectiveness of the mission in December. “We are still in the middle of getting all of the right components into place [in Afghanistan],” Gates said, adding it’ll take “a little time to have this work.”

AT: Theory
1. Resolutional competition is legit – conditions disprove “resolve”- that’s the best formula for ground – if we disprove it, we should win.  Likewise, the aff should be able to defend it because it’s a stable component of every case

2. Forces good plan writing – any case with no timeframe for their impacts or defense of their implementation should lose – conditioning just checks key factors of the case. 

3. Best Education – Conditions are a crucial part of policy, they’ve empirically affected the world dramatically. We need to analyze their utility in today’s world.

4. Inherent aff bias makes it makes any fairness skew negative justified.

a) Structural – Aff has the persuasive appeal of the 2AR – the 1AR gets away with blippy extensions. 

b) Literature – Authors make their money by denouncing the status quo. 

5. Their interpretation is arbitrary – the distinction between substance and process doesn’t exist.

Deibel 2 (Terry L, Professor of National Strategy at the National War College, 10-30, “Instruments of State Power” http://www.isanet.org/noarchive/deibel.html)

Strategy in any field of endeavor has to do with how something is done.  More specifically, it is about how resources can be applied to achieve objectives, and therefore about the relationship between means and ends.  Instruments, of course, belong on the means side of the strategic equation, and their most important relationship is to the ends, the specific objectives, they are intended to serve.  This ends-means relationship runs both ways: objectives are set to serve interests, to defend them against threats or take advantage of opportunities for their advancement; but objectives must also be feasible and worth their cost, so they cannot be set without determining that the instruments needed to carry them out are available at reasonable expense. Such questions cannot be answered, of course, without intimate knowledge of the international and domestic environments within which the prospective policy will have to be conducted. Deciding on instruments therefore requires reference to the whole strategic construct, including interests, threats to and opportunities for advancing those interests, and the international context in which those threats and opportunities are found on the ends side; and on the means side a good sense of the nation’s power and influence, the domestic context which generates, sustains, and makes available the instruments of statecraft, as well as their relationship to each other. One keen practitioner summed it up by saying that two criteria were essential when considering the use of policy instruments: first, “correctly matching the instrument to the problem, the means to the end,” and second, “skillfully orchestrating the instruments of national power so that they reinforce each oth​er.” [21] A framework for thinking about the tools of statecraft should lead the decision maker into consideration of how instruments fit into all these relationships. It can be designed either from an academic or a policymaker’s perspective, and both are worthwhile. An academic perspective, useful for prospective policymakers, would focus on the characteristics of each instrument seriatim in order to help the decision maker learn as much as possible about its particular strengths and weaknesses before the moment of decision arrives. The following questions might be posed for each instrument: 1. What conditions in the international and domestic environment are needed for this instrument to work successfully? What conditions should raise warning flags against its use? 2. Which threats is this instrument best used to counter? Which opportunities can it most readily take advantage of? On what kinds of threats and opportunities is it unlikely to be effective? 3. Is this policy tool usable only for one or a few kinds of strategic objectives? Or, on the contrary, can it be employed for a variety of purposes? Are there qualities of this instrument that will tend to undermine the pursuit of other likely strategic objectives? 4. Against which kinds of states/regimes is this instrument likely to be effective? 5. Does this instrument work best alone or in tandem with other policy instruments? If the latter, what is its optimal or necessary relationship with other tools? Are there certain qualities of this instrument that will tend to bolster or undermine other instruments? 6. How costly is this instrument? What demands on the state’s potential power —its resources— does this tool pose? 7. How risky is this instrument? What can be done to minimize its risk? 8. How much time is needed to create and field this form of mobilized power? How much time will the instrument require to be effective when used? 9. Can this instrument be targeted against the people or against the government of another state? 10. Can and should this instrument be used covertly? If so, under what circumstances? 11. What sorts of ethical considerations, if any, should be taken into account before employing this instrument? But the decision maker facing an immediate decision about what to do would approach the matter from a different perspective. He would already have in mind the overall situation, the candidate objective or objectives he wants to accomplish, and the states that will be targets of his efforts. He needs a different checklist of questions, ones that will help him systematically evaluate which of the instruments is best for the situation he faces.  Although the same kinds of issues come up either way, I have chosen to structure this paper from this policymaker’s perspective rather than the academic or educational perspective.   

6. Err neg – give us the CP – it’s grounded in Middle East withdrawal literature – rejecting conditions CPs regresses to devastate neg ground

7. At worst, reject the argument, not the team

AT: Perm Do Both
1. Links to the disad – the perm would still include an unconditional withdrawal from Afghanistan which would signal a weakness is US foreign policy – triggering our DA.

2. Impossible – plan happens immediately, while the condition creates a delay in implementation.

3. Mutual exclusivity – the plan and CP are incompatible

CNN 9 (“Lawmakers question 2011 Afghan exit plan”, December 3, http://edition.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/02/obama.afghanistan, AV)

Announcing a firm date for starting an American withdrawal while also saying such a withdrawal depends on conditions in Afghanistan "are two incompatible statements," said Sen. John McCain of Arizona, the Senate Armed Services Committee's ranking Republican. "You either have a winning strategy ... and then once it's succeeded, then we withdraw or, as the president said, we will have a date [for] beginning withdrawal in July 2011. Which is it? It's got to be one or the other. It's got to be the appropriate conditions, or it's got to be an arbitrary date. You can't have both."

[   ] Multiple perms are a voter – there’s zero risk positions that don’t test competition – 1 perm solves their offense.

[   ] Textless perms are a voter – they strategically morph to dodge 2NC offense – forces a race away from substance to unclear positions.

AT: Perm Do the CP

1. It severs – 

a) Resolved – it means the aff must unconditionally withdraw troops from Afghanistan – they must be resolved that the plan should be done no matter what - that’s Random House.

b) Timeframe – Resolved also means the plan must take place immediately. That’s Department of Developmental and Environmental Services. The counterplan waits to withdraw until Afghanistan meets certain requirements. Immediate implementation is best – otherwise, affs can just reclarify that their plan happens after the uniqueness to our disads passes.

c) Resolutional competition is best – It’s the basis for all our neg research, and even if we lose this they’re still in a double-bind – either they sever “resolved”, or their plan isn’t resolved and they’re not topical, which is an independent voting issue for fairness – they’ve conceded our definitions and standards.

d) Voter – Severance allows the aff to dodge all our links for disads and counterplans 

2. We don’t need to win that they guarantee enforcement for the CP to be competitive – the CP tests the opportunity cost of unconditional Afghanistan withdrawal

3. Functional competition is best –

a) Forces better policy-making skills – Functional competition forces better policy making because the aff has to be able to explain how policies could actually work together instead of only combining words

b) More real world – Congressional bills are thousands of pages, so it’s better to debate how functionally competitive the CP is

AFF – CP = Squo
Obama’s timetable already is the CP – it uses a conditions-based approach

BBC 9 (BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring\, December 3, “Afghan pundits debate new US strategy on Afghanistan”, Lexis, AV)

Withdrawal date is new In addition to McChrystal's proposal which asked for more troops, and stressed the need to strengthen governance in Afghanistan, fighting corruption, and terrorism in the region, there were some more points in this strategy. The most interesting point is that for the first time, Obama talked about the withdrawal of US forces from Afghanistan in July 2011. Although he made it conditional upon the circumstances in Afghanistan. Anyway, it was a new issue. Also, the unspecified time for the presence of foreign troops in Afghanistan was worrying not only for the people and the government of Afghanistan, but also for the countries in the region, but in his last night's speech, Obama clearly responded to this issue, saying that they have not come to the country to stay for a long time and that they have come only for the war as their own security and the security of their allies is at stake. He said that as soon as the threat is not felt anymore, they will pull out of Afghanistan. He also clearly said that the international forces had not come to occupy Afghanistan. Therefore, I think that in addition to meeting the requests of the American general from Washington, there are also new points observed in this strategy. New strategy viable? [Presenter] Thank you, Mr Stanakzai, we get back to Mr Rafat, what is your impression about the significant and historical remarks of Mr Barack Obama, what new issues has he raised in his statement, and how much can these remarks be practicable, given the current circumstances in Afghanistan and in the region? [Rafat] In the name of God, greetings to you, your honourable studio guests and dear viewers. The new point in this strategy is this, that for the first time, they have talked about the withdrawal of US forces from Afghanistan. This is something which is unprecedented over the past eight years. However, this withdrawal is conditional upon the situation on the ground. As for the practicality of this strategy, it is dependent on how much the Americans observe the other elements besides the military thesis so that this military strategy can succeed. Whenever the USA exerts necessary pressure on Pakistan to the extent to make the Pakistanis enter a decisive war against terrorism, the military strategy can succeed. Furthermore, it depends on how widely the neighbouring countries and the countries in the region support the USA in the war against the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah in the region. It also depends on how much the Afghan national army and police are strengthened. 

AFF – CP Fails (Conditions Won’t Be Met)
CP fails – only idiots rely on unachievable conditions

Jenkins 9 (Simon, The Guardian, 11/18, "Comment & Debate: Face down the militarists and get out. No strings attached: Obama must call time on the Afghan war. Retreat can be spun as victory. But it can't be conditional on impossible objectives", Lexis, AV)

If, on the other hand, Obama takes courage in both hands and announces a withdrawal, by hook or by crook, next year, the impact will be dramatic. Enemies at home will declare that America's first black president has led his country to defeat. But the boil will have been lanced. Afghanistan and its patchwork of tribal chiefs, warlords and Taliban commanders will have to write "the invaders" out of their script. Karzai must cash in the deals of the past seven years. The Taliban, no longer a monolith, would forge pacts and coalitions, as they were doing prior to 2001. Terrible things will happen in many places but, as in Iraq, they were bound to happen from the moment the west intervened. An American withdrawal would force Pakistan once again to be the power broker and guarantor of regional stability, albeit on new terms. The Pashtun would lose interest in their al-Qaida guests, who in turn would lose their anti-American rallying cry and seek sanctuary elsewhere. The region would regain an equilibrium it can never achieve under western occupation. Britain and America should demilitarise the war on terror, surely the most counterproductive main-force deployment in recent history. They need no longer rely on grand armies, popinjay generals and crippling budgets; on bringing death, destruction and exile to hundreds of thousands of foreigners in the faint belief that this might stop a few bombs going off back home. They would hand that job to the appropriate authorities; to the police and security services. The modalities of withdrawal need obvious attention. Only idiots talk of leaving "overnight", but only idiots make departure conditional on some unachievable objective, such as more European troops or an operational Afghan army or honesty in Kabul. Defeat must be spun as victory. Retreat must be covered by the smokescreen of a loya jirga or "surge, bribe and leave". But it cannot be conditional on fantasy.
CP fails – the conditions will never be met, meaning you don’t access the case

NPR 6/23 (NPR citing Schake, Senior Research Fellow, Hoover Institution; Former Director of Defense Strategy, National Security Council and Hammes, Retired U.S. Marine Colonel; Senior Research Fellow, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, “Counterinsurgency Strategy In Afghanistan”, 2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128061769, AV)

SIEGEL: That in about a year, the U.S. would at least begin to, in some way, draw down forces in Afghanistan. Ms. SCHAKE: That's right. This is a long-term set of objectives and to believe that you can create a change of the magnitude we are trying to create in Afghanistan in this short a timeframe, I personally don't believe it's possible. Moreover, it doesn't look to me like the Afghans, the Pakistanis, the Taliban or others believe it's possible either. SIEGEL: Well, Colonel Hammes, if the fixed number here is the timeframe as opposed to the strategy, is there something the U.S. could achieve effectively in Afghanistan with a different strategy, as you see it, that could be consistent with starting to draw down forces a year from July? Mr. HAMMES: Yes, because it is a very long process and a very expensive one. So if we take the 10 years, let's say we're wildly optimistic and we can make this work in only 10 years, that will cost us about a trillion dollars and about 3,000 lives. And if we're very, very good and we get a superb Afghan government and the economy doubles in those 10 years, the best we can do is a country that is poorer than today's Chad. So from a strategic point of view, investing those kind of resources to create another Chad just doesn't seem to make sense to me. 

Can’t solve – conditions will take lifetimes to be met

Carter 10 (Sara A, National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, May 4, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” online: http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html, AV)

President Obama announced his plan in December to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011. According to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, the withdrawal date set by Obama is only the beginning of a drawdown, marking the time when U.S. and its foreign allies begin to turn over more security to Afghan security forces. Gates recently told members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "It will be the beginning of a process, an inflection point, if you will, of transition for Afghan forces as they begin to assume greater responsibility for security." However, a foreign military official currently training Afghan security forces in Afghanistan told the Washington Examiner that "Afghan forces are far from being capable of taking over security themselves, and it may take a lifetime to get them where they need to be because corruption is so prevalent in the system." For the troops on the ground, it's a subject that keeps them awake at night, "wondering if what we're fighting for will mean something in the end and did all the people who've made the ultimate sacrifice die for something," said one U.S. troop stationed in southern Afghanistan.

Conditions-based approach will fail – ANSF is nowhere near ready to take command

Alfano 6/29 (Sean, NY Daily News, 2010, “Afghanistan security forces woefully unprepared to protect country when U.S. forces leaves: report”, http://www.nydailynews.com/news/world/2010/06/29/2010-06-29_afghanistan_security_forces_woefully_unprepared_to_protect_country_when_us_force.html, AV)

If President Obama is having reservations about withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan a year from now, a new report detailing major problems with Afghan security forces won't make his decision any easier. Just 23% of the country's soldiers and 12% of its police force can work without American or NATO support, the U.S. Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction (SIGAR) reported. Corruption and absenteeism also plagues the security forces. By March of this year, at least 12% of the army simply left, the report noted, citing "disappointment over pay levels" leading to soldiers selling weapons and stealing fuel. The report is the first, in-depth look at how the U.S. military rates the effectiveness of Afghanistan's police and soldiers. It slammed the military's optimism over progress made by Afghan forces. The U.S.'s eight-year, $27 billion effort to train Afghan soldiers and police is "flawed, it's unreliable and it's inconsistent," Arnold Fields, the author of the report, said. A couple of weeks before his swift demise, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, told the media that the training for the Afghan forces was "on track" and "ahead of the plan." In one of the most damning cases, a police district in northern Afghanistan previously given a top rating by NATO officials, deteriorated within months after U.S. trainers left and became overrun by insurgents. An official told investigators for the report that the force "withered away to the point that it barely functions." The U.S. is scheduled to begin withdrawing soldiers from Afghanistan in July 2011.

AFF – CP Fails (Conditions Don’t Result in Plan)
CP fails – a “conditions-based approach” will never result in the plan

Klein 6/24 (Joe, Time Magazine, “Can Obama and Petraeus Work Together?”, 2010, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1999251,00.html, AV)

But Petraeus is wrong; in fact, the review is crucial. The implicit agreement was that if things aren't going well by December, the strategy will have to change. And things haven't been going well. So the military has been quietly working the press, complaining about the July 2011 transition date, pressing for more troops, complaining about the lack of civilian progress in Afghanistan — the failure of the Afghan government and U.S. State Department to provide security and programs for the populace — complaining about the failure of Richard Holbrooke to get all the recalcitrant neighbors (Pakistan, India, Iran and China, among others — what a bunch!) on board with a coherent regional strategy. A lot of this griping was at the heart of the Rolling Stone story. "When the military says withdrawals should be conditions-based, here's what they mean," says Les Gelb, president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations. "If things are going well, we shouldn't withdraw, because the policy is working. If things aren't going well, we should add more troops. What they really want is no decision on anything until July 2011."

AFF – CP Fails (Cultural Barriers to Training)
Conditions won’t be met – cultural barriers and ANSF is inconsistent

Gomez 10 (Alan, USA Today, March 25, “Much work ahead for Afghan police force”, Lexis, AV)

Many of the reasons it will take that long have to do with the culture. Brannon, who is the operations officer for the battalion that is patrolling Arghandab River Valley, says about 30% to 40% of Afghan police officers regularly smoke the drug hashish in Arghandab. He says the percentage is higher in other districts where marijuana -- from which hashish is derived -- is easier to get. Brannon says in the Panjwai District, just south of Kandahar, he found marijuana plants growing inside Afghan police stations. When Brannon's 2nd Battalion, 508th Parachute Infantry Regiment established its headquarters at a government center in the Arghandab River Valley, they had to destroy a hashish-smoking hut used by the police. "If you push them too hard on it, they get pissed," he says. Kuehner says it's difficult to get the Afghans to remain disciplined and consistent in their work. On Saturday, he led a training session to teach the Afghans how to perform a roadside checkpoint, which involves inspecting vehicles, identifying risks, frisking passengers. Pfc. Taylor Kriner yelled when one Afghan policeman barely touched a driver during a pat down. He shouted down to the policeman to do it again, then sighed when he saw the officer giggling throughout the frisk. "Even the frisk is too friendly," Kriner says. "They see the same people every day and think, 'He's OK. He's not going to blow me up.' But he could." Many of the problems police face are due to a lack of a real criminal justice system. Nadir Jan, the commander of an Afghan police checkpoint in the Sarkari Bagh village along the Arghandab River, says he has no room in his building to hold any prisoners. "I'm scared to have them here," he says. When he sends criminals to his headquarters -- even those suspected of being Taliban members -- they generally end up released within days, he says. A court system that is inadequate and sometimes corrupt is why, says Mike Callan, a former homicide detective for the New York City Police Department who is mentoring police officials in the Arghandab District. Callan says the district governor ends up making most decisions on who is held captive and who is released. If village elders call the governor and vouch for a suspect, the man is often released. Callan says if the case actually gets to the region's only judge in Kandahar, the man can be released after Taliban members bribe prosecutors. "It absolutely happens," Callan says, and it leaves police officials reluctant to arrest suspects. Mohammad Ismail, the commander of an Afghan police checkpoint in the village of Gol Kalachen, says he recently arrested a Taliban member who was harassing the family of one of his officers. Yet the man was released within days. "That (officer) is thinking, 'I'm putting my life in danger, and I can't even arrest this man?' " Ismail says. "That (officer) will probably leave his job."
AFF – AT: Resolve DA (Terror Impact)
Even with unconditional withdrawal – Obama will never accept defeat in War on Terror

BBC 10 (BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, May 17, “Afghan paper discusses Obama's resolve to fight terrorism”, Lexis, AV)

Meanwhile, Obama's emphasis on the beginning of foreign forces' withdrawal from Afghanistan in the summer of next year, which is after nearly 12 months, has also made it clear that in the remaining time, the West and the US will make efforts to predict the future of nine years of fighting in the country. But this is clear that Obama will never accept defeat in the fight against terrorism. Obama's speech had an important message about the Taleban that he has firm belief about the Taleban's defeat in Afghanistan and this is contrary to the impression of some European countries. Perhaps, it was due to this reason that both Obama and Karzai resolved their differences and tensions very quickly.

AFF – Unconditional Withdrawal Good (Success/Allies)
An unconditional timetable based withdrawal is key to success and reassuring our allies

Mull 6/16 (Josh, Community Director for Small World News, and a contributor to Polizeros and Enduring America, 2010, “Does an Afghanistan exit strategy hurt our allies?”, http://polizeros.com/2010/06/16/does-an-afghanistan-exit-strategy-hurt-our-allies/, AV)

Uh oh, looks like you are starting to have an effect on the war. Congress is freaking out, calling hearings, holding up so-called emergency funding, and demanding to know why it is that the longest war in US history has to go on even longer. All of this has led some to question the President’s leadership altogether. Is he an effective, or even competent, Commander-in-Chief? Serious concerns about Obama’s escalation policy are being raised, and it’s likely to severely damage his presidency. Well, rather than using this opportunity to their advantage, the opposition party has opted instead to say something stupid: 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. [...] “Right now, we’re sounding an uncertain trumpet,” [Republican John] McCain said. “Our allies in the region are convinced that we’re leaving.” [...] Ah yes, the old “exit strategy = defeat” meme. This is one of those annoying war myths that just won’t go away, no matter how stupid it looks in the face of facts. Weirdly enough, it’s often the argument made by people who claim to be “strong” on national security, when in reality it should call into question their grasp of even the mild complexities of war. This argument isn’t just wrong, it’s plainly stupid, and you only to have pay a little bit of attention to see why. Normally when you see this myth, it’s about our enemies rather than our allies. It’s usually something along the lines of “if we tell the insurgents when we’re leaving, they’ll just wait until we’re gone and start back up.” That’s wrong though. See, much like US senators, insurgents have to have legitimacy -that is, some right or justification for making decisions and taking actions on behalf of so many people. That doesn’t necessarily mean that citizens vote for the insurgency, rather their legitimacy comes from the presence of the occupation. Take Iraq, for example. The Sunni Arab insurgency is able to support itself in its civil war against Kurds, Persians, Shi’a, etc partly because its “constituency” (not always the locals) supports their fight against the American occupation, in the name of Iraq and/or Islam. The US supports some of them, further tying their legitimacy to our presence, but also retarding the civil war which would inevitably destroy the insurgency. When the Americans withdraw, the Shi’a like Prime Minister Maliki, purportedly our allies, will be free to overtly reject reconciliation and prosecute the civil war against the Sunni (and any other dissenting Iraqi) as brutally as they like. That’s why Sunni insurgents are increasing their violence just as US troops are re-deploying to Afghanistan, because US leaders gave vague promises about withdrawing “based on conditions on the ground.” The insurgents want to change the conditions on the ground, increase the violence so we stay longer, thus keeping them in business another day. Otherwise they lose their legitimacy, they become not heroic freedom fighters or well-paid concerned local citizens but anti-Sadd- excuse me, anti-Maliki government criminals. And they will be annihilated. Our enemies are not waiting for us to leave, they desperately need us to stay. But what about the twist we have on Afghanistan? Is an exit strategy not only good for our enemies, but bad for our allies? Unfortunately no, it’s just as stupid. Who are our allies? That would be NATO and Pakistan, both of which would benefit greatly from our exit strategy. NATO-member Canada is already in the process of replacing its military with an all-civilian program, and the UK has completely ruled out any more troops for Afghanistan. If the US military leaves, the development and “nation building” projects by our NATO allies will get better, not worse. And much like insurgents in Iraq, the Taliban in Pakistan gain much of their legitimacy from the continuing US occupation of Afghanistan, and the illegal drone strikes and special forces raids in Pakistan. Pakistan’s army and intelligence services are likewise able to support the Taliban and other militants against India because the US is there in the region fighting, showering the Pakistani military with weapons and money. If we left? We’d blow a massive hole in Kayani’s budget for fighting India, and that includes “strategic depth” like extensive support for Taliban militants. With the military’s ability to create conflicts hampered, the civilian government of Pakistan would have more legitimate political space to pursue its goals of economic development and peace with its neighbors. The liberal Pakistanis, our real allies in the region, would gain that ever-important legitimacy. Conversely, the Taliban lose one of their biggest claims to legitimacy (besides Islam, which is another conversation entirely). Many Pakistanis and Afghans, even liberal, educated middle class as well as the victims of militant violence themselves, often sympathize with the cause of the insurgents simply because they’re fighting the American invaders. The Taliban may be extremely conservative and oppressive, but at least they’re not raiding houses at night and killing pregnant women. At least they’re not blowing up women and children with cowardly robots in the sky. Or so the logic goes. If the US leaves, there are no more invaders to fight, and the Taliban are plainly exposed as the Pakistan-destroying monsters that they are. See why this myth is stupid? It’s exactly the opposite of reality. Exit strategies are bad for our enemies, and good for our allies. It’s just that simple. So don’t be fooled by the opposition’s talking points about “uncertain trumpets” and “sending the wrong message.” Ending the wars is good for the US, it’s good for our allies, and it’s good for the citizens themselves. A timetable for withdrawal is a good thing. Forcing the President to keep his commitments is a good thing. Ignore the partisan myth-making and keep pressuring your representatives to hold Obama accountable and bring this war to an end.

***QPQ CP – Iraq

1NC Shell
TEXT: The United States federal government should <<insert plan>> if the Iraqi government demonstrates that they are able and willing to meet certain standards by   <<insert plan’s withdrawal date>>.
Contention 1: Competition

A. Resolved – it means the plan would be an unconditional military withdrawal 

Random House 6 (http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/resolve, AV)

re·solve to come to a definite or earnest decision about

B. Timeframe – The plan is immediately implemented, and the CP is not. Any permutation makes the plan untopical and severs initial plan advocacy

Department of Developmental and Environmental Services 5 (“Permit Report Descriptions & Status Definitions”, http://cf.kingcounty.gov/www6/ddes/scripts/perminfo.cfm?rpt=2, AV)

RESOLVED Appealed issue has been resolved and processing completed.
Contention 2: Solvency

Withdrawal from Iraq should be conditions-based – only route to success

AFP 8 (Cites Admiral Michael Mullen, 7th and current Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS). Mullen previously served as the Navy's 28th Chief of Naval Operations from July 22, 2005 to September 29, 2007. His other four-star assignments include being the Commander, U.S. Naval Forces Europe and Commander, Allied Joint Force Command Naples from October 2004 to May 2005, and as the 32nd Vice Chief of Naval Operations from August 2003 to August 2004. As the CJCS, Mullen is the highest ranking officer in the United States armed forces, November 17, “US troop withdrawal 'should be conditions-based'”, http://www.france24.com/en/20081117-us-troop-withdrawal-should-be-conditions-based-iraq, AV)

The withdrawal of US forces from Iraq, set to be completed by the end of 2011 under a proposed deal between Baghdad and Washington, should depend on the situation on the ground, US military chief Admiral Michael Mullen said on Monday. "I do think it is important that this be conditions-based," Mullen told reporters, referring to the eventual withdrawal of US forces from Iraq. Mullen spoke a day after the Iraqi cabinet approved a deal negotiated with the US administration, known as the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), that calls for US troops to pull out of Iraq in three years time. Mullen said he was aware of the deadline set out by the agreement, saying: "I certainly understand the boundaries." But the admiral suggested the deal might be revisited at some point between now and 2011. "And so three years is a long time. Conditions could change in that period of time," said Mullen, adding the United States will continue to talk with Baghdad "as conditions continue to evolve." Asked if the agreement could be changed, he said "that's theoretically possible." Mullen's view appeared to contradict calls from President-elect Barack Obama to withdraw US combat troops from Iraq by mid-2010. The admiral said he would offer his advice to the new president, who takes office on January 20, and then follow his orders. "Should president-elect Obama give me direction, I would carry that out. I mean, that's what I do as a senior member of the military."

Contention 3: Net Benefit

The US should use conditional withdrawal out of Iraq – solves instability, terrorism and war

Haass 6 (Richard N, President of Council on Foreign Relations, he was Director of Policy Planning for the United States Department of State and a close advisor to Secretary of State Colin Powell. The Senate approved Haass as a candidate for the position of ambassador and he has been U.S. Coordinator for the Future of Afghanistan. He succeeded George J. Mitchell as the United States Special Envoy for Northern Ireland to help the peace process in Northern Ireland, for which he received the State Department's Distinguished Service Award, “The Withdrawal Syndrome – Part I”, October 31, http://www.cfr.org/publication/11870/withdrawal_syndrome_part_i.html, AV)

The real choices facing the US at this point all involve withdrawals of one kind or another of US military forces from Iraq. But all withdrawals are not equal. To the contrary—they differ fundamentally in their pace, rationale and consequences. The strong preference of President Bush and his administration is for performance-based withdrawals. This has been the stated US policy for some time and remains so. “Staying the course” may have been jettisoned as a phrase, but it remains as a policy. The idea is that the 144,000 American forces—together with the 17,500 soldiers from coalition partners—will only come out of the country as Iraqi military and police forces demonstrate they can assume the security burden and maintain order. This is the most desirable option, as it would create a stable Iraq that would no longer require a massive and costly American and international presence. It is also desirable in that it would avoid the direct and indirect costs of withdrawing before the objective of building a sustainable order was realized. The problem lies not in the desirability of this approach but with its feasibility. The situation in Iraq is getting worse despite a democratic constitution and several successful elections. Terrorists, Sunni insurgents and Shia militias are targeting and killing one another, government forces and officials, and civilians. Iraqi government forces, despite being trained, equipped, advised and supplemented by American troops, show few signs of being able to maintain order in the country’s center, home to Baghdad and most of Iraq’s approximately eight million Sunnis. A second withdrawal option, one often put forward by various Democrats, is calendar-based. This approach is based on an assessment that a performance-based policy cannot succeed, that the day will never arrive when the Iraqis can stand up sufficiently so that the US can safely stand down. This option comes the closest to a classic exit strategy, one in which US policy is determined by the calendar rather than by conditions on the ground. The advantage of such an approach is that it cuts the immediate costs (human, military, and financial) of maintaining a presence and allows US forces to recover and be used elsewhere. The obvious downside is that conditions in Iraq would almost certainly deteriorate further, producing a full-scale civil war that would kill and displace tens or even hundreds of thousands. Such a war could draw in one or more of Iraq’s neighbors and spread to other parts of the Middle East. What is more, the US reputation for dependability and steadfastness would suffer. This could only encourage terrorists and radical forces and states in the region and beyond-and discourage America’s friends and allies in the region and beyond. A third approach to withdrawals can best be described as conditional. Under such an approach, the US would inform the Iraqi government—ideally, following intense consultations—that US troops will be removed unless the Iraqis demonstrate that they are able and willing to meet certain tests or standards by a specified date. Such standards could be military, i.e., achieve a certain level of proficiency, or political, i.e., gain broad agreement on new power- and revenue-sharing arrangements. Most likely, they would need to be both. This third, conditional-withdrawal approach is another way of casting the first two approaches. If the Iraqis meet the tests in time, then this form of withdrawal resembles the existing performance-based strategy. However, if the Iraqis fail to meet the tests, then the withdrawal would take place after the deadline had passed. It thus would come to resemble in practice a calendar-based exit strategy, with the important difference that a substantial share of the onus for the policy change would ostensibly be on the Iraqis for their shortcomings rather than on the US stemming from a lack of resolve. This last option of conditional withdrawal is hardly ideal, but it is the least bad course available to the US. This is a time for realism, not ambition. 

Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Conditions Key
A conditions-based withdrawal is key to solve – top generals agree

Dreazen 8 (Yochi J, WSJ, November 18, “Pentagon Wary of Fast Iraq Withdrawal”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122696942306335651.html, AV)

President-elect Barack Obama is facing an early confrontation with the Pentagon over the hot-button issue of how fast to withdraw U.S. forces from Iraq, with some senior officers arguing for a slower drawdown. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters that the withdrawal should be driven solely by conditions on the ground in Iraq. The statement ran counter to Mr. Obama's frequent calls for a fixed timetable for a drawdown. "I do think it's important that it be conditions-based," Adm. Mullen said. "I certainly understand there are other options, and it's something that we look at all the time. But...from the military's perspective, I think it's best to be conditions-based." Adm. Mullen, the nation's top uniformed military officer, was quick to stress that he would carry out whatever orders he received from the new president next year. Still, the comments suggested that Mr. Obama may face a military establishment that deeply disagrees with one of his core policies. Brooke Anderson, a spokeswoman for the Obama transition team, said the president-elect remains committed to withdrawing all U.S. combat forces within 16 months of taking office. The comments from Adm. Mullen came a day after the Iraqi cabinet approved a long-debated security pact that would require U.S. forces to leave all of Iraq's cities by next summer in preparation for a full military withdrawal by the end of 2011. The "Status of Forces Agreement" between Washington and Baghdad is set to come to a vote in Iraq's fractious parliament next week. Senior U.S. officials expect the deal to pass overwhelmingly. If approved, the pact would begin winding down the U.S.-led war in Iraq -- a development that would be in keeping with Mr. Obama's repeated calls for American forces to leave Iraq by mid-2010. "As soon as I take office, I will call in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, my national security apparatus, and we will start executing a plan that draws down our troops," Mr. Obama said in an interview Sunday on CBS's "60 Minutes" television program. Many senior military officials agree with Mr. Obama's call to withdraw tens of thousands of troops from Iraq next year. They believe that the large U.S. military presence in Iraq is causing significant manpower strains on the armed forces and preventing needed reinforcements from being sent to Afghanistan, where conditions have worsened in recent months. Still, there is a fair amount of skepticism within the Pentagon about Mr. Obama's call to have all U.S. forces out of Iraq by 2010. In recent interviews, two high-ranking officers stated flatly that it would be logistically impossible to dismantle dozens of large U.S. bases there and withdraw the 150,000 troops now in Iraq so quickly. The officers said it would take close to three years for a full withdrawal and could take longer if the fighting resumed as American forces left the country. Adm. Mullen said he would advise Mr. Obama on the importance of allowing conditions on the ground in Iraq to dictate the pace and scale of the withdrawal. "What President-elect Obama has also said is that he would seek the counsel of myself and the Joint Chiefs before he made any decisions," he said. "I look forward to that discussion."

CMR Link Differential
A strict withdrawal timetable destroys CMR whereas the CP doesn’t

Porter 8 (Gareth, Inter Press Service, November 13, “Obama Pressured to Back Off Iraq Withdrawal”, http://www.antiwar.com/porter/?articleid=13760, AV)

Opposition to Obama's pledge to withdraw combat troops from Iraq on a 16-month timetable is wide and deep in the US national security establishment and its political allies. US military leaders have been unequivocal in rejecting any such rapid withdrawal from Iraq, and news media coverage of the issue has been based on the premise that Obama will have to modify his plan to make it acceptable to the military. The Washington Post published a story Monday saying that Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, opposes Obama's timeline for withdrawal as "dangerous," insisting that "reductions must depend on conditions on the ground." Along with Gen. David H. Petraeus, now the head of CENTCOM and responsible for the entire Middle East, and Gen. Ray Odierno, the new commander in Iraq, Mullen was portrayed as part of a phalanx of determined military opposition to Obama's timeline. Post reporters Alec MacGillis and Ann Scott Tyson cited "defense experts" as predicting a "smooth and productive" relationship between Obama and these military leaders "if Obama takes the pragmatic approach that his advisers are indicating, allowing each side to adjust at the margins." But if Obama "presses for the withdrawal of two brigades per month," the same analysts predicted, "conflict is inevitable." The story quoted a former Bush administration National Security Council official, Peter D. Feaver, who was a strategic planner on the administration's Iraq "surge" policy, as warning that Obama's timetable would precipitate "a civil-military crisis" if Obama does not agree to the demands of Mullen, Petraeus and Odierno for greater flexibility.
AT: You’re the Squo
Obama’s current plans are not conditions-based

Jarrar 10 (Raed, Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action, 2/25, “The Iraq Withdrawal: Obama vs. the Pentagon”, http://www.pdamerica.org/articles/news/2010-02-25-11-13-47-news.php, AV)

Obama came with a completely different doctrine that thankfully makes prolonging the occupation harder than just making up a new lame excuse. He has promised on the campaign trail to withdraw all combat troops by August 31st of this year bringing the total number of US troops down to less than 50,000. Obama has also announced repeatedly that he will abide by the binding bi-lateral agreement between the two governments that requires all the US troops and contractors to leave Iraq by the end of 2011 without leaving any military bases behind. Both these promises are time-based, and not linked to the conditions on the ground. In addition, President Obama announced last week his intention to call an end to Operation Iraqi Freedom by August 31st, and to start the new non-combat mission as of September 1st this. The new mission, renamed "Operation New Dawn", should end by December 31st 2011 with the last US soldier and contractor out of Iraq. Conditions on the ground in Iraq are horrible. After seven years under the US occupation, Iraqis are still without water, electricity, education, or health care. Iran's intervention and control of the Iraqi government stays at unprecedented levels. Iraq's armed forces are still infiltrated by the militias and controlled by political parties. But so far, the Obama administration has not attempted to use any of these facts as a reason to change the combat forces withdrawal plan, or to ask the Iraqi government to renegotiate the bi-lateral security agreement. This week's calls to prolong the occupation are surprising because they expose a conflict between the Pentagon on the one hand and the White House and Congress on the other hand. In fact, the executive and legislative branches in both the US and Iraq seem to be in agreement about implementing the time-based withdrawal, but the Pentagon is disagreeing with them all. 

***Iraq Neg

Squo Solves
Obama will abide by the timetable – already 60% complete and ahead of schedule

MacMillan 6/27 (Arthur, AP, 2010, “US drawdown from Iraq gathers pace”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hirMu7qwFrK3kKfb8r3eqz6G2ClA, AV)

The withdrawal of American combat troops and equipment from Iraq is 60 percent complete two months ahead of a deadline that will serve as a precursor for a complete US military pullout. Camp Victory, a giant sprawling base on the edge of Baghdad airport, is one of eight sites where American soldiers are sorting through the mass of hardware and supplies that must either be taken home, sent to Afghanistan, or destroyed. Although the military is anxious to avoid accusations that it is "cutting and running" from Iraq as operations in Afghanistan take precedence, US troop numbers are steadily falling and just 50,000 will remain beyond August 31. "We are right-sizing the force," Brigadier General Gus Perna, the man in charge of the drawdown, told AFP at Camp Victory in a giant yard filled with 330 vehicles headed for neighbouring Kuwait to be moved out of the country. "Over 32,000 pieces of rolling stock have been retrograded out of Iraq since February 2009," he said, referring to MRAP (Mine-resistant, armour-protected) and Humvee troop carriers used since the 2003 ouster of Saddam Hussein. The vehicles are being driven south into Kuwait before they are moved to Afghanistan or back to the United States. Around 800,000 other pieces of equipment have so far left Iraq in cargo containers. Camp Victory is the central hub for movement operations and combines with four locations in northern Iraq, one in the west of the country and two in the south where equipment is being processed and tracked for eventual shipping. There are currently 84,000 US troops in Iraq, but President Barack Obama's decision to pull all combat soldiers out means 34,000 are readying themselves to leave while a training and advisory force stays behind after August. It takes one hour for a vehicle to be processed and it will stay there for three to five days before heading south in a convoy. Between 30 and 40 vehicles leave Camp Victory each day, US logistics officers said. When combined with the seven other sites, however, around 3,500 vehicles have left the country in June so far, the highest monthly total this year. An Iraqi military official told AFP that Baghdad is happy with the pace of the pullout of combat troops and stressed that important equipment was being given to local forces. "The withdrawal has reached more than 60 percent of its requirements and there have been no problems so far," said defence ministry spokesman Major General Mohammed al-Askari. Excess US equipment with an estimated worth of 91.4 million dollars has so far been handed over to the Iraqi government, and other supplies such as rifle ammunition will be left because it is uneconomical to ship it to America. This is in addition to hardware and facilities that the United States has refurbished under the two-billion-dollar Iraqi Security Force Fund approved by Washington. Although some equipment is being given to the Iraqis there is also a massive amount of material that the US military machine is destroying because it is deemed "unserviceable". At Camp Victory, clapped-out military trucks were being stripped down and cut up and sold off to local scrap metal dealers, while dozens of computers and printers were being destroyed in a giant shredding machine. Between 50 and 70 40-foot and 20-foot containers filled with equipment are being lifted by giant magnetic cranes onto lorries bound for Kuwait each day. With deaths of Iraqi civilians and security forces still in the hundreds each month, there remains concern that a dangerous security vacuum could ensue when US combat troops pull out in just over two months' time. But Michael O'Hanlon, a national security and defence policy expert at the Brookings Institution in Washington, said the August 31 withdrawal should not be seen as a cause for concern. "I'm generally optimistic," he said. "The end of the 'combat mission' is partly a semantic change and the 50,000 remaining US troops will still be quite capable. "The fact that we have been out of the cities for a year already suggests the drawdown is eminently feasible," O'Hanlon added.

Withdrawal date will be met now – generals and insiders vote neg

US News 6/4 (2010, “US general: Iraq withdrawal plan on schedule”, http://www.monstersandcritics.com/news/usa/news/article_1560929.php/US-general-Iraq-withdrawal-plan-on-schedule, AV)

The withdrawal of US forces from Iraq is on schedule for shrinking the presence to 50,000 by the end of August, the top US commander in the country said. General Ray Odierno told reporters that the withdrawal pace will not be slowed by ongoing negotiations by Iraqi leaders to form a new government following March 7 elections, or by a recent spate of al- Qaeda bombings. 'We are on our plan,' said Odierno, who plans to leave Iraq later this year to take up a new post in the Pentagon. Odierno briefed President Barack Obama on Wednesday. There are now 88,000 soldiers remaining in Iraq, Odierno said, smaller than the US contingency in Afghanistan, where the conflict has become a top priority for Obama. Obama has ordered an end to the US combat role by the end of August, which would leave behind a force of 50,000 to continue training and advising Iraqi security forces. All US troops are scheduled to depart by the end of 2011. Odierno said the military is ahead of schedule at shipping equipment out of the country and at turning bases over to the Iraqi government. The Americans currently occupy 126 bases compared to 500 a year ago, and that number will be down to 94 by the end of August, he said. Al-Qaeda in Iraq has also suffered severe setbacks in recent months, including the deaths or capture of 34 of its top 42 operatives, Odierno said. 'They're clearly now attempting to reorganize themselves,' Odierno said. 'They're struggling a little bit.' 

Iraq Withdrawal Bad
Leaving Iraq would cause a genocidal civil war and Iran takeover

Jarrar 10 (Raed, Iraqi-born political analyst, and a Senior Fellow with Peace Action, 2/25, “The Iraq Withdrawal: Obama vs. the Pentagon”, http://www.pdamerica.org/articles/news/2010-02-25-11-13-47-news.php, AV)

This Monday, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander in Iraq, asked officials in DC to approve contingency plans to delay the withdrawal of US combat forces. The next day, the New York times published an op-ed asking president Obama to delay the US withdrawal and keep some tens of thousands of troops in Iraq indefinitely. Both the Pentagon and NY times article argue that prolonging the occupation is for Iraq's own good. According to these latest attempts to prolong the occupation, if the US were to leave Iraqis alone the sky would fall, a genocidal civil war will erupt, and Iran will takeover their nation and rip it apart.
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