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***Inherency***

Current Policy = Mixed Doctrine

Counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations make stability impossible

Stewart, 9- Ryan Family Professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, studied at Oxford and served briefly in the British army before working in the diplomatic service in Indonesia and as British representative to Montenegro (7/10/09, Rory, “Afghanistan: a war we cannot win,” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/5797197/Afghanistan-a-war-we-cannot-win.html) 
We are accustomed to seeing Afghans through bars, or smeared windows, or the sight of a rifle: turbaned men carrying rockets, praying in unison, or lying in pools of blood; boys squabbling in an empty swimming pool; women in burn wards, or begging in burkas. Kabul is a South Asian city of millions. Bollywood music blares out in its crowded spice markets and flower gardens, but it seems that images conveying colour and humour are reserved for Rajasthan. Barack Obama, in a recent speech, set out our fears. The Afghan government "is undermined by corruption and has difficulty delivering basic services to its people. The economy is undercut by a booming narcotics trade that encourages criminality and funds the insurgency... If the Afghan government falls to the Taliban – or allows al-Qaeda to go unchallenged – that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can. "For the Afghan people, a return to Taliban rule would condemn their country to brutal governance, international isolation, a paralysed economy, and the denial of basic human rights to the Afghan people – especially women and girls. The return in force of al-Qaeda terrorists who would accompany the core Taliban leadership would cast Afghanistan under the shadow of perpetual violence." When we are not presented with a dystopian vision, we are encouraged to be implausibly optimistic. "There can be only one winner: democracy and a strong Afghan state," Gordon Brown predicted in his most recent speech on the subject. Obama and Brown rely on a hypnotising language that can – and perhaps will – be applied as easily to Somalia or Yemen as Afghanistan. It misleads us in several respects: minimising differences between cultures, exaggerating our fears, aggrandising our ambitions, inflating a sense of moral obligations and power, and confusing our goals. All these attitudes are aspects of a single worldview and create an almost irresistible illusion. It conjures nightmares of "failed states" and "global extremism", offers the remedies of "state-building" and "counter-insurgency", and promises a final dream of "legitimate, accountable governance". It papers over the weakness of the international community: our lack of knowledge, power and legitimacy. It conceals the conflicts between our interests: between giving aid to Afghans and killing terrorists. It assumes that Afghanistan is predictable. It makes our policy seem a moral obligation, makes failure unacceptable, and alternatives inconceivable. It does this so well that a more moderate, minimalist approach becomes almost impossible to articulate. Every Afghan ruler in the 20th century was assassinated, lynched or deposed. The Communist government tried to tear down the old structures of mullah and khan; the anti-Soviet jihad set up new ones, bolstered with US and Saudi cash and weapons from Pakistan. There is almost no economic activity in the country, aside from international aid and the production of illegal narcotics. The Afghan army cannot, like Pakistan's, reject America's attempt to define national security priorities; Afghan diplomats cannot mock our pronouncements. Karzai is widely criticised, but more than seven years after the invasion there is still no plausible alternative candidate; there aren't even recognisable political parties. Obama's new policy has a very narrow focus – counter-terrorism – and a very broad definition of how to achieve it: no less than the fixing of the Afghan state. Obama combines a negative account of Afghanistan's past and present – he describes the border region as ''the most dangerous place in the world'' – with an optimism that it can be transformed. He assumes that we have a moral justification and obligation to intervene, that the US and its allies have the capacity to address the threat and that our global humanitarian and security objectives are consistent and mutually reinforcing. Policy-makers perceive Afghanistan through the categories of counter-terrorism, counter-insurgency, state-building and economic development. These categories are so closely linked that you can put them in almost any sequence or combination. You need to defeat the Taliban to build a state and you need to build a state to defeat the Taliban. There cannot be security without development, or development without security. If you have the Taliban you have terrorists, if you don't have development you have terrorists, and as Obama informed the New Yorker: "If you have ungoverned spaces, they become havens for terrorists." These connections are global: in Obama's words, "our security and prosperity depend on the security and prosperity of others." Or, as a British foreign minister recently rephrased it, "our security depends on their development". Indeed, at times it seems that all these activities – building a state, defeating the Taliban, defeating al-Qaeda and eliminating poverty – are the same activity. The new US army and marine corps counter-insurgency doctrine sounds like a World Bank policy document, replete with commitments to the rule of law, economic development, governance, state-building and human rights. In Obama's words, "security and humanitarian concerns are all part of one project". This policy rests on misleading ideas about moral obligation, our capacity, the strength of our adversaries, the threat posed by Afghanistan, the relations between our different objectives, and the value of a state. The power of the US and its allies, and our commitment, knowledge and will, are limited. It is unlikely that we will be able to defeat the Taliban. The ingredients of successful counter-insurgency campaigns in places like Malaya – control of the borders, large numbers of troops in relation to the population, strong support from the majority ethnic groups, a long-term commitment and a credible local government – are lacking in Afghanistan.

Yes Withdraw – Set Date

Withdrawal is guaranteed – consensus 

The Times of India 10 [“US troops' withdrawal from Afghanistan is on track for next July”, the Times of India, June 22, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/World-US/US-troops-withdrawal-from-Afghanistan-is-on-track-for-next-July/articleshow/6076602.cms]
The Obama administration reaffirmed that it will begin pulling US troops out of Afghanistan next summer, despite reservations among top generals that absolute deadlines are a mistake. 

President Barack Obama’s chief of staff said on Sunday that an announced plan to begin bringing forces home in July 2011 still holds. “That’s not changing. Everybody agreed on that date,” Rahm Emanuel said, adding by name the top three officials overseeing the policy girding the war: Gen David Petraeus, defense secretary Robert Gates and the chairman of the joint chiefs of staff, Adm Mike Mullen
Withdrawal will happen next year

Dimascio 10 [Jen, ‘Gen. Petraeus defends Afghan exit date”, June 29, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39160.html] 

Gen. David Petraeus assured lawmakers Tuesday he would continue “relentless” pursuit of the Taliban if he is confirmed as the next top commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan and stressed his continued support for the president’s July 2011 withdrawal date. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee adjourned after three hours of testimony from Petraeus, named by President Barack Obama to succeed Gen. Stanley McChrystal after McChrystal resigned over a Rolling Stone article in which he and his aides were quoted making disparaging remarks about administration officials and their allies. Later in the afternoon, the committee voted to approve the nomination and send it to the full Senate for a vote. 

About a dozen senators questioned Petraeus, with Republicans using the occasion to probe the political soft corners of the Obama Administration’s policy toward Afghanistan and Democrats playing defense. But senators of both parties praised Petraeus, with Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) calling him “an American hero.” 

Petraeus tried to make his position clear on the Afghan withdrawal date, reiterating a comment he made during hearings on Afghanistan two weeks ago: “It’s important to note that July 2011 will be the beginning of a process ... not the date by which we head for the exits and turn off the lights.” 
Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) zeroed in on the essential difficulty facing the Obama administration — how to balance continued support for the war with calls from his liberal base to make plans to exit as soon as possible. Citing a quote attributed to Vice President Joe Biden in Jonathan Alter’s book “The Promise” that “You can bet on it,” that in July 2011 a large number of troops will come home, Graham asked Petraeus whether the comment was accurate 

Petraeus responded in his typically artful style by reframing it. Petraeus said he had a conversation with Biden immediately after meeting with the president in the Oval Office about the much argued-over July 2011 withdrawal date. 

“The Vice President said, ‘You should know that I’m 100 percent supportive of this policy,’” Petraeus said, and he added that neither he nor Defense Secretary Robert Gates had heard Biden make the statement quoted in Alter’s book. 

Yes Withdraw – Conditions

Obama plans for conditioned withdrawal of troops in Afghanistan

Times of India 10 [“No immediate withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan: Obama”,The times of India, June 25, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/World/US/No-immediate-withdrawal-of-troops-from-Afghanistan-Obama/articleshow/6088533.cms]

"We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility," Obama said at a White House joint press briefing with his Russian counterpart, Dmitry Medvedev. 
"Here's what we did not say last year. We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the US or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said in response to a question. 


Obama has conditioned Afghani troop withdrawal – Afghan security forces must be trained

AP, 10 
 [“Patraeus vows long-term commitment in Afghan war”, Associated Press, June 29, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/us_us_afghanistan]

Obama has said troops will begin to leave in July 2011, but that the pace and size of the withdrawal will depend upon conditions.

Petraeus reminded the Senate Armed Services Committee that the president has said the plan to bring some forces home next summer isn't a rush for the exits. He said the U.S. commitment to Afghanistan is "enduring," and that it will be years 
Withdrawals will be based on conditions

Newscore, 10 [“US Officials Downplay July 2011 Withdrawal From Afghanistan”, June 20, MyFoxDC, http://www.myfoxdc.com/dpps/news/us-officials-downplay-july-2011-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-dpgonc-km-20100620_8218165]

"Everybody knows there's a firm date. And that firm date is a date (that) deals with the troops that are part of the surge, the additional 30,000," he said in an interview with ABC's "This Week".

"What will be determined at that date or going into that date will be the scale and scope of that reduction," he said.

General David Petraeus, the commander of U.S. forces in the Middle East, said last week that in setting the deadline for the surge last year, Obama's message was "one of urgency -- not that July 2011 is when we race for the exits, reach for the light switch and flip it off."

Petraeus told lawmakers he would be duty-bound to recommend delaying the redeployment of forces if he thought it necessary.

In the same hearing, the Pentagon's policy chief, Michelle Flournoy, said a responsible, conditions-based drawdown would depend on there being provinces ready to be transferred to Afghan control, and that there be Afghan combat forces capable of taking the lead.

Officials have said that training of Afghan security forces has gone slower than expected, in part because there are not enough trainers.

Gates said he had not personally heard Biden's comments so would not take them at face value

"The pace ... with which we draw down and how many we draw down is going to be conditions-based," he said.

He said there was "general agreement" that those conditions would be determined by the U.S. commander, General Stanley McChrystal, the senior NATO representative in Kabul and the Afghan government.

McChrystal has said that even though a key campaign in Kandahar was taking longer than expected, it will be clear by December whether the surge and his counter-insurgency strategy were working.

Yes Withdraw – Conditions 

Withdrawal in Afghanistan will begin next July – its conditioned on stability

Alberts, 10 [Sheldon, “U.S. warned to prepare for long haul in Afghanistan”, June 29, The Vancouver Sun, http://www.vancouversun.com/news/warned+prepare+long+haul+Afghanistan/3219966/story.html]

Gen. David Petraeus on Tuesday cautioned Americans to prepare for several more years of war in Afghanistan and cast the Obama administration's July 2011 timeline to begin withdrawing troops as a highly flexible deadline. Appearing before the U.S. Senate's armed services committee, Petraeus said the pace of the American troop drawdown would "be determined by conditions" on the ground in Afghanistan -- which he bluntly said would get worse before they get better. "July 2011 will mark the beginning of a process, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits and turns out the lights," said Petraeus, who has been tapped by President Barack Obama to take command of U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan. "It is going to be a number of years before Afghan forces can truly handle the security tasks in Afghanistan on their own." Combat "may get more intense in the next few months" as U.S. forces intensify their campaign against the Taliban in Kandahar province, Petraeus said. Petraeus is expected to win Senate's approval to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal, fired by Obama last week over remarks about the president and senior civilian leaders in the White House.
Withdrawal from Afghanistan is conditioned

Cloud, 10 [David S., “Petraeus: Afghan withdrawals a 'process,' not an exit”, June 29, The LA Times, 

http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/wire/sc-dc-0630-petraeus-web-20100629,0,4120568.story]

The July 2001 deadline for beginning U.S troops withdrawals from Afghanistan "is the beginning of a process, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits," Army Gen. David H. Petraeus told senators Tueasday. 

At a hearing on his nomination to take command of the U.S.-led effort in Afghanistan, Petraeus emphasized his support for the deadline set by President Obama, but he also reiterated that that pace of any U.S. withdrawals next years should be "responsible" and determined by conditions on the ground at the time.  His careful explanation reflects the ongoing tension between the military, which is concerned that too rapid a withdrawal next year could jeopardize efforts to stabilizie Afghanistan, and some within the Obama administration, who favor a rapid drawdown and a shift to a smaller military footprint.  Petraeus was chosen last week by Obama to take command in Afghanistan after the previous commander, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, was fired over comments he and his several aides made in a Rolling Stone article.  Petraeus is expected to be easily confirmed, perhaps later this week.  He offered a mixed assessment of the progress of the war, predicting that violence would get worse in coming months but asserting that the U.S. and its alliles have made progress in in Helmand Province and other areas.  "My sense is that the tough fighting will continue; indeed, it may get more intense in the next few months," Petraeus said. "As we take away the enemy's safe havens and reduce the enemy's freedom of action, the insurgents will fight back."  Petraeus, who was directly involved in formulating the current strategy as head of U.S. Central Command, did not signal any immediate change of direction in his statement. But he noted that some U.S. soldiers have complained about ruls of engagement and tactical rules set by McChrystal aimed at preventing civilian casualties.  "Those on the ground must have all the support they need when they are in a tough situation," he said, noting that he has spoken about the issues since being nominated with Afghan President Hamid Karzai and other Afghan officials, who long have complained about civilian casualties.  "I am keenly aware of concerns by some of our troopers on the ground about the application of our rules of engagement and the tactical directive. They should know that I will look very hard at this issue," Petraeus said.  He added, however, that he would continue McChrystal's emphasis on reducing civilian casualties.  McChrystal recently announced that an operation in and around the southern city of Kandahar would take seveal months longer than expected. Petraeus pointed to another U.S. brigade scheduled to deploy to the area soon, as well as to an expanding effort by special forces troops to kill and capture Taliban leaders and an effort to recuit and train more Afghan police for the area.

***Hegemony***

1AC – Plan 

The United States federal government should reduce military presence necessary for the counterinsurgency mission in Afghanistan.

1AC – Hegemony

Advantage I: Hegemony

First – the lack of a coherent policy makes the collapse of US credibility inevitable 

Stewart, 9- Ryan Family Professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, studied at Oxford and served briefly in the British army before working in the diplomatic service in Indonesia and as British representative to Montenegro (9/16/09, Rory, “The Future of Afghanistan,” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/testimonies/rory-stewart-on-afghanistan)

The best Afghan policy would be to reduce the number of foreign troops from the current level of 90,000 to far fewer – perhaps 20,000. In that case, two distinct objectives would remain for the international community: development and counter-terrorism. Neither would amount to the building of an Afghan state or winning a counter-insurgency campaign. A reduction in troop numbers and a turn away from state-building should not mean total withdrawal: good projects could continue to be undertaken in electricity, water, irrigation, health, education, agriculture, rural development and in other areas favoured by development agencies. Even a light US presence could continue to allow for aggressive operations against Al Qaeda terrorists, in Afghanistan, who plan to attack the United States. The US has successfully prevent Al Qaeda from re-establishing itself since 2001 (though the result has only been to move bin Laden across the border.). The US military could also (with other forms of assistance) support the Afghan military to prevent the Taliban from seizing a city or taking over the country.

These twin objectives will require a very long-term presence, as indeed is almost inevitable in a country which is as poor, as fragile and traumatized as Afghanistan (and which lacks the internal capacity at the moment to become independent of Foreign aid or control its territory). But a long-term presence will in turn mean a much lighter and more limited presence (if it is to retain US domestic support). We should not control and cannot predict the future of Afghanistan. It may in the future become more violent, or find a decentralised equilibrium or a new national unity, but if its communities continue to want to work with us, we can, over 30 years, encourage the more positive trends in Afghan society and help to contain the more negative.

Such a policy can seem strained, unrealistic, counter-intuitive and unappealing. They appear to betray the hopes of Afghans who trusted us and to allow the Taliban to abuse district towns. No politician wants to be perceived to have underestimated, or failed to address, a terrorist threat; or to write off the ‘blood and treasure’ that we have sunk into Afghanistan; or to admit defeat. Americans are particularly unwilling to believe that problems are insoluble; Obama’s motto is not ‘no we can’t’; soldiers are not trained to admit defeat or to say a mission is impossible. And to suggest that what worked in Iraq won’t work in Afghanistan requires a detailed knowledge of each country’s past, a bold analysis of the causes of development and a rigorous exposition of the differences, for which few have patience. The greatest risk of our inflated ambitions and fears, encapsulated in the current surge is that it will achieve the exact opposite of its intentions and in fact precipitate a total withdrawal. The heavier our footprint, and the more costly, the less we are likely to be able to sustain it. Public opinion is already turning against it. Nato allies are mostly staying in Afghanistan simply to please the United States and have little confidence in our objectives or our reasons. Contemporary political culture tends to encourage black and white solutions: either we garrison or we abandon.
While, I strongly oppose troop increases, I equally strongly oppose a total flight. We are currently in danger of lurching from troop increases to withdrawal and from engagement to isolation. We are threatening to provide instant electro-shock therapy followed by abandonment. This is the last thing Afghanistan needs. The international community should aim to provide a patient, tolerant long-term relationship with a country as poor and traumatized as Afghanistan. Judging by comparable countries in the developing world (and Afghanistan is very near the bottom of the UN Human Development index), making Afghanistan more stable, prosperous and humane is a project which will take decades. It is a worthwhile project in the long-term for us and for Afghans but we will only be able to sustain our presence if we massively reduce our investment and our ambitions and begin to approach Afghanistan more as we do other poor countries in the developing world. The best way of avoiding the mistakes of the 1980s and 1990s – the familiar cycle of investment and abandonment which most Afghan expect and fear and which have contributed so much to instability and danger - is to husband and conserve our resources, limit our objectives to counter-terrorism and humanitarian assistance and work out how to work with fewer troops and less money over a longer period. In Afghanistan in the long-term, less will be more.

1AC – Hegemony

Second, conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency overstreches the military 

Boyle 10 - 1 Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)

This episode indicates the extent of the confusion over counterterrorism (CT) and counterinsurgency (COIN) that marks the contemporary debate over Afghanistan. Both CT and COIN would envisage military action in Afghanistan, but to very different ends. A CT mission would focus exclusively on Al-Qaeda while offering little or no support to the Karzai government; a COIN mission envisages a comprehensive commitment to defeating the Taleban and rebuilding the Afghan state while destroying Al-Qaeda operatives there. Yet it has now become commonplace for politicians and military officials alike to mention CT and COIN in the same breath, or to treat them as if they were functionally equivalent. The official US government definition now frames counterterrorism in classic ‘hearts and minds’ counterinsurgency language: ‘actions taken directly against terrorist networks and indirectly to influence and render global and regional environments inhospitable to terrorist networks’.12 Terrorist threats are now regularly described as insurgencies and vice versa. The influential US Army and Marine Corps Counterinsurgency Field Manual states that ‘today’s operational environment also includes a new kind of insurgency, one which seeks to impose revolutionary change worldwide. Al-Qaeda is a well known example of such an insurgency.’13 An official from US Central Command (CENTCOM), for instance, has gone so far to define counterterrorism as a ‘whole of government COIN’ approach.14 Meanwhile, insurgent threats in places such as Chechnya, Indonesia and Thailand are now regularly redescribed as terrorist threats, as analysts speculate on whether local conflicts will become magnets for Al-Qaeda or otherwise spill out into acts of horrific violence on the international stage.

This confusion over the differences between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency is not new, but it has become more serious over the last eight years.15 Since the events of September 11, these concepts have regularly been conflated as policy-makers have struggled to come to grips with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda. To some extent, this is natural: Al-Qaeda is a global terrorist organization which intervenes directly in local conflicts (often insurgencies, defined here as organized violent attempts to overthrow an existing government) to bait the US and its allies into exhausting wars of attrition. In other words, it is a terrorist organization which dabbles (sometimes successfully, sometimes less so) in insurgencies. But the fact that the threats of terrorism and insurgency are so often intertwined in contemporary conflicts does not make them fundamentally equivalent or susceptible to the same remedies. Nor does it warrant extending counterinsurgency operations on a global level, as some prominent authors have suggested.16 The fusion of the threats from terrorism and insurgency, so often described as symptomatic of the complexity of the modern security challenges, can be misread to imply that the responses to them should be similar or equivalent. In fact, while intermixed in practice, these threats remain distinct, and require a policy response which disaggregates and prioritizes threats and separates those actors who have a negotiable political programme from those who remain incorrigible.

Similarly, the fact that terrorists and insurgents operate in the same theatre, and in some cases function in tandem, is not an argument for a response that seamlessly interweaves elements of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency. Indeed, there is no reason to assume that counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategies are fully compatible or mutually reinforcing. The record of the war in Afghanistan suggests rather that both models of warfare involve tradeoffs or costs that may offset the gains made by the other. Unless these tradeoffs are properly managed, the simultaneous deployment of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations may operate at cross-purposes and make long-term strategic success more elusive. The fact that US and UK leaders have been so willing to split the difference between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency—and to ignore the offsetting costs of each—may help to account for the current painful stalemate in Afghanistan.

This article will argue that counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are two distinct models of war which can operate at cross-purposes when jointly applied to low-intensity conflicts such as that in Afghanistan. The conflation of these two different models of warfare stems from an intellectual error, which assumes that a fused threat (for example, between a nationalist insurgent group like the Taleban and a transnational terrorist group like Al-Qaeda) must necessarily be met by a joint or blended counterterrorism and counterinsurgency approach. In fact, these two models of warfare involve divergent assumptions about the roles of force, the importance of winning support among the local population, and the necessity of building a strong and representative government. Such approaches are not necessarily mutually reinforcing or even compatible. At the tactical and strategic level, there are at least four possible offsetting costs—popular backlash, countermobilization of enemy networks, a legitimacy gap and diminished leverage—that may be incurred when counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are deployed simultaneously. At the political level, the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency risks producing an overly interventionist foreign policy which distracts and exhausts the US and UK as they treat an ever-increasing number of localized insurgencies as the incubators of future terrorist threats. 

1AC – Hegemony

Counterinsurgency focus makes involvement in future conflicts inevitable – this collapses US power 

Boyle, 10 - 1 Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)

Finally, this emphasis on a fused threat between terrorists and insurgents can incorrectly imply that the response must also draw in equal measure on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategy. Such an approach tends to see each emerging terrorist threat as a new front in a global counterinsurgency effort and imply that the US and its allies need to be concerned with winning the ‘hearts and minds’ of the local populations to prevent its development. This is a fundamentally offensive approach in which the US and its allies need to take the fight to the terrorists wherever they may be while simultaneously persuading the Muslim world to reject Al-Qaeda and its political programme. The obvious risk of such an approach is that it will lead to strategic overreach, especially if the US winds up fighting small wars and engaging in costly nation-building as a method of preventing Al-Qaeda from gaining ground in distant conflicts.

As an example of this danger, consider the conflation of terrorism and insurgency that marked the discussion over the failed attack on a US airline on 25 December 2009. Reports that the failed bomber, Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, had received instruction in explosives from Al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula (AQAP) immediately raised questions about whether American combat operations would be needed to fight Al-Qaeda-linked insurgents in Yemen. In the US, Senator Joseph Lieberman called Yemen ‘tomorrow’s war’ and urged pre-emptive action against Al-Qaeda operatives there.38 An alternative chorus of voices insisted that additional US funds and civilian trainers would be needed to improve the security forces and governance in that remote country.39 The fact that AQAP activity was intertwined with the tribal revolts which had been threatening the stability of the country appeared to lend superficial support to a quasi-counterinsurgency approach as a way to deal with the threat posed by Al-Qaeda in the peninsula. But the attempted attack was a terrorist act on a US-bound flight from Europe by an African citizen. It is entirely unclear whether improving policing capacity and governance in Yemen would have interrupted the attack, which was carried by a small number of operatives with only limited ties to the local community. The conflation of threats meant that the US looked like sleepwalking into a quasi-COIN strategy in that country, potentially assuming responsibility for areas that may have been irrelevant to Abdulmutallab’s ability to launch a terrorist attack. Worse still, such an expanded role would be viewed with hostility by the local population, which is already suspicious of American encroachment on the country.40 Because current policy is premised on the intellectual error that an interlinked threat demands a comprehensive response, and specifically on the notion that terrorism can be solved through counterinsurgency techniques, US strategy tends to drift towards counterinsurgency—and overextension in foreign conflicts—when a more limited counterterrorism response might be more appropriate.

1AC – Hegemony

This causes extinction

Florig, 10 - Hankuk University of Foreign Studies (Dennis, “Hegemonic Overreach vs. Imperial Overstretch,” 2/6, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID1548783_code1259934.pdf?abstractid=1548783&mirid=1)

There is an even larger question than whether the U.S. will remain the hegemonic state within a western dominated system. How long will the West remain hegemonic in the global system?25 Since Spengler the issue of the decline of the West has been debated. It would be hard to question current western dominance of virtually every global economic, political, military, or ideological system today. In some ways the domination of the West seems even more firm than it was in the past because the West is no longer a group of fiercely competing states but a much more cohesive force. In the era of western domination, breakdown of the rule of each hegemonic state has come because of competition from powerful rival western states at the core of the system leading to system-wide war. The unique characteristic of the Cold War and particularly the post-Cold War system is that the core capitalist states are now to a large degree politically united and increasingly economically integrated.  In the 21st century, two factors taking place outside the West seem more of a threat to the reproduction to the hegemony of the American state and the western system than conflict between western states: 1. resistance to western hegemony in the Muslim world and other parts of the subordinated South, and 2. the rise of newly powerful or reformed super states.  Relations between the core and periphery have already undergone one massive transformation in the 20th century—decolonization. The historical significance of decolonization was overshadowed somewhat by the emergence of the Cold War and the nuclear age. Recognition of its impact was dampened somewhat by the subsequent relative lack of change of fundamental economic relations between core and periphery.  But one of the historical legacies of decolonization is that ideological legitimation has become more crucial in operating the global system. The manufacture of some level of consent, particularly among the elite in the periphery has to some degree replaced brute domination. Less raw force is necessary but in return a greater burden of ideological and cultural legitimation is required. Now it is no longer enough for colonials to obey, willing participants must believe. Therefore, cultural and ideological challenges to the foundations of the liberal capitalist world view assume much greater significance. Thus the resurgence of Islamic fundamentalism, ethnic nationalism, and even social democracy in Latin America as ideologies of opposition have increasing significance in a system dependent on greater levels of willing consent. As Ayoob suggests, the sustained resistance within the Islamic world to western hegemony may have a “demonstration effect” on other southern states with similar grievances against the West.26  The other new dynamic is the re-emergence of great states that at one time or another have been brought low by the western hegemonic system. China, in recent centuries low on the international division of labor, was in some ways a classic case of a peripheral state, or today a semi-peripheral state. But its sheer size, its rapid growth, its currency reserves, its actual and potential markets, etc. make it a major power and a potential future counter hegemon. India lags behind China, but has similar aspirations. Russia has fallen from great power to semi-peripheral status since the collapse of the Soviet empire, but its energy resources and the technological skills of its people make recovery of its former greatness possible. No one knows exactly what the resurgence of Asia portends for the future. However, just as half a century ago global decolonization was a blow to western domination, so the shift in economic production to Asia will redefine global power relations throughout the 21st century.  Classical theory of hegemonic cycle is useful if not articulated in too rigid a form. Hegemonic systems do not last forever; they do have a life span. The hegemonic state cannot maintain itself as the fastest growing major economy forever and thus eventually will face relative decline against some major power or powers. The hegemon faces recurrent challenges both on the periphery and from other major powers who feel constrained by the hegemon’s power or are ambitious to usurp its place. Techniques of the application of military force and ideological control may become more sophisticated over time, but so too do techniques of guerilla warfare and ideological forms of resistance such as religious fundamentalism, nationalism, and politicization of ethnic identity. World war may not be imminent, but wars on the periphery have become quite deadly, and the threat of the use of nuclear weapons or other WMD by the rising number of powers who possess them looms.  The hegemonic state tends to become overstretched, but more importantly the U.S., because of its messianic sense of mission, tends to overreach. Some of the burden the hegemon has to assume is inevitable, but the U.S. is particularly prone to massive miscalculation. 

And, US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict 

Kagan 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. 

Continues…
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…continued

For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
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Withdrawal boosts US leadership – short term declines in credibility are irrelevant 

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Former national security adviser Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, concede that the war in Central Asia will be long, expensive, and risky, yet they claim it is ultimately worth waging because a withdrawal would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak.26 But what we’ve invested in the Afghanistan mission could all fall apart whether we withdraw tomorrow or 20 years from now. In fact, if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. If the issue is preventing U.S. soldiers from having died in vain, pursuing a losing strategy would not vindicate their sacrifice. And trying to pacify all of Afghanistan, much less hoping to do so on a permanent basis, is a losing strategy. Regardless, some people invoke memories of America’s ignominious withdrawals from Vietnam, Somalia, and Lebanon to muster support for an open-ended commitment. President Bush in 2007 claimed that withdrawing from Vietnam emboldened today’s terrorists by compromising U.S. credibility. “Here at home,” he said, “some can argue our withdrawal from Vietnam carried no price to American credibility, but the terrorists see things differently.”27 Michael Rubin of the American Enterprise Institute agrees with that reasoning, writing that “the 1983 withdrawal from Lebanon and the retreat from Somalia a decade later emboldened Islamists who saw the United States as a paper tiger.”28 When opinion leaders in Washington talk about “lessons learned” from Vietnam, Somalia, Lebanon, and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else’s domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost.29 But the longer we stay and the more money we spend, the more we’ll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam:
After 1968 it became increasingly clear that the survival of the [government of South Vietnam] was not worth the cost of securing it, but by then the United States had another rationale for staying— prestige and precedent setting. The United States said the [South Vietnamese government] would stand, and even those in the administration now long convinced of the hollowness of the domino argument could agree that a U.S. failure in South Vietnam might endanger vital US national interests elsewhere or in the future.30 For decades, the fear of America losing the world’s respect after withdrawing from a conflict has been instrumental in selling the American public bad foreign policy. Perhaps most troubling about the reflexively “stay the course” mentality of some Americans is the widespread insensitivity about the thousands of people—civilian and military, domestic and foreign—killed, maimed, and traumatized in war. But when the stakes seem unrelated to vital national interests, the American public rightly resents their country’s interference in third party problems, and is extremely skeptical of nation building. History shows that, sooner or later, disenchantment will manifest in public and congressional opposition. After nearly a decade in Afghanistan, even the memory of 9/11 might not be sufficient to outweigh the sacrifice in blood and treasure.
Perhaps the most important argument against the “withdrawal is weak-kneed” meme is that America’s military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet’s largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world’s military spending and can project its power around the globe. Thus, the contention that America would appear “weak” after withdrawing from Afghanistan is ludicrous.

Unfortunately, bureaucratic inertia and a misplaced conception of Washington’s moral obligations (an argument that more often than not legitimizes America’s military occupation of a foreign people) threaten to trap the United States in Afghanistan for decades. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.
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A counterterrorism strategy will maintain US influence and solve instability 

Simon and Stevenson, 9 * adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,  AND **Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College, (Steven and Jonathan, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, 51:5, 47 – 67, October 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=7132409)

An effort on that scale would garner majority US domestic support only if the public sees likely victory and Congress, the White House and the Beltway punditry line up decisively behind the policy. The emerging trends are pointing in the contrary direction. As monthly and annual US casualties in Afghanistan reached historical peaks in August 2009, and the Afghan national election loomed, a poll conducted by ABC News and the Washington Post indicated that most Americans did not support an extended US military commitment in Afghanistan.31 Congressional Democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops.32 And even conservative columnists, like the influential George F. Will, have turned against a maximalist Afghanistan policy.33 Overall, increasingly strong perceptions of the Karzai government as inept and corrupt are making prospects that the United States could enlist it as an effective counter-insurgency partner and lend it the legitimacy required to rebuild the country seem more and more baseless.

The upshot is that only if the United States establishes a well-calibrated limited policy now will it have the political flexibility to sustain it over the longer-term and thereby to effectively contain the jihadist threat in Central Asia. If, on the other hand, the Obama administration promises more than it can deliver in Afghanistan, a reprise of Vietnam may occur: once failure becomes clear, domestic support will evaporate, the administration will be compelled to withdraw precipitously, and the United States will lose considerable traction in the region.

Congressional democrats are balking at anticipated requests for more troops

These factors suggest that the United States should limit its Afghanistan/Pakistan policy to counter-terrorism and disown country-wide counterinsurgency and state-building in Afghanistan. At the same time, Washington must remain highly sensitive to the dynamic whereby decreased military activity in Afghanistan combined with robust operations in Pakistan could induce al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan and render it a main threat once again. In that light, any abrupt wholesale American military withdrawal from Afghanistan would be too risky. Instead, the United States should seek to facilitate a glide-path to a substantial drawdown - and with it fewer casualties and lower expenditures in Afghanistan - over the next few years.

Doing so would involve continuing to suppress al-Qaeda in Pakistan with selective and discriminate drone strikes and denying al-Qaeda access to Afghanistan. The former would require bases within Afghan territory from which to deploy airpower and special-operations forces against terrorists and terrorist infrastructure, as well as the troops and equipment to secure these bases. The latter would call for reinforced border security and force protection within Afghanistan, which in themselves would entail a surprisingly large number of soldiers. For these purposes, the United States would continue to bring extensive human intelligence and surveillance capabilities to bear on Afghanistan to detect and assess potential threats to American interests. To mitigate and eliminate such threats, the generous deployment of US special-operations forces to Afghanistan - which currently comprises some 50% of all US special-operations personnel - would have to be maintained over the medium term. Meanwhile, US train-and-equip programmes for Afghan security forces should be intensified in contemplation of a gradual and controlled hand-off of the domestic counter-terrorism mission to them when they are ready, as well as to prepare them for counterinsurgency operations, should the Afghan government wish to use them for that purpose.

The United States should also provide strong political and economic support for the Afghan government, which is likely to remain under Karzai once the votes of the 20 August election are counted and certified. Kabul, however, should be left to take the lead in managing its relationship with the Taliban (as well as anti-narcotics policy). With US encouragement, the Karzai government should make it clear to Pashtuns in the southern and eastern parts of the country that if they support insurgents or terrorists aiming to destabilise the Afghan or Pakistani governments, they will suffer financially and militarily. Again, some US forces would be needed to give such arrangements teeth, but not at the levels required for an all-out counter-insurgency. American insurance against a militant Islamist coup or an uncontrollable level of destabilisation also should be left in place. This could entail a standby stabilisation force with tactical air capabilities based in or near Kabul, along with a robust quick-reaction force.

That policy would reflect the reality that a deeply committed counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan is potentially counterproductive, probably unwinnable and in any event unnecessary. The United States can protect its interests and fulfil its international security obligations with a far more circumscribed counter-terrorism effort focused on Pakistan. Under such an approach, US policy would recognise Afghanistan as the residual problem that it has, in fact, become.

Credibility Low Now

U.S. credibility low now, must take action

Zaharna 6 (R.S., associate professor of public communication at the American University, December 16, “The U.S. Credibility Deficit”, Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_us_credibility_deficit)

As Nancy Snow compellingly argues, more listening and civic diplomacy may be viable, preliminary steps to salvaging the U.S. international reputation from charges of arrogance and impatience. However, while “more ears than mouth” may counter the U.S. image problem, U.S. public diplomacy has a much more serious problem. It has a credibility deficit of global proportions. To tackle that credibility deficit, U.S. public diplomacy needs a comprehensive, innovative, and strategic approach that entails developing more creative relationship-building strategies, matching policy decisions with viable communication options, and coordinating traditional and public diplomacy initiatives. 

Snow effectively underscores the severity and repercussions of anti-Americanism on the U.S. image. However nebulous the term, anti-Americanism has very real costs in terms of diminished U.S. prestige, restricted foreign policy options, lost revenues for American businesses, and, of course, decreased American security. International poll results give a disturbing glimpse of how pervasive and deep the sentiment has become. While anti-Americanism is not new, its growth—despite an aggressive public diplomacy effort to refurbish the U.S. image—is alarming. In this, I agree with Snow that U.S. public diplomacy needs “a fundamentally different approach.” Where I differ somewhat is on the depth and direction of that approach. 
America's inability to listen is tied to its preoccupation with designing and delivering messages. Since 9/11, U.S. public diplomacy has gone into overdrive to get the message out about U.S. values, policies, and positions. This information-centered approach presumes either a lack of information or an abundance of misinformation—hence the flurry of U.S. public diplomacy initiatives such as the Shared Values advertising campaign, Hi magazine, Al-Hurra television, and Radio Sawa. Yet, because of the U.S. superpower status, countries are continuously monitoring and gathering as much information as they can about U.S. activities and policies. 

What U.S. officials don't seem to register is that no amount of information pumped out by U.S. public diplomacy will be enough to improve the U.S. image. The problem, ultimately, is not lack of information but lack of credibility. People around the world questioned the Bush administration's actions before it entered Iraq back in February 2003. Last month, the U.S. public resoundingly expressed their misgivings about the Bush administration's handling of the war. Iraq has focused a spotlight on U.S. credibility. The more the United States flounders in Iraq, the more U.S. credibility erodes in the world. Without credibility, no amount of information holds persuasive weight, and U.S. soft power can't attract and influence others.
Civilian deaths have destroyed US credibility

Jackson 10 (Alexander, Policy analyst for the International Council on Security and Development, March, “Operation Moshtarak: Lessons Learned”, ICOS, http://www.icosgroup.net/documents/operation_moshtarak.pdf)

The most damaging negative impact of the military operation comes from the displacement of local populations, civilian casualties and night raids. The great majority of Afghans questioned believe that many civilians have been killed during the Marjah operation, with estimates of more than 200. These estimates reflect a sharp rise from the figures attested by aid agencies and human rights groups.15 The number of civilian deaths is equivalent to between a quarter and a half of all insurgent deaths, a discouraging ratio for a “hearts and minds” operation. Operation Moshtarak not only failed to win the hearts and minds of the people of Marjah, but it has actually driven them further away from the international community. The offensive has provoked anger, disillusionment, and even more hostility. 61% of those interviewed by ICOS stated that the operation has made them feel more negative about the presence and activities of foreign forces. Lack of contingency plans for civilian suffering  So far, there is no clear evidence that the international community has instituted a comprehensive, politically effective system of providing compensation to all those who lost relatives or property in the assault. To regain its lost credibility amongst the Afghan people, the West should generate positive outcomes by engaging in a series of symbolic political and cultural acts (see box below) to restore trust and counteract Taliban propaganda before, during and after the Kandahar operation. Other methods of connecting and engaging with the Afghan people at the grassroots level would include the provision of land and marriage allowances, referred to above. These would allow ordinary Afghans a tangible stake in their country‟s future. Supporting such initiatives would be a major step towards restoring the international community‟s credibility in the eyes of Afghans.  On a broader level, it is clear that military action alone is unable to bring peace in Afghanistan. To build a lasting political settlement, reaching out to insurgents is essential.16 The Afghans interviewed strongly support a process of dialogue with the Taliban, with 74% approving of negotiations. Conclusions: Operation Moshtarak causes Afghan Hearts and Minds to slip further away.
Afghanistan Kills Hegemony – Counterinsurgency 

Counterinsurgency will destroy the US military

Boyle, 10 - 1 Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)
At the political level, however, the effects of the conflation of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency are perhaps more serious. One of the unfortunate by-products of the experience of the last eight years, which has seen two major national insurgencies conducted concurrently with a global struggle against Al-Qaeda, is that policy-makers have begun to conclude (as Miliband did) that counterterrorism is counterinsurgency. The dangers of such a position are manifest. To treat every terrorist threat through the lens of counterinsurgency is to commit the US to undertaking countless state-building missions abroad, often with limited prospects of success. To treat every insurgency as the potential incubator of a future terrorist threat is a recipe for overextension, distraction and exhaustion. The struggle with Al-Qaeda can be won only if the US keeps sight of its priorities and avoids entangling itself in an ever-increasing number of distant conflicts. But it will certainly be lost if the US exhausts itself—financially, militarily, even morally—by forever scanning the horizon for new monsters to destroy.93

Afghanistan Kills Hegemony – Cost 

Continued military presence is expensive- Afghanistan will tip $65 billion in 2010 and $30 billion each year

Bandow, 10 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (1/4/10, Doug, The National Interest, “A War We Can’t Afford,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22716)
 The U.S. government is broke. Nevertheless, Washington is currently fighting two wars: one is ebbing while the other is expanding. How to pay for the Afghan build up? Democrats say raise taxes. Republicans say no worries. The best policy would be to scale back America’s international commitments.

The United States will spend more than $700 billion on the military in 2010. The administration’s initial defense-budget proposal, minus the Afghanistan and Iraq wars, was $534 billion, almost as much as total military spending by the rest of the world. Even though the Iraq war is winding down, its costs will persist for years as the government cares for thousands of seriously injured veterans.

Afghanistan cost about $51 billion in 2009 and had been expected to run $65 billion in 2010. However, the president’s build up is estimated to add another $30 billion annually. And if this “surge” doesn’t work—U.S. troop levels still lag well behind the minimum number indicated by Pentagon anti-insurgency doctrine—the administration will feel pressure to further increase force levels. Every extra thousand personnel deployed to Afghanistan costs about $1 billion.
Although the president reportedly plans to emphasize deficit reduction in his upcoming budget, he continues to propose new programs even with $10 trillion in red ink predicted over the next decade. The cost of the Afghan war will be yet another debit added to the national debt.

Overspending on the Afghanistan war kills hegemony and the economy 

Norris and Sweet 10 - Executive Director of Enough and Former Chief of Political Affairs for the UN Mission in Nepal, Research Assistant @ American Progress (John and Andrew, “Less Is More,” June 8th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/less_is_more.html)

“If we are to meet the myriad challenges around the world in the coming decades,” argues Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, then our “country must strengthen other important elements of national power both institutionally and financially, and create the capability to integrate and apply all of the elements of national power to problems and challenges abroad.” Gates’s experience leading our armed forces under two presidents underscores the importance of not relying solely on our unquestioned military might to protect our shores and national security interests around the globe. Instead, Gates maintains, we need to adopt the concept of sustainable security—a strategy that embraces the need to slim defense spending, bringing our own fiscal house in order while investing in nonmilitary economic and social development programs abroad to combat the conditions that breed poverty and political instability.

Our current international posture is increasingly unsustainable. The reasons? First, the United States is simply spending too much continuing to fight wars in Afghanistan and Iraq while total defense spending over the past decade grew in an exponential and undisciplined fashion. Second, the relationship between our key foreign policy institutions (in defense, diplomacy, and economic and social development programs abroad) became wildly skewed in favor of defense at the expense of nonmilitary functions.

This muscle-bound yet clumsy combination of assets leaves America poorly positioned to deal with the threats and opportunities we face as a nation around the globe today and in the future. Restoring a sense of balance and sustainability to our international posture is absolutely essential. The upshot: We need to spend less money overall on defense weaponry while investing a portion of those savings in sustainable security initiatives that simultaneously protect our national security and promote human and collective security.

Shaping this more balanced approach will require sensible cuts in defense spending and concurrent but smaller strategic investments in sustainable security. This will be challenging amid a rising chorus of concern in Congress and from the general public about deficits and the national debt. This year’s deficit is expected to exceed $1.5 trillion, over 10 percent of our nation’s gross domestic product—the highest deficit level since World War II. Yet we pay surprisingly little attention to the staggering cost of our current defense posture. U.S. defense spending has more than doubled since 2002, and the nearly three-quarters of a trillion dollars that the United States is now spending annually on defense is the highest in real terms since General Dwight D. Eisenhower left occupied Germany in the wake of World War II.

Military costs continue to constitute more than 50 percent of all federal discretionary spending. Greater and greater sacrifices will have to be made in domestic and international priorities if more isn’t done to strategically reduce defense spending. No one questions the need to fight terrorism and protect our country. That’s precisely why it is so important for us to develop an international posture that is sensible, sustainable, and effective in achieving its core goals.

Bringing defense spending under control will clearly enhance the overall health of our economy and thus our overarching influence around the globe. But doing so without investing some of those savings in social and economic development and diplomacy abroad would be unwise. Indeed, Secretary Gates consistently notes that we need to strengthen U.S. civilian foreign policy and development institutions if we want to more effectively promote lasting stability and defend our interests around the globe. And he continually points out in public speeches, interviews, and congressional testimony that these institutions currently lack the capabilities and funding to be effective policy partners in promoting our interests internationally.

AT: Withdrawal Undermines Credibility

Obama’s withdrawal deadline has already undermined US credibility

Carafano, 10 – senior research fellow, Heritage Foundation (James, “Arena Digest: Will troops withdraw from Afghanistan before 2012?,” 6/22, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38807.html)

We have plenty of evidence that everybody, from the government in Afghanistan, to people in the villages, to the Taliban and Al Qaeda, to the military in Pakistan, sees the deadline as a strong signal of a lack of U.S. commitment. It has made our job harder. If anyone in the White House says this deadline is important for anything other than domestic politics as a signal to the left that Afghanistan will be off the table by the 2012 presidential election, then I strongly suspect they are lying to us or themselves. 

Indefinite deployment kills credibility. Setting a timeline is a key signal of strength.

Lynch ‘9  (Marc, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Int’l. Affairs, Dir. Institute for Middle East Studies – George Washington U., IHT, “A Time Limit is Essential”, 12-12, L/N)

President Obama 's critics argue that his plan to withdraw American troops from Afghanistan starting in July 2011 signals a fatal lack of resolve, inviting the Taliban to wait out a feckless America, or else has no credibility.  In fact, the deadline is crucial to the strategy. Yes, there are many reasons to be skeptical of the prospects for the new plan, from the hopeless corruption in Kabul to the difficulties of state-building. But a clearly communicated timeline increases the odds of success.  The July 2011 date should be understood as an inflection point, not as the end of the American military mission. There's no "mission accomplished" here.  The American commitment to Afghanistan and Pakistan will continue. The pace and location of withdrawals will be dictated by conditions on the ground and, indeed, the date itself was carefully chosen based on the military's best calculations of improved security and political conditions. It was not drawn from a hat.  The deadline is essential politically because it will provide the necessary urgency for Afghans to make the institutional reforms that will ensure their own survival.  An open-ended commitment creates a terrible moral hazard in which Afghan leaders, assuming American troops will always be there to protect them, may make risky or counterproductive decisions. A limited, conditional commitment creates the leverage needed to generate the institutional transformation necessary to cement any gains made by the military.  Just as in the Iraq debate, hawks who insist on an open-ended commitment to "victory" misunderstand the strategic incentives created by an unconditional military promise.  Contrary to prevailing myths of the Iraq surge, Iraqi politicians began to make serious moves toward overcoming their political and sectarian divides only in mid-2008, when it became likely that an Obama electoral victory would lead to an end of the unconditional American commitment.  President Obama's deadline will not compromise the military mission. The surge of troops is meant to blunt the momentum of the Taliban, establish security and provide space for the spread of governance and legitimacy.  Should the Taliban choose to retreat and wait out the American mission, this would be a blessing, not a curse. It would allow America to establish control more easily and help build effective local and national governments.  The greater problem for the Obama administration will be to make the commitment to the drawdown credible. Many expect that the military will come back in a year asking for more troops and time. The blizzard of conflicting messages coming from Washington this week did little to diminish the expectation. This is troubling, because the political logic of the deadline works only if Afghans on both sides believe in it.  Skeptics among the public and in Congress can provide an essential service by carefully monitoring progress and supporting the strategy while making it clear that there will be no tolerance for future escalations or open-ended commitments.

AT: Withdrawal Undermines Credibility

Collapsing public support makes withdrawal inevitable – withdraw now maximizes US influence elsewhere

Innocent 9 – foreign policy analyst specializing in Pakistan and Afghanistan for Cato (Malou, 9/16/09, “No More Troops For Afghanistan”, Cato @ Liberty, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10550)

As public support for the war in Afghanistan hits an all-time low, Joint Chiefs Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen has endorsed an increase in U.S. forces there. But President Obama should strongly resist any calls to add more troops. The U.S. and NATO military presence of roughly 110,000 troops is more than enough to carry out the focused mission of training Afghan forces. Committing still more troops would only weaken the authority of Afghan leaders and undermine the U.S.'s ability to deal with security challenges elsewhere in the world.
The Senate hearings this week on Afghanistan are displaying the increased skepticism among many top lawmakers toward a war that is rapidly losing public support. At a Senate Armed Service Committee hearing, Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) asked Mullen, "Do you understand you've got one more shot back home?" alluding to polls showing most Americans oppose the war and oppose sending more troops. "Do you understand that?"

Sadly, a common view among policymakers and defense officials is that if America pours in enough time and resources--possibly hundreds of thousands of troops for another 12 to 14 years--Washington could really turn Afghanistan around.

But while military leaders like Gen. Stanley McChrystal say a new strategy must be forged to "earn the support of the [Afghan] people," Washington does not even have the support of the American people. The U.S. does not have the patience, cultural knowledge or legitimacy to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty-stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, non-corrupt, and stable electoral democracy. And even if Americans did commit several hundred thousand troops and pursued decades of armed nation-building--in the middle of an economic downturn, no less--success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority.

The U.S. and its allies must instead narrow their objectives. A long-term, large-scale presence is not necessary to disrupt al Qaeda, and going after the group does not require Washington to pacify the entire country. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the U.S. can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with countries in the region. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.

Withdrawal Good – Credibility 

Substantially reducing presence still maintains US influence but eliminates the risks of large deployments

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Given the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan, a definitive, conventional “victory” is not a realistic option. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require Washington to pacify the entire country, eradicate its opium fields, or sustain a long-term military presence in Central Asia. From the sky, U.S. unmanned aerial vehicles can monitor villages, training camps, and insurgent compounds.

On the ground, the United States can retain a small number of covert operatives for intelligence gathering and discrete operations against specific targets, as well as an additional small group of advisers to train Afghan police and military forces. The United States should withdraw most of its forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18 months and treat al Qaeda’s presence in the region as a chronic, but manageable, problem. Washington needs to narrow its objectives to three critical tasks:

Security. Support, rather than supplant, indigenous security efforts by training and assisting the Afghan national army and police and, where appropriate, paying off or otherwise co-opting regional militias. Training should be tied to clear metrics. If those benchmarks are not achieved, Washington must cut its losses and cease further assistance. U.S. forces should not become Afghanistan’s perpetual crutch.

Intelligence and Regional Relations. Sustain intelligence operations in the region through aerial surveillance, covert operations, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani governments. Seek cordial relations with all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, particularly Russia and Iran, as each has the means to significantly undermine or facilitate progress in the country.

Drugs. Dial back an opium eradication policy to one that solely targets drug cartels affiliated with insurgents rather than one that targets all traffickers, including poor local farmers. Harassing the latter alienates a significant portion of the rural population.

Central Asia holds little intrinsic strategic value to the United States, and America’s security will not be endangered even if an oppressive regime takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory. America’s objective has been to neutralize the parties responsible for the atrocities committed on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond that objective by combating a regional insurgency or drifting into an open-ended occupation and nation-building mission.

Most important, Afghanistan serves as the crossroads of Central Asia. From its invasion by Genghis Khan and his two-million strong Mongol hordes to the superpower proxy war between the United States and the Soviet Union, Afghanistan’s trade routes and land-locked position in the middle of the region have for centuries rendered it vulnerable to invasion by external powers. Although Afghanistan has endured successive waves of Persian, Greek, Arab, Turk, Mongol, British, and Soviet invaders, no occupying power has ever successfully conquered it. There’s a reason why it has been described as the “graveyard of empires,” and unless America scales down its objectives, it risks meeting a similar fate.

Withdrawal Good – Hard Power

US needs to withdraw to rebuild its ground forces – current stance allows challengers

Friedman 10 (George, American political scientist and author. He is the founder, chief intelligence officer, financial overseer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor, “The 30 Year War in Afghanistan,” 6/29, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan?utm_source=GWeekly&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=100629&utm_content=readmore&elq=dd566e239fb84ec49d4c7eb62073e933

From the grand strategic point of view, the United States needs to withdraw from Afghanistan, a landlocked country where U.S. forces are dependent on tortuous supply lines. WhateverAfghanistan’s vast mineral riches, mining them in the midst of war is not going to happen. More important, the United States is overcommitted in the region and lacks a strategic reserve of ground forces. Afghanistan ultimately is not strategically essential, and this is why the United States has not historically used its own forces there.

Obama’s attempt to return to that track after first increasing U.S. forces to set the stage for the political settlement that will allow a U.S. withdrawal is hampered by the need to begin terminating the operation by 2011 (although there is no fixed termination date). It will be difficult to draw coalition partners into local structures when the foundation — U.S. protection — is withdrawing. Strengthening local forces by 2011 will be difficult. Moreover, the Taliban’s motivation to enter into talks is limited by the early withdrawal. At the same time, with no ground combat strategic reserve, the United States is vulnerable elsewhere in the world, and the longer the Afghan drawdown takes, the more vulnerable it becomes (hence the 2011 deadline in Obama’s war plan).

In sum, this is the quandary inherent in the strategy: It is necessary to withdraw as early as possible, but early withdrawal undermines both coalition building and negotiations. The recruitment and use of indigenous Afghan forces must move extremely rapidly to hit the deadline (though officially on track quantitatively, there are serious questions about qualitative measures) — hence, the aggressive operations that have been mounted over recent months. But the correlation of forces is such that the United States probably will not be able to impose an acceptable political reality in the time frame available. Thus, Afghan President Hamid Karzai is said to be opening channels directly to the Taliban, while the Pakistanis are increasing their presence. Where a vacuum is created, regardless of how much activity there is, someone will fill it.

Therefore, the problem is to define how important Afghanistan is to American global strategy, bearing in mind that the forces absorbed in Iraq and Afghanistan have left the United States vulnerable elsewhere in the world. The current strategy defines the Islamic world as the focus of all U.S. military attention. But the world has rarely been so considerate as to wait until the United States is finished with one war before starting another. Though unknowns remain unknowable, a principle of warfare is to never commit all of your reserves in a battle — one should always maintain a reserve for the unexpected. Strategically, it is imperative that the United States begin to free up forces and re-establish its ground reserves.

Given the time frame the Obama administration’s grand strategy imposes, and given the capabilities of the Taliban, it is difficult to see how it will all work out. But the ultimate question is about the American obsession with Afghanistan. For 30 years, the United States has been involved in a country that is virtually inaccessible for the United States. Washington has allied itself with radical Islamists, fought against radical Islamists or tried to negotiate with radical Islamists. What the United States has never tried to do is impose a political solution through the direct application of American force. This is a new and radically different phase of America’s Afghan obsession. The questions are whether it will work and whether it is even worth it.

AT: Hegemony Advantage CP

Afghanistan will determine overall US power

Salam, 9- previously an associate editor at The Atlantic, a producer for NBC News, a junior editor and editorial researcher at The New York Times, a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, and a reporter-researcher at The New Republic (9/17/09, Reihan, “Don’t Short the Surge,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/dont_short_the_surge_12856)

One of the many ironies of this political moment is that some of President Obama's worst enemies are poised to become his best friends. Bill Kristol, the editor of the Weekly Standard, is widely credited with crafting the strategy that defeated Bill Clinton's 1993 healthcare overhaul. This time around, Kristol has been an equally fierce critic of Democratic health-reform proposals. But as one of the founders of the Foreign Policy Initiative, successor to the pro-war Project for the New American Century, he has also worked to persuade Republicans to back the president on an issue of at least equal importance, one that might soon prove more politically perilous--the fighting in Afghanistan. Over the next decade, there is very good reason to believe that the United States and China, the two pillars of the global economy, will grow at a slower rate. Though hardly anyone thinks of the 2000s as a golden age of peace and prosperity, that could very well change as a slide in global growth sharpens competition for resources. Even as the U.S. economy recovers, job growth will most likely be pathetically low. While liberals have hoped that this might spark support for an expanded welfare state, it seems just as likely that belt-tightened voters will feel less inclined towards generosity at home and abroad. We're seeing this in the ferocious debates over taxes and spending, and we're also seeing it in the backlash against the war in Afghanistan. It's far too early to say that the sun is setting on the American empire. The U.S. has strengths that the British and the Soviets lacked, and that the Chinese won't have for decades or more. It is, however, very hard to imagine the country pulling off something like the invasion of Iraq in the straitened circumstances of 2009. As the war in Afghanistan enters a new phase, it looks like the capstone of America's unilateral moment, when it seemed as though our military and economic power could bend reality. Success in Afghanistan--even a modest success, like the retreat from total disaster we've seen in Iraq--could represent a down payment on a more stable geopolitical environment, the kind of investment that will pay dividends for decades. Failure could jeopardize the basic stability that makes the global economy work. And failure is a very real possibility. This week, Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs, told Congress that a serious counterinsurgency strategy for Afghanistan will "probably" require a sharp increase in the number of American troops. General Stanley McChrystal, the new commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, reportedly wants 30,000 to 40,000 reinforcements, raising troop levels from 68,000 at the end of this year to over 100,000. Part of the issue is that the 21,000 new troops President Obama has already agreed to send to Afghanistan won't be enough to change the dynamics on the ground, as combat forces need to be matched by personnel dedicated to logistical support.

Heg Good – Prolif

Heg solves prolif

Brookes 08  Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission
(Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008
The United States military has also been a central player in the attempts to halt weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missile proliferation. In 2003, President Bush created the Prolifera­tion Security Initiative (PSI), an initiative to counter the spread of WMD and their delivery systems throughout the world. The U.S. military's capabili­ties help put teeth in the PSI, a voluntary, multilat­eral organization of 90-plus nations which uses national laws and joint military operations to fight proliferation. While many of the PSI's efforts aren't made pub­lic due to the potential for revealing sensitive intel­ligence sources and methods, some operations do make their way to the media. For instance, accord­ing to the U.S. State Department, the PSI stopped exports to Iran's missile program and heavy water- related equipment to Tehran's nuclear program, which many believe is actually a nuclear weapons program. In the same vein, the United States is also devel­oping the world's most prodigious-ever ballistic missile defense system to protect the American homeland, its deployed troops, allies, and friends, including Europe. While missile defense has its crit­ics, it may provide the best answer to the spread of ballistic missiles and the unconventional payloads, including the WMD, they may carry. Unfortunately, the missile and WMD prolifera­tion trend is not positive. For instance, 10 years ago, there were only six nuclear weapons states. Today there are nine members of the once-exclusive nucle­ar weapons club, with Iran perhaps knocking at the door. Twenty-five years ago, nine countries had bal­listic missiles. Today, there are 28 countries with ballistic missile arsenals of varying degrees. This defensive system will not only provide deter­rence to the use of these weapons, but also provide policymakers with a greater range of options in pre­venting or responding to such attacks, whether from a state or non-state actor. Perhaps General Trey Obering, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, said it best when describing the value of missile defense in countering the grow­ing threat of WMD and delivery system prolifera­tion: "I believe that one of the reasons we've seen the proliferation of these missiles in the past is that there has historically been no defense against them."
Heg Good – Warming 

Collapse of heg causes warming

Cascio 08 Writer for the Insitute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies 

[Jamais The Big Picture: Climate Chaos, http://ieet.org/index.php/IEET/more/cascio20080204/  2-4-] 

The relationship between climate chaos and the rise of the post-hegemonic world is tricky. Climate disruption isn’t causing the decline of US hegemony, nor is it caused by that decline. However, global warming underscores the weakness of the American hegemony, and that the decline of American hegemony weakens the potential for a near-term coordinated response to global warming. Moreover, this decline has the potential to make dealing with climate chaos more difficult. The best example of this situation occurred at the Bali global warming conference in December. The US delegation refused to sign an agreement accepted by essentially the rest of the participants, instead arguing for its own alternative. Kevin Conrad, the delegate from Papua New Guinea, then stepped to the microphone and said this:     There’s an old saying: If you are not willing to lead, then get out of the way. I ask the United States: We asked for your leadership; we seek your leadership. But if for some reason you are not willing to lead, leave it to the rest of us; please get out of the way. A weakened American hegemon is one that is most likely to either try a costly attempt to shore up its power, or lash out at rising competitors, distracting national and world leadership at a time when distraction is most problematic. Of all of the risks to our global capacity to deal with global warming, this is the most dangerous.

***Insurgency***

1AC – Insurgency

Advantage 2: Insurgency

The US is losing the war – there is no chance of success

Dorronsoro 10 - scholar at the Carnegie Endowment, expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia (Gilles, 5/11, “Karzai comes to Washington,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40779)

Current U.S. strategy in Afghanistan has not been successful and the security and political situations across the country continue to deteriorate. The coalition has failed to defeat the Taliban and there simply aren’t examples of improvement on the ground. The situation is bad everywhere. Counterinsurgency in practice is different than how it was sold in Washington. The only place that counterinsurgency has been tried is in Marjah and the result has not been good, despite some early favorable press reports. There is no similar operation planned in the future. The upcoming offensive in Kandahar will not be counterinsurgency, because there is no way to clear a city of nearly one million people. Furthermore, military operations in Ma rjah and Kandahar are unlikely to alter the course or outcome of the war. Will the upcoming offensive in Kandahar help militarily or politically? Without a credible and reliable local partner in Kandahar, there is virtually no chance for success. Ahmad Wali Karzai, President Karzai’s half brother, is the dominant leader in Kandahar and despite efforts by the United States to have him removed, he will continue to be the local strongman. Under Ahmad Wali Karzai’s control, opportunities to reform the local government will be blocked. Due to low levels of trust in local officials and high levels of corruption in the local judiciary, people in Kandahar routinely seek Taliban judges to settle their disagreements. The total corruption of the local government has enabled the Taliban to set up a shadow government. Also, thousands of coalition troops will not make major gains in a city of almost one million inhabitants. Small tactical successes are within reach, and undoubtedly will be highlighted in U.S. media, but this will not shift support to the Afghan government. Coalition forces are not welcome in Pashtun areas and the heavy fighting will undoubtedly increase tensions and casualties on all sides, further eroding the coalition’s political capital.

Troop requirements to clear insurgents are impossible to meet

Eland et al 09 - Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute. Dr. Eland is a graduate of Iowa State University and received an M.B.A. in applied economics and a Ph.D. in Public Policy from George Washington University. He has been Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (December 9, Ivan Eland, Peter Galbraith - Former Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to Afghanistan and Assistant Secretary-General of the U.N.; former Ambassador to Croatia , Charles Pena Senior Fellow, The Independent Institute  , “Can the U.S. Withdraw from Afghanistan and Iraq?” http://www.independent.org/events/transcript.asp?eventID=145 )

Now, even if the surge had been the deciding factor in the reduction of Iraqi violence, the question is can you transplant that to Afghanistan? Afghanistan is a much different country and a much harder fight to win. Here are some of the reasons: The Taliban has a more zealous insurgency than Iraq. Afghanistan is a bigger country, has more people than Iraq, and there are fewer forces there. According to the U.S. military’s own rules of counterinsurgency warfare, the U.S. would have to have nearly 600,000 troops in Afghanistan to be effective. Now, of course that’s a rule of thumb, but the basic principle is that we’re way under that and there’s no hope that we’ll ever get up that high. So, I think we see the daunting task ahead. Iraq is flat. Afghanistan is mountainous, of course, making it much easier for the guerrillas. Unlike Iraq, the Afghan Taliban have a sanctuary in Pakistan, which is supposedly our ally, but which only goes after the Pakistani Taliban and not the Afghan Taliban. Now, the Afghan Taliban is always useful to the Pakistani government to counter the Indian influence in Afghanistan, especially when the U.S. is likely to leave as the President signaled his intention to at least start pulling out troops by 2011. So that was I think a message to elements of the Pakistani military that they should keep supporting the Afghan Taliban. Now, in Iraq the insurgency was primarily urban whereas in Afghanistan it’s rural. Because of the war, the civil war, and the assassinations, in addition, the tribal leadership is weaker in Afghanistan than in Iraq and there is no Awakening Movement in Afghanistan. The Taliban are Afghans who for the most part don’t target civilians where as Al Qaeda in Iraq is led by foreigners and does purposefully attack civilians to stir up ethno-sectarian hatred. That, of course, has alienated many Sunnis in Iraq, and of course in Afghanistan we have the corrupt Karzai government who stole the election and rules only Kabul so much of Afghanistan is effectively run by the Taliban. In addition, we’ve had eight years where the U.S. has oscillated between a kinetic counter-terrorism strategy and a counter-insurgency strategy that tries to protect people, and we’ve seen the last oscillation of that. This happened during the Bush administration, and now it’s happening again in the Obama administration that we’re moving back to a counter-insurgency strategy.

1AC – Insurgency

US presence and the perception of an illegitimate Afghani government boost the Taliban 

Galston 10 - Senior Fellow of Governance Studies @ Brookings (William, Senior Fellow of Governance Studies @ Brookings, “A Question of Life and Death: U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” Brookings, June 15th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0615_afghanistan_galston.aspx)

Let’s begin at the beginning, with Marja. The holy trinity of modern counterinsurgency is clear, hold, and build. Coalition forces are stalled at step one. After the initial military thrust, many Taliban fighters, including mid-level commanders, swooped back in to the area to intimidate local inhabitants who might otherwise be inclined to cooperate with the coalition and Afghan government. Many other Afghanis sympathize with the core Taliban message that we intend to occupy their country for the long-term with the aim of imposing alien cultural, religious, and political values. It is hard to see what will tip this stalemate in our favor, even harder to see how we can hand over governance and security function to the Afghans in Marja any time soon. Brigadier General Frederick Hodges, one of the leading commanders in southern Afghanistan, puts it this way: “You’ve got to have the governance part ready to go. We talked about doing that in Marja but didn’t realize how hard it was to do. Ultimately, it’s up to the Afghans to step forward.” It’s clear that Hodges is not holding his breath. The next shoe to drop was Kandahar. Ever since this Taliban stronghold was identified as a key target, the tension between the U.S. and Afghan governments on this issue has been palpable—so much so that the coalition is now hesitant to call what it has in mind an “offensive.” Just last week, we learned that the operation scheduled to begin in the spring would fall even farther behind schedule. As The New York Times reports, “The Afghan government has not produced the civilian leadership and trained security forces it was to contribute to the effort, U.S. officials said, and the support from Kandaharis that the United States was counting on Karzai to deliver has not materialized.” Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, has been admirably frank about a core difficulty: the residents of Kandahar are far from sure that they want the protection we claim to be offering them. On to Kabul, where President Karzai has reportedly lost faith in the coalition’s ability (and that of his own government) to defeat the Taliban and is secretly maneuvering to strike a separate deal with them. If these reports are correct—and Susan Rice, our UN ambassador, disputed them on Sunday (though, notably, she offered no new evidence in support of her assertion that Karzai remains a committed partner)—two events appear to be fueling his growing disenchantment: senior American officials’ claims that his reelection lacked legitimacy, and President Obama’s December announcement that he intended to begin reducing the number of American troops by July 2011. One might be tempted to chalk up the extent of our difficulties in Afghanistan to tendentious reporting. I was skeptical myself—that is, until I stumbled across a stunning NATO/ISAF report completed in March. This report summarizes the results of an in-depth survey conducted in nine of the 16 districts in Kandahar Province to which researchers could safely gain access. Here are some of the findings:
Security is viewed everywhere as a major problem. When asked to name the top dangers experienced while traveling on the roads, far more respondents named Afghan National Army and Police checkpoints than roadside bombs, Taliban checkpoints, or criminals. And the Taliban were rated better than ISAF convoys and checkpoints as well.

Corruption is viewed as a widespread problem and is experienced by respondents on a regular basis. In fact, 84 percent say that corruption is the main reason for the current conflict. Corruption erodes confidence in the Afghan government, and fully two-thirds of respondents believe that this corruption forces them to seek alternatives to government services and authority. Chillingly, 53 percent regard the Taliban as “incorruptible.” 

The residents of Kandahar overwhelmingly prefer a process of reconciliation to the prospect of continued conflict. Ninety-four percent say that it is better to negotiate with the Taliban than to fight with them, and they see grounds for believing that these negotiations will succeed. Eighty-five percent regard the Taliban as “our Afghan brothers” (a phrase President Karzai repeated word for word in his address to the recent jirga), and 81 percent say that the Taliban would lay down their arms if given jobs.

Our military commanders in Afghanistan talk incessantly about the need to “shape” the political context in a given area before beginning activities with a significant military component—but if their own research is correct, our chances of “shaping” Kandahar any time soon range from slim to none. Based on General McChrystal’s own logic, then, we cannot proceed there because a key requirement for success is not fulfilled. And if we can’t prevail in Kandahar, then we’re stuck with the Taliban as a long-term military presence and political force in Afghanistan.

1AC – Insurgency

Troops are counterproductive – lack of state structure and heavy nationalism make security impossible

Dorronsoro 9 - visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (9/23/09, Gilles, The National Interest, “Afghanization,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22218)

In addition, there is no state structure to speak of in the Pashtun belt. The military operations there are foreign alone, including no more than token Afghan National Army forces. No Afghan forces can effectively take charge of secured areas after the “clear” phase, as they are nowhere near numerous or well-trained enough, and the police are often corrupt or inefficient. In addition, the pro-government tribes or communities that are present in a few districts cannot venture outside their areas without great difficulty. The supposed “ink spot” strategy—whereby the coalition establishes control in a key part of a province and security radiates outward—is not working, because of the social and ethnic fragmentation. Stability in one district doesn’t necessarily bleed over into the neighboring one, since groups and villages are often antagonistic to one another, and compete for the resources provided by the war economy. In this context, to secure an area means essentially to stay there indefinitely, under constant attack by the insurgency. Even if only 20 percent of a village sympathizes with the insurgents, “clearing” cannot work. As long as the coalition persists in its current strategy, increasing the number of troops in country will not only be inefficient, it will be dangerously counterproductive. As Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said not so long ago, more troops would fuel opposition amongst the Afghan population. Considering the growing illegitimacy of the Karzai regime, more foreign troops will be resented as a military occupation. To this end, the coalition’s communiqués stating that the foreign presence in Afghanistan will go on for two generations—which were intended to reassure the Afghan partners—are staggering diplomatic blunders, especially in a country where feelings towards outsiders are at best ambiguous. The more foreign troops fight to take territory back from the Taliban, the more the population rejects them, because it sees them as the major provider of insecurity. In addition, more troops mean more casualties, leaving the coalition less time to do its work before public opinion turns too far against the war. Yet it is unrealistic to expect quick results, especially in training the Afghan National Army. And at the same time, it is more and more difficult to argue in support of the discredited Karzai regime.

Even if the US won every battle, it would lose the war – massive resistance to foreign occupiers Dorronsoro 9 - visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (2/9/09, Gilles, The National Interest, “Going South in Afghanistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20794)

Afghanistan may be the right war, but the United States could very well fight it in the wrong place. Present plans call for most of the new troops to be deployed to the southern and eastern regions of the country, where they could win every battle and still fail to hold the ground. In a land already notoriously averse to foreign invaders, the southern province of Kandahar is particularly hostile to outsiders. In the 1980s, when the Soviets or the Afghan government wanted to punish one of their soldiers, they sent him there. Helmand, the other hot spot in the south, has no cities and few towns—very little of strategic value, except the road to Herat.

In the eastern provinces, it’s important for Obama and his team to recognize that regardless of how the United States revises its strategy, American troops and their NATO allies will still face “hit and run” attacks from across the Pakistani border to the east. There is no quick fix to this situation: even with the full support of the Pakistani government and military (a very optimistic hypothesis) the border will stay out of control for years. And even if Kandahar and Helmand could be secured, U.S. troops would be stuck there, unable to prevent a stubborn Taliban infiltration and progression in the north. And when U.S. troops inevitably withdraw, what little order had previously existed would dissolve overnight. Regardless of how well U.S. troops there fare, the Afghan National Army forces that eventually replace them will be simply unable to ward off the Taliban. This is the Taliban’s historical base and they understand the political dynamics of these regions better than any foreign forces ever could.

1AC – Insurgency

Multiple impacts - 

First – Pakistan: Counterinsurgency strategy mobilizes the Taliban – that causes Pakistan collapse

Akhtar, 10- professor of international relations, and a senior analyst & writer.  He was the dean of faculty of management, Baluchistan university, and former chairman of International Relations Department, Karachi university (1/26/10, Shameem, “Pakistan’s Instability : The US War Factor,” http://www.islamonline.net/servlet/Satellite?c=Article_C&cid=1262372328640&pagename=Zone-English-Muslim_Affairs/MAELayout#**1)


If it is a war against extremists and militancy inside Pakistan, it is a civil war because its origins stem from the US, NATO occupation of neighboring Afghanistan. The conflict should be seen as an extension of the ongoing resistance of the Afghan people to alien domination. It is inaccurate to say that the US invaded Afghanistan because of the 9/11 attacks by Al-Qaeda. Former BBC correspondent George Arney reported on September 18, 2001, that Niaz Naik, the former Pakistani foreign secretary, had told him that he was informed by US officials at a UN-sponsored international contact group on Afghanistan in Berlin during July that year that unless Osama bin Laden were handed over swiftly, America would take military action to kill or capture both Bin Laden and Mullah Omar. The wider objective, however, was to topple the Taliban regime and install a transitional government under King Mohammad Zahir Shah. The invasion was to take place in mid-October 2001. Mr. Naik went on to say that he doubted that the US would have abandoned its plan to invade Afghanistan even if Osama were handed over by the Taliban. Arney's story is corroborated by the Guardian correspondent David Leigh in his report published on September 26, 2001, in which he revealed that the Taliban had received specific warning by the US through secret diplomacy in Berlin in July that the Bush Administration would topple the entire regime militarily unless Osama is extradited to the US. This was part of the larger design of US military, industrial complex to bring about regime change in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Iran. As the US needed bases in Pakistan to accomplish its pre-planned invasion of Afghanistan, the Bush Administration sought to use Islamabad as a cat's paw to pull the chestnuts out of the fire. Fortunately for President Bush, a usurper ruled there, devoid of all legitimacy, legal and moral, and he readily and willingly succumbed to US pressure and made a U-turn by severing all links with the Taliban. He even joined the war against Afghanistan instead of using his leverage with the Taliban to exhaust all means of peaceful settlement of the dispute. The entire region, including Pakistan, was declared a war zone by the US military command, and the flights of all passenger planes were prohibited over a certain altitude, while no merchant ships could enter the harbors of Pakistan, thus bringing maritime trade (which comprises approximately 95 percent of Pakistan's import-export trade) to a standstill. It is no wonder that Pakistan suffered a loss of 34 billion dollars because of its involvement in the Afghan war. America's War As one can see, it was America's war that was imposed upon Pakistan. Whether Pakistan could have avoided the war is a matter of controversy among politicians and political observers. But the war has fuelled insurgency in Pakistan's hitherto peaceful tribal territory adjacent to Afghanistan. This insurgency shows no sign of abatement, as terrorist attacks on military and civilian centers in the capital and major cities of the North-West Frontier Province and Punjab continue with a vengeance, posing threat to the security of the state. In the meantime, routine predator strikes by the US in Waziristan have taken a heavy toll of civilian lives amid accusations of Islamabad's complicity in the piratical attacks on tribespeople, which prompts them to resort to retaliatory strikes on the perpetrators. Not satisfied with Pakistan's military operations in the tribal region, the US Administration has compelled Islamabad's fragile government to pull out its troops from the tense Indo-Pak border and deploy them in the restive tribal belt along the Pak-Afghan border. Now Pakistan faces existential threat from the Taliban and not India, a perception which the country's military leadership is not prepared to share, given the unresolved disputes with New Delhi, which triggered four wars during the last 62 years. At the same time, speculation (not entirely unfounded) is rife about the involvement of the Research and Analysis Wing (RAW) and the former Blackwater (now christened Xe Services) in murder, mayhem, and gunrunning as evidenced by the armed Americans who drive consulate vehicles through cities and, when intercepted, refuse to disclose their identity. It is here that one recalls with dismay the role of General Stanley McChrystal, who until last year headed the Joint Special Operations Command, which runs drone attacks and targeted assassinations with the assistance of the operatives of the former Blackwater. This was revealed by Jeremy Scahill's investigative report published in the US weekly the Nation. That may, perhaps, solve the mystery surrounding a series of assassinations of ulama belonging to various Islamic movements. The sinister motive behind such acts of terror is to incite sectarian violence in Pakistan and lay the blame at the doors of religious extremists. Similar death squads were organized by the CIA in El Salvador, Honduras, and Nicaragua to carry out political assassinations of nationalists who were opposed to US intervention. At the time, the Sandinista government of Nicaragua complained to the International Court of Justice about the mining of Nicaraguan ports, the violation of the country's airspace, the killing and kidnapping of individuals on the Nicaraguan territory, and the threat or use of force by the US. The court in its decision in June 1986 held that the US was in breach of the customary rules of international law and international humanitarian law. The above case is titled the "Military and Paramilitary Activities in and Against Nicaragua." The precedent set by this case may be invoked by Pakistan to prevent the US drone attacks on its territory. Once the piratical attacks of the US have stopped, the irritant in the tribal insurgency would have gone, paving the way for pacification of the conflict. If this were Pakistan's war, the government would have exercised its own judgment in dealing with the militants at home, either by conciliation or by resort to force. But Islamabad's so-called operation against militants is subordinated to US military designs in the region, aimed at the encirclement of the People's Republic of China and the control of the transit of gas pipelines from Central Asia to South Asia. It is not aimless that China expressed its concern over the concentration of US, NATO troops in the region. India fits in the American scheme of things, hence the US-India nuclear deal.  Pakistan's National Interest In this emerging security environment, Pakistan will have to be content with its role as a junior partner of India. Therefore, the sooner Islamabad extricates itself from the US "war on terror," the better it is for its security and independence. Doesn't Islamabad realize that its military operation against the militants would leave its border with India vulnerable to a New Delhi offensive? If Pakistan permits the US to attack the suspected training centers of militants on its territory, will it be able to prevent India from doing so? With Islamabad embroiled in internecine strife, it cannot negotiate with India from a position of strength. It may be forced to make a compromise that might be detrimental to its national interest. Pakistan's preoccupation with tribal rebellion would not permit it to deal with separatist ethnic forces in Baluchistan. Undoubtedly, this is a threat to the territorial integrity of Pakistan. After the total failure of the military operation in Baluchistan, the federal government has come round to the painful conclusion that political and not military action can bring militancy to an end. Granting general amnesty to the dissidents and engaging them in a meaningful dialogue on contentious issues is a laudable initiative. The same gesture should be made to the militants in the tribal areas. But Islamabad has adopted double standards in dealing with the Baluchistan militants and the Pashtun militants, as if there were good militants and bad ones. This discriminatory policy would intensify the Pashtun insurgency and might drive them toward even more escalation. The rulers have seen the consequences of military operations in the former East Pakistan, Baluchistan, Karachi, Sind, and FATA (federally administered tribal areas). If anything, the situation has only worsened. The surge of US troops, the expansion of war beyond the borders of Afghanistan, and the attacks on Quetta and Muridke as envisaged by Obama's new strategy would mean that US troops are at war with the people of Pakistan. Any Solution? The Obama Administration would be better advised to concentrate on its exit strategy, and to that end, it is imperative that it involve the UN in its peace-making efforts aimed at the establishment of a broad-based government in Afghanistan, because the Karzai Government has no legitimacy. To fill the vacuum, the UN peacekeeping force, made up of troops of states not involved in the Afghan war, may be deployed until a government of national unity is able to assume full responsibility. Here the US can contribute to the postwar reconstruction of Afghanistan under the aegis of the UN. The insurgency in the tribal region is the spillover effect of US military occupation of Afghanistan, but Pakistan faces a far greater threat: the threat of ethnic violence as manifested in the bloody clashes among various linguistic groups in urban and rural Sind. These have been overshadowed by the counterinsurgency operations in FATA, but they may erupt at any moment, thus destabilizing the state.
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That causes global nuclear conflict

Pitt, 9- a New York Times and internationally bestselling author of two books: "War on Iraq: What Team Bush Doesn't Want You to Know" and "The Greatest Sedition Is Silence." (5/8/09, William, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183) 

But a suicide bomber in Pakistan rammed a car packed with explosives into a jeep filled with troops today, killing five and wounding as many as 21, including several children who were waiting for a ride to school. Residents of the region where the attack took place are fleeing in terror as gunfire rings out around them, and government forces have been unable to quell the violence. Two regional government officials were beheaded by militants in retaliation for the killing of other militants by government forces. As familiar as this sounds, it did not take place where we have come to expect such terrible events. This, unfortunately, is a whole new ballgame. It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.
Recently, the Taliban made a military push into the northwest Pakistani region around the Swat Valley. According to a recent Reuters report: The (Pakistani) army deployed troops in Swat in October 2007 and used artillery and gunship helicopters to reassert control. But insecurity mounted after a civilian government came to power last year and tried to reach a negotiated settlement. A peace accord fell apart in May 2008. After that, hundreds — including soldiers, militants and civilians — died in battles. Militants unleashed a reign of terror, killing and beheading politicians, singers, soldiers and opponents. They banned female education and destroyed nearly 200 girls' schools. About 1,200 people were killed since late 2007 and 250,000 to 500,000 fled, leaving the militants in virtual control. Pakistan offered on February 16 to introduce Islamic law in the Swat valley and neighboring areas in a bid to take the steam out of the insurgency. The militants announced an indefinite cease-fire after the army said it was halting operations in the region. President Asif Ali Zardari signed a regulation imposing sharia in the area last month. But the Taliban refused to give up their guns and pushed into Buner and another district adjacent to Swat, intent on spreading their rule. The United States, already embroiled in a war against Taliban forces in Afghanistan, must now face the possibility that Pakistan could collapse under the mounting threat of Taliban forces there. Military and diplomatic advisers to President Obama, uncertain how best to proceed, now face one of the great nightmare scenarios of our time. "Recent militant gains in Pakistan," reported The New York Times on Monday, "have so alarmed the White House that the national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, described the situation as 'one of the very most serious problems we face.'" "Security was deteriorating rapidly," reported The Washington Post on Monday, "particularly in the mountains along the Afghan border that harbor al-Qaeda and the Taliban, intelligence chiefs reported, and there were signs that those groups were working with indigenous extremists in Pakistan's populous Punjabi heartland. The Pakistani government was mired in political bickering. The army, still fixated on its historical adversary India, remained ill-equipped and unwilling to throw its full weight into the counterinsurgency fight. But despite the threat the intelligence conveyed, Obama has only limited options for dealing with it. Anti-American feeling in Pakistan is high, and a U.S. combat presence is prohibited. The United States is fighting Pakistan-based extremists by proxy, through an army over which it has little control, in alliance with a government in which it has little confidence." It is believed Pakistan is currently in possession of between 60 and 100 nuclear weapons. Because Pakistan's stability is threatened by the wide swath of its population that shares ethnic, cultural and religious connections to the fundamentalist Islamic populace of Afghanistan, fears over what could happen to those nuclear weapons if the Pakistani government collapses are very real. "As the insurgency of the Taliban and Al Qaeda spreads in Pakistan," reported the Times last week, "senior American officials say they are increasingly concerned about new vulnerabilities for Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, including the potential for militants to snatch a weapon in transport or to insert sympathizers into laboratories or fuel-production facilities. In public, the administration has only hinted at those concerns, repeating the formulation that the Bush administration used: that it has faith in the Pakistani Army. But that cooperation, according to officials who would not speak for attribution because of the sensitivity surrounding the exchanges between Washington and Islamabad, has been sharply limited when the subject has turned to the vulnerabilities in the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure." "The prospect of turmoil in Pakistan sends shivers up the spines of those U.S. officials charged with keeping tabs on foreign nuclear weapons," reported Time Magazine last month. "Pakistan is thought to possess about 100 — the U.S. isn't sure of the total, and may not know where all of them are. Still, if Pakistan collapses, the U.S. military is primed to enter the country and secure as many of those weapons as it can, according to U.S. officials. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say." In other words, a shaky Pakistan spells trouble for everyone, especially if America loses the footrace to secure those weapons in the event of the worst-case scenario. If Pakistani militants ever succeed in toppling the government, several very dangerous events could happen at once. Nuclear-armed India could be galvanized into military action of some kind, as could nuclear-armed China or nuclear-armed Russia. If the Pakistani government does fall, and all those Pakistani nukes are not immediately accounted for and secured, the specter (or reality) of loose nukes falling into the hands of terrorist organizations could place the entire world on a collision course with unimaginable disaster. We have all been paying a great deal of attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, and rightly so. The developing situation in Pakistan, however, needs to be placed immediately on the front burner. The Obama administration appears to be gravely serious about addressing the situation. So should we all.
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Second – Central Asia: US presence sparks rampant nationalism 

Innocent and Carpenter 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Contrary to the claims that we should use the U.S. military to stabilize the region and reduce the threat of terrorism, a 2008 study by the RAND Corporation found that U.S. policies emphasizing the use of force tend to create new terrorists. In “How Terrorist Groups End: Lessons for Countering al Qai’da,” Seth Jones and Martin Libicki argue that the U.S. military “should generally resist being drawn into combat operations in Muslim societies, since [a U.S. military] presence is likely to increase terrorist recruitment.”22 Some policymakers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that argument cannot account for terrorists who thrive in centralized states that have the sovereignty to reject external interference.23 That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in neighboring, nuclear armed Pakistan. In this respect, and perhaps most important, is the belief that our presence in the region helps Pakistan, when in fact the seemingly open-ended U.S. presence in Afghanistan risks creating worse problems for Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already weakened nation. Christian Science Monitor correspondent Anand Gopal finds, “In late 2007, as many as 27 groups merged to form an umbrella Taliban movement, the Tehreek-e-Taliban, under guerrilla leader Baitullah Mehsud.” He continues, “Three of the most powerful, once-feuding commanders—Mr. Mehsud and Maulavi Nazeer of South Waziristan and Hafiz Gul Behadur of North Waziristan—formed an alliance in response to US airstrikes.”24 America’s presence has already caused major problems for the government in Islamabad, which is deeply unpopular for many reasons, including its alignment with U.S. policies.25 There are also indications that it has raised tensions in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. For Islamic militants throughout the region, the U.S. occupation of Afghanistan— like the occupation of Iraq—is an increasingly potent recruiting tool. Only by prolonging our military presence do we allow the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e Islami, the Haqqani network, and even Pakistani Taliban militants to reframe the conflict and their position within it as a legitimate defense against a foreign occupation. In this respect, policymakers should recognize that not everyone willing to resist U.S. intervention is necessarily an enemy of the United States. Most importantly, we must understand that not every Islamic fundamentalist is a radical Islamist, let alone one who is hell-bent on launching a terrorist attack against the American homeland.
This escalates to great power wars

Starr, 1 [S. Frederick, Chairman of Central Asia-Caucasus Institute @ Nitze School of Advanced Int’l. Studies @ Johns Hopkins U., Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, “CENTRAL ASIAN NATIONS AND THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST TERRORISM”, 12-13, L/N]

There exists a fundamental misunderstanding about the relationship of Central Asian states (and Russia, for that matter) to the war on terrorism. We hear about their "cooperation with the US," as if they are doing us a favor that should be rewarded. Nothing could be further from the truth. For a decade, the Central Asian states have faced the threat of Islamic radicalism, terrorism, and drug trafficking, with which the first two are closely linked. All of the Central Asian states have identified these issues as their main security threat, and Afghanistan as the locus of that threat. So has Russia, which has used the issue to justify the stationing of troops in four of the five countries of the region.  To address this threat, Central Asian governments have arrested countless suspects, abrogating the civil rights of many who are doubtless innocent. All of the countries have resorted to the same primitive policies, the differences among them being only of degree, not of kind.  Some commentators have argued that these measures are largely responsible for the growth of terrorism in the first place. There is some truth in this, but we must be careful in levying this charge. When we demand that Messers, Musharraf, Arafat, or Mubarrak crack down hard on jihhadist groups, Palestinian terrorists, or Muslim brotherhoods, are we not asking them to do exactly what we criticize Central Asian governments for doing? Americans bridle when our critics abroad blame September 11 on the US' actions, yet we come close to doing the same thing with respect to the Central Asians.  Both the Central Asians and the Russians, who have claimed a special role in the region, have been notably unsuccessful in their campaigns against terrorism. But now the situation is changing, thanks to the United States. We are risking American soldiers' lives and expending billions of our citizens' resources to address a threat that hangs over their countries as much as ours. The fact that we have our own interests at heart in no way qualifies this truth. Early signs of progress in the war on terrorism already exceed what has been accomplished locally in a decade.  And so let us cease all talk of some payment owed Central Asians (or Russians) for their cooperation. If anything, it is they who should thank us.  However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This "imperial hangover" is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin's soul does not change this reality.  The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their "backyard" as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.
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Third, nuclear terrorism: Reducing US presence solves the risk of nuclear attack 

Wohlstetter 10  - Senior Fellow for Technology and Society at the Seattle-based Discovery Institute, former advisor to the Department of Defense (John, Letter from the Capitol: a global cyber-tour of events and analysis pertaining to war, security, economic & cultural issues, “LFTC - Nuclear Terrorism Threat Growing?,” 2010, 2-2, http://www.letterfromthecapitol.com/letterfromthecapitol/2010/02/lftc-nuclear-terrorism-threat-growing.html)

Of all the WMD threats, nuclear weapons remain the most dangerous, and the articles below explain why.

WMD terror expert Graham Allison sees "A Failure to Imagine the Worst" as being at the root of our weak response to nuclear terror threats.  His Harvard Kennedy School colleague, Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, offers a timeline for Al-Qaeda's nuclear quest in "Al Qaeda's Pursuit of Weapons of Mass Destruction" (Jan. 25, 2010).  This introduction to Larssen's full length version ends with this link to his full pdf report (30 pages). What emerges are five central core truths about al-Qaeda's pursuit of WMD: (1) al-Qaeda's senior leaders are resolutely pursuing WMD capability; (2) al-Qeada devoted significant resources to WMD even as the 9/11 attacks were being prepared; (3) al-Qaeda's always pursues multiple alternate paths to WMD; (4) al-Qaeda's works in concert with other terror groups re WMD; (5) al-Qaeda focuses on bigger attack plans, scorning simple chemical, radiological attacks with low casualty count--9/11 is a benchmark to be exceeded via WMD. Here is an assessment of growing risks to Pakistan's 60-100 nuke stockpile, by Brooking Institution scholar Bruce Riedel.  A 4-pager from Foreign Policy adds highly informative detail on Pakistan's nuclear security arrangements--mostly, but not fully, reassuring.  Back right after 9/11 Pakistan President Pervez Musharraf moved his country's arsenal to secure locations in 48 hours, fearing a US strike.  Here is a longer piece from the Institute of International Strategic Studies on Pakistan's nuclear oversight reforms (pdf. file at the bottom prints at 12 pages). The WP 5-page article on Musharraf's actions after 9/11 is especially worth a serious full read.  Among the scarier tidbits: (1) Musharraf explored storing Pakistani nukes with--yikes!!!--the Taliban in Afghanistan; (2) Pakistan's arsenal is under Army control and is secure while guarded at bases, but more vulnerable when being moved; (3) the US does not know where all the nukes are stored; (4) at least one Pakistani nuclear scientist had interaction with Arabs close to the Taliban & al-Qaeda. In a politically incorrect (hence: truthful) summary appraisal of the Muslim Crescent from Africa to Southwest Asia Ralph Peters says toss Afghanistan, contain Pakistan and turn towards India: AFGHANISTAN: We're there, and we don't know why. We know why we went in 2001, but al Qaeda's long gone. Initially, we were welcomed. Now, the more troops we send, the stronger the Taliban becomes. We're tied to a corrupt, inept government despised by the people. Afghans won’t fight for that government, but they'll give their lives for the Taliban. And we're determined to turn the place into Disney World. Should we just leave? No. Afghanistan provides a crucial base for striking the terrorists across the border in Pakistan. But a reduced presence and a willingness to back sympathetic Afghan tribes offers far more return on our investment of blood and treasure than trying to turn Islamist fanatics into third-rate Americans. In a war-torn tribal society, you have to pick your tribes. Afghanistan is worthless in itself. Instead of concentrating on killing our enemies, we’re buying worthless real estate with American blood. PAKISTAN: 180 million anti-American Muslims, thanks to generations of politicians who took American aid while playing the anti-American card with their constituents. The government won't crack down on the Taliban factions it's preserving for a reconquest of Afghanistan after we exit. It sponsors terror attacks against India, then leaves it to us to calm India down. Promised another $7.5 billion in aid, Pakistan's response has been not only to bite the hand that feeds it, but to gnaw it to a bloody pulp. And, in an act of strategic folly, we've left our troops in Afghanistan dependent upon a single supply line that runs for over a thousand miles through Pakistan. And the Pakistani media, with the government's blessing, blames us when the Taliban bomb a marketplace. Isn't it about time we got a grip? Around Pakistan's throat? But what about those nukes? What if they get mad at us and hand them over to terrorists? They won't. But if we're worried about the nukes, plan to destroy them — or leave that job up to India. Leaving the greatest power in history at the mercy of the impossibly corrupt regime in Pakistan guarantees that our troops lives are wasted next door in Afghanistan. Afghanistan isn't our problem. Pakistan's the problem. And India's the future. Bottom Line.  An al-Qaeda WMD threat persists and grows as Pakistan's stability erodes.
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Withdrawal collapses al-Qaida’s recruitment strategies

Farrall 9 - Senior Counter-Terrorism Intelligence Agent with the Australian Federal Police (Leah, “Al-Qaida prefers U.S. to stick around,” The Australian, November 12th, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/al-qaida-prefers-us-to-stick-around/story-e6frg6zo-1225796639320)

A key objective is the denial of al-Qa'ida access to sanctuary in Afghanistan -- a goal the Bush administration also shared. There has been vigorous debate within the US political establishment about what strategy will best achieve this goal. Counter-insurgency proponents argue for increased troop levels while others believe it can be achieved by a targeted counter-terrorism campaign with a lighter force footprint.

Both of these approaches rest on the longstanding premise that al-Qa'ida wants another safe haven in Afghanistan. However, this premise is based on a fundamental misunderstanding of its strategic intentions. Afghanistan's value to al-Qa'ida is as a location for jihad, not a sanctuary. While calling for jihad to liberate occupied Muslim lands is a potent radicalisation tool, it only yields substantive benefits when there is such a conflict at hand. Before September 11, 2001, most volunteers at al-Qa'ida's camps in Afghanistan wanted training for armed jihad. Al-Qa'ida had problems with attrition of its members and trainees who left its camps to seek armed jihad elsewhere, usually in Chechnya.

This was one of the driving reasons behind Osama bin Laden's decision to attack the US with the specific aim of inciting it to invade Afghanistan. For bin Laden, this created a new, exploitable jihad. Since the US invaded Afghanistan and then Iraq, al-Qa'ida has become the pre-eminent group fighting a self-declared jihad against an occupying force. These invasions allowed al-Qa'ida to exploit allegations that the US was intent on occupying Muslim lands. A withdrawal of coalition forces from Afghanistan would undoubtedly hand al-Qa'ida and the Taliban a propaganda victory. However, a victory would deny al-Qa'ida its most potent source of power, influence, funding and recruits -- the armed jihad. Without a jihad to fight, al-Qa'ida would be left with only its franchises -- all of which are involved in deeply unpopular confrontations with government regimes in the Islamic world. Their indiscriminate acts of violence as well as hostility towards other Muslims not sharing their views have badly damaged al-Qa'ida's brand. This has driven al-Qa'ida to refocus on Afghanistan because jihad against an occupying force attracts a level of support and legitimacy that attacking Muslim governments does not. It provides additional justification for al-Qa'ida and those supporting it to continue striking US targets.
A reorientation of US strategy away from counterinsurgency or a full or partial withdrawal of US troops is therefore not in al-Qa'ida's strategic interest. To keep the US engaged in Afghanistan, it will use a strategy it knows will work: terrorist attacks against the homeland. The recently uncovered al-Qa'ida plot in New York City (where the city's subway system was reportedly the target) suggests it may have already adopted this strategy. More plots and attacks are likely to follow. Al-Qa'ida has an effective safe haven in Pakistan's North West Frontier Province and Federally Administered Tribal Areas from which to continue orchestrating attacks against the US. Although al-Qa'ida has suffered significant disruptions to its plots, these have not been caused by drone attacks in Pakistan. Rather they have come from law enforcement and intelligence action, usually in the countries it seeks to attack.

Drone attacks have inconvenienced al-Qa'ida, but it has lost little more than a handful of its core members. Al-Qa'ida's organisational structure, a devolved network hierarchy, means that it has been able to absorb any losses and continue with only a minimal slowing of its operational tempo. Al-Qa'ida is also not short of trainees. An estimated 100-150 Westerners are believed to have undertaken training with the organisation in the past year. It is well placed to continue plotting attacks against the West, which it is likely to have prioritised. Al-Qa'ida also has another reason for attacking the US in order to keep it engaged in Afghanistan. The Afghan Taliban is moving away from al-Qa'ida and redefining itself as a national liberation movement. For al-Qa'ida, Taliban statements condemning colonialism and inviting good relations with its neighbours put a question mark over their relationship. The solution is the same: to attack the US, forcing a surge in American troop numbers. This would tie the Afghan Taliban's hands. Taliban leader Mullah Omar's legitimacy would be jeopardised were he to publicly disassociate from al-Qa'ida and guarantee he would not again provide it sanctuary. His refusal to do so would then feed the justification for a counterinsurgency campaign against the Taliban in Afghanistan, ensuring the US remains engaged in the conflict. Al-Qa'ida will continue to try to goad the US into staying involved in the conflict because the sustenance and empowerment the conflict gives al-Qa'ida far outweighs the benefits of a safe haven in Afghanistan. Until this is recognised, the strategies the US employs to protect itself from further attacks are likely to inspire more of them and, more importantly, sustain al-Qa'ida.
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And it immediately reduces support for the Taliban while increasing government legitimacy 

Dorronsoro 9 -Visiting Scholar, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (January 2009, Gilles, “Focus and Exit: An Alternative Strategy for the Afghan War,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/afghan_war-strategy.pdf)

This three-zone strategy is not, per se, a gamechanger, and it must be accompanied by an incremental, phased withdrawal. The withdrawal would not be a consequence of “stabilization,” but rather an essential part of the process. Since the presence of foreign troops is the most important factor in mobilizing support for the Taliban, the beginning of the withdrawal would change the political game on two levels. First, Jihad would become a motivation for fewer Afghans; instead, the conflict would be mostly seen as a civil war. Second, the pro-government population (or, more exactly, the anti-Taliban one) would rally together because of fear of a Taliban victory. 

There is an argument against withdrawing combat troops: namely, that al-Qaeda would retain its sanctuary in Afghanistan because the Afghan state would not have control of some parts of the country, especially in the east. Though superficially compelling, this argument is weak for two reasons. First, the international coalition lacks the resources to control the periphery of the Afghan territory anyway. Second, the withdrawal of combat troops does not preclude targeted operations with the agreement of the Kabul government. So, in terms of physical security, the withdrawal of combat troops does not bring clear gains for al-Qaeda. 

There are two important reasons for withdrawal. 

First, the mere presence of foreign soldiers fighting a war in Afghanistan is probably the single most important factor in the resurgence of the Taliban. The convergence of nationalism and Jihad has aided the Taliban in extending its influence. It is sometimes frightening to see how similar NATO military operations are to Soviet ones in the 1980s and how the similarities could affect the perceptions of the population. The majority of Afghans are now deeply opposed to the foreign troops on their soil. The idea that one can “stabilize” Afghanistan with more troops goes against all that one should have learned from the Soviet war. The real issue is not to “stabilize” but to create a new dynamic. The Taliban have successfully framed the war as a Jihad and a liberation war against (non-Muslim) foreign armies. The concrete consequence of this moral victory is that the movement has been able to gain ground in non-Pashtun areas. The situations in Badghris Province (northwest) and in Badakhshan Province (northeast) are extremely worrisome, because the Taliban have been able to attract the support of some Pashtun tribes and fundamentalist networks. A province like Wardak, initially opposed to the Taliban in the 1990s, is now one of its strongholds. Insecurity bred by the narcotics trade and the infighting of local groups in the north also provides the Taliban opportunities to find new allies on a more practical, rather than ideological, ground. This trend is extraordinarily dangerous, since the spread of the war geographically would put Western countries in an untenable position. 

Second, withdrawal would create a new dynamic in the country, providing two main benefits. The momentum of the Taliban would slow or stop altogether, because without a foreign occupier the Jihadist and nationalist feelings of the population would be much more difficult to mobilize. Furthermore, the Karzai regime would gain legitimacy. If Karzai (or his successor) receives enough help from the international coalition, he would be able to develop more centralized institutions in the strategic areas or at least keep local actors under control. The regime would remain corrupt but would appear more legitimate if it succeeded in bringing security to the population in the strategic zones without the help of foreign troops. The support of the urban population, which opposes the Taliban, is a critical issue. Corruption is a problem primarily if it accelerates the independence of Afghanistan’s peripheral regions.

Losing Now – Generic 

US is behind in every front

Strait Times, 10 (“A missed chance to revamp Afghan policy; This is a good time for Obama to make changes instead of sticking to flailing policy”, 6/25/10, Lexis)
United States President Barack Obama described his decision to replace his top military commander as 'a change in personnel but not a change in policy'. If so, it would be a missed opportunity for him to revamp a flailing policy that is approaching a critical juncture.

Mr Obama's promised drawdown of US troops from the nine-year-old war is scheduled to begin a year from now. But there has been little payback from the counterinsurgency strategy authored by General Stanley McChrystal who was forced to resign on Wednesday, after his aides made disparaging remarks about the White House national security team.

Put in place seven months ago, the strategy was to defeat the insurgency by deploying more than 100,000 US troops, building up an effective government and winning over the population with development projects and aid. But it has met with reverses on several fronts, including a sharp upsurge in violence.

Between January and April of this year, attacks using improvised explosive devices increased 94 per cent.

Alongside, the American casualties have been rising steadily and recently crossed the symbolic 1,000-mark.

High-profile battleground operations are floundering while beating back the Taleban insurgents remains an ambitious goal. Sanitising the Helmand province, a refuge for the insurgents, is proving unexpectedly bloody.

An upcoming mission to improve security in the second largest city of Kandahar has been downsized because of opposition from Afghan leaders.

On the governance front, there is little evidence that President Hamid Karzai's administration will be able to hold on to territory the US wrests back from militants.

Gen McChrystal's ouster met with dismay in Kabul, where Afghans and foreign diplomats praised his bold efforts to change the course of the war.

Nato leaders in Brussels were relieved, however, that Mr Obama selected General David Petraeus, who pioneered the same basic counterinsurgency strategy when he commanded US forces in Iraq, to succeed Gen McChrystal.

'The strategy continues to have Nato's support and our forces will continue to carry it out,' Nato secretary-general Anders Fogh Rasmussen said in a statement. 'We will stay for as long as it takes to do our job.'

But some critics have questioned whether a strategy aimed at bolstering the Afghan government can ever succeed in a country with ethnic divisions and a history of tribal rule.

Worse, as evident from the McChrystal episode, the Obama administration is still divided about whether it is worth fighting a war that has already dragged on longer than the Vietnam conflict and which is highly unpopular with Americans.

Counterinsurgency Fails – Culture 

A large military presence in Afghanistan creates instability- culture insensitivity increases tensions

Dorronsoro, 09 - visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (9/23/09, Gilles, The National Interest, “Afghanization,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22218)
How does the coalition control the (supposedly) cleared areas? There is no trust between the coalition and the Afghan population—especially the Pashtuns—and after eight years in the country, it has definitely lost the battle for hearts and minds. The coalition forces simply don’t know how to be accepted locally: patrolling the villages is useless, and the linguistic and cultural barriers are de facto insurmountable when the average soldier’s stay in the country is no more than six months. The behavior of the coalition forces has also not been beyond reproach, and has included cultural insensitivity, heavy-handed searching of houses, aggressive behavior on the roads, arbitrary imprisonment, beating of prisoners and of course the inadvertent bombing of civilians.

COIN will fail- lack of understanding of Afghan culture

Rosen, 10 - Fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security (January/February 2010, Nir, Boston Review, “Something from Nothing: U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/rosen.php)

The troubles with COIN are institutional. The American military and policy establishments are incapable of doing COIN. They lack the curiosity to understand other cultures and the empathy to understand what motivates people. The new counterinsurgency manual gets it right: political factors have primacy in COIN. But the military is not a political party, and the Surge is the exception to the rule: Afghanistan 2009 is not Iraq, certainly not Iraq 2007, and confusing the two cases—rural/urban; ungoverned/governed; history of expelling occupiers/no comparable history; largely organized insurgency/multiple, competing insurgencies—promises disaster.

The Americans have been ignoring the right lessons from Iraq—such as the use of community outposts—and internalizing the wrong ones. For example, all of the talk about bribing Afghan tribes shows that the Americans do not understand why Sunnis stopped resisting in Iraq (they lost) and overemphasizes the importance of tribalism in Afghan society.
Counterinsurgency Fails – Weak Governance

Failure inevitable - Karzai

Galbraith, 10 - served as the U.N. secretary general's deputy special representative to Afghanistan from June through September 2009 (Peter, “Why Hamid Karzai makes a bad partner for the U.S.,” Washington Post, 4/8, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/07/AR2010040703685.html)

President Obama will soon have 100,000 troops fighting a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan. Their success depends on having a credible Afghan partner. Unfortunately, Obama's partner is Hamid Karzai. 

In the eight years since the Bush administration helped install Karzai as president after the fall of the Taliban, he has run a government so ineffective that Afghans deride him as being no more than the mayor of Kabul and so corrupt that his country ranks 179th on Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index, just ahead of last-place Somalia, which has no government at all. 

Afghanistan held a presidential election last August just as Obama was ramping up U.S. support for the war. Although funded by the United States and other Western countries and supported by the United Nations, the elections were massively fraudulent. Afghanistan's Independent Election Commission (IEC) -- which, despite its name, is appointed by and answers to Karzai -- oversaw massive vote-rigging in which at least one-third of Karzai's tally, more than 1 million votes, was fake. A separate, independently appointed Electoral Complaints Commission eventually tossed out enough Karzai votes to force a second round of balloting, but the IEC ensured that the voting procedures were even more prone to fraud than those applied to the first round. Karzai's main opponent, Abdullah Abdullah, rightly chose not to participate in the second round. [image: image1.png]



Many Afghans understandably do not see Karzai as a democratically elected leader. So America's Afghan partner suffers from a legitimacy deficit in addition to his track record of ineffectiveness and corruption. 

Karzai has responded to this legitimacy crisis not by fixing his country's broken electoral processes but by trying to corrupt it further. Ahead of parliamentary elections due this fall, Karzai promulgated a decree giving himself power to appoint all five members of the Electoral Complaints Commission (ECC) and stripping the commission of most of its powers. Far from rejecting this outrageous power play, the U.N. mission in Kabul tried to broker a compromise under which it would propose two names to Karzai (previously the United Nations had appointed three members) but still leave him with the final authority to appoint all members of the emasculated commission. Fortunately, Afghanistan's parliament recently rejected this shameful compromise. 

The parliament's actions seem to have sent Karzai off the deep end, as his recent remarks show. In contrast to previous assertions that last year's elections were not fraudulent, Karzai claimed in a speech last week that I orchestrated the deception while serving in Afghanistan: "Foreigners did the fraud. Galbraith did it," he said. According to Karzai, I stole the election on his behalf so I could embarrass him by leaking word of the fraud to the international media and thus weaken his authority. (The irony, as I wrote in The Post last October, is that I urged my superiors at the United Nations to do something about the fraud, and they not only disagreed but fired me.) Karzai also told Afghan parliamentarians that he might join the Taliban and, this week, claimed that the United States had perpetrated the fraud. 

Some American supporters have suggested that Karzai is simply playing to the crowd back home. But many Afghans find his behavior as disturbing as Americans do. Abdullah Abdullah, a medical doctor as well as a politician, said in a news conference Friday that Karzai's behavior was "not normal" and criticized him for squandering U.S. support as the situation is becoming most dire. 

The White House has rightly expressed concern. Press secretary Robert Gibbs called Karzai's allegations "simply untrue" and "troubling." He declined this week to call Karzai an ally and suggested his May 12 visit to Washington might be in jeopardy. 

The Obama administration should put the United States squarely on the side of democracy in Afghanistan. First, U.S. officials should stop saying, as Gibbs did Tuesday, that Karzai is in office as a result of legitimate democratic elections. Afghans know that is not true. Afghanistan cannot hold parliamentary elections this fall unless other countries fund them. As Congress considers appropriations for the Afghanistan war, it should attach a rider making any U.S. financial contribution to the parliamentary elections contingent on Afghanistan establishing genuinely independent election bodies that have no Karzai appointees. Karzai's decision this week to replace the head of the Independent Electoral Commission and the chief electoral officer are no comfort. As long as he appoints their successors, Karzai controls the electoral process, making a rerun of last year's fraud all but certain. As bad as it would be to not hold parliamentary elections, fraudulent elections could plunge Afghanistan into a civil war. 

U.S. troops can clear Taliban forces from an area. But if the Taliban is to be kept away, U.S. efforts must be followed by Afghan soldiers who can provide security and Afghan police who can provide law and order. Most important, an Afghan government must provide honest administration and win the loyalty of the population. Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government cannot win the loyalty of the population. U.S. troops do not have the credible Afghan partner that is essential for the success of Obama's counterinsurgency strategy. And because U.S. troops cannot accomplish their mission in Afghanistan, it is a waste of military resources to have them there. 

President Obama should halt the surge in Afghanistan and initiate a partial withdrawal -- not as a means to pressure Karzai but because Karzai's government is incapable of becoming a credible local partner. 

Counterinsurgency fails – Afghan Nationalism

Counterinsurgency helps Taliban recruitment 

Peters 9- Fox News' first Strategic Analyst (10/28/09, Ralph, “Blood for Nothing,” New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_jHmHEXtE3bMu6q0jTeBIkK]

Apart from the curious notion that sending more Infantrymen is the way to win hearts and minds, the hearts and minds of Afghans not only can't be won, but aren't worth winning. 

Our soldiers are dying for a fad, not for a strategy. Our vaunted counterinsurgency doctrine is the military equivalent of hula hoops, pet rocks and Beanie Babies: an oddity that caught the Zeitgeist. 

The embrace of this suicidal fad by ambitious senior generals has created the most profound rift between frontline soldiers on one side and top generals on the other that I've encountered in 22 years of military service and another 11 years covering our troops. 

There have always been disgruntled privates, but the sheer disgust was never this intense. And the top generals seem oblivious. (You can't just fly in, say, "How's it going, lieutenant?" and fly back to headquarters.) 

From line doggies up to bird colonels (and even a few junior generals), there's a powerful sense that we're throwing away soldiers' lives for theories that just don't work. We enforce rules of engagement that kill our own troops to avoid alienating villagers who actively support the Taliban and celebrate our deaths. 

The generals refuse to recognize that, from the local viewpoint, the Taliban are the patriots. We're the Redcoats. Our counterinsurgency (COIN) theory -- hatched by military pseudo-intellectuals and opportunists -- has no serious historical basis. It ignores the uncomfortable lessons of 3,000 years of fighting insurgencies and terrorists. Its authors claim Vietnam and Algeria as success stories. 

But COIN theory is the perfect politically correct gimmick for the times: It posits that development is the answer to every problem (2,000 years of tribal hatred? Just dig 'em a well). 

But what if the locals don't want our kind of development? In Afghanistan, our "COIN" doctrine downplays the vitality of tradition and tribal culture, while resolutely ignoring the inconvenient religious fanaticism driving the hardcore Taliban. 

COIN theory also insists that success depends on establishing "government legitimacy." Well, the Kabul government we're protecting is about as legit as a Mexican drug gang. Afghans won't defend it. So our troops have to. 

Now Afghans face a presidential runoff election. The challenger, Abdullah Abdullah, can't win. Were he to accept an invitation to join a coalition government, he'd lose all credibility. 

So our troops hold their fire and die to protect Afghan villagers who back the Taliban and to protect an Afghan government the people despise. How, exactly, does this advance our national security? 

We've lost our way. No American soldier should die because senior generals lack the integrity to admit they were just plain wrong. 

As for the claim that COIN worked in Iraq, it's nonsense. First, Iraq ain't exactly out of the woods. Second, what turned the tide against al Qaeda was . . . al Qaeda. The troop surge helped, but wasn't decisive. We were blessed with enemies so monstrous they alienated the Iraqis they claimed to champion -- and the Iraqis turned against the foreign terrorists. 

The Taliban are different. Within the dominant Pashtun population, the Taliban are homegrown heroes. We rationalize away the evidence. 

In Washington, this has degenerated into another partisan issue. That's despicable. Decisions about Afghanistan can't be made to score political points. We must rise above party bickering and do what's best for our security and our troops. 

This time around, Vice President Joe Biden happens to be right: We have to focus on destroying our true enemies -- al Qaeda -- and not on naive efforts to turn Afghanistan into Montclair, NJ. Republicans need to stop and smell the ruins of 9/11. 

Iraq made sense to me. The stakes there were (and are) enormous. But Afghanistan's a strategic vacuum that sucks in resources and lives to no sensible purpose. By propping up President Karzai's government of thieves and attempting to force our vision on Afghanistan we've rescued a defeated Taliban from oblivion. So much for COIN theory. 

Counterinsurgency Fails – Troop Requirements

Troop demands are too high – impossible to win the counterinsurgency

Dorronsoro,9 -Visiting Scholar, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (January 2009, Gilles, “Focus and Exit: An Alternative Strategy for the Afghan War,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/afghan_war-strategy.pdf)
It is already clear, based on counterinsurgency literature, that the number of troops in Afghanistan is far too low to control the territory. There are just not enough troops to fight a serious war in half of the Afghan provinces, and the Taliban presence is growing in the north as well as the south and east. The current level of troop commitment is not enough to seal the border or to control the ground extensively. Hence, it is not reasonable to assume that we can militarily defeat the armed opposition at the current level of engagement. It is possible to send more troops and money to Afghanistan, but the numbers will still be relatively limited. Resources invested in Afghanistan have grown substantially since 2001 but remain relatively small in comparison with those committed to Iraq. In addition, there is no possibility of transferring all the resources invested in Iraq to Afghanistan. There will never be more than 150,000 international coalition troops in Afghanistan, yet just sealing the Afghan–Pakistani border would necessitate tens of thousands of troops. Without a change in the political dynamics, a surge is not going to be sufficient to defeat the insurgency. In addition, inserting more troops would imply a higher cost in lives and money; as a result, the United States would have less time to achieve its objectives, because the growing human and financial costs would make Congress and the public more impatient for success. In addition, the United States will have no choice but to act more unilaterally than has been the case since 2003 in devising and implementing a new strategy. Proportionally, non-U.S. military forces, apart from British troops, will become marginal. There will be no significant increase in the participation of U.S. allies in the Afghan conflict, both for political and technical reasons. The European countries have committed as much as they can in terms of capacities (at least in the case of the French and the British), and public opinion is strongly opposed to the war. The Czechs are probably leaving Afghanistan, and more small countries could do the same in the next few years. An “Obama factor” cannot be totally ruled out, but the effect would be marginal. There are other limitations. The numerous problems making cooperation between countries difficult are not going to disappear. The Afghan war did not create a European momentum; on the contrary, each country is based in a different part of Afghanistan, without much coordination on a military or political level. The most the United States can hope for is that European countries share the financial cost of an expanded operation. For a better allocation of resources and better conduct of the war, the European allies should concentrate on training the Afghan army and on institution building rather than fighting. Some European troops are probably not capable of effectively fighting an insurgency and should stop trying to do so. Also, the regionally based organization of the allies is counterproductive and should be reassessed.

Counterinsurgency fails – troop requirements are too high

Eland et al 09 - Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace & Liberty at The Independent Institute. Dr. Eland is a graduate of Iowa State University and received an M.B.A. in applied economics and a Ph.D. in Public Policy from George Washington University. He has been Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (December 9, Ivan Eland, Peter Galbraith - Former Deputy Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations to Afghanistan and Assistant Secretary-General of the U.N.; former Ambassador to Croatia , Charles Pena Senior Fellow, The Independent Institute  , “Can the U.S. Withdraw from Afghanistan and Iraq?” http://www.independent.org/events/transcript.asp?eventID=145 )

Now, even if the surge had been the deciding factor in the reduction of Iraqi violence, the question is can you transplant that to Afghanistan? Afghanistan is a much different country and a much harder fight to win. Here are some of the reasons: The Taliban has a more zealous insurgency than Iraq. Afghanistan is a bigger country, has more people than Iraq, and there are fewer forces there. According to the U.S. military’s own rules of counterinsurgency warfare, the U.S. would have to have nearly 600,000 troops in Afghanistan to be effective. Now, of course that’s a rule of thumb, but the basic principle is that we’re way under that and there’s no hope that we’ll ever get up that high. So, I think we see the daunting task ahead. Iraq is flat. Afghanistan is mountainous, of course, making it much easier for the guerrillas. Unlike Iraq, the Afghan Taliban have a sanctuary in Pakistan, which is supposedly our ally, but which only goes after the Pakistani Taliban and not the Afghan Taliban. Now, the Afghan Taliban is always useful to the Pakistani government to counter the Indian influence in Afghanistan, especially when the U.S. is likely to leave as the President signaled his intention to at least start pulling out troops by 2011. So that was I think a message to elements of the Pakistani military that they should keep supporting the Afghan Taliban. Now, in Iraq the insurgency was primarily urban whereas in Afghanistan it’s rural. Because of the war, the civil war, and the assassinations, in addition, the tribal leadership is weaker in Afghanistan than in Iraq and there is no Awakening Movement in Afghanistan.

The Taliban are Afghans who for the most part don’t target civilians where as Al Qaeda in Iraq is led by foreigners and does purposefully attack civilians to stir up ethno-sectarian hatred. That, of course, has alienated many Sunnis in Iraq, and of course in Afghanistan we have the corrupt Karzai government who stole the election and rules only Kabul so much of Afghanistan is effectively run by the Taliban. In addition, we’ve had eight years where the U.S. has oscillated between a kinetic counter-terrorism strategy and a counter-insurgency strategy that tries to protect people, and we’ve seen the last oscillation of that. This happened during the Bush administration, and now it’s happening again in the Obama administration that we’re moving back to a counter-insurgency strategy.

AT: Iraq Proves – Counterinsurgency Works

Doesn’t solve in Afghanistan

Rosen, 10 - Fellow at the New York University Center on Law and Security (January/February 2010, Nir, Boston Review, “Something from Nothing: U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/rosen.php)

One circumstantial difference is that while General Petraeus conducted his Iraq review with people who knew the country well, McChrystal, a “hunter-killer” whose background in counterterrorism worried some supporters of COIN, called in advisors already committed to a population-centric COIN strategy. The team of “experts” who advised McChrystal on his August report—only one was expert on Afghanistan—included many celebrity pundits from both sides of the political divide in Washington, including Frederick Kagan, Stephen Biddle, Anthony Cordesman, and Michael O’Hanlon. It was a savvy move, sure to help win political support in Congress, but it had little to do with realities on the ground.

More fundamentally, COIN helped to control violence in Iraq because sectarian bloodshed—which changed the conflict from an anti-occupation struggle to a civil war, displaced millions, and resulted in the deaths of hundreds of thousands—was already exhausting itself when the Surge started in 2007. The Sunnis were willing to cooperate with the Americans because the Sunnis knew they had been defeated by the time the “Sunni Awakening” began in Anbar Province in September 2006; the victorious Shias were divided, and militias degenerated into gangsterism. In comparison with al Qaeda in Iraq and Shia gangs, the Americans looked good. They could step into the void without escalating the conflict, even as casualties rose temporarily. Moreover, with more than two-thirds of Iraqis in cities, the U.S. efforts could focus on large urban centers, especially Baghdad, the epicenter of the civil war.

In Afghanistan, there is no comparable exhaustion of the population, more than two-thirds of which lives in hard-to-reach rural areas. In addition, population protection—the core of COIN—is more complicated in Afghanistan. The Taliban only attack Afghan civilians who collaborate with the Americans and their puppet government or who are suspected of violating the extremely harsh interpretation of Islamic law that many Afghans accept. And unlike in Iraq, where innocent civilians were targeted only by predatory militias, civilians in Afghanistan are as likely to be targeted by their “own” government as by paramilitary groups. Afghanistan has not fallen into civil war—although tension between Pashtuns and Tajiks is increasing—so the United States cannot be its savior. You can’t build walls around thousands of remote Afghan villages; you can’t punish the entire Pashtun population, the largest group in the country, the way the minority Sunnis of Iraq were punished.
AT: Petraeus Solves

Petraeus guarantees failure – innovation, strategy and execution 

Nussbaum 10 - editorial page editor and commentator on economic and social issues (June 24, Bruce “President Obama Fires McChrystal, Kills Innovation” http://blogs.hbr.org/cs/2010/06/president_obama_makes_a_major.html
President Obama may well have made a major management mistake in dismissing General Stanley McChrystal, the senior commander of US and NATO troops in Afghanistan. Counterinsurgency is a creative act and McChrystal is the Frank Gehry of modern warfare. In removing him, Obama is undermining both the strategy and execution of his own policy for defeating the Taliban and building a stable, democratic Afghanistan.

McChrystal's defiance of authority, exemplified by his intemperate remarks about White House policy-makers in Rolling Stone and willingness to buck the collective behavior of his own peers, highlighted by his vote for Obama over military hero Senator McCain, reflect the values of an innovative personality and style of leadership that is exactly what is needed in unconventional warfare.

McChrystal spent his entire career in the most creative sphere of the military, its Special Operations. First as a Ranger, then as head of the Joint Special Operations Command in Iraq, McChrystal moved in the edges of military circles where an approach and package of methods and tools was developed that corporations and consultants recognize as Design Thinking.

This Design Thinking military approach to unconventional warfare was best showcased in Horse Soldiers, a remarkable book about the first Special Forces team to go into Afghanistan after 9/11. Dropped into an unknown culture, in a land of threatening terrain, with tools insufficient to the mission and dependent on distrustful partners, the team did what it was trained to do — design an entirely new path toward achieving its goal.

The 12-man, multidisciplinary team went through the ritual steps of innovation. The members observed the local culture, collaborated among themselves and with their partners, brainstormed and generated new options, screened for the best, iterated a few, and chose one. In the end, the best option was to get on a horse. The team mounted up to show respect to the culture, establish their social position as warriors, and transport their high-tech GPS systems and laser sighting gear across mountains and desert to call in jets to bomb the Taliban into defeat.

Special Forces soldiers and Special Ops soldiers in general, are taught how to go into unknown, complicated, changing environments, do fast ethnography, brainstorm, generate new ideas, iterate, collaborate, choose the most valid solution for the situation, and execute quickly. They operate in a paradigm of possibility, not reliability, learning by observing and doing, not memorizing standard procedures. They are great Design Thinkers.

COIN, the counterinsurgency doctrine now embraced by the Pentagon, is an elaboration of this approach. Understanding the local culture in Iraq, adapting alliances and networks to bring in the Sunni tribes under the Anbar Awakening, leveraging power to open up and enable new possibilities, shifting tactics quickly in the face of failure — all these are design methodologies of creative strategies and leaders. It worked to reverse the major mistakes made in Iraq by mainstream military doctrine (disregard of local culture, using massive conventional warfare, demobilizing the Sunni-led military). It had a good chance of working in Afghanistan ... until President Obama fired the general. The removal undermines the mission in three ways:

1. It breaks the team responsible for execution of policy. Like many innovative leaders, McChrystal has deep personal relationships with highly trained and talented people who collectively work smoothly and efficiently. Remove McChrystal and the teamwork ends and the team is finished. Think rock bands who lose their lead singer. 

2.It undermines strategy. General McChrystal is the personal voice of the COIN doctrine in Afghanistan. It is his articulation of strategy — adapting it to the realities on the ground, learning from failures, iterating, generating new options — that gives it promise. And it is that promise that forges his personal link with Afghan President Karzai (who adamantly opposed McChrystal's removal). 

3. It undermines execution. Appointing General Petraeus (who helped design the COIN doctrine in Iraq) to replace McChrystal may mitigate the removal, but it will take time to build a new team of managers to execute strategy and rebuild trust with key partners, especially President Karzai. 

***Terrorism***

Nuclear Terrorism – High Risk

A nuclear terrorist attack is inevitably by 2013 - Al Qaida will execute it and it will kill thousands and cause global instability - ALL top experts agree

Allison 10 - Douglas Dillon professor of government and director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Graham, “A Failure to Imagine the Worst,” Foreign Policy, January 25th, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/25/a_failure_to_imagine_the_worst?page=0,0)

In his first speech to the U.N. Security Council, U.S. President Barack Obama challenged members to think about the impact of a single nuclear bomb. He said: "Just one nuclear weapon exploded in a city -- be it New York or Moscow, Tokyo or Beijing, London or Paris -- could kill hundreds of thousands of people." The consequences, he noted, would "destabilize our security, our economies, and our very way of life."

Before the Sept. 11, 2001, assault on the World Trade Center and Pentagon, who could have imagined that terrorists would mount an attack on the American homeland that would kill more citizens than Japan did at Pearl Harbor? As then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice testified to the 9/11 Commission: "No one could have imagined them taking a plane, slamming it into the Pentagon ... into the World Trade Center, using planes as missiles." For most Americans, the idea of international terrorists conducting a successful attack on their homeland, killing thousands of citizens, was not just unlikely. It was inconceivable.

As is now evident, assertions about what is "imaginable" or "conceivable," however, are propositions about our minds, not about what is objectively possible.

Prior to 9/11, how unlikely was a megaterrorist attack on the American homeland? In the previous decade, al Qaeda attacks on the World Trade Center in 1993, U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998, and the USS Cole in 2000 had together killed almost 250 and injured nearly 6,000. Moreover, the organization was actively training thousands of recruits in camps in Afghanistan for future terrorist operations.

Thinking about risks we face today, we should reflect on the major conclusion of the bipartisan 9/11 Commission established to investigate that catastrophe. The U.S. national security establishment's principal failure prior to Sept. 11, 2001, was, the commission found, a "failure of imagination." Summarized in a single sentence, the question now is: Are we at risk of an equivalent failure to imagine a nuclear 9/11? After the recent attempted terrorist attack on Northwest Airlines Flight 253, this question is more urgent than ever.

The thought that terrorists could successfully explode a nuclear bomb in an American city killing hundreds of thousands of people seems incomprehensible. This essential incredulity is rooted in three deeply ingrained presumptions. First, no one could seriously intend to kill hundreds of thousands of people in a single attack. Second, only states are capable of mass destruction; nonstate actors would be unable to build or use nuclear weapons. Third, terrorists would not be able to deliver a nuclear bomb to an American city. In a nutshell, these presumptions lead to the conclusion: inconceivable.

Why then does Obama call nuclear terrorism "the single most important national security threat that we face" and "a threat that rises above all others in urgency?" Why the unanimity among those who have shouldered responsibility for U.S. national security in recent years that this is a grave and present danger? In former CIA Director George Tenet's assessment, "the main threat is the nuclear one. I am convinced that this is where [Osama bin Laden] and his operatives desperately want to go." When asked recently what keeps him awake at night, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates answered: "It's the thought of a terrorist ending up with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear."
Leaders who have reached this conclusion about the genuine urgency of the nuclear terrorist threat are not unaware of their skeptics' presumptions. Rather, they have examined the evidence, much of which has been painstakingly compiled here by Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, former head of the CIA's terrorism and weapons-of-mass-destruction efforts, and much of which remains classified. Specifically, who is seriously motivated to kill hundreds of thousands of Americans? Osama bin Laden, who has declared his intention to kill "4 million Americans -- including 2 million children." The deeply held belief that even if they wanted to, "men in caves can't do this" was then Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf's view when Tenet flew to Islamabad to see him after 9/11. As Tenet (assisted by Mowatt-Larssen) took him step by step through the evidence, he discovered that indeed they could. Terrorists' opportunities to bring a bomb into the United States follow the same trails along which 275 tons of drugs and 3 million people crossed U.S. borders illegally last year.

In 2007, Congress established a successor to the 9/11 Commission to focus on terrorism using weapons of mass destruction. This bipartisan Commission on the Prevention of WMD Proliferation and Terrorism issued its report to Congress and the Obama administration in December 2008. In the commission's unanimous judgment: "it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013."
Faced with the possibility of an American Hiroshima, many Americans are paralyzed by a combination of denial and fatalism. Either it hasn't happened, so it's not going to happen; or, if it is going to happen, there's nothing we can do to stop it. Both propositions are wrong. The countdown to a nuclear 9/11 can be stopped, but only by realistic recognition of the threat, a clear agenda for action, and relentless determination to pursue it.

Troops Bad – Terrorism

Our presence in Afghanistan increases Al Qaeda’s international support and power

Tanter 8 - Senior Research Associate at the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainability (Richard, Senior Research Associate at Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainability, Director of the Nautilus Institute at the Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology, “The Coming Catastrophe: the American War in Afghanistan and Pakistan,” Japan Focus, November 13th, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Richard-Tanter/2948)

The opposition to the Karzai administration and the western coalition is now a diverse set of groups ranging from warlords such as Hezb-e Islami Gulbuddun, Al Qaeda, and a Taliban split between the south and east of the country and Pakistan. It is important to distinguish between terrorist tactics in the sense of attacks on non-combatants for political ends and armed guerrilla resistance to specific government. All of these groups have attacked civilians as well as government officials and the use of suicide attacks on both government representatives and civilians is increasing. 
However, two things are clear. The first is that insurgency is being fed by Afghan and Pakistani anger at the civilian casualties resulting from coalition combat tactics, especially the rising number of air strikes. In other words, far from diminishing support for those using terrorist tactics against Afghan civilians, western policy is increasing such support.

Refugee flow from our presence in Afghanistan strengthens the Taliban and increases likelihood of a terrorist attack
Benthien 9 - Writer for IndyMedia, Citing Aasim Ahktar, Professor of Colonial History and Political Economy at Lahore University, and James Pinkerton, Political Analyst (Doug, “Afghanistan: The Logic of Withdraw,” IndyMedia, November 23rd, http://milwaukee.indymedia.org/en/2009/11/211426.shtml)

Inside Pakistan, the costs of military intervention are also apparent. Professor Aasim Sajjad Akhtar, responding to the efficacy U.S. drone attacks indicated, “The hundreds of thousands languishing in refugee camps talk of mortar attacks that have destroyed their homes and killed their relatives. They seethe with anger and tell their government that most Taliban fighters hail from the local population. The longer this war continues, and it is just starting in this region, the better the chances the Taliban will be able to recruit refugees.” (Akhtar, 2009). Sadly, these consequences are the predictable outcome of military intervention. The results of a 1997 U.S. Defense Department Science Board report revealed, “Historical data show a strong correlation between U.S. involvement in international situations and an increase in terrorist attacks against the United States.” (Pinkerton, 1999).

***Pakistan***

No Pakistani Cooperation - Taliban

Pakistan has stopped cooperating against the Taliban

Galston 10 - Senior Fellow of Governance Studies @ Brookings (William, Senior Fellow of Governance Studies @ Brookings, “A Question of Life and Death: U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” Brookings, June 15th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0615_afghanistan_galston.aspx)

And finally, on to Pakistan. Despite skeptical reports from our own intelligence services, U.S. government officials have taken recently to praising the authorities in Islamabad for their stepped-up cooperation in the fight against the Taliban. But a report from the London School of Economics made public over the past weekend questions the basis for this optimism. Based on interviews with nine current Taliban field commanders and ten former senior Taliban officials as well as dozens of Afghan leaders, the report argues that relations between the Taliban and the Pakistani intelligence (the ISI) are dense and ongoing. One senior southern Taliban leader said: “Every group commander knows the reality—which is obvious to all of us—that the ISI is behind the Taliban, they formed and are supporting the Taliban. … Everyone sees the sun in the sky but cannot say it is the sun.”

Worse, the report offers credible though not conclusive evidence that Pakistani President Zadari has been personally involved in the release of numerous Taliban prisoners from Pakistani jails, reportedly telling them that they had been arrested only because of American pressure. Surveying the evidence, Matt Waldman, the report’s author, concludes that “Pakistan appears to be playing a double-game of astonishing magnitude” and that “without a change in Pakistani behaviour it will be difficult if not impossible for international forces and the Afghan government to make progress against the insurgency.”

Pakistan is funding the Taliban

Sarro 10 - Contributor to Huffington Post’s At War Blog (Doug, “Five Reasons to Withdraw From Afghanistan Sooner Rather Than Later,” 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html)

Gen. Stanley McChrystal's talent for broadcasting his innermost feelings to the world at large is the least of President Obama's problems in Afghanistan. In the face of rapidly rising violence throughout the country, Obama needs to decide how quickly to withdraw U.S. troops from the country.
Here are five reasons why Obama should end the Afghan war sooner rather than later:

1. Karzai hasn't changed since he fudged his re-election last year. Counterinsurgency only succeeds if you're working in support of a government capable of gaining public trust. Afghan President Hamid Karzai does not lead such a government. A network of well-connected strongmen, most prominently the president's brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, still run the show in Afghanistan, and remain as unpopular among Afghans as ever. And Karzai's police force, underfunded and demoralized due to widespread graft among its upper echelons and staffed with officers who shake down Afghan civilians to supplement their wages, is utterly incapable of securing the country. In sum, the Afghan president has given NATO no compelling reason to keep writing him blank checks.

2. 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.

3. Washington wouldn't have to defend drug lords at the UN anymore. Over 30,000 Russians die each year because of opiates, 90% of which come from Afghanistan. But when Russia called on the UN Security Council to launch a crackdown on the Afghan opium trade, the United States, along with other NATO countries on the Council, quickly poured cold water on the idea. Spraying Afghan farmers' opium crops, they said, would alienate farmers and in doing so undermine McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy.

4. Sticking around won't stop Pakistan from slipping aid to the Taliban. Despite the Pakistan government's protestations to the contrary, evidence is mounting that its intelligence service, in a bid to maximize Islamabad's influence in Afghanistan and entice militants to halt their attacks in Pakistan, is supplying covert aid to the Taliban and other Afghan militant groups. Even a massive, open-ended surge won't crush the Taliban as long as its operatives can scurry across the Pakistan border any time they need more ammunition and recruits. Instead, Washington should slash its military aid to Pakistan and restore it only when its government cuts all of its ties to the Taliban.

Troops Bad – Pakistan Instability 

Counterinsurgency forces terrorists into Pakistan – destabilizes the country

Bacevich 08 – professor of international relations and history at Boston University, ( December 30, Andrew J,   “Winning In Afghanistan” http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/winning-in-afghanistan.html

In Afghanistan today, the United States and its allies are using the wrong means to vigorously pursue the wrong mission. Persisting on the present course—as both John McCain and Barack Obama have promised to do—will turn Operation Enduring Freedom into Operation Enduring Obligation. Afghanistan will become a sinkhole consuming resources neither the U.S. military nor the U.S. government can afford to waste. (Story continued below...)

The allied campaign in Afghanistan is now entering its eighth year. The operation was launched with expectations of a quick, decisive victory but has failed to accomplish that objective. Granted, the diversion of resources to the misguided war in Iraq has forced commanders in Afghanistan to make do with less. Yet that doesn't explain the lack of progress. The real problem is that Washington has misunderstood the nature of the challengeAfghanistan poses and misread America's interests there.

One of history's enduring lessons is that Afghans don't appreciate it when outsiders tell them how to govern their affairs—just ask the British or the Soviets. U.S. success in overthrowing the Taliban seemed to suggest this lesson no longer applied, at least to Americans. That quickly proved an illusion.
In Iraq, toppling the old order was easy. Installing a new one to take its place has turned out to be infinitely harder.

Yet the challenges of pacifying Afghanistan dwarf those posed by Iraq. Afghanistan is a much bigger country—nearly the size of Texas—and has a larger population that's just as fractious. Moreover, unlike Iraq, Afghanistan possesses almost none of the prerequisites of modernity; its literacy rate, for example, is 28 percent, barely a third of Iraq's. In terms of effectiveness and legitimacy, the government in Kabul lags well behind Baghdad—not exactly a lofty standard. Apart from opium, Afghans produce almost nothing the world wants. While liberating Iraq may have seriously reduced the reservoir of U.S. power, fixing Afghanistan would drain it altogether.

Meanwhile, the chief effect of allied military operations there so far has been not to defeat the radical Islamists but to push them across the Pakistani border. As a result, efforts to stabilize Afghanistan are contributing to the destabilization of Pakistan, with potentially devastating implications. September's bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad suggests that the extremists are growing emboldened. Today and for the foreseeable future, no country poses a greater potential threat to U.S. national security than does Pakistan. To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghan-istan would be a terrible mistake.

All this means that the proper U.S. priority for Afghanistan should be not to try harder but to change course. The war in Afghanistan (like the Iraq War) won't be won militarily. It can be settled—however imperfectly—only through politics.

The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory.

This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature.

Were U.S. resources unlimited and U.S. interests in Afghanistan more important, upping the ante with additional combat forces might make sense. But U.S. power—especially military power—is quite limited these days, and U.S. priorities lie elsewhere.

Rather than committing more troops, therefore, the new president should withdraw them while devising a more realistic—and more affordable—strategy for Afghanistan.

Troops Bad – Pakistan Instability 

Military presence pushes insurgents into Pakistan

Simon, and Stevenson, 9 * adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,  AND **Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College, (Steven and Jonathan, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, 51:5, 47 – 67, October 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=7132409)

Whatever US officials might concede privately, the White House, State Department and Pentagon have thus far not acknowledged publicly the possibility that greater American intrusiveness in Afghanistan might mean less Pakistani cooperation. That, however, appears to be the case. To be sure, Pakistan has pragmatically responded to US pressure to thwart the Taliban in its tribal areas. But it is more significant in the broader strategic context that Pakistan has objected to expanded US military operations in Afghanistan on two grounds. Firstly, they would cause a cross-border spillover of militants into Pakistan and increase the counter-insurgency burden on the Pakistani military. Secondly, they would foment political instability in Pakistan by intensifying popular perceptions of American military occupation of the region and the Pakistani government's complicity with the Americans in suppressing a group that was not even considered an enemy of Pakistan. Indeed, in a July 2009 briefing, Pakistani officials made it clear that, however concerned the United States was about the Taliban, they still regard India as their top strategic priority and the Taliban militants as little more than a containable nuisance and, in the long term, potential allies.5
Pakistani officials made clear that they still regard India as their strategic priority

In this light, the realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralising the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that al-Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners.

Pitfalls of the current policy

The Obama administration's instincts favouring robust counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan reflect the 1990s-era US and European predilection for peacekeeping, reconstruction and stabilisation, and the multilateral use of force for humanitarian intervention, deployed to positive effect in the Balkans and withheld tragically in Rwanda. To the extent that this mindset was premised on an expansion of the rule of law to hitherto poorly and unjustly governed areas, such as Somalia and Bosnia, it reflects the broader conception of counter-terrorism adopted after 11 September. Insofar as it favours collective action by major powers with the unambiguous endorsement of the UN Security Council, it is also consistent with the Obama administration's rejection of Bush-era unilateralism. And an aggressive internationalist approach to spreading democracy and the rule of law, notwithstanding the shortsightedness and inefficacy of the Bush doctrine, is admirable and in some instances appropriate.6 In this case, however, it is more likely to hurt than help. While a larger US military footprint might help stabilise Afghanistan in the short term, the effects of collateral damage and the aura of US domination it would generate would also intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan. This outcome, in turn, would frustrate both core American objectives by rendering it politically far more difficult for the Pakistani government to cooperate with Washington (and easier for the quasi-independent Inter-Services Intelligence to collude with the Taliban and al-Qaeda), thus making it harder for the United States to defeat al-Qaeda. It would also increase radicalisation in Pakistan, imperil the regime and raise proliferation risks, increasing rather than decreasing pressure on India to act in the breach of American ineffectuality.

US troop presence heightens terrorist activites

Simon and Stevenson, 9 -Steven Simon is Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Jonathan Stevenson is a Professor

of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College. (Survival, Oct-Nov 2009, “Afghanistan: How much is enough,” http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/725396__915362559.pdf)

Finally, within the operational environment of Afghanistan and Pakistan themselves, the alternative to a minimalist approach is likely to be not the controlled and purposeful escalation envisaged by the current policy but rather a pernicious spiral with an indeterminate outcome. If the United States continues to respond to the threat of al-Qaeda by deepening intervention in Afghanistan and Pakistan, al-Qaeda and the Taliban will rejoin with heightened terrorist and insurgent operations that bring further instability. Indeed, that appears to be happening. In August 2009, as US ground commanders requested more troops, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on CNN described the situation in Afghanistan as ‘serious and deteriorating’ and the Taliban as having ‘gotten better, more sophisticated, in their tactics’.28

The United States’ next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington’s behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad’s ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justified. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration’s 40 day policy review.29 But Pakistan’s military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban.

Pakistan Instability Bad – Nuclear Terrorism

Pakistan instability risks nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists

Allison and Deutch, 9 - * Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Professor of Government @ Harvard Kennedy School AND ** a professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former director of the Central Intelligence Agency (Graham and John, Wall Street Journal, The Real Afghan Issue Is Pakistan”, 3/30/09, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18935/real_afghan_issue_is_pakistan.html)

The problem in Pakistan is more pressing and direct. There, the U.S. does have larger vital national interests. Top among these is preventing Pakistan's arsenal of nuclear weapons and materials from falling into the hands of terrorists such as Osama bin Laden. This danger is not hypothetical -- the father of Pakistan's nuclear bomb, A.Q. Khan, is now known to have been the world's first nuclear black marketer, providing nuclear weapons technology and materials to Libya, North Korea and Iran.

Protecting Pakistan's nuclear arsenal requires preventing radical Islamic extremists from taking control of the country.

Furthermore, the U.S. rightly remains committed to preventing the next 9/11 attack by eliminating global terrorist threats such as al Qaeda. This means destroying their operating headquarters and training camps, from which they can plan more deadly 9/11s.

Afghan instability spillover to Pakistan sends off a nuclear security threat to the world 

Brown, 10--- professor in the Security Studies Program at Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service (6/23/10, VANDA FELBAB, The Sydney Herald, “In Afghanistan the Cost in Sacrifice is High, But that cost must be paid,” 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. Advertisement: Story continues below Problematic and often rapacious warlords-cum-government officials abound, driven by power and profit, and undermine efforts to improve governance. The central government remains an uneasy partner, and President Hamid Karzai is often seen as unwilling to focus on service delivery and to combat pervasive corruption. All this has many asking: why are we there? A key objective in Afghanistan is to make sure it does not again become a haven for virulent salafi groups - extremist Sunni religious groups that embrace violent jihad against apostates and infidels - like al-Qaeda. The September 11 attacks were perpetrated out of Afghanistan, and al-Qaeda - while now largely in Pakistan - has lost none of its zeal to strike Western countries and undermine governments in Asia and the Middle East. If part of Afghanistan came to be controlled by salafi groups or the Taliban sympathetic to such groups, their capacity to increase the lethality and frequency of their terrorist attacks would only increase. Nor can the counter-terrorism objective be easily accomplished from afar. Human intelligence and co-operation from on-the-ground local actors is often critical for the success of counter-terrorism operations. However, few Afghans, including the powerbrokers in charge of militias who co-operate with the international force, will have an interest in persisting in the effort if they believe it abandoned them to the mercy of the Taliban. An equally important strategic reason for the sacrifices in Afghanistan is to prevent a further destabilisation of Pakistan and, as a result, the entire Central and South Asian region. In Pakistan, its tribal areas and Baluchistan have been host to many of these salafi groups, and the Afghan Taliban uses them as safe havens. But while Pakistan's co-operation in tackling these safe havens is important for the operations in Afghanistan, the reverse is also true. If Afghanistan is unstable and harbours salafi groups that leak into Pakistan, Pakistan becomes deeply destabilised. Any collapse or internal fragmentation in Pakistan could set off one of the most dangerous security threats in Asia, and the world. Pakistan is a large Muslim country with nuclear weapons, existing in a precarious peace with neighbouring India. The Pakistani state has been hollowed out, with its administrative structures in steady decline since its inception, major macro-economic deficiencies, deep poverty and marginalisation that persists amid a semi-feudal power distribution, often ineffective and corrupt political leadership, social and ethnic internal fragmentation, and challenged security forces. The internal security challenge is far more insidious than recently experienced by the Pakistani military in the tribal and Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa areas: far more than the Pashtun Pakistani Taliban in the tribal areas, it is the Punjabi groups - such as the Punjabi Taliban, Lashkar-e-Taiba, Sipah-e-Sahaba - who pose a deep threat to Pakistan. The more Pakistan feels threatened by a hostile government or instability in Afghanistan, the less likely it will be willing and able to take on these groups. A defeat in Afghanistan would greatly boost salafi groups throughout the world: a great power would, again, be seen as having been defeated by the salafists in Afghanistan.

region.

Pakistan Instability Bad – Indo-Pak War

Pakistan instability causes an Indo-Pak nuclear war

Lugar et al 4 - US Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman (Dick, Stephen Cohen (Senior Fellow at Brookings), Michael Krepon (Founding President of the Henry L Stimson Center), “LUGAR STATEMENT ON INDIA-PAKISTAN,” January 28th, http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?start=9&sort=BOOLEAN&format=GNBFI&risb=21_T9641575309)
Only Pakistan and India can resolve the issues between them. Yet, it is more important than ever that the United States sustain active engagement in South Asia to encourage continuation of this positive momentum. We have seen opportunities for peace squandered in South Asia in recent years. To ensure success, it is crucial that both parties prevent extremists from disrupting the process.

Stability in this troubled region is vital to U.S. national interests, both because an Indo-Pakistani conflict could escalate into nuclear war and because of the potential nexus between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. Hostility between India and Pakistan boosts Islamic extremists in the region, and provides them fertile ground for terrorist recruitment. Greater instability also means that nuclear weapons could fall into the wrong hands. A stable South Asia in which Pakistan and India engage each other will eventually weaken the extremists. It will allow both countries to focus more time, energy, and resources on building better lives for their people.

***Solvency***

Withdrawal Good – Aid 

Withdrawal wouldn’t end US aid to Afghanistan

Schlesinger 3/10 Adjunct Fellow at the Century Foundation in New York City, former Director of the World Policy Institute at the New School University in New York City, BA@Harvard, JD@Harvard (3/10/10, Taking Note, “ The Only Way Out Of Afghanistan Is With A Withdrawal Deadline, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html)


In any case, the U.S. is not about to let the Karzai government collapse. It may pull out many of its troops from the country after 2011, but it will continue to supply military equipment and financial aid to the regime. As President Obama said in his West Point speech, even after the deadline, “we will continue to advise and assist Afghanistan’s security forces to ensure that they can succeed over the long haul.”

Withdrawal Good – Instability

Troop withdrawal key to Afghanistan instability and to prevent US financial collapse
Leaver 9 (Eric, Policy Outreach Director for Foreign Policy in Focus, October 2, “How to Exit Afghanistan”, YES Magazine, http://www.fpif.org/articles/how_to_exit_afghanistan)

For years, the war in Afghanistan has been in crisis. But now with a failed Afghan election, the resurgence of the Taliban as a political power, NATO allies withdrawing from the battlefield, and Pakistan's tribal areas under increasing influence from the Taliban and al-Qaeda, the situation looks worse than ever. Obama and his team are spinning their wheels trying to devise a policy to right the sinking ship, but the most sensible solution, for Afghans and U.S. citizens, is to start planning a way out. As U.S. and NATO troops start the ninth year of war, there is little progress to be shown. This year has proven to be the most deadly for U.S. and coalition troops since the war began. Over 1,500 Afghan civilians have died this year and more than 450 Afghan security forces have died.Sadly, the sacrifices these solders made have not resulted in better conditions for Afghans on the ground. Agricultural production is at its lowest since the war began, only 23% of the population has access to clean drinking water, and 40% lives below the poverty line. Life expectancy in Afghanistan is 44 years. Three million Afghans have fled their country. According to a UN threat assessment, 40% of Afghanistan is today either Taliban-controlled or a high-risk area for insurgent attacks. Beyond the human toll, the war is taking a severe financial hit on the United States. To date, the U.S. has spent more than $220 billion in Afghanistan. Over 90% of that spending has been for the military. Today, the U.S. is spending $4 billion a month in Afghanistan and has eclipsed the costs of Iraq for the first time.But policymakers in Washington don't see Afghanistan being in crisis for these reasons. Instead, the focus is on the tension between the White House and the Department of Defense on two key questions: what is the proper mission for troops and should the United States send additional soldiers?Few players in Washington are asking the most important questions, is there a role for troops at this point at all, what does an exit strategy look like and when can we get there?Beltway BickeringRunning on a platform that stressed that Afghanistan was the "good war," President Obama not surprisingly authorized a troop increase for Afghanistan of 21,000 soldiers just two months into office. He made this decision on the heels of no less than eight strategy reviews conducted during the end of 2008 and beginning of 2009. Coupled with his troop increase, Obama issued his own five point plan in March focused on "a clear and focused goal: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan."In May of 2009, Obama tapped General Stanley McChrystal to take over as commander of the forces in Afghanistan. Formerly head of Joint Special Operations Command, McChrystal came to the job with high marks for his role in directing the military's clandestine special operations in Iraq. When he came officially on board in June, McChrystal started yet another policy review.Delivered to Obama on August 30, the review set off a firestorm at the White House and in the media. In part, the controversy revolved around the leaking of the classified report by Washington Post reporter Bob Woodward on September 20. But the real debate unfolded around McChrystal's statement that if he didn't get reinforcements his mission would "likely result in failure."The report exposed an existing divide between the military and civilian policymakers, with the brass supporting McChrystal's assessment for more troops and the civilians wary of an escalation. But the leak deepened this divide, as controversy brewed about who leaked the report, and more importantly, why. The divide over the next steps in Afghanistan extends outside of Washington as well with a new USA Today poll indicating that 50% of Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan, a 15% drop in support from March, when Obama ordered more troops. And where perhaps it matters most, in Afghanistan, support is even lower. A February 2009 ABC/BBC/ARD poll found that only 18%of Afghans support increasing the number of U.S. troops in their country.On September 26, a spokesperson confirmed that McChrystal submitted a formal request for more troops but refused to comment on the number of additional troops requested. However, estimates of McChrystal's request range from 10,000 to 45,000 troops. Paul Pillar, national intelligence officer for the Near East and South Asia during the invasion of Afghanistan in 2001, dryly noted that if the administration requests the upper range then "the US will reach the level of the Russians at the peak of their deployment in the eighties: more than 100,000."What Mission Can Be Accomplished?The president has voiced some concerns about McChrystal's assessment. The Wall Street Journal reported in late September that "President Barack Obama...voiced skepticism that more troops would make a difference in Afghanistan, suggesting he might not rubber-stamp military officials' expected request to send more forces to that country." Aware of the controversy within the administration and the public, Obama has scheduled at least five meetings with his national security team over the next two weeks to reexamine the strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan. Adding further tension is yet another request for additional war spending that lawmakers in the House and Senate expect to complete in the next month.But the question remains, even if McChrystal gets all of the troops he wants, is the mission possible? While it seems that a narrow mission that Obama proposed back in March to "disrupt, dismantle and defeat al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan" could be within the grasp of the United States and NATO, McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy seems unobtainable, even in his own review. He notes that the Afghan state is too weak to build the support needed for a robust counterinsurgency campaign and that NATO may not be well trained, equipped, or properly motivated for success. Indeed, Afghanistan is causing many to question NATO's ability to last much beyond its 60th anniversary this year. Furthermore, McChrystal's plan is highly dependent on the training of the Afghan National Army (ANA). Such training has been a dismal failure in the past eight years, even as the United States has spent $17.6 billion instructing the ANA. Saying that we now can do better is a dubious proposition at best. Rebuilding the Afghan military is no small task, no matter how many trainers McChrystal would like to send. The alternative suggested by many of the earlier strategic reviews and now championed by Vice President Joe Biden, is to narrow the mission to focus on al-Qaeda and the Taliban, essentially calling for action to stop Afghanistan from becoming a safe haven for terrorists. Indeed, this is the counter-terrorism strategy that President Bush pursued with little success. The problem with even this more limited objective is that the United States or NATO could not achieve it without staying in Afghanistan forever. As long as the United States and NATO forces are there in great numbers, it won't be claimed as a safe haven. But when forces leave, al-Qaeda would simply return. The inertia of the last eight years is hard to overcome. In some sense, it's more difficult with Democrats both in the White House and running Congress. If Obama were to withdraw from Afghanistan and an attack occurred against the United States, the party fears that it would stand accused of being weak on defense for another 40 years. On the other side of the coin, doubling down on George Bush's war by sending more troops and resources has little chance of success. Even if it did succeed, such a strategy would likely further damage the U.S. economy, military, and our standing in the world in the process. Another option is needed on the table — a clear and measurable timetable for withdrawal.Afghanistan has been far too often called the "Graveyard of Empires." Although the reference applies to a much different time in the world, it may be applicable once again since the only two options under discussion would not likely bring a successful conclusion to the war. General McChrystal's plan offers no timetable or exit strategy, beyond warning that the next 12-18 months are critical—a timeframe that New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman bandied about so freely in Iraq that estimates like McChrystal's became known as "Friedman Units." And Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has rejected outright a timetable for withdrawal. But with NATO partners Britain, France, and Germany calling for a timeline, this option should be examined more closely.The timetable that was set in Iraq indicates that such an approach can be useful in extricating the United States from a bad position. Most importantly, it begins to disarm the Taliban’s argument that the "occupiers" will never leave. Calling for a timetable for withdrawal also recognizes that at some point Afghanistan, like Iraq and almost all other wars, will end with a negotiated peace treaty.
Withdrawal Good – Instability

U.S. withdrawal is the key to Afghan security –developmental assistance is necessary

Campos and Nawabi, 9 (Gabriela and Mariam, Campos is an intern at the Institute for Policy Studies and Nawabi is a founding member of the Afghanistan Advocacy Group, November 6, “Underlining Causes of Insecurity in Afghanistan”, Foreign Policy in Focus,  http://www.fpif.org/articles/underlying_causes_of_insecurity_in_afghanistan)

As Iraq slowly moves into stability and democracy, much attention has turned to Afghanistan, and on Obama's yet-to-be-made decision on troops. Public opinion has also slowly turned sour, in part to rising U.S. casualties. October 2009 was the deadliest month for the United States in Afghanistan since the invasion in 2001. But what does the war look like from the eyes of Afghans? A recent poll by the Asia Foundation looked at Afghan public opinion on reconstruction, security, U.S. presence, governance, and the role of women in society. FPIF spoke with Mariam Nawabi, an attorney, activist, and founding member of the Afghanistan Advocacy Group, to better understand Afghan public opinion on the conflict, and how the country can move towards a stable democracy. Nawabi also previously worked at the Embassy of Afghanistan as Commercial and Trade Counsel, and has also traveled to Afghanistan.

GABRIELA CAMPOS: There has recently been a lot of debate on a troop surge in Afghanistan, and yet, Obama still needs to make a decision. In your opinion, will more troops make a difference? What will be the effects if more troops are sent?

MARIAM NAWABI: We really have to look at the underlying causes of instability in Afghanistan. A lot of it is due to a continued cycle of poverty. If you look at U.S. foreign assistance, far too little is being spent on development. Sending more troops is costly. There have been some figures quoted that it takes $250,000 a year to maintain one troop in Afghanistan. Now, if we are training more Afghan soldiers that cost comes down considerably. So there definitely needs to be more training of Afghans.

More troops may actually cause more conflict. If Afghan people see more tanks and individuals in uniform, but they aren't seeing tangible differences in their lives, they may start questioning U.S. presence. There may be areas in the south where there is a need for more troops, due to the cross-border. But to send a large contingent of troops in the current situation, where there is a need for more development assistance, is not the right strategy at this time.

CAMPOS: According to The Asia Foundation's recent survey on Afghan people, insecurity is identified as the biggest problem in Afghanistan, especially in the southeast, west, and Southwest regions. Is security, in your opinion, the biggest problem? How can it be made better?

NAWABI: Of course with insecurities it is difficult for progress to take place. It is hard for parents to send their children to school, for people to do business, and for the economy to improve. You have to have peace if there is going to be development. This has been lacking in Afghanistan for many years. Even after the U.S. first entered Afghanistan, Afghan people at that time wanted there to be more troops. Not only U.S. troops, but also through the international security assistance force, which has more than 40 nations participating. There needs to be more Afghan police and more of an Afghan national army that fills that roll.

However, ways to resolve the security situation can take many different forms. I have read recent reports that say that access to land is contributing to insecurity. There was a report done by a local Afghan think tank that said that in the south there were more land disputes that were causing actual conflict than there were insurgents. So when we talk about insecurity, identifying the causes is critical because that will let us know what kind of solution is needed. We need to define more broadly because insecurity is also related to other factors besides insurgencies.
Withdrawal Good – Reconciliation 

Withdrawal now allows reconciliation

Dorronsoro 10 - Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie (Gilles, “Afghanistan after McChrystal,” June 27th, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41067)

The selection of Gen. David Petraeus and departure of Gen. Stanley McChrystal creates an opening to fix a failing strategy. On the ground, the situation looks unwinnable, and the United States will not be able to reverse the trajectory of the war in the next year. America and its partners decided -- sensibly -- not to go through with a major military offensive in Kandahar this summer. Officials in the area are highly corrupt, there is little trust in government or judiciary, and there is virtually no chance for success without a reliable local partner.
With security and political stability across Afghanistan continuing to deteriorate, U.S. strategy needs to be rethought. The coalition faces the risk of an endless engagement with an unsustainable cost and intolerable loss of life that cannot be won militarily.
President Hamid Karzai is in decline and the Taliban is gaining strength, so Washington's best option is to begin negotiations with the Taliban. Patraeus should begin by scaling back military offensives and reducing coalition casualties. This winter the coalition should declare a cease-fire and start negotiating with the Taliban.
Without a military solution, negotiating with the Taliban is the only option. A negotiated agreement can pave the way for a unity government and hopefully stabilize the country. The arrival of Patraeus offers a window to analyze the grim realities and start implementing the most effective way forward.
Phased withdrawal provides incentives for a negotiated settlement

Zachary 9 -  member of the In These Times Board of Editors, author,  teacher of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund (G. Pascal, “Op-Ed: The Case for Withdrawal from Afghanistan War”, Veterans for Common Sense, 10/15/09, http://www.veteransforcommonsense.org/index.ph p/national-security/1428-g-pascal-zachary)

In the arena of democratization, the American effort was marred by last month's flawed elections, which saw President Hamid Karzai steal enough votes to claim victory (there's a recount now underway). The election fiasco pushed Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.), an influential Democrat, to predict Afghanistan "will remain [a] tribal entity." Such a place would require a strong U.S. military presence to hold together and (perhaps) the emergence of a homegrown dictator ruling the country with a "strong hand."
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.
Withdrawal Good – Reconciliation 

Reducing presence makes it sustainable and facilitates a settlement with the Taliban

Stewart, 10- Ryan Family Professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, studied at Oxford and served briefly in the British army before working in the diplomatic service in Indonesia and as British representative to Montenegro (1/14/10, Rory, “Afghanistan: what could work,” http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2010/jan/14/afghanistan-what-could-work/?page=4) 

This may be fatal for Obama’s ambition to “open the door” to the Taliban. The lighter, more political, and less but still robust militarized presence that his argument implies could facilitate a deal with the Taliban, if it appeared semi-permanent. As the President asserted, the Taliban are not that strong. They have nothing like the strength or appeal that they had in 1995. They cannot take the capital, let alone recapture the country. There is strong opposition to their presence, particularly in the center and the north of the country. Their only hope is to negotiate. But the Taliban need to acknowledge this. And the only way they will is if they believe that we are not going to allow the Kabul government to collapse. Afghanistan has been above all a project not of force but of patience. It would take decades before Afghanistan achieved the political cohesion, stability, wealth, government structures, or even basic education levels of Pakistan. A political settlement requires a reasonably strong permanent government. The best argument against the surge, therefore, was never that a US operation without an adequate Afghan government partner would be unable to defeat the Taliban—though it won’t. Nor that the attempt to strengthen the US campaign will intensify resistance, though it may. Nor because such a deployment of over 100,000 troops at a cost of perhaps $100 billion a year would be completely disproportional to theUS’s limited strategic interests and moral obligation in Afghanistan—though that too is true. Instead, Obama should not have requested more troops because doing so intensifies opposition to the war in the US and Europe and accelerates the pace of withdrawal demanded by political pressures at home. To keep domestic consent for a long engagement we need to limit troop numbers and in particular limit our casualties. The surge is a Mephistophelian bargain, in which the President has gained force but lost time. What can now be done to salvage the administration’s position? Obama has acquired leverage over the generals and some support from the public by making it clear that he will not increase troop strength further. He has gained leverage over Karzai by showing that he has options other than investing in Afghanistan. Now he needs to regain leverage over the Taliban by showing them that he is not about to abandon Afghanistan and that their best option is to negotiate. In short, he needs to follow his argument for a call strategy to its conclusion. The date of withdrawal should be recast as a time for reduction to a lighter, more sustainable, and more permanent presence. This is what the administration began to do in the days following the speech. As National Security Adviser General James Jones said, “That date is a ‘ramp’ rather than a cliff.” And as Hillary Clinton said in her congressional testimony on December 3, their real aim should be to “develop a long-term sustainable relationship with Afghanistan and Pakistan so that we do not repeat the mistakes of the past, primarily our abandonment of that region.” A more realistic, affordable, and therefore sustainable presence would not make Afghanistan stable or predictable. It would be merely a small if necessary part of an Afghan political strategy. The US and its allies would only moderate, influence, and fund a strategy shaped and led by Afghans themselves. The aim would be to knit together different Afghan interests and allegiances sensitively enough to avoid alienating independent local groups, consistently enough to regain their trust, and robustly enough to restore the security and justice that Afghans demand and deserve from a national government. What would this look like in practice? Probably a mess. It might involve a tricky coalition of people we refer to, respectively, as Islamists, progressive civil society, terrorists, warlords, learned technocrats, and village chiefs. Under a notionally democratic constitutional structure, it could be a rickety experiment with systems that might, like Afghanistan’s neighbors, include strong elements of religious or military rule. There is no way to predict what the Taliban might become or what authority a national government in Kabul could regain. Civil war would remain a possibility. But an intelligent, long-term, and tolerant partnership with the United States could reduce the likelihood of civil war and increase the likelihood of a political settlement. This is hardly the stuff of sound bites and political slogans. But it would be better for everyone than boom and bust, surge and flight. With the right patient leadership, a political strategy could leave Afghanistan in twenty years’ time more prosperous, stable, and humane than it is today. That would be excellent for Afghans and good for the world.

Withdrawal allows a political settlement with the Taliban

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
For the Taliban leadership, the condition is the withdrawal of foreign forces. The Taliban’s success today relies not on ideology, but rather on resistance to foreign occupation and Karzai’s corrupt puppet regime. It would be hard for the Taliban, perhaps impossible, to accept some sort of accommodation with Karzai—but it is nearly unimaginable that the Taliban would accept any agreement that does not include the fairly quick withdrawal of foreign forces from the Taliban heartland, and their timeline-based withdrawal from the entire country. Between this Taliban demand and the US desire to withdraw, a pleasing symmetry exists. But Afghanistan’s fragility and that of neighboring Pakistan—a country that to the United States represents an even greater national security concern—will make pulling out entirely a risky endeavor.

Reconciliation Good – Stops Taliban

Reconciliation stops the Taliban

Christia and Semple 9 Assistant Prof of Political Science @MIT and fellow at the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard's Kennedy School (Fotini and Michael, “Flipping the Taliban,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Jul/Aug 2009. Vol. 88, Iss. 4; pg. 34-47)

THE PRICE OF PEACE

A FOCUSED CAMPAIGN to win the cooperation of significant elements within the Taliban can succeed. For one thing, there is popular support for reconciliation in Afghanistan. In a nationwide poll sponsored by abc News, the bbc, and ard of Germany and conducted in February 2009, 64 percent of the respondents stated that the Afghan government should negotiate a settlement with the Taliban and agree to let the group's members hold office if they agree to stop fighting.

One model of inclusion is the talks between the Taliban and Afghan officials that took place in Mecca under the auspices of the Saudi government last fall. By hosting and endorsing the process, Riyadh generated greater engagement from core Taliban leaders with its initiative than had been generated by previous ones because of the moral authority the Saudi kingdom has within the movement. Informal feedback we received from insurgents suggested that the Saudi process helped promote dialogue and prompted different parts of the insurgency to contemplate what an eventual settlement might involve.

That said, it would be a distraction to focus too much on the prospect of a comprehensive settlement: in the short and medium terms, it seems highly unlikely that Taliban leaders will be willing to strike a broad deal with the Afghan government. They might not even be capable of doing so, because the Taliban is not a unified or monolithic movement. Some leaders and commanders who are influential within the movement are open to rapprochement, but a dialogue conducted through a single authorized channel could be hijacked by Taliban hard-liners: no Taliban leader would be prepared to openly challenge the hard-liners' resistance to dialogue. Reconciliation is an incremental process, and it should start before the pursuit of any comprehensive settlement.

One important step is for the Afghan government to tailor its approach to the needs of the fighters. The Taliban are predominantly Pashtun and conservative, but the movement also contains legions of men who fight for reasons that have nothing to do with Islamic zealotry. For many, insurgency is a way of life. The fighters are affiliated with partic- ular commanders and receive comradeship and protection within their group. Unless they protect a drug- trafficking route, they tend not to be highly paid, but an occasional stipend from their commander is better than unemployment. And even if many fighters are fundamentally nonideological, membership in an insurgent network - in which elders and peers tell them that opposing foreign forces is virtuous - offers a kind of respectability. A well-organized reconciliation program would thus have to offer substitutes for all these benefits: comradeship, security, a livelihood, and respectability.

Another important element of a reconcil- iation strategy will be to recognize the specific needs of each group. The Afghan insurgency combines, on the one hand, the original Tal- iban idea that the movement is supratribal and that its fighters are pledged to a single leader and, on the other, traditional Afghan affiliations with multiple local and other groups. Networks of commanders play an important role. The group mobilized by the jihad-era veteran Haqqani, for example, runs one of the insurgency's most effective fronts in Kabul and southeastern Afghanistan out of its base in Waziristan. It has vested authority in one of Haqqani's sons and directly cooperates with al Qaeda and Pakistani jihadi groups; it is only nominally subordinated to Mullah Omar's Taliban in Kandahar. These command relationships differ fundamentally from those of a modern army or political party. The bulk of the Taliban's military operations are conducted by fighters operating within their home provinces, where their relationship to the local population is defined by their tribal status and political backgrounds rather than by the authority granted to them by the Taliban leadership in Quetta or Waziristan.

Reconciliation efforts will therefore have to zero in on the particular characteristics of each group: its tribal links, its traditions, the special conditions under which it functions. Any initiative to approach these groups should be spearheaded by interlocutors who have both credibility inside the Afghan establishment in Kabul and ties to insurgent networks. The trick will be to engage a critical mass of local commanders simultaneously. Reconciliation diplomacy must woo enough commanders in any single area to make recalcitrant fighters feel excluded, and it must enable the government to make a credible case that it can back commanders and their followers when they realign.

Reconciliation Good – Afghan Stability 

Reconciliation with the Taliban is vital to stability

Ibrahim, 9 * a Research Fellow at the International Security Program and at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University  (Azeem, "Obama's 'Troops in' Movement Will Not Force the Taleban Out", 1/21/2009, International Security Journal, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/18784/obamas_troops_in_movement_will_not_force_the_taleban_out.html)

Until now, the option of negotiation or power-sharing with moderate elements of the Taleban has not been on the table because of the assumption that the Taleban were monolithically committed to violence. That can no longer be assumed. In November 2006, one of its leading supporters in Pakistan, Maulana Fazlur Rahman, stated publicly that the Taleban could stand as a party in Afghan elections as his Islamist party had recently done in Pakistan. Some Taleban members have argued that the Afghan state’s army and police should be strengthened in order to persuade allied forces to leave sooner. Some officials in the Afghan government have said that they were approached by Taleban leaders seeking to negotiate in 2004. And there have been reports of negotiations in Saudi Arabia between Taleban representatives and the Afghan government.

It can also no longer be assumed that the Taleban are committed to al Qaeda. They remain two distinct organisational entities divided by language. There are no Afghans at the top of al Qaeda and no Arabs at the top of the Taleban. And two Taliban spokespeople have talked publicly about divergence between the two groups.

The bottom line is that our war aims can still be achieved, but not by force alone. Lasting stability in Afghanistan will only be achieved by negotiating with moderate elements in the Taleban and opening the way for them to share power. That will bolster the legitimacy of national government in Afghanistan, and ultimately divide and weaken the insurgents. Troops will be necessary to reduce the insurgency. But this should be seen as a means to the end of ending the conflict by enabling us to negotiate from a position of relative strength. Only a power-sharing government which includes the least extreme elements of the Taleban will be able to achieve the other three war aims — ensuring that Afghanistan remains a legitimate state, ensuring that it can handle its own security, and keeping core al Qaeda out of the country.

The current government is committed to a stable, secure and democratic Afghanistan, but we have to start looking at the country long term. We will not be able to secure the Karzai government after we leave. The only way to ensure that the next government commits to these objectives is to engage moderate Taleban in a power-sharing government now.

Counterterrorism Solves – Mechanism 

Description of the mechanism for a small footprint counter-terrorism approach

LONG 2009, Assistant professor at Colombia University’s school of international and public affairs, [Austin “What a CT Mission in Afghanistan Would Actually Look Like,” October 13th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/13/what_a_ct_mission_in_afghanistan_would_actually_look_like] HURWITZ
In a recent USA Today op-ed, Bruce Riedel and Michael O'Hanlon make the case that a reduced U.S. presence in Afghanistan focused only on counterterrorism missions against al Qaeda won't work. Both men have considerable stature and experience, with Riedel recently heading up a major review of policy in the region for the Obama administration. Yet after numerous personal discussions and debates over the past few weeks with everyone from U.S. military officers to some of the most prominent scholars of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency, I am firmly convinced that a shift to a "small footprint" counter-terrorism mission is not only possible but will best serve U.S. national security. To use a military term of art, the bottom line up front is that the United States could successfully transition to an effective small footprint counterterrorism mission over the course of the next three years, ending up with a force of about 13,000 military personnel (or less) in Afghanistan. 

But most of the discussion about what a counterterrorism posture would actually look like on the ground has been vague. Riedel and O'Hanlon sum it up as "a few U.S. special forces teams, modern intelligence fusion centers, cruise-missile-carrying ships and unmanned aerial vehicles." No one has attempted to put flesh on this skeleton in terms of numbers and locations of U.S. troops, so I'm proposing the following as a possible small footprint counterterrorism posture.

First, this posture would require maintaining bases and personnel in Afghanistan. Three airfields would be sufficient: Bagram, north of Kabul, Jalalabad in eastern Afghanistan, and ideally Kandahar, in the insurgency-ridden south of the country. This would enable forces to collect intelligence and rapidly target al Qaeda in the Pashtun regions where its allies would hold sway. Kandahar, in the heart of Taliban territory, might be untenable with a reduced U.S. presence, so an alternate airfield might be needed, potentially at Shindand, though this would not ideal.   

In terms of special operations forces, this posture would rely on two squadrons of so-called "Tier 1" operators, one at each forward operating base. These could be drawn from U.S. special mission units or Allied units such as the British Special Air Service or Canada's Joint Task Force 2. In addition, it would require a battalion equivalent of U.S. Army Rangers, U.S. Navy SEALs, U.S. Marine Special Operations Companies, British Parachute Regiment, or some mix, with basically a company with each Tier 1 squadron and one in reserve at Bagram. These forces would work together as task forces (let's call them TF South and TF East), with the Tier 1 operators being tasked with executing direct action missions to kill or capture al Qaeda targets while the other units would serve as security and support for these missions. In addition, two of the four battalions of the 160th Special Operations Regiment, basically one at each airfield, would be used to provide helicopter transport, reconnaissance, and fire support for the task forces. One battalion might be enough but two certainly would, thus ensuring that no targets get away for lack of lift. Note that according to Sean Naylor's reporting my direct action task forces are structured like the regional task forces in Iraq in 2006 that were tasked to hunt al Qaeda in Iraq. 

Both task forces would be capable of acting against targets elsewhere in the Pashtun regions, but al Qaeda operatives would likely only feel even relatively secure in a fairly limited geographic area.  TF East in Jalalabad would likely need to operate principally in the heartland of the Haqqani militant network (Khost, Paktia, and Paktika provinces) as this would be where al Qaeda's principal ally in the east could best protect its members, who are not generally Pashtun. For similar reasons, TF South would principally operate against al Qaeda targets in Kandahar, where the Quetta Shura Taliban is strongest, and some of the surrounding provinces such as Helmand and Uruzgan. 

In addition to these two task forces, I would retain the three Army Special Forces' battalions and other elements that appear to be assigned to Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force-Afghanistan. While TFs South and East would focus purely on direct action, these Special Forces units would partner with local forces to collect intelligence and secure specific areas. These local forces would in many cases be from non-Pashtun ethnic groups (Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras), which would limit their ability to be effective in the Pashtun areaa but would likely include at least a few Pashtun tribes that see more benefit working with the Afghan government and the United States than against them. Rather than serving an offensive purpose against al Qaeda like TF South and East, Special Forces would essentially serve a defensive purpose to secure Afghan allies and reassure them that the United States is not going to abandon them. 

This reassurance and support of local allies is a crucial and underappreciated part of a small footprint posture. The non-Pashtun groups were the United States' critical allies in 2001 and remain staunchly opposed to the Taliban and other militants. The Tajiks of the Panjshir Valley, for example, are probably more anti-Taliban than the United States is. With U.S. support, these groups will be able to prevent the expansion of militants outside Pashtun areas. Local allies in Pashtun areas will enable collection of intelligence to support the task force operations. Supporting local allies does not mean abandoning the Afghan government any more than supporting local allies in the Awakening movement in Iraq's Anbar province meant abandoning the government of Iraq. Balancing the two will require some deftness and will be the focus of another post.
Finally, a few more "enablers," to use another military term of art, would be required. First, this posture would need some additional special operations personnel focused on intelligence collection, along with a substantial complement of intelligence community personnel to collect both human and signals intelligence. Second, it would require a substantial complement of unmanned aerial vehicles including Predators, Reapers, and a few other specialized types along with their support personnel. Third, a few AC-130 gunships for air support would be needed, along with combat search and rescue teams from Air Force Special Operations Command.

It should be clear that "small footprint" is a relative term. This special operations posture alone would be roughly five battalions of ground forces, four aviation squadrons, and a few odds and ends, probably in the neighborhood of 5,000 U.S. and NATO troops. In addition, a conventional force component would be needed to serve as a quick reaction force, provide security for the bases, and protect convoys. A conservative estimate for this force would be a brigade or regimental combat team, giving a battalion to each base, another 4,000, roughly. For additional air support, two squadrons of fighter-bombers (F-15E, A-10, etc.) would probably be sufficient, adding another 2,000 personnel. 

Finally, my proposed posture would require additional staff, logistics, and support personnel (medical for instance), some but not all of which can be contractors, adding another 2,000 military personnel. This would be a total force of about 13,000 military personnel and some number of supporting intelligence community personnel and contractors. This is a high-end estimate, and some military personnel I have spoken to think this mission could be done with half this number of troops, but the posture described above errs on the side of caution. This is small compared to the current posture in Afghanistan, smaller still than the forces implied in Gen. McChrystal's report, and tiny compared to the peak number of forces in Iraq. On the other hand, it is vastly larger than any other purely counterterrorism deployment, and how we get there from here will be the subject of my next post.

Withdrawal Good – Prevents Taliban Takeover

Withdrawal stabilizes Afghanistan- tribes band to prevent Taliban rise

Etzioni, 08 - Professor of International Relations at The George Washington University (10/28/08, Amitai, The National Interest, “Kabul Goes Tribal,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20108)
 Sociologists are keenly aware that in societies like Iraq and Afghanistan the first loyalty of the people is to their ethnic or confessional group—to their tribe—and not to their nation. Hence, I joined those who hold that in such societies it does not work to try to build up the national military and the police force and to try to disarm the tribes. Indeed, I argued one should allow each tribe to establish security in its region, as the Kurdish peshmerga did so well in northern Iraq. I called such an approach, half in jest, “Plan Z,” to contrast it with the often mentioned “Plan B,” which seemed not to work (The National Interest November/December 2007). “Plan Z” does not demand for dismembering these nations, but instead favors the formation of a federation with a high level of devolution to the various regions.

True, such an approach leaves some issues, especially those concerning the borders among the tribes—in the Kurdish, Shia and Sunni parts of Iraq—and maintaining law and order in the few remaining mixed parts. However, managing these problems would be much less taxing than imposing American ideas about nation building throughout the large country.

It is one year since the publication of “Plan Z,” and most observers agree that the turning point in Iraq came when the Sunnis were courted, changing them from a major base of the insurrection to a group that cooperates with the American military and has established a reasonable level of peace in the territory they patrol. In the process, the United States and its allies dealt with the Sunni sheikhs rather than their elected representatives in Baghdad. The increase in the number of American troops also did some good, but mainly because American soldiers worked with local communities rather than trying to disarm them. Moreover, as we have learned from Washington Post reporter Sudarsan Raghavan, that even Anbar has been turned around, as the United States is working with a local Sunni group of sheikhs, collectively known as “the Awakening.”

The same approach ought to be applied in Afghanistan. The United States and its allies need to work with the tribes and their natural leaders, rather than try to subject them to an American composed and directed, very ineffectual and increasingly corrupt national government. After all, the United States did not overthrow the Taliban or free Afghanistan; it merely helped a coalition of tribes called the Northern Alliance to achieve these goals.  Since then, the United States has tried to replace the tribal militias with a national army and police force, and substitute elected officials for tribal leaders. However, these attempts at nation building have met with very limited success. The United States should work with the tribes and their natural leaders—when they are ready or can be motivated to cooperate—rather than try to nationalize leadership.
AT: Withdrawal Causes Instability 

Instability is inevitable

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Some analysts, including Carnegie Endowment senior associate Robert Kagan, insist that were the United States to evacuate Afghanistan, the political and military vacuum left by our departure would lead to serious instability throughout the region.19 But instability, in the sense of a perpetually anarchic state of nature dominated by tribal warlords and pervasive bloodshed, has characterized the region for decades—even centuries. Thus, the claim that Afghanistan would be destabilized if the United States were to decrease its presence is misleading, since Afghanistan will be chronically unstable regardless. Most Americans are simply oblivious to the region’s history.

Numerous tribes along the border of northwest Pakistan and southern and eastern Afghanistan have a long history of war-making and rebellion, now erroneously branded as “Talibanism.”20 King’s College London professor Christian Tripodi, an expert on British colonial-era tribal policy, explains what British administrators confronted when dealing with Pashtun tribes along what is today the frontier between Afghanistan and Pakistan:

What the British refused to grasp was that tribal raiding and violence was not necessarily a product of poverty or lack of opportunity. The tribes viewed raiding as honourable and possibly quite fun, an activity that was centuries old, rooted in their culture and one of those things that defined a man in a society that placed a premium upon independence and aggression.21

AT: Taliban Takeover

No risk – resources and organization

Abramowitz, 09 - senior fellow at the Century Foundation (6/8/09, Morton, The National Interest, “A View from Kabul,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21572)
Few, however, disagree that this will be a long war. There is little hope of a definite conclusion; the best is a trajectory of overall improvement while violence persists. Much depends both on how much and how long aid flows to the Taliban from Pakistan and on development and better governance in Afghanistan. Regardless of American involvement in Afghanistan, it is highly doubtful that the Taliban can reclaim Kabul, even with the continued support of Pashtun fighters from western Pakistan. Afghanistan does not face trained, regular forces as South Vietnam did in the North Vietnamese Army. All the same, significant American involvement will have to be sustained for many years, not only to accomplish security objectives, but also to aid development of the Afghan south and southeast. That raises the question of American domestic politics—will Americans continue to support massive amounts of aid for Kabul?

Withdrawal Good – Pakistan Instability 

Withdrawal prevents radicals from gaining control of Pakistan

Innocent, 10 - foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute (Malou, “Away from McChrystal and Back to the Basics,” Huffington Post, 6/28, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11934)

Moreover, if America's interests lie in ensuring the virus of anti-American radicalism does not infect the rest of the region, discontinuing policies that add more fuel to violent religious radicalism should be the first order of business. The dominant political force within Pakistan is not radical fundamentalist Islam, but rather a desire for a sound economy and basic security. But the foreign troop presence risks uniting otherwise disparate militant groups from both sides of the border against a hostile occupation of the region.

Withdrawal Good – Terrorism

Withdraw reduces incentives for terrorist organizations to form

Hornberger 09 - founder and president of The Future of Freedom Foundation, received a B.A. in economics from Virginia Military Institute and his law degree from the University of Texas (February 9, Jacob G.“Immediately Withdraw from Afghanistan Too” http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp)
Third, by exiting the country, the U.S. military will no longer be dropping bombs on Afghan wedding parties and others, which would immediately reduce the incentive for new recruits to join the terrorists. The reason that the ranks of the terrorists are larger than they were seven years ago is because the U.S. military has killed lots of people who had nothing to do with the terrorists, especially all those people in the wedding parties that have been bombed. That sort of thing tends to make people angry and vengeful. While it’s true that the terrorists could still come to the United States and conduct terrorist attacks after a U.S. withdrawal, at least the ranks of the terrorists will no longer be continuously swelled by the bombing of Afghan wedding parties and others unconnected to the terrorists. 
Withdraw solves terrorism – presence angers radical Muslims

Innocent, 10 – foreign policy analyst at Cato (Malou, “Afghanistan Turning from Sandbox to Quicksand for U.S.,” http://www.cato.org/pressroom.php?display=ncomments&id=344)

    Today, top U.S. and NATO commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, said the campaign to secure Kandahar, a key Taliban stronghold, will require more time than originally planned. The most astonishing part of Gen. McChrystal's admission was that it took him so long to reach it. There is good reason to be skeptical that the U.S.-led coalition can reduce violence, eradicate corruption, and build a capable Afghan government that can take over the fight before U.S. troops draw down next summer.

    While Western leaders tend to blame the Afghan people for the mission's present failings, many of these problems reflect more the inherent complications of nation-building than an issue of the Afghans themselves. For sure, that country's amalgam of disparate tribal and ethnic groups, many of whom have historic grievances against the others, hampers stabilization and reconstruction efforts.

    Unfortunately, however, people in Washington are too afraid to admit that we don't have all the answers. But if, as some people say, rebuilding Afghanistan is necessary for U.S. security, the only logical conclusion is that sometimes the necessary is the impossible.

    It is time to scale back U.S. troop presence in Afghanistan before more damage is done—particularly with radical Muslims worldwide who are driven toward terrorist acts every day by interventionist U.S. foreign policies.

Withdraw funnels money into the war on terror

Galbraith, 10 - UN Secretary-General's Deputy Special Representative for Afghanistan in 2009 and served as the first US Ambassador to Croatia where he mediated the 1995 Erdut Agreement that ended the Croatian war. (Peter, “The opposition's rebuttal remarks,” The Economist,online debate, 5/19, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/520)
The war in Afghanistan is not cost free: 100,000 troops is a significant part of the American military and $100 billion in annual expenditure is a lot of money. The resources going to Afghanistan are not available for other national security missions including combating al-Qaeda in Somalia, Yemen and Pakistan (where it has a far greater presence than in Afghanistan today) or challenging potential nuclear proliferators such as Iran and North Korea. And, of course, that money could pay for domestic programmes or tax cuts that might strengthen the American economy. 

***Biodiversity***

2AC Biodiversity Add-On

Ongoing conflict in Afghanistan destroys biodiversity – that spills over

WCS  9 (Wildlife Conservation Society, “Where We Work: Afghanistan”, February, http://www.wcs.org/where-we-work/asia/afghanistan.aspx) 

Mention Afghanistan and most people think of war, not wildlife. Afghanistan has suffered through more than a quarter century of warfare, beginning with the Soviet invasion in the 1970s and continuing through civil wars and the Taliban years. While the human toll has been horrific, Afghanistan’s environment has also suffered dramatically during the decades of conflict. Despite this devastation, there is now an enormous opportunity for conservation in Afghanistan. With more than 80 percent of Afghanis dependent upon the country’s natural resources, sustainable management of these resources is critical not just for wildlife conservation, but for the country’s capacity for reconstruction and long-term stability.
Afghanistan lies at the crossroads of temperate and tropical biomes, and is a critical part of migratory bird pathways. The country is still home to a wide mix of wildlife, from northern species such as wolf and brown bear to southern species such as leopard and gazelle, as well as mountain specialists such as snow leopard and the magnificent Marco Polo sheep. Grasslands, deserts, marshes, and mountain ranges such as the Hindu Kush and Pamirs make Afghanistan a spectacular landscape and an important site for global biodiversity.
Due in part to its unique location between biomes, Afghanistan has nine species of wild cats (snow leopard, leopard, lynx, caracal, leopard cat, jungle cat, wild cat, Pallas’s cat, and sand cat)—the same number found in all of sub-Saharan Africa. 

Few places can compare with the little-known Wakhan Corridor for sheer scenic beauty. Nestled in the high Pamir Mountains and known as “the roof of the world,” the region is flanked by the Hindu Kush, Himalayan, Karakoram, and Kunlun ranges.

The largest species of wild sheep is the Marco Polo sheep, found only in the Pamirs. The sheep, named for the explorer Marco Polo, who crossed this region on his way to China in 1273, have horns that can span over six feet from tip to tip.
After decades of near-constant conflict, Afghanistan’s environment has been devastated. Forests have been cut down, grasslands have been degraded, soils are blowing away in the winds, and wildlife is vanishing. This is partly a result of the conflict itself, both directly (e.g., bombings) and indirectly (e.g., the millions of displaced people forced to find shelter, fuel-wood, and food while on the move). It is also partly a result of a complete lack of resource management at the central, provincial, or even community level during the decades of conflicts.

Despite the isolation of rural communities in Afghanistan, issues here are not just a matter of local concern. Afghanistan plays a critical role on the global political stage, especially given the nearby borders of China, Pakistan, Iran, Kashmir India, and three Central Asian states. This is a volatile region, and cultural dissolution can have broad repercussions. If environmental conditions continue to degrade, people will no longer be able to carve a living out of the fragile steppe, desert, and mountains as they have for centuries. Poverty will spread, communities and cultural practices will dissolve, and rural migration will further dissolve cultural connections and negatively affect neighboring communities and regions.

Environmental destruction risks extinction

Diner 94 (David, Major in JAG Corps, Military Law Review, “THE ARMY AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT: WHO'S ENDANGERING WHOM?” 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, L/N)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.  Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction.  Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.   Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, n80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Ext. Instability Destroys Biodiversity 

Lack of stability in Afghanistan risks collapse of biodiversity
Adil 2000 (Abdul Wajid, SAVE Executive Director, “National Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAP): For Afghanistan”, Biodiversity Planning Support Programs, http://bpsp-neca.brim.ac.cn/calendars/workshop-1/8.html)

The chaotic situation in war-torn Afghanistan, has had a deadly repercussion on the nation's survival; it also poses serious threats to the natural resources and environmental well-being of the country.

The almost two decades of war has played havoc with the physical and living environment here. Beside human loss of more than two millions and crippling of an additional half a million, the natural and human resources and infrastructure of the country suffered tremendously. According to some rough estimates, the war has cost the country around 800 billion dollars till 1988 which means extremely huge when considering the weakness of economic status of the nation and continuation of the war and civil war afterwards. All the vital social, economic and educational institutions were either totally destroyed or being crippled by the on going war. Most of the factories and about 50 % of agricultural land and more than 50% of the livestock sector have been lost and eliminated. The damage to infrastructure was about 75%. One third of the population with all their skills and capacities took refuge in the neighboring and other countries. Many of the intelligentsia and beaurocrates have left the country creating a great vacuum that can hardly be filled in the near future due to the crippled educational and training institutions.

As a result of the political crisis which have prevailed in the country since 1978 little attention has been paid to matters of science and the preservation of natural resources. The ongoing war has prevented scientists from going into the country to conduct field studies. Agriculture, horticulture, animal husbandry and forestry were the back bones of the economy before the armed conflict commenced in 1979. All these sectors, particularly the forestry sector has suffered adversely during the past two decades.The recent draught in the country unprecedented in the last thirty years has posed the question of life and death in the country. It has struck mostly the southern and southwestern provinces. According to a recent survey every one of four animals were lost as a result of the draught.

Losses to the natural resources are beyond estimation. Natural forests and trees were chopped down and the plant cover removed from vast expanses leaving the land with a barren look and prone to soil erosion, deadly floods and landslides. Most of the greenery in the large cities have been removed for satisfying needs for fuel in the harsh winters of the past. The influential incorporating heavy machinery turned the productive natural ranges to crop lands and encroaching upon public land and properties. This has further intensified soil erosion especially by wind. The protected areas, national parks, wildlife sanctuaries lost their status and being harshly used for various purposes. The restrictions and regulations were all violated in the absence of a central effective authority and operative legislation. As a result of the war, fire arms fell into the hands of irresponsible population who shoot at every moving object. Although by coming to power, Taliban have imposed a ban on carrying firearms in their held territories, but hunting of some big animals and birds may have not decreased for lack of education and awareness about conservation and ecological principles in the areas outside their jurisdiction. Total ignorance and lack of education largely are responsible for natural resource depletion. The armed units of the former Soviet Union and the former Communist regime and then their predecessors eliminated the wildlife especially the ungulates from vast areas in Afghanistan. Helicopter gun-ships were used for bombing the breeding places of the wildlife and their extermination. The very rare and magnificent Marco Polo and other large animals used to be gifted to the high ranking officials in the Red Army. This has eliminated a considerable number of species in some parts of the country.
The disruption of the watershed management and plant cover has threatened the life of hydro power plants throughout the country. Some of these water reservoirs are partially or wholly filled with sedimentation washed away by rains from denuded valleys. This has seriously depleted the power production plants capacity posing the country with energy crisis. Large scale looting of state owned machinery and equipment hindered rebuilding or restarting crippled power plants. The country is faced with serious food shortage and energy problems. The energy crisis in the country prompts families to burn everything to secure heat and energy for their daily livelihood. This has further aggravated the pressure on natural resources and prevented mass repatriation.

As the pressure on natural environment intensifies, the land losses fast its carrying capacity to support life and feed an increasing mouths in Afghanistan. This forces many more people to leave the country and settle mostly in the neighboring countries of Pakistan and Iran. The more the carrying capacity of lands is weakened the more the economic refugees will leave the country causing many hardships for the neighbors.

The open doors of Afghanistan for smugglers of strategic and important wild animals is equally dangerous for both the region. A large number of hunting parties enter Afghanistan from Pakistan territory and resort to mass killing of Houbara bustard and catching of the falcons in Afghanistan. There are some speculations about infiltration of illegal traders looking for plant parts and various species of animals. They pay handsomely to their local counterparts and they become content to fell down large tracts of forests obtaining only the underground parts of the trees. Some other smugglers are after other fauna, collecting and smuggling from different parts of the country. This has already created a lot of resentment against such trades within the experts community and general public in Afghanistan. Being a party to some of the universal conventions, we hope both Afghanistan authorities and the government of neighboring countries take serious notice in this regard. The pace of deforestation speeded up with the loss of control of the central government of Afghanistan. Opportunists and the timber traders utilizing this gap mercilessly cut down the trees that otherwise are badly needed for reconstruction of the war-torn Afghanistan and for its environmental health. With the help of power saws they can denude a large tract of forests in a single day. The timber is then transported to the borders with Pakistan and sold to the foreign agents. The situation is so serious that after very few years the forests will all be gone. Already, the local population feel the scarcity of wood for their various needs. Some tracts of the forests should be protected for future research and other purposes. Otherwise, our young generation will only read in their history books about these forests and they will surely resent our apathy and ruthlessness in the future.
***Drug Trade***

1AC – Drug Trade

A key component of the Afghan strategy is to eliminate the opium trade

Christian Science Monitor 10 (“How US is Tackling Opium Trade in Afghanistan Poppy Heartland,” January 12, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0112/How-US-is-tackling-opium-trade-in-Afghanistan-poppy-heartland

A key plank of the US strategy in Afghanistan is breaking up the opium trade in Helmand Province, as underscored by US Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack’s visit to the region Monday. Standing next to his cow and a squad of Marines on patrol, Afghan farmer Fathie Mohammad says the troops have upended the local opium economy. Outsiders once flocked to Khan Neshin to work the fields, process the poppy, and smuggle it to nearby Iran and Pakistan.

Eradication undermines the central government – it makes farmers dependant on terrorist protection, which forces more opium growth – aerial spraying compounds the problem

Felbab-Brown 5 (Vanda, fellow at Harvard University's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, “Afghanistan: When Counternarcotics Undermines Counterterrorism,” The Washington Quarterly, Autumn, lexis)

Eradication, traditionally the U.S. government's preferred counternarcotics policy, seeks to disrupt the drug trade by destroying the illicit crops. It is predicated on the belief that, if peasants face the destruction of their crops, they will have greater incentive to abandon their illicit cultivation and grow legal products. The traffickers will not have any drugs to transport, and pernicious belligerent actors such as terrorists and warlords will not be able to make any money on the drug trade, thereby severely diminishing their financial resources, if not bankrupting them. Despite efforts by Washington and Kabul to persuade local Islamic clerics to issue a fatwa against drug production, eradication remains an unpopular counternarcotics strategy in Afghanistan. This is hardly surprising, given that eradication frequently deprives populations of their sole source of livelihood. The inability of peasants to repay their creditors as a result of eradication only drives them deeper into debt, pushing them to grow even more poppy in the subsequent year. This is exactly what happened in the few regions where drug eradication was carried out in Afghanistan in 2003 and 2004. If farmers fail to repay their debt, they frequently end up in a form of serf labor, growing poppy on their moneylender's land. Some are forced to flee to Pakistan,n29 where they may end up in the radical madrasas of the Deobandi movement, whose harsh interpretation of Islam and strong anti-U.S. stance became the primary ideological and religious influence on the Taliban. Pakistani and Afghan students indoctrinated in these schools during the 1980s and 1990s provided a large portion of the Taliban's fighters, and current students appear to be restocking the ranks of Taliban remnants today. Eradication drives the local population into the hands of regional warlords, even if they now call themselves politicians or have secure government jobs, strengthening the centrifugal forces that historically have weakened Afghanistan as a state. Local warlords can capitalize on popular discontent with eradication by claiming something such as "the evil Karzai government, having sold out to the foreign infidels, is impoverishing the rural people and forcing them into semi-slavery." Predictably, the Afghan government eradication teams that actually attempted to carry out their orders, rather than simply accepting bribes, have frequently met with armed resistance from peasants, even in the restricted and relatively safe areas where they have been deployed. Although the new Pentagon policy of supporting counternarcotics operations is meant to avoid alienating the local population by not involving the U.S. military directly in eradication, it will put U.S. soldiers in the position of fighting against local peasants who violently resist counternarcotics operations. The favorable image of the U.S. military in Afghanistan will be destroyed if U.S. soldiers are forced to return fire at a mob of armed, angry villagers. Wider cooperation and intelligence provision will fall apart rapidly.Aerial eradication, for example, with a fungus, would somewhat reduce the physical danger faced by eradication teams. Yet, spraying, which is always extremely unpopular among populations in drug-producing countries, would further alienate the Afghan people and invite local strongmen to start shooting at eradication planes. U.S. soldiers protecting the spraying planes would once again be placed in danger and enmeshed deeper in armed confrontations with local populations, delegitimizing the U.S. presence. Even if a private contractor such as Dyncorp, which has experience spraying in Colombia, carried out such an operation secretly and both the Kabul government and the international community denied any knowledge or authorization, the United States, which controls Afghanistan's air space, would inevitably receive the blame as a bully sentencing poor Afghan Muslims to starvation, and Karzai's government would face discredit as an impotent U.S. stooge.

1AC – Drug Trade

Eradication undermines intelligence collection – prevents our forces from winning hearts and minds

TNI 5 (“Plan Afghanistan,” Transnational Institute Drug Policy Briefing 10, February, http://www.tni.org/detail_page.phtml?page=policybriefings_brief10) 

Senior US commanders and Pentagon civilians, however, fear that regional warlords, who control security in large parts of Afghanistan and generate huge profits from the drug trade, could turn against the central government if poppy eradication is pushed too hard. Entangling US troops in drug eradication would alienate many Afghans - some of who have become useful intelligence sources in the battle against Taliban and al-Qaeda remnants - and also divert attention from the core US military missions of combating insurgents and aiding reconstruction. They warn that attempts at mass crop eradication in spring of 2005, during the campaign for parliamentary elections scheduled for April, will alienate rural voters. The advanced plans by the US to halt poppy production by spraying the crops from the air are also being challenged by the UK government, the World Bank and Karzai. The confrontation threatens to expose the newly elected president's limited political control in Afghanistan and could see him challenge for the first time the US who effectively delivered him to power. 
Intelligence key to better targeting and understanding of political conditions, which is vital to stability

Corbin 1 (Marcus Corbin, CDI Senior Analyst, 10/26/2001, “U.S. Forces and Strategy Through the Lens of Operation Enduring Freedom,” http://www.cdi.org/terrorism/strategy-pr.cfm)

For what is essentially a manhunt mission of capturing or killing Osama bin Laden, intelligence is the most important element of military capabilities. The military maintains multiple ways and types of forces to kill bin Laden, none of which will work without knowing where he is. Both technical intelligence (e.g. satellites, unmanned aerial vehicles) and human intelligence could be useful to locate bin Laden or elements of his organization. Human intelligence might be needed to confirm identities of people or targets located by certain types of technical intelligence. Human intelligence is also needed to understand changing political conditions in Afghanistan and elsewhere in the region, which is likely to be key to the broader campaign.

1AC – Drug Trade

Eradication destroys many farmers’ sole means of subsistence – this causes poverty that fuels insurgency

Senlis Council 6 (“An Assessment of the Hearts and Minds Campaign in Southern Afghanistan,” Chapter 5, Autumn, http://www.senliscouncil.net/documents/HM_c5) 

One of the common elements of problems associated with crop eradication is that it instils uncertainty and instability in farming communities. The reconstruction effort in Afghanistan relies to a large extent on the twin pillars of rural development and security. Since the opium crisis lies at the heart of this reconstruction nexus, the social protest, political unrest, insurgency, warlordism and internal migration associated with the eradication of farming communities’ sole livelihood is likely to further destabilise the country. Although the illegal opium economy provides subsistence livelihoods for many Afghans, it enriches very few. For most Afghans involved in opium cultivation, opium is virtually the only means by which they can gain access to credit and land for farming. The impact of eradication is felt most acutely by those most impoverished elements in Afghan society: resource-poor farmers and labourers. Where no viable economic alternatives exist, opium poppy eradication cannot succeed when so many poor farmers are dependent on its cultivation for their survival. A recent report on Afghanistan prepared by the United States’ Congressional Research Service found that “Eradication of the industry without a substitute source of income would throw these farmers into destitution, and they violently resist any effort to destroy their crops […] Allied officers believe that destruction of the poppy crop today could fuel an insurgency.”28 The root problem of crop eradication interventions is that they fail to acknowledge the fact that the social, economic and political structures that create and maintain poverty in Afghanistan are the same structures that created and maintain poppy cultivation. Even where crop eradication interventions are integrated with other strategies such as the provision of alternative livelihoods, eradication never creates the conditions necessary for sustained development.

Economic decline causes insurgency and conflict

Senlis Council 7 (“Countering the Insurgency in Afghanistan: Losing Friends and Making Enemies,” February, www.senliscouncil.net/modules/publications/018_publication/The_Report/documents/Insurgency_Part_Two_B) 

It is clear from field research that the root causes of the current insurgency in Afghanistan are mainly economic in nature. This is especially true at the grassroots level, where the insurgency in Afghanistan seems to have little to do with Al Qaeda or the global Jihad, but more with being able to feed one’s family. Especially on this level, counter-insurgency policy should be targeted towards the economic underpinnings of the phenomenon. At the level of the leadership, however, the situation is different. It is at that level that the more robust military and security instruments of counter insurgency should be applied. At the moment, these are bluntly applied to both types of insurgency, regardless of the difference in nature. The US counter-insurgency strategy of December 2006 acknowledges the importance of an economic response to insurgency on several occasions.4 Nevertheless, in practice it seems that the military in Afghanistan does not seem to have the political support to implement this part of the counter-insurgency strategy. At the moment, the Taliban is reaping the maximum benefit from its economic advantage and therefore able to put up a significant struggle to hinder the stabilization and reconstruction efforts of the Afghan government and the international community. Whether within or outside of Afghanistan, the current insurgency has an enormous economic advantage: extreme poverty and structural unemployment. This economic reality on the ground makes it relatively easy to increase both its support and recruitment base. 
1AC – Drug Trade

The military’s involvement with eradication causes overstretch and distrust among locals

Shanker 5 (Thom Shanker, IHT, “U.S. troops to step upwar on Afghan drugs,” 3/26/2005, http://www.iht.com/articles/2005/03/25/news/afghan.php)

The U.S. military will significantly increase its role in halting the production and sale of poppies, opium and heroin in Afghanistan, responding to bumper harvests that far exceed even the most alarming predictions, according to senior Pentagon officials.  The military will support efforts by Afghan and U.S. agencies, rather than lead them. It will move antidrug agents by helicopters and cargo planes and assist in planning missions and uncovering targets in a stepped-up war on the trade and on the heavily armed forces that protect it.  Under previous guidelines, the U.S. military in Afghanistan was held back from such missions.  The 17,000 American troops were authorized to seize or destroy drugs and drug equipment only if they came across them in the course of traditional military activities to capture or kill insurgents and terrorists.  To support the new effort, the Defense Department is requesting $257 million in emergency financing for military assistance to the counternarcotics campaign, in addition to the $15.4 million in the Pentagon's budget for fiscal 2005, which began last Oct. 1. The official modifications to the guidelines, now being completed, are aimed at a poppy harvest that rose 64 percent in 2004, making Afghanistan the world's leading source of heroin and opium.  There is wide consensus in the government and the military and among humanitarian organizations that the drug trade now threatens all of the U.S. goals in Afghanistan. Terrorists and insurgents there finance their activities largely with drug revenues, and the trade could undermine the nascent democratic government of President Hamid Karzai, who has called for a holy war against the opium trade. Planners at the Pentagon and at the Central Command, which directs coalition military efforts in Afghanistan, acknowledge that the new tasks will force U.S. commanders to accept some risk in the counterinsurgency effort as they divert personnel and equipment from combating terrorists and guerrillas.  The next few weeks will be especially telling because insurgents are expected to mount a spring offensive.  For years, the military has resisted having its troops take control of attempts to stem drug growth road. That resistance continues, and the question of whether to order the military to seek out and destroy laboratories and to hunt down major traffickers is expected to generate debate.  Pentagon officials and U.S. military officers express frustration at the results thus far.  The United Nations recently released a report on Afghan poppy cultivation for 2004 that said Afghanistan was now responsible for 87 percent of the world's illicit opium production.  Pentagon and military officials caution that support for the coalition's overall mission in Afghanistan could become unhinged if U.S. forces were seen eradicating a crop that is the only livelihood for many Afghans.  "We know the military is not the best tool for fighting drugs," said a Pentagon official. "But this is not about burning crops or destroying labs. Eventually it is about finding a better option for Afghans who have to feed their families." 
Military eradication causes conflict with locals which undermines alternative crop development and prevents troops from being used for counterinsurgency

Weitz 7 (Richard, “U.S.-AFGHAN DIFFERENCES OVER NARCOTICS PERSIST,” Central Asia Caucasus Institute, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4675)

Diminishing Afghanistan’s narcotics problem is widely thought to be important to increase the country’s security. Some Taliban groups collect tolls, protection money, and other financial contributions from drug traffickers in areas they control. The insurgency also indirectly stimulates drug trafficking by impeding anti-narcotics efforts in the affected regions. For example, eradication teams cannot longer travel safely through contested provinces. In addition, the fighting disrupts efforts to encourage farmers to cultivate alternative crops or prevent smuggling into neighboring countries. Besides the direct narcotics-terrorism nexus, drug trafficking has reinforced the power of local warlords and criminal organizations in Afghanistan at the expense of the already weak central government of President Hamid Karzai. U.S. law enforcement personnel point to people like Haji Bashir Noorzai, arrested in April 2005. Noorzai allegedly led a large Central Asian drug trafficking organization while supplying weapons and personnel to the Taliban in return for its protection of his organization. U.S. policy makers argue that the overlap between the Taliban and the drug traffickers means that the counterinsurgency and counternarcotics campaigns in Afghanistan are mutually reinforcing. Forces involved in both operations can exploit synergies by sharing resources and intelligence. From this perspective, vigorously cracking down on the Taliban insurgents will also mitigate Afghanistan’s narcotics problem. But conducting simultaneous counterinsurgency and counternarcotics missions will invariably require making tradeoffs. First, many Afghans involved in the opium industry are currently allied, if only tactically, with the Karzai government and Western forces, providing both with intelligence and other support against the Taliban. Second, troops engaged in one mission may be made unavailable for the other. U.S. policy makers appear to acknowledge these problems, at least in practice if not in rhetoric. American military commanders generally avoid using U.S. troops in direct support of the counternarcotics campaign, typically restricting their role to providing training and logistical support to Afghan security personnel in counternarcotics and counterinsurgency issues. They clearly worry that, despite years of training, the limited number of adequately trained Afghan military and police forces are still unable to pursue a comprehensive counternarcotics campaign. At the end of 2006, the Counter Narcotics Police of Afghanistan had hired only 1,100 of its 2,900 authorized staff. The Afghan National Army is also undermanned.
Troops Bad – Poppies 

US military has not been eradicating poppy fields

NYT 10 (Rod Nordland, “US Turns Blind Eye to Opium in Afghan Town,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/03/21/world/asia/21marja.html)

The effort to win over Afghans on former Taliban turf in Marja has put American and NATO commanders in the unusual position of arguing against opium eradication, pitting them against some Afghan officials who are pushing to destroy the harvest.  From Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal on down, the military’s position is clear: “U.S. forces no longer eradicate,” as one NATO official put it. Opium is the main livelihood of 60 to 70 percent of the farmers in Marja, which was seized from Taliban rebels in a major offensive last month. American Marines occupying the area are under orders to leave the farmers’ fields alone.

US troops contribute to poppy demand – use of opium has increased fivefold

Fox News 10 (“Number of Soldiers Seeking Opiate Abuse Treatment Skyrockets” http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/05/06/number-troops-seeking-opiate-addiction-treatment-skyrockets/)

The number of American soldiers seeking treatment for opiate abuse has skyrocketed over the past five years, at a time when the U.S. military has been surging forces into the heart of the world's leading opium producer.  Pentagon statistics obtained by FoxNews.com show that the number of Army soldiers enrolled in Substance Abuse Program counseling for opiates has soared nearly 500 percent -- from 89 in 2004 to 529 last year. The number showed a steady increase almost every year in that time frame -- but it leaped 50 percent last year when the U.S. began surging troops into Afghanistan. Army troop levels in Afghanistan went from 14,000 as of the end of 2004 to 46,400 as of the end of 2009. 

Troops Bad: Destroy Livelihood 

Eradication aggravates farmers

Weitz 7 (Dr. Richard, Senior Fellow and Associate Director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, “U.S.-AFGHAN DIFFERENCES OVER NARCOTICS PERSIST,” Aug 21, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4675)

In addition, Afghan and U.S. officials differ in their preferred solution to Afghanistanâ€™s narcotics problem. American policy-makers have been pressing their Afghan counterparts to allow for the spraying of poppy fields with herbicides, ideally from the air, in order to reach remote or insurgent-infested regions. They attribute the relative success of Plan Colombia to spraying of the coca fields by crop dusters protected by armed helicopters.

With the backing of many NATO governments providing troops to NATOâ€™s ISAF, Afghan leaders argue that spraying would increase support for the Taliban insurgency by antagonizing both opium growers and local farmers who fear the herbicide could harm their livestock, crops, and water. Said Jawad, Afghanistanâ€™s ambassador to the United States, recently stated that, â€œWe think itâ€™s better to put more resources on preventing cultivation because once itâ€™s cultivated, itâ€™s too late.â€� He added that, if â€œ[y]ou eradicate it, you lose the support of the people.â€� The Financial Times cited an unnamed British Foreign Office official who denounced a â€œmythology of chemicals in the airâ€� on the grounds that aerial spraying would likely cost more in terms of Afghan popular support than it would gain by destroying crops.

Troops Bad – Drug Trade

Drug trade has increased since arrival of troops – angers Russia

USA Today 10 ( “Russia Criticizes U.S., NATO Over Drug Trafficking Fight,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/afghanistan/2010-03-12-russia-us-nato_N.htm)

"(Russia) is losing 30,000 lives a year to the Afghan drug trade, and a million people are addicts," Rogozin said. "This is an undeclared war against our country."

"We are obviously very dissatisfied with the lack of attention from NATO and the United States to our complaints about this problem."
For years, the allies tried to eradicate poppy crops, but that resulted in a boost to the insurgency as impoverished poppy farmers joined the Taliban. Gen. Stanley McChrystal's new policy of trying to win the support of the population means that these farmers are now left alone, enabling them to tend crops that produce 90% of the world's heroin.

Russia says that drug production in Afghanistan has increased tenfold since the U.S.-led invasion that ousted the Taliban regime in 2001. Smugglers freely transport Afghan heroin and opium north into Central Asia and Russia, and also on to Western Europe. 

Rogozin pointed to Washington's inconsistency in its attitude to international drug trafficking saying that in contrast to Afghanistan, it was waging a drug war in Colombia because that was the primary source of cocaine that goes to America.

US troops have increased drug trade – withdrawal would cause successful Taliban fill-in

Chossudovsky 7 (Michel, Professor of Economics at University of Ottawa, “Heroin is ‘Good for Your Health’: Occupation Forces support Afghan Narcotics Trade,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5514)

Yet in a bitter irony, US military presence has served to restore rather than eradicate the drug trade. Opium production has increased 33 fold from 185 tons in 2001 under the Taliban to 6100 tons in 2006. Cultivated areas have increased 21 fold since the 2001 US-led invasion.   

What the media reports fail to acknowledge is that the Taliban government was instrumental in 2000-2001 in implementing a successful drug eradication program, with the support and collaboration of the UN. Implemented in 2000-2001, the Taliban's drug eradication program led to a 94 percent decline in opium cultivation. In 2001, according to UN figures, opium production had fallen to 185 tons. Immediately following the October 2001 US led invasion, production increased dramatically, regaining its historical levels.  The Vienna based UN Office on Drugs and Crime estimates that the 2006 harvest will be of the order of 6,100 tonnes, 33 times its production levels in 2001 under the Taliban government (3200 % increase in 5 years).  Cultivation in 2006 reached a record 165,000 hectares compared with 104,000 in 2005 and 7,606 in 2001 under the Taliban Multibillion dollar tradeAccording to the UN, Afghanistan supplies in 2006 some 92 percent of the world's supply of opium, which is used to make heroin. 
Troops Bad – Help Taliban

US Military action against poppy fields has helped the Taliban

USA Today 9 (USA Today, “Afghanistan’s Poppies Pose Dilemma,” March 30, http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2009-03-30-poppy-fields_N.htm)

President Obama's new strategy for Afghanistan calls for continuing the destruction of poppy fields, although experts and his top envoy to the region have called the practice counterproductive. Richard Holbrooke, the administration's coordinator of Afghanistan policy, said this month that eradicating the opium poppy fields is "wasteful and ineffective" and has been "pushing farmers into the Taliban's hands" because it destroys farmers' livelihoods and leaves them with few alternatives.  "Eradication has been a disaster," said another expert, Vanda Felbab-Brown of Georgetown University. "It has really antagonized the population."  Barnett Rubin, a New York University professor and Holbrooke adviser, told Congress last year that eradication usually fuels the Taliban-led insurgency.         However, the white paper on Afghanistan released Friday by the White House says the new strategy will spend more on "crop substitution and alternative livelihood programs" while continuing the practice of "targeting those who grow the poppy."  Holbrooke said after the release of the Afghanistan strategy that "you can't eliminate the whole eradication program. But you've got to put more emphasis on agricultural job creation."  The dilemma of Afghanistan's poppy production has long bedeviled civilian and military strategists. The crop makes up 90% of the world's opium, which is used to make heroin, and a third of the nation's gross domestic product, according to the United Nations. Opium profits fuel the insurgency, but so does destroying the poppy crops of poor farmers, says Lt. Col. John Glaze, whose 2007 report for the Army War College argued against eradication.  Poppy production has skyrocketed since the 2001 U.S. invasion. President Bush proposed chemical spraying to kill poppy fields, but the Afghan government and European countries resisted that step as too harsh. In the past two years, the Bush administration pursued a strategy that combined limited poppy-plant eradication by hand and relatively modest programs to help farmers grow alternative crops.  The military also began targeting opium traffickers, as opposed to growers. Former Afghanistan counternarcotics coordinator Thomas Schweich says that formula succeeded in driving down opium production by 6% last year, and the number of acres under cultivation dropped 19%. Other experts, including Felbab-Brown, attribute that decline to market saturation and drought.  Holbrooke criticized the Bush strategy in a column in TheWashington Post last year. "Even without aerial eradication," he wrote, "the program, which costs around $1 billion a year, may be the single most ineffective program in the history of American foreign policy. It's not just a waste of money. It actually strengthens the Taliban and al-Qaeda."  Holbrooke repeated that view March 22 at a public forum in Brussels.  "We have gotten nothing out of it — nothing," he said. "It is true that some … opium crop has been destroyed, but it hasn't hurt the Taliban one iota. We're often pushing farmers into the Taliban hands."  Felbab-Brown said providing wheat seeds to farmers in exchange for not growing opium won't work.  "Afghan farmers can buy wheat seeds, that's not the problem," she said. "The problem is that they can't make sufficient living on it or get access to credit and land. Wheat is also much less labor-intensive so it won't be able to absorb the same amount of farmers as opium poppy can."  Obama said Friday that officials will monitor the growth of illegal opium production in Afghanistan as one measure of progress in the nation.  In an e-mail to USA TODAY, Holbrooke said the opium strategy was not fully formulated.  "In the time available we could not design an all new program but there was unanimity that there was significant flaws in the current program," he said. "Now that the Strategic Review is done, we will turn our attention towards agriculture sector job creation and alternative livelihoods while at the same time the government has to go after the drug lords."

Withdrawal Good – NATO/Russia Fill-In

NATO – Russia alliance dealing with drug trade – US military not needed

Weitz 7 (Dr. Richard, Senior Fellow and Associate Director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, “U.S.-AFGHAN DIFFERENCES OVER NARCOTICS PERSIST,” Aug 21, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4675)

One promising development has been the continued cooperation between NATO and Russia in this area. In December 2005, the NATO-Russia Council (NRC) adopted a NRC Pilot Project on Counter-Narcotics Training for Afghan and Central Asian Personnel. This initiative aims to train officials in Afghanistan and Central Asia for counternarcotics missions. In September 2006, the first group of 44 participants began their training. NATO Secretary General, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer recently described the cooperative program as â€œan encouraging example of our fruitful cooperation.â€� At a time when relations between Russia and NATO are so strained, pursuing such cooperative programs would prove beneficia

Troops Using Heroin

Due to easy access troops are using Heroin

McCanna 7 (Shaun, Documentary Filmmaker, “It's easy for soldiers to score heroin in Afghanistan,” Salon, http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2007/08/07/afghan_heroin)

 The true extent of the heroin problem among American soldiers now serving in Iraq and Afghanistan is unknown. At Bagram, according to a written statement provided by a spokesperson for the base, Army Maj. Chris Belcher, the "Military Police receive few reports of alcohol or drug issues." The military has statistics on how many troops failed drug tests, but the best information on long-term addiction comes from the U.S. Veterans Administration. The VA is the world's largest provider of substance abuse services, caring for more than 350,000 veterans per year, of whom about 30,000 are being treated for opiate addiction. Only preliminary information for Iraq and Afghanistan is available, however, and veterans of those conflicts are not yet showing up in the stats. According to the VA's annual "Yellowbook" report on substance abuse, during Fiscal Year 2006, fewer than 9,000 veterans of Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan) sought treatment for substance abuse of all kinds at the VA; the report did not specify how many were treated for opiate abuse.      Experts think it could be a decade before the true scope of heroin use in Iraq and Afghanistan is known. Dr. Jodie Trafton, a healthcare specialist with the VA's Center for Health Care Evaluation in Palo Alto, Calif., says it takes five or 10 years after a conflict for veterans to enter the system in significant numbers. The VA has recently seen a surge in cases from the first U.S. war in Iraq. "We're just starting to get a lot of Gulf War veterans," she explains. For the first few years after a conflict, it's hard to gauge the number of soldiers who've developed a substance problem. Young soldiers especially, says Dr. Trafton, tend not to seek treatment unless pushed by family members. Left to their own devices, "usually people don't show up for treatment till much later."  The anecdotal information, however, suggests there may be a wave of new patients coming, and it will include many heroin users. I'm a filmmaker, and I have been to Afghanistan several times to research a film about a soldier who died there under murky circumstances. Before his death, the soldier, John Torres, had told friends and family of widespread heroin use at Bagram. Based on my own experience, despite the hundreds of millions of dollars the Bush administration has spent on opium poppy eradication, Torres was right. I asked to buy heroin a dozen times during two trips a year apart and never heard the word "no"; I also saw ample evidence that soldiers were trading sensitive military equipment, like computer drives and bulletproof vests, for drugs. Other soldiers who have served at Bagram agree: Heroin, they say "is everywhere." And although they haven't shown up in the statistics yet, reports from methadone clinics suggest the VA's future patients may already be back in the States in force. Much like the caskets that return to the Dover Air Force base in the dead of night, America's new addicts are returning undetected.      Back in the States, it is not difficult to find a soldier who has returned from Afghanistan with an addiction. Nearly every veteran of Operation Enduring Freedom I have spoken with was familiar with heroin's availability on base, and most knew at least one soldier who used while deployed. In June, I spent a week in Southern California talking to veterans who had used while in Afghanistan. Getting one of them to talk to me on the record, however, was tougher.      When I ask soldiers and veterans to go public about their experiences, they are wary. "No, I'm still in the reserves," said one. "I don't want you to write about me," said another. "I'm still in." Some soldiers from Bagram I've spoken with in the past several years I can no longer find. Maybe they're in jail, maybe on the street. Others may have redeployed. "I heard their unit was getting sent back to Afghanistan," I'm told, "so maybe they're over there." 

Locals KT Intelligence

A good relationship with locals is key to intelligence

Reuters 10 (Reuters, “US spy effort in Afghanistan 'ignorant'- US report,” Jan 5, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N04252368.htm)

The U.S. military's intelligence chief in Afghanistan sharply criticized the work of U.S. spy agencies there on Monday, calling them ignorant and out of touch with the Afghan people.

In a report issued by the Center for New American Security think tank, Major General Michael Flynn, deputy chief of staff for intelligence in Afghanistan for the U.S. military and its NATO allies, offered a bleak assessment of the intelligence community's role in the 8-year-old war.

He described U.S. intelligence officials there as "ignorant of local economics and landowners, hazy about who the powerbrokers are and how they might be influenced ... and disengaged from people in the best position to find answers."

An operations officer was quoted in the report as calling the United States "clueless" because of a lack of needed intelligence about the country.

The report, which highlighted tensions between military and intelligence agencies, urged changes such as a focus on gathering more information on a wider range of issues at a grassroots level.
Release of the report came less than a week after a suicide bomber killed seven CIA officers at a U.S. base in eastern Afghanistan, the second-most deadly attack in agency history. NBC News reported on Monday the bomber was an al Qaeda double-agent from Jordan, citing unnamed Western intelligence officials.

Intelligence is key to Afghan war

Channel4 10 (Channel4, “Afghanistan Intelligence: Is it Working?” Jan 5, http://www.channel4.com/news/articles/world/asia_pacific/afghanistan+intelligence+is+it+working/3488857)

So there you are, fighting a war of counter-insurgency. What's your most valuable asset? Guns? Ammo? Artillery? Air support? Drones? Nope. It is HI - Human Intelligence. In Afghanistan the Americans are uber-supplied in hardware, hi-tech killing possibilities and whatever other wherewithal you need.

But that won't win the war. Good, reliable HI won't either - but it will give you a fighting chance.

Extraordinary then that the USA persists in committing past failures in other lost wars like Vietnam, in failing to gain proper HI on the Taliban. Who are they? Why are they fighting? What kind of support have they got from local people? All of it is really basic stuff. If you don't know your enemy and his hinterland you simply cannot hope to take him on.

AT: Disease Wiped Out Poppies

UN Predicts a stable opium crop in Afghanistan

Kabul Press 10 (Kabul Press, “UNODC predicts stable opium crop in Afghanistan,” http://kabulpress.org/my/spip.php?breve45)

In a report issued today, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC) projects a stable opium crop in Afghanistan in 2010. The UNODC Winter Rapid Assessment 2010 is based on farmers’ intentions at the time of planting in a total of 536 villages over 188 districts nation-wide. While most of the poppy is still under the ground, this assessment gives the first indication of what Afghanistan’s opium harvest may look like in 2010.

Afghani Government must take control of drug problem

Kabul Press 10 (Kabul Press, “UNODC predicts stable opium crop in Afghanistan,” http://kabulpress.org/my/spip.php?breve45)

“I urge the Afghan government and the international community to focus special attention on the eight provinces where opium cultivation is negligible, though not poppy-free,” said Mr Costa.  Since 2007, market forces have played a major role in influencing farmers’ decisions against opium cultivation. In the south-west of the country, where most of the opium is grown, a quarter of farmers cited low prices and low yields as the main reasons for not growing opium this year. However, price trends are starting to reverse. The price of licit crops, like wheat (down 43%) is falling faster than the price of opium (down 6%) which makes poppy a more attractive crop to poor farmers.  At the same time almost two thirds of the villages which are expected to cultivate opium in 2010 had not received agricultural assistance in 2009. “Development assistance is badly needed to help Afghan farmers find income alternatives to opium,” said Mr. Costa.  The head of UNODC also underlined the need for good governance as there is a strong correlation between insecurity and cultivation. The UNODC assessment shows that almost 80% of villages with very poor security conditions grew poppy, while opium grows in only 7% of villages unaffected by violence. Where the government is more able to enforce the law, a large percentage of farmers (61%) said that they did not cultivate opium because it is banned.  “The Afghan authorities must lead and own the drug control strategy: the rest of the world has a vested interest in its success,” said Mr. Costa. 

Drug Trade Bad – Instability

Afghan drug trade collapses the government and economy

Weitz 7 (Dr. Richard, Senior Fellow and Associate Director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, “U.S.-AFGHAN DIFFERENCES OVER NARCOTICS PERSIST,” Aug 21, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4675)

Afghan and U.S. leaders assess that Afghanistan's narcotics industry is either causing or aggravating many of the countryâ€™s other serious economic, political, and security problems. Illicit drug trafficking is draining resources away from legitimate economic activity and, by encouraging corruption and other fraudulent practices, undermining Afghan government institutions. It is also complicating Afghanistanâ€™s relations with neighboring countries since traffickers sell drugs to local addicts and use their territory to transport narcotics to other international markets. An increasingly large portion of the countryâ€™s raw opium is refined into heroin and morphine within Afghanistan, reducing its bulk tenfold and facilitating its movement through transnational narcotics markets.

Drug Trade Bad – Taliban 

Drug trade fuels Taliban – eradication fails

AFP 10 (AFP, “Afghan drug trade fuels insurgency,” http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2010/02/02/afghan-drug-trade-fuels-insurgency.html)

From the watchtower at an Afghan outpost, the Dutch soldiers can follow the growth of the pretty poppies that may one day pay for the weapons that kill them or their comrades.  Taliban insurgents waging an increasingly deadly campaign against foreign troops make at least 100 million dollars a year from taxing Afghanistan's opium trade -- the world's biggest, US and Afghan officials say.  According to the Pentagon "there is a well established connection between the drug trade and financing the insurgency."  But even as the colourful flowers build up the potent juices that will help fund their enemies, the Dutch will not intervene.  "If we know who is the nexus between the Taliban and poppy, this is a very important target for us and we will do something about it," the commander of Dutch forces in Uruzgan province, Brigadier General Marc van Uhm, told AFP.  "But when we look at the farmers who make a living from growing poppy we don't support the active eradication because when you eradicate their fields they don't have an income any more.  "If they can't feed their families then what we do is alienate them from us, they blame us -- you drive them into the hands of the Taliban."  The Netherlands is the lead nation for NATO's coalition troops in southern Uruzgan province, one of the poorest in Afghanistan -- and the fourth biggest producer of poppy.  Wiping out the crop has been part of efforts to stabilise Afghanistan since the hardline Islamist Taliban regime was ousted by a US-led invasion in 2001.  The US-backed Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai has in the past deployed teams that moved in and destroyed vast fields of poppies before they could be harvested.  But Afghanistan still produces more than 90 percent of the opium base used to manufacture heroin worldwide -- worth some 2.8 billion dollars in 2009, according to United Nations figures.  While the use of intoxicants such as alcohol and drugs is forbidden under Islam, the religious leaders of the Al-Qaeda-linked Taliban have found the cash from the opium trade irresistible, analysts say.  "It is a perfect coincidence of interests between the farmers and the insurgents," one US official told AFP on condition of anonymity.  The poppies, which provide rich pickings in one of the world's poorest countries, also play a large part in the corruption that plagues Afghan life at every level, from district to national government.  The State Department's internal watchdog on Wednesday criticized the agency's nearly $2 billion anti-drug effort in Afghanistan for poor oversight and lack of a long-term strategy. The department's inspector general said the Afghanistan counter-narcotics program is hampered by too few personnel and rampant corruption among Afghan officials. With so many people profiting from poppies on both sides of the war, efforts to wean farmers off a crop that provides them with an income several times higher than they could earn from wheat or other mainstream produce is not easy. 
Drug Trade Bad – Terrorism
Drug Trade fuels terrorism

FOX News 10 (FOX News, “The Drug Trade in Afghanistan Fuels Terrorism,” pg online at http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,591163,00.html)

But I bury the lead, which is the incredibly pervasive influence of the drug trade, principally opium. Without any exaggeration or hyperbole, opium is everywhere. In Helmand Province, the scene of our recent military offensive and source of 90 percent of the world's opium, it is difficult to find a flat, irrigated piece of land that is not planted with opium. It is like wheat and Kansas, corn and Nebraska and Mississippi and cotton. The billion dollar business is larger than the sum total of all foreign aid. It has totally corrupted Afghan society, reaching even into the president's office.  Whatever they were ideologically or religiously speaking, the Taliban is now a narco-terror group not unlike FARC in Colombia. Like the Sicilian mafia, they presently exist to facilitate participation in the dope business, it is their raison, not the other way around. And the fact that our GIs have been ordered essentially to keep their hands off the dope trade is a moral conundrum for the United States that is not nearly receiving the attention it deserves. It is flat out weird. 

Drug Trade Bad – Russian Mafia

Afghan poppies fuel the Russian drug mafia
Rubin, 04 (Barnett, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, “Road to Ruin: Afghanistan’s Booming Opium Industry,” Center for American Progress, Center on International Cooperation, October 7, http://www.cic.nyu.edu/archive/pdf/RoadtoRuin.pdf) 

As the World Bank observes, “[i]ncreasing refining of opium into heroin within
Afghanistan, to the extent that it is occurring, may be accompanied by drug industry
consolidation and possibly increased penetration of international organized crime.”29
Indeed, as Afghan traffickers and the armed leaders who profit from them– both warlords
within the government and anti-government forces – capture a higher proportion of the
value added of the opiate trade, the opium industry in Afghanistan may become
increasingly powerful and institutionalized. What is more, increased processing requires
the massive import of precursor chemicals, none of which is produced in Afghanistan.
Such imports indicate the growing reach of international organized crime into
Afghanistan itself, including the Russian (more precisely, former Soviet) mafia, Pakistani
traffickers, and others.30 These international criminal groups provide traffickers and their
protectors access to global markets as well as arms, should the need arise.31
The increasing vertical integration of the opiate industry could therefore translate into
traffickers’ being more capable of organized political and military action. Under such
conditions, the drug industry is in danger of becoming further militarized and integrated
with the political system.
2AC Russia Add-On

Afghanistan drug industry boosts organized crime in Russia and Central Asia

Millan, 03 (Colonel G. Joseph, U.S. Army, “Poppy Cultivation in Afghanistan: A Global, Strategic Nemesis,” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A414543&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
The drug industry is synonymous with organized crime and corruption. With organized crime there comes a wide variety of other illegal activities to include corruption of government officials connected to the lucrative drug trade. The drug trade is unbelievably lucrative and places an enormous strain on governments to combat its affects. The 1999 data from the Russian Ministry of Interior indicated a kilogram of opium in Afghanistan sold for $50, but the same kilogram of opium was sold for $10,000 in Moscow.11 Likewise, a kilogram of heroin in Moscow was worth $150,000 and when it reached New York or London, the price increased to $200,000.12 At these prices, the 1999 opium crop from Afghanistan had a street value of $100 billion.13 With the large sums of revenues generated from the illicit drug industry, organized crime can shape the political environment to their favor by bribing government officials particularly police and customs officials. This practice is common because of the economic situation in which most government officials find themselves. Salaries for police and customs officials in the Central Asian region range from $20-$30 dollars a month making them easy targets for bribery.14 Others are not exempt from this practice. In Tajikistan, allegations were made against members of the Russian 201st Motorized Division who were alleged to have provided military aircraft and equipment to transport drugs to Russia.15 Bribery from drug money also impacts the economies of nations. It criminalizes the economy by allowing normal goods and services to move without government accountability.16 As an example, Kazakh authorities estimated that $10 billion worth of illegal raw material (not drugs) exports occurred in 1999 through illegal joint ventures.17 These raw materials include commodities such as tobacco, alcohol, and gasoline transiting between borders undetected and untaxed by governments because of the corruption at all levels of government. All together, the illicit drug industry provides monetary incentives for officials at all levels to look the other way and allow illegal activities to take place with impunity.

Organized crime leads to terrorism


Millan, 03 (Colonel G. Joseph, U.S. Army, “Poppy Cultivation in Afghanistan: A Global, Strategic Nemesis,” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A414543&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
 One of the more serious problems connected to organized crime and the illicit drug industry is the sale of illegal weapons. The sale of illicit weapons has supplied differing clan factions within Afghanistan and the other Central Asian countries so they can pursue their own political agendas. Organized crime also provides a conduit for weapons sales to Islamic radicals, terrorists, and any other “oppressed” groups having little or no voice in the country’s political process. More directly is the case where its been reported that Osama bin Laden financed his terrorist operations from his influential stake in the Afghan opium trade and his control of approximately 60 heroin processing laboratories.18 Just before 1996 when the Taliban took control in Afghanistan, Osama bin Laden arrived in the country and for six years propped up the Taliban while netting as much as $1 billion dollars a year from the drug trafficking in heroin. During that same time bin Laden used the profits to underwrite the expansion of his international terrorist network.19 This was further supported by the former bin Laden associate Ali Abul Nazzar who told the FBI in a statement, a few months before the September 11 attacks, “The money comes from heroin, not from (bin Laden’s father) personal holdings".20 In the case of bin Laden, his large sums of money and his standing as the leader of al-Qaeda enabled him to connect with organized crime to facilitate arming his soldiers of terror. A report by the newspaper Scotland on September 16, 2001 cited that: “bin Laden built his fortune in part by working with Russian mafia operations in Qatar and Cyprus. Russian mobsters also reportedly bought weapons for bin Laden in Ukraine and shipped them secretly into the Persian Gulf and Horn of Africa, and laundered money for bin Laden through mafia banks in Central Asia and Eastern Europe.” Additionally, the Ottawa Citizen reported on Oct 4, 2001: “Russian and Central Asian organized crime syndicates had close ties with the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU), an extremist Muslim group that allegedly swaps heroin for weapons with the Russians. The IMU is tied to al-Qaeda.”22 Then on October 16, 2001, the Czech News Agency reported: “Arms control expert Friedrich Steinhausier saying in an ARD Television interview that al-Qaeda tried to obtain nuclear material with the help of Russian organized crime syndicates.”23 The trade of illicit weapons for drugs originating in Afghanistan is not exclusive to Islamic regions of the world. For instance, in the Balkans police confiscate weapons destined for ethnic Albanian rebels in Macedonia all under the auspices of the Afghan opium trade.24 One issue is very clear in the minds of many Americans, at least in the case of bin Laden’s al-Qaeda, is that bin Laden financed the international terrorism felt in the United States on September 11. And now that the Afghan farmers are replanting and harvesting their poppy, bin Laden’s al-Qaeda can potentially look forward to their number one funding source that was stunted for just one year under the Taliban regime. With this type of a relationship between organized crime and terrorist organizations, it is clear that the war on drugs, to include the syndicates, is an integral part of the war on terror.  

Extinction

Beres 87 (Louis, Prof. Pol. Sci. and I. Law @ Purdue, “Terrorism and Global Security: The Nuclear Threat”, p. 42-43)

Nuclear terrorism could even spark full-scale war between states. Such war could involve the entire spectrum of nuclear-conflict possibilities, ranging from a nuclear attack upon a non-nuclear state to systemwide nuclear war. How might such far-reaching consequences of nuclear terrorism come about? Perhaps the most likely way would involve a terrorist nuclear assault against a state by terrorists hosted in another state. For example, consider the following scenario: Early in the 1990s, Israel and its Arab-state neighbors finally stand ready to conclude a comprehensive, multilateral peace settlement. With a bilateral treaty between Israel and Egypt already many years old, only the interests of the Palestinians—as defined by the PLO—seem to have been left out. On the eve of the proposed signing of the peace agreement, half a dozen crude nuclear explosives in the one-kiloton range detonate in as many Israeli cities. Public grief in Israel over the many thousands dead ands maimed is matched only by the outcry for revenge. In response to the public mood, the government of Israel initiates selected strikes against terrorist strongholds in Lebanon, whereupon Lebanese Shiite forces and Syria retaliate against Israel.  Before long, the entire region is ablaze, conflict has escalated to nuclear forms, and all countries in the area have suffered unprecedented destruction. Of course, such a scenario is fraught with the makings of even wider destruction. How would the United States react to the situation in the Middle East? What would be the Soviet response? It is certainly conceivable that a chain reaction of interstate nuclear conflict could ensue, one that would ultimately involve the superpowers or even every nuclear-weapons state on the planet. What, exactly, would this mean? Whether the terms of assessment be statistical or human, the consequences of nuclear war require an entirely new paradigm of death. Only such a paradigm would allow us a proper framework for absorbing the vision of near-total obliteration and the outer limits of human destructiveness. Any nuclear war would have effectively permanent and irreversible consequences. Whatever the actual extent of injuries and fatalities, such a war would entomb the spirit of the entire species in a planetary casket strewn with shorn bodies and imbecile imaginations. 

2AC Central Asia Add-On

Central Asia negatively affected by Afghan drugs – causing disease

Hill, 1 [S. Frederick, Chairman of Central Asia-Caucasus Institute @ Nitze School of Advanced Int’l. Studies @ Johns Hopkins U., Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, “CENTRAL ASIAN NATIONS AND THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST TERRORISM”, 12-13, L/N]

In Afghanistan, the Central Asian states share U.S. concerns about instability and the use of the territory to their south as a training and staging ground for militant and terrorist groups. Central Asian states have suffered from their own problems with terrorism. Since the late 1990s, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan have experienced raids and attacks by forces of the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, which became closely tied to the Taliban in Afghanistan in 2000-2001. Uzbekistan and Tajikistan have lent support to factions of the Northern Alliance in their struggle against the Taliban. Tajikistan, in particular, frequently served as a base for the forces of the assassinated Northern Alliance leader and ethnic Tajik, Ahmed Shah Masoud, and funneled supplies and weapons from Russia and other backers of the Alliance through its territory. Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan, as immediate neighbors of Afghanistan, also played an active role in the United Nations-sponsored "6+2" process to find a negotiated settlement for the Afghan civil war. Kazakhstan, further to the north, initiated parallel efforts to find a solution to the conflict, pushing the U.N., the U.S. and other major international actors to maintain their focus on Afghanistan, and offering its territory and good auspices for peace talks among the various Afghan factions.

Looking to future reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan, as the current campaign moves into a new military and political phase, the Central Asian states have important roles to play. They have close historical and trade links to Afghanistan and are part of Afghanistan's North-South communications axis stretching from Europe and Russia, to South Asia and the Indian subcontinent. In the Soviet period, this axis was dominated by flows of armaments and economic assistance from Moscow to Afghanistan. In the 1990s, the axis has been dominated by weapons flows south to the Northern Alliance from Russia, Uzbekistan and other states, and by drugs and armed militants flowing north into Central Asia from Afghanistan.

In the 1990s, Central Asia became the primary conduit for heroin trafficking from Afghanistan to Russia and from there to Eastern and Western Europe. This has spawned a huge intravenous drug use problem in Russia and Ukraine, and a public health disaster that is now approaching catastrophic proportions with the rapid increase of HIV infection and AIDS, extending back along the drug routes themselves into Central Asia. Efforts by regional governments to tackle this problem have been stymied by the continuation of civil war in Afghanistan and direct linkages between regional militias and the drug trade.  The states will welcome U.S. and international programs to eradicate heroin production and trafficking in Afghanistan as part of long-term reconstruction efforts, and the primary challenge in the coming years will be to transform this North-South axis into a route for licit rather than illicit trade. In this regard, Central Asia's energy resources may eventually come to play an important role. Projects for transporting gas from Turkmenistan and the broader Caspian Basin across Afghanistan to South Asia, which were stymied by the civil war in Afghanistan, could one day be revived in the context of a broader effort to restore and improve road, rail and other transportation and communication links.

Disease causes extinction

South China Morning Post 96 (Kavita Daswani, “Leading the way to a cure for AIDS”, 1-4, L/N)

Despite the importance of the discovery of the "facilitating" cell, it is not what Dr Ben-Abraham wants to talk about. There is a much more pressing medical crisis at hand - one he believes the world must be alerted to: the possibility of a virus deadlier than HIV.    If this makes Dr Ben-Abraham sound like a prophet of doom, then he makes no apology for it. AIDS, the Ebola outbreak which killed more than 100 people in Africa last year, the flu epidemic that has now affected 200,000 in the former Soviet Union - they are all, according to Dr Ben-Abraham, the "tip of the iceberg".    Two decades of intensive study and research in the field of virology have convinced him of one thing: in place of natural and man-made disasters or nuclear warfare, humanity could face extinction because of a single virus, deadlier than HIV.    "An airborne virus is a lively, complex and dangerous organism," he said. "It can come from a rare animal or from anywhere and can mutate constantly. If there is no cure, it affects one person and then there is a chain reaction and it is unstoppable. It is a tragedy waiting to happen."    That may sound like a far-fetched plot for a Hollywood film, but Dr Ben -Abraham said history has already proven his theory. Fifteen years ago, few could have predicted the impact of AIDS on the world. Ebola has had sporadic outbreaks over the past 20 years and the only way the deadly virus - which turns internal organs into liquid - could be contained was because it was killed before it had a chance to spread. Imagine, he says, if it was closer to home: an outbreak of that scale in London, New York or Hong Kong. It could happen anytime in the next 20 years - theoretically, it could happen tomorrow.    The shock of the AIDS epidemic has prompted virus experts to admit "that something new is indeed happening and that the threat of a deadly viral outbreak is imminent", said Joshua Lederberg of the Rockefeller University in New York, at a recent conference. He added that the problem was "very serious and is getting worse".    Dr Ben-Abraham said: "Nature isn't benign. The survival of the human species is not a preordained evolutionary programme. Abundant sources of genetic variation exist for viruses to learn how to mutate and evade the immune system."    He cites the 1968 Hong Kong flu outbreak as an example of how viruses have outsmarted human intelligence. And as new "mega-cities" are being developed in the Third World and rainforests are destroyed, disease-carrying animals and insects are forced into areas of human habitation. "This raises the very real possibility that lethal, mysterious viruses would, for the first time, infect humanity at a large scale and imperil the survival of the human race," he said.  

***Iran***

UX: US-Iran Relations Low

Military and diplomacy has failed to denuclearize Iran – trust is key 

Chubin 10 (Shahram Chubin is a nonresident senior associate of the nonproliferation program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and is based in Geneva. He also served as the director of studies at the Geneva Centre for Security Policy in Switzerland from 1996 to 2009. “The Iranian Nuclear Riddle after June 12” January. http://www.twq.com/10january/docs/10jan_Chubin.pdf)

Over the past thirty years, U.S. relations with the Islamic Republic of Iran have fluctuated between bad and very bad. The primary issue from the United States’ view has been Iran’s attempts to overturn the regional order in the Middle East through revolutionary activity. It has now been seven years since the revelations about Iran’s undeclared nuclear activities first surfaced. Since then, little discernible progress has been made in uncovering the full scope of Iran’s program and whether it includes a weapons program. Attempts since 2002 to roll back or at least slow Iran’s nuclear ambitions have proven fruitless, imparting a sense of urgency to the issue. Neither threats of punishment nor inducements have worked. Instead, threats unify Iranians behind an unloved regime while inducements threaten the regime’s foundations, which are built on hostility to the world, embattlement, and ‘‘resistance.’’ In addition, Iran fears the U.S./West’s friendship more than its enmity.The dilemma today for the United States is that neither the military nor the diplomatic track appears likely to yield results soon. This dilemma is further accentuated since the June 12, 2009 elections highlighted the fractures in Iranian elite, as well as society, and the current regime’s sickening repression of the public. The elections also brought forth the regime’s newfound interest in at least tactically engaging the West, as in Geneva in October 2009. By engagement, the regime not only hopes to deflect external pressures, but also to gain a measure of legitimacy and to dishearten its political opponents.Yet, contrary to conventional thinking, Iran’s nuclear policy has never been publicly debated and has never enjoyed a national consensus beyond the broad,

Divisions on the nuclear question exist and are in fact a surrogate for a broader question: how should Iran relate to the international community? Differences exist between those who seek a larger role for Iran in the international community as a normal state, accommodating international concerns, and those who wish to acquire a nuclear weapons capability to continue to confront the West, but with an ‘‘equalizer.’’

There is a diplomatic conundrum in dealing with Iran. Fixing the nuclear issue, however urgent, is a stop-gap solution. Ultimately, concerns about Iran’s nuclear ambitions stem from an absence of trust. This is the product of Iran’s behavior over the past thirty years and the nature of the regime itself, characterized by opacity and subterfuge. Ironically, Tehran recognizes that the real issue is the regime itself. It argues that the West’s focus on the nuclear issue is merely an excuse an opening wedge to achieve regime change. This, they conclude, means that any substantive compromise or concession on their part will only lead to a series of escalating demands that will empty Iran of its revolutionary content in other words, lead to regime change. The implication of this analysis is that everything is connected and that only a ‘‘grand bargain’’ can work. Yet, such a bargain without a change in the regime’s behavior cannot be feasible.

Troops Bad – Iran Tension

US troops failed to bring stability in 8 years—troop presence causes civilian unrest

Washington Times 10 (“US-Iran tension plays out in Afghanistan” March 10

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/10/us-iran-tension-plays-out-afghanistan/?page=1)

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad used a brief visit to Afghanistan on Wednesday to lob insults at the United States and argue that international forces won't stop terrorism and only will lead to more civilian deaths. Mr. Ahmadinejad said the United States was playing a "double game" in Afghanistan, fighting militants it once supported.

His comments were a retort to U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who earlier in the week accused Tehran of "playing a double game" by nurturing relations with the Afghan government while supporting insurgents to undermine U.S. and NATO troops. Tehran denies the allegation. Mr. Ahmadinejad threw back the phrase Wednesday."I believe that they themselves," who are now fighting militants in Afghanistan, "are playing a double game," said Mr. Ahmadinejad, who has made several visits to the country. "They themselves created terrorists, and now they're saying that they are fighting terrorists."During the 10 years that the Soviet Union fought in Afghanistan, the U.S. supplied rebels with everything from mules to advanced weaponry, including Stinger anti-aircraft missiles, which helped neutralize Soviet air power. After the U.S. money evaporated, the world watched Afghanistan plunge into chaos and eventually harbor the al Qaeda terrorist network responsible for the Sept. 11 attacks.While the United States has long-running suspicions about Iran's nuclear program, the two nations view the Taliban as a common enemy. Iran believes that the Taliban warped the Islam religion to suit its ideology. Taliban forces killed eight Iranian diplomats in the late 1990s, and the militant group makes money from drug-smuggling operations across Iran's border with Afghanistan.But while Iran supported efforts to oust the repressive Taliban regime from power in Afghanistan, it opposed the U.S.-led offensive to topple the Taliban after the 2001 terrorist attacks. Iran is wary of a long-term U.S. military presence in the region.Mr. Ahmadinejad spoke at a joint news conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai at his presidential palace, but it was the Iranian leader who did nearly all of the talking. He even took an additional question from a reporter after Mr. Karzai had ended the conference, and then continued his litany of complaints against the United States."Your country is located on the other side of the world, so what are you doing here?" Mr. Ahmadinejad asked the reporter from a U.S. media outlet.Mr. Ahmadinejad criticized the West, saying that its policies were resulting in Afghan civilians being killed and that its money spent on troops would be better spent on irrigation and other development projects."Those who say they are fighting terrorists, they are not successful," he said. The top commander in Afghanistan, U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, has ordered troops to use airstrikes judiciously and fire cautiously to reduce civilian casualties. Still, each report of civilians killed unleashes raw emotions that highlight a growing impatience with coalition forces' inability to secure the nation after more than eight years of war.

Troops Bad – Iranian Aggression 

US troops failed to bring stability in 8 years—troop presence causes civilian unrest

Washington Times 10 (“US-Iran tension plays out in Afghanistan” March 10

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/10/us-iran-tension-plays-out-afghanistan/?page=1)

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad used a brief visit to Afghanistan on Wednesday to lob insults at the United States and argue that international forces won't stop terrorism and only will lead to more civilian deaths.  Mr. Ahmadinejad said the United States was playing a "double game" in Afghanistan, fighting militants it once supported.  His comments were a retort to U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who earlier in the week accused Tehran of "playing a double game" by nurturing relations with the Afghan government while supporting insurgents to undermine U.S. and NATO troops. Tehran denies the allegation.  Mr. Ahmadinejad threw back the phrase Wednesday.  "I believe that they themselves," who are now fighting militants in Afghanistan, "are playing a double game," said Mr. Ahmadinejad, who has made several visits to the country. "They themselves created terrorists, and now they're saying that they are fighting terrorists."  During the 10 years that the Soviet Union fought in Afghanistan, the U.S. supplied rebels with everything from mules to advanced weaponry, including Stinger anti-aircraft missiles, which helped neutralize Soviet air power. After the U.S. money evaporated, the world watched Afghanistan plunge into chaos and eventually harbor the al Qaeda terrorist network responsible for the Sept. 11 attacks.  While the United States has long-running suspicions about Iran's nuclear program, the two nations view the Taliban as a common enemy. Iran believes that the Taliban warped the Islam religion to suit its ideology. Taliban forces killed eight Iranian diplomats in the late 1990s, and the militant group makes money from drug-smuggling operations across Iran's border with Afghanistan.  But while Iran supported efforts to oust the repressive Taliban regime from power in Afghanistan, it opposed the U.S.-led offensive to topple the Taliban after the 2001 terrorist attacks. Iran is wary of a long-term U.S. military presence in the region.  Mr. Ahmadinejad spoke at a joint news conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai at his presidential palace, but it was the Iranian leader who did nearly all of the talking. He even took an additional question from a reporter after Mr. Karzai had ended the conference, and then continued his litany of complaints against the United States.  "Your country is located on the other side of the world, so what are you doing here?" Mr. Ahmadinejad asked the reporter from a U.S. media outlet.  Mr. Ahmadinejad criticized the West, saying that its policies were resulting in Afghan civilians being killed and that its money spent on troops would be better spent on irrigation and other development projects.  "Those who say they are fighting terrorists, they are not successful," he said.  The top commander in Afghanistan, U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, has ordered troops to use airstrikes judiciously and fire cautiously to reduce civilian casualties. Still, each report of civilians killed unleashes raw emotions that highlight a growing impatience with coalition forces' inability to secure the nation after more than eight years of war.

Withdrawal Good – Iran Demands

Iran Demands US Troop withdrawal to solve instability-backed by new military developments

Aljazeera 10 (“Iran Demands US Troop Withdrawal” April 18 http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/04/201041854124873989.html)

Iranian president has called on the US to withdraw its troops from the Gulf region and Afghanistan.  "The region has no need for alien troops and they should return home and let the regional states take care of their own affairs," Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said in a speech marking the country's annual Army Day on Sunday.  "They must leave the region and this is not a request but an order, and the will of the regional nations," he said.  He said the deployment of US and Nato troops in Iraq and Afghanistan under the pretext of fighting terrorism had not only failed, but also increased insecurity in both countries.  The president also said that Israel, the "main instigator of conflict" in the Middle East, was on its way to collapse and that regional powers wanted it uprooted.  "This is the will of the regional nations that after 60 odd years, the root of this corrupt microbe and the main reason for insecurity in the region be pulled out," Ahmadinejad said.  He said that except the "Zionist regime (Israel)," Iran considered all other countries as "friend and brother" with whom the Islamic state wanted peaceful co-existence.  On the day that Iran was exhibiting its latest military hardware, Ahmadinejad vowed that the country would use all its military potential in case of any armed aggression.

Iran Demands U.S Withdrawal

Iran Demands US Troop withdrawal to solve instability-backed by new military developments

Aljazeera 10 (“Iran Demands US Troop Withdrawal” April 18 http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/04/201041854124873989.html)

Iranian president has called on the US to withdraw its troops from the Gulf region and Afghanistan.

"The region has no need for alien troops and they should return home and let the regional states take care of their own affairs," Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said in a speech marking the country's annual Army Day on Sunday."They must leave the region and this is not a request but an order, and the will of the regional nations," he said.He said the deployment of US and Nato troops in Iraq and Afghanistan under the pretext of fighting terrorism had not only failed, but also increased insecurity in both countries.The president also said that Israel, the "main instigator of conflict" in the Middle East, was on its way to collapse and that regional powers wanted it uprooted."This is the will of the regional nations that after 60 odd years, the root of this corrupt microbe and the main reason for insecurity in the region be pulled out," Ahmadinejad said.

He said that except the "Zionist regime (Israel)," Iran considered all other countries as "friend and brother" with whom the Islamic state wanted peaceful co-existence. On the day that Iran was exhibiting its latest military hardware, Ahmadinejad vowed that the country would use all its military potential in case of any armed aggression.
Nuclear Iran=Extinction

A nuclear Iran means WWIII

Mordehaev 7 (Zverejnil Hezy Mordahaev. “Flashback 2007: Israel Warns World War III May be Biblical War of Gog and Magog.” October 27. http://pakalert.wordpress.com/2009/01/17/israel-warns-world-war-iii-may-be-biblical-war-of-gog-and-magog/)  

US President George W. Bush said a nuclear Iran would mean World War III. Israeli newscasts featured Gog & Magog maps of the likely alignment of nations in that potential conflict. Channel 2 and Channel 10 TV showed the world map, sketching the basic alignment of the two opposing axes in a coming world war, in a manner evoking associations of the Gog and Magog prophecy for many viewers. The prophecy of Gog and Magog refers to a great world war centered on the Holy Land and Jerusalem and first appears in the book of Yechezkel (Ezekiel). On one side were Israel, the United States, Britain, France and Germany. On the other were Iran, Russia, China, Syria and North Korea. US President Bush said Wednesday during a press conference that Iran attaining nuclear weapons raises the risk of “World War III. If Iran had a nuclear weapon, it’d be a dangerous threat to world peace,” Bush said. “So I told people that if you’re interested in avoiding World War III, it seems like you ought to be interested [in preventing a nuclear Iran]…I take the threat of Iran with a nuclear weapon very seriously.”Russian President Vladimir Putin visited Iran Tuesday and slammed the US’s refusal to rule out the use of force against Iran’s nuclear project. “Not only should we reject the use of force, but also the mention of force as a possibility,” he said. Russia has blocked tougher UN sanctions in the UN Security Council, where it has veto power. The Russian president asserts that there is no evidence Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons rather than a peaceful nuclear power program.Israel’s Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni called for a new Security Council resolution against Iran at a press conference following her meeting with US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice Wednesday. “I do believe there is a need for another Security Council resolution,” she told reporters. “In the past, the need to get everybody on board – including Russia and China – led to some compromises on the nature of the sanctions. I hope this will not be the case this time.” Prime Minister Ehud Olmert announced Wednesday a sudden trip to Moscow Thursday morning, where he will meet with Putin about Iran. Other topics of discussion will reportedly be Russia’s continued supply of weapons to Syria, which have then made their way into the hands of various terrorist groups based there as well.

***Russia***

UX: US-Russia Relations Low

US-Russia Relationship strained 

Nichol et al 10- (Jim Nichol et al, Specialist in Russian and Eurasian Affairs, Russian Political, Economic, and Security Issues and U.S. Interests, Congressional Research Service, January 29, 2010, http://assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33407_20100129.pdf)

The spirit of U.S.-Russian “strategic partnership” of the early 1990s was replaced by increasing tension and mutual recrimination in succeeding years. In the aftermath of the September 11, 2001, attacks, the two nations reshaped their relationship on the basis of cooperation against terrorism and Putin’s goal of integrating Russia economically with the West.51 However, tensions soon increased on a number of issues that contributed to ever-growing discord in U.S.-Russian relations. Cooperation continued in some areas, and then-Presidents Bush and Putin strove to maintain at least the appearance of cordial personal relations. In the wake of the August 2008 Russia-Georgia conflict, bilateral ties reached their lowest point since the Cold War.

Withdrawal ( Russia Fill-In

Troop withdrawal causes Russian fill in – hostility toward Pakistan proves

Katz 10 (Mark, professor of government and politics at Georgetown University, “Understanding Russia’s Approach on Afghanistan, Pakistan”, Eurasianet, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61407)
 
There have been great changes in Russian-Pakistani relations in recent years too. Pakistan had long been a country that Moscow had antagonistic relations with.  During the Cold War, sources of tension between the two countries included Pakistan’s close relations with both the United States and China; the Soviet Union’s close relations with Pakistan’s main rival, India; and Pakistan’s support for the Afghan Mujahedeen fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan. After most outside powers, including the United States and European nations, lost interest in Afghanistan following the Soviet troop withdrawal, Pakistan remained engaged in Afghanistan, eventually becoming the chief sponsor of the Taliban—something that Moscow found threatening.  Indeed, Russia supported anti-Taliban forces in northern Afghanistan long before the United States and NATO did after the September 11 terrorist tragedy. More recently, Moscow—along with many others—grew agitated about the continued Taliban presence in Afghanistan. Russian leaders also worried about Pakistan’s seeming inability—or even unwillingness—to defeat Islamic militants. But over the past few years, Russian-Pakistani relations have improved, in part as a reaction to warming Indian-American relations.  Another important factor is the fact that Russia has discovered Pakistan to be a lucrative market for arms exports. How long, though, is this friendly Russo-Pakistani relationship likely to last?  There is reason to believe that the withdrawal of US/NATO forces from Afghanistan (now tentatively scheduled to begin in mid-2011) could lead to renewed tension between Russia and Pakistan over Afghanistan. Three decades of hostility cannot be easily ignored. During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan from 1979 to 1989, Pakistan served as the conduit for external assistance to the Mujahedeen fighting against both Soviet forces and the Afghan Marxist regime. During this period, Moscow mainly supported the Uzbeks and Tajiks in the north of the country, while Pakistan mainly supported the Pashtuns in the south. After Soviet forces withdrew in 1989 and the Marxist regime they left behind fell in 1992, it was replaced by a self-proclaimed Islamic regime that was also dominated by northerners. Pakistan backed the predominantly Pashtun Taliban which overthrew this regime in 1996 and overran most of Afghanistan. From the early 1990s until just after 9/11, then, Russia tended to back Uzbek and Tajik forces in the North that resisted the advance of the Taliban. The US-led invasion in Afghanistan beginning in October 2001 sought to overcome Afghanistan’s North-South divide by creating a government that appealed to both. This effort was exemplified by the promotion of Karzai—a Pushtun with strong northern ties—as Afghanistan’s post-Taliban president.  In time, though, the Karzai government came to be seen as not only corrupt and ineffective, but as serving the interests of northerners—who were especially prominent in its ranks.  This increasingly led many Pashtuns to regard the Taliban as the defenders of Pashtun interests.  While Pakistan has cooperated with the United States in Afghanistan to some extent, elements within its government in Islamabad have continued to support the Taliban.  Russia, as noted above, has largely backed the Karzai government and the American-led effort to prop it up. The pattern, then, of Russia backing the northerners (Uzbeks and Tajiks) and Pakistan backing the southerners (Pashtuns) that existed both during the 1980’s and 1990’s is continuing today. Thus, a US withdrawal from Afghanistan could be expected to result in Russia and Pakistan both continuing—indeed, probably increasing—their support for their traditional Afghan allies.  If this occurs, then the Russian-Pakistani relationship would most likely return to its accustomed mutual antagonism.  The implications of this are that after an American departure from Afghanistan, Russia (probably along with India and Iran) can be expected to work to prevent the Pakistani-backed Taliban from reasserting control over all Afghanistan, just as they did in the 1990’s.  How successful they can be in achieving this aim, though, may well depend on whether the United States abandons Afghanistan altogether as it did during the 1990s, or whether Washington actively works with Moscow and others to contain the Taliban and its Pakistani supporters. 

US-Russia War  Extinction

US-Russia war causes extinction

Bostrom 2 (Nick Bostrom, PhD Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, Existential Risks
“Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards”, Journal of Evolution and Technology, March 2002, Vol. 9) 

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century. 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

US-Russia Nuclear Talks Good – Global Model

Russia-US nuclear reductions will be modeled

RIA Novosti 10 (“Other Nuclear Powers may join Russian- U.S. arms treaty-lawmaker”, RIA Novosti, May 27, 2010, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100527/159182697.html)  

Other nuclear states could accede to a new Russian-U.S. strategic arms treaty, a Russian lawmaker said on Thursday.
The new arms treaty, signed on April 8 in Prague, replaces the 1991 pact that expired in December. The deal is expected to bring Moscow and Washington to a new level of cooperation in the field of nuclear disarmament and arms control.
"The START Treaty means that the two chief nuclear powers are pooling their efforts in the struggle against the proliferation of nuclear weapons while the consistent development of this line presupposes that other members of the nuclear club join the Treaty," said Mikhail Margelov, head of the upper house's international relations committee.
He added, however, that Russian and U.S. nuclear capabilities were incomparable with those in other countries, some of which regard nuclear weapons as "a last resort."
The U.S. and Russian presidents earlier agreed that the ratification processes should be simultaneous.
The treaty stipulates that the number of nuclear warheads be reduced to 1,550 on each side over seven years, while the number of delivery vehicles, both deployed and non-deployed, must not exceed 800.
 

***Topicality***

AT: Substantially Topicality

A counterterrorism strategy is a substantial reduction

Will 09 – columnist for the Post since 1974, 1977 Pulitzer Prize winner for distinguished commentary, also winner of the 1978 National Headliners Award,  1980 Silurian Award for Editorial Writing and the 1985 Washington Journalism Review “Best Writer, Any Subject” Award (September 1, George F, “Time to Get Out of Afghanistan,” Washington Post, 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.
�CHANGE THIS CITE: SHOULD BE AP 10: FLAHERTY IS HARD TO SAY, AND ASSOCIATED PRESS WRITER IS NOT A QUALIFICATION – EDLEE COULD BE AN AP WRITER
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