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Plan

The United States federal government should implement a phased withdrawal of at least nearly all of the United States federal government’s ground troops engaged in population centric counterinsurgency presence activities in the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan.

1AC – Inherency

Contention one is Inherency: 

The US is in Afghanistan for the long haul – Obama’s commitment to counterinsurgency guarantees a open-ended commitment

Klein 2010 [Joe, American civilization @ UPenn, journalist and columnist, member of the Council on Foreign Relations, former Guggenheim Fellow, "Can Obama and Petraeus Work Together?" June 24, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1999251,00.html ]
By 2009 the gospel of COIN had helped revive the phlegmatic Army. Its two chief promoters, Petraeus and McChrystal, seemingly could do no wrong. They stormed into Obama's extended Afghan-policy review intent on having their way. They sort of got it: 30,000 more troops, on top of the 20,000 Obama had initially dispatched — after a series of pitched battles between Petraeus, who was the most vocal military participant in the process, and Vice President Joe Biden, who was the most vocal civilian. But the policy featured two caveats that have been misinterpreted — purposely, in some cases — by the military and oversold by the Obama Administration to the Democratic Party base. The first was the deadline of July 2011, at which time a transition would begin to Afghan control of the war. Petraeus, McChrystal and Joint Chiefs Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen agreed to this because it wasn't really a deadline. There was no intention of actually pulling troops from the real Afghan war zones in the south and east in July 2011; the assumption was that if things were going well, some forces would stay for years, in gradually diminishing numbers, doing the patient work of counterinsurgency. The other caveat was more problematic: there would be another policy review in December 2010, to see how well things were going. "I wouldn't want to overplay the significance of this review," Petraeus told the House Armed Services Committee recently.  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."

1AC – Primacy

Contention two is Primacy: 

The commitment to counterinsurgency is doomed to failure – it requires ever-expanding and unsustainable deployments that doom broad US security interests
Christopher A. Preble, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, "Is the War in Afghanistan Winnable?" May 21 2010, Cato Institute, originally published on The Economist Online, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11834 |
The appropriate question is not whether the war is winnable. If we define victory narrowly, if we are willing to apply the resources necessary to have a reasonable chance of success, and if we have capable and credible partners, then of course the war is winnable. Any war is winnable under these conditions. None of these conditions exist in Afghanistan, however. Our mission is too broadly construed. Our resources are constrained. The patience of the American people has worn thin. And our Afghan partners are unreliable and unpopular with their own people. Given this, the better question is whether the resources that we have already ploughed into Afghanistan, and those that would be required in the medium to long term, could be better spent elsewhere. They most certainly could be. More important still is the question of whether the mission is essential to American national security interests — a necessary component of a broader strategy to degrade al-Qaeda's capacity for carrying out another terrorist attack in America. Or has it become an interest in itself? (That is, we must win the war because it is the war we are in.) Judging from most of the contemporary commentary, it has become the latter. This explains why our war aims have expanded to the point where they are serving ends unrelated to our core security interests. The current strategy in Afghanistan is flawed. Population centric counterinsurgency (COIN) amounts to large-scale social engineering. The costs in blood and treasure that we would have to incur to accomplish this mission — in addition to what we have already paid — are not outweighed by the benefits, even if we accept the most optimistic estimates as to the likelihood of success. It is also unnecessary. We do not need a long-term, large-scale presence to disrupt al-Qaeda. Indeed, that limited aim has largely been achieved. The physical safe haven that al-Qaeda once enjoyed in Afghanistan has been disrupted, but it could be recreated in dozens of other ungoverned spaces around the world — from Pakistan to Yemen to Somalia. The claim that Afghanistan is uniquely suited to hosting would-be terrorists does not withstand close scrutiny. Nor does fighting terrorism require over 100,000 foreign troops building roads and bridges, digging wells and crafting legal codes. Indeed, our efforts to convince, cajole or compel our ungrateful clients to take ownership of their problems might do more harm than good. Building capacity without destroying the host nation's will to act has always proved difficult. This fact surely annoys most Americans, who have grown tired of fighting other people's wars and building other people's countries. It is little surprise, then, that a war that once enjoyed overwhelming public support has lost its lustre. Polls show that a majority of Americans would like to see the mission drawn to a close. The war is even less popular within the European countries that are contributing troops to the effort. You go to war with the electorate you have, not the electorate you wished you had. But while the public's waning appetite for the war in Afghanistan poses a problem for our current strategy, Hamid Karzai poses a greater one. Advocates of COIN explain ad nauseam that the success of these missions depends upon a reliable local partner, something that Mr Karzai is not. Efforts to build support around his government are likely to fail. An individual who lacks legitimacy in the eyes of his people does not gain from the perception that he is a foreign puppet. Mr Karzai is caught in a Catch-22. His ham-fisted efforts to distance himself from the Obama administration have eroded support for him in America without boosting his standing in Afghanistan. America and its allies must narrow their focus in Afghanistan. Rather than asking if the war is winnable, we should ask instead if the war is worth winning. And we should look for alternative approaches that do not require us to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, cohesive and stable electoral democracy. If we start from the proposition that victory is all that matters, we are setting ourselves up for ruin. We can expect an endless series of calls to plough still more resources — more troops, more civilian experts and more money, much more money — into Afghanistan. Such demands demonstrate a profound misunderstanding of the public's tolerance for an open-ended mission with ill-defined goals. More importantly, a disdain for a focused strategy that balances ends, ways and means betrays an inability to think strategically about the range of challenges facing America today. After having already spent more than eight and a half years in Afghanistan, pursuing a win-at-all-costs strategy only weakens our ability to deal with other security challenges elsewhere in the world.
1AC – Primacy

Extended commitment overstretches the military and undermines US leadership status against its rivals

Engelhardt 2010 [Tom,  fellow at The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism @ UC Berkeley, “Obama Starting to Sound Like Bush,” April 1, Mother Jones, http://www.motherjones.com/mojo/2010/04/obama-sounds-like-bush/ | VP – Italics in original]

Starting with that bomber’s jacket, the event had a certain eerie similarity to George W. Bush’s visits to Iraq. As Bush once swore that we would never step down until the Iraqis had stepped up, so Obama declared his war to be “absolutely essential.” General Mohammad Zahir Azimi, a spokesman for the Afghan Defense Ministry, even claimed that the president had used the long-absent (but patented) Bush word “victory” in his meeting with Hamid Karzai. Above all, whatever the talk about beginning to draw down his surge troops in mid-2011 – and he has so far committed more than 50,000 American troops to that country – when it comes to the Afghan War, the president seemed to signal that we are still on Pentagon time. Particularly striking was his assurance that, while there would be “difficult days ahead… we also know this: The United States of America does not quit once it starts on something… [T]he American armed services does not quit, we keep at it, we persevere, and together with our partners we will prevail. I am absolutely confident of that.” He assured his listeners, and assumedly Americans at home, that we will “finish the job” (however undefined), and made another promise as well: “I’m looking forward,” he told the troops, “to returning to Afghanistan many times in the years to come.” Many times in the years to come. Think about that and fasten your seatbelt. The U.S. evidently isn’t about to leave Afghanistan anytime soon. The president seems to have set his watch to the Pentagon’s clock, which means that, in terrible financial times, he is going to continue investing staggering sums of our money long-term in a perilous war in a distant land with terrible supply lines and no infrastructure. This represents a perfect Paul Kennedy-style working definition of “imperial overstretch.” Contrast this with the China-on-the-move that Michael Klare, TomDispatch regular and author of Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet describes here. If the world “folly” doesn’t come to mind, what does?

Military overstretch is the most probable scenario for collapse of US primacy 

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and Nat’l Security at the George H.W. Bush School of Gov’t and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony – Myth or Reality?” International Security, Volume 34, Number 1, Summer, MUSE ]
U.S. strategic retrenchment would enable rising powers to significantly narrow the current military gap between them and the United States. Brooks and Wohlforth argue that the rise of a single peer competitor capable of challenging the United States globally is unlikely. They overlook, however, other geopolitical mechanisms that can bring U.S. primacy to an end. At the turn of the twentieth century, Britain’s hegemony ended because London lacked the resources to cope with the simultaneous challenges mounted by regional great powers to its interests in Europe, Asia, and North America and also to deal with wars of empire such as the Boer War—not because it was challenged by a single great power globally. In coming years, there is a good chance that an increasingly overstretched United States could see its hegemony overthrown by a similar process. 

1AC – Primacy

Military overstretch kills readiness

Lolita C. Baldor, February 20, 2009, “Report casts doubt on military's readiness: Strains from long, repeated tours are cited” , Associated Press, http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2009/02/20/report_casts_doubt_on_militarys_readiness/
WASHINGTON - For the third consecutive year, a classified Pentagon assessment has concluded there is a significant risk that the US military could not respond quickly and fully to any new crisis, the Associated Press has learned. The latest risk assessment, drawn up by Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, comes despite recent security gains in Iraq and plans for troop cuts there. The assessment finds that the United States continues to face persistent terrorist threats, and the military is still stretched and strained from long and repeated tours to the warfront. Senior military officials spoke about the report on condition of anonymity because it is a classified document. Prepared every year, and routinely delivered to Congress with the budget, the risk assessment paints a broad picture of the security threats and hot spots around the world and the military's ability to deal with them. Mullen has delivered it to Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates. Because the threat is rated as significant, Gates will send an accompanying report to Congress outlining what the military is doing to address the risks. That report has not been finished. This year's assessment finds many of the same global security issues as previous years - ranging from terrorist organizations and unstable governments to the potential for high-tech cyber attacks. It also reflects the Pentagon's ongoing struggle to maintain a military that can respond to threats from other countries, while honing newer counterinsurgency techniques to battle more unconventional dangers, such as suicide bombers and lethal roadside bombs. Daniel Goure, vice president of the Lexington Institute, a military policy research group in Arlington, Va., said the assessment would take into account the strains on the force, the wear and tear on aircraft and other military equipment, and a host of global flashpoints. "This is a chairman who looks around the world and sees - right now, today - immediate, near-term problems like North Korea, the larger questions of Pakistan and its future, Iran and what is going on there, Russia and Georgia, Venezuela, which has a close relationship with Russia and is buying arms all over the place, and Cuba," Goure said. While officials are preparing to reduce troop levels in Iraq, they are increasing their forces in Afghanistan - giving troops little break from their battlefield tours. The Pentagon has repeatedly stressed ongoing efforts to increase the size of the Army and Marine Corps, but that growth is only now starting to have an impact. There are 146,000 US troops in Iraq and 38,000 in Afghanistan - 19,000 in the NATO-led force and 19,000 fighting insurgents and training Afghan forces. One senior military official said that while there have been security gains in Iraq, military units leaving there have been sapped by repeated war tours that have also battered their equipment and vehicles. It will take time to restore the force and repair or replace the equipment. In other cases, equipment has been left in Iraq for use by the steadily growing Iraqi security forces. Two years ago, then-Joint Chiefs Chairman Peter Pace raised the risk level from moderate to significant, pointing to an overall decline in military readiness that he said would take several years to correct. A year later, Mullen maintained that risk level, saying that strains on the military, persistent terrorist activity, and other threats had prevented the Pentagon from improving its ability to respond to any new crises. Last year, Gates listed increased intelligence gathering as a key need to address military shortfalls. Since then, the Pentagon has steadily increased its inventory of unmanned aircraft, boosting the number of 24-hour unmanned air patrols over the Iraq and Afghanistan battlefront from 24 to 33.

1AC—Primacy 

This collapse of military readiness will encourage hostile rivals and risk total collapse of U.S. primacy

Perry 06 Professor of Management Science and Engineering at Stanford University and Former U.S. Secretary of Defense [William J., “The U.S. Military: Under Strain and at Risk” National Security Magazine May]
Since the end of World War II, a core element of U.S. strategy has been maintaining a military capable of deterring and, if necessary, defeating aggression in more than one theater at a time. As a global power with global interests, the United States must be able to deal with challenges to its interests in multiple regions of the world simultaneously. Today, however, the United States has only limited ground force capability ready to respond outside the Afghan and Iraqi theaters of operations. If the Army were ordered to send significant forces to another crisis today, its only option would be to deploy units at readiness levels far below what operational plans would require – increasing the risk to the men and women being sent into harm’s way and to the success of the mission. As stated rather blandly in one DoD presentation, the Army “continues to accept risk” in its ability to respond to crises on the Korean Peninsula and elsewhere. Although the United States can still deploy air, naval, and other more specialized assets to deter or respond to aggression, the visible overextension of our ground forces has the potential to significantly weaken our ability to deter and respond to some contingencies.
(Impact to Primacy)

1AC – Primacy

Withdrawal preserves primacy for the long term – a strategy of selective engagement preserves US power for matters of global security 

Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int’l Relations @ Brandeis U, “The Strategy of Selective Engagement,” in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 |] 
I believe not and think selective engagement preferable to isolationism on four grounds: First, today's isolationists do not embrace all six national interests prescribed above, whereas selective engagers embrace them all. For example, isolationists maintain relative indifference to nuclear spread, and some of them even believe that it may be beneficial because it reduces the probability of war. They assert that America's overseas economic interests no longer require the pro​jection of American military power, and see no great stake in keeping Persian Gulf reserves divided among several powers. To the extent that they believe a deep peace among the Eurasian great powers is important to the United States, they hold that offshore balancing (keeping all American troops in the United States) is as effective as onshore balancing (keeping American forces deployed forward in Eurasia at selected points) and safer. Indeed, most isolationists are pre​pared to use American military power to defend only two vital American inter​ests: repelling an attack on the American homeland and preventing a great‑power hegemon from dominating Eurasia. As a consequence, they can justifiably be called the most selective of selective engagers. Second, isolationism forgoes the opportunity to exploit the full peacetime political utility of America's alliances and forward‑deployed forces to shape events to its advantage. Isolationism's general approach is to cope with events after they have turned adverse rather than to prevent matters from turning adverse in the first place. Thus, even though it does not eschew the use of force, isola​tionism remains at heart a watching and reactive strategy, not, like selective engagement, a precautionary and proactive one. Third, isolationism makes more difficult the warlike use of America's military power, when that is required, because it forgoes peacetime forward deployment. This provides the United States with valuable bases, staging areas, intelligence​gathering facilities, in‑theater training facilities, and most important, close allies with whom it continuously trains and exercises. These are militarily significant advantages and constitute valuable assets if war needs to be waged. Should the United States have to go to war with an isolationist strategy in force, however, these assets would need to be put together under conditions ranging from less than auspicious to emergency‑like. Isolationism thus makes war waging more dif​ficult than it need be.  Fourth, isolationism is not as balanced and diversified a strategy as is selec​tive engagement and not as good a hedge against risk and uncertainty. Selective engagement achieves balance and diversity from its hybrid nature: it borrows the good features from its six competitors but endeavors to avoid their pitfalls and excesses. Like isolationism, selective engagement is wary of the risks of military entanglement overseas, but unlike isolationism, it believes that some entangle​ments either lower the chances of war or are necessary to protect important Amer​ican interests even at the risk of war. Unlike collective security, selective engage​ment does not assume that peace is indivisible, but like collective security, it believes in operating multilaterally in military operations wherever possible to spread the burdens and risks, and asserts that standing alliances make such oper​ations easier to organize and more successful when undertaken. Unlike global containment, selective engagement does not believe current conditions require a full‑court press against any great power, but like regional containment, it knows that balancing against an aspiring regional hegemon requires the sustained coop​eration of the other powers in the area and that such cooperation is not sustain​able without a visible American military presence. Unlike dominion, selective engagement does not seek to dominate others, but like dominion, it understands the power and influence that America’s military primacy brings. Finally, like cooperative security, selective engagement seeks transparency in military rela​tions, reductions in armaments, and the control of NBC spread, but unlike coop​erative security, it does not put full faith in the reliability of collective security or defensive defense should these laudable aims fail.Compared to selective engagement, isolationism is less balanced because it is less diversified. It allows standing military  coalitions to crumble, forsakes for​ward deployment, and generally eschews attempts to control the armaments of the other great and not‑so‑great powers. Isolationism’s outstanding virtue is that it achieves complete freedom for the United States to act or not to act whenever it sees fit, but the freedom comes at a cost: the loss of a diversified approach. Most isolationists, of course, are prepared to trade balance and diversity for complete freedom of action, because they see little worth fighting for (save for the two interests enumerated above), because they judge that prior military commitments are not necessary to protect them, and because they calculate that alliances will only put the United States in harm’s way.In sum, selective engagement is a hedging strategy; isolationism is not. To hedge is to make counterbalancing investments in order to avoid or lessen loss. Selective engagement makes hedging bets (primarily through alliances and over​seas basing), because it does not believe that the international environment, absent America’s precommitted stance and forward presence, will remain benign to Amer​ica’s interests, as apparently does isolationism. An isolationist America in the sense defined above would help produce a more dangerous and less prosperous world; an internationalist America, a more peaceful and prosperous one, As a consequence, engagement rejects the free hand for the selectively committed hand. Thus, for these four reasons the goals it posits, its proactive stance, its warfighting advan¬tages, and its hedging approach selective engagement beats isolationism.

1AC – Afghan Conflict

Contention Three is Afghan conflict: 

A. Nation building fails

Afghanistan is one the brink of systemic collapse. The US commitment to nation-building provokes conflict by imposing a one-size-fits-all approach on a fractured state

Fisher 2009 [Max, Assoc. Editor – foreign affairs and nat’l security, The Atlantic, “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?” November 18, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/]

President Obama has made it clear that any strategy he commits to in Afghanistan must stabilize the country while accounting for our exit. But a very significant hurdle stands in the way: the notorious weakness of Afghanistan's police and military. Of the troop-level plans Obama has reportedly considered, even the smallest emphasizes training and assistance for Afghan forces. After all, for us to leave, Afghan institutions must be able to replace the 100,000 foreign troops currently providing security. This makes building a massive, national Afghan military one of our top priorities in the region. Critics of this plan say the Afghan military is hopelessly disorganized, ill-equipped and corrupt. Supporters say it's crucial to our success. But there may be another way. Bolstering the Afghan military carries significant risks. Given how illegitimate Afghan President Hamid Karzai's government is perceived to be by Afghans, a Karzai-led army would be poorly received and perhaps worsen anti-government sentiment. If a national Afghanistan army has a fraction of the national government's corruption, it could inspire disastrous backlash. Under Karzai's corrupt governance, the application of a national security force would wax and wane with political whims. With no personal stake in security outside Kabul, would Karzai really risk his resources and military strength to counter every threat or pacify every skirmish? Afghanistan has not been a stable, unified state with a strong centralized government in three decades. The cultural and political institutions for a single national force may simply no longer exist. But Afghanistan, owing in part to necessity and in part to the tumultuous processes that have shaped the country, retains functional, if weak, security infrastructure at the provincial level. In the post-Soviet power vacuum and throughout periods of civil war, warlords arose to lead local militias. Many of them still remain in place--they were among our strongest allies in routing the Taliban's hold on the government--and have settled into more stationary roles somewhere between warlord and governor. Local rule has become the Afghan way. Local leaders who operate their own provincial forces, after all, stake their very lives on the security of their realm. By working with these leaders to establish and train local militias and police, rather than troubled and mistrusted national forces, the U.S. could find its route to Afghan stability and exit. In parts of Afghanistan, strong provincial leadership has already developed security separate from national leadership. In the relatively peaceful and prosperous northern region of Mazar-E-Sharif, Governor Atta Mohammad Noor, himself a former warlord who fought against the Soviets and Taliban, commands authority rivaling that of President Karzai. Unlike Karzai, Noor is popular among his constituents and his province enjoys remarkable stability. The local military officials are loyal to him before Karzai, if they are loyal to Karzai at all. By promoting local governance and directing our military training and assistance to forces loyal to that governance, the U.S. could promote other strong provincial leaders like Noor. Like Noor, many of these are likely to be former or current warlords. Warlords, despite their scary name, can be our strongest allies. They tend to be non-ideological and fervently anti-Taliban. Their fates are tied to the local populaces they govern. They're corrupt and tax heavily, but they provide real security and are trusted. Their ambitions are not for anti-Western war or fundamentalism, but sovereignty, security, and domination. None of these men is Thomas Jefferson, but in a country of many evil and exploitative forces, they are the best that Afghan civilians or American forces are likely to get. Just as important, local security forces would better suit the region they protect, with more religious militias in the devout south and east but conventional police in the secular north. As General Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, wrote in his much-discussed report calling for more troops, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." He insisted that Afghans' "needs, identities and grievances vary from province to province and from valley to valley." A national security force would struggle to overcome the inevitable Goldilocks problem: Either it would be too secular for the south and east or too religious for the north but never just right. After all, the Taliban's initial support came in part from Afghans who desperately wanted religious rule. Though we may find the idea of supporting Islamic militias discomforting, forcing secular rule would risk another Taliban-like uprising. Better, perhaps, to establish local Islamic governance that is religious enough to satisfy the populace it serves but moderate enough to resist the Taliban. The U.S. is already enacting a micro variant of this strategy by hiring and arming locals to provide security. The informal militiamen must come from within 50 km of their deployment site, which in addition to providing local jobs (Afghanistan's unemployment rate is a catastrophic 40%) also deters insurgents, who would be less likely to attack a familiar neighbor than a foreign invader. The principles that make this so effective would also apply to a larger, standing provincial force.
1AC – Afghan Conflict

In particular, the commitment to Karzai dooms hope for success.  His state is beholden to corrupt interests

Galbraith 2010 [Peter W., former UN Secretary-General's Deputy Special Representative for Afghanistan, first US Ambassador to Croatia where he mediated the 1995 Erdut Agreement that ended the Croation war, "The opposition's opening remarks," in the Economist Debates: Afghanistan, May 17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516 | VP]

The war in Afghanistan is not winnable because America does not have a credible Afghan partner and there is no prospect that one will emerge. America is pursuing a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and, as General Stanley McChrystal observes, the centre of gravity in counterinsurgency is the people. Although American forces can outfight the poorly equipped Taliban (when they can be found), America and its allies cannot defeat the insurgency without the support of the Afghan people. Thus the essential element of American strategy is an Afghan government that enjoys the loyalty of enough Afghans to turn the population against the insurgents. Such a government does not exist. President Hamid Karzai has been in office since 2002, when he was installed with the support of the Bush administration following the fall of the Taliban. In eight years, he has run a government so ineffective that Afghans deride him as being no more than the mayor of Kabul and so corrupt that his country ranks 179 on Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index, just ahead of last-placed Somalia, which has no government at all. To make matters worse, Mr Karzai is now in office as a result of an election that he himself admits was massively fraudulent. In 2009, the Karzai-appointed Afghan Independent Election Commission (IEC) rigged the elections so that Mr Karzai ended up with at least 1m phoney votes, or one-third of his total votes. (After a separate, independently appointed, Electoral Complaints Commission eventually rejected enough Karzai votes to force a second round, the IEC adopted procedures to produce an even more fraud-prone second round and the runner up, Abdullah Abdullah, chose not to participate.) Many Afghans do not see Mr Karzai as a democratically elected leader. Thus, in addition to being corrupt and ineffective, the government that is the keystone of American strategy also suffers from a legitimacy deficit. Over the past eight years, the military situation has worsened year by year. It is unrealistic to expect Mr Karzai, who has a track record of ineffectiveness and corruption now compounded by illegitimacy, to reform. There is also no indication that he wants to reform. At the beginning of April, he responded to pressure from the Obama administration by blaming the UN and America for the 2009 election fraud and said he might join the Taliban. This led many Afghans and some Americans (myself included) to question his mental stability. During last week's visit to the White House nothing but nice words were exchanged in public, but this was almost certainly because of the administration's concern that Mr Karzai's antics were undercutting public support for the war, not any new-found confidence in the Afghan leader. Afghanistan's problems extend far beyond Mr Karzai. Tens of billions of dollars have been spent on recruiting and training an Afghan police force with little to show for it. Some 80% of recruits are illiterate and a significant number are drug users. The standard eight-week training course is far too short to produce qualified police, especially since some time is necessarily devoted to teaching survival skills and even basic hygiene. A much longer course might produce better-trained Afghans, but the graduates would then probably not want to be police in a country where, in certain provinces, one in ten is killed each year. American troops can clear the Taliban from an area. But if the Taliban are to be kept away, American efforts must be followed by Afghan soldiers to provide security and Afghan police to provide law and order. Most important, an Afghan government must provide honest administration and win the loyalty of the population. While there has been progress in building an army, this is largely not the case with the police. And there is no prospect that Mr Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government can win the loyalty of the population. There are still missions that can be accomplished in Afghanistan. These include protecting the non-Pashtun areas from Taliban infiltration (the Taliban movement is almost entirely Pashtun), keeping Kabul relatively secure and striking at terrorists. These missions do not depend on an honest Afghan government and require just a small fraction of the troops now committed to the war. There is a legitimate debate as to how important Afghanistan is to western interests. There is, however, no need to resolve this question to know that it makes no sense to commit valuable national security resources to a counterinsurgency effort that will not succeed. As long as victory is defined as the defeat of the Taliban insurgency, the war in Afghanistan is not winnable. 
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Distrust all arguments for continuation of the nation building project – their claims mimic the arguments that condemned the US to long-term failure in Vietnam

Gian P. Gentile, Gian P. Gentile is a serving Army officer and has a PhD in history from Stanford University. In 2006, he commanded a combat battalion in West Baghdad,  July 6th  2010, “Petraeus's impossible mission in Afghanistan: armed nation-building; The US can't build society at the barrel of a gun, but it can hunt Al Qaeda in Afghanistan.” , The Christian Science Monitor, Lexis-Nexis
The problem in Afghanistan isn't poor generalship, nor is it any uncertainty about the basics of counterinsurgency doctrine by the US Army and the US Marines - they "get it." Better generals in Afghanistan will not solve the problem. The recently relieved commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, was put in place because he was the better general of counterinsurgency, sent there to rescue the failed mission. Now we've placed our hopes in an even better general, his successor, Gen. David Petraeus. But no one, no matter how brilliant, can achieve the impossible. And the problem in Afghanistan is the impossibility of the mission. The United States is pursuing a nation-building strategy with counterinsurgency tactics - that is, building a nation at the barrel end of a gun. Might armed nation-building work in Afghanistan? Sure, but history shows that it would take a very, very long time for a foreign occupying power to succeed. Are we willing to commit to such a generational effort, not just for mere months or years? The US military tried to do nation-building in Vietnam with major combat forces from 1965 to 1972. It failed because that mission was impossible, too. Muddled strategic thinking, however, caused Washington to commit to a major military effort in South Vietnam when its vital strategic interests did not demand such a maximalist effort. The war was simply not winnable based on a moral and material cost that the American people were willing to pay. Yet once Washington committed itself to Vietnam, it failed to see in the closing years that the war was lost. Instead it doggedly pursued an irrelevant strategy that got thousands more US soldiers killed. Afghanistan today eerily looks more and more like Vietnam.
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Continuation of US presence polarizes and exacerbates regional conflicts. Commitment to nation-building provokes the civil war it’s meant to prevent

Surhke 2010 [Astri, Chr. Michelsen Institute,  the eighth annual Anthony Hyman memorial lecture, School of Oriental and Africa Studies - U of London, "The Case for a Light Footprint: The international project in Afghanistan," March 17, http://www.cmi.no/file/?997 ]
The insurgency has had a multiplier effect on the contradictions of the state-building project. The war has produced demands for more and faster results, and hence for more external control and greater presence. Military objectives and institutions are favoured in the reconstruction. Increasing warfare and Western presence undermines the legitimacy of the government. These pressures created counter-pressures which sharpen the tensions.  What, then, can be done? What are the policy implications of this analysis? There are basically two courses of action. One is to add sufficient foreign capital, expertise and forces to in effect overcome the contradictions. The foreign presence would be there for the very long haul and take an overtly direct role in decision-making; in effect, institute ‘shared sovereignty’. This course of action has been tried, albeit on a modest scale, for the past eight years of gradually deepening involvement, culminating in the military and civilian surge announced by President Barack Obama in December 2009. The results have not been convincing. A more radical version of the same policy, entailing resources on a scale that might bring the achievement of the intervention’s stated objectives within reach, is likely to meet political resistance in the Western countries as well as in Afghanistan.  The logical alternative is to place greater reliance on the Afghan government to deal with the problems of both the insurgency and the reconstruction. A reduction in the international presence would at least reduce the associated tensions and contradictions discussed above. This course of action also entails difficulties and conflicts. Any Afghan government has to face the problems of a mounting insurgency, a fragmented society, a deeply divided polity and a complex regional context. Nevertheless, to take only the insurgency, it is clear that in large part it is driven by local conflict over land, water and local power, particularly between the tribes and solidarity groups that were pushed out in 2001 and those who seized power after 200l. Such conflicts can better be addressed without a deeply disturbing foreign military presence. The often-cited fear that a NATO military withdrawal will spark renewed civil war between regional and ethnic factions is more influenced by the memory of the previous civil war in the 1990s than by an assessment of current regional-ethnic relations. Importantly, many faction leaders today have strong economic and political interests in the status quo. A NATO withdrawal, moreover, is unlikely to be total and sudden. Maintaining a residual international force in Kabul would help prevent a repeat of the civil war that occurred in the 1990s, which was fought over control of the capital. Overall, it seems that a gradual reduction in the prominent Western presence may give space for national and regional forces to explore compromises and a regional balance of power that will permit the development of a less violent reconstruction of the state and economy in Afghanistan. By early 2010, this seemed to be the way developments were going. 

[insert Afghan conflict impact – preferably one that emphasizes the large US role]
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B. Pakistan

Large-scale counterinsurgency strategy incites backlash, driving conflict across the border.  Decentralization of conflict prevents the spillover to regional war

Andrew J. Bacevich, Bacevich is professor of history and international relations at Boston University, and the author, most recently, of "The Limits of Power: The End of American Exceptionalism.", December 31, 2008, “Winning In Afghanistan;  Victory there won't look like you think. Time to get out and give up on nation building.”, News Week, Lexis-Nexis

In Afghanistan today, the United States and its allies are using the wrong means to vigorously pursue the wrong mission. Persisting on the present course—as both John McCain and Barack Obama have promised to do—will turn Operation Enduring Freedom into Operation Enduring Obligation. Afghanistan will become a sinkhole consuming resources neither the U.S. military nor the U.S. government can afford to waste. (Story continued below...) The allied campaign in Afghanistan is now entering its eighth year. The operation was launched with expectations of a quick, decisive victory but has failed to accomplish that objective. Granted, the diversion of resources to the misguided war in Iraq has forced commanders in Afghanistan to make do with less. Yet that doesn't explain the lack of progress. The real problem is that Washington has misunderstood the nature of the challenge Afghanistan poses and misread America's interests there. One of history's enduring lessons is that Afghans don't appreciate it when outsiders tell them how to govern their affairs—just ask the British or the Soviets. U.S. success in overthrowing the Taliban seemed to suggest this lesson no longer applied, at least to Americans. That quickly proved an illusion. [image: image1.png]


In Iraq, toppling the old order was easy. Installing a new one to take its place has turned out to be infinitely harder. Yet the challenges of pacifying Afghanistan dwarf those posed by Iraq. Afghanistan is a much bigger country—nearly the size of Texas—and has a larger population that's just as fractious. Moreover, unlike Iraq, Afghanistan possesses almost none of the prerequisites of modernity; its literacy rate, for example, is 28 percent, barely a third of Iraq's. In terms of effectiveness and legitimacy, the government in Kabul lags well behind Baghdad—not exactly a lofty standard. Apart from opium, Afghans produce almost nothing the world wants. While liberating Iraq may have seriously reduced the reservoir of U.S. power, fixing Afghanistan would drain it altogether. Meanwhile, the chief effect of allied military operations there so far has been not to defeat the radical Islamists but to push them across the Pakistani border. As a result, efforts to stabilize Afghanistan are contributing to the destabilization of Pakistan, with potentially devastating implications. September's bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad suggests that the extremists are growing emboldened. Today and for the foreseeable future, no country poses a greater potential threat to U.S. national security than does Pakistan. To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghan-istan would be a terrible mistake. All this means that the proper U.S. priority for Afghanistan should be not to try harder but to change course. The war in Afghanistan (like the Iraq War) won't be won militarily. It can be settled—however imperfectly—only through politics. The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory. This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature. Were U.S. resources unlimited and U.S. interests in Afghanistan more important, upping the ante with additional combat forces might make sense. But U.S. power—especially military power—is quite limited these days, and U.S. priorities lie elsewhere. Rather than committing more troops, therefore, the new president should withdraw 
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them while devising a more realistic—and more affordable—strategy for Afghanistan.

Continued instability risks a nuclear Pakistan 
Paul K. Kerr and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analysts in Nonproliferation, February 23, 2010 “Pakistan’s Nuclear Weapons: Proliferation and Security Issues” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34248.pdf

Chronic political instability in Pakistan and the current offensive against the Taliban in the

northwest of the country have called attention to the issue of the security of the country’s nuclear

weapons. Some observers fear that Pakistan’s strategic nuclear assets could be obtained by

terrorists, or used by elements in the Pakistani government. Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff

Admiral Michael Mullen described U.S. concern about the matter during a September 22, 2008,

speech: To the best of my ability to understand it—and that is with some ability—the weapons there
are secure. And that even in the change of government, the controls of those weapons haven't

changed. That said, they are their weapons. They're not my weapons. And there are limits to

what I know. Certainly at a worst-case scenario with respect to Pakistan, I worry a great deal

about those weapons falling into the hands of terrorists and either being proliferated or

potentially used. And so, control of those, stability, stable control of those weapons is a key

concern. And I think certainly the Pakistani leadership that I've spoken with on both the military and civilian side understand that.U.S. officials continue to be concerned about the existential threat posed by nuclear weapons in a destabilized Pakistan. General David H. Petraeus, Commander, U.S. Central Command, testified March 31, 2009, that “Pakistani state failure would provide transnational terrorist groups and other extremist organizations an opportunity to acquire nuclear weapons and a safe haven from which to plan and launch attacks.”
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Pakistan use of nuclear weapons escalates into East Asian nuclear holocaust 

Helen Caldicott, Founder, Physicians for Social Responsibility, THE NEW NUCLEAR DANGER, 2002, p. xii.

The use of Pakistani nuclear weapons could trigger a chain reaction. Nuclear-armed India, an ancient enemy, could respond in kind. China, India's hated foe, could react if India used her nuclear weapons, triggering a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. If any of either Russia or America's 2, 250 strategic weapons on hair-trigger alert were launched either accidentally or purposefully in response, nuclear winter would ensue, meaning the end of most life on earth.
And East Asian Nuclear war - would kill millions 

Graham, et al. 2008 –(Bob Graham, Jim Talent, Graham Allison, Robin Cleveland, Steve Rademaker, Tim Roemer, Wendy Sherman, Henry Sokolski, and Rich Verma, The report brought together a staff of more than two dozen professionals and subject matter experts from across the national security,intelligence, and law enforcement communities. It interviewed more than 250 government officials and nongovernmental experts, The research included results from Sandia National Laboratory in New Mexico to London to Vienna. The writers of the report also traveled to Moscow to assess U.S. nuclear cooperation initiatives with Russia. “World At Risk, The Report of the Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism”, Fox News, 2008, http://www.foxnews.com/projects/pdf/WMDReport.pdf)

At the same time, we cannot lose sight of concerns regarding the spread of nuclear weapons. Since the United States exploded the first nuclear bomb in 1945, seven additional states are known or suspected to have joined the nuclear weapons club: Russia, China, the United Kingdom, France, Israel, India, and Pakistan. In addition, South Africa built six nuclear weapons in the 1980s and dismantled them just before power was transferred to the post-apartheid government. North Korea conducted a nuclear weapons test in 2006, thus becoming the first country to have ratified the NPT and then break out of it by producing a nuclear weapon. In the past several years, the United States and Russia have significantly reduced their arsenals of nuclear weapons, while Pakistan, India, and China have been increasing their nuclear capabilities and reliance upon nuclear weapons in their strategic postures. The emergence of this new kind of arms race in Asia raises the prospect of a nuclear war whose effects would be catastrophic both regionally and globally. Analysts estimate that a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan that targets cities would kill millions of people and injure millions more. The risk of a nuclear war between the two neighbors is serious, given their ongoing dispute over Kashmir and the possibility that terrorist attacks by Pakistani militant groups might ignite a military confrontation. 
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C. Solvency

US withdrawal spurs decentralization – it’s sufficient to prevent terrorism and limits the risk of escalation

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , Lexis-Nexis 

So what should the resident decide? The best way to answer this question is to return to what the United States seeks to accomplish in Afghanistan and why. The two main American goals are to prevent Al Qaeda from reestablishing a safe haven and to make sure that Afghanistan does not undermine the stability of Pakistan. We are closer to accomplishing both goals than most people realize. CIA Director Leon Panetta recently estimated the number of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan to be "60 to 100, maybe less." It makes no sense to maintain 100,000 troops to go after so small an adversary, especially when Al Qaeda operates on this scale in a number of countries. Such situations call for more modest and focused policies of counterterrorism along the lines of those being applied in Yemen and Somalia, rather than a full-fledged counterinsurgency effort. Pakistan is much more important than Afghanistan given its nuclear arsenal, its much larger population, the many terrorists on its soil, and its history of wars with India. But Pakistan's future will be determined far more by events within its borders than those to its west. The good news is that the Army shows some signs of understanding that Pakistan's own Taliban are a danger to the country's future, and has begun to take them . All this argues for reorienting U.S. Afghan policy toward decentralization--providing greater support for local leaders and establishing a new approach to the Taliban. The war the United States is now fighting in Afghanistan is not succeeding and is not worth waging in this way. The time has come to scale back U.S. objectives and sharply reduce U.S. involvement on the ground. Afghanistan is claiming too many American lives, requiring too much attention, and absorbing too many resources. The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.

***INHERENCY***
Inherency – No Withdrawal

Despite promises there will be no immediate troop withdrawal in Afghanistan.

Times of India 6-25

(No immediate withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan: Obamahttp://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/World/US/No-immediate-withdrawal-of-troops-from-Afghanistan-Obama/articleshow/6088533.cms)

WASHINGTON: US President Barack Obama on Thursday categorically ruled out immediate withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan from July 2011, the date he had earlier set for drawdown of troops from the war torn country. 

"We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility," Obama said at a White House joint press briefing with his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev. 

"Here's what we did not say last year. We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the US or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said in response to a question. 

That is the tragedy that was put forward and what we've also said is, is that, in December of this year, a year after this strategy has been put in place, at a time when the additional troops have been in place and have begun implementing strategy, that we'll conduct a review and we'll make an assessment, he said. 

"So we are in the midpoint of implementing the strategy that we came up with last year. We'll do a review at the end of this year," he said. 

Defending his decision to nominate General David Petraeus as his new war commander in Afghanistan, Obama said Petraeus understands the Afghan strategy because he helped shape it. 

"My expectation is that he will be outstanding in implementing it, and we will not miss a beat because of the change in command in the Afghan theater," he said. 

Keep in mind that, during this entire time, General Petraeus has been the CENTCOM commander, which means he's had responsibility in part for overseeing what happened in Afghanistan, and that is part of the reason why I think he's going to do such a capable job, Obama said. 

"Not only does he have extraordinary experience in Iraq, not only did he help write the manual for dealing with insurgencies, but he also is intimately familiar with the players. He knows President Karzai. He knows the other personnel who are already on the ground," he said. 

Obama said he would be insisting on a unity of purpose on the part of all branches of the US government that reflects the enormous sacrifices that are being made by the young men and women who are there.  

Inherency – No Withdrawal

No full withdrawal from Afghanistan for at least 5 years

Patrick Wintour, political editor for the Guardian, 6/26/10 “Afghanistan withdrawal before 2015, says David Cameron” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/25/british-soldiers-afghanistan-david-cameron accessed 6/26/10

David Cameron yesterday gave the first clear indication of the timing for a full withdrawal of British soldiers \from Afghanistan, saying that he wanted troops home within five years. Asked in Canada at the Toronto G8 summit if he wanted UK forces home before the 2015 general election, he said: "I want that to happen, make no mistake about it. We can't be there for another five years, having been there for nine years already." Cameron said: "I want us to roll up our sleeves and get on with delivering what will bring the success we want, which is not a perfect Afghanistan, but some stability in Afghanistan and the ability for the Afghans themselves to run their country, so they [British troops] can come home." The prime minister's aides insisted his remarks to Sky News were not designed to signal a change of strategy before his first bilateral meeting with Barack Obama today. Cameron added that he preferred not to "deal in too strict timetables". During the election campaign, he said he wanted to see UK troops start to come home by 2015. But this was the first time as prime minister that he has indicated a timetable for withdrawal. Obama has committed himself to a review of the US counter-insurgency strategy next year. Cameron and Obama have already spoken on the phone this week about the implications of the removal of General Stanley McChrystal as Nato commander in Afghanistan, insisting the British did not see his removal as the moment for a further strategic review. But Cameron and his defence secretary, Liam Fox, have made it clear they are impatient with the slow progress in the counter-insurgency campaign in Afghanistan, notably in recruiting and training local security forces, the key to an exit strategy for Nato forces. Both Cameron and Fox have also made it clear they do not share Tony Blair's enthusiasm for "liberal interventionism" in foreign conflicts. They are sceptical about the role of "nation building", as Fox demonstrated in an interview in which he compared Afghanistan to a 13-century state. Fox also rejected the idea that UK troops should next year be deployed in Kandahar, the Taliban's heartland, when Canada withdraws its troops. The coalition government's sceptical attitude about Nato's military operations in Afghanistan, and Britain's role in it, has caused concern in Washington. It is also being observed with apprehension by some British military commanders who fear it might undermine their influence and role in Afghanistan, where the population suspects their troops will pack up and go home as soon as possible. However, Cameron's impatience is likely to find favour with those – including Sherard Cowper-Coles, who recently resigned as the government's special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan – who want a political settlement, including talks with the Taliban, soon. The prime minister has already braced the public for further British troop casualties this summer, saying this was inevitable as the counter-insurgency seeks to spread itself across Afghanistan. In a separate interview with ITV News, Cameron acknowledged British troops can expect fierce opposition from the Taliban in the coming months. "It will be a difficult summer, there is no doubt about that," he said. "But [that's] partly because we are doing so much more with the Americans in Helmand province, with hundreds of thousands of troops rather than the few thousand we used to have, and it's making a big difference. "It will be a difficult summer, but we are getting to a period where parts of Afghanistan can now be run by the Afghans themselves. That is a very exciting prospect for bringing our troops home." Cameron is due to lead discussions at the G8 today on Afghanistan and Pakistan, including the need for an inclusive political settlement. He added: "Britain should have a long-term relationship with Afghanistan, including helping to train their troops and their civil society, long after the vast bulk of troops have gone home. Obama wants a US withdrawal to begin next summer, although General David Petraeus, the US commander in Afghanistan, has insisted that has to be based on conditions on the ground. Obama and Cameron hold their first meeting as president and prime minister on the fringes of the G8 summit today. Obama will try to reassure Cameron that the war in Afghanistan will not go on indefinitely, in the week that the 300th British soldier died there. A total of 307 UK service personnel have died there since the start of operations in 2001. In the latest incident on Wednesday, four died in Helmand province when their armoured vehicle rolled off a road and ended up underwater in a canal.

Inherency – No Withdrawal

Withdrawal will take much longer than planned

Chris McGreal, Guardian's Washington correspondent,  has previously been posted in Johannesburg and in Jerusalem, is a former BBC journalist in Central America,  Jon Boone, staff writer, 6/24/10, “Barack Obama rejects calls to drop deadline for Afghanistan troop exit,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jun/24/us-troop-withdrawal-afghanistan-strategy accessed 6/26/10

"We did not say, starting in July 2011, suddenly there will be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said at a press conference with the Russian president, Dmitry Medvedev, who sidestepped a question about whether, in light of the Soviet Union's defeat in Afghanistan, a foreign army can expect to win a war in Afghanistan. "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility." Obama added that part of the strategy would include a reassessment at the end of this year. "In December of this year, a year after the strategy has been put in place, at a time when the additional troops have been in place and have begun implementing the strategy, then we'll conduct a review and make an assessment. Is the strategy working? Is it working in part? Are there other aspects of it that aren't working?" he said. Lindsey Graham, a Republican senator who sits on the powerful armed services committee and backed Obama's dismissal of McChrystal, said the July 2011 deadline undercut the war effort: "It empowers our enemies. It confuses our friends. And I think it needs to be re-evaluated." Graham said McChrystal's replacement, General David Petraeus, who led the US troop surge in Iraq, had testified to Congress that he would urge Obama to delay the pullout if he believed it was unwise. "If the president says, no matter what General Petraeus may recommend, we're going to leave in July of 2011, we will lose the war," Graham said. Kissinger, writing in the Washington Post, warned of the potential for a collapse in US public support for the conflict – similar to that which occurred during the Vietnam conflict – that could lead to a political focus on "an exit strategy with the emphasis on exit, not strategy". He said it was a mistake to impose a deadline for US involvement. "The central premise is that, at some early point, the United States will be able to turn over security responsibilities to an Afghan government and national army whose writ is running across the entire country. This turnover is to begin next summer. Neither the premise nor the deadline is realistic," he wrote.
Inherency – A2: Withdrawal Timetable

Obama’s reports of Afghanistan are misleading and abstract
Rory Stewart, Member of British Parliament, 7/9/09, London Review of Books, Vol. 31 No. 13 [Ian Bollag-Miller]
When we are not presented with a dystopian vision, we are encouraged to be implausibly optimistic. ‘There can be only one winner: democracy and a strong Afghan state,’ Gordon Brown predicted in his most recent speech on the subject. Obama and Brown rely on a hypnotising policy language which can – and perhaps will – be applied as easily to Somalia or Yemen as Afghanistan. It misleads us in several respects simultaneously: minimising differences between cultures, exaggerating our fears, aggrandising our ambitions, inflating a sense of moral obligations and power, and confusing our goals. All these attitudes are aspects of a single worldview and create an almost irresistible illusion. It conjures nightmares of ‘failed states’ and ‘global extremism’, offers the remedies of ‘state-building’ and ‘counter-insurgency’, and promises a final dream of ‘legitimate, accountable governance’. The path is broad enough to include Scandinavian humanitarians and American special forces; general enough to be applied to Botswana as easily as to Afghanistan; sinuous and sophisticated enough to draw in policymakers; suggestive enough of crude moral imperatives to attract the Daily Mail; and almost too abstract to be defined or refuted.  It papers over the weakness of the international community: our lack of knowledge, power and legitimacy. It conceals the conflicts between our interests: between giving aid to Afghans and killing terrorists. It assumes that Afghanistan is predictable. It is a language that exploits tautologies and negations to suggest inexorable solutions. It makes our policy seem a moral obligation, makes failure unacceptable, and alternatives inconceivable. It does this so well that a more moderate, minimalist approach becomes almost impossible to articulate. Afghanistan, however, is the graveyard of predictions. None of the experts in 1988 predicted that the Russian-backed President Najibullah would survive for two and a half years after the Soviet withdrawal. And no one predicted at the beginning of 1994 that the famous commanders of the jihad, Hekmatyar and Masud, then fighting a civil war in the centre of Kabul, could be swept aside by an unknown group of madrassah students called the Taliban. Or that the Taliban would, in a few months, conquer 90 per cent of the country, eliminate much corruption, restore security on the roads and host al-Qaida. 

Inherency – Nation building Now
Obama is committed to nationbuilding strategies now – G-20 and following statements prove.

Washington Examiner 2010 [Mona Charen, columnist, "Mona Charen: Obama owes Bush an apology," June 30, http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/Obama-owes-Bush-an-apology-97425364.html | VP]
What distinguishes Obama's hopes for Afghanistan from Bush's much-despised aspirations for Iraq? At his press conference following the G-20 summit, Obama sounded like a neoconservative. "... I reject the notion that the Afghan people don't want some of the basic things that everybody wants -- basic rule of law, a voice in governance, economic opportunity, basic physical security, electricity, roads, an ability to get a harvest to market and get a fair price for it without having to pay too many bribes in between. And I think we can make a difference, and the coalition can make a difference, in them meeting those aspirations ..."

The "Come home, America" president is in full nation-building mode now. In that 2007 speech, he had predicted that only the removal of American troops would permit Iraq to thrive: "... it must begin soon. Letting the Iraqis know that we will not be there forever is our last, best hope to pressure the Iraqis to take ownership of their country and bring an end to their conflict. It is time for our troops to start coming home."

No more. Whereas candidate Obama was contemptuous of Bush's "open-ended" commitment in Iraq, President Obama is now walking back his promise to leave Afghanistan by July 2011. "There has been a lot of obsession around this whole issue of when do we leave," he said. "My focus right now is how to we make sure that what we're doing there is successful, given the incredible sacrifices that our young men and women are putting in." The July 2011 departure date is inoperative -- like the promise to close Guantanamo by January 2010.
Inherency—Increased Troop Levels 

Obama increased troop levels-- despite the 2011 deadline 

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
Just five months later, a second, more extensive policy review was initiated. This time the president again described U.S. goals in terms of denying Al Qaeda a safe haven in Afghanistan, but again he committed the United States to something much more: “We must reverse the Taliban’s momentum and deny it the ability to overthrow the government. And we must strengthen the capacity of Afghanistan’s security forces and government so that they can take lead responsibility for Afghanistan’s future.”The decisions that flowed from this were equally contradictory. On the one hand, another 30,000 U.S. troops were pledged, both to warn the Taliban and to reassure the shaky government in Kabul. Yet the president also promised that “our troops will begin to come home” by the summer of 2011—to light a fire under that same government, as well as to placate antiwar sentiment at home.
No Afghan troop changes will occur until December

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
So far the Obama administration is sticking with its strategy; indeed, the president went to great lengths to underscore this when he turned to Petraeus to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal in Kabul. No course change is likely until at least December, when the president will find himself enmeshed in yet another review of his Afghan policy.This will be Obama’s third chance to decide what kind of war he wants to fight in Afghanistan, and he will have several options to choose from, even if none is terribly promising. The first is to stay the course: to spend the next year attacking the Taliban and training the Afghan Army and police, and to begin reducing the number of U.S. troops in July 2011 only to the extent that conditions on the ground allow. Presumably, if conditions are not conducive, Petraeus will try to limit any reduction in the number of U.S. troops and their role to a minimum.

***Overstretch ***

Overstretch—Existing Troop levels 

Population-centric counterinsurgency dominates American military strategy – maintaining existing troop levels prevents focused efforts toward stabilizing Afghanistan.

Gentile 2009 [Colonel Gian P., director of the Military History Program at the US Military Academy, PhD History @ Stanford U, "A Strategy of Tactics: Population-centric COIN and the Army," Autumn, http://www.cffc.navy.mil/gentile.pdf | VP]
Good strategy, however, demands the consideration of alternatives, yet the American Army’s fixation on population-centric COIN precludes choice. We may have become adept at appearing to apply Galula’s principles in Iraq and Afghanistan, but we are not good strategists. Strategy is about choice, options, and the wisest use of resources in war to achieve policy objectives. Yet in the American Army’s new way of war, tactics—that is, the carrying out of the “way”—have utterly eclipsed strategy.

Nation-building using population-centric COIN as its centerpiece should be viewed as an operation. It should not be viewed as strategy, or even policy for that matter. But what is occurring now in Afghanistan, for example, at least for the American Army, is a “strategy of tactics.” If strategy calls for nation-building as an operational method to achieve policy objectives, and it is resourced correctly, then the population-centric approach might make sense. But because the United States has “principilized” population-centric COIN into the only way of doing any kind of counterinsurgency, it dictates strategy.
Tactical Orientation

Ironically, the new approach has inverted political scientist Andrew Krepinevich’s damning criticism of the American Army in his hugely influential but deeply flawed 1986 book, The Army in Vietnam. Krepinevich’s strategy of tactics argument for Vietnam was that the American Army was so conventionally minded and hidebound that it was unable to see a better way of population-centric COIN.4 Now the American Army has done the inverse. The Army is so tactically oriented toward population-centric counterinsurgency that it cannot think of doing anything else. General Stanley McChrystal’s recently released command guidance to forces in Afghanistan employs all of the dictums of population-centric counterinsurgency and confirms this strategy of tactics. His statement that success in Afghanistan will not be determined by the number of enemy killed but by the “shielding” of the civilian population could have easily come out of the pages of FM 3-24, or commander’s talking points during the Iraq Surge.5

These population-centric COIN principles have been turned into immutable rules that are dictating strategy in Afghanistan and having a powerful shaping effect on reorganizing the American Army. A few months ago, when asked about the way ahead for the American military in Afghanistan and how Iraq was comparable to Afghanistan, General David Petraeus acknowledged that the two were very different. But the thing to remember, according to General Petraeus, was that the principles of COIN that the Army has learned in Iraq over the past couple of years are applicable to Afghanistan.6

Those principles belong to the population-centric COIN methodology. If we accept that the principles are applicable, then we have already chosen the way ahead in Afghanistan, which is population-centric nation-building requiring large numbers of American ground combat forces, dispersed into the local population in an effort to win their hearts and minds away from the insurgent enemy, and to eventually build a nation.
It is a recipe for a long-term American combat presence in the world’s troubled spots. At present in the American Army there does not seem to be any alternatives. The inability to realistically consider alternatives reveals that the Army has become dogmatic, bound like a Gordian knot to the methods of population-centric counterinsurgency as the sole solution in Afghanistan and, potentially, in any other part of the world where instability and insurgencies are brewing.7

Overstretch—Counterinsurgency 

Counter-insurgency is total war – it unnecessarily prolongs military conflict and damages our strategic interests across the globe.
Gentile 2009 [Colonel Gian P., director of the Military History Program at the US Military Academy, PhD History @ Stanford U, "A Strategy of Tactics: Population-centric COIN and the Army," Autumn, http://www.cffc.navy.mil/gentile.pdf | ]
Instead of American Army officers reading the so-called COIN classic texts of Galula, Thompson, Kitson, and Nagl, they should be reading the history of the British Empire in the latter half of the nineteenth century. It is in this period that if they did nothing else right the British Army and government did understand the value of strategy. They understood the essence of linking means to ends. In other words, they did not see military operations as ends in themselves but instead as a means to achieve policy objectives. And they realized that there were costs that had to be paid.27

The new American way of war has eclipsed the execution of sound strategy, producing never-ending campaigns of nation-building and attempts to change entire societies in places like Afghanistan. One can only guess at the next spot on the globe for this kind of crusade.28 Former Army officer and writer Craig Mullaney, who recently penned a book-portrait of himself and what he learned in combat, said that the “Achilles’ heel for Americans is our lack of patience.” But perhaps not; perhaps America’s lack of patience in wars like Iraq and Afghanistan should be seen as a virtue in that it could act as a mechanism to force the US military to execute strategy in a more efficient and successful manner. Doing strategy better would leverage the American Army out of its self-inflicted box of counterinsurgency tactics and methodologies into a more open assessment of alternatives to current military actions in Afghanistan.
The new American way of war commits the US military to campaigns of counterinsurgency and nation-building in the world’s troubled spots. In essence it is total war—how else can one understand it any differently when COIN experts talk about American power “changing entire societies”—but it is a total war without the commensurate total support of will and resources from the American people. This strategic mismatch might prove catastrophic in the years ahead if the United States cannot figure out how to align means with ends in a successful strategy. The new American way of war perverts and thus prevents us from doing so.

The ancient Chinese philosopher of war Sun Tzu had this to say about the conduct of war and implicitly about its nature:

Strategy without tactics is the slowest route to victory . . . . Tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat . . . . There is no instance of a nation benefitting from prolonged warfare . . . . Speed is the essence of war.29

The new American way of war—wars amongst the people—has turned Sun Tzu’s maxim on its head. These days it is customary to think of war and conflict as prolonged affairs that afflict the farthest-flung precincts of US influence, thereby demanding a long-term American military presence on the ground. We are told by the experts that this new way of war requires time, patience, modest amounts of blood, and vast amounts of treasure. Sun Tzu was highlighting strategy, and strategy is about choice, options, and the wisest use of resources in war to achieve political objectives. Yet in the new way of American war, tactics have buried strategy, and it precludes any options other than an endless and likely futile struggle to achieve the loyalty of populations that, in the end, may be peripheral to American interests.
Imperial Overstretch Bad—Collapse 

U.S. Imperial Overstretch Causes Collapse

Chalmers Johnson, Prof UCSD,  July 31 2009, “Three Good Reasons to Liquidate our Empire”, http://aep.typepad.com/
merican_empire_project/2009/07/three-good-reasons-to-liquidate-our-empire.html
However ambitious President Barack Obama’s domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union. 
Imperial Overstretch expensive 

Chalmers Johnson, Prof UCSD,  July 31 2009, “Three Good Reasons to Liquidate our Empire”, http://aep.typepad.com/
merican_empire_project/2009/07/three-good-reasons-to-liquidate-our-empire.html

According to the 2008 official Pentagon inventory of our military bases around the world, our empire consists of 865 facilities in more than 40 countries and overseas U.S. territories. We deploy over 190,000 troops in 46 countries and territories. In just one such country, Japan, at the end of March 2008, we still had 99,295 people connected to U.S. military forces living and working there -- 49,364 members of our armed services, 45,753 dependent family members, and 4,178 civilian employees. Some 13,975 of these were crowded into the small island of Okinawa, the largest concentration of foreign troops anywhere in Japan.  These massive concentrations of American military power outside the United States are not needed for our defense. They are, if anything, a prime contributor to our numerous conflicts with other countries. They are also unimaginably expensive. According to Anita Dancs, an analyst for the website Foreign Policy in Focus, the United States spends approximately $250 billion each year maintaining its global military presence. The sole purpose of this is to give us hegemony -- that is, control or dominance -- over as many nations on the planet as possible.  We are like the British at the end of World War II: desperately trying to shore up an empire that we never needed and can no longer afford, using methods that often resemble those of failed empires of the past -- including the Axis powers of World War II and the former Soviet Union. There is an important lesson for us in the British decision, starting in 1945, to liquidate their empire relatively voluntarily, rather than being forced to do so by defeat in war, as were Japan and Germany, or by debilitating colonial conflicts, as were the French and Dutch. We should follow the British example. (Alas, they are currently backsliding and following our example by assisting us in the war in Afghanistan.)  Here are three basic reasons why we must liquidate our empire or else watch it liquidate us. 

Imperial Overstretch Bad—American Supremacy 

U.S. Imperial overstretch kills America Supremacy—history proves 

Chalmers Johnson, Prof UCSD,  July 31 2009, “Three Good Reasons to Liquidate our Empire”, http://aep.typepad.com/
merican_empire_project/2009/07/three-good-reasons-to-liquidate-our-empire.html
However ambitious President Barack Obama’s domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union. 

Afghan+ Others cause Imperial Overstretch 

Afghanistan and other commitments cause Imperial Overstretch

David Stewart Mason, Prof of Politcal Science, 2009, “The End of the American Century.

Even when he wrote his book in 1985, Kennedy was concerned about “imperial overstretch” by the United States and “the enduring fact that the sum total of the United States’ global interests and obligations is nowadays far larger that the country’s power to defend them all simultaneously.” His concern about “the almost limitless extent” of U.S. strategic commitments in 1985 seems almost quaint twenty years later, as the United States is engaged in two wars of occupation, in Afghanistan and Iraq, and committed to a global “war on terror” that has no apparent limits in either time or space. Even then, in the 1980s, Kennedy raised alarms about U.S. economic decline in the face of this “imperial overstretch.” He points to the country’s relative industrial decline compared to world production and that of other countries, to the widening of the America trade deficits, and to the growing federal budget deficits and accumulated debt. “The only way the United States can pay its way in the world is by importing ever-larger sums of capital, which has transformed it from being the word’s largest creditor to the world’s largest debtor nation in the space of a few years.”
*** Hegemony ***

Hegemony – Anti-Americanism

Afghanistan troop presence breeds anti-Americanism.

Center for Defense Information 2001 [“Lessons from history: US Policy towards Afghanistan 1978-2001,” http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/afghanistan-history.cfm]
In his statements and speeches since Sept. 11, U.S. President George W. Bush has been careful to distinguish the members of Osama bin Laden's al Qaeda organization and the Taliban, from the people of Afghanistan and Muslims of the world.  Still, with military action in Afghanistan expected soon, it is necessary to look hard at Afghanistan's past two decades of turmoil and seek to learn lessons from that past. And while there are many factors leading to the dismal situation of Afghanistan today, it also is the case that missteps in U.S. foreign policy are, in part, to blame. U.S. policy toward Afghanistan, Russia and the region during the 1980s helped, at least indirectly, nurture the growth of anti-American and fundamentalist forces now controlling Kabul, and indeed, even some of the terrorists now being sought by the United States for the Sept. 11 attacks against New York and Washington. In planning for intervention in Afghanistan now, the Bush administration must work hard to avoid the mistakes of the past. 
That threatens our grand strategy – America will turn inwards.

Walt 2005 [Stephen M., Academic Dean and Belfer Prof. Int’l Affairs @ Harvard U, Foreign Affairs, Vol 84, Iss 5, Sep/Oct, EBSCO]
Unfortunately, the United States has unwittingly given its critics a great deal of ammunition in recent years. Not only did the Bush administration disregard the UN Security Council when it launched its preventive war against Iraq, but its justification for the war turned out to be false, and its bungled occupation has inflicted new suffering on the Iraqi people. President Bush may truly believe that "life [in Iraq] is being improved by liberty," but the rest of the world sees the invasion as a demonstration of the dangers of unchecked U.S. power. To make matters worse, U.S. policies since September 11 have reinforced the belief that the United States does not abide by its own ideals. The torture and abuse graphically documented at Abu Ghraib prison, the deaths of Muslim prisoners of war in U.S. custody, the desecration of the Koran by U.S. interrogators, the harsh treatment of and denial of due process to prisoners at Guantanamo Bay, and the conspicuous absence of a single high-level resignation in the wake of these revelations have all made it easy for the United States' critics to portray the country as quick to condemn everyone but itself. Given this background, it is hardly surprising that this summer an Italian judge ordered the arrest of 13 people believed to have been involved in a CIA operation that kidnapped a terrorism suspect in Italy and flew him to Egypt for interrogation in February 2003. Like President Bush, who said that the Abu Ghraib abuses did not reflect "the America I know," Americans may dismiss these accusations as false, misleading, or exaggerated. But the issue is not what Americans think of their nation's conduct; the issue is how that conduct appears to others. Some of these accusations may be unfounded, but many are seen as valid. And they are rapidly draining the reservoir of international goodwill that makes the United States' status as a superpower acceptable to the world. The United States is in a global struggle for hearts and minds, and it is losing. If anti-Americanism continues to grow, Washington will face greater resistance and find it harder to attract support. Americans will feel increasingly threatened in such a world, but trying to counter these threats alone will merely exacerbate the fear of U.S. power and isolate the United States even more.

Hegemony – Anti-Americanism

And, it damages our international credibility.

Nye 2004 [Joseph, former Asst. Secretary of Defesne, Dean @ Harvard U JFK School of Gov’t, “The Decline of America’s Soft Power,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59888/joseph-s-nye-jr/the-decline-of-americas-soft-power]

Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States' soft power -- its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them -- is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls, pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington's policies have had a negative effect on their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or payment.

Skeptics of soft power (Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld professes not even to understand the term) claim that popularity is ephemeral and should not guide foreign policy. The United States, they assert, is strong enough to do as it wishes with or without the world's approval and should simply accept that others will envy and resent it. The world's only superpower does not need permanent allies; the issues should determine the coalitions, not vice-versa, according to Rumsfeld.

But the recent decline in U.S. attractiveness should not be so lightly dismissed. It is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past (such as those regarding the Vietnam War), but that was often during the Cold War, when other countries still feared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. It is also true that the United States' sheer size and association with disruptive modernity make some resentment unavoidable today. But wise policies can reduce the antagonisms that these realities engender. Indeed, that is what Washington achieved after World War II: it used soft-power resources to draw others into a system of alliances and institutions that has lasted for 60 years. The Cold War was won with a strategy of containment that used soft power along with hard power.

The United States cannot confront the new threat of terrorism without the cooperation of other countries. Of course, other governments will often cooperate out of self-interest. But the extent of their cooperation often depends on the attractiveness of the United States.
Hegemony – Overstretch – Debts

Afghanistan is hurting the U.S. ability to be global hegemon.

The National 2009 [“Imperial America’s Reckoning Day Has Only Been Delayed”, December, http://www.stephenglain.com/index.php?mact=News,cntnt01,detail,0&cntnt01articleid=211&cntnt01returnid=52]

On February 21, 1947, the British government informed US president Harry Truman that it could no longer afford to subsidize Greece and Turkey in their resistance to communist movements. London appealed to Washington to assume Britain’s burden at a cost of US$500 million a year in financial aid and a garrison of 40,000 troops. It was the end of Pax Britannica and the dawn of the American empire.  Today,the value of total debt carried by the US economy is equal to 3.5 times the nation’s GDP. Its defense budget – at $680 billion (Dh2.49 trillion), roughly half of what the rest of the world spends on national defense – is larger than the economy of Poland. Factor in non-Pentagon security-related outlays – maintenance of the country’s nuclear arsenal, for example, the department of homeland security or the US Treasury’s military retirement fund –and America’s real defense commitment expands to nearly $1tn annually. That is equal to about 28 per cent of a total federal budget that is forecast to leak $1.4tn in red ink this year and another $1tn each year for the next decade.   And now, Afghanistan. In his landmark address last week, Barack Obama, the US president, assured Americans he would not set national security objectives “that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests”. Mr Obama then set about listing policy goals that would do just that. The president’s “to do” list in Afghanistan would, by any judicious appraisal, turn a generation of American taxpayers into wards of the Pentagon.  L'état, c'est moi -"The state is me" - the 18th-century King Louis XIV of France famously said. If Congress concedes to the defense department its latest wish list for war, l'état, c'est l'armée.   The costs of the Afghanistan "surge" will, the congressional research service (CRS) says, extend the price tag for Washington's wars in Iraq and Afghanistan above $1tn. The White House estimates the annual cost of the new deployment of 30,000 new troops at about $1 million a head, although independent estimates put the total figure closer to $40bn. The request for new funding would increase the total bill for next year's US operations in Afghanistan to $100bn, up from $55bn this year and $43bn last year. The CRS says that if troop levels in Iraq and Afghanistan were to average 75,000 over the next decade, the costs for both wars would total an additional $867bn - more than the hotly debated $848bn healthcare bill working its way through Congress. How will politicians finance what is now Mr Obama's war? Certainly not as a budgeted item. The president intends to foot the bill as an off-budget, supplemental expenditure, the same way his predecessor, George W Bush, paid for the two conflicts throughout his two terms. When he assumed the presidency, Mr Obama to his credit reversed this accounting sleight of hand, insisting that the cost of war be reflected in the budget as an additional burden for a heavily indebted nation. Now, only half way into the current fiscal year, he is reversing.  Will the costs of the surge be offset with spending cuts and tax increases? Not likely. Some members of Mr Obama's Democratic Party have proposed a small levy on a population that has, except for a tiny minority, been spared the pain and sacrifice of war. But even their own party elders are unlikely to support such an idea, lest they be tarred by Republicans as "tax and spend" liberals.   Republicans, meanwhile, are eager to underwrite any new military commitment the Pentagon might prescribe, assuming it is paid for with additional borrowings - that is, sales of public debt to the Chinese - or cuts in social programs. This is the same Republican Party that controlled Congress and the White House for six of the last eight years while Mr Bush ran up record budget deficits, only to rediscover the virtue of fiscal restraint the minute Mr Obama was sworn in as president.   The end of the American empire has been the stuff of prophecy at least since 1987 with the publication of The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, the British historian Paul Kennedy's meditation on how "imperial overstretch" would ultimately do the US in as a global supreme leader. Although Mr Kennedy's prediction may have been premature, his thesis - that global or even regional power can be sustained only through a prudent calibration of wealth creation and expenditure - remains sound. By the late 1980s, the US economy had only just begun the process of inflating its way to prosperity after Reagan-era tax cuts and deficit spending. The US has not avoided the reckoning warned of by Mr Kennedy. It has only delayed it.

Selective Engagement Good 

Hegemony demands flexibility – selective engagement is necessary for effective power projection.

Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int'l Relations @ Brandeis U, "The Strategy of Selective Engagement," in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 | VP] 
I believe not and think selective engagement preferable to isolationism on four grounds: First, today's isolationists do not embrace all six national interests prescribed above, whereas selective engagers embrace them all. For example, isolationists maintain relative indifference to nuclear spread, and some of them even believe that it may be beneficial because it reduces the probability of war. They assert that America's overseas economic interests no longer require the pro​jection of American military power, and see no great stake in keeping Persian Gulf reserves divided among several powers. To the extent that they believe a deep peace among the Eurasian great powers is important to the United States, they hold that offshore balancing (keeping all American troops in the United States) is as effective as onshore balancing (keeping American forces deployed forward in Eurasia at selected points) and safer. Indeed, most isolationists are pre​pared to use American military power to defend only two vital American inter​ests: repelling an attack on the American homeland and preventing a great‑power hegemon from dominating Eurasia. As a consequence, they can justifiably be called the most selective of selective engagers. Second, isolationism forgoes the opportunity to exploit the full peacetime political utility of America's alliances and forward‑deployed forces to shape events to its advantage. Isolationism's general approach is to cope with events after they have turned adverse rather than to prevent matters from turning adverse in the first place. Thus, even though it does not eschew the use of force, isola​tionism remains at heart a watching and reactive strategy, not, like selective engagement, a precautionary and proactive one. Third, isolationism makes more difficult the warlike use of America's military power, when that is required, because it forgoes peacetime forward deployment. This provides the United States with valuable bases, staging areas, intelligence​gathering facilities, in‑theater training facilities, and most important, close allies with whom it continuously trains and exercises. These are militarily significant advantages and constitute valuable assets if war needs to be waged. Should the United States have to go to war with an isolationist strategy in force, however, these assets would need to be put together under conditions ranging from less than auspicious to emergency‑like. Isolationism thus makes war waging more dif​ficult than it need be. Fourth, isolationism is not as balanced and diversified a strategy as is selec​tive engagement and not as good a hedge against risk and uncertainty. Selective engagement achieves balance and diversity from its hybrid nature: it borrows the good features from its six competitors but endeavors to avoid their pitfalls and excesses. Like isolationism, selective engagement is wary of the risks of military entanglement overseas, but unlike isolationism, it believes that some entangle​ments either lower the chances of war or are necessary to protect important Amer​ican interests even at the risk of war. Unlike collective security, selective engage​ment does not assume that peace is indivisible, but like collective security, it believes in operating multilaterally in military operations wherever possible to spread the burdens and risks, and asserts that standing alliances make such oper​ations easier to organize and more successful when undertaken. Unlike global containment, selective engagement does not believe current conditions require a full‑court press against any great power, but like regional containment, it knows that balancing against an aspiring regional hegemon requires the sustained coop​eration of the other powers in the area and that such cooperation is not sustain​able without a visible American military presence. Unlike dominion, selective engagement does not seek to dominate others, but like dominion, it understands the power and influence that America's military primacy brings. Finally, like cooperative security, selective engagement seeks transparency in military rela​tions, reductions in armaments, and the control of NBC spread, but unlike coop​erative security, it does not put full faith in the reliability of collective security or defensive defense should these laudable aims fail. Compared to selective engagement, isolationism is less balanced because it is less diversified. It allows standing military  coalitions to crumble, forsakes for​ward deployment, and generally eschews attempts to control the armaments of the other great and not‑so‑great powers. Isolationism's outstanding virtue is that it achieves complete freedom for the United States to act or not to act whenever it sees fit, but the freedom comes at a cost: the loss of a diversified approach. Most isolationists, of course, are prepared to trade balance and diversity for complete freedom of action, because they see little worth fighting for (save for the two interests enumerated above), because they judge that prior military 
Selective Engagement Good

(Card Continues…)
commitments are not necessary to protect them, and because they calculate that alliances will only put the United States in harm's way. In sum, selective engagement is a hedging strategy; isolationism is not. To hedge is to make counterbalancing investments in order to avoid or lessen loss. Selective engagement makes hedging bets (primarily through alliances and over​seas basing), because it does not believe that the international environment, absent America's precommitted stance and forward presence, will remain benign to Amer​ica's interests, as apparently does isolationism. An isolationist America in the sense defined above would help produce a more dangerous and less prosperous world; an internationalist America, a more peaceful and prosperous one, As a consequence, engagement rejects the free hand for the selectively committed hand. Thus, for these four reasons the goals it posits, its proactive stance, its warfighting advan¬tages, and its hedging approach selective engagement beats isolationism.

Selective Engagement Good 

Non-Interventionism Good – Flexibility

Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int'l Relations @ Brandeis U, "The Strategy of Selective Engagement," in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 | VP] 
Thus, by a process of elimination, the only serious competitor to selective engagement is isolationism. A grand strategy of isolationism does not call for economic autarky, political noninvolvement with the rest of the world, or abstention from the use of force to protect American interests. Indeed, isolationism is compatible with extensive economic interaction with other nations, vigorous political interactions, and the occasional use of force, often in conjunction with other states, to defend American interests. Rather, the defining characteristics of strategic isolationism are: (1) insistence that the United States make no binding commitments in peacetime to use American military power to aid another state or states, and (2) the most minimal use of force and military involvement abroad. Understood in this case, isolationism is a unilateralist strategy that retains complete freedom for the United States to determine when, where, how, for what purpose, against whom, and with whom it will use its military power, combined with a determination to do as little militarily as possible abroad. Isolationism, in short, is the policy of the “free hand” and the lightest military touch.
The U.S. can rebuild failed states like Afghanistan through restraint on the troops it already has- and not on military means


Benjamin Friedman, doctoral candidate in political science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Foreign Policy, July, 2007,
http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=3907


The conventional wisdom about failed states conflates counterterrorism with state-building, an error that relies on two myths. The first is that the United States can become proficient at quelling civil wars and rebuilding failed states. The second is that U.S. national security demands that it should. Failed states are political problems at bottom. They are solved by adroit use of power, not force ratios. Occupiers far from home, unfamiliar with local customs, language, and political structures, are unlikely to govern skillfully no matter how many cups of tea they drink with tribal sheikhs. That is why the track record of foreign powers pacifying insurgencies is abysmal. Just look at Iraq. Afghanistan shows that less can be more. Rhetoric notwithstanding, U.S. policy there has been to avoid a large state-building mission. The military presence is minuscule compared with Iraq, but more successful, despite the lack of governance from the capital. The goods news is that counterterrorism does not demand that Americans master the art of running foreign countries. Modern Sunni terrorism stems principally from an ideology, jihadism, not a political condition. History is rife with ungoverned states. Only one, Afghanistan, created serious danger for Americans. Even there, the problem was more that the government allied with al Qaeda than that there was no government. True, certain civil wars have attracted terrorists, but it hardly follows that the United States should participate in these conflicts. Doing so costs blood and treasure and merely serves the narrative of jihadism, slowing its defeat by more moderate ideologies. The notion that fighting terrorism requires that we fix foreign disorder leads to an empire far more costly than the problem it is meant to solve. What the United States needs is not more troops, but more restraint in using the ones it already has. 

***Nation Building Bad ***

Nation Building Bad- Time Frame and Security 

Nation Building bad- Time Frame and Security for Afghan 

Louis Jacobson, July 20, 2010, “JOE BIDEN SAYS U.S. 'IS NOT ENGAGED IN NATION-BUILDING' IN AFGHANISTAN”, St.Petersburg Times, Lexis-Nexis
During a July 18, 2010, interview on ABC's This Week, Vice President Joe Biden  made a clear characterization of U.S. policy in Afghanistan. "If you notice, what we have is a counter-insurgency plan along the spine of the country, where the population is," Biden said. "It's not a nationwide counter-insurgency plan. We're not engaged in nation-building, which the original discussion was about. We have ... a date where we're going to go look and see whether it's working. And we have a timetable in which to transition." The part that caught our eye was the notion that the United States is "not engaged in nation-building." We thought it would be worth seeing whether that's a fair characterization of what the U.S. is doing. Our initial challenge was to define what "nation-building" actually means. One concise definition offered in America's Role in Nation-Building: From Germany to Iraq, a 2003 study by the RAND Corp, is "to use military force to underpin a process of democratization. Substitute "stablilization" or "reconstruction" for "democratization" -- as many recent commentators have done -- and that serves as our definition. We should start by noting that the term isn't exactly in favor these days. In recent years, "nation-building" has variously taken hits from the right, for seeming to place battle-hardened troops in softer roles of promoting civic society, and from the left, for fear of an open-ended military commitment. "Labeling it as such would help discredit such interventions," said Ivan Eland, a senior fellow at the Independent Institute, a libertarian think tank, and author of an upcoming book on counterinsurgency warfare. True to form, the Obama Administration  avoids the term "nation-building" as if it were allergic to the concept. We were unable to find any instance in which a White House official used the term to describe what was actually happening on the ground in Afghanistan. Just about the only time the term is used is when the administration seeks to explain what the U.S. is not doing. In a Dec. 1, 2009, speech at the U.S. Military Academy intended to outline the administration's policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan, said that "there are those who oppose identifying a time frame for our transition to Afghan responsibility. Indeed, some call for a more dramatic and open-ended escalation of our war effort -- one that would commit us to a nation-building project of up to a decade. I reject this course because it sets goals that are beyond what can be achieved at a reasonable cost and what we need to achieve to secure our interests. Furthermore, the absence of a time frame for transition would deny us any sense of urgency in working with the Afghan government. It must be clear that Afghans will have to take responsibility for their security, and that America has no interest in fighting an endless war in Afghanistan.
Nation Building Fails 

Nation building fails.  History proves it is doomed

Gian P. Gentile, Gian P. Gentile is a serving Army officer and has a PhD in history from Stanford University. In 2006, he commanded a combat battalion in West Baghdad,  July 6th  2010, “Petraeus's impossible mission in Afghanistan: armed nation-building; The US can't build society at the barrel of a gun, but it can hunt Al Qaeda in Afghanistan.” , The Christian Science Monitor, Lexis-Nexis
Unfortunately, Washington is caught in a cycle of thinking that sees each setback in the war in Afghanistan as a failure of the US military. Such thinking tends to exacerbate bad policy. Petraeus often used the phrase "hard is not hopeless" when referring to the challenges he faced in Iraq during the troop surge in 2007. To be sure, at the tactical level the values of persistence, positivism, and strength of will are essential qualities for an army and its leaders. But at the level of strategy, where military operations should be linked to achieving policy objectives, sometimes the qualities of subtleness, reflection, and flexibility are needed. A good strategist will recognize whether the military means are sufficient and proper to achieve the desired political ends. President Obama has given the American military the mission of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating Al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan so that it cannot carry out strikes against the US from those locations. Contrary to common belief, this is a limited policy objective. Yet US military leaders have embraced the president's limited objective expansively by attempting to reconstruct governments and reshape entire societies. Here is a serious mismatch between a limited political objective and the method employed to achieve it. History offers examples of policy objectives being matched with good military strategy. In one of the most brilliant and far-sighted acts of statesmanship in the 20th century, French President Charles de Gaulle decided in 1961 to withdraw French troops from Algeria and grant that country its independence from French colonial rule. De Gaulle's decision was anything but easy. He faced stinging political and military criticism, doomsday predictions about the consequences of abandoning Algeria, and an attempted military coup. Nonetheless, he recognized that staying in Algeria was destroying the French Army and dividing French society. It had become an impossible mission for France. Afghanistan is to America in 2010 what Algeria was to the French in 1961. Yet instead of accepting the impossibility of nation-building in Afghanistan and adjusting accordingly, the US Army and the greater defense establishment continue to see the problem not in the impossibility of the mission but in its own inability to carry out the tactics of the mission on the ground. The answer, the solution, the key to victory rests with us and what we do or don't do. So the thinking goes: If things don't progress accordingly, senior generals can be quickly removed for not applying correctly the proper principles of counterinsurgency and nation-building. Or the Army can be labeled a failure due to its so-called institutional resistance to fighting irregular wars of counterinsurgency. Such selective reflection - the kind that fails to question the premise of the mission - sets the stage for a future round of "new and improved" (yet still futile) effort: The Army finds better methods for building schools and bridges in the flatlands of Kandahar or the mountains of the Hindu Kush, and with fresh generals supercharged with expert advice, it feels confident of success and even victory. And then if success doesn't happen, the cycle kicks in again: Blame the US military and its generals but then offer the hope that future success rests with us. But imagine the possibility that the US Army and its generals at this point after eight years and more of counterinsurgency warfare in Iraq and Afghanistan actually do understand the basics of counterinsurgency and nation-building and are reasonably proficient at it on the ground in Afghanistan. Then what? Where do analysts and experts and even military officers turn to place the blame for lack of progress in Afghanistan? By focusing on the American military and the promise of better tactical methods and generals, we neglect the true nature of the impossibility of nation-building at the barrel of a gun in the graveyard of empires.
Counterinsurgency fails—Ethnic Differences 

Counterinsurgency fails – impossible to force a way of life on a country 

Revolutionary Frontiers, Shift in US Counter-Insurgency Doctrine, This article was published by A World to Win News Service. The original title is “The Shelving of a Reactionary Military Doctrine.” 11 May 2009. http://revolutionaryfrontlines.wordpress.com/2010/03/26/shift-in-us-counter-insurgency-doctrine/ 
For a long time Washington believed that its military might would allow it to crush insurgencies in the oppressed countries easily and cheaply, in military and political terms. But after some early victories this approach failed at the very on-set of its first serious test, in Iraq and Afghanistan, two wars that turned out to be considerably more difficult than expected. This does not mean that U.S. imperialism has suffered irreversible defeats in these two wars, or that it has not gained anything in terms of the political goals it sought to achieve through fighting. After all, they did bring down two governments whose existence they could not tolerate, demonstrated their unmatched military power and their determination to control the “Greater Middle East”, and asserted their supremacy over allies and rivals alike. But they have not, so far, been able to achieve the political goals they set for themselves in the first place – the ability to politically and economically transform the region as a central platform for American global hegemony – and the military and political cost has been far higher than they expected. The U.S. ruling class has been seeking to overcome the political consequences of its humiliation ever since its defeat in the Vietnam war. It is also true that starting around that time, and playing a role in the U.S. decision to accept the fact that it could not continue trying to win that war, there was a sharp change in the world situation. After a long period in which U.S. military efforts had been focused on waging wars and other military adventures to control third world countries, the rivalry between the U.S.-led bloc of imperialists and the rival bloc led by the Soviet social-imperialists (socialist in words, capitalist and imperialist in reality) and the possibility of a world war to determine which would enjoy global hegemony came to occupy the centre stage. These two factors intertwined in the later 1970s and ’80s. The Soviets were waiting, hoping and working to take advantage of any mistake or failure on the part of the US-led bloc. This made the U.S. even more cautious about risky adventures in the form of direct intervention, although it did launch two risk-free invasions, perhaps to “get over the Vietnam syndrome” as well as for other political purposes, one to crush the tiny Caribbean country of Grenada (allegedly a potential bridgehead for Soviet advances in the U.S.’s Latin American “sphere of influence”) and the other in Panama, a country without an army.

*** Centralization Bad ***

Centralization bad – Impossible

Creating a ‘centralized’ government is impossible – Defeating the Al-Qaida is a more possible and helpful goal 

Louis Jacobson, July 20, 2010, “JOE BIDEN SAYS U.S. 'IS NOT ENGAGED IN NATION-BUILDING' IN AFGHANISTAN”, St.Petersburg Times, Lexis-Nexis
"Two days later, in Congressional testimony, Defense Secretary Robert Gates sounded the same note. "This approach is not open-ended 'nation building,'" Gates said. "It is neither necessary nor feasible to create a modern, centralized, Western-style Afghan nation-state -- the likes of which has never been seen in that country. Nor does it entail pacifying every village and conducting textbook counterinsurgency from one end of Afghanistan to the other. It is, instead, a narrower focus tied more tightly to our core goal of disrupting, dismantling and eventually defeating al-Qaida by building the capacity of the Afghans -- capacity that will be measured by observable progress on clear objectives, and not simply by the passage of time." The administration is essentially arguing that it is not undertaking "nation-building," first, because the goal of strengthening civil society in Afghanistan is secondary to the narrower goal of taking on al-Qaida, and second, because the U.S. role in the mission is not one that will keep personnel on the ground indefinitely. Marvin Weinbaum, a former Afghanistan specialist at the State Department and now a scholar at the Middle East Institute, said the U.S. will have an interest in supporting Afghanistan's development long after the troops leave. But since the context of Biden's comment was a discussion of military policy, we'll keep our analysis narrowly focused on military-led nation-building. Meanwhile, Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow at the centrist-to-liberal Brookings Institution, said that "nation-building" is not only a loaded term, "it's also a vague term." Some foreign-policy experts say the administration has some justification for distinguishing between current U.S. policy and "nation-building." While we did not receive any clarification from the Vice President's office, O'Hanlon said that "in Afghanistan, our goals are relatively limited to ensuring some semblance of security and stability. In that sense, the vice president is right" that the mission in Afghanistan is more limited than full nation-building would be, O'Hanlon said. Lawrence Korb -- a former Defense Department official under President Ronald Reagan who now serves as a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, a liberal group with close ties to the Obama Administration   -- added that the time element is important too. A strict interpretation of the term "nation-building" would suggest that the U.S. would "literally stay until everything was secure and a functioning government was in place." But the administration is saying that the Afghans "have 18 months to shape up," Korb said. That 18 months would end in July 2011, according to current plans. That said, both O'Hanlon and Korb agreed that there is significant substantive overlap between what goes on under the traditional definition of "nation-building" and what the U.S. is doing in Afghanistan. "There certainly are major elements of what one might call 'state-building' going on, starting with creation of a strong army and police," O'Hanlon said. Indeed, key policy documents outline a variety of duties that would seem to fit well within our definition of nation-building. The administration's National Security Strategy document released in May 2010 says that the U.S. "will continue to work with our partners, the United Nations, and the Afghan Government to improve accountable and effective governance. As we work to advance our strategic partnership with the Afghan Government, we are focusing assistance on supporting the president of Afghanistan and those ministries, governors, and local leaders who combat corruption and deliver for the people. Our efforts will be based upon performance, and we will measure progress. We will also target our assistance to areas that can make an immediate and enduring impact in the lives of the Afghan people, such as agriculture, while supporting the human rights of all of Afghanistan's people--women and men. This will support our long-term commitment to a relationship between our two countries that supports a strong, stable, and prosperous Afghanistan." If this sounds a lot like nation-building, so does a portion of the Army's Counterinsurgency Field Manual, which was authored by Gen. David Petraeus in 2006. 
Centralization Impossible- Ethnic Groups 

Centralization Impossible- ethnic groups 

Cheragh, March 2nd 2009, “Afghan paper highlights need for decentralization of power”, BBC News, Lexis-Nexis

Abdorrahim Wardag, the Afghan defence minister, in his visit to the US has told a US research institution that pursuing a new strategy and restricting a strong central government will leave the country in the hands of the enemy and help them reach their evil objectives. We can describe Wardag's concern as such: Centralization was one of the main components in the large-scale policy of the US and Kabul in the past that not only failed to bear any result, but also sparked other crises. As Afghanistan's history shows, the failure of centralization has not been due to lack of morality or adequate forces, but that centralization or in fact ethnicization has been a difficult task in view of society's diversity, and that there has always been a need for foreign interference in order to ensure dominance of one ethnic group over others. Principally, the top priority for the ruling governments has not been to seek ways and methods to strengthen trust among the ethnic communities and alleviate the seriously polarized situation and the ethic tensions; but the government's efforts have been aimed at banning ethnic identity and stressing supervisory measures on the centralized areas. In fact, Afghanistan is the country of minorities and that is due to its geographical location in the region. In the circumstances after the collapse of the communist regimes, a tiring domestic war, and the Taleban regime, ensuring peace in the country without restoring trust among the different ethnic communities is not feasible. 
Centralization Bad- Ethnic Groups will cause it to fail 

Cheragh, March 2nd 2009, “Afghan paper highlights need for decentralization of power”, BBC News, Lexis-Nexis
The effort for centralization of power and capability has led to increasing distrust among the ethnic communities and their further alienation with the centre and each other. Centralization in Afghanistan has another dimension too; it means that the most serious opposition to a decentralized government is shown by the Taleban and their ethnic and religious advocates. Ethnocentrists, extremists, and some religious circles always support a strong hegemonistic central administration, because they understand well that accepting the notion of diversity endangers the idea of recognizing Afghanistan as a uni-ethnic country, because from their view point, recognition of diversity is a dangerous and intolerable. Therefore, the US attitude towards a strongly centralized government should be in favour of a more decentralized system. Karzai's government in Kabul should remain under the attention of the US; but a dire need is felt for a system that considers the needs of all the regions and their governance, if the US just focuses on Kabul, its objectives for a real national, moderate, and comprehensive government would not realize in practice, and the fragile situation of the existing relationships among the ethnicities would get more vulnerable.

Centralization Bad- Resistance 

Imposing a central government in Afghanistan is failing now

Doug Bandow, former special assitant to President Reagan, Septermber 9, 2009 "Sticking Around Afghanistan Forever?" September 9, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/09/sticking-around-afghanistan-forever
Just what does he believe we should have done?  Obviously, the Afghans didn’t want us to try to govern them.  Any attempt to impose a regime on them through Kabul would have met the same resistance that defeated the Soviets.  Backing a favored warlord or two would have just involved America in the ensuing conflict.  Nor would carpet-bombing Afghanistan with dollar bills starting in 1989 after the Soviets withdrew have led to enlightened, liberal Western governance and social transformation.  Humanitarian aid sounds good, but as we’ve (re)discovered recently, building schools doesn’t get you far if there’s little or no security and kids are afraid to attend.  And a half century of foreign experience has demonstrated that recipients almost always take the money and do what they want — principally maintaining power by rewarding friends and punishing enemies.  The likelihood of the U.S doing any better in tribal Afghanistan as its varied peoples shifted from resisting outsiders to fighting each other is a fantasy. The best thing the U.S. government could do for the long-term is get out of the way.  Washington has eliminated al-Qaeda as an effective transnational terrorist force.  The U.S. should leave nation-building to others, namely the Afghans and Pakistanis.  Only Afghanistan and Pakistan can confront the overwhelming challenges facing both nations.
Withdrawal ( decentralization
Provincialism is the natural tendency of Afghan governance – it is not our responsibility to design local governments and committing to counterinsurgency strategies can only ensure that they fail.

Kissinger 6/23 [Henry A., former Secretary of State of the United States, “America needs an Afghan strategy, not an alibi,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062302193.html | VP]

Afghanistan has never been pacified by foreign forces. At the same time, the difficulty of its territory combined with the fierce sense of autonomy of its population have historically thwarted efforts to achieve a transparent central government. 

The argument that a deadline is necessary to oblige President Hamid Karzai to create a modern central government challenges experience. What weakens transparent central governance is not so much Karzai's intentions, ambiguous as they may be, but the structure of his society, run for centuries on the basis of personal relationships. Demands by an ally publicly weighing imminent withdrawal to overthrow established patterns in a matter of months may prove beyond any leader's capacities. 

Every instinct I have rebels against this conclusion. But it is essential to avoid the debilitating domestic cycle that blighted especially the Vietnam and Iraq wars, in which the public mood shifted abruptly -- and often with little relation to military realities -- from widespread support to assaults on the adequacy of allies to calls for an exit strategy with the emphasis on exit, not strategy. 

Afghanistan is a nation, not a state in the conventional sense. The writ of the Afghan government is likely to run in Kabul and its environs, not uniformly in the rest of the country. The attainable outcome is likely to be a confederation of semi-autonomous, regions configured largely on the basis of ethnicity, dealing with each other by tacit or explicit understandings. American counterinsurgency strategy -- no matter how creatively applied -- cannot alter this reality. 

All this leaves only a narrow margin for the American effort. We are needed to bring about the space in which non-jihadist authorities can be established. But if we go beyond this into designing these political authorities, we commit ourselves to a process so prolonged and obtrusive as to risk turning even non-Taliban Afghans against us. 
Empowering warlords ( peace 

Reducing focus on the central government removes the incentive for nationwide conflict.  It reduces the threat of full scale civil war

Larry Goodson, professor of Middle East Studies at the U.S. Army War College, January 2003 , “Afghanistan’s Long Road to Reconstruction,” Journal of Democracy Volume 14, Number 1, Project Muse

A third problem is the resurgence of the warlords. The U.S. decision to pay them—a time-honored tradition in Afghanistan, it must be said—and use their forces as proxies has strengthened these bloodstained chieftains and embroiled the United States in the byzantine local politics of Afghanistan. In many places the warlords are the real power on the ground, and there is little realistic prospect that they can be displaced (say, by a new national army) any time soon. Since the warlords furnish whatever local government there is, one approach might be to work with some among them, such as the autonomous Ismail Khan of Herat, in order to develop better local governance and stable regional economies. This would change the nature of the game, making it less a matter of "warlords versus Kabul" and thereby taking some of the pressure [End Page 90] off the Karzai government to prove that its authority is accepted by every faction. At the same time, the temperature of ethnic politics would cool once there is less at stake in Kabul, and there would be more room for a focus on economic reconstruction in the countryside, where it is most needed.

Decentralization Good- Realistic 

Decentralization Good- Realistic and No Ethnic Tensions 

Cheragh, March 2nd 2009, “Afghan paper highlights need for decentralization of power”, BBC News, Lexis-Nexis

 Relationships have been seriously damaged and the history of violence among the ethnic communities make it necessary that a wider political atmosphere be created in Afghanistan, development of a bilateral policy that is, simultaneous strengthening of the government in Kabul and the centres of local powers would create such an atmosphere. A decentralized system is not only more realistic, but also in the long run, it would emerge as the only way to create a competent, united, and independent Afghan government; since it would help remove the concerns that cause inflammation of inter-ethnic tensions.
Decentralization Good- Terrorism 

Decentralization key to prevent terrorism and winning the war in Afghanistan 

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , Lexis-Nexis 

So what should the resident decide? The best way to answer this question is to return to what the United States seeks to accomplish in Afghanistan and why. The two main American goals are to prevent Al Qaeda from reestablishing a safe haven and to make sure that Afghanistan does not undermine the stability of Pakistan. We are closer to accomplishing both goals than most people realize. CIA Director Leon Panetta recently estimated the number of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan to be "60 to 100, maybe less." It makes no sense to maintain 100,000 troops to go after so small an adversary, especially when Al Qaeda operates on this scale in a number of countries. Such situations call for more modest and focused policies of counterterrorism along the lines of those being applied in Yemen and Somalia, rather than a full-fledged counterinsurgency effort. Pakistan is much more important than Afghanistan given its nuclear arsenal, its much larger population, the many terrorists on its soil, and its history of wars with India. But Pakistan's future will be determined far more by events within its borders than those to its west. The good news is that the Army shows some signs of understanding that Pakistan's own Taliban are a danger to the country's future, and has begun to take them on.All this argues for reorienting U.S. Afghan policy toward decentralization--providing greater support for local leaders and establishing a new approach to the Taliban. The war the United States is now fighting in Afghanistan is not succeeding and is not worth waging in this way. The time has come to scale back U.S. objectives and sharply reduce U.S. involvement on the ground. Afghanistan is claiming too many American lives, requiring too much attention, and absorbing too many resources. The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.

Decentralization key to Nation Building 

Decentralization is key for Afghan Nation Building—Karzai is too much of an obstacle 


The New York Times, April 7 2010, “How to Save Afghanistan From Karzai”, Lexis-Nexis
IN February, the Taliban sanctuary of Marja in southern Afghanistan was attacked in the largest operation of the war. Last week, President Obama  flew to Afghanistan and declared, ''Our troops have pushed the Taliban out of their stronghold in Marja .... The United States of America does not quit once it starts on something.'' But what is that ''something''? And, equally important, does Afghanistan's president, Hamid Karzai,  have to be a part of it? The United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, was guilty of understatement last fall when he told Washington that ''Karzai is not an adequate strategic partner.'' Still, getting rid of Mr. Karzai at this point wouldn't be easy, and any major upheaval would clearly imperil President Obama's  plan to start withdrawing American troops next summer. The Marja offensive, however, may have shown us an alternative approach to the war. For one thing, it demonstrated that our Karzai problem is part of a broader failure to see that our plans for Afghanistan are overambitious. The coalition is pursuing a political-military strategy based on three tasks. First, ''clear'' the guerrillas from populated areas. Second, ''hold'' the areas with Afghan forces. Third, ''build'' responsible governance and development to gain the loyalty of the population for the government in Kabul. To accomplish this, the coalition military has deployed reconstruction teams to 25 provinces. We may call this a counterinsurgency program, but it's really nation-building. The problem with building a new and better Afghanistan is that, above the local level, President Karzai has long held the levers of political power by controlling provincial finances and leadership appointments, including those of police chiefs. Regardless of the coalition's success at the district level, an obdurate and erratic Mr. Karzai is an obstacle to progress. The success in Marja, however, changed the dynamics of the conflict. It now seems that the planned surge of 30,000 additional troops will likely achieve progress in ''clearing and holding'' Kandahar and other Taliban-controlled areas by mid-2011. At that time, the force ratio will be one coalition soldier for every three Afghan soldiers and policemen, and the Afghan Army will still rely upon us for firepower and moral support. Ideally, we could then begin to withdraw major American units and leave behind small task forces that combine advisory and combat duties, leading to a new ratio of about one American to 10 Afghans. Not only would this bring our troops home, but it would shift the responsibility for nation-building to Afghan forces. At the same time, we would have to pivot our policy in two ways. First, Mr. Karzai should be treated as a symbolic president and given the organizational ''mushroom treatment'' -- that is, we should shut off the flows of information and resources directly to the national government. President Ronald Reagan did something similar with another erratic ally, President Ferdinand Marcos of the Philippines. In February 1986, Reagan warned Marcos that if government troops attacked opposition forces holed up on the outskirts of Manila, it would cause ''untold damage'' to his relations with the United States -- meaning the aid spigot would be turned off. When his countrymen saw that he was stripped of prestige and support, they forced Marcos into exile. Second, the coalition must insist that the Afghan military play a primary role in the governance of the districts and provinces, including in the allocation of aid and the supervision of the police. We should work directly with those local and provincial leaders who will act responsibly, and cut off those who are puppets of Kabul. This is happening, to some extent, in Helmand Province, site of the Marja battle, where the coalition has independent control over $500 million in reconstruction aid and salaries. We have been fortunate that the provincial governor, Gulab Mangal, while a Karzai appointee, has proved an innovative partner. But in any case, we know that coalition aid need not flow through Kabul. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the head of Central Command, already seems to be considering this approach as the battle for Kandahar gains intensity. ''One of the things we'll be doing in the shaping is working with political leaders to try to get an outcome that makes sense'' including ''partnering inside the city with the Afghan National Police,'' he told reporters last month.Although isolating Mr. Karzai will strike many as a giant step backward, the truth is that we don't have a duty to impose democracy on Afghanistan. The advancement of liberty doesn't necessitate a ''one person, one vote'' system, as the 1.5 million fraudulent votes cast for Mr. Karzai in last summer's sham election showed. We cannot provide democracy if we desire it more than the Afghans.The Philippines -- and South Korea as well -- evolved into thriving democracies at their own pace, well after American aid helped to beat back the military threats facing them. It was enough to prevent the Communist takeovers and 
(Card Continues…) 

Decentralization key to Nation Building Cont. 

leave behind governments controlled in the background by a strong military. We didn't spend tens of billions of dollars on material projects to inculcate democratic principles. Similarly, a diminished Hamid Karzai can be left to run a sloppy government, with a powerful, American-financed Afghan military insuring that the Taliban do not take over. Admittedly, this risks the emergence of the Pakistan model in Afghanistan -- an army that has a country rather than a country that has an army. But we are not obliged to build a democratic nation under a feckless leader. We need to defend our interests, and leave the nation-building to the Afghans themselves. 
Decentralization Good- Terrorism 

Decentralization and working with tribal leaders- key to solving Terrorism 

James Joyner | March 25, 2009, Afghanistan: Counterinsurgency or Counterterrorism?, Atlantic Council, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/afghanistan-counterinsurgency-or-counterterrorism 

According to close observers, the key debate in the White House is whether the United States and NATO should wage a counterinsurgency campaign—securing the Afghan population, helping to provide basic services, and thus strengthening support for the government—or whether we should devote most of our resources to going after al Qaeda terrorists directly. Obviously, any plan will wind up doing at least a bit of both; the debate is over priorities and emphasis. The counterinsurgency (or COIN) advocates argue that only through their approach can al Qaeda and the Taliban be defeated. Hunting and killing terrorists has its place, but in the long run it only gives the enemy the initiative, lets them melt away into the landscape, and does little to stop new recruits from taking their place. The best way to keep al Qaeda at bay is to dry up its support by earning the trust of the civilian population, building roads, creating jobs, and striking power-sharing deals with tribal elders. 

Decentralization( Afghan Stability 

Decentralization system can prevent any threats to the U.S. 


By Michael Kugelman and Robert M. Hathaway, Director, Asia Program, Establishing Political Legitimacy in Afghanistan, April 15 2010, 4:00 p.m. - 5:30 p.m, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?topic_id=1462&fuseaction=topics.event_summary&event_id=605113 
What are the lessons learned from all this? Barfield argued that the international community and Afghans alike must recognize that the ideal system of political administration in Afghanistan is a “Swiss cheese” model—in essence, a decentralized form of governance. The West (and the current government in Kabul) has stubbornly clung to a belief in the “American cheese” model, which emphasizes a strong central state. “We need to change the menu to a different cheese,” Barfield concluded. One way to do so is to make the rule of law more flexible, and adaptable to different contexts. Imposing the same uniform rule of law across the entire country—from Kabul to the “highest peaks of the Himalayas”— makes little sense. A second lesson learned is that Afghanistan’s past should continue to serve as a model for the future—yet only for so long as present-day Afghanistan keeps resembling the country it was in the past. Barfield identified several demographic factors that suggest major impending change. One is urbanization; the populations of some provincial cities have tripled since the 1970s. Another is youth; the majority of Afghanistan’s current population was born after the Soviet Union’s withdrawal. This new generation of Afghans, Barfield said, sees the country quite differently than do its elders. The second commentator, William B. Wood of the National War College (and Washington’s immediate past ambassador to Afghanistan), took issue with Barfield’s preference for the Swiss cheese model of governance. He argued that such a system “does not meet the needs” of the United States, because a decentralized system—in which the central government’s writ is limited—can strengthen militants. Washington’s task, he said, is to establish a level of stability in Afghanistan such that “no part” of the country poses a threat to the United States. Nevertheless, Wood acknowledged that the way forward lies not in “unitary rule,” but instead in “finding local leaders who enjoy the support of their constituencies.” 

Decentralization key to Stability 

Warlords are the only path to stability

Deepa Ollapally-Program Officer, Special Initiative on the Muslim World, US Institute of Peace, April 2003, USIP Special Report No. 105, , http://www.usip.org/pubs/specialreports/sr105.html 

Opinion among the participants was split about the best way to deal with the warlords— whether to combat them or try to co-opt them. One of the more provocative views put forth was that the warlords should not be dislodged unless there was something to replace them with. Warlords are a problem, this participant said, but in some cases, especially in the rural areas, they provide the only stability. An analogy was made to the situation in Bosnia, especially the relationship between the Federation and the Republika Srpska to the government of Bosnia and Herzegovina. From this perspective, warlords emerged in direct response to the absence of law and order, and the argument for an immediate military strategy to oust them is off the mark. Examples were given of Afghans who lament the current security situation, and note that at least under the Taliban, they could the take their produce to the market, herd their goats, and go about their daily business. According to this observer, “the warlords need to see a way out. If they are painted into a corner and their choice is between a cell at the Hague and continued warlordism, they are going to choose warlordism.” Another observer noted with some irony that the Taliban successfully filled the “security vacuum,” which meant that staff from nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) could operate without undue concerns regarding their safety, unlike the current situation. 
Afghanistan should be decentralized

Haroun Mir, former aide to the late Ahmad Shah Massoud, Afghanistan's former defense minister, and policy analyst for International Affairs Forum, Asia Times, July 3, 2007, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/IG03Df01.html 

As a result of dysfunctional administration, President Hamid Karzai is losing the broad popular support and legitimacy that he had enjoyed before the presidential elections in 2004. People in remote provinces distrust the central government and are tired of unfulfilled promises. Until now, Kabul has failed to recognize priorities in each province, and the bulk of aid provided by foreign donors is unaccounted for.   Decentralization in public administration has been a major policy in many developing countries. Why should Afghanistan become the exception? A centralized education system, a centralized economic policy, a centralized heath-care system, and similar inefficient and ineffective centralized systems are bound to fail in Afghanistan as well as elsewhere.   As in developed countries, the criteria of responsiveness and accountability should become the norm in Afghan public administration. In fact, local-government officials, instead of being accountable to the people and responsive to their needs, are following ill-advised directives from the central government in Kabul.   

Centralization Fails

Central authority fails in tribal states

Jeffrey Rhinefield, Lieutenant, United States Navy, B.S., Jacksonville University, 1998, Master’s Thesis at the Naval Postgraduate School, March, 2006, http://www.stormingmedia.us/16/1655/A165544.html  

In addition, tribal politics and tribal structures impact the way in which people view the central government and the authority which it wields. According to Roy, “tribalism is seen as the survival from of a folk past,” hence making it “sub-political.” 60 In addition, the difficulty that tribalism places on any central authority to co-opt is the sheer nature of this social structure which as a network “has no precise geographic location,” which “cannot be taken over by the state.” 61 Ibn Khaldun wrote that “a dynasty rarely established itself firmly in lands with many different tribes and groups.” 62 This is true of not only dynasties, but also of modern governments trying to establish legal and political control throughout a given area. In a state like Afghanistan, when the government tries to undertake such actions, the process requires turning tribes into taxpaying peasants which represents a direct challenge by the central authority on the tribal structure and a direct attack on social/economic hierarchies that have existed for centuries. 63 
*** Afghan Stability ***

Pak- Instability( Nuke War

Pakistan instability allows militants to control nukes

Major David Scott Sentell, United States Army, October 2009, A Monograph, “On the Brink: Instability and the Prospect of State Failure in Pakistan”, School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, online at 

http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cgi-bin/showfile.exe?CISOROOT=/p4013coll3&CISOPTR=2604&filename=2605.pdf

Although state failure in Pakistan is certainly avoidable, given the state’s tumultuous past and recent developments, it remains a very likely scenario for the unstable state. Should Pakistan succumb to the internal and external pressures that exist and fail to recognize and thwart the drivers of instability that plague the state, the effects will be substantial. Yet, the most immediate of those actors affected outside the troubled state will be the U.S. military, currently conducting counterinsurgency (COIN) operations against the Taliban and other militants in Afghanistan. Given the United States’ recent decision to send 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, the most dangerous consequence would be the loss of key supply lines or ground lines of communication (GLOCs) that transit Pakistan from the port of Karachi into Afghanistan. A second, and perhaps more enduring consequence for the U.S. military, is the expansion of a militant safe-haven, dominated by the emergence of the Pakistani Taliban, in the FATA and Pakistan’s NWFP. These regions border the volatile provinces of Khowst, Paktia, Nangarhar, and Konar in Afghanistan; perhaps one of the centers of the Taliban-backed Afghan insurgency. In addition, this militant expansion would certainly raise significant issues over the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. Nuclear material in the hands of militants would create a new dynamic in the region and throughout the world, which transcends any existing conventional threat. Any of these scenarios would prove extremely problematic for the United States, who is already facing a very complex geopolitical situation in Afghanistan and the region. 

Pakistan instability(Extremism

Pakistan instability causes extremism

Major David Scott Sentell, United States Army, October 2009, A Monograph, “On the Brink: Instability and the Prospect of State Failure in Pakistan”, School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, online at 

http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cgi-bin/showfile.exe?CISOROOT=/p4013coll3&CISOPTR=2604&filename=2605.pdf

 Beyond the Taliban-backed insurgency, Pakistan is considered by many to be a vital area in the fight against terrorism. The FATA and the NWFP offer ungoverned territory for militant madrassas, unregulated terrorist training facilities, and sanctuary. Following the possibility of state failure in Pakistan, these training areas would undoubtedly expand into other provinces within the state. Unfortunately, the current U.S. administration is already seeing evidence of Pakistan’s inability to control the proliferation of violence and terrorist organizations in the tribal areas. In a September 8, 2009 United States Central Command (USCENTCOM) press release, Defense Secretary Robert Gates proposed that the growing insurgency in Afghanistan is due to a lessening of pressure on al Qaeda and the Taliban across the border in Pakistan. 122 If a marginally functional Pakistan is allowing the expansion of militant sanctuaries within its borders and fueling the insurgency against the U.S. military and the fledgling Afghan government, then an anarchic state with no capacity to halt extremism would become the worst-case scenario. This catastrophic event would undermine any progress made by the United States in Afghanistan and would perhaps open a new front in the war to prevent the spread of militant extremism in the region and to avoid the compromise of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. 
Instability in Pakistan allows extremists to take over

Major David Scott Sentell, United States Army, October 2009, A Monograph, “On the Brink: Instability and the Prospect of State Failure in Pakistan”, School of Advanced Military Studies United States Army Command and General Staff College Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, online at 

http://cgsc.contentdm.oclc.org/cgi-bin/showfile.exe?CISOROOT=/p4013coll3&CISOPTR=2604&filename=2605.pdf

As the author previously explained, the Pakistani Taliban already operates in the ungoverned areas of the FATA and the NWFP with ease. Ongoing Pakistani military operations in South Waziristan that began in October and November 2009 highlight the Pakistani government’s struggle to control these hinterlands considered a breeding ground for Islamic militants. Also, in the spring of 2009, the Pakistani Army clashed with Taliban fighters after the insurgent group seized control of the Swat Valley on May 5. 119 If the Taliban, terrorists, and other extremist groups currently have the ability to seize and control towns in the FATA and the NWFP, how far could their control expand if Pakistan falls prey to state failure? The more stable Punjab and Sindh provinces would eventually fall under the influence of the TTP, the Quetta Shura Taliban (QST), and other extremist groups vying for power and influence in the state. For the U.S. military, the loss of the vital supply lines through Pakistan would be exacerbated by the rapid expansion of militant safe-havens allowing an unhindered flow of fighters – insurgents and terrorists – into Afghanistan. Internally, the control of Pakistan’s approximately sixty nuclear warheads adds a stark reminder that there is more at stake here than just state and regional stability. 120 Therefore, in the event of state failure in Pakistan, would the United States have to expand its conventional military operations across the Durand Line to prevent the expansion of militant safe-havens and to ensure the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal? Perhaps a closer examination will reveal a handful of the various characteristics associated with the growth of ungoverned space in Pakistan. 
Stable Pakistan solves Terror and Prolif

Stable Pakistan key to stop terror and prolif

K. Alan Kronstadt Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division  March 6, 2006, “Pakistan-U.S. Relations”, Congressional Research Service, online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/IB94041.pdf

A stable, democratic, economically thriving Pakistan is considered vital to U.S. interests in Asia. Key U.S. concerns regarding Pakistan include regional terrorism; Pakistan- Afghanistan relations; weapons proliferation; the ongoing Kashmir problem and Pakistan- India tensions; human rights protection; and economic development. A U.S.-Pakistan relationship marked by periods of both cooperation and discord was transformed by the September 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States and the ensuing enlistment of Pakistan as a pivotal ally in U.S.-led counterterrorism efforts. Top U.S. officials regularly praise Islamabad for its ongoing cooperation, although doubts exist about Islamabad’s commitment to some core U.S. interests. Pakistan is identified as a base for terrorist groups and their supporters operating in Kashmir, India, and Afghanistan. Since late 2003, Pakistan’s army has been conducting unprecedented counterterrorism operations in traditionally autonomous western tribal areas. 

Pakistan Instability( China Tensions

Pakistan instability leads to US China Tension

John E. Peters, ET. Al James Dickens, Derek Eaton, C. Christine Fair, Nina Hachigian, Theodore W. Karasik, Rollie Lal, Rachel M. Swanger, Gregory F. Treverton, Charles Wolf, Jr., quals to come, 2006, Rand corporation, “WARAND ESCALATION IN SOUTH ASIA”, online at http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2006/RAND_MG367-1.pdf 

China has long worried about the influence of radical Islam in its western autonomous region, Xinjiang, and the effects of Islamist influences on the Uighur population there, some of which seeks autonomy. 2 The Chinese have complained on several occasions to Pakistan about illegal armed bands based in Pakistan that cross the frontier and proselytize among the Uighurs. Chinese fears have become acute recently because of increasing radicalism among younger Uighurs, and the discovery that, once again, Pakistan-based groups are operating on Chinese territory. In this second hypothetical scenario, concluding that Pakistan cannot control its frontiers effectively, Beijing resolves to control the border area itself and deploys forces along the international boundary for that purpose. These forces patrol aggressively in search of the intruding armed Islamists. The patrols often lead to hot pursuit missions into Pakistan’s territory to capture the Islamists before they can lose themselves in the countryside. Other times, Chinese forces con duct cross-border raids to attack suspected camps within Pakistani territory. Despite decades of Sino-Pakistani cooperation in many areas, Islamabad becomes irritated at Beijing’s assault on Pakistani sovereignty, and tensions between the two states escalate. Consequences of Pakistan-Based Illegal Armed Bands in Xinjiang If the Chinese were to escalate the ongoing counterinsurgency against the Uighurs in Xinjiang as part of their response, doing so might change the quality of relations between China and the G-7/8 countries, including the United States, depending upon the severity of the operations and the international community’s perception of Chinese behavior. If Chinese actions were perceived as legitimate elements in the GWOT, international relations may not suffer. If, however, Chinese actions are widely viewed as human rights violations and as unjustified persecution of a minority people, tensions between Beijing, Washington, and other key capitals might rise. China’s deeper involvement in South Asia, if it were to include the unlikely military interventions described in the scenario, might renew and deepen Indian fears about China. Alternatively, they might cause a warming of relations between India and China as relations between China and Pakistan deteriorate. Pakistan would resent Chinese military presence on its territory and might call upon the United States for help with the matter, hoping that Washington could convince Beijing that Pakistan could indeed exert sovereignty over its borders and that Chinese forces should stay on their own side of the frontier. China might seek to mitigate criticism by involving the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) in the problem. The organization was created to respond to Islamic extremism, terrorism, and instability. The organization might be able to integrate Pakistan into the broader counterterrorism and counter-Islamist effort pursued by Russia, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and China, although existing tensions between Pakistan and the Central Asian members of the SCO may preclude any real cooperation. On the other hand, if Pakistan were to resist the initiatives by the SCO, Islamabad’s noncooperation could become another source of tension in the region. 
*** Pull out Good ***

Pull-out Good- Afghan stability 

Pull-out leads to Afghan stability 

Robert Naiman, National Coordinator of Just Foreign Policy, November/December 2009, Should the United States withdraw from Afghanistan, Cato Policy Report, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html 

President Karzai has said he would invite the Taliban to a loya jirga, or grand tribal council, to restart stalled peace talks. The idea of a broad national reconciliation process in Afghanistan that includes tribes backing the Taliban and other insurgents has long been advocated by the top U.N. official for Afghanistan, Kai Eide. A new loya jirga could establish a new national unity government including leaders representative of Afghanistan's various insurgencies. The proposition that there will eventually be negotiations with insurgents in Afghanistan has been accepted by U.S. leaders. Admiral Mullen says we can't do so now because we'd be bargaining from a position of weakness. But more war is not likely to significantly affect the fundamental outlines of an eventual agreement. We should start negotiations now. The sooner negotiations begin, the sooner they can be concluded. U.S. officials have said Mullah Omar is "irreconcilable." But the United States has one overriding legitimate national security interest in Afghanistan: that it not be a base for organizing attacks against the United States. Reports in the British press of past peace talks have indicated that Taliban leaders accept the legitimacy of that U.S. interest. If Mullah Omar will sign and enforce an agreement that Afghanistan will not be a base for organizing attacks on the United States, then he is "reconcilable" to the interests of the majority of Americans. If the United States signals willingness to negotiate a withdrawal timetable with a national unity government, that will be a strong incentive for the formation of such a government: whoever participates will be at the table for negotiations. 

Pull-Out Good- Terrorism 

Afghanistan is unwinnable- staying in causes terrorism

The Washington Post quoting ANDREW J. BACEVICH-Professor of history and international relations at Boston University; author of "Washington Rules: America's Path to Permanent War.", May 9, 2010, “Is President Obama's Afghanistan strategy working?” online at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/07/AR2010050704506.html
In making Afghanistan the centerpiece of its retooled war on terrorism, the Obama administration overlooked this fact: The global jihadist threat has no center. "Winning" in Afghanistan, however defined, will neither eliminate nor even reduce that threat. What's more, past Western military forays into the Islamic world served chiefly to exacerbate violent jihadism. This pattern persists today. For evidence, look no further than neighboring Pakistan. This time things will be different, insist the proponents of counterinsurgency. Yet Americans need to look past all the happy talk about winning hearts and minds to see counterinsurgency for what it really is: coercive nation-building. It rests on this underlying premise: We know how you should live your life. It usurps any right to self-determination; it imposes norms. In this case, Western soldiers and civilian cadres are hell-bent on transforming a tribal culture imbued with a traditionalist form of Islam. This effort cannot help but elicit sustained resistance, as indeed it has. From his cave, Osama bin Laden no doubt rejoices: The prospect of the United States bankrupting itself through perpetual war provides a great gift to the jihadists. So is the Afghanistan surge working? You bet -- just not for us. 

Pull-Out Good- Time Table 

America has a history of ending wars too late
ANDREW J. BACEVICH-Professor of history and international relations at Boston University; author of "Washington Rules: America's Path to Permanent War.", February 1, 2010, “No Exit”, The American Conservative, online at: http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/feb/01/00006/
An alternative reading of our recent military past might suggest the following: first, that the political utility of force—the range of political problems where force possesses real relevance—is actually quite narrow; second, that definitive victory of the sort that yields a formal surrender ceremony at Appomattox or on the deck of an American warship tends to be a rarity; third, that ambiguous outcomes are much more probable, with those achieved at a cost far greater than even the most conscientious war planner is likely to anticipate; and fourth, that the prudent statesman therefore turns to force only as a last resort and only when the most vital national interests are at stake. Contra Kristol, force is an “instrument” in the same sense that a slot machine or a roulette wheel qualifies as an instrument. To consider the long bloody chronicle of modern history, big wars and small ones alike, is to affirm the validity of these conclusions. Bellicose ideologues will pretend otherwise. Such are the vagaries of American politics that within the Beltway the views expressed by these ideologues—few of whom have experienced war—will continue to be treated as worthy of consideration. One sees the hand of God at work: the Lord obviously has an acute appreciation for irony. 

***TERRORISM***
Terrorism not a problem now 

Al Qaeda not a threat in Afghan 

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
We are closer to accomplishing both goals than most people realize. CIA Director Leon Panetta recently estimated the number of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan to be “60 to 100, maybe less.” It makes no sense to maintain 100,000 troops to go after so small an adversary, especially when Al Qaeda operates on this scale in a number of countries. Such situations call for more modest and focused policies of counterterrorism along the lines of those being applied in Yemen and Somalia, rather than a full-fledged counterinsurgency effort. Pakistan is much more important than Afghanistan given its nuclear arsenal, its much larger population, the many terrorists on its soil, and its history of wars with India. But Pakistan’s future will be determined far more by events within its borders than those to its west. The good news is that the Army shows some signs of understanding that Pakistan’s own Taliban are a danger to the country’s future, and has begun to take them on.All this argues for reorienting U.S. Afghan policy toward decentralization—providing greater support for local leaders and establishing a new approach to the Taliban. The war the United States is now fighting in Afghanistan is not succeeding and is not worth waging in this way. The time has come to scale back U.S. objectives and sharply reduce U.S. involvement on the ground. Afghanistan is claiming too many American lives, requiring too much attention, and absorbing too many resources. The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.

Troops ( More Terrorism 

Troops fuel more terrorism 

Weesa Kabul, in Dari 4 Aug 09, BBC, August 6, 2009, “Afghan paper highly critical of US, British military involvement”, Lexis-Nexis 
If the Americans respected whatever they meant by winning the trust of the people and sought this seriously, they would not have encountered such a situation in Afghanistan and would not be hated by the people of Afghanistan. US Defence Secretary Robert Gates has spoken about people tired of war and the need to develop and said that if US forces did not win the trust of the people and gain support of the public, they have no place in Afghanistan. He has some time remaining but if US forces do not win visible military victories in Afghanistan, the chances of winning over the Taleban will be reduced to zero. According to him, following the US experience in Iraq, no one would dare take a step in a direction where there is no hope for victory.But why is there concern about people being tired of war and why have US forces not been able to win the trust of the people? It is not difficult to give an answer to these questions considering the attitude of the people to the presence of foreign troops in Afghanistan. The walls of mistrust between the people and the troops in Afghanistan to fight against terrorists and ensure stability, development and democracy are growing higher and more impenetrable and pessimism has replaced the initial optimism. The widening gap between the people and foreign troops is opening doors for terrorist networks to infiltrate discontented people and recruit people who are affected by the presence of foreign troops. That is how the terrorists are regrouping and gradually winning the lost war.In the past American forces lacked funds and soldiers and now they are running out of time. That is why Robert Gates has set a timeframe for victory and progress in trust-building in Afghanistan. The Americans should have understood that they are not only fighting the Taleban and a network of terrorists, but that there are also other invisible hands trying to force the mission into a deadlock and the Taleban are just their stooges and pawns in exacting revenge. Therefore, in order for the resistance to foreign troops not to become widespread and the one year not to be wasted, the Americans should set a date for their withdrawal and involve neighbouring countries in finding a political solution before the Americans are trapped by their prey. Otherwise, it would take years to overcome the lost war. Jaap de Hoop Scheffer, whose mission as NATO Secretary-General ended after five years, said that the failure of NATO in Afghanistan would open the doors for terrorists and Al-Qa'idah and that would be a failure of the international community.

Terrorism bad – extinction

Terrorism will result in extinction.

Yonah Alexander Prof, Dir – Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, 8-28-03, Lexis

Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]]
Can’t fight Terrorism and Opium

Afghanistan – Can’t fight both Terrorism and Opium

Carpenter, Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and David Rittgers. legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute.  "Fight Drugs or Terrorists — But Not Both." March 6, 2009. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10027 (accessed July 19, 2010).

A proposed directive by General John Craddock, Nato's top commander, to target opium traffickers and "facilitators" in Afghanistan has provoked considerable opposition within the alliance. That resistance is warranted, since Craddock's proposal is a spectacularly bad idea. Implementing this proposal would greatly complicate Nato's mission in Afghanistan by driving Afghans into the arms of the Taliban and al-Qaida. US and Nato leaders need to understand that they can wage the war against radical Islamic terrorists in Afghanistan or wage a war on narcotics — but they can't do both with any prospect of success. The opium trade is a huge part — better than one-third — of the country's economy. Attempts to suppress it will provoke fierce opposition. Worse yet, opium grows best in the southern provinces populated by Pashtuns, a people traditionally hostile to a strong central government and any foreign troop presence. These same provinces produced the Taliban and more easily revert to supporting fundamentalist militias than their Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara neighbours to the north.

***POLITICS

Afghanistan War Unpopular (1/3)

Steele dislikes the War

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
GOP chairman Michael Steele was blasted by fellow Republicans recently for describing Afghanistan as “a war of Obama’s choosing,” and suggesting that the United States would fail there as had many other outside powers. Some critics berated Steele for his pessimism, others for getting his facts wrong, given that President George W. Bush ordered the invasion of Afghanistan soon after 9/11. But Steele’s critics are the ones who are wrong: the RNC chair was more correct than not on the substance of his statement, if not the politics.

Democrats and Public are skeptical of Afghan

Peter Goodspeed, October 3, 2009, “Two paths for war; Obama must choose: more troops in Afghanistan or fewer”, Lexis Nexis 
While the Pentagon's top military commanders seem to be standing behind Gen. McChrystal's assessment, other key officials appear to be divided.U. S. Vice-President Joe Biden, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel and National Security Advisor Gen. James Jones are all said to be reluctant to support a troop increase and favour a strategy that targets al-Qaeda and the Taliban.But critics of the "small footprint" strategy claim it would allow the Taliban to carve out sanctuaries in Afghanistan and would gradually undermine the Afghan government."Half-measures -- the hallmark of the 'small footprint' strategy -- will not work," says James Phillips of Washington's Heritage Foundation. An incremental approach that defers any requested troop reinforcement may also jeopardize a counterinsurgency campaign, he warns.Still, disenchantment over corruption in Afghanistan and anger over blatant vote rigging during the August election have soured some top U. S. officials and politicians, discouraging them from further supporting a prolonged nation-building exercise.After eight years of combat in Afghanistan, many Americans are simply impatient and war-weary."There are more than enough troops, civilians, money and operational capability available between the United States, NATO forces and our Afghan allies to defeat the Taliban and assist in rebuilding Afghan society," says retired Brigadier General Mark Kimmitt, a former U. S. Assistant Secretary of State. "There is no reason to fear losing a war of attrition. The major danger in Afghanistan is losing a war of exhaustion." If Mr. Obama opts to back a continued counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, he's going to have his work cut out selling the plan to his own party and the rest of the country."I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan in the country or in the Congress," says U. S. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi."We must change our mindset," Gen. McChrystal said this week in an address London's Institute for Strategic and International Affairs."Whether or not we like it, we have a conventional warfare culture -- not just our militaries but our societies. Our societies want to see lines on a map moving forward towards objectives, but you will not see that in a counterinsurgency because you do not see as clearly what is happening in people's minds.""We will have to do things dramatically and even uncomfortably differently in order to change how we think and operate," he said.

Afghanistan War Unpopular (2/3) 

War unpopular with Public 

BOB HERBERT, September 5, 2009, “Reliving The Past”, New York Times, Lexis-Nexis 
The president should listen to Mr. Biden has been a voice of reason, warning the administration of the dangers of increasing our military involvement in Afghanistan. President Obama  has not been inclined to heed his advice, which is worse than a shame. It's tragic. Watching the American escalation of the war in Afghanistan is like watching helplessly as someone you love climbs into a car while intoxicated and drives off toward a busy highway. No good can come of it. The war, hopelessly botched by the Bush crowd, has now lasted nearly eight long years, longer than our involvement in World Wars I and II combined. There is nothing even remotely resembling a light at the end of the tunnel. The war is going badly and becoming deadlier. July and August were the two deadliest months for U.S. troops since the American invasion in October 2001. Nevertheless, with public support for the war dwindling, and with the military exhausted and stretched to the breaking point physically and psychologically after so many years of combat in Afghanistan and Iraq, the president is ratcheting the war up instead of winding it down. He has already ordered an increase of 21,000 troops, which will bring the American total to 68,000, and will be considering a request for more troops that is about to come from Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of American and NATO forces in Afghanistan. These will be troops heading into the flames of a no-win situation. We're fighting on behalf of an incompetent and hopelessly corrupt government in Afghanistan. If our ultimate goal, as the administration tells us, is a government that can effectively run the country, protect its own population and defeat the Taliban, our troops will be fighting and dying in Afghanistan for many, many years to come. And they will be fighting and dying in a particularly unforgiving environment. Afghanistan is a mountainous, mostly rural country with notoriously difficult, lonely and dangerous roads -- a pitch-perfect environment for terrorists and guerrillas. Linda Bilmes, a professor at Harvard's John F. Kennedy School of Government, has been working with the Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz to document the costs of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. She told me: ''The cost per troop of keeping the troops in Afghanistan is higher than the cost in Iraq because of the really difficult overland supply route and the heavy dependence on airlifting all kinds of supplies. There has been such a lot of trouble with the security of the supplies, and that, of course, becomes even more complicated the more troops you put in. So we're estimating that, on average, the cost per troop in Afghanistan is at least 30 percent higher than it is in Iraq.'' The thought of escalating our involvement in Afghanistan reminded me of an exchange that David Halberstam described in ''The Best and the Brightest.'' It occurred as plans were being developed for the expansion of U.S. involvement in Vietnam. McGeorge Bundy, who served as national security adviser to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson, showed some of the elaborate and sophisticated plans to one of his aides. The aide was impressed, but also concerned. ''The thing that bothers me,'' he told Bundy, ''is that no matter what we do to them, they live there and we don't, and they know that someday we'll go away and thus they know they can outlast us.'' Bundy replied, ''That's a good point.'' We've already lost more than 5,000 troops in Iraq and Afghanistan and spent a trillion or so dollars. The longer we stay in Afghanistan, the more resentful the local population will become about our presence, and the more resentful the American public will become about our involvement in a war that seems to have no end and no upside. is being told (as Lyndon Johnson was told about Vietnam) that more resources will do the trick in Afghanistan -- more troops, more materiel, more money. Even if it were true (I certainly don't believe it), we don't have those resources to give. It's obscene what we're doing to the men and women who have volunteered for the armed forces, sending them into the war zones for three, four and five tours.The Army, in an effort to improve combat performance under these dreadful conditions, is planning intensive training for all of its soldiers in how to be more emotionally resilient. And, of course, a country that is going through the worst economic downturn since the Great Depression, and that counts its budget deficits by the trillions, has no choice but to lay the costs of current wars on the unborn backs of future generations.Lyndon Johnson made the mistake of not listening to the Joe Bidens of his day. There's a lesson in that for President Obama.  

Afghanistan War Unpopular (3/3)

War Unpopular- Public 

Kyle Spector, a policy advisor in the National Security Program at Third Way, a left of center think tank in Washington, DC, MondayJuly19,2010,ForeignPolicy, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/19/americans_barely_trust_obama_on_afghanistan

Recent polls showing pessimism about U.S. prospects in Afghanistan seem to suggest that Barack Obama has lost the United States' support for the war there. However, general exhaustion from years of war and specific support for Obama's Afghanistan strategy should not be so easily conflated. A careful reading of the polling data on Afghanistan shows that while the public is weary, they haven't yet given up on the mission or Obama's redefined strategy...yet. The U.S. public has significant doubts about Afghanistan. After a decade of war, U.S. citizens just aren't sure that the investment of time, energy and resources will pay off. When asked to in early June to consider whether the war in Afghanistan was worth fighting (given all of the costs to the U.S. versus the benefits) 44 percent of those polled believed it was worth it, 53 percent did not. In the same ABC News/Washington Post poll, only a slight majority (by 3 points) believed the U.S. was winning the war in Afghanistan. A more recent Newsweek poll found that just 26 percent of Americans believe the U.S. is winning the war and 46 percent think the U.S. is losing -- a 20 point margin. With June being the deadliest month ever for foreign forces in Afghanistan, the public has reason to think that the U.S. effort has lost its momentum. At the moment, there is also little hope among the public for a successful conclusion to the conflict in Afghanistan. 
Counterinsurgency Unpopular with Public
Charles A. Miller, PhD Poli Sci, Cambridge, 06/10, “Endgame for the west in Afghanistan”, Strategic studies institute.

A variety of factors explain the drop in support for the Afghanistan war in the United States. 

Yet at the same time, some explanations that one might have suspected to be useful have little empirical support. Clearly, casualties do not tell the whole story. At the same time, elite discord is a consequence rather than a cause of the fall in support for the war, while there is no evidence that the perceived lack of support from America’s allies has had a significant independent effect. The deteriorating course of the war on the ground and the shift in the nature of the mission from a straightforward restraint mission in the aftermath of 9/11 to a murkier counterinsurgency, however, are unquestionably key factors. A fall in public approval of the Afghan war accompanies the change in the nature of the engagement in 2002 from a purely defensive war against al Qaeda to a nation-building exercise. The same is also true of pessimistic and gloomy assessments of the situation on the ground—grim prognostications from generals, envoys, and agents hit public support harder even than sharp casualty spikes. At the same time, Iraq has had little impact on public perceptions of Afghanistan, a finding that is surprising.  Polling data over time shows the American people quite able and willing to compartmentalize the two wars. Similarly, the claim that the confused and shifting rationale for the war is the key factor can be doubted. A clearer strategic rationale accompanied by a deteriorating situation on the ground has done little to stem the hemorrhage of support; instead it has simply prompted many to ask the question as to whether the clear and limited goal of counterterrorism could not be achieved in a more cost-effective manner than through a fully-fledged counterinsurgency. 

Pull-Out key to Obama’s Popularity/Agenda  

No Pullout kills Obama’s popularity

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
The economic costs to the United States of sticking to the current policy are on the order of $100 billion a year, a hefty price to pay when the pressure to cut federal spending is becoming acute. The military price is also great, not just in lives and matériel but also in distraction at a time when the United States could well face crises with Iran and North Korea.
And the domestic political costs would be considerable if the president were seen as going back on the spirit if not the letter of his commitment to begin to bring troops home next year.
Afghan key to Obama’s agenda 

Peter Goodspeed, October 3, 2009, “Two paths for war; Obama must choose: more troops in Afghanistan or fewer”, Lexis Nexis 
It's gut check time in Afghanistan and U. S. President Barack Obama  is undertaking a wholesale review of the war strategy he adopted with much fanfare just eight months ago.This week and next, in the windowless, mahogany-paneled elegance of the underground White House Situation Room, Mr. Obama  and his top security advisors are debating the future of the war in Afghanistan.Faced with a rapidly deteriorating security situation in Afghanistan, with Taliban attacks increasing, NATO deaths spiralling upward and support for a prolonged war dwindling at home just as the 2010 Congressional elections approach, Mr. Obama  faces an agonizing decision. His generals are calling for a full-blown, multi-year, counterinsurgency war plan that may require ordering an extra 40,000 troops into Afghanistan. But some of his most senior advisors are urging him to scale back U. S. war goals and adopt a "minimalist" footprint in Afghanistan, shifting the U. S. military's attention to attacking al-Qaeda and Taliban targets in Pakistan.That would require fewer troops and the use of unmanned drones and special forces units.It could also coincide with an imminent decision by Pakistan to reassert itself militarily in South Waziristan, the troubled tribal area along the border with Afghanistan, where al-Qaeda and Taliban militants have sought refuge. Yesterday the Pakistani newspaper Dawn quoted unidentified Islamabad officials as saying a military offensive in South Waziristan could begin "in the next few days."Pakistan's military has tried to root out insurgents in the border area on three previous occasions and failed. This time it has spent months building up resources and troops in the region and has wrapped South Waziristan in an economic blockade since June. Tens of thousands of troops, backed by armoured cars and helicopter gun ships, are said to be poised to enter the tribal area. A Pakistani offensive in South Waziristan, which would have to begin before snows arrive in November, would follow successful counterinsurgency offensives in the North West Frontier Province, in the regions of Baijur, Mohmand and most recently in the Swat Valley.It would also follow weeks of intensive surveillance and assassination attacks on mid-level Taliban and al-Qaeda leaders by U. S.-operated CIA drones. A more intense border war that targets Taliban and al-Qaeda safe havens in Pakistan would, at least temporarily, buy time for Afghanistan to sort out some of the fallout over last August's presidential election, which was mired in corruption allegations and may still require a second round run-off. In the meantime, Mr. Obama   has to deal with the hot-button issue of whether to increase U. S. troop levels in Afghanistan. The decision will ignite debate in Washington and has the potential to derail many of Mr. Obama's  other political initiatives, jeopardizing any bipartisan agreements he might hope for on health-care reform, the economic recovery and climate control. While top U. S. military commanders and congressional Republicansare pushing for a troop increase in Afghanistan, many Democrats have begun to express doubts about the war.It was just eight months ago that Mr. Obama  declared Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources and troops and, after conducting a policy review, dispatched an additional 21,000 troops to the country.He also replaced the U. S. commander in Afghanistan and ordered U. S. Army General Stanley Mc-Chrystal, a counterinsurgency and special operations expert, to develop a new strategy for fighting the war.Gen. McChrystal's 66-page battlefield assessment landed on Mr. Obama's  desk late last month. It pulls no punches and warns "failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum" within a year "risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible."He said he needs more troops and resources to wage a full-fledged counterinsurgency campaign but held back on making a specific troop request. Experts say Gen. McChrystal may ask for as many as 40,000 troops on top of the 68,000 U. S. soldiers who will be on the ground in Afghanistan by the end of this year.That could create a massive political problem for Mr. Obama.  So, at the risk of looking like he may be backtracking, he has ordered a review of U. S. war strategy in Afghanistan before even discussing possible troop increases 
*** Police Presence ***

Police Presence Bad 
Police presence inflames anti-American sentiment and causes terrorist attacks on U.S. soil – the internal link only goes one way 

Ivan Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, 5-18-10, “Is Obama Making Terror Risk Worse? http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html 
President Obama, like his predecessor George W. Bush, has dismissed the obvious link between U.S. occupations of Muslim countries in Iraq and Afghanistan and increased terrorism against U.S. targets, saying that there were no such occupations on 9/11. Of course, Osama bin Laden has repeatedly declared that his primary reason for attacking on 9/11, before, and since has been U.S. military intervention in and occupation of Islamic countries. John O. Brennan, Obama’s chief counterterrorism adviser at the White House, has gone further and said that the administration’s drone attacks in Pakistan have thrown “these terrorist groups” off balance, hindering their attacks against U.S. targets. “Because of our success in degrading the capabilities of these terrorist groups overseas, preventing them from carrying out these attacks, they are now relegated to trying to do these unsophisticated attacks, showing that they have inept capabilities in training,” Brennan said. It failed to dawn on Brennan that the terrorist attacks wouldn’t be occurring in the first place without aggressive U.S. behavior in Islamic lands — for example, the motivation for the Pakistani Taliban-assisted Times Square bombing was clearly Obama’s escalation of the Bush administration’s drone attacks on Pakistani Taliban targets.

Nation and Police Building Ineffective

Peter W Galbraith, former UN Secretary-General's Deputy Special Representative for Afghanistan, May 17 2010, "The opposition's opening remarks," in the Economist Debates: Afghanistan, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516 
Afghanistan's problems extend far beyond Mr Karzai. Tens of billions of dollars have been spent on recruiting and training an Afghan police force with little to show for it. Some 80% of recruits are illiterate and a significant number are drug users. The standard eight-week training course is far too short to produce qualified police, especially since some time is necessarily devoted to teaching survival skills and even basic hygiene. A much longer course might produce better-trained Afghans, but the graduates would then probably not want to be police in a country where, in certain provinces, one in ten is killed each year. American troops can clear the Taliban from an area. But if the Taliban are to be kept away, American efforts must be followed by Afghan soldiers to provide security and Afghan police to provide law and order. Most important, an Afghan government must provide honest administration and win the loyalty of the population. While there has been progress in building an army, this is largely not the case with the police. And there is no prospect that Mr Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government can win the loyalty of the population. There are still missions that can be accomplished in Afghanistan. These include protecting the non-Pashtun areas from Taliban infiltration (the Taliban movement is almost entirely Pashtun), keeping Kabul relatively secure and striking at terrorists. These missions do not depend on an honest Afghan government and require just a small fraction of the troops now committed to the war. There is a legitimate debate as to how important Afghanistan is to western interests. There is, however, no need to resolve this question to know that it makes no sense to commit valuable national security resources to a counterinsurgency effort that will not succeed. As long as victory is defined as the defeat of the Taliban insurgency, the war in Afghanistan is not winnable. 

***NEG***

Pull-Out Bad—Terrorism 

U.S. pullout would lead to Taliban resurgence 

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, is the author of War of Necessity, War of Choice: A Memoir of Two Iraq Wars, July 18, 2010, “We’re Not Winning. It’s Not Worth It. Here’s how to draw down in Afghanistan.” , www.newsweek.com
This approach is hugely expensive, however, and is highly unlikely to succeed. The Afghan government shows little sign of being prepared to deliver either clean administration or effective security at the local level. While a small number of Taliban might choose to “reintegrate”—i.e., opt out of the fight—the vast majority will not. And why should they? The Taliban are resilient and enjoy sanctuary in neighboring Pakistan, whose government tends to view the militants as an instrument for influencing Afghanistan’s future (something Pakistan cares a great deal about, given its fear of Indian designs there).The economic costs to the United States of sticking to the current policy are on the order of $100 billion a year, a hefty price to pay when the pressure to cut federal spending is becoming acute. The military price is also great, not just in lives and matériel but also in distraction at a time when the United States could well face crises with Iran and North Korea.
Decentralization( Civil War 

Decentralization would lead to Civil War 

MARY FITZGERALD,  Foreign Affairs Correspondent, July 21, 2010,  “Little focus on how to bring insurgents into fold”, Irish Times, Lexis-Nexis
THE DISCUSSIONS between some 70 delegates gathered around a table at the Afghan foreign ministry yesterday had an all too familiar ring to them. During six hours of talks president Hamid Karzai  raised the issue of what he once termed the Afghanisation of the whole exercise and voiced hope that Afghan forces would take full responsibility for the country s security by 2014. There were refrains about more effective ways of funnelling foreign aid and platitudes about the need to tackle corruption. But remarkably little time was devoted to the thorny question exercising officials from Washington to London: how to bring insurgent leaders in from the cold and begin the process tentatively referred to as reconciliation . There has been much speculation that the White House may be reworking its Afghanistan strategy with a view to opening negotiations, through mediators, with senior Taliban figures. Karzai claims his government has the political will to push forward with a plan which would involve offering incentives to ground-level insurgents while attempting to reach a political deal with the leadership dependent on their willingness to renounce al-Qaeda. The prospect has prompted widespread unease if not alarm among Afghan women s activists and ethnic minorities who fear a reversal of the gains made since the Taliban regime was toppled in 2001. Hillary Clinton sought to assuage such concerns, insisting the rights of such groups will not be sacrificed in any deal. Writing at the weekend, president of the Council on Foreign Relations Richard Haass echoed what has become an increasingly common view of an unpopular war. Arguing that it was time to scale back US objectives, Haass wrote: The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.  Among recent suggestions on how Afghanistan could be managed was one drawn up by former US ambassador to India Robert Blackwill, who proposed a de facto partition. Under this plan, the US would agree to Taliban control of the Pashtun-dominated south if the Taliban did not allow al-Qaeda return to its former redoubts and did not seek to destabilise non-Pashtun pockets of the country. Another proposal, described by some proponents as decentralisation , would see the US providing weapons and training to local Afghan leaders who reject al-Qaeda s advances. In such a scenario, which would require constitutional reform to decentralise power from Kabul, there would be less focus on building up robust national security services. Needless to say, there are several serious drawbacks to both suggestions, not least the very real risk that the decentralisation plan could tip Afghanistan into a vicious civil war. Only a few years ago, talk of decentralisation or establishing what amounts to a self-governing Pashtunistan in the restive south would have been dismissed as at most outlandish or at least a betrayal of the lofty ambitions once held for Afghanistan. That such proposals are being aired, albeit in think tank and wider policy circles, indicates just how desperate the search for an exit strategy has become. Fighting has intensified in recent weeks. June proved the deadliest month in nine years for international forces in Afghanistan more than 100 troops, including 60 Americans, were killed. And for all the talk of reconciliation , the difficult question remains: why would the Taliban agree to enter negotiations when they believe they are winning?

Nation Building key to Stability 

Nation Building Key to Afghan Stability 
Arash Daimarkashi, November 12, 2008, “Obama  may help complete nation-building projects in Afghanistan – paper”, Daily Afghanistan, BBC News, Lexis-Nexis
With Barack Obama's  victory in the USA, ample optimism has been created in Afghanistan about a change in the US policy, strengthening security and improving living conditions in Afghanistan....[Ellipses as published]. Though it is assumed that the US foreign policy on Afghanistan and the region will not be changed, there is some optimism that maybe this time the Democrats could take Afghanistan out of the current confusion and trouble. The Republicans have failed to fight terrorism in Afghanistan efficiently, to reduce poverty, maintain security, institutionalise expansion and democracy and implement projects of state and nation building. Prior to all problems being solved in Afghanistan at once, a democratic government should be formed so that all people can trust in it. It should protect the citizens against any risks and threats. The governments have so far failed to establish a state in its true meaning. They have merely remained as administrators. Following the toppling of the Taleban regime and new developments, all became hopeful of having a transparent, accountable and workable government but unfortunately it has been proved as time passed by that it was merely a dream. [Passage omitted: On the history of governance in the world. According to the law, Afghanistan had governments in the past and now it too has. But in practical, the government has always been functioning as administrators in Afghanistan. They have never protected the rights of their citizens. Also, they have not had firm political, cultural, social and economic infrastructures. Particularly during the civil wars, the phenomenon of government had been visibly destroyed and the crisis and collapses annihilated all institutions including the government. But after the Taleban collapse, one of the major projects in Afghanistan was the process of state building. Unfortunately, this project has not been completed yet. On the contrary, a weak, corrupt and critical administration, which has not been able to protect the Afghan citizens, has taken power. One of the plagues hampering the process of shaping and strengthening the government is the existence of rampant official corruption. The international community and the USA have not become able to beef up the Afghan government and exert pressure on it to get rid of corruption and racial affiliation. On the other hand, the Britons have helped the Taleban to form a front against the government and compel it to negotiate with them [Taleban] and the Americans had to accept this policy too. In this way, the state building project, as well as other parallel projects, have not been completed. These projects as a political, economic and cultural structure could not guarantee the stability of Afghan history. But Obama's victory has created this hope in Afghanistan that the Americans will support their incomplete projects and complete them [in Afghanistan]. These projects include state and nation building in Afghanistan, reducing poverty and illiteracy rates, institutionalising democracy and restoring human rights while the Bush administration failed to complete these projects and the Afghan government has been grappling with numerous challenges.  Therefore, unless these projects are supported, the Afghan government and nation will never be built. Also, it will not become possible to implement other parallel projects as well. 

***OTHER STUFF*** 

Cards that were in the 1AC that I think we can remove

Karzi is useless and fails to create stability in Afghanistan 

Mindelle Jacobs, April 8 2010, “Karzai's remarks sign of trouble”, Toronto Sun, http://www.torontosun.com/comment/editorial/2010/04/07/13503581.html

Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s bizarre remarks over the past few days have thrown western leaders, diplomats and political observers into a tizzy. Some explain his West-bashing as an attempt to win political points at home, where his popularity is sagging amid ongoing violence and corruption. Perhaps Karzai’s cracking under the strain of trying to please western interests while struggling to tamp down domestic tribal conflicts. A former UN official even suggested that the Afghan president has a drug problem. Whatever the case, Karzai’s behaviour is a troubling signal that Afghanistan is nowhere near stable enough to govern itself. Karzai insists that foreign powers are to blame for the widespread fraud in last year’s election that returned him to power. He has also described foreign soldiers as “invaders.” These are the very soldiers who are risking their lives and dying to drag Afghanistan out of the stone age and bring stability to the war-scarred country. In his strangest comments, Karzai even threatened to join the Taliban if the West doesn’t back off trying to reform Afghanistan. This may be an effort by Karzai to boost his image among local tribal leaders but it’s a slap in the face to the NATO countries, especially Canada, the U.S. and Britain, shedding blood to give Afghanistan a better future. To those who can hardly wait for Canada to desert Afghanistan, Karzai’s anti-western rant is all the more reason to get out as soon as possible. But for those, like retired Maj.-Gen. Lewis MacKenzie, who believe it would be a mistake to pull out of Afghanistan completely next year, Karzai’s comments demonstrate how fragile Afghanistan still is. At the very least, MacKenzie says, we should leave a training unit to help the Afghan army and police. And our provincial reconstruction team will need security. Otherwise, the NGOs will flee. There has been much emphasis on the alleged abuse of detainees handed over to Afghan security forces, first with a special Commons committee and now before the Military Police Complaints Commission. Surely the future of Canada’s role in Afghanistan is just as important. The Commons committee was set up specifically to consider our overall mission there. Where’s the discussion about where we go from here? The silence is worrying. 

Shifting efforts from Nation Building to Counter-Terrorism efforts solve 

Gian P. Gentile, Gian P. Gentile is a serving Army officer and has a PhD in history from Stanford University. In 2006, he commanded a combat battalion in West Baghdad,  July 6th  2010, “Petraeus's impossible mission in Afghanistan: armed nation-building; The US can't build society at the barrel of a gun, but it can hunt Al Qaeda in Afghanistan.” , The Christian Science Monitor, Lexis-Nexis
There are alternatives to nation-building in Afghanistan. Columbia University scholar Austin Long recently offered an operational method that would reduce significantly the size of the US military in Afghanistan by transforming its mission from building up Afghan society to destroying and disabling Al Qaeda, along with limited training and advising to the Afghan military. This smaller force would focus on the areas most likely to harbor potential links and alliances with Al Qaeda. 

Alternatives to Opium Fail 

Alternatives to Opium Fail

Carpenter, Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and David Rittgers. legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute.  "Fight Drugs or Terrorists — But Not Both." March 6, 2009. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10027 (accessed July 19, 2010).

Alternatives to opium offer little hope. More than 90% of the world's opium comes from Afghanistan. Taking on opium in Afghanistan means taking on the world's demand for opium. Opium purchases for medicinal uses and substitute crop programmes with wheat, saffron and pomegranates will not stanch the demand for illicit drug production. In fact, reducing the illegal harvest with these efforts only makes the black-market prices rise and encourages farmers to grow more. If the Cold War taught us anything, it is that you cannot fight economics.

U.S. and NATO Can’t End Opium Trade
US and Nato Can’t End Opium Trade

Carpenter, Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and David Rittgers. legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute.  "Fight Drugs or Terrorists — But Not Both." March 6, 2009. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10027 (accessed July 19, 2010).

Nato leaders need to keep their priorities straight. The principal objective is to defeat radical Islamic terrorists. The drug war is a dangerous distraction from that goal. Recognising that security interests sometimes trump other objectives would hardly be unprecedented. For example, US officials eased their pressure on Peru's government regarding the drug-eradication issue in the early 1990s, when Lima concluded it was more important to induce farmers involved in the cocaine trade to abandon their alliance with the Maoist Shining Path guerrillas. The Obama administration should adopt a similarly pragmatic policy in Afghanistan and look the other way regarding drug trafficking. Alienating crucial Afghan factions in a vain attempt to disrupt the flow of drug revenues to the Taliban and al-Qaida is a strategy that is far too dangerous. This war is too important to sacrifice on the altar of drug-war orthodoxy.

Targeting Opium Alienates Afghanis 

Targeting Opium Alienates Afghanis

Carpenter, Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and David Rittgers. legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute.  "Fight Drugs or Terrorists — But Not Both." March 6, 2009. http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10027 (accessed July 19, 2010).

Proponents of a crackdown argue that a vigorous eradication effort is needed to dry up the funds flowing to the Taliban and al-Qaida. Those groups do benefit from the drug trade, but they are hardly the only ones. A UN report estimates that more than 500,000 Afghan families are involved in drug commerce. Given the network of extended families and clans in Afghanistan, it is likely that at least 35% of the country's population has a stake in the drug trade. Furthermore, Nato forces rely on opium-poppy farmers to provide information on the movement of enemy forces. Escalating the counter-narcotics effort risks alienating these crucial intelligence sources. Equally important, many of President Hamid Karzai's key political allies also profit from trafficking. These allies include regional warlords who backed the Taliban when that faction was in power, switching sides only when it was clear that the US-led military offensive in late 2001 was going to succeed. Targeting such traffickers is virtually guaranteed to cause them to switch sides yet again. Targeting drug traffickers also makes it impossible to achieve any "awakening" on par with the American success in Sunni areas of Iraq. We cannot fund local militias to keep the Taliban out. These militias already pay themselves from drug profits. These same drug profits will keep them loyal to Nato's enemies as long as the alliance remains committed to destroying their livelihood.
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