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Position Explanation

This affirmative is basically arguing for a withdraw of the US's military presence from Afghanistan. Currently the Obama administration is making no immediate moves to withdraw and has set its tentative date in July 2010. We argue that this withdraw should happen immediately and that the withdraw be negotiated between the US, Afghan gov and Taliban representatives. The US is key to this process because only a withdrawal of US troops can create the environment for US officials to negotiate terms with the Afghan gov and Taliban. If an auxiliary military presence is needed post withdrawal, the US could conduct drone strikes in Afghanistan from nearby bases in Pakistan. This solvency gives us links into a series of advantages: stability, terrorism, and soft power. the stability advantage argues that Afghanistan is destabilized now and that the only way it can be stable is for a withdraw of US military presence. A withdrawal of US military presence would prevent; spillover of terrorists to Pakistan, give credibility to the Afghan government, civilian deaths etc. that is fueling anti-US sentiment. If the US does not withdraw it risks destabilizing Afghanistan to the point where Pakistan also experiences instability that leads to nuclear war and conflict with India. The terrorism advantage argues that terrorism is strong in Afghanistan now and that the US military presence is in effect creating more terrorism by incentivizing recruitment and acting as a magnet for attacks. Rather then stomping terrorism as intended the US has fed more fuel to the fire which supercharges America's risk of experiencing another terrorist attack which would inevitable spark retaliation and conflict. The soft power advantage contends that as a result of America's intervention in Iraq and Afghanistan its appeal and credibility has declined amongst the international community. By withdrawing from Afghanistan the US could send a symbolic message to the global community and restore its soft power. By increasing its soft power the US would be better positioned to solve problems like climate change, terrorism and global conflict. The strategic advantage of this affirmative is that it is an excellent idea to withdraw from Afghanistan, which means people write great evidence and enough for many different impact scenarios.

1AC – Inherency

Troop withdrawal  will be blocked by congress in the squo 

Newsmax, house rejects call for withdrawal from Afghanistan, 3.10.2010, http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/US-Afghanistan-Vote/2010/03/10/id/352282

The House on Wednesday soundly rejected an effort by anti-war lawmakers to force a withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year. The outcome of the vote, 356-65 against the resolution, was never in doubt. But the 3 1/2 hours of debate did give those who oppose President Barack Obama's war policies a platform to vent their frustrations. Opposing the resolution was easy for almost all Republicans, who have been solidly behind Obama's decision to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan from 70,000 to 100,000. Only five Republicans supported the measure. It was a harder vote for some Democrats, particularly in an election year where opposing the war can be equated with opposing the troops. Several expressed discomfort with a war that has lasted 8 1/2 years and cost the nation more than 930 American lives and the treasury more than $200 billion, but said they were voting against the resolution because it was ill-timed and unrealistic. Obama has said he wants to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan starting in July 2011. "Unless this Congress acts to claim its constitutional responsibility, we will stay in Afghanistan for a very, very long time at great cost to our troops and to our national priorities," Kucinich said.

Inherency- No way Obama pulls out by 2011

Stephen Schlesinger, Columnist, March 10 2010 “The Only Way Out of Afghanistan is a Withdrawal Deadline”, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html
Obama made clear in his statement that his deadline marked the beginning of a draw-down from Afghanistan. He did not say he was undertaking a full pullout of U.S. troops on that date. Furthermore, he was emphatic that his change in strategy would be dependent on “conditions on the ground.” Quite evidently, he inserted that phrase to give himself wiggle room to revise, amend, and reboot his tactics if the war worsens by the summer of 2011, if there are still not enough Afghan forces available to protect the government at that time, or for some other unanticipated contingency. In doing this, he was making clear to the Afghans that the U.S. was not walking away from the country.
The war in Afghanistan can’t be won, the British in the late 1800’s prove

The Times, Dec 5 2009, “Drawdown in Afghanistan; Despite risks, Obama's  planned withdrawal of US forces starting in 2011 is a bold attempt to smooth the transfer of power and shore up support for a necessary war”, Lexis
The experience of Iraq showed that the Islamist-Baathist insurgency was brittle: once tribal leaders had been persuaded to change sides, foreign Islamists ceased to flow into the country and fled instead. The departure date is also useful on this front. It will help to reassure the Afghans, who suspect that all foreign forces want to stay for good, that the coalition is leaving. A 2011 date needs to be a flexible undertaking, so that US forces can respond across regions of the country as problems arise. Its merit, though, is that it signals better than rhetoric the nature of the US commitment. The military campaign is not a grandiose 40-year project in nationbuilding. It is a pragmatic effort to establish a peaceful and more pluralist state that can defend itself against armed insurrection. It can be advanced if the Afghan Government and the American people have a sense that the beginning of the drawdown of America's commitment is in sight. It is worse than a cliché to describe Afghanistan as the graveyard of empires: it is also bad history. Britain withdrew from Afghanistan in 1880, after a two-year campaign, not through military defeat but because it had accomplished its aims. The US-led coalition has every prospect of doing the same in 2011.
Plan: The United States Federal Government should withdraw its military forces from Afghanistan
1AC – Stability Advantage 1/2
Afghanistan is spiraling out of control

Alexei Pilko, holds a Ph.D. in history, a tornado of instability, 7.7.2010, http://www.russiaprofile.org/page.php?pageid=International&articleid=a1278525555
The recent events in Kyrgyzstan have once again reminded everyone of how explosive Central Asia is. Before our very own eyes, this enormous region, which includes the former Soviet Central Asian republics, Afghanistan and perhaps Pakistan, is rapidly spiraling down into a precipice. It is now clear that the focus of global politics has irrevocably shifted to the south of the Eurasian continent, where the interests of Russia, the United States, China and the European Union intertwine. And they’re not the only ones.Currently Central Asia (which should also include the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan) is increasingly plunging into permanent instability, which could develop into complete chaos. The first victim was Kyrgyzstan, which is now headed straight for the collapse of its young statehood. A second “Afghanistan” is emerging there, and this will be very difficult to stop. 
Setting a firm deadline for troop withdrawal now is critical in gaining control over Afghanistan
Stephen Schlesinger, Columnist, March 10 2010 “The Only Way Out of Afghanistan is a Withdrawal Deadline”, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html
Why should he have set a deadline at all? For the simple reason that, if you don’t insist on a deadline, the President of Afghanistan, Hamid Karzai, will do little to reform his government, end corruption, and take over the defense of his own country. As the current U.S. envoy to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, wrote in a confidential cable to Washington last November, “Karzai continues to shun responsibility for any sovereign burden, whether defense, governance or development. He and much of his circle do not want the US to leave and are only too happy to see us invest further. They assume we covet their territory for a never-ending ‘war on terror’ and for military bases to use against surrounding powers.” Or, as British Afghan expert Rory Stewart,  writing in the January 2010 issue of the New York Review of Books, saw it: “As long as the U.S. asserted that Afghanistan was an existentialist threat, the front line in the war on terror, and that, therefore, failure was not an option, the U.S. had no leverage over Karzai.” Thus President Obama, to exert pressure on Karzai to end his reliance on America, had to establish a clear finish date by which time Karzai had to take fuller responsibility over his own nation’s fate. Yes, as Obama said,we are still intent on tracking down and defeating al-Qaeda worldwide, but in Afghanistan we can, at best, contain Kabul’s greatest peril—the Taliban—and “deny it the ability to overthrow the government.” But, Obama was saying, we don’t have the resources to do more.
Instability in Afghanistan will spillover and undermine Pakistan sparking nuclear war

Joshua Foust, associate editor for Current Intelligence, The Case for Afghanistan: Strategic Considerations, 2009, http://www.registan.net/index.php/2009/08/27/the-case-for-afghanistan-strategic-considerations/

And lest anyone think it is appropriate to write off the India-Pakistan conflict as somebody else’s problem, it is never somebody else’s problem when nuclear weapons are involved. As Jari Lindholm reminded, India and Pakistan have come a hair’s breadth from nuclear conflict twice over Kashmir. And like it or not, it is a compelling and vital American interest to prevent nuclear conflict in South Asia—which makes “fixing” Afghanistan in some way also a vital American interest.  Regional security is one of those topics that gets mentioned casually by many pundits but never really articulated. It is by far Ahmed Rashid’s most convincing argument, that supporting stability in Central and South Asia is a compelling interest not just for the U.S., but for the West in general.  When it comes to Pakistan, the big danger is not in a Taliban takeover, or even in the Taliban seizure of nuclear weapons—I have never believed that the ISI could be that monumentally stupid (though they are incredibly stupid for letting things get this far out of hand). The big danger, as it has been since 1999, is that insurgents, bored or underutilized in Afghanistan, will spark another confrontation between India and Pakistan, and that that confrontation will spillover into nuclear conflict. That is worth blood and treasure to prevent. 
 

1AC – Stability Advantage 2/2
Afghani collapse leads to Pakistani civil war 

The New York Times, 11/15/2001
After Sept. 11, with options and allies in short supply, Pakistani leader Pervez Musharraf agreed to cooperate with the United States against the Taliban. Both countries now face the thorny issue of the Pashtuns. Wiping out the Taliban won't end the prospect of Pashtunistan -- it may even energize it. If a government dominated by the Northern Alliance denies the Pashtuns power in Afghanistan proper, they will exert power elsewhere. Taliban forces could retreat into Pakistan's Northwest Frontier Province and form alliances with their Pashtun cousins. If, on the other hand, Pashtuns were to become a dominant power in Afghanistan in the post-Taliban era, Pakistan could face a revival of Afghan interest in expanding into Pakistani territory. Pakistan cannot afford any movement that threatens to fragment it, and it cannot withstand simultaneous challenges in Kashmir and Afghanistan. Nor can it afford a civil war between disappointed fundamentalists and disappointed nationalists -- particularly given its possession of nuclear weapons. What is the solution? The United Nations must lead the rebuilding efforts in Afghanistan and guarantee the country's neutrality. It should secure nonaggression pacts to assure Pakistan that a new Afghanistan won't pursue Pashtun dreams -- and to assure Iran that Afghanistan will not become a platform for anti-Iranian militants. Finally, it should persuade Pakistan to help landlocked Afghanistan gain reliable access to the sea. With some stability and enough trust, the Central Asian states, Pakistan and Afghanistan may be able to form a workable common market that would help minimize the divisions upon which so many outside powers have played over the past century and more. Saudi Arabia, the United States and Russia, having spent so much on sending guns and bombs since 1979, might at last send some more useful help. Within Afghanistan, a reconciliation government must be established that is truly inclusive. Returning King Zahir Shah as a symbol of unity is welcome, but he must not be perceived as a puppet of the United States or the Northern Alliance. Pashtuns won't easily relinquish two centuries of memory and power. Without a major Pashtun role in the future of Afghanistan, there will be no viable peace. In Afghanistan, the easy solutions have consistently had terrible unintended consequences. The country has endured war upon war, but its history demonstrates that what may prove to be far more dangerous than the shooting of weapons is the backfiring of policy.

Pakistani civil war leads to India-Pakistan nuclear war

The Washington Post, 10/21/2001
The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games. 

1AC – Soft Power Advantage 1/2
American leadership and global credibility are rapidly declining – Afghanistan key issue

Barry Rubin, director of the Global Research in International Affairs (GLORIA) Center, Interdisciplinary university, the decline of the Obama administration: massachusetts and the middle east, 1/21/2010, http://www.globalpolitician.com/26167-barack-obama

As for the great issue of our time in the region-the attempt of revolutionary Islamists to seize power-the administration is still narrowly focused on al-Qaida, whose ideology cannot even be mentioned under the president's parameters. American popularity is claimed but American credibility continues to decline. There is no campaign to rally a grand alignment of the forces opposing Islamism. The situation in Turkey goes on unrecognized with a neo-Islamist government there acting to flout U.S. interests because it knows the Obama administration will never criticize or pressure it. As for Afghanistan, a half-and-half approach, so obviously motivated by politics rather than military strategy, is doomed to waste lives without achieving the level of success possible in Iraq. In the collapse of the Obama administration's tremendous support on taking office a mere year ago, it is of course the jobs and economy that plays the main role. But foreign policy is also bringing down the president and his team. There, the administration's mistakes will eventually inflict enormous damage unless it either changes its ways or is voted out of office.

Withdrawal from Afghanistan is key to revitalizing US soft power

G. Pascal Zachary, a member of the In These Times Board of Editors, is the author of the memoir Married to Africa and The Diversity Advantage: Multicultural Identity in the New World Economy. Professor of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund, the case for an immediate withdrawal from Afghanistan, 10.9.2009,

http://www.towardfreedom.com/global-news/1717-the-case-for-an-immediate-withdrawal-from-afghanistan

Morality must return to the center of America's relations with the world. Afghanistan could become, as Obama likes to say, "a teaching moment," for this president and his wider constituency, the citizens of the planet. The Bush presidency damaged both the image of the United States as a role model for promoters of democratization around the world, and further entrenched a darker counter-view of America as a reactionary force in world affairs. The Obama presidency creates an opening to restore the brighter side. In continuing the war in Afghanistan, Obama risks destroying his chances to redeem the United States in the eyes of the world. By ending the Afghan war, quickly and decisively, the president will match his rhetoric of hope with reality. He will also save U.S. lives and create new openings for negotiation, diplomacy and regional solutions to problems in distant lands. 
1AC – Soft Power Advantage 2/3
30 regional conflicts will go global in a world without U.S. soft power 

Joseph Nye, Dean, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, 1996, W. Q., p ln

While generally less threatening to U.S. interests than global or regional balance of power conflicts, communal conflicts are the most likely kind of post-cold war conflict and have thus far proved the most frequent. Less than 10 percent of the 170 states in today's world are ethnically homogenous. Only half have one ethnic group that accounts for as much as 75 percent of their population. Africa, in particular, is a continent of a thousand ethnic and linguistic groups squeezed into some 50-odd states, many of them with borders determined by colonial powers in the last century with little regard to traditional ethnic boundaries. The former Yugoslavia was a country with five nationalities, four languages, three religions, and two alphabets. As a result of such disjunctions between borders and peoples, there have been some 30 communal conflicts since the end of the Cold War, many of them still ongoing.  Communal conflicts, particularly those involving wars of secession, are very difficult to manage through the UN and other institutions built to address interstate conflicts. The UN, regional organizations, alliances, and individual states cannot provide a universal answer to the dilemma of self-determination versus the inviolability of established borders, particularly when so many states face potential communal conflicts of their own. In a world of identity crises on many levels of analysis, it is not clear which selves deserve sovereignty: nationalities, ethnic groups, linguistic groups, or religious groups. Similarly, uses of force for deterrence, compellence, and reassurance are much harder to carry out when both those using force and those on the receiving end are disparate coalitions of international organizations, states, and subnational groups.  Moreover, although few communal conflicts by themselves threaten security beyond their regions, some impose risks of "horizontal" escalation, or the spread to other states within their respective regions. This can happen through the involvement of affiliated ethnic groups that spread across borders, the sudden flood of refugees into neighboring states, or the use of neighboring territories to ship weapons to combatants. The use of ethnic propaganda also raises the risk of "vertical" escalation to more intense violence, more sophisticated and destructive weapons, and harsher attacks on civilian populations as well as military personnel. There is also the danger that communal conflicts could become more numerous if the UN and regional security organizations lose the credibility, willingness, and capabilities necessary to deal with such conflicts.   Preventing and Addressing Conflicts: The Pivotal U.S. Role Leadership by the United States, as the world's leading economy, its most powerful military force,, and a leading democracy, is a key factor in limiting the frequency and destructiveness of great power, regional, and communal conflicts. The paradox of the post-cold war role of the United States is that it is the most powerful state in terms of both "hard" power resources (its economy and military forces) and "soft" ones (the appeal of its political system and culture), yet it is not so powerful that it can achieve all its international goals by acting alone. The United States lacks both the international and domestic prerequisites to resolve every conflict, and in each case its role must be proportionate to its interests at stake and the costs of pursuing them. Yet the United States can continue to enable and mobilize international coalitions to pursue shared security interests, whether or not the United States itself supplies large military forces.  The U.S. role will thus not be that of a lone global policeman; rather, the United States can frequently serve as the sheriff of the posse, leading shifting coalitions of friends and allies to address shared security concerns within the legitimizing framework of international organizations. This requires sustained attention to the infrastructure and institutional mechanisms that make U.S. leadership effective and joint action possible: forward stationing and preventive deployments of U.S. and allied forces, prepositioning of U.S. and allied equipment, advance planning and joint training to ensure interoperability with allied forces, and steady improvement in the conflict resolution abilities of an interlocking set of bilateral alliances, regional security organizations and alliances, and global institutions.
1AC – Soft Power Advantage 3/3

Soft power is key to solve climate change

Parag Khanna Director of the Global Governance Initiative and Senior Research Fellow in the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation, 4-18-2008 “The United States and Shifting Global Power Dynamics,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/16002/united_states_and_shifting_global_power_dynamics.html
To the extent that our grand strategy will involve elements of promoting good governance and democracy, we will have to become far more irresistible as a political partner, offering incentives greater than those of other powers who do not attach any strings to their relationships. Even if you are agnostic on this issue, we are all aware that this is a perennial plank of American diplomacy and if we want to be even remotely effective at it, we have to up our ante in this arena of rising powers. This I believe is part of what you would call “non-military spending on national security,” a course of action I strongly advocate for the Middle East and Central Asia. An equally important component of grand strategy will have to be a realistic division of labor with these rising powers, something both of us clearly emphasize. Whether the issue is climate change, public health, poverty reduction, post-conflict reconstruction, or counterterrorism, we do not have the capacity to solve these problems alone—nor can any other power. I argue that we need serious issue-based summit diplomacy among concerned powers (and other actors such as corporations and NGOs) to get moving quickly on these questions rather than (or in parallel to) allowing things to drag through their course in cumbersome multilateral fora. This last point is crucial: the missing ingredient to a globalized grand strategy is the U.S. foreign policy community cleverly leveraging the strengths, activities, and global footprint of the U.S. private sector and NGO communities into what I call a diplomatic-industrial complex. It is in changing our foreign policy process, as much as some of the goals, that our success lies.
Climate change leads to extinction

David Stein, Science editor for The Guardian, Global Warming Xtra: Scientists warn about Antarctic melting, 2008, http://www.agoracosmopolitan.com/home/Frontpage/2008/07/14/02463.html
Global Warming continues to be approaches by governments as a "luxury" item, rather than a matter of basic human survival. Humanity is being taken to its destruction by a greed-driven elite. These elites, which include 'Big Oil' and other related interests, are intoxicated by "the high" of pursuing ego-driven power, in a comparable manner to drug addicts who pursue an elusive "high", irrespective of the threat of pursuing that "high" poses to their own basic survival, and the security of others. Global Warming and the pre-emptive war against Iraq are part of the same self-destructive prism of a political-military-industrial complex, which is on a path of mass planetary destruction, backed by techniques of mass-deception."The scientific debate about human induced global warming is over but policy makers - let alone the happily shopping general public - still seem to not understand the scope of the impending tragedy. Global warming isn't just warmer temperatures, heat waves, melting ice and threatened polar bears. Scientific understanding increasingly points to runaway global warming leading to human extinction", reported Bill Henderson in CrossCurrents. If strict global environmental security measures are not immediately put in place to keep further emissions of greenhouse gases out of the atmosphere we are looking at the death of billions, the end of civilization as we know it and in all probability the end of humankind's several million year old existence, along with the extinction of most flora and fauna beloved to man in the world we share. 
1AC - Terrorism Advantage 1/2
Terrorists are in the region now and sustained by Pakistan

Ahmed Rashid, columnist, May 26th 2010, “No easy options for getting out of Afghanistan”, http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2010/05/26/endgame_afghanistan_taliban
The third problem is that the Afghan Taliban and other extremist groups are still able to find sanctuary in Pakistan. The Pakistan military allowed the Taliban and its allies to relaunch their campaign against US forces in 2003. Bush ignored the issue as long as Pakistan went after al-Qaida, which the military did. Obama has pushed Pakistan harder with both carrots and sticks, but Pakistan insists on keeping the Afghan Taliban option open because of its perceived but exagerrated threat from India, which has strengthened its influence in Kabul. Now, with the U.S. intent to withdraw and Pakistan a key player in the end game for influence in Kabul, the military sees it as all the more important to keep the Afghan Taliban in reserve as a proxy force for pursuing the army's interests in Kabul.

Al Qaeda will attain WMD’s and use them against the US

Baltimore Sun, 7/13/2007, “Report reassesses threat by al-Qaida”, http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/nationworld/bal-te.intel13jul13,0,1734074.story?coll=bal-attack-headlines 

Among the key findings of the classified document, which is still in draft form and remains to be approved by all 16 U.S. spy agencies:  • The U.S. will face "a persistent and evolving terrorist threat" within its borders over the next three years. The main danger comes from Islamic groups, especially al-Qaida, and is "driven by the undiminished intent to attack the homeland and a continued effort by terrorist groups to adapt and improve their capabilities."  • Al-Qaida is probably still pursuing chemical, biological or nuclear weapons and would use them if its operatives developed sufficient capability.  • The terror group has been able to restore three of the four key tools it would need to launch an attack on U.S. soil: a haven in Pakistan's tribal areas, operational lieutenants and senior leaders. It could not immediately be learned what the missing fourth element is.  • The group will bolster its efforts to position operatives inside U.S. borders. U.S. officials have expressed in public concerns about the ease with which people can enter the United States through Europe because of a program that admits most Europeans without visas.  The document also discusses increasing concern about individuals inside the United States who are adopting an extremist form of Islam. 

1AC - Terrorism Advantage 2/2
Negotiations are key to isolating al-Qaeda
Stephen Schlesinger, Columnist, March 10 2010 “The Only Way Out of Afghanistan is a Withdrawal Deadline”, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html
What else does a deadline accomplish? A deadline will likely give the Karzai government more credibility as it seeks to begin serious negotiations with the Taliban, perhaps along the lines of a coalition government a la Nepal, especially if Obama’s surge manages to blunt the Taliban offensive and convince the insurgents that their cause is futile. Karzai, indeed, is already making overtures to the Taliban, possibly as a result of the Obama deadline. And, as the Taliban is a local Pashtun group, not a global Islamic extremist movement or al-Qaeda, there may be grounds for both parties to work out a deal as Karzai, too, is a fellow Pashtun. The Taliban have insisted all along that they won’t start talks with Karzai until the U.S. sets a date for withdrawal. This means that even if Karzai makes no progress with the Taliban, the Obama deadline at least meets the foe’s condition and will test the Taliban’s readiness to abide by it. And a settlement with the Taliban could well mean the end of al-Qaeda, since many in the Taliban cannot forgive al-Qaeda for its 9/11 attacks on the U.S., which led to the Taliban’s defeat in 2001. In any event, most of al-Qaeda’s band have already fled to Pakistan or Yemen.

Nuclear terrorism causes nuclear war and extinction.

Guardian, 3-31-2008, Project Syndicate, “The Nuclear Risk,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/mar/31/newnuclearrisk

Vital pillars of the old arms-control and anti-proliferation regime have either been destroyed - as was the case with the anti-ballistic missile (ABM) treaty - or substantially weakened, as with the nuclear non-proliferation treaty (NPT). Responsibility for this lies largely with the Bush administration, which, by terminating the ABM treaty, not only weakened the international control systems for nuclear weapons, but also sat on its hands when confronted with the NPT's imminent collapse.  At the beginning of the 21st century, proliferation of military nuclear technology is one of the major threats to humanity, particularly if this technology falls into terrorists' hands. The use of nuclear weapons by terrorists would not only result in a major humanitarian tragedy, but also would most likely move the world beyond the threshold for actually waging a nuclear war. The consequences would be horrific. 

1AC Solvency 1/2
Withdrawing US military presence in favor of negotiations and drones is the only way to solve Afghanistan

G. Pascal Zachary, a member of the In These Times Board of Editors, is the author of the memoir Married to Africa and The Diversity Advantage: Multicultural Identity in the New World Economy. Professor of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund, the case for an immediate withdrawal from Afghanistan, 10.9.2009,

http://www.towardfreedom.com/global-news/1717-the-case-for-an-immediate-withdrawal-from-afghanistan

Yet the very presence of American troops inflames ethnic differences.

Afghans view Americans as invaders and occupiers, and their very presence galvanizes opponents, creating more resistance. As Afghan army spokesman Zahir Azimi has said, "Where [American] forces are fighting, people think it is incumbent on them to resist the occupiers and infidels." The self-perpetuating nature of the conflict explains the profound pessimism expressed by some with deep experience in the region. British Gen. David Richards, who served in Afghanistan, said in August that stabilizing the country could take 40 years. While such predictions are dismissed as hysterical, they are simply the logical extension of Levin's insistence that the United States "increase and accelerate our efforts to support the Afghan security forces in their efforts to become self-sufficient in delivering security to their nation." These efforts at self-reliance inevitably involve a significant American presence on the ground, which in turn fuels the very cycle that Levin insists he wants to avoid: a costly quagmire.The alternative to a McChrystal escalation or a Levin quagmire requires no leap into the unknown but rather recognition of limits of American power and the legacy of Afghan history. The script for withdrawal is essentially already written-in Iraq, of all places. For the sake of temporary peace, Iraq has essentially been partitioned into three "sub-countries," two of which are essentially ethnic enclaves. The same could be done in Afghanistan-though the number of sub-divisions could be larger, and acceptance of Taliban rule over some of them would be required. In this scenario, a phased pullout of U.S. forces could accompany the negotiated "government of national unity," which-like in Iraq-would preserve the "notional" nation of Afghanistan while effectively deconstructing the territory into more manageable pieces.The United States once blithely dealt with the Taliban (Dick Cheney, after all, famously met with the Taliban prior to bin Laden's attacks). While retaining the right to attack al Qaeda on Afghan soil, the Obama administration could tolerate Taliban rule if the result of a stable Afghanistan was to free more resources and attention to Pakistan's urgent security issues. The embrace of realism could well co-evolve with the re-emergence of a moral center to American foreign policy. Under this scenario, withdrawal of American troops would not mean the end of military actions on Afghan soil. As advocates of "limited" war argue, attacks could still be made from Predator drones based elsewhere. But air strikes and attacks by U.S. "special forces" on Afghan soil risk undermining any government of national unity and the pretense that the United States has halted its war on the Taliban. For President Obama, the stakes are high. His young presidency is on the line. Perhaps because his secretary of defense, Gates, is a Republican, Obama has personalized the decision on Afghan strategy to a dangerous degree. Afghanistan is now Obama's war. By deciding to reduce, if not altogether remove, U.S. combat troops from the country, the president will take a step towards the moral high ground that he so often desperately seeks to inhabit.
1AC Solvency 2/2
Now is the key time for negotiations

Robert Naiman, just foreign policy, draft letter to Obama urging us support for afghan peace talks, 5.6.2010, http://www.justforeignpolicy.org/node/568
We understand that your administration is not opposed to eventual talks with Taliban leaders, but U.S. officials have argued that talks should not begin until U.S. military operations have weakened the insurgents. This policy is increasingly isolating the United States and diminishing the confidence of U.S. allies. Negotiations will take time. They should begin now with all those willing to negotiate. No one, including the Taliban, believes that U.S. and NATO forces will remain in Afghanistan indefinitely. This expectation ensures that U.S. influence in Afghanistan will diminish, not increase, over time. Many analysts believe that Taliban leaders want to talk with the U.S., not only with the Karzai government. The U.S. should agree to engage. Delaying talks will only diminish U.S. leverage. The U.S. decision in Iraq to negotiate agreements with the main indigenous insurgent forces fighting the Iraqi government and U.S. troops is now widely seen as the greatest tactical success of the Iraq war, one that opened the way to rapid de-escalation and the negotiated withdrawal of U.S. troops that is now underway. A U.S. decision now to follow the lead of the Afghan government and U.S. allies and open talks with Afghan insurgents has a similar potential to put Afghanistan on a course of de-escalation and an end to the war. We strongly urge you to say “yes” when President Karzai asks you this week to support Afghan national reconciliation and talks with the Afghan Taliban.

Inherency 1/2
Inherency- Obama’s target of July 2011 will not be met, no withdrawals from Afghanistan coming

Peter Baker and Mark Lander, columnists, June 14 2010 , The New York Times, “Setbacks Cloud U.S. Plans to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/asia/15military.html
Six months after President Obama decided to send more forces to Afghanistan, the halting progress in the war has crystallized longstanding tensions within the government over the viability of his plan to turn around the country and begin pulling out by July 2011. Within the administration, the troubles in clearing out the Talibanfrom a second-tier region and the elusive loyalties of the Afghan president have prompted anxious discussions about whether the policy can work on the timetable the president has set. Even before the recent setbacks, the military was highly skeptical of setting a date to start withdrawing, but Mr. Obama insisted on it as a way to bring to conclusion a war now in its ninth year. For now, the White House has decided to wait until a review, already scheduled for December, to assess whether the target date can still work. But officials are emphasizing that the July 2011 withdrawal start will be based on conditions in the country, and that the president has yet to decide how quickly troops will be pulled out.  Even if some troops do begin coming home then, the officials said that it may be a small number at first. Given that he has tripled the overall force since taking office, Mr. Obama could still end his term with more forces in Afghanistan than when he began it. 

No troop withdraws coming now - July 2011 will be earliest date

The Washington Times, patraeus hedges on Afghanistan withdrawal, 6.15.2010, 

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/15/petraeus-hedges-on-afghanistan-withdrawal/

Gen. David H. Petraeus on Tuesday softened Obama administration rhetoric that a U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan would begin in July 2011, telling a Capitol Hill panel that such a move would be "based on conditions." "July 2011 is not the date where we race for the exits," the general told the Senate Armed Services Committee. "It is the date where, having done an assessment, we begin a process of transition of tasks to Afghan security forces." Mr. Levin, prior to adjourning the hearing, asked the general whether the president's promise to begin withdrawing troops by July 2011 "represent[ed] your best personal professional judgment." After a pause, the general said that "in a perfect world, Mr. Chairman, we have to be very careful with timeliness." Gen. Petraeus said that, like the withdrawal of U.S. troops in Iraq that began months ago, the drawdown in Afghanistan would be based on predetermined conditions."We are assuming that we will have those kinds of conditions [in Afghanistan] that will enable that by that time in July 2011," he said. "That's the projection. And that is what again we have supported."

Inherency 2/2
No chance for negotiations or withdrawal until 2011

Gareth Porter, investigative historian and journalist with Inter-Press Service specialising in U.S. national security policy, negotiating with the Taliban, 3.16.2010, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:qztIbV8802cJ:www.counterpunch.org/porter03162010.html+withdraw+from+afghanistan+united+states+drones+negotiate&cd=8&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us

The struggle within the Barack Obama administration over Afghanistan policy entered a new phase when the president suggested at a meeting of his "war cabinet" Friday that it might be time to start negotiations with the Taliban, according to a report in the New York Times Saturday. Obama said that the success of the recent operation to take control of the "insurgent stronghold" of Marja, combined with the killing of insurgent leaders in Pakistan by drone attacks, might be sufficient to "justify an effort to begin talks with the Taliban", two participants in the meeting told the Times. That proposal puts Obama directly at odds with key members of his national security team, especially Secretary of Defence Robert M. Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. Both Gates and Clinton have argued in recent months that attempting to negotiate with Taliban leaders would be fruitless unless and until they have been convinced by U.S. military operations that they are losing. In an indication that Gates and Clinton intend to resist Obama's proposal to start talks soon, the Times reported that two unnamed officials who attended the meeting said any plans for "reaching out" to the leadership of the Taliban are likely to be delayed until after U.S. forces launch a major military offensive in Kandahar province. That, of course, is the Gates-Clinton position on the issue, which is also held by Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan. By suggesting that Obama's suggestion is not likely to prevail, the opponents of early negotiations were expressing confidence that they will once again force him to back away from a position that is unacceptable to the military leadership and the field commander. They succeeded in getting Obama to retreat from his timetable for withdrawal from Iraq in March 2009 and from his initial resistance to a large troop increase in Afghanistan last November. The argument that will now be made by Clinton, Gates and McChrystal that the administration should wait until after the Kandahar operation is launched before taking any negotiating initiative is evidently aimed at giving McChrystal's command as much time as possible to show successful results against the Taliban before negotiations begin. The offensive in Kandahar is not expected to begin until this summer, according to military officials, and it could take several months before U.S. troops even get into the city itself. The military and its allies in Obama's war cabinet would certainly argue for delaying talks until the operation could demonstrate clear success. That could mean waiting until well into 2011.  
No withdrawal until July 2011 and the US can ensure a stable government in Afghanistan

Derick Childers, journalist, general petraeus supports united states withdrawal from afghanistan, 6.30.2010, http://www.onpublicspeaking.com/general-petraeus-supports-united-states-withdrawal-from-afghanistan/1895/

The July 2011 time-line for the withdrawal of United States troops to begin from Afghanistan was once again confirmed by Army General David H. Petraeus on Tuesday. General Petraeus once again stood firm as he backed the policy in which President Obama had presented to him during his confirmation hearing. There will not be a rapid withdrawal from Afghanistan in July of 2011 of the United States Military forces, but a only a beginning of troops being finally brought home. Obama was challenged greatly by the Republicans from the Senate Armed Services Committee as they argued he is only sending mixed signals to the allies of the United States as well as the enemies of the United States.

President Obama is attempting to send the message of urgency and commitment to everyone. The withdrawal date should help convince the Afghans that their security is their own issue, which needs to be taken care of immediately in order for them to rebuild a government that is sustainable.
Terrorism Advantage – Uniqueness

June was one of the deadliest months in Afghanistan and terrorist groups are posing new threats
Associated Press, analysis: militant interaction poses new threats, 7.5.2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gUJ7VgD3_TNVwFAp25BBFRY31CTwD9GP2PF01
U.S. officials boast that al-Qaida has never been weaker, its upper ranks decimated because of the stepped-up drone attacks in Pakistan and special operations raids in Afghanistan.At the same time, they warn, in seeming contradiction: An even greater number of well-trained terrorists are setting their sights on the United States.Across the remote tribal lands between Afghanistan and Pakistan where terror groups hide, U.S. officials say they've seen a fusion of al-Qaida and others targeted by U.S. forces, including the Haqqani group and the Pakistani Taliban, who formerly focused only on their local areas.Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the groups have become a "synergy of terrorist groups" with "an expanding desire to kill Americans." He was speaking last week at the Aspen Institute security forum in Colorado.The other part of that administration message, that the campaign has diminished the al-Qaida leadership, is aimed at an American public increasingly weary of the 9-year-old war. In June, at least 60 U.S. troops were killed in Afghanistan, making it one of the deadliest months of the conflict. Polls now find a majority of Americans no longer think the Afghanistan war is worth fighting.
Afghanistan and Pakistan are the top terror regions in the world

The Huffington Post, terrorist attacks spike in Pakistan, Afghanistan, 4.28.2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/29/terrorist-attacks-spike-i_n_556343.html

An increase in terrorist attacks in Pakistan and Afghanistan triggered a spike in the number of civilians killed or wounded there last year, pushing South Asia past the Middle East as the top terror region in the world, according to figures compiled by a U.S. intelligence agency.Thousands of civilians – overwhelmingly Muslim – continue to be slaughtered in extremist attacks, contributing to the instability of the often shaky, poverty-stricken governments in the region, the statistics compiled by the National Counterterrorism Center show.

Terrorism is still a threat in Afghanistan/Pakistan 

Heritage, Afghanistan: standing shoulder to shoulder with the united states, 7.7.2010. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States

So in Afghanistan today, the operations of NATO and other Coalition allies are a direct consequence of 9/11. It was there that the Taliban rulers gave al-Qaeda sanctuary, allowed it to run terrorist training camps, and made it a base for terrorist attacks across the world.The Taliban were driven out of power by Afghan and international forces. Al-Qaeda fled to the border areas of Pakistan. Although reduced and under considerable pressure, they are still there and continue to pose a real and significant threat to us.
Terrorism Advantage – Occupation ( Terrorism
Terrorism increases as a direct result of US military presence

The Huffington Post, terrorist attacks spike in Pakistan, Afghanistan, 4.28.2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/29/terrorist-attacks-spike-i_n_556343.html

The struggling nations provide havens for terrorists who are increasingly targeting the U.S. and other Western nations. At the same time, U.S.-led operations against insurgents increased in both countries."The numbers, to a certain extent, are a reflection of where the enemy is re-gathering," said Juan Zarate, a top counterterrorism official in the Bush administration who is now senior adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies."So, to the extent we are seeing more attacks in Afghanistan and Pakistan, it's a reflection of resistance to U.S. policy and presence as well as a strategic shift by groups like al-Qaida and foreign jihadis to concentrate where they think they will be most effective," he said.
US military presence in Afghanistan increases Taliban recruitment 

Elaheh Rostami-Povey, the failure of the war in Afghanistan, School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London, 7.21.2009, http://www.l-r-c.org.uk/policy/leap/

Security has worsened. Every single civilian that they kill, the whole village becomes  sympathetic to Taliban and Alqhaeeda. A man in Jalalabad told me ‘Taliban killed 2  members of my family, foreign invaders killed 16 members of my family. You work it  out whose side I am’. According to Oxfam report recently, ordinary people think that national and international security forces are responsible for insecurity and they are an important part of the problem in Afghanistan.  
Withdrawing US military presence in Afghanistan is the only way to cut off indirect funding to the Taliban
Huffington Post, five reasons to withdraw from Afghanistan sooner rather than later, 6.23.2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html
Early withdrawal means less cash for the Taliban. A recent report from Congress lends credence to something NATO insiders have been saying for weeks—U.S. tax dollars are flowing into the Taliban's coffers. Apparently, this is how it works: the Pentagon hires Afghan shipping companies to transport goods across the country. These companies then subcontract security for these convoys to local warlords, who in turn provide security by bribing the Taliban not to attack them. They then use whatever cash they have left to bribe the Taliban to attack convoys they aren't guarding, so as to persuade shippers to hire them next time. Since the Pentagon seems unable to prevent this from happening while U.S. troops are in Afghanistan, a withdrawal seems to be the only way to block off this Taliban revenue stream.

Terrorism Advantage – Occupation ( Terrorism
Military effort increases kills the wrong people and increases terrorism.

Phyllis Bennis, 2009, fellow of the Institute for Policy Studies and author of the just released Ending the US War in Afghanistan: A Primer, Afghanistan: This War Won't Work, http://www.easttexasreview.com/newspaper.htm?ArticleID=947

The recent Taliban attacks on Kabul provide another wake-up call about why this war in Afghanistan simply isn’t going to work. It won’t bring security to Afghans. It won’t turn Afghanistan into a democracy. And it won’t make us safer.  In fact, the war killed more people in Afghanistan last year than the year before—40 percent more civilians, according to the United Nations. And the body count this year is already shaping up to be higher than last year. That goes for U.S. troops too.  And President Obama’s escalation, the 30,000 new troops he just announced he’s sending to Afghanistan? That’s not helping either. The Taliban have mostly stayed in the countryside, based in the small villages where almost 80 percent of Afghans live. But now, after Obama announced that the additional troops would be deployed in Afghanistan’s “population centers,” meaning the cities, guess where the Taliban headed for their most recent assault?  The same thing happens when U.S. troops go after Taliban or al-Qaeda targets—they may or may not kill the “right” person, but they consistently do kill a whole bunch of people guilty only of being in the very wrong place at the very wrong time. The “wrong” people get killed.  And what happens then? The grieving and outraged family, friends, and tribe members of those “wrong” people get angry. Very angry. They start to hate those who killed their family members—us—even if they never did before. And some of them turn to violence when they never would have before. This isn’t new—military and political leaders acknowledge that we’re creating more terrorists than we’re killing. And still the policymakers aren’t hearing it.  So it doesn’t make us safer. And here at home we have another problem too. Alongside the horrifying human cost—young soldiers killed, others coming home with horrifying life-shattering injuries, others returning to face traumatic brain injury and PTSD—we have to pay the financial cost for this war.

Withdrawing from Afghanistan literally stops Al Qaeda’s cash flow into the country
Doug Sarro, Columnist, June 23 2010, “Five Reasons to Withdraw From Afghanistan Sooner Rather Than Later”, The Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html
Early withdrawal means less cash for the Taliban. A recent report from Congress lends credence to something NATO insiders have been saying for weeks—U.S. tax dollars are flowing into the Taliban's coffers. Apparently, this is how it works: the Pentagon hires Afghan shipping companies to transport goods across the country. These companies then subcontract security for these convoys to local warlords, who in turn provide security by bribing the Taliban not to attack them. They then use whatever cash they have left to bribe the Taliban to attack convoys they aren't guarding, so as to persuade shippers to hire them next time. Since the Pentagon seems unable to prevent this from happening while U.S. troops are in Afghanistan, a withdrawal seems to be the only way to block off this Taliban revenue stream.

Terrorism Advantage – Impacts 1/2
Terrorism is the only threat to US heg

Stephen Walt, Prof at Harvard, 2009, What I told the Navy, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/06/18/what_i_told_the_navy

Thus, although it is easy to identify a number of vexing foreign policy problems -- such as North Korea, Iran, Sudan, the Somali pirates, or Afghanistan -- none of them actually threaten truly vital U.S. interests. In fact, the only threat that could directly threaten the American way of life would be a nuclear terrorist attack on U.S. soil. We know that al Qaeda would attack us if it could, but so long as they do not acquire nuclear weapons or other WMD, they cannot do significant harm to the United States directly. Even 9/11, tragic and shocking as it was, did not threaten our global position significantly. It follows that reducing the danger of WMD terrorism remains a top priority, but that task is best accomplished by continued efforts to secure existing nuclear arsenals and potentially usable nuclear materials.

Terrorism causes extinction

Mohamed Sid-Ahmed, internationally renowned reporter and columnist in Al Ahram, Extinction!, 2004, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Unchecked terrorism will result in extinction

Yonah Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States. “Terrorism myths and realities,” The Washington Times, August 28, 2003
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]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state.  Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs."  The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge.  Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks.  In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror.  Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
Terrorism Advantage – Impacts 2/2

Terrorism causes global war and the destruction of civilization

Walter Laqueur, Historian, Kirkus Reviews, 6-1-1999, ln

Terrorism is nothing new. Fanatical groups have been wreaking havoc from time immemorial. Today two things have changed that together transform terrorism from a ''nuisance'' to ''one of the gravest dangers facing mankind.'' First terrorists be they Islamic extremists in the Middle East, ultranationalists in the US, or any number of other possible permutations seem to have changed from organized groups with clear ideological motives to small clusters of the paranoid and hateful bent on vengeance and destruction for their own sake. There are no longer any moral limitations on what terrorists are willing to do, who and how many they are willing to kill. Second, these unhinged collectivities now have ready access to weapons of mass destruction. The technological skills are not that complex and the resources needed not too rare for terrorists to employ nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons where and when they wish. The consequences of such weapons in the hands of ruthless, rootless fanatics are not difficult to imagine. In addition to the destruction of countless lives, panic can grip any targeted society, unleashing retaliatory action which in turn can lead to conflagrations perhaps on a world scale. To combat such terrorist activities, states may come to rely more and more on dictatorial and authoritarian measures. In short, terrorism in the future may threaten the very foundations of modern civilizations.  On all of this, Laqueur is quite convincing. Useful, too, is his elaboration on the nature of the various terrorist threats we face. Yet he too often falls back on questionable, if not offensive, opinion. He asserts, for instance, that in non-Western countries ''human lives count for less,'' and so the danger of terrorism in these countries is greater. This is simply unacceptable doggerel.

Terrorism escalates to full-scale nuclear conflict

Patrick Speice, Jr. J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, 2006, William & Mary Law Review

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

Terrorism Advantage – AT: Terrorism Impact Takeouts

Terrorists seek out nuclear weapons now, they have the capacity to build them in America and will use them

Patrick F. Speice, Jr. Marshall-Wythe School of Law. “note: negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral u.s.-russian nonproliferation assistance programs” William & Mary Law Review.  3/2006 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427

The September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks demonstrated in horrifying fashion the serious threat posed by international organizations that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States. Several confirmed cases of terrorist groups attempting to purchase or steal nuclear material have raised the chilling prospect of an unconventional attack on U.S. soil that would result in unparalleled destruction. n1 Because of the porous border and the wide variety of methods that terrorist groups could use to construct, deliver, and detonate a nuclear device in the United States, n2 supply-side controls aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material and the knowledge of how to construct nuclear weapons in the first place are likely to be the most effective means of preventing nuclear terrorism. n3 Unfortunately, the collapse of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s has given terrorist groups new opportunities to acquire nuclear material and know- how. n4 The end of the Cold War signaled the end of the East-West confrontation that was largely defined by an extensive nuclear arms race, n5 leaving both the United States and Russia with extensive stockpiles of nuclear weapons and the nuclear material and infrastructure to support their massive military-industrial complexes. n6 In Russia, the economic difficulty that has resulted from the end of the Soviet economic system and the transition to a more liberalized economy has left the remnant nuclear infrastructure insecure and in shambles. n7 Two problems in particular are of serious concern given their potential consequences for U.S. national security. First, there is a risk that terrorist organizations could acquire assembled warheads and weapons-grade fissile material that are currently stored in facilities with inadequately funded security systems. n8 Second, the nuclear  [*1431]  scientists that occupied the Soviet Union's secret "nuclear cities" are unemployed, increasing the possibility that these scientists will sell their knowledge to hostile nations or terrorist groups that seek nuclear capabilities. n9   

Terrorists can steal and buy nuclear material

Patrick F. Speice, Jr. Marshall-Wythe School of Law. “note: negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral u.s.-russian nonproliferation assistance programs” William & Mary Law Review.  3/2006 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427

Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by  [*1438]  such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." n40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. n41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. n42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. n43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. n4

Stability Advantage – Uniqueness

Afghanistan unstable now

Sydney Morning Herald, in Afghanistan the cost in sacrifice is high, but that cost must be paid, 6.23.2010, http://www.smh.com.au/opinion/politics/in-afghanistan-the-cost-in-sacrifice-is-high-but-that-cost-must-be-paid-20100622-yvgp.html

The long hot spring and summer in Afghanistan have brought mixed, and sometimes very bitter, news. United States forces have experienced some of the bloodiest months. This week Australia lost three soldiers and the British death toll reached 300. Other allies have experienced similar losses.Insecurity continues to be very high in many parts of Afghanistan. The Marja operation to clear the Taliban from one of its strongholds seemed to go well during the initial operations, but insecurity has crept back, threatening the progress. In southern Afghanistan the Taliban are campaigning to assassinate government officials, and even ordinary Afghans who take part in programs sponsored by the international coalition, such as rural development.Kandahar - the second-most strategic area after Kabul - was supposed to be the locus of the military push this summer. But Kandaharis have largely rejected strong military action, prompting strategy change to one of economic aid arriving first and buying political support for tougher security operations later.

The Taliban is destabilizing Afghanistan now
Foreign Policy, a new, new Taliban front, 6.21.2010, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/a_new_new_taliban_front_0
The Taliban successfully have infiltrated northern and northeastern Afghanistan and destabilized certain areas, mainly in Kunduz province. Now, there are signs that they might attempt to push forward into mainly Hazara-settled areas in the central region. The main road into Jaghori, an important Hazara area, has been blocked, raising fears of a new economic blockade or event an attack. The Taliban might plan an advance into the central region of the Hazarajat, one of the last areas of the country that hitherto have only been marginally affected by insurgent activities. This has been reported by Kabul-based Hasht-e Sobh daily last Thursday (‘Taleban dar pay-e nufuz ba munateq-e markazi / Taliban begin to influence central areas’) on the basis of Taliban nightletters distributed at the border of Qarabagh and Jaghori districts, in southeastern Hazarajat. Both districts belong to Ghazni province but the border between them marks the limit between Pashtun (Qarabagh) and Hazara-settled (Jaghori) areas. Most significantly, the Taliban nightletters also appeal to the local population, as Hasht-e Sobh writes, ‘not to prevent the [Taliban’s] entry into this area.’ This could be a sign for an imminent -- or at least a planned -- attack on Jaghori, a district that is characterized by relatively high standards of boys’ and girls’ education. The newspaper further quotes analysts who say that this might indicate ‘a new plan of the [Taliban] to expand their influence on the country’s central [mainly Hazara-populated] areas.’ This would follow successful inroads into the north and northeast of the country where insurgent activity has abruptly increased of late. 
Stability Advantage – Occupation Causes Instability 1/2
US military presence in Afghanistan is the root cause of regional instability

Sameer Dossani, Foreign Policy in Focus, 11.08.2008, http://www.stwr.org/middle-east/the-case-for-us-withdrawal-from-afghanistan.html

The US military intervention in Afghanistan has destabilised the region and led to an surge of support for the Taliban. Rather than impose a military solution to a complex political problem, the US should withdraw its troops, negotiate with local leaders and prioritise human rights, says Sameer Dossani. 11th November 08 - Sameer Dossani, Foreign Policy in Focus "The ultimate weakness of violence is that it is a descending spiral, begetting the very thing it seeks to destroy. Instead of diminishing evil, it multiplies it. Through violence you may murder the liar, but you cannot murder the lie, nor establish the truth. Through violence you may murder the hater, but you do not murder hate." And it's not just that the Afghan population believes that the Taliban resistance is legitimate; that resistance is legitimate under international law. No less important a document than the United Nations charter gives the Taliban and other Afghans the right to legitimate self-defense against U.S. aggression.

America’s military presence in Afghanistan threatens to destabilize the entire region

Time, the u.s. in Afghanistan: the longest war, 2009, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1890243,00.html

Seven and a half years after U.S. troops arrived in Afghanistan following the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, the war there is more deadly — and more muddled — than ever. When American troops first went to Afghanistan, they did so to overthrow the Taliban regime, which then ruled the nation and provided a haven for al-Qaeda. In less than three months, the Taliban was defeated, and a U.S.-supported administration, headed by President Hamid Karzai, was installed in Kabul. Yet in 2009, the U.S. is still fighting the Taliban, and al-Qaeda operatives are still plotting from Afghanistan. And one part of the region's deadly muddle has gotten worse. In 2001 there were fears that the war in Afghanistan would destabilize Pakistan. (The Pashtun ethnic group, which makes up a large part of the Taliban insurgency, straddles the border between the two countries.) Those fears are now reality; the Pakistani Taliban threatens nuclear-armed Pakistan's viability as a state even more than its cousins jeopardize Afghanistan's.  It is because the war in Afghanistan threatens to destabilize an entire region that it has become America's biggest foreign policy challenge. On Feb. 18, President Obama committed an additional 17,000 troops to Afghanistan; when they all arrive, there will be about 55,000 troops there from the U.S., plus 37,000 from its allies. The latest Afghan war is now Obama's war. The Administration has signaled that it is downsizing expectations about what can still be achieved: the principal goal now is to counter terrorism and bring a degree of stability to Afghanistan — not to turn a poor and fractious nation into a flourishing democratic state. When Obama laid out his new strategy last month, he made it clear that the mark of success would be the ability "to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan and to prevent their return to either country in the future." But accomplishing even that comparatively limited objective at this stage will require a massive and sustained U.S. Commitment — one that involves more than military boots on the ground. Al-Qaeda still thrives in the ungoverned tribal areas along the border between the two countries, and while many of its members have been killed, new recruits quickly take their place. U.S. soldiers have learned that to deny al-Qaeda a foothold in Afghanistan will require the establishment of a government that Afghans can believe in, the security that allows them to support it and jobs that provide an alternative to fighting. "We are not going to kill our way out of this war," says Lieut. Colonel Brett Jenkinson, commander of the U.S. battalion stationed in the Korengal Valley. "What we need is a better recruiting pitch for disaffected youth. You can't build hope with military might. You build it through development and good governance." 

Stability Advantage – Occupation Causes Instability 2/2

US intervention destabilizes Afghanistan and Pakistan creating more US enemies

Ivan Eland, Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute, is Obama making terror risk worse, 5.18.2010, http://www.consortiumnews.com/2010/051810a.html

Obama is trying the same gambit in Afghanistan. His stated goal is to eradicate al-Qaeda and degrade, by the escalation of the U.S. military presence, the Afghan Taliban on the battlefield to such an extent that the United States can negotiate a better deal with them. The major problem with this strategy is that, unlike in Vietnam, Obama has signaled his intention to begin withdrawing U.S. forces in the summer of next year. So the Taliban has every incentive to merely hang on and outwait Obama, who is already facing an unpopular war at home, much like LBJ and Richard Nixon did in Vietnam. Furthermore, the hated U.S. presence in Afghanistan and U.S. drone strikes against the Pakistani Taliban — whose enemy is instead the government of Pakistan — have destabilized Pakistan and made real the possibility that Islamist militants could eventually take over the nuclear-armed Pakistani government. Maybe equally as bad, the Pakistani Taliban, which had been confining its efforts to destabilizing the Pakistani government, is now assisting attempted terrorist attacks in the United States. As in Yemen and Somalia, the United States has made new Islamist enemies of groups that concerned themselves primarily with local issues. 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. The U.S. government’s inability to distinguish between al-Qaeda, with global ambitions, and the Afghan and Pakistani Taliban, with their local goals, has merely made more enemies, including those who would begin attacking the United States. 
US military presence and escalation of conflict causes Afghan instability

Anthony DiMaggio, professor of American and Global Politics at Illinois State University, what Obama isn’t telling you about Afghanistan, 2008, www.counterpunch.org/dimaggio08312009.html
Are these goals compatible with the Afghan public’s wishes?  In reality, there is little evidence that Afghans want the U.S. to engage in military activities against Islamic fundamentalists.  Afghans want the U.S. in the country - not to bomb “insurgent” targets - but to pursue reconstruction.  Most Afghans vehemently oppose U.S. violence.  77 percent find it “unacceptable’ for the U.S. to “use air strikes” to “defeat the Taliban and anti-government fighters” - mainly because these attacks “endanger too many innocent civilians.”  Afghans are more likely to blame the U.S. for civilian casualties, as opposed to “anti-government forces” that live “among civilians.”  Afghan opposition to the occupation is likely to increase as Obama escalates the conflict, considering that the mandate is not for a new bombing campaign, but for reconstruction.  About 65 percent of Afghans currently have not experienced “bombing or shelling by U.S., NATO or ISAF forces.”  As U.S. violence spreads to previously unaffected regions, however, the Afghan people will grow increasingly hostile to the occupation. The U.S. and U.K. governments persistently ignore the extent to which foreign military occupation has destabilized Afghanistan… foreign occupations have seldom been popular throughout history. The occupiers consult their own political, military and economic interests before that of the allied governments which they are supposedly supporting. This de-legitimized the Kabul government and enabled its opponents to pose as the patriotic opposition. In addition, foreign military armies, whatever their declared intentions, enforce their authority by violence, invariably producing friction with the local population.”  We would do well to take Cockburn’s insights seriously when considering expansion of the war in Afghanistan.

Stability Advantage – Instability Spills Over
Continuation of the war in Afghanistan will spill over into neighboring Pakistan producing far bloodier results

Bill Van Auken, Columnist, “US Troops Out of Afghanistan”, World Socialist Website, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2009/sep2009/pers-s24.shtml September 24 2009
The Obama administration is planning to confront the catastrophe that imperialism has inflicted upon Afghanistan by escalating the killing and destruction. And, no matter which of the plans supposedly being debated in the White House is adopted, this escalation will be accompanied by a widening US war in Pakistan, carrying with it the threat of destabilizing the entire region and unleashing a far bloodier conflagration.

Continued military presence in Afghanistan will destabilize Pakistan
Jason Ditz, Pakistan pm: us escalation in Afghanistan will destabilize balochistan, 2009, http://news.antiwar.com/2009/11/27/pakistan-pm-us-escalation-in-afghanistan-will-destabilize-balochistan/

Speaking just days before President Obama unveils a massive new escalation in neighboring Afghanistan, Pakistani Prime Minister Yousef Raza Gilani warned that he is increasingly concerned that the escalation could imperil Pakistan’s Balochistn Province. “This is the concern that we already discussed with the US administration,” Gilani noted. The US is expected to commit additional troops to Helmand Province, along the border with Pakistani Balochistan. And indeed, the concern has been a topic of discussion since July, when the US launched an offensive in the Helmand River Valley. The US has dismissed the concerns about destabilizing Balochistan, insisting they were sure Pakistan could handle any consequences their war creates.But the escalation being announced is much larger than previous commitments. Pakistan has already struggled to cope with spillover from the 2001 US invasion of Afghanistan, and it seems the spillover will only worsen over the years to come.
Stability Advantage – Impacts 1/2
Sustained US military presence in Afghanistan will destabilize Pakistan causing nuclear war

Talking Points Memo, Destabilizing Nuclear Pakistan to Chase Ghosts in Afghanistan, 1.26.2010 http://tpmcafe.talkingpointsmemo.com/talk/blogs/r/u/rutabaga_ridgepole/2010/01/destabilizing-nuclear-pakistan.php

So our new "Terror President" bombs bombs bombs some of the most desolate wastelands in the world in North and South Waziristan, and it makes even less sense than bombing Antarctica on the chance that Usama bin Laden is hiding in an igloo at the South Pole, because if we were bombing Antarctica, we wouldn't be destabilizing nuclear Pakistan.  A wave of bombings has swept Pakistan since October, devastating Peshawar but also reaching far beyond the troubled northwest. Attacks on places believed to be safe, such as the military headquarters in Rawalpindi and a popular market in the eastern city of Lahore, have struck fear into the population. Last week, Pakistan's foreign minister warned in a statement that the U.S. troop buildup could magnify the problems by bringing an "influx of militants and refugees from Afghanistan into Pakistan." The U.S. invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 led thousands of Taliban and al-Qaeda members to flee the fighting and seek refuge in Pakistan.  For the United States, the worst-case scenario in Pakistan is nuclear weapons "diverted" to Islamic militants, and in an increasingly fractured Pakistan this possibility has attained sufficient urgency so that Obama and his bumbling Secretary of Defense have been trying to negotiate a deal that would allow "specially trained American units to provide added security for the Pakistani (nuclear) arsenal in case of a crisis." 

India-Pakistan conflict leads to nuclear war

Hindutva News Analysis, July 15, 2007, “The Ominous Symptoms of a post-Musharraf Indo-Pak Nuclear War http://64.233.167.104/search?q=cache:ft9cT9nqp_4J:hindutva.org/indopakwar.html+musharraf+coup+pakistan+war+india&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd=7&gl=us

This dangerous but certain scenario could see the beginning of the world's first post-Hiroshima nuclear war. The result could be the nuclear decimation of large parts of North India and to a lesser extent of other parts of India. If India responds swiftly, in kind, to the first Pakistani nuclear attacks, then Pakistan could face complete decimation during the course of this war.  This could prophetically prove the US assertion the South Asia sits on a nuclear powder keg. A possibility of nuclear war that existed before September 11th has now increased manifold. Even before that fateful day, the declare Pakistani policy has been that if they lose a conventional war, they would use nuclear weapons. They have never committed themselves to a "no first use" policy for nuclear weapons, as India has done. So the danger of nuclear war between India and Pakistan which was always there has now only become more acute. 

Stability Advantage – Impacts 2/2
An India Pakistan war would spark conflict, starvation and disease spread on a global scale
Hidustan Times, 10-4-2007, “Indo-Pak nuclear war,” ln

A nuclear war between India and Pakistan would not only have catastrophic affects in these two countries or their neighbours, but it could cause one billion people to starve to death across the world. Hundreds of millions of more would die from disease and conflicts over food in the aftermath of any such war. US medical expert Ira Helfand will on Thursday present this horrifying scenario in London during a conference at the Royal Society of Medicine. "A limited nuclear war taking place far away poses a threat that should concern everyone on the planet," the New Scientist magazine quoted Helfand as saying. "It is appropriate, given the data, to be frightened," said Helfand, who is an emergency-room doctor in Northampton, Massachusetts, US, and a co-founder of the US anti-nuclear group, Physicians for Social Responsibility. Helfand has tried to map out the global consequences of India and Pakistan exploding 100 Hiroshima-sized nuclear warheads. Referring to earlier studies that have suggested that in such a conflict, the annual growing season in the world's most important grain-producing areas would shrink by between 10 and 20 days, he said that the world is ill-prepared to cope with such a disaster. "Global grain stocks stand at 49 days, lower than at any point in the past five decades," he said, adding: "These stocks would not provide any significant reserve in the event of a sharp decline in production. We would see hoarding on a global scale." Countries, which import more than half of their grain, such as Malaysia, South Korea and Taiwan, would be particularly vulnerable, along with 150 million people in north Africa, which imports 45 percent of its food, Helfand said. Many of the 800 million around the world who are already officially malnourished would also suffer, he added. He went on to say that the global death toll from a nuclear war in Asia "could exceed one billion from starvation alone." Food shortages could also trigger epidemics of cholera, typhus and other diseases, as well as armed conflicts, which together could kill "hundreds of millions". Helfand further told the magazine that the smoke would warm the stratosphere by up to 50°C, accelerating the natural reactions that attack ozone. "No-one has ever thought about this before...I think there is a potential for mass starvation," he cautioned. Endorsing Helfand’s views, John Pike, director of the US think tank, globalsecurity.org, said the fallout from a nuclear war between India and Pakistan "would be far more devastating for other countries than generally appreciated." "Local events can have global consequences," he added. 
Indo-Pak war kills hundreds of millions – jacks the ozone and kills crops

Alexis Madrigal, Energy Science Tech and Journalist, 2008, Wired, Regional Nuclear War Would Cause Worldwide Destruction, http://blog.wired.com/wiredscience/2008/04/regional-nuclea.html

Imagine that the long-simmering conflict between India and Pakistan broke out into a war in which each side deployed 50 nuclear weapons against the other country's megacities. Karachi, Bombay, and dozens of other South Asian cities catch fire like Hiroshima and Nagasaki did at the end of World War II.  Beyond the local human tragedy of such a situation, a new study looking at the atmospheric chemistry of regional nuclear war finds that the hot smoke from burning cities would tear holes in the ozone layer of the Earth. The increased UV radiation resulting from the ozone loss could more than double DNA damage, and increase cancer rates across North America and Eurasia.  "Our research supports that there would be worldwide destruction," said Michael Mills, co-author of the study and a research scientist at the University of Colorado at Boulder. "It demonstrates that a small-scale regional conflict is capable of triggering larger ozone losses globally than the ones that were previously predicted for a full-scale nuclear war."  Combined with the climatic impact of a regional nuclear war -- which could reduce crop yields and starve hundreds of millions -- Mills' modeling shows that the entire globe would feel the repercussions of a hundred nuclear detonations, a small fraction of just the U.S. stockpile. After decades of Cold War research into the impacts that a full-blown war between the Soviet Union and the United States would have had on the globe, recent work has focused on regional nuclear wars, which are seen as more likely than all-out nuclear Armageddon. Incorporating the latest atmospheric modeling, the scientists are finding that even a small nuclear conflict would wreak havoc on the global environment (.pdf) -- cooling it twice as much as it's heated over the last century -- and on the structure of the atmosphere itself. 
Stability Advantage – AT: Occupation Solves
Even Patraeus says we can’t win

William Polk, was professor of history and director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago and later president of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs, Nov. 23, 2009, “How to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html 
The first possible choice is to keep on doing what we are now doing.  That is, fighting the insurgency with about 60,000 American troops and 68,197 mercenaries at a cost of roughly $2,000 a day per person.1   Let us be clear, we now actually have a total complement of over 120,000 people on the public payroll at an overall cost of roughly $100 billion a year.  We can project a loss of a few hundred American soldiers a year and several thousand wounded.   Our senior commander in the Central Command, General David Petraeus, tells us that we cannot win that war.

We can’t win in Afghanistan US presence prevents solvency

Andrew Bacevich, the war we can’t win: Afghanistan and the limits of American power, 2009, http://www.commonwealmagazine.org/war-we-cant-win

The misguided and mismanaged global war on terror reduced Bush's presidency to ruin. The candidate whose run for high office derived its energy from an implicit promise to repudiate all that Bush had wrought now seems intent on salvaging something useful from that failed enterprise—even if that means putting his own presidency at risk. When it comes to Afghanistan, Obama may be singing in a different key, but to anyone with an ear for music—especially for military marches—the melody remains intact. Fixing Afghanistan is not only unnecessary, it's also likely to prove impossible. Not for nothing has the place acquired the nickname Graveyard of Empires. Of course, Americans, insistent that the dominion over which they preside does not meet the definition of empire, evince little interest in how Brits, Russians, or other foreigners have fared in attempting to impose their will on the Afghans. As General David McKiernan, until just recently the U.S. commander in Afghanistan, put it, “There's always an inclination to relate what we're doing with previous nations,” adding, “I think that's a very unhealthy comparison.” McKiernan was expressing a view common among the ranks of the political and military elite: We're Americans. We're different. Therefore, the experience of others does not apply. It would be much better to let local authorities do the heavy lifting. Provided appropriate incentives, the tribal chiefs who actually run Afghanistan are best positioned to prevent terrorist networks from establishing a large-scale presence. As a backup, intensive surveillance complemented with precision punitive strikes (assuming we can manage to kill the right people) will suffice to disrupt Al Qaeda's plans. Certainly, that approach offers a cheaper and more efficient alter-native to establishing a large-scale and long-term U.S. ground presence—which, as the U.S. campaigns in both Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated, has the unintended effect of handing jihadists a recruiting tool that they are quick to exploit.

Stability Advantage – AT: Deterrence Solves Indo-Pak War

Nuclear deterrence doesn’t solve Indo-Pak war – increases the likely hood of miscalc.

Paul Kapur, visiting scholar at Stanford Unviersity’s Center for International Security and Cooperation, Fall 2005, “India and Pakistan's Unstable Peace: Why Nuclear South Asia Is Not Like Cold War Europe,” International Security, muse

Proliferation optimists claim that nuclear weapons had a beneficial effect during this period, helping to stabilize India and Pakistan's historically volatile relations. Sumit Ganguly and Devin Hagerty, for example, argue that in recent years "the Indian and Pakistani governments, despite compelling incentives to attack one another . . . were dissuaded from doing so by fear that war [End Page 71] might escalate to the nuclear level."2 It is true that since 1998 South Asian militarized disputes have not reached the point of nuclear confrontation or full-scale conventional conflict.3 Nonetheless, I argue that optimistic analyses of proliferation's regional security impact are mistaken. Nuclear weapons had two destabilizing effects on the South Asian security environment. First, nuclear weapons' ability to shield Pakistan against all-out Indian retaliation, and to attract international attention to Pakistan's dispute with India, encouraged aggressive Pakistani behavior. This provoked forceful Indian responses, ranging from large-scale mobilization to limited war.4 Although the resulting Indo Pakistani crises did not lead to nuclear or full-scale conventional conflict, such fortunate outcomes were not guaranteed and did not result primarily from nuclear deterrence. Second, these crises have triggered aggressive changes in India's conventional military posture. Such developments may lead to future regional instability.

India-Pakistan war isn’t solved by deterrence – lots of ways it can break down

Dinshaw Mistry, U. Cincinatti, January 2009, “Tempering Optimism about Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia,” Security Studies, v. 18, iss. 1, p. informa

First, both India and Pakistan had developed doctrines to fight limited wars, as noted previously in this article. Indian and Pakistani decision makers assumed they could fight limited wars but avert escalation to a large-scale war by not crossing the other side's red lines. Second, during such limited wars, it was distinctly possible that a series of reciprocal (even if limited) escalating military operations could have resulted in one side crossing the other's ambiguous red lines. This is because, while some red lines were publicly articulated (as noted in General Kidwai's December 2001 statement), others were not clearly spelled out; and even those that were articulated were still blurred and could inadvertently be crossed.112 If this happened, further escalation was possible. This article already showed that significant military escalation was possible at the time the crises ended. If such military escalation was possible, then more escalation was also possible across and on either side of the adversary's red lines.  Thus, while methodological limitations make definitive proof that the 1999 and 2001-02 crises would have escalated into large scale war difficult to come by, such proof is not required to temper deterrence optimism. This article's two main findings—that non-nuclear factors rather than nuclear deterrence were responsible for de-escalating the crises; and that if these factors had not ended the crises, the parties could have engaged in a substantial military conflagration—already diminish confidence in the optimists' case. And, combining these two findings with the above analysis—that any initial significant military escalation could have expanded into an even larger conflict—further tempers optimism about nuclear deterrence keeping the peace in South Asia.

SoPo Advantage – Uniqueness

American soft power is not utilized in Afghanistan

American Forces Press Service, mullen urges more soft power in Afghanistan, 4.3.2010, http://www.defense.gov//News/NewsArticle.aspx?ID=58170

The nation’s top military officer expressed concern today that U.S. government agencies other than the military have been slow to expand their role in Afghanistan. Speaking to an audience at Kansas State University here, Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, underscored the need for a “whole-of-government” approach to Afghanistan, with greater input from so-called “soft power” agencies such as the State Department. “My fear, quite frankly, is that we aren’t moving fast enough in this regard,” Mullen said. “U.S. foreign policy is still too dominated by the military, too dependent on the generals and admiral who lead our major overseas commands, and not enough on the State Department.” Mullen’s remarks at the Landon Lecture echoed a familiar refrain that the United States should seek balance in military and nonmilitary efforts, a tack that represents a departure from what Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has referred to as a “creeping militarization” in American foreign policy. 
US officials recognize the lack of implementing soft power in foreign policy now
Patrick Cronin, senior adviser and senior director at the Center for a New American Security, Washington and a former assistant administrator for policy and program coordination at the U.S. Agency for International Development and Kristin Lord, vice president and director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and a former special adviser to the U.S. undersecretary of state for democracy and global affairs, 4.12.2010, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4577402
Yet again, a senior military official has argued that "U.S. foreign policy is still too dominated by the military." Yet again, the defense community has cried out for more robust diplomacy and development and the greater use of "soft power" - the ability to attract and persuade rather than force. The most recent plea came March 3 from U.S. Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, America's highest-ranking military officer, in a speech at Kansas State University. Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, echoed other uniformed officers such as Gen. David Petraeus and Adm. James Stavridis, as well as civilian leaders such as Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who made a similar case at Kansas State three years ago. 
US soft power is low now – Afghanistan proves

Foreign Affairs, boom Box u.s.a, 2009, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65426/jeffrey-gedmin/boom-box-usa

In the Obama administration, soft power is coming of age. Today, U.S. military officials and diplomats talk of a "political surge" to match the military surge in Afghanistan. Many in the Pentagon now say that R.B.s ("relationships built") are just as important as body counts of enemy dead in achieving victory. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has called for the greater application of soft power, including more money for development and reconstruction aid and strategic communications. Surrogate broadcasting can also play an important role in countries where a semidemocratic government -- friendly to the United States -- faces a difficult insurgency, such as Afghanistan. Support for the U.S.-led force is waning in Afghanistan. Civilian casualties are one reason, but so is the Taliban's own information war. Insurgents use hate radio as well as text messaging, the Internet, videos, and leaflets in their own struggle for hearts and minds. They promote the view that the country is under threat from foreign occupiers and their opportunistic allies in Kabul. But the United States should be doing more. Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. special representative to the region, lamented recently that the world's greatest communicator, the United States, is being "out-communicated" in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Holbrooke has argued that surrogate broadcasting must be part of the American outreach to moderates. Indeed, with bipartisan support on Capitol Hill, RFE/RL will soon expand its broadcasts to the strategically crucial Pakistan border regions. 
SoPo Advantage – Afghanistan Hurts Soft Power
To alter its decline in soft power the US must change its strategy in Afghanistan

The Seminal, we are a nation in decline, 4.24.2010, http://seminal.firedoglake.com/diary/43090

We are a nation in decline.There are two courses for the United States to take, both of which can somewhat alter its path of late. The first is to pay less attention to the Middle East. After the 9/11 attacks, that region of the world drew the undivided attention of the United States; to this day, it is still obsessed with Iraq and Iran and Israel and Afghanistan and on and on.Most would agree that the United States has been hurt by this obsession. Both Iraq and Afghanistan have and continue to drain its energy and finances. America’s world image (and soft power) has been terribly damaged, strengthening those less friendly to it. Moreover, the Middle East has relatively little of value to offer, save for oil. And even that valuable resource does not justify excessive entanglements in a place that, more than any other part of the world, dislikes the concept of the United States.

Now is the key time to reshape American foreign policy to revitalize soft power

Patrick Cronin, senior adviser and senior director at the Center for a New American Security, Washington and a former assistant administrator for policy and program coordination at the U.S. Agency for International Development and Kristin Lord, vice president and director of studies at the Center for a New American Security and a former special adviser to the U.S. undersecretary of state for democracy and global affairs, 4.12.2010, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4577402

Despite this unprecedented commitment to soft power, the U.S. government still lacks the ability to translate words into action. America remains strangely ill-equipped to combine hard power and soft power. The U.S. military filled this void over the last nine years while fighting two wars, but it is time to fix what is broken. Unless the U.S. government strengthens its diplomatic, informational and economic tools of power, this admirable new commitment to soft power will fail. Strategy is one thing. Executing it is another. Though a unique coalition of military and civilian leaders now support using American soft power more effectively, we need to move urgently from strategy to action and permanently build the civilian capacity to wield soft power well. The alternative to soft power is not only less effective hard power, but less power, period. 

SoPo Advantage – Impacts
US soft power is key to solving global problems

Joseph S. Nye Jr., former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, 2003
The problem for U.S. power in the twenty-first century is that more and more continues to fall outside the control of even the most powerful state. Although the United States does well on the traditional measures of hard power, these measures fail to capture the ongoing transformation of world politics brought about by globalization and the democratization of technology. The paradox of American power is that world politics is changing in a way that makes it impossible for the strongest world power since Rome to achieve some of its most crucial international goals alone. The United States lacks both the international and the domestic capacity to resolve conflicts that are internal to other societies and to monitor and control transnational developments that threaten Americans at home. On many of today’s key issues, such as international financial stability, drug trafficking, the spread of diseases, and especially the new terrorism, military power alone simply cannot produce success, and its use can sometimes be counterproductive. Instead, as the most powerful country, the United States must mobilize international coalitions to address these shared threats and challenges. By devaluing soft power and institutions, the new unilateralist coalition of Jacksonians and neo-Wilsonians is depriving Washington of some of its most important instruments for the implementation of the new national security strategy. If they manage to continue with this tack, the United States could fail what Henry Kissinger called the historical test for this generation of American leaders: to use current preponderant U.S. power to achieve an international consensus behind widely accepted norms that will protect American values in a more uncertain future. Fortunately, this outcome is not preordained.
Soft power preserves peace, re-builds failed states, deters rogues, and prevents terrorism

Michael Hirsh, former Foreign Editor of Newsweek, Foreign Affairs, September/October, 2002
There is a middle choice between the squishy globalism that the Bush sovereigntists despise and the take-it-or-leave-it unilateralism they offer up as an alternative. A new international consensus, built on a common vision of the international system, is possible. In today's world, American military and economic dominance is a decisive factor and must be maintained -- as the right believes -- but mainly to be the shadow enforcer of the international system Americans have done so much to create in the last century, in which the left places much of its trust. It is this international system and its economic and political norms that again must do the groundwork of keeping order and peace: deepening the ties that bind nations together; coopting failed states such as Afghanistan, potential rogues, and "strategic competitors"; and isolating, if not destroying, terrorists. As Henry Kissinger wrote, "the dominant trend in American foreign-policy thinking must be to transform power into consensus so that the international order is based on agreement rather than reluctant acquiescence." Or, as Senator Chuck Hagel, a Republican increasingly critical of the administration, recently summed it up, "We need friends."
Soft power is key to solve a host of international issues including disease, terrorism, the long term economic stability.  
Jeffrey Sachs, The End of Poverty, 2006, 221

 I concluded with another plea for the second track in the war against terrorism:  In addition to our military power, therefore, we have to translate our economic wealth and technological prowess into a different kind of power - the power to help shape the global cooperation institutions on which we will depend for our livelihoods and our long-term prosperity.  The much-maligned United Nations, the very institution we are doing so much to threaten by our current unilateralism, remains the single best hope for shaping a world to our liking in the twenty-first century.  Through the United Nations and specialized agencies, such as the World Health Organization, we could deply our economic strength to overcome poverty, deal with climate change problems, and fight debilitating disease.  We could help rid the world of the poverty that provides fertile ground for upheaval, dislocation, and terrorism.  Over the long run, we would build international goodwill and shared values that would diminish the anti-American fury that threatens our lives and economic well-being.  War with Iraq will, tragically, do the opposite. 
SoPo Advantage – Terrorism 1/2
Soft power is key to solving terrorism
Joseph Nye, former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, soft power: the means to success in world politics, 2004, http://www.cceia.org/resources/transcripts/4466.html

We will not prevail in this struggle against terrorism unless the majority wins, unless the moderates win. And we will not prevail against extremists unless we are able to attract that majority, those moderates. That is the role of soft power. In addition, even when you need to use hard power against the hard-core terrorist, you will need cooperation from other governments in a civilian matter. You will not solve this by bombs alone. You will need close civilian cooperation—intelligence sharing, policy work across borders, tracing financial flows. To some extent other governments will share information to deal with terrorists out of their self-interest, but the degree of sharing you get depends upon the degree to which you are attractive to other countries. For example, if being pro-American or sympathetic to the Americans or being seen to cooperate with the Americans is the kiss of death in domestic politics, you will get less cooperation from those governments—witness the Turkish example I just gave. So for both reasons, both to attract the moderate majority and to reach a context or setting in which governments can cooperate more fully with us to deal with the hard core, soft power is key to being able to wage this struggle against terrorism. 

Soft power is critical to winning the war on terror.

Tony Judt, Director of the Remarque Institute at New York University, “Its Own Worst Enemy,” The New York Review of Books, August 15, 2002, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/15632

If the United States is to win its war on terror, if it is to succeed in its assertion of world leadership, it is going to need the help and understanding of others, particularly in dealing with poor Arab and Muslim states and others resentful at their own backwardness. This is perfectly obvious. International police actions and the regulation and oversight of intercontinental movements of currency, goods, and people require international cooperation. "Failed states," in whose detritus terrorists flourish, need to be rebuilt—the U.S. is culpably uninterested in this task and no longer much good at it, in depressing contrast to its performance after 1945. America does the bombing, but the complicated and dangerous work of reconstruction is left to others. The European Union (including its candidate members) currently contributes ten times more peacekeeping troops worldwide than the U.S., and in Kosovo, Bosnia, Albania, Sierra Leone, and elsewhere the Europeans have taken more military casualties than the U.S.. Fifty-five percent of the world's development aid and two thirds of all grants-in-aid to the poor and vulnerable nations of the globe come from the European Union. As a share of GNP, U.S. foreign aid is barely one third the European average. If you combine European spending on defense, foreign aid, intelligence gathering, and policing—all of them vital to any sustained war against international crime—it easily matches the current American defense budget. Notwithstanding the macho preening that sometimes passes for foreign policy analysis in contemporary Washington, the United States is utterly dependent on friends and allies in order to achieve its goals. If America is to get and keep foreign support, it is going to have to learn to wield what Nye calls "soft power." Grand talk of a new American Empire is illusory, Nye believes: another misleading historical allusion to put with "Vietnam" and "Munich" in the catalog of abused analogies. In Washington today one hears loud boasts of unipolarity and hegemony, but the fact, Nye writes, is that The success of U.S. primacy will depend not just on our military or economic might but also on the soft power of our culture and values and on policies that make others feel they have been consulted and their interests have been taken into account. Talk about empire may dazzle us and mislead us into thinking we can go it alone.[ Soft power, in Nye's usage, sounds a lot like common sense, and would have seemed that way to every post-war American administration from Harry Truman to George Bush Sr. If you want others to want what you want, you need to make them feel included. Soft power is about influence, example, credibility, and reputation. The Soviet Union, in Nye's account, lost it in the course of its invasions of Hungary and Czechoslovakia in 1956 and 1968. America's soft power is enhanced by the openness and energy of its society; it is diminished by needlessly crass behavior, like Bush's blunt assertion that the Kyoto agreement was "dead."

SoPo Advantage – Terrorism 2/2
Only soft power garnered in the Middle East can solve future terrorist attacks.

Lisa A. Curtis, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation. May 31, 2007. Heritage Online: “America's Image Abroad: Room for Improvement.” http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl1027.cfm
If we are to root out the hateful and totalitarian ideologies that brought catastrophic terrorist events throughout the world, such as 9/11, the Madrid train attacks, the Bali nightclub bombings, the Lon­don subway bombings, the Mumbai commuter train blasts, and the recent string of attacks in Morocco, we will need to focus more foreign policy attention and resources on soft power strategies. In order to isolate and defeat the extremists' agenda, we need to win support from moderate Muslims worldwide. Right now, the score is not in our favor. However, with a sustained and focused strategy, and with some patience and perseverance, we should begin to see the fruits of our labor in the years to come.

Soft power key to stop terrorism

Joseph S. Nye Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Foreign Affairs, July/August 2003.

THE WILLINGNESS of other countries to cooperate in dealing with transnational issues such as terrorism depends in part on their own self-interest, but also on the attractiveness of American positions. Soft power lies in the ability to attract and persuade rather than coerce. It means that others want what the United States wants, and there is less need to use carrots and sticks. Hard power, the ability to coerce, grows out of a country’s military and economic might. Soft power arises from the attractiveness of a country’s culture, political ideals, and policies. When U.S. policies appear legitimate in the eyes of others, American soft power is enhanced. Hard power will always remain crucial in a world of nation-states guarding their independence, but soft power will become increasingly important in dealing with the transna​tional issues that require multilateral cooperation for their solution.

SoPo Advantage – Hard Power

Soft power key to hard power

Julia Hanna, Kennedy School Bulletin, “Going It Alone,” Spring, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/ksgpress/bulletin/spring2002/features/alone.html, accessed 10/15/02

It’s more than a matter of staying one step ahead of our enemies in a technological game of cat and mouse, he continues. “When the Pan Am flight exploded over Lockerbie, Scotland, the cause was a bomb in unaccompanied luggage. “So now the airline employees ask if we packed our bag ourselves. A Mohammed Atta would say, ‘Yes, I packed my bag myself,’ so we’ve created new security procedures. Unfortunately, each time you find a solution, someone will be looking for a chink in your armor. That dynamic is bound to continue.” Military power is an essential part of the response, but an equally productive focusing point, Nye continues, would be the cultivation of what he calls “soft power,” or the ability to advance one’s agenda through attraction rather than coercion. “Soft power arises from our culture, values, and policies,” he states. Given its proper weight, soft power can serve as a much-needed balance to our economic and military might, two examples of “hard power” that can overwhelm and alienate other countries. The thousands of international students who come to study at U.S. institutions are an example of this country’s soft power. Our government’s democratic values and promotion of peace and human rights influence how other countries perceive us. For better or worse, so does the latest Bruce Willis action flick. America’s use of capital punishment and relatively permissive gun control laws undercut its soft power in European countries. While its intangible quality makes soft power much more difficult to use and control, observes Nye, that fact does not diminish its importance. “American pre-eminence will last well into this century, but our attitudes and policies will need to encompass a very different means of meeting challenges and achieving our goals,” he says. While a strong military presence will continue to be essential to maintaining global stability, it proves less adequate when confronting issues such as global climate change, the spread of infectious diseases, and international financial stability. “We must not let the illusion of empire blind us to the increasing importance of soft power,” Nye cautions. “A unilateralist approach to foreign policy fails to produce the right results, and its accompanying arrogance erodes the soft power that is often part of the solution.”

Soft power preserves hegemony.

William Drozdiak, President of the American Council on Germany in New York City. Previously, he was Executive Director of the German Marshall Fund's Transatlantic Center in Brussels. “The North Atlantic Drift,” Foreign Affairs, January/February 2005
Reconstructing the transatlantic partnership is one of the most important strategic challenges facing President George W. Bush in his second term. Having squandered global sympathies after the attacks of September 11, 2001, stretched U.S. military forces to the breaking point in Afghanistan and Iraq, and run up such massive deficits that only enormous infusions of foreign capital can avert a meltdown of the dollar, Washington is learning the hard way that even the world's sole superpower needs allies. With too few troops and funds to shape the world as it wants, the United States will need to rely on moral suasion rather than brute force if it wants to recapture hearts and minds abroad and sustain its unparalleled power throughout the twenty-first century. The place to start is in the 40-odd democracies spread across Europe. Over the last four years, the Atlantic alliance has suffered serious damage. On both sides, trust has been eroded by bickering over the war in Iraq and Washington's growing penchant for unilateral action, notably the Bush doctrine of preventive war. At the same time, however, the enlargement of both NATO and the EU has finally sealed the last fissures of the Cold War and created opportunities for Washington to renovate the transatlantic relationship--arguably the most successful alliance in history. As President Bush embarks on a second term, he will need to prove to his critics that he can rediscover the values of Republican internationalists. He will have to reshape the transatlantic relationship by replacing the unifying struggle of the Cold War with a new common resolve to fight terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), as well as embrace fresh initiatives to bring peace to the Middle East and defuse a potential world energy crisis. Tensions between the United States and European states only exacerbate global instability. But together, these nations form the bedrock of a powerful coalition of democracies that can command worldwide support on a range of important issues. To achieve this new strategic understanding, the United States and the EU must buttress three critical aspects of their alliance: their economic partnership, their security strategy, and their foreign policy.
SoPo Advantage – Hard Power

Soft power is key to military effectiveness

Joseph Nye, former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, restoring America’s reputation in the world and why it matters, 3.4.2010, http://mountainrunner.us/2010/03/nye.html

But there is also a danger of thinking of information campaigns in terms that mis-understand the essence of soft power. "The military has to understand that soft power is more challenging to wield in terms of the application of military force - particularly if what that force is doing is not seen as attractive." If the other levers of soft power are not pulling in the same direction, then the military cannot create favorable conditions on its own. In the words of Admiral Mullen, America's top military officer, "no amount of public relations will establish credibility if American behavior overseas is perceived as arrogant, uncaring or insulting." Or as the Australian COIN expert David Kilcullen notes, "this implies that America's international reputation, moral authority , diplomatic weight, persuasive ability, cultural attractiveness and strategic credibility - its "soft power"--is not some optional adjunct to military strength. Rather, it is a critical enabler for a permissive operating environment... and it is also the prime political competence in countering a globalized insurgency." 

Soft power key to success in future wars

Associated Press, defense chief: fight terrorism with soft power, 2007, 

http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/21980961/

Defeating terrorism will require the use of more “soft power,” with civilians contributing more in communication, economic assistance, political development and other non-military areas, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Monday. Gates called for the creation of new government organizations, including a permanent group of civilian experts with a wide range of expertise who could be sent abroad on short notice as a supplement to U.S. military efforts. And he urged more involvement by university and other private experts. “We must focus our energies beyond the guns and steel of the military, beyond just our brave soldiers, sailors, Marines and airmen,” he said in a speech at Kansas State University in Manhattan, Kan. “We must also focus our energies on the other elements of national power that will be so crucial in the coming years.” He said the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as U.S. military involvement in the 1990s in the Balkans and in Somalia, have shown that long-term success requires more than U.S. military power. “Based on my experience serving seven presidents, as a former director of CIA and now as secretary of defense, I am here to make the case for strengthening our capacity to use ‘soft’ power and for better integrating it with ‘hard’ power,” Gates said. Many have argued that the Bush administration missed opportunities early in the Iraq and Afghanistan campaigns to head off insurgent resistance by failing to focus on economic development, promotion of internal reconciliation, training of police forces and communication of U.S. goals.The lesson, Gates said, is that nontraditional conflict — against insurgents, guerrillas and terrorists — will be the mainstay of battlefields for years to come, requiring more than military power.
Solvency – Generic

Other countries fill in to stabilize Afghanistan

Stephen Schlesinger, Columnist, March 10 2010 “The Only Way Out of Afghanistan is a Withdrawal Deadline”, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html
The deadline is also a signal to our compatriots in the region that the U.S. and its NATO allies are not going to continue shouldering the burden of the Afghan war indefinitely and that the countries that border Afghanistan or have interests in it—including Russia, Iran, India, and China and the various “stans”—must now themselves become engaged in this conflict, supplying resources and forces to defeat the enemy. One may recall that Russia, Iran, India, and Tajikistan originally assisted the U.S. in ousting the Taliban in 2001 out of fear that otherwise the Taliban militants would foment domestic Islamic insurgencies within their borders and possibly spur narcotics traffic throughout the region. Today Iran, India, China, and Saudi Arabia (among other nations) are already giving economic aid to Kabul and would surely increase their assistance if the U.S. reduced its own.

The US would be more successful in Afghanistan by withdrawing troops and leaving behind auxiliary forces 

The Washington Post, time to get out of Afghanistan, 9.1.2009, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html

U.S. forces are being increased by 21,000, to 68,000, bringing the coalition total to 110,000. About 9,000 are from Britain, where support for the war is waning. Counterinsurgency theory concerning the time and the ratio of forces required to protect the population indicates that, nationwide, Afghanistan would need hundreds of thousands of coalition troops, perhaps for a decade or more. That is inconceivable. So, instead, forces should be substantially reduced to serve a comprehensively revised policy: America should do only what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters.

Solvency – US Key 1/2

Negotiations key to solve, US commitment key

Foreign Policy in Focus, legitimacy in Afghanistan, 11.12.2009, http://www.fpif.org/articles/legitimacy_in_afghanistan

In March, Carlotta Gall reported in The New York Times that preliminary discussions between Afghan government officials and Taliban leaders were already underway, and that Afghan officials said they could be developed into formal talks with the support of the United States.  But the United States withheld its support, on the grounds that the time wasn't ripe for negotiations, since the Taliban were too strong. In May, Dexter Filkins reported in the Times that: Taliban leaders were talking with Afghan intermediaries about a peace agreement that would include a timetable for the withdrawal of foreign troops. But Filkins noted that "American commanders seem determined to inflict greater pain on the Taliban first, to push them into negotiations and extract better terms."On the eve of the Afghan presidential election in August, Gall reported in the Times that the major presidential candidates agreed that the next government should try to end the war through negotiations. She noted that the head of the United Nations mission in Afghanistan, Kai Eide, was urging "a wide-reaching political solution" and improving relations with Pakistan. Eide argued that the groundwork for such a process needed to be laid in the winter, to forestall another season of fighting in the spring.Looking back to March, it appears that the United States has ignored each opportunity to explore a political settlement in favor of military escalation. And Obama administration officials have justified escalation as a tool that will supposedly improve the U.S. position in future negotiations. But that hasn't happened. Instead, escalation has just brought more death and destruction. 
US is key to negotiations

Time, Karzai and Obama: whose strategy for afghan endgame, 5.12.2010, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1988174,00.html
Karzai has reportedly already been conducting discreet negotiations in Gulf countries with representatives of the Taliban leadership, but those talks can't go anywhere without the active support of the U.S. That's because the insurgents' key demand for making peace is that foreign troops withdraw from Afghanistan. There's little point in the Taliban talking to Karzai unless he is able to negotiate on the understanding that the U.S. is willing to go along with a peace deal that will eventually require its withdrawal. 
Solvency – US Key 2/2

Negotiations are key to stabilizing Afghanistan, decreasing terrorism and creating an environment for effective withdrawal

Huffington Post, withdraw from Afghanistan with a public, negotiated timetable, 9.15.2009, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-naiman/withdraw-from-afghanistan_b_286866.html

A key goal of the U.S. government is that the government of Afghanistan be perceived as legitimate. But one of the principal barriers to the perception of the Afghan government as legitimate is the indefinite military occupation of Afghanistan by the United States and its allies. From the point of view of an Afghan citizen, whether and how the war should continue, whether and how and with whom in the insurgency there should be negotiations, are, to say the least, among the most important questions of public policy that the country faces. But key decisions about these questions aren't being made in Kabul. President Karzai has asked for an agreement governing the conduct of foreign forces. The United States government ignores him. President Karzai says there should be negotiations with top leaders of the insurgency. The U.S. government says no. How can the Afghan government be perceived as legitimate, when it doesn't have effective input into key decisions affecting the country's welfare? It may seem anachronistic at this particular political moment to speak about the legitimacy of the Afghan government in the wake of the widespread allegations of fraud in the recent election. But this moment will pass. The United States has an urgent interest in working out a deal. Without a government perceived as legitimate to invite their presence, U.S. troops cannot remain in Afghanistan. After all, Soviet troops were also in Afghanistan at the request of an Afghan government, and the United States called that an occupation. The political crisis around the election will almost surely be resolved somehow, perhaps with a national unity government including Mr. Karzai and Mr. Abdullah. And the question of the perceived legitimacy of the Afghan government will remain a central problem of U.S. policy.Indeed the political crisis around the election presents an opportunity to make a bold move to enhance the legitimacy of the Afghan government. Already before the election President Karzai announced he would invite the Taliban to a Loya Jirga, or grand tribal council, to try and 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, certainly including Mr. Karzai and Mr. Abdullah, but also including leaders representative of Afghanistan's various insurgencies. Admiral Mullen has spoken of starting over militarily in Afghanistan. If we can contemplate starting over militarily, we should be able to contemplate starting over politically. The conference in Bonn in 2001 that established the framework for the constitution and government of Afghanistan following the U.S. invasion had a fatal flaw. It excluded supporters of the Taliban. In this way it was similar to the post-invasion political arrangements in Iraq, in which supporters of the Baath Party were excluded. In both cases the decision created a class of people excluded from political participation who had the means and motive to create insurgencies, and insurgencies were the result. The proposition that there will be negotiations with the Taliban and other insurgents in Afghanistan has been endorsed by General Petraeus and Admiral Mullen. The key points in dispute are when negotiations should begin and who they should include. The position of Admiral Mullen is that we can't go to talks yet because we'd be bargaining from a position of weakness. So the question is talk now and later or only talk later. We should start the talks now. Negotiations will surface the real issues in dispute. The process of negotiation will not be quick. All the more reason to start it now. The United States has one over-riding legitimate national security interest in Afghanistan: that the country not be a base for organizing attacks against the United States. If there are circumstances in which Mullah Omar and his men will sign and abide by an agreement that guarantees that Afghanistan will not be a base for organizing attacks on the United States, then Mullah Omar is "reconcilable" to the interests of the vast majority of Americans. If the United States indicates its willingness to negotiate a timetable for the withdrawal of its military forces from Afghanistan with a national unity government, that will be a powerful incentive for the formation of such a government; because whoever participates in such a government will be "at the table" when the negotiation takes place.
Solvency – Drones Key

Drones can provide effective military support post withdrawal

David Rittgers, legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute, both left and right are wrong about drones, 2.25.2010, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11257

Criticism from conservatives is largely based on the logic that a live and talking terrorist is worth more than a dead one. While this is true as a general matter, several factors make drone attacks a good alternative to capture. First, not all terrorists targeted in drone attacks can be feasibly taken alive. This is especially true of those who reside in the many areas dominated by local insurgent groups and therefore out of reach of national governments. For example, putting troops on the ground in the Pakistani tribal areas, where numerous drone attacks have been carried out, is both tactically and diplomatically problematic. Last May, CIA Director Leon Panetta called drones the "only game in town" when it comes to certain parts of Pakistan, and this will remain the case for the long term.Second, many terrorist leaders are captured and interrogated, but by their own governments rather than U.S. forces. Cooperation with the governments who capture these terrorists serves numerous purposes, and this should not be viewed as a loss. The recent interrogation of high-level Taliban official Mullah Baradar by Pakistani agents is an example how U.S. personnel need not be—indeed, are often unable to be—involved in every phase of these operations.The fight against al Qaeda is unlike any of our previous conflicts, but in broad strokes the Cold War is the best parallel we have. 0The biggest difference is that our current enemy is significantly weaker than the Soviet Union. Al Qaeda has far fewer resources, limited military power, and it is losing credibility with the broader Muslim community because of its nihilist message.The U.S. will continue to engage in proxy fights against al Qaeda franchises in the Horn of Africa, Yemen and the Philippines for the foreseeable future. Large, long-term troop deployments such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan will be the exception, not the rule, in this fight. Engaging governments to defeat internal terrorist and insurgent groups is the most cost-effective way to fight this war, and supporting those governments with the surgical use of drones is an effective technique.Drone strikes remain a valuable tool in this struggle, and all signs indicate that they are here to stay.

Drones are the most effective weapons system the US military has for fighting Al Qaeda
New York Times, drones are weapons of choice in fighting qaeda, 2009, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/17/business/17uav.html

A missile fired by an American drone killed at least four people late Sunday at the house of a militant commander in northwest Pakistan, the latest use of what intelligence officials have called their most effective weapon against Al Qaeda. And Pentagon officials say the remotely piloted planes, which can beam back live video for up to 22 hours, have done more than any other weapons system to track down insurgents and save American lives in Iraq and Afghanistan. The planes have become one of the military’s favorite weapons despite many shortcomings resulting from the rush to get them into the field. Field commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan, where the Air Force is in charge of the Predators, say their ability to linger over an area for hours, streaming instant video warnings of insurgent activity, has been crucial to reducing threats from roadside bombs and identifying terrorist compounds. The C.I.A. is in charge of drone flights in Pakistan, where more than three dozen missiles strikes have been launched against Al Qaeda and Taliban leaders in recent months. The Predators and Reapers are now flying 34 surveillance patrols each day in Iraq and Afghanistan, up from 12 in 2006. They are also transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month, some of it directly to troops on the ground.
Solvency – Peace Talks Key 1/2
Withdrawal forces the US to negotiate a peace settlement

Robert Naiman, Policy Director atJust Foreign Policy, will Obama say yes to afghan peace talks, 5.7.2010, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/05/07-6
Afghan President Hamid Karzai is coming to Washington next week to meet with President Obama. Afghan government officials have said that their top priority for these talks is to get President Obama to agree that the U.S. will fully back efforts of the Afghan government to reconcile with senior leaders of the Afghan Taliban insurgency in order to end the war. Just this week, Jonathan Steele reported in the Guardianthat across Afghanistan, talking to the Taliban is seen as "the only credible way" to end the war, "even among Afghanistan's small but determined group of woman professionals." Steele interviews a range of Afghan professional women to illustrate his point. Member of Parliament Shukria Barakzai explains why she supports peace talks: "Everybody has been trying to kill the Taliban but they're still there, stronger than ever. They are part of our population. They have different ideas but as democrats we have to accept that. Every war has to end with talks and negotiations. Afghans need peace like oxygen. People want to keep their villages free of violence and suicide bombers." When we compel the U.S. government to accept the policy of a timetable for military withdrawal, we remove the fundamental U.S. obstacle to peace in Afghanistan. Until now, there have been just a handful of voices in the U.S. debate openly calling for real U.S. support of Afghan peace talks, such as Ahmed Rashid, writing in the Washington Post; Robert Dreyfuss, writing in the Nation; Tom Hayden, writing in the Los Angeles Times; and Gareth Porter, in his reporting for Inter Press Service. But now that President Karzai is expressly meeting with President Obama for the purpose of securing US agreement to back Afghan peace talks, it's time to make American public support for peace talks more visible.

This is normal means

Time, Karzai and Obama: whose strategy for afghan endgame, 5.12.2010, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1988174,00.html

Even if Presidents Barack Obama and Hamid Karzai have moved beyond their recent public mutual recriminations, their White House meeting on Wednesday will take place against a backdrop of tension over strategy. Everyone in Afghanistan and its neighboring countries knows that the endgame in that country's eight-year conflict is already under way — and that its conclusion will involve a negotiated settlement with the Taliban. But the terms and timing of such a settlement are anything but settled, and it appears that Karzai is more inclined to begin immediate direct and far-reaching negotiations with the senior leadership of the insurgency than are his U.S. backers.

Solvency – Peace Talks Key 2/2

Military effort and bribery will fail –peace talks solve.

Eric Margolies, 1/29/10, Toronto Sun, http://www.torontosun.com/comment/columnists/eric_margolis/2010/01/29/12670691.html

The U.S. and its NATO allies are losing the nine-year-old war in Afghanistan. So Washington and London, both in dire financial straits, say they are now ready for a possible face-saving peace deal with the Pashtun Taliban and its nationalist allies.   If you can’t bomb them into submission, buy them off.   A conference was held in London last Thursday to raise tens of millions of dollars to try to bribe lower level Taliban to co-operate with the western occupation and/or lay down its arms.  Bribery is a time-honoured tool of war. But it’s not the answer in Afghanistan.   The bloody Afghan conflict can only be ended by genuine peace negotiations and withdrawal of all foreign troops.   U.S. commanders in Afghanistan admit they have lost the military initiative.  The resistance is steadily gaining ground. Increasing U.S. and allied troops to 150,000 won’t be enough to defeat Taliban.   By year end, U.S. and NATO forces will only equal the number of Soviet forces committed to Afghanistan in the 1980s.   Meanwhile Pakistan, without whose co-operation the U.S. cannot wage war in Afghanistan, is in turmoil.   The U.S. is infiltrating Xe (formerly Blackwater) and DynCorp mercenaries into Pakistan to protect U.S. military supply routes north from Karachi to Afghanistan, and to operate or defend American air bases in Pakistan.   American mercenaries are being used to assassinate militants and enemies of Pakistan’s U.S.-installed government and to target Pakistan’s nuclear installations for future U.S. action.   This, and increasing attacks by American killer drones, have sparked outrage across Pakistan and brought warnings of creeping U.S. occupation.  U.S. and Canadian forces in Afghanistan are like a man trying to fix a chimney on the roof of a burning house. As Pakistan burns, so will Afghanistan.  Washington lacks the men, money and understanding to deal with chaotic Pakistan — never mind chaotic Afghanistan.  Washington, London, Ottawa, Berlin and Paris share the same problem: Their war propaganda has so demonized Taliban as terrorists and woman abusers that western politicians are petrified to deal with the tribal movement, and risk being accused of sending soldiers to their deaths in a futile war.   The far right will howl “appeasement,” “giving in to terrorism” and “betraying our boys.”  Ignore the advocates of permanent war and torture. Afghans have suffered more than 3 million deaths in 30 years of wars. They desperately need peace, political stability and rebuilding, not the current western-installed puppet regime of thieving war lords, drug mafias and thugs of the old Afghan Communist Party.   The best thing we can do for our soldiers is to get them out of the Afghan hell hole before they die in this pointless war.  The west can’t “win” in Afghanistan. In fact, Washington cannot even define what victory means. The intelligent, straight-talking American ambassador to Kabul, former general Karl Eikenberry, as well as VP Joe Biden insist it’s time to start peace talks. We should heed their sensible advice.  Real peace talks are the answer. Not the ruse long proposed by U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal to try to bribe away low-ranking Taliban and so split the Afghan resistance. This stratagem worked to a degree with Sunni tribesmen in Iraq, but it is unlikely to succeed with the proud Pashtun tribes who value honour more than money. Theirs is an antique concept most westerners cannot understand.
Military success unfeasible –only peace talks solve.  

BBC,  2/2/10, “How to end the war in Afghanistan,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/south_asia/8490710.stm

Even more significant, there is broad agreement that talking to the Taliban is the only way to bring the insurgency to an end.   No longer are the US, Nato or Afghanistan's neighbours talking about militarily defeating the Taliban, rebuilding the country from top to bottom or promoting democracy.  Instead there is a single purpose in mind - how to end the war and provide sufficient security for the people so that development can take place, while at the same time allow foreign forces to leave.  There is only one way to carry out such an end game and that is to talk to the Taliban.  Six months ago major stakeholders such as Russia, India and Iran were against such talks - now no longer.   Stalemate.  The turnaround has happened not because Nato is winning, but because Nato is perceived to be "not winning" or at best in a stalemate in the war against the Taliban.  What every country fears in an even more prolonged conflict is a collapse of will at home (in Europe and the US) and in Kabul to resist the Taliban. Talk and fight is the new mantra. 

Solvency – Taliban will Negotiate

Karzai and the Taliban will come to the table for negotiations

Gareth Porter, investigative historian and journalist with Inter-Press Service specialising in U.S. national security policy, negotiating with the Taliban, 3.16.2010, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:qztIbV8802cJ:www.counterpunch.org/porter03162010.html+withdraw+from+afghanistan+united+states+drones+negotiate&cd=8&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us

Obama identified mid-2011 as the trigger point for the beginning of a U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan. But Obama will also need to show the U.S. public that he is making progress on an exit strategy by 2012 – the biggest single prod for starting peace negotiations much earlier. The question of when negotiations with the Taliban might begin has been hanging over the administration's national security team for weeks. As one official told the Times, starting negotiations "is now more a question of 'when' than a question of 'if'." Gen. McChrystal has been worried that Obama would agree to a negotiated settlement with the Taliban involving a relatively short timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. forces. Contrary to the public position voiced frequently by Gates that the Taliban would not negotiate seriously under present conditions, McChrystal understands that there are indications the Taliban leaders would try to use their present strong territorial position as bargaining leverage on a settlement. That was the gist of what an official of McChrystal's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) told IPS in late January. The Taliban would presumably offer formal guarantees that it would sever all ties with al Qaeda in return for withdrawal of all foreign troops, based on the signal conveyed in an article on the website of the Taliban's Islamic Caliphate of Afghanistan website Dec. 5. When Obama announced a compromise strategy in November, he hinted that the war would have to end through negotiations, but left the question of how and when the United States would participate in those negotiations unresolved. Back in Washington, however, Obama made no decision to support or oppose Karzai's proposal and, by extension, left open the possible participation by Mullah Omar in talks on a peace agreement. An administration official recalled recently that the George W. Bush administration adopted a firm policy against reconciliation with the Taliban, and that then Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice once told Karzai in a phone conversation to "shut up about reconciliation" with the Taliban. But the Obama administration still hadn't adopted a new policy on the issue, the official told IPS. Obama's initiative in proposing to take advantage of even modest successes in Afghanistan and Pakistan to start talks suggests that he was waiting for the earliest possible favourable moment politically to make a move toward diplomacy. It remains to be seen, however, whether he is willing to stand up to pressures from opponents of such an initiative or will retreat once again to avoid any confrontation with the military. 
If the US are willing to negotiate a withdrawal the Taliban will come to the table

Reuters, Taliban will negotiate, but path fraught with risk, 2.7.2010, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6160VG20100207

"The Taliban know they can't take over the country. They would be presiding over a country with persistent and perennial poverty and civil war. So they would like to negotiate," said one diplomat involved in discussions about Afghanistan.

The Taliban for their part are expected to come under pressure from Pakistan to negotiate to try to end a war which has increasingly spilled over from Afghanistan. "The regional political situation seems to be changing and I believe now the Pakistan authorities have reached the conclusion to make the Taliban join in the talks," said Afghan analyst Khalil Roman. Whatever happens, public statements on both sides are expected to stick to existing positions. The Taliban say all foreign troops must leave before they negotiate; Washington says they must sever ties with al Qaeda and renounce violence. A former Taliban official said the Taliban wanted to talk directly to the Americans, whom they see as their main adversary rather than the Karzai government.

Solvency – Now Key Time for Withdrawal

Now is the key time for negotiations
Stephen Schlesinger, Columnist, March 10 2010 “The Only Way Out of Afghanistan is a Withdrawal Deadline”, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html
Finally, most of the controversy over Obama’s deadline has come with the argument that the Taliban, knowing in advance that there is a withdrawal date, will simply wait until the Americans leave in order to topple the Karzai regime. Still, as I noted earlier, the Taliban have said all along that it will not negotiate with the Karzai government or with the Americans until the U.S. commits to a departure date. Thus Obama’s July 2011 date could actually lead to talks rather than to an upsurge in Taliban fighting. In any case, it is worth testing the Taliban on whether they are serious about negotiations or not.

Now is the key time for troop withdrawal

Jacob Hornberger, founder and president of the future of freedom foundation, 2009, http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp
Permit me to make my proposal for Afghanistan: Get out. Now. No handwringing and no delays. President Obama should issue an immediate order that all U.S. troops withdraw from Afghanistan and return to the United States at once. Look, they’ve had seven years to kill the terrorists. That’s longer than World War II. Longtime supporters of The Future of Freedom Foundation know that when George W. Bush declared his “war on terrorism” seven years ago, we warned that such a war would prove to be much like the drug war — that is, one that has no end. Who can now doubt that we were right? U.S. officials tell us that the war on terrorism in Afghanistan is just now getting a good start — after seven years of killing the terrorists! An immediate withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan would limit the U.S. government to dealing with the threat of terrorism here at home and would put a stop to what it has been doing to perpetually fuel the threat of terrorism — e.g., dropping bombs on wedding parties and others unconnected to terrorism in Afghanistan 

AT Spending DA

Removing troops from Afghanistan saves trillions in the long term

William Polk, was professor of history and director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago and later president of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs, Nov. 23, 2009, “How to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html
Then there are the casualties:  we have so far lost about a thousand -- or a quarter as many as in Iraq.   Casualties we can count, but the number of seriously wounded keeps growing because many of the effects of exposure to modern weapons do not show up until later.   We have no reliable figures yet on Afghanistan, but already about one in four soldiers have reported “acute stress, depression or anxiety.”9  In Iraq at least 100,000 of the one and a half million soldiers who served there suffered severe psychological damage and about 300,000 have reported post-traumatic stress disorder and a similar number have suffered brain injuries.10 Crassly put, these “walking wounded” will not only be unable fully to contribute to American society but will be a burden on it for many years to come. It has been estimated that dealing with a brain-injured soldier over his remaining life will cost about $5 million.  Cancer, from exposure to depleted uranium is, only now coming into full effect.11 It is sobering that 40 percent of the soldiers who served in the 1991 Gulf war – which lasted only a hundred hours – are receiving disability payments.12  Inevitably, more “boots on the ground” will lead to more beds in hospitals.

Continuing the war will tank the economy

William Polk, was professor of history and director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of Chicago and later president of the Adlai Stevenson Institute of International Affairs, Nov. 23, 2009, “How to Get Out of Afghanistan”, http://hnn.us/articles/120371.html
What will this cost?  If we participate, as we should in our own interest as well as for moral reasons, in these activities, we might consider offering (hopefully with matching funds from others), say, $5 billion dollars a year for the period the military and their hawkish civilian advisers propose, ten years.  That would amount to roughly $50 billion over a decade.   So what will spending that amount of money save us?  At our current level of activity – before the introduction of more troops – we are “burning” as venture capitalists say, about $60 billion a year.  Next year, our direct costs will probably rise to at least $100 billion.  And even that figure will surely rise in the years to come.  So the Congressionally allocated funds in the coming few years under even the most modest form of “staying the course” would amount to a minimum of $600 billion and more likely to much more.   On top of that, we are otherwise harming our economy so that over a 5 to 10 year period of our current policy the real costs we would incur would probably amount to between $3 to $6 trillion.  This is money we don’t have37 and will have to borrow from overseas.  Those who have opposed expanding health care because of the costs should note that the venture in Afghanistan will be more expensive with no compensating benefit. 

AT Politics DA – Plan Popular
Plan is popular

Peace and Justice Works, Advocacy Group, Oct 2, 2009 http://www.pjw.info/iraqfacts100209.pdf “US Out of Afghanistan!” 
Polls taken in late August show that a majority of Americans oppose the ongoing military action in Afghanistan. An August poll by CNN/Opinion Research Corp showed 54 % opposed to the war in Afghanistan, with only 41 % in favor, down from 50 % support in May. The Washington Post (August 20) found 51 % “say the war is not worth fighting, up ... 10 (percent) since March.” A CNN poll in early September showed opposition as high as 57%.

Plan is popular and key to Obama’s reelection 

The Guardian, Dec 2, 2009, “Obama’s war: the final push: New troops to be in Afghanistan within six months: US forces to begin pullout in summer 2011”, Lexis 

Some Democratic members of Congress also expressed criticism of the president for sending more troops and failing to set a date for complete withdrawal. Obama is keen to shed the label of "war president" having already set a 2011 date for the withdrawal of US troops from Iraq. The sight of US troops leaving both Iraq and Afghanistan in large numbers could increase his chances of re-election. 

Troop withdrawal will become more popular in the upcoming months

The Guardian, June 15 2010, “Will Obama’s Afghan Surge Run in the Sand?”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/cifamerica/2010/jun/15/obama-time-afghanistan-mcchrystal , online
In reality, McChrystal has considerably less than 12 months to break the Taliban in Kandahar and demonstrate measurable overall progress. Obama will conduct another of his trademark policy reviews in December. If the current grim picture has not cheered up considerably by then, McChrystal could find himself heading the same way as his able predecessor, General David McKiernan, sacrificed by Obama to political expediency. That process may already be under way. McChrystal's superior, General David Petraeus, faced sharp questioning on Capitol Hill today over perceived drift in Kandahar. While Republicans criticise Obama for prematurely setting a withdrawal timetable, Democrats worry that he will fail to pull the troops out quickly enough. "McChrystal is going to have to do a better job in Kandahar," a weekend New York Times editorial warned.
AT Politics DA – Plan Unpopular
Plan is unpopular- Obama is the new LBJ

Jack Kelly, Columnist, Dec 6 2009, “Obama is not built for wartime; He sounds an uncertain trumpet on Afghanistan”, 

Subordinating military requirements to domestic political considerations is what got Lyndon Johnson into deep trouble in Vietnam. It isn't likely to work better for Mr. Obama in Afghanistan. The president will suffer from the image of vacillation and indecision he projected in the speech. What Americans want -- and our enemies fear -- in a war leader is firmness and decisiveness, which Franklin Roosevelt displayed after Pearl Harbor and George W. Bush displayed after 9/11. Mr. Obama is president in wartime. But his speech made it plain he isn't a wartime president.
Plan is unpopular, past votes in the House prove

Jim Malone, Columnist, March 10 2010, Voice of America News, Lexis

The U.S. House of Representatives on Wednesday overwhelmingly rejected a resolution calling for a quick withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan. The vote was 356 against and 65 in favor of the resolution. Even though the final tally was not close, the debate in the House gave anti-war lawmakers an opportunity to vent their frustrations about the war.
