Obama is no different from Bush – his methods in Afghanistan are only a continuation of The War on Terror

Cohen 10 (Michael A., senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan,” Dissent, Volume 57, Number 2, Spring 2010)

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

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press)
When the ingredients are all added together - a public discourse that vilifies the 'enemy other', the failure of moral reflection, officially sanctioned torture 'lite' interrogation techniques and orders to kill suspects, the abrogation of the Geneva Conventions, the policies of prisoner management in Iraq and the example set by domestic law enforcement - the abuse is easily explained. Such an environment normalises actions that would otherwise be considered morally repugnant and transforms human rights violations into routine. In fact, what is most surprising about the whole situation is that there isn't even greater evidence of abuse. It seems obvious that without a complete transformation of the entire language and practice of the 'war on terrorism' such abuses will continue to occur; no amount of prosecution of individual guards will reform such a powerfully constructed system.
Disturbingly, the abuse of prisoners in the 'war on terrorism' has become mimetic; terrorists and insurgents have started to mimic the behaviour of the American forces by deliberately capturing and then publicly abusing Coalition soldiers and civilian workers. In a horrifying pantomime of discursive mirroring, the terrorists dress their captives in the orange jumpsuits of the Guantanamo Bay detainees, hood them to make them 'faceless' and in some cases, murder them. Then, like the photos from Abu Ghraib showing Arab humiliation, they also post the images of the American dead and mistreated on the internet for the entire world to see. In a sense, this imitative war of images is a predictable outcome of the language of identity. In the end, the process of 'othering' makes everyone faceless and inhuman.
Human rights abuse leads to extinction

Annas et al ‘2  (George, (Edward R. Utley Prof. and Chair Health Law – Boston U. School of Public Health and Prof. SocioMedical Sciences and Community Science – Boston U. School of Medicine and Prof. Law – Boston U. School of Law), Lori Andrews, (Distinguished Prof. Law – Chicago-Kent College of Law and Dir. Institute for Science, Law, and Technology – Illinois Institute Tech), and Rosario M. Isasa, (Health Law and Biotethics Fellow – Health Law Dept. of Boston U. School of Public Health), American Journal of Law & Medicine, “THE GENETICS REVOLUTION: CONFLICTS, CHALLENGES AND CONUNDRA: ARTICLE: Protecting the Endangered Human: Toward an International Treaty Prohibiting Cloning and Inheritable Alterations”, 28 Am. J. L. and Med. 151, L/N)
The development of the atomic bomb not only presented to the world for the first time the prospect of total annihilation, but also, paradoxically, led to a renewed emphasis on the "nuclear family," complete with its personal bomb shelter. The conclusion of World War II (with the dropping of the only two atomic bombs ever used in war) led to the recognition that world wars were now suicidal to the entire species and to the formation of the United Nations with the primary goal of preventing such wars. n2 Prevention, of course, must be based on the recognition that all humans are fundamentally the same, rather than on an emphasis on our differences. In the aftermath of the Cuban missile crisis, the closest the world has ever come to nuclear war, President John F. Kennedy, in an address to the former Soviet Union, underscored the necessity for recognizing similarities for our survival:      Let us not be blind to our differences, but let us also direct attention to our common interests and the means by which those differences can be resolved . . . . For, in the final analysis, our most basic common link is that we all inhabit this small planet. We all breathe the same air. We all cherish our children's future. And we are all mortal. n3  That we are all fundamentally the same, all human, all with the same dignity and rights, is at the core of the most important document to come out of World War II, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and the two treaties that followed it (together known as the "International Bill of Rights"). n4 The recognition of universal human rights, based on human dignity and equality as well as the principle of nondiscrimination, is fundamental to the development of a species consciousness. As Daniel Lev of Human Rights Watch/Asia said in 1993, shortly before the Vienna Human Rights Conference:      Whatever else may separate them, human beings belong to a single biological species, the simplest and most fundamental commonality before which the significance of human differences quickly fades. . . . We are all capable, in exactly the same ways, of feeling pain, hunger,  [*153]  and a hundred kinds of deprivation. Consequently, people nowhere routinely concede that those with enough power to do so ought to be able to kill, torture, imprison, and generally abuse others. . . . The idea of universal human rights shares the recognition of one common humanity, and provides a minimum solution to deal with its miseries. n5  Membership in the human species is central to the meaning and enforcement of human rights, and respect for basic human rights is essential for the survival of the human species. The development of the concept of "crimes against humanity" was a milestone for universalizing human rights in that it recognized that there were certain actions, such as slavery and genocide, that implicated the welfare of the entire species and therefore merited universal condemnation. n6 Nuclear weapons were immediately seen as a technology that required international control, as extreme genetic manipulations like cloning and inheritable genetic alterations have come to be seen today. In fact, cloning and inheritable genetic alterations can be seen as crimes against humanity of a unique sort: they are techniques that can alter the essence of humanity itself (and thus threaten to change the foundation of human rights) by taking human evolution into our own hands and directing it toward the development of a new species, sometimes termed the "posthuman." n7 It may be that species-altering techniques, like cloning and inheritable genetic modifications, could provide benefits to the human species in extraordinary circumstances. For example, asexual genetic replication could potentially save humans from extinction if all humans were rendered sterile by some catastrophic event. But no such necessity currently exists or is on the horizon.
War on terror turns every impact – international law collapse, preemptive war becomes inevitable, and causes global instability

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press)
Other direct consequences of the 'war on terrorism' which are also likely to increase terrorism in the future include: the damage sustained to the institutions of international order and global governance, such as the United Nations and the International Criminal Court (ICC); the undermining of the accepted laws of war through the doctrine of pre-emptive (preventive) strikes against states harbouring terrorists and through the failure to uphold the Geneva Conventions regarding prisoners of war; the further destabilisation of regions where internal conflicts have now been subsumed under the mantle of the 'war on terrorism', such as Israel, Chechnya, Colombia, Kashmir and the Philippines; the support and aid provided to dictatorships willing to join the 'war on terrorism'; the misguided and poorly conceived support for Israel's recent policies; the continuation and expansion of American military bases into sensitive regions; the new arms race to develop national missile defence and new generation nuclear weapons; the diversion of resources from development aid and nation-building to military aid for allies; and the pursuit of oil politics and geo-strategic objectives in the Middle East and Caspian basin under the cover of national security. Every one of these policies increases the likelihood of future anti-American 'blowback', mounting regional violence and the intensification of global insecurity and injustice -the very conditions which breed hopelessness and the resort to terror in the first place. At the very least, these policies are obstacles to effective counter-terrorism. In one sense then, the 'war on terrorism' is already being lost; terrorists are far from being defeated and the world is no safer than it was before September 11, 2001.
International law deescalates all conflicts --- international norms 

Held 07 (Virginia Held, political analyst and fellow at the American Political Science Association, “Military Intervention and Terrorism,” American Political Science Association, August 30, 2007)

An answer that can be offered to why we should respect international law is that  only with cooperative respect for international norms among states with conflicting  interests can we hope for the peaceful resolution of disputes that might otherwise turn  murderous and calamitous, with technological advances continually exacerbating the  problems of conflict. This answer may rely too uncritically on an analogy between law  within states and between them. Since comparable vulnerabilities and comparable  mechanisms, especially of enforcement, are usually not present in the international arena,  the arguments may need to be different. Still, relying on experience, we can conclude that  norms that independent states agree to and agree to apply to themselves can facilitate  progress toward a less violent and destructive and threatening and insecure world, and  that international law is the best available source of such norms. We can acknowledge  that international law should not always be determinative of policy, and still maintain that  it is deserving of a very high degree of respect.  That international law as presently constituted has been designed to serve the  interests of existing states, with all their flaws, does not undermine the argument for  respecting it. There are many deficiencies in governing and in the international system of  sovereign states that are beyond the reach of, and are even protected by international law.  Nevertheless, international law is a better source of hope for keeping the world from  exploding in violence than the alternative of ignoring it. That the administration of  George W. Bush has so grievously dismissed international law is a ground for the moral  condemnation of the Bush administration, not a criticism of foreign policy based on  morality.  

Kashmir instability goes nuclear

Washington Times, 2001  (July 8, lexis)

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

Extinction

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

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

War in Chechnya risks nuclear escalation and Russian disintegration.

Blank ‘2  (Stephen, Prof. Nat’l. Sec. Studies – Strategic Studies Institute of US Army War College, Washington Quarterly, winter, http://www.twq.com/02winter/blank.pdf)
The absence of effective democratic control over the army, together with the military’s obsession with vengeance and vindication, continues along with Moscow’s inability to sustain the large numbers of troops needed to envision even a remote victory. As a result, Russia is engaged in an endless war that has no definable or attainable objectives and is the most terrible war imaginable because it could easily become war solely for its own sake. In that case, all of Russia would become the theater or theaters of war, with Moscow as its center of gravity and internal war as its own justification. As a result, failure to win will place Russia’s integrity at risk, as may already be happening.4 Indeed, some analysts now urge the use of tactical nuclear weapons in Chechnya.5 Meanwhile, Putin risks Russia’s integrity and stability by waging an unwinnable war to gain personal power.

Current US power project only leads to imperialism. Only by questioning the role of the military can we solve global problems. Policy makers must take the initiative and reign in the military through logical cutdowns.

Cohen 09 (Michael A., senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “Arms for the World: How the U.S. Military Shapes American Foreign Policy”, Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009)

The increased prominence, public veneration, and virtually limitless resources of the military have led to a crisis in U.S. civil-military relations. Retired military and active military are now regularly found on the campaign trail. On the eve of the 2004 presidential election, General David Petraeus wrote a controversial op-ed praising military progress in Iraq. In 2008, Democrats regularly trotted out a coterie of former military officers to promote the security bonafides of Barack Obama, who of course had never served in the military. The old era of generals simply saluting elected leaders and carrying out their orders is giving way. But it is no longer just a question of the military flexing its political muscle. Civilian leaders are showing a disquieting complicity, particularly in ceding decision-making on the war in Iraq. In June 2008, GOP candidate John McCain declared, "General Petraeus will tell us in July when we are [able to withdraw]" from Iraq. This came on the heels of George W. Bush's earlier declaration that a withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq would depend not on a strategic decision by the president but almost exclusively on the recommendations of Petraeus. "My attitude is," said Bush "if he [Petraeus] didn't want to continue the drawdown, that's fine with me. . . .I said to the general: 'If you want to slow her down, fine; it's up to you.' " Actually, it's supposed to be up to the president. Unfortunately, Obama's election has not yet brought a shift in the civil-military balance. In his March 2009 speech outlining the administration's policy for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Obama laid out a policy that suggested the United States would be embarking primarily on a counter-terrorism approach in Afghanistan. But by June, the new military commander, Lt. Gen Stanley McCrystal, was telling Congress that the mission in Afghanistan would be defined by population-centric counter-insurgency or COIN, representing a troubling evolution in emphasis for the mission. Ultimately, if civilians abdicate their responsibility over strategic decision-making, then military commanders end up with far more power than appropriate: and they run the risk of driving national security strategy in ways not necessarily intended. For all the dangers that the militarization of U.S. foreign policy represents, perhaps the most crucial threat is to the home front. Today, the military receives more than half of domestic discretionary spending. Even this year's Pentagon budget, heralded for bravely cutting several high-priced and unneeded programs, actually increases defense spending (a fact loudly trumpeted by the Obama administration and many of its liberal supporters). Indeed, in the midst of ongoing budget debates, Americans are consistently told that all sorts of tradeoffs must be made when it comes to health care, protecting the environment, and even spurring the economy out of the deep recession. But none of these cost-benefit analyses are made in regard to the armed forces. [End Page 73] There can be no compromise, Americans are told, when it comes to protecting the country from foreign threats. One cannot put a price tag on "security." The military has a "responsibility" to protect all of America's vital overseas interests, deal with emerging security threats, and thus keep America safe. But of course the more the military extends its reach overseas, the bigger a force it needs. And the bigger the military gets, the more it expands the reach of U.S. global interests. It is a self-perpetuating cycle that is constantly renewed by its own underlying and unquestioned assumptions of limitless American power and interests. In recent years there have been calls for doubling the number of Foreign Service offices and development officials at the State Department and USAID. Others have called for a joint State/DoD budget to ensure a more strategic approach to national security spending. In other words, policymakers will be forced to think about what foreign policy challenges the country is facing and thus how they want to configure the national security bureaucracy before they open the checkbook. Both measures represent an important start, but in a vacuum it is the policy equivalent of shifting deck chairs on the Titanic.* What is needed is a shift of attitude that de-emphasizes the notion of the U.S. military as the end of the spear in dealing with global challenges. It's a shift that must be led by civilian leaders, in the Pentagon, at the White House, and at the State Department. In fact, the true national interests of the United States may depend on it. Perhaps the greatest irony of the continuing militarization of foreign policy is that it actually leaves America ill-prepared for the future. The challenges facing the United States are transnational in nature and come from non-state actors as much as they do from states. From health pandemics and global economic instability to vast criminal networks, failing states, and the rise of semi-authoritarian governments, these are security threats that aren't confronted with aircraft carriers and F-22s, but with development workers, public health professionals, diplomats, and law enforcement. But so long as the military is dominating all elements of the national security agenda, the United States will continue to perceive its challenges in military terms and respond in kind. What's worse, the country will fail to train the professionals essential for dealing with problems that are, at their core, not military in nature. Only when Americans stop believing—and are no longer told—that a big military is essential to the country's security and that there are no limits to U.S. power can they begin to make much-needed tradeoffs in how the country spends defense dollars. A national conversation is the only antecedent to change. This is not to suggest that the United States should adopt a policy of demobilization or arbitrarily cut the defense budget. What it does suggest is that policymakers must do a better job of assessing the real challenges and threats facing the nation as well as the country's most vital national interests. That should be the starting point for determining the structure and character not just of the military but of the entire national security and foreign policy bureaucracy. Beginning the discussion by suggesting that the country must have a big military for its security or that a certain percentage of GNP should be devoted to defense spending ensures that a ruthless assessment of America's strategic posture will not occur—and that American foreign policy will continue down the same dangerous path on which it currently finds itself. During his historic presidential campaign, Barack Obama said the key to changing U.S. foreign policy for the better was moving away from the "mindset" that led to the invasion of Iraq and its subsequent occupation. If he is serious about changing the current shape of U.S. foreign policy, de-emphasizing the role of the military is not only the logical place to start: it's the only place. 

