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Dollar decline bad – US hegemony

Declining dollar destroys US hegemony

Roberts, 7 -economist and a nationally syndicated columnist for Creators Syndicate. He served as an Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in the Reagan Administration earning fame as a co-founder of Reaganomics (Paul Craig Roberts, “Dollar’s Fall Collapses the American Empire,” 11/16/07, http://www.allbusiness.com/government/government-bodies-offices/11420127-1.html)
Meanwhile, American economists continue to preach that offshoring is good for the U.S. economy and that Bush's war spending is keeping the economy going. The practitioners of supply and demand have yet to figure out that the dollar's supply is sinking the dollar's price, and along with it American power.

The macho super patriots who support the Bush regime still haven't caught on that U.S. superpower status rests on the dollar being the reserve currency, not on a military unable to occupy Baghdad. If the dollar were not the world currency, the U.S. would have to earn enough foreign currencies to pay for its 737 oversees bases, an impossibility considering America's $800-billion trade deficit.

When the dollar ceases to be the reserve currency, foreigners will cease to finance the U.S. trade and budget deficits, and the American Empire along with its wars will disappear overnight. Perhaps Bush will be able to get a World Bank loan, or maybe one from the "Chavez Bank," to bring the troops home from Iraq and Afghanistan.

Foreign leaders, observing that offshoring and war are accelerating America's relative economic decline, no longer treat the United States with the deference to which Washington is accustomed. Ecuador's president, Rafael Correa, recently refused Washington's demand to renew the lease on the Manta air base in Ecuador. He told Washington that the United States could have a base in Ecuador if Ecuador could have a military base in the United States.

When Venezuelan president Hugo Chavez addressed the United Nations, he crossed himself as he stood at the podium. Referring to President Bush, Chavez said, "Yesterday the devil came here, and it smells of sulfur still today." Bush, said Chavez, was standing "right here, talking as if he owned the world."

Dollar decline bad - US-Sino Relations Impact

Dollar decline hurts U.S. China relations-Obama’s actions are key.

Baston and Browne 09 (‘Wen Voices Concern over China’s U.S. Treasuries’, Andrew Baston, China Economics Correspondant, and Andrew Browne, Hong Kong Correspondant for the Wall Street Journal, March 13, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123691285879115803.html)

BEIJING -- Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao expressed concern over the outlook for the U.S. government debt China holds, urging Washington to take effective policies to restore the American economy to health. Speaking at his annual news conference -- a rare opportunity for reporters to ask the premier questions directly -- Mr. Wen voiced confidence in the Chinese government's ability to keep its own economy growing, saying it is willing to do what it takes to ensure China meets its traditional growth target of around 8% this year. He said China's existing four-trillion yuan investment program addresses "both short-term and long-term needs, and that market expectations last week of another stimulus package were based on "rumors and misunderstandings." However, China can do more if that becomes necessary, he said. "We have reserved adequate ammunition. We can at any time introduce new stimulus policies," he said. But he said the U.S. remains the world's largest economy, and said that China is closely watching the effects of policies taken by U.S. President Barack Obama. "We have lent a huge amount of money to the U.S., so of course we are concerned about the safety of our assets. I do in fact have some worries," Mr. Wen said in response to a question. He called on the U.S. to "maintain its credibility, honor its commitments and guarantee the safety of Chinese assets." China holds the world's largest foreign-exchange reserves, reported at $1.946 trillion at the end of 2008. About two-thirds of that sum is believed to be held in U.S. dollar assets, primarily Treasury bonds. Mr. Wen repeated China's position that those investments are managed with a view to "safety, liquidity and profitability" -- in that order. He said that while China's first priority is to protect its own interests, it will "at the same time also take international financial stability into consideration, because the two are inter-related." The generally mild-mannered Mr. Wen, who holds a news conference every year at the close of China's legislative session, spoke in an unusually forceful tone in answering a question about international concerns over the effect of China's own policies on the global economy. He said China hasn't pushed down the value of the yuan, and repeated the government's commitment to currency stability "at a reasonable and balanced level." The yuan has hovered around 6.84 to the dollar since July 2008. Mr. Wen said China alone would decide where it goes from there. "No country can pressure us to appreciate or depreciate" the currency, he said. China has been at pains to show it is being a responsible global citizen amid the financial crisis, speaking out frequently against protectionism and taking some measures to open its own markets. Mr. Wen's comments came a day after China said it had begun to allow local authorities to approve certain foreign investments, in a move to ease foreign investment at a time when it has been declining sharply.
Relations prevent nuclear war

Desperes 01-Senior Fellow at the RAND Corporation
(John Desperes, China, the United States, and the Global Economy p. 227-8, 2001) 
Nevertheless, America's main interests in China have been quite constant, namely peace, security, prosperity, and a healthy environment. Chinese interests in the United States have also been quite constant and largely compatible, notwithstanding sharp differences over Taiwan, strategic technology transfers, trade, and human rights. Indeed, U.S.-Chinese relations have been consistently driven by strong common interests in preventing mutually damaging wars in Asia that could involve nuclear weapons; in ensuring that Taiwan's relations with the mainland remain peaceful; in sustaining the growth of the U.S., China, and other Asian-Pacific economies; and, in preserving natural environments that sustain healthy and productive lives. What happens in China matters to Americans. It affects America's prosperity. China's growing economy is a valuable market to many workers, farmers, and businesses across America, not just to large multinational firms like Boeing, Microsoft, and Motorola, and it could become much more valuable by opening its markets further. China also affects America's security. It could either help to stabilize or destabilize currently peaceful but sometimes tense and dangerous situations in Korea, where U.S. troops are on the front line; in the Taiwan Straits, where U.S. democratic values and strategic credibility may be at stake; and in nuclear-armed South Asia, where renewed warfare could lead to terrible consequences. It also affects America's environment. Indeed, how China meets its rising energy needs and protects its dwindling habitats will affect the global atmosphere and currently endangered species.

Dollar decline bad – Economy

Decline of dollar causes worldwide economic collapse
Mead 4-Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “America's sticky power,” Foreign Policy, March 2004)

Opening domestic markets to foreign competitors remained (and remains) one of the most controversial elements in U.S. foreign policy during the Cold War. U.S. workers and industries facing foreign competition bitterly opposed such openings. Others worried about the long-term consequences of the trade deficits that transformed the United States into a net international debtor during the 1980s. Since the Eisenhower administration, predictions of imminent crises (in the value of the dollar, domestic interest rates, or both) have surfaced whenever U.S. reliance on foreign lending has grown, but those negative consequences have yet to materialize. The result has been more like a repetition on a global scale of the conversion of financial debt to political strength pioneered by the founders of the Bank of England in 1694 and repeated a century later when the United States assumed the debt of the 13 colonies.  In both of those cases, the stock of debt was purchased by the rich and the powerful, who then acquired an interest in the stability of the government that guaranteed the value of the debt. Wealthy Englishmen opposed the restoration of the Stuarts to the throne because they feared it would undermine the value of their holdings in the Bank of England. Likewise, the propertied elites of the 13 colonies came tosupport the stability and strength of the new U.S. Constitution because the value of their bonds rose and fell with the strength of the national government.  Similarly, in the last 60 years, as foreigners have acquired a greater value in the United States--government and private bonds, directand portfolio private investments--more and more of them have acquired an interest in maintaining the strength of the U.S.-led system. A collapse of the U.S. economy and the ruin of the dollar would do more than dent the prosperity of the United States. Without their best customer, countries including China and Japan would fall into depressions. The financial strength of every country would be severely shaken should the United States collapse. Under those circumstances, debt becomes a strength, not a weakness, and other countries fear to break with the United States because they need its market and own its securities. Of course, pressed too far, a large national debt can turn from a source of strength to a crippling liability, and the United States must continue to justify other countries' faith by maintaining its long-term record of meeting its financial obligations. But, like Samson in the temple of the Philistines, a collapsing U.S. economy would inflict enormous, unacceptable damage on the rest of the world. That is sticky power with a vengeance.  
Dollar decline bad - Economic Leadership
Dollar strength is the crucial foundation for US economic power
Mead 4-Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “America's sticky power,” Foreign Policy, March 2004)

STICKY POWER  Economic, or sticky, power is different from both sharp and soft power--it is based neither on military compulsion nor on simple coincidence of wills. Consider the carnivorous sundew plant, which attract sits prey with a kind of soft power, a pleasing scent that lures insects toward its sap. But once the victim has touched the sap, it is stuck; it can't get away. That is sticky power; that is how economic power works.  Sticky power has a long history. Both Britain and the United States built global economic systems that attracted other countries. Britain's attracted the United States into participating in the British system of trade and investment during the 19th century. The London financial markets provided investment capital that enabled U.S. industries to grow, while Americans benefited from trading freely throughout the British Empire. Yet, U.S. global trade was in some sense hostage to the British Navy--the United States could trade with the world as long as it had Britain's friendship, but an interruption in that friendship would mean financial collapse. Therefore, a strong lobby against war with Britain always existed in the United States. Trade-dependent New England almost seceded from the United States during the War of 1812, and at every crisis in Anglo-American relations for the next century, England could count on a strong lobby of merchants and bankers who would be ruined by war between the two English-speaking powers.  The world economy that the United States set out to lead after World War II had fallen far from the peak of integration reached under British leadership. The two world wars and the Depression ripped the delicate webs that had sustained the earlier system. In the Cold War years, as it struggled to rebuild and improve upon the Old World system, the United States had to change both the monetary base and the legal and political framework of the world's economic system.

The United States built its sticky power on two foundations: an international monetary system and free trade. The Bretton Woods agreements of 1944 made the U.S. dollar the world's central currency, and while the dollar was still linked to gold at least in theory for another generation, the U.S. Federal Reserve could increase the supply of dollars in response to economic needs. The result for almost 30 years was the magic combination of an expanding monetary base with price stability. These conditions helped produce the economic miracle that transformed living standards in the advanced West and in Japan. The collapse of the Bretton Woods system in 1973 ushered in a global economic crisis, but, by the 1980s, the system was functioning almost as well as ever with a new regime of floating exchange rates in which the U.S. dollar remained critical.  The progress toward free trade and economic integration representsone of the great unheralded triumphs of U.S. foreign policy in the 20th century. Legal and economic experts, largely from the United States or educated in U.S. universities, helped poor countries build the institutions that could reassure foreign investors, even as developing countries increasingly relied on state-directed planning and investment to jump-start their economies. Instead of gunboats, international financial institutions sent bankers and consultants around the world.  Behind all this activity was the United States' willingness to open its markets--even on a nonreciprocal basis--to exports from Europe, Japan, and poor nations. This policy, part of the overall strategy of containing communism, helped consolidate support around the world for the U.S. system. The role of the dollar as a global reserve currency, along with the expansionary bias of U.S. fiscal and monetary authorities, facilitated what became known as the "locomotive of the global economy" and the "consumer of last resort." U.S. trade deficits stimulated production and consumption in the rest of the world, increasing the prosperity of other countries and their willingness to participate in the U.S.-led global economy.  

US economic leadership prevents global war-creates a framework for peace
Mead 4-Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “America's sticky power,” Foreign Policy, March 2004)
U.S. military force and cultural appeal have kept the United States at the top of the global order. But the hegemon cannot live on gunsand Hollywood alone. U.S. economic policies and institutions act as "sticky power," attracting other countries to the U.S. system and then trapping them in it. Sticky power can help stabilize Iraq, bring rule of law to Russia, and prevent armed conflict between the United States and China.  Since its earliest years, the United States has behaved as a global power. Not always capable of dispatching great fleets and mighty armies to every corner of the planet, the United States has nonethelessinvariably kept one eye on the evolution of the global system, and the U.S. military has long served internationally. The United States has not always boasted the world's largest or most influential economy, but the country has always regarded trade in global terms, generally nudging the world toward economic integration. U.S. ideological impulses have also been global. The poet Ralph Waldo Emerson wrote of the first shot fired in the American Revolution as "the shot heard 'round the world," and Americans have always thought that their religious and political values should prevail around the globe.  Historically, security threats and trade interests compelled Americans to think globally. The British sailed across the Atlantic to burn Washington, D.C.; the Japanese flew from carriers in the Pacific to bomb Pearl Harbor. Trade with Asia and Europe, as well as within the Western Hemisphere, has always been vital to U.S. prosperity. U.S. President Thomas Jefferson sent the Navy to the Mediterranean to fight against the Barbary pirates to safeguard U.S. trade in 1801. Commodore Matthew Perry opened up Japan in the 1850s partly to assure decent treatment for survivors of sunken U.S. whaling ships that washed up on Japanese shores. And the last shots in the U.S. Civil War were fired from a Confederate commerce raider attacking Union shipping in the remote waters of the Arctic Ocean.  The rise of the United States to superpower status followed from this global outlook. In the 20th century, as the British system of empire and commerce weakened and fell, U.S. foreign-policymakers faced three possible choices: prop up the British Empire, ignore the problem and let the rest of the world go about its business, or replace Britain and take on the dirty job of enforcing a world order. Between the onset of World War I and the beginning of the Cold War, the United States tried all three, ultimately taking Britain's place as the gyroscope of world order.  However, the Americans were replacing the British at a moment whenthe rules of the game were changing forever. The United States could not become just another empire of great power playing the old games of dominance with rivals and allies. Such competition led to war, and war between great powers was no longer an acceptable part of the international system. No, the United States was going to have to attempt something that no other nation had ever accomplished, something that many theorists of international relations would swear was impossible. The United States needed to build a system that could end thousands of years of great power conflicts, constructing a framework of power that would bring enduring peace to the whole world--repeating globally what ancient Egypt, China, and Rome had each accomplished on a regional basis.  To complicate the task a bit more, the new hegemon would not be able to use some of the methods available to the Romans and others. Reducing the world's countries and civilizations to tributary provinces was beyond any military power the United States could or would bring to bear. The United States would have to develop a new way for sovereign states to coexist in a world of weapons of mass destruction and of prickly rivalries among religions, races, cultures, and states.  In his 2002 book, The Paradox of American Power: Why the World's Only Superpower Can't Go It Alone, Harvard University political scientist Joseph S. Nye Jr. discusses the varieties of power that the United States can deploy as it builds its world order. Nye focuses on two types of power: hard and soft. In his analysis, hard power is military or economic force that coerces others to follow a particular courseof action. By contrast, soft power--cultural power, the power of example, the power of ideas and ideals--works more subtly; it makes others want what you want. Soft power upholds the U.S. world order because it influences others to like the U.S. system and support it of their own free will [see sidebar on page 51].  Nye's insights on soft power have attracted significant attention and will continue to have an important role in U.S. policy debates. But the distinction Nye suggests between two types of hard power--military and economic power--has received less consideration than it deserves. Traditional military power can usefully be called sharp power; those resisting it will feel bayonets pushing and prodding them in the direction they must go. This power is the foundation of the U.S. system. Economic power can be thought of as sticky power, which comprises a set of economic institutions and policies that attracts others toward U.S. influence and then traps them in it. Together with soft power (the values, ideas, habits, and politics inherent in the system), sharp and sticky power sustain U.S. hegemony and make something as artificial and historically arbitrary as the U.S.-led global system appear desirable, inevitable, and permanent.  

Dollar decline bad – Economic Leadership
Economic leadership prevents US-China conflict

Mead 4-Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “America's sticky power,” Foreign Policy, March 2004)

THE SUM OF ALL POWERS?  The United States' global economic might is therefore not simply, to use Nye's formulations, hard power that compels others or soft power that attracts the rest of the world. Certainly, the U.S. economic system provides the United States with the prosperity needed to underwrite its security strategy, but it also encourages other countries to accept U.S. leadership. U.S. economic might is sticky power.  How will sticky power help the United States address today's challenges? One pressing need is to ensure that Iraq's economic reconstruction integrates the nation more firmly in the global economy. Countries with open economies develop powerful trade-oriented businesses; the leaders of these businesses can promote economic policies that respect property rights, democracy, and the rule of law. Such leaders also lobby governments to avoid the isolation that characterized Iraq and Libya under economic sanctions. And looking beyond Iraq, the allure of access to Western capital and global markets is one of the few forces protecting the rule of law from even further erosion in Russia.  China's rise to global prominence will offer a key test case for sticky power. As China develops economically, it should gain wealth that could support a military rivaling that of the United States; China is also gaining political influence in the world. Some analysts in both China and the United States believe that the laws of history mean that Chinese power will someday clash with the reigning U.S. power.  Sticky power offers a way out. China benefits from participating in the U.S. economic system and integrating itself into the global economy. Between 1970 and 2003, China's gross domestic product grew from an estimated $106 billion to more than $1.3 trillion. By 2003, an estimated $450 billion of foreign money had flowed into the Chinese economy. Moreover, China is becoming increasingly dependent on both imports and exports to keep its economy (and its military machine) going. Hostilities between the United States and China would cripple China's industry, and cut off supplies of oil and other key commodities.  Sticky power works both ways, though. If China cannot afford war with the United States, the United States will have an increasingly hard time breaking off commercial relations with China. In an era of weapons of mass destruction, this mutual dependence is probably good for both sides. Sticky power did not prevent World War I, but economic interdependence runs deeper now; as a result, the "inevitable" U.S.-Chinese conflict is less likely to occur. 

Escalates to Extinction

Takai 09- retired colonel and former researcher in the military science faculty of the Staff College for Japan’s Ground Self Defense Force (Mitsuo Takai, “U.S.-China nuclear strikes would spell doomsday,” 2009, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/07/us-china_nuclear_strikes_would_spell_doomsday/7213/)
Tokyo, Japan — Those who advocate nuclear armaments, and are now raising their voices in Japan and elsewhere, should take a look at an objective analysis by U.S. scientists who have disclosed the results of several studies on strategic nuclear missile strikes.  What would happen if China launched its 20 Dongfeng-5 intercontinental ballistic missiles, each with a 5-megaton warhead, at 20 major U.S. cities? Prevailing opinion in Washington D.C. until not so long ago was that the raids would cause over 40 million casualties, annihilating much of the United States. In order to avoid such a doomsday scenario, consensus was that the United States would have to eliminate this potential threat at its source with preemptive strikes on China. But cool heads at institutions such as the Federation of American Scientists and the National Resource Defense Council examined the facts and produced their own analyses in 2006, which differed from the hard-line views of their contemporaries. The FAS and NRDC developed several scenarios involving nuclear strikes over ICBM sites deep in the Luoning Mountains in China’s western province of Henan, and analyzed their implications.  One of the scenarios involved direct strikes on 60 locations – including 20 main missile silos and decoy silos – hitting each with one W76-class, 100-kiloton multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle carried on a submarine-launched ballistic missile. In order to destroy the hardened silos, the strikes would aim for maximum impact by causing ground bursts near the silos' entrances.  Using air bursts similar to the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki would not be as effective, as the blasts and the heat would dissipate extensively.  In this scenario, the 6 megatons of ground burst caused by the 60 attacks would create enormous mushroom clouds over 12 kilometers high, composed of radioactive dirt and debris. Within 24 hours following the explosions, deadly fallout would spread from the mushroom clouds, driven by westerly winds toward Nanjing and Shanghai. They would contaminate the cities' residents, water, foodstuff and crops, causing irreversible damage. The impact of a 6-megaton nuclear explosion would be 360 times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb, killing not less than 4 million people. Such massive casualties among non-combatants would far exceed the military purpose of destroying the enemy's military power. This would cause political harm and damage the United States’ ability to achieve its war aims, as it would lose international support. On the other hand, China could retaliate against U.S. troops in East Asia, employing intermediate-range ballistic missiles including its DF-3, DF-4 and DF-21 missiles, based in Liaoning and Shandong provinces, which would still be intact. If the United States wanted to destroy China's entire nuclear retaliatory capability, U.S. forces would have to employ almost all their nuclear weapons, causing catastrophic environmental hazards that could lead to the annihilation of mankind.  Accordingly, the FAS and NRDC conclusively advised U.S. leaders to get out of the vicious cycle of nuclear competition, which costs staggering sums, and to promote nuclear disarmament talks with China. Such advice is worth heeding by nuclear hard-liners.
Dollar decline bad – Middle East war

A loss of the dollar’s key status empirically leads to Middle East wars 
Looney ‘3 - Prof. Nat'l. Sec. Affairs @ Naval Postgraduate, Strategic Insights, (November, Robert, "From Petrodollars to Petroeuros: Are the Dollar's Days as an International Reserve Currency Drawing to an End?",http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/nov03/middleEast.asp]
While from time to time the United States dollar may have become "overvalued" as a result of its status as an international reserve (thereby pricing U.S. manufacturers out of foreign markets), most objective observers would conclude that the benefits of the currency's special role in the international system clearly outweigh the costs. This fact has lent a certain degree of credibility to the quotes in the previous sanction and to the notion that Iraq's pricing of oil in euros was a factor in the Iraq War. Building on this foundation, a number of commentators have speculated about the likelihood of and consequences of other oil producing countries or even OPEC as a whole also shifting to euro pricing.   One of the best descriptions of this scenario—that the war with Iraq was not so much over oil as it was over the pricing of oil in euros by Saddam Hussein—has been developed by W. Clark[13]:   1. The Federal Reserve's greatest nightmare is that OPEC will switch its international transactions from a dollar standard to a euro standard. Iraq actually made this switch in November 2000 (when the euro was worth around 82 cents), and has actually made off like a bandit considering the dollar's steady depreciation against the euro (17% in 2002).   2. The real reason the Bush administration wants a puppet government in Iraq—or more importantly, the reason why the corporate-military-industrial network conglomerate wants a puppet government in Iraq—is so that it will revert back to a dollar standard and stay that way. (While also hoping to veto any wider OPEC momentum towards the euro, especially from Iran—the 2nd largest OPEC producer who is actively discussing a switch to euros for its oil exports).  3. The effect of an OPEC switch to the euro would be that oil-consuming nations would have to flush dollars out of their (central bank) reserve funds and replace these with euros. The dollar would crash anywhere from 20-40% in value and the consequences would be those one could expect from any currency collapse and massive inflation (think Argentina currency crisis, for example). You'd have foreign funds stream out of the U.S. stock markets and dollar denominated assets, there'd surely be a run on the banks much like the 1930s, the current account deficit would become unserviceable, the budget deficit would go into default, and so on.   

Global nuclear war. 

Steinback 02 (John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,...or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."  

Dollar decline bad - Oil Prices Impact

Declining dollar causes high oil prices
Herman 07-ABC NEWS Business Unit (Charles Herman, “Why is the Dollar Losing Value?”  ABCNEWS, 9/20/07, http://abcnews.go.com/Business/MarketTalk/story?id=3630951&page=1)

What Effect Does This Have?

Look at the record-high price of oil. Even if the same amount of oil is being pumped out of the ground, since it is traded in dollars and the dollar has weakened, the price of oil has increased to make up for the lost value of the dollar, creating a sort of vicious cycle. 

Oil-producing countries don't want to keep all the dollars they are getting for their oil, since it's worth less, so they are diversifying and converting their dollars into euros or other currencies. That pushes more dollars back out into currency markets, which in turn pushes down the dollar's value. 

One analyst told ABC News that Russia used to have 90 percent of its financial reserves in dollars. It now has 45 percent in dollars, 45 percent in euros and 10 percent in British pounds. 

High oil prices are collapsing democracy and creating increased authoritarianism in Russia

States News Service 08 (“HEADLINE: AS  OIL  WEALTH RISES IN EURASIA, DEMOCRACY DECLINES SIGNIFICANTLY,” Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, 6/24/08, http://www.rferl.org/content/pressrelease/1145091.htm)l
To coincide with today's release of the Freedom House Nations in Transit 2008 report, three of the study's authors gathered at RFE/RL's Washington, DC headquarters to discuss one of its key findings - that, as  oil  and natural gas revenues surge in Russia and Central Asia, democratic institutions in these countries are eroding significantly. [Read more about the Nations in Transit 2008 Report]   "The resource curse is taking root," Freedom House Director of Studies Christopher Walker told the group. "The growing authoritarianism in  oil  and natural gas-rich countries such as Russia, Kazakhstan and Azerbaijan is severely restricting the ability of democratic institutions to operate." According to the report, the regression in Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Russia  has occurred systematically and across sectors, including in the areas of electoral process, civil society, independent media and judicial independence. "Russia's decline in all of the report's categories over the past eight years is dramatic," said Robert Orttung, the author of the section on Russia and a Senior Fellow at the Jefferson Institute. "For years, Vladimir Putin has been using  oil  and natural gas revenues to build up his police forces and consolidate power in such a way that there is no space for democracy to grow."
Failure of democracy in Russia will cause global nuclear war

Muravchik 2001 (Joshua Muravchik, “Democracy and Nuclear Peace,” 7/14/01, http://www.npec-web.org/Syllabus/Muravchik.pdf, Date Accessed 7/29/2006)

That this momentum has slackened somewhat since its pinnacle in 1989, destined to be remembered as one of the most revolutionary years in all history, was inevitable. So many peoples were swept up in the democratic tide that there was certain to be some backsliding. Most countries' democratic evolution has included some fits and starts rather than a smooth progression. So it must be for the world as a whole. Nonetheless, the overall trend remains powerful and clear. Despite the backsliding, the number and proportion of democracies stands higher today than ever before. This progress offers a source of hope for enduring nuclear peace. The danger of nuclear war was radically reduced almost overnight when Russia abandoned Communism and turned to democracy. For other ominous corners of the world, we may be in a kind of race between the emergence or growth of nuclear arsenals and the advent of democratization. If this is so, the greatest cause for worry may rest with the Moslem Middle East where nuclear arsenals do not yet exist but where the prospects for democracy may be still more remote.

Troop withdrawal solves dollar decline

Withdrawing troops solves dollar decline
Roberts, 7 -economist and a nationally syndicated columnist for Creators Syndicate. He served as an Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in the Reagan Administration earning fame as a co-founder of Reaganomics (Paul Craig Roberts, “Dollar’s Fall Collapses the American Empire,” 11/16/07, http://www.allbusiness.com/government/government-bodies-offices/11420127-1.html)
In his state of the nation message last year, Russian president Vladimir Putin said that Bush's blathering about democracy was nothing but a cloak for the pursuit of American self-interests at the expense of other peoples. "We are aware what is going on in the world. Comrade wolf knows whom to eat, and he eats without listening, and he's clearly not going to listen to anyone." In May 2007, Putin criticized the neocon regime in Washington for "disrespect for human life" and "claims to global exclusiveness, just as it was in the time of the Third Reich."

Even America's British allies regard President Bush as a threat to world peace and the second most dangerous man alive. Bush is edged out in polls by Osama bin Laden, but is regarded as more dangerous than Iran's demonized president and North Korea's Kim Jong-il.

President Bush has achieved his dismal world standing despite spending $1.6 billion of hard-pressed Americans' tax money on public relations between 2003 and 2006.

Clearly, America's leader and America's currency are poorly regarded. Is there a solution?

Perhaps the answer lies in those 737 overseas bases. If those bases were brought home and shared among the 50 states, each state would gain 15 new military bases. Imagine what this would mean: The end of the housing slump. A reduction in the trade deficit. And the end of the war on terror.

Who would dare attack a country with 15 new military bases in every state in addition to the existing ones? Wherever a terrorist turned, he would find himself surrounded by soldiers.

All of the dollars currently spent abroad to support 737 overseas bases would be spent at home. Income for foreigners would become income for Americans, and the trade deficit would shrink.

The impact of the 737 military base payrolls on the U.S. economy would end the housing crisis and bring back the 140,000 highly paid financial services jobs, the loss of which this year has cost the U.S. $42 billion in consumer income. Foreclosures and bankruptcies would plummet.

The American empire is being unwound on the battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan. The year is two months from being over, but already in 2007, despite the touted "surge," deaths of U.S. soldiers are the highest of any year of the war.

***Counterplan answers

AT: Bilateral treaty with Afghanistan CP

CP fails – resistance from Afghans and dependence would undermine legitimacy of government

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
Lynch accurately identifies, too, the failure of U.S. policy to address two major sources of instability: Afghanistan’s inability to sustain national security forces adequate to the current threat environment; and a regional environment driven principally by a Pakistani military doctrine determined by its estimate of the threat from India, and that reads its strategic interests as precluding a full-scale offensive against the Taliban and al-Qaeda. Lynch rightly proposes that international actors, particularly the United States, guarantee Afghanistan’s security, ensure that Afghanistan can finance its own security forces, and undertake diplomacy to address the broader sources of instability in the region.
However, the primary means Lynch proposes to accomplish these objectives—a binding, long-term, bilateral defense treaty between the United States and Afghanistan—would be self-defeating. The reason is one that Lynch himself cites as afflicting current policy: the failure to take into account the political effects of military deployments. Lynch argues that instability in the region results from the lack of a credible U.S. commitment to stay. But a public commitment (or a private determination) to maintain U.S. military bases in a Muslim country on the Asian land mass will also generate—indeed, has already generated—resistance from Afghans, their neighbors (mainly Iran and Pakistan), and Asian powers such as Russia, China and India. Such a commitment will also invariably affect their assessments of U.S. goals. Long-term unilateral dependence on the United States will also undermine the legitimacy of any Afghan government, and no amount of money or number of foreign troops will sustain an Afghan government’s security forces under such circumstances.

The United States does need to make a long-term commitment to Afghanistan, but that commitment can succeed only if it is made to an independent national government embedded within a multilateral framework that gives its neighbors and other powers a stake in its stability. Absent those conditions, no clever tactical innovations, great speeches or defense treaties will make a difference.

Even if there’s commitment in the region – others would see it as US perusal of their own intentions

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
Of course, an ideal U.S. presence would not pressure the Afghan government to act against its own national interests. The current presence, however, does so not only in domestic policy but also in its relations to its neighbors, who know the history of geopolitical competition in the area, even if we do not.

Lynch claims that a unilateral, open-ended commitment to Afghanistan by the United States “is certain to generate some regional controversy, but its positive potential outcomes outweigh the risks from vocal but likely temporary Russian, Pakistani or Iranian unhappiness.” He misidentifies the problem. The problem is not persuading others that American goodwill will not flag, it is making them see that American interests align with their own, which they often objectively do not. Therefore, just as most Afghans no longer credit the purity of American motives or the competence of American officials inside their country, regional actors do not and will not believe that the United States is committed to Afghanistan: They are far more inclined to believe instead that the United States will make Afghanistan committed to America.

The Shanghai Cooperation Statement of July 2005 illustrates this perception, as do Iranian actions. The closest the United States has come to Lynch’s proposal is the aforementioned May 2005 Declaration of Strategic Partnership. Tehran responded by asking President Karzai to sign a declaration of strategic partnership with Iran that, among its provisions, committed Afghanistan not to permit its territory to be used for military or intelligence operations against Iran. The message was clear: Iran will accept Afghanistan’s strategic partnership with the United States, but only if it is not directed against Iran.

President Karzai responded that he would like to sign such a declaration, but that his government was not in a position to prevent the United States from using its territory against Iran. The Iranians said that they knew that, but would like such a statement anyway, and that without such a declaration President Karzai would not be welcome in Tehran for the August 2005 inauguration of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. A phone call to President Karzai from a cabinet officer in Washington forbade the Afghan President from signing any such declaration or attending the inauguration. A few months later, in January 2006, another phone call forbade Karzai to travel to Tehran to sign economic agreements.

In early 2007, Washington reported that Iran had started to supply sophisticated arms to the Taliban. That summer, as calls for “regime change” and a preemptive attack on Iran’s nuclear program escalated in Washington, Tehran made a formal declaration: If Iran were attacked by the United States, it would respond fully against U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, regardless of its bilateral interests in those two countries. What this shows is that Iranian responses to threats posed by a larger and permanent U.S. presence in Afghanistan will be more than “vocal.” Iran can respond asymmetrically—and potentially devastatingly—against the United States in Afghanistan. How Iran would respond to a U.S. commitment to a long-term military presence in Afghanistan depends on U.S. policy toward Iran, a point Lynch does not address.

AT: Bilateral treaty with Afghanistan CP

CP fails – American troops decrease the quality of life causing anti-Americanism

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
With this background in mind, it is now possible to see why a U.S.-Afghanistan defense treaty will distort relations between the Afghan state and its own people, as well as harming relations between the Afghan state and its neighbors. It also suggests better ways to pursue U.S. goals.

Only two kinds of Afghans appear in Lynch’s analysis: Taliban, “a bedrock partner” of al-Qaeda, and the Afghan government, which “covets a strategic partnership with America.” In truth, Afghans corresponding to either of these stereotypes are rare. Those who join the insurgency are a more diverse group than one might think, and those who want a partnership with America are increasingly coming to the conclusion that America as it actually exists is quite different from the one with which they would like to ally.

The most common Afghan attitude toward foreign troops is like that of the restaurant customer who complains that not only is the food terrible, but the portions are too small. Lynch is right that Afghans think the portions are too small, but he forgets that they don’t much like the food, even if it is the only food they can get right now. Afghans don’t like their country being occupied by foreign soldiers any more than did their ancestors. However, after the experience of 1978–2001, many concluded that being occupied by the United States was the only alternative to being destroyed by their neighbors. At least the United States would improve their standard of living.

But that has not happened. The deterioration of security and the failure of the foreigners to improve the living standard of the poor majority of Afghans, especially in areas affected by insurgency, have decreased support for the international presence. Surveys provide evidence of this, as do anecdotes. Young men, largely from the most anti-Taliban group in Afghanistan, rioted against the foreign presence in Kabul in May 2006 after a brake failure on a U.S. vehicle led to a fatal traffic accident. Another incident also involved a brake failure. As the 16-year-old cousin of an Afghan who sometimes works with me in Kabul approached a U.S. checkpoint on his bicycle, the soldiers shouted for him to halt. This Afghan bicycle had no brakes, so the cousin started to drag his feet on the ground to slow the bike. This wasn’t slow enough for the U.S. soldiers, who shot and killed the boy. The Americans then took the body and kept it for three days (a grave offense in Islam), while the family camped outside the base. After the body was finally returned, the village elders met and decided to join the Taliban to fight the Americans. They also told my Afghan colleague that as long as he worked for the government in Kabul, he could not return to the village. So this entire village has joined the Taliban, though it would be a stretch to characterize it as a “bedrock partner” of al-Qaeda.

The U.S. soldiers may have feared that the bicycle rider was a suicide bomber and obeyed both their rules of engagement and the international laws of war. Nonetheless, their act generated hatred and resistance. There have been many such incidents, each of which is amplified by rumor and propaganda. American soldiers are usually as humane as heavily armed young soldiers can be when their lives are threatened in alien surroundings. There is no way to eliminate such incidents, and most measures to reduce them involve greater risk for U.S. soldiers. This suggests that a political approach to the “Taliban” insurgency may require decreasing the U.S. and other foreign military presence rather than increasing it.
CP fails – undermines the legitimacy of Afghan government

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
The international civilian presence also undermines the legitimacy of the Afghan government. Restaurants that serve alcohol or function as covers for brothels, neighborhoods blockaded for security, and the skyrocketing cost of living partly due to the cash spent by foreign residents are symbols of Afghan powerlessness no less than civilian casualties. These symbols, in turn, diminish the Afghan state’s legitimacy through mechanisms often invisible to outsiders. As Afghan clergy increasingly preach that the foreign presence is an illegitimate occupation threatening Islam, some are reportedly refusing Muslim funeral rites to Afghan soldiers killed fighting the insurgency alongside the United States or NATO. Few things could be more damaging to morale and recruitment than that.

The Bush Administration, however, has managed to find another way to use the U.S. presence to undermine the Afghan National Army. It is now applying heavy pressure, including threats that Congress will cut off aid, to force the Afghan government not only to engage in opium poppy eradication in hostile areas, but also to use the Afghan National Army in support of such operations. Afghan defense officials believe that using the army for such operations will seriously damage the young force, while distracting it from its core security mission.
AT: Bilateral treaty with Afghanistan CP
Can’t solve Pakistan cooperation with just “commitment” – it’s a political question

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
The core issue with regard to Afghanistan, however, is not Iran but Pakistan. Lynch accurately diagnoses much of the situation but underestimates the difficulty of changing it. His analysis of Pakistan also leans too far in favor of military factors to the relative neglect of the critical political context.

Lynch is correct that Pakistan’s policy in Afghanistan has had at least two tracks, and that the policy has mainly been determined by the Pakistani military’s security concerns about India. Lynch calls these concerns “paranoid”, as if they might be alleviated through the right combination of medication (more aid and training) and talk therapy (assurances from U.S. diplomats that the Indian elite attitudes toward Pakistan have undergone a sea change). Alas, the malady from which the Pakistani security establishment suffers is endemic worldwide, and it is not amenable to quick courses of treatment. Is it not “paranoid” to build a missile defense system in eastern Europe (that will probably not work) against non-existent Iranian missiles with non-existent nuclear warheads at the cost of relations with Russia? Is it more “paranoid” for Pakistan to be concerned about a nuclear-armed neighbor eight times its size, with which it has a serious territorial dispute and has fought three conventional wars?

The “cure” for the Pakistani military’s self-aggrandizing definition of national security is not U.S. assurances or “insistence” on an end to duplicity. (In a Council on Foreign Relations report, I once proposed that the Administration “should insist on the Pakistani government’s full cooperation in isolating and ending the neo-Taliban insurgency.” CFR President Richard Haass inquired in a marginal comment, “What if we insist and they still don’t do it?”) The Pakistan government will also not readily accept “mediation” of the Durand Line dispute because there is no such dispute, according to the government of Pakistan. There is just a domestic political problem inside Afghanistan that prevents the Afghan state from openly accepting a border it has implicitly recognized many times.

Lynch has correctly identified the problem, but the solution is not greater “commitment”, firmer “insistence” or any other form of interpersonal communication. The security complex in South Asia can only be transformed by political change, the centerpiece of which must be the democratization of Pakistan, to include civilian control of its national security strategy. The Pakistani military will not consent to a stable Afghanistan under U.S. hegemony because it fears that the United States will reduce military aid to Pakistan the moment it no longer needs Pakistan to address terrorism or instability in Afghanistan. The Pakistani military cannot agree to a definition of Pakistani national security that is not based on the Indian threat, because that threat, in addition to being founded on the reality of Indian capabilities, provides the rationale for the military’s domination of Pakistan’s state, society and economy.

The only way to solve is access through non-military means, only the plan solves

Rubin, 08 - director of studies and senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, chair of the Conflict Prevention and Peace Forum of the Social Science Research Council, special adviser to the UN Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Afghanistan (June 2008, Barnett, “Afghan Dilemmas: Defining Commitments,” The American Interest Online WX)
To answer that question we must decide not only what our goals are, but also what it will take to achieve them. We can never stabilize Afghanistan and then make a victorious exit without coming to some understanding with Afghanistan’s neighbors. So the first thing we must do is show that we understand regional realities by engaging the neighbors on their genuine interests; otherwise they will continue to wage asymmetrical warfare against us until we get the message.

We should therefore launch regional consultations to develop a common understanding of the future of Afghanistan in the region with all neighbors, including Iran, Russia, China, India and the Persian Gulf countries. Both the UN and regional organizations offer forums to pursue these objectives. Afghanistan can no longer be an isolated buffer state, but it can serve as a connector of a wider region through trade, transit, energy transmission and labor migration as long as it is not a source of threats. Integrating Afghanistan as a focal point for regional cooperation, however, is not compatible with making it a base for U.S. power projection in the region. The long-term U.S. presence in Europe is enabled by the substantial overlap in membership between the security alliance (NATO) and the framework for economic and political cooperation (the European Union). Without a similar overlapping of security and economic frameworks in South Asia, a U.S. presence will be destabilizing, not stabilizing.

Second, we must crack the Pakistani nut. The absence of U.S.-Iranian cooperation in Afghanistan (which was essential to our initial military success in 2001) and growing tensions with Russia and China in Central Asia give Pakistan monopoly control of U.S. access to landlocked Afghanistan. It follows that as long as the Pakistani military is calling the shots, Afghanistan will remain roiled no matter how many battles NATO forces win. To change this dynamic, the United States must relinquish, not strengthen, the privileged relationship between the United States and the Pakistani military. It must instead support civilian control over the government and the military alike, even by parties that oppose U.S. objectives openly (rather than covertly, like the military).

Third, the United States must also invest far more in Afghanistan’s economy and civilian institutions, especially those that are important for rule of law. This requires a far more effective set of policies than we have had so far. It also requires a reversal of much of the Bush Administration’s counter-narcotics policy. Strengthening the legitimacy of the Afghan government works best when pursued through a multilateral framework, not because multilateralism is always superior to unilateralism, but because regional realities in South Asia render unilateral efforts futile. The Afghan government formed at the UN Talks on Afghanistan in Bonn (where I was a member of the UN delegation) enjoyed far greater legitimacy than either the Coalition Provisional Authority in Iraq or its elected successors.

Fourth, as a component of strengthening civilian institutions, we should fully support efforts by the Afghan government to negotiate and reconcile with insurgents, making it clear that we are concerned about threats to international security, not weakening Islamic political forces for its own sake. Most of those fighting the Karzai government are not “bedrock partners” of al-Qaeda, though the resources provided by and through al-Qaeda and its partners make the insurgency far more deadly. They can be weaned away from al-Qaeda, but this must happen Afghan-style, and only Afghans can make the deals necessary to do that. We need to let them.
AT: Population protection / rules of engagement counterplan

Failure inevitable – rules of engagement

Koch, 10 – former mayor of New York City and army veteran (Ed, “Withdraw From Afghanistan,” 6/29, http://www.newsmax.com/Koch/Afghanistan-withdraw-UStroops-Obama/2010/06/29/id/363364

Besides the Kabul government, we are impeded by new rules of engagement that will not allow us to win. The June 23 New York Times carried a lengthy article on those rules and reported how frustrated the American soldiers are, believing they are being denied needed support from our Air Force because of the fear of injuring civilians.
We are doing to ourselves what the United Nations is trying to do to Israel — imposing a doctrine of proportional response. The lives of our soldiers are no longer our prime concern. We will not provide maximum protection if doing so could damage our relationship with President Karzai or other Afghan political figures. If we won’t protect our troops as our first priority, then along with other reasons, we cannot win, and we should get out now. 
The June 23 Times also pointed out the deleterious effect of our new rules of engagement as perceived by our soldiers: “But the new rules have also come with costs, including a perception now frequently heard among troops that the effort to limit risks to civilians has swung too far, and endangers the lives of Afghan and Western soldiers caught in firefights with insurgents who need not observe any rules at all.” 
A military that is so constrained cannot successfully fight a war against an enemy that does not follow any rules. The best way to save our soldiers’ lives is the obvious one: Bring them home.

COIN fails in Afghanistan – US strategy to protect civilians is incompatible with the situation on the ground
Cohen, 10 – senior fellow at the American Security Project, and former senior research fellow at the New America Foundation (Michael, World Policy Journal, “The Myth of a Kinder, Gentler War,” Spring, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/wopj.2010.27.1.75)

In fact, this is the approach being adopted today in Afghanistan, where U.S. military leaders have gone to great lengths to make clear that protecting civilian lives—rather than targeting the enemy—is the primary military mission. February’s coordinated attack on the city of Marjah in Afghanistan’s Helmand Province marked the high-water mark of this policy. In the run-up to the battle, the U.S. military gave up the element of surprise, practically broadcasting to the Taliban their intentions to take the town. The hope was that Taliban fighters would flee before the battle began, sparing the lives of civilians potentially caught in the crossfire. In the wake of the battle, the United States and nato brought in both civil aid projects and what General McChrystal referred to as “government in a box.” 

However, this approach is fundamentally incongruent with the timeline of U.S. military engagement in Afghanistan. The current U.S. mission is predicated on the goal of building up the confidence of the population, providing security, and expanding the legitimacy of the government in Kabul. But since that government lacks basic capacity, this is a goal that cannot be accomplished in the near-term. Yet the clock is ticking on America’s troop presence there—President Barack Obama has made clear that U.S. forces will begin coming home in June 2011. There seems to be a critical mismatch between strategy and tactics. A carrot-based approach that aims to build up the confidence of the Afghan people in the U.S. military, nato, and their own government is the sort of mission that might have worked at the beginning of the war in Afghanistan—not eight years later. 

In short, the Pentagon has chosen a mission in Afghanistan that minimizes its most obvious military advantage and accentuates practices for which it has neither the will, resources, nor core competency to implement successfully. Moreover, even by the tenets laid out in FM 3–24, Afghanistan is a poor choice for a counter-insurgency campaign. The country lacks a competent and respected host government, Afghanistan’s security services are inadequate and feared by the population, and the presence of a sanctuary for Taliban fighters across the border in Pakistan fundamentally undermines [End Page 84] the ability of the counter-insurgency effort. Moreover, the United States faces an intractable enemy that, particularly in the Pashtun-dominated south, has the advantage of ethnic fealty—as well as the inclination to use coercive techniques of its own. Assassination of local leaders who resist its influence, night letters meant to sow fear in the minds of unarmed and defenseless civilians; each of these tactics is crucial to Taliban success. And, as Galula has pointed out, fear—not hope—is generally the great motivator for civilian populations that find themselves caught in the crossfire. 

Rules of engagement are increasing civilian deaths

Cohen, 10 – senior fellow at the American Security Project, and former senior research fellow at the New America Foundation (Michael, World Politics Review, “Finding the Exit in Afghanistan,” 7/9, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6002/finding-the-exit-in-afghanistan)

Indeed, in Iraq, the number of air sorties involving the use of munitions jumped from 229 in 2006 to more than 1400 after Petraeus took over command in 2007. The number of detainees rose by 50 percent between February and August 2007. And Iraqi civilians killed from air strikes went from 252 in 2006 to 943 in 2007. If fewer Iraqi civilians were being killed overall, that had more to do with increased ethnic enclaving in Baghdad and reduced militia violence than with changes in U.S. tactics.
In Afghanistan, while the number of civilians killed by U.S. soldiers has declined, roadside bombings, assassinations and suicide attacks have increased significantly. And many of these attacks are occurring where U.S. troops are located -- Afghanistan's southern and eastern regions. Indeed, U.S. military operations have created the worst of both worlds: continued violence against Afghan civilians and no significant rollback of Taliban momentum. Paradoxically, if Petraeus relaxes U.S. rules of engagement in Afghanistan, civilians may find themselves at greater risk of being harmed by U.S. soldiers, but still safer overall. That could bring the conflict closer to a political resolution. 


AT: Train the Afghan Army CP

Ethnic infighting prevents an effective Afghan army

Friedman, 10 - American political scientist. He is the chief intelligence officer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor.  Prior to Stratfor, Friedman spent almost twenty years in academia, teaching political science at Dickinson College. During this time, he regularly briefed senior commanders in the armed services as well as the U.S. Army War College (George, “The 30-Year War in Afghanistan,” Stratfor, 6/29,
http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan)
The exit of U.S. forces represents a bid to reinstate the American strategy of the past 30 years, namely, having Afghan forces reassume the primary burden of fighting. The creation of an Afghan military is not the key to this strategy. Afghans fight for their clans and ethnic groups. The United States is trying to invent a national army where no nation exists, a task that assumes the primary loyalty of Afghans will shift from their clans to a national government, an unlikely proposition. 
AT: Tribal Engagement Counterplan

The perm solves best – tribal engagement can only be effective if coupled with a reduction in the US footprint

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, “U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” April, Congressional Testimony,  http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2009/RAND_CT324.pdf)
But this still leaves several critical questions unanswered. What percentage of these forces should be international and what percentage should be Afghan? Among Afghan forces, what percentage should be national and what percentage should be local forces (including tribal forces)? Even among Afghan national forces, what percentage should be police and what should be army? Among Afghan local forces, what type should they be, since there are a range of options from the current Afghan Public Protection Program in Wardak to more traditional lashkars or arbakai?

There is no clear-cut answer – and certainly no magic number – of U.S. and Afghan forces. However, the current problem that the U.S. faces is that the clock is ticking more than seven years into the Afghan insurgency. Local perceptions of the U.S. have deteriorated over the past several years from high levels in 2001. This suggests that the percentage of Afghan security forces (both national and local) needs to increase in the south and east. A relatively small U.S. and international footprint of, for example, 50,000 forces in the south and east may be more than adequate if they can effectively leverage a mixture of Afghan National Police, Afghan National Army, National Directorate of Security (Afghanistan’s intelligence agency), and tribal forces in urban and rural areas.

Based on the increasing Pashtun aversion to outside forces, it is unlikely that the United States and NATO will defeat the Taliban and other insurgent groups in Afghanistan through a heavy international military footprint that tries to clear, hold, and build territory. Virtually all counterinsurgency studies – from David Galula to Roger Trinquier – have focused on building the capacity of local forces.7 Victory is usually a function of the struggle between the local government and insurgents. Most outside forces are unlikely to remain for the duration of any counterinsurgency, at least as a major combatant force.8 Most domestic populations tire of their forces engaged in struggles overseas, as even the Soviet population did in Afghanistan in the 1980s. In addition, a lead outside role may be interpreted by the population as an occupation, eliciting nationalist reactions that impede success.9 And a lead indigenous role can provide a focus for national aspirations and show the population that they – and not foreign forces – control their destiny.

This reality should lead to a strategy that involves conducting clandestine operations by leveraging local entities and building Afghan capacity – rather than a large U.S. footprint.

Tribal engagement will fail absent substantial US withdrawal

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf)

I am writing this paper to help myself and possibly others determine how to best utilize the most powerful aspect of Afghan society—the tribes and the tribal system—not only to help the United States accomplish its strategic goals, but to help the Afghan people achieve peace, stability and good governance. Afghan tribes always have and always will resist any type of foreign intervention in their affairs. This includes a central government located in Kabul, which to them is a million miles away from their problems, a million miles away from their security.

“Democracy” only has a chance to be cultivated at the local level by a small group of men—Tribal Engagement Teams—who are willing to dedicate their lives to the Afghan people and cause. At a time when the outcome of the war in Afghanistan hangs in the balance, when high ranking military officers are asking for more troops, I believe the “light footprint” approach put forth in this paper will not only work, but will help to ease the need for larger and larger numbers of US soldiers being deployed to Afghanistan.

I firmly believe that a relatively small number of special officers and noncommissioned officers could maintain influence on large portions of Afghanistan by advising, assisting, training and leading local tribal security forces (Arkabai) and building strong relationships with the tribes they live alongside.

One Tribe at a Time reflects what I believe to be the one strategy that can help both the US and the people of Afghanistan by working directly with their centuries-old tribal system. We can only do this by giving top priority to the most important political, social and military force in Afghanistan—the tribes. We must engage these tribes at a close and personal level with a much deeper cultural understanding than we have ever had before.

When we gain the respect and trust of one tribe, in one area, there will be a domino effect will spread throughout the region and beyond. One tribe will eventually become 25 or even 50 tribes. This can only have a long-term positive effect on the current situation. It is, however, not without pitfalls and difficulty. But it can and must be done.

AT: Tribal Engagement Counterplan

Troop reduction is a prerequisite to tribal engagement

Dao, 9 - national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs (James, “Going Tribal in Afghanistan,” 11/4, http://atwar.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/11/04/going-tribal-in-afghanistan/
Given the conservative nature of the American military, Major Gant’s ideas would be something of a culture shock. It is also hard to see precisely how the tribal engagement approach work with the counterinsurgency strategy championed by General McChrystal, which emphasizes building the central government over bolstering local tribes, many of which look on Kabul with suspicion. 

Major Gant says he will explain in a future paper how tribal engagement is “counterinsurgency at its best.” He also makes an alluring argument for opponents of General McChrystal’s troop-heavy approach: his “light footprint approach,” he writes, “will not only work, but will help to ease the need for larger and larger numbers of U.S. soldiers being deployed to Afghanistan. 

Major Gant, who had wanted to return to Afghanistan but is instead heading back to Iraq, where he won a Silver Star, is taking questions on Mr. Pressfield’s blog. It’s not clear whether General McChrystal or Vice President Biden have read the paper. But there’s plenty of dialogue on the Web, including here and here.

The CP fails – all their evidence relies on models from Iraq.  Tribes in Afghanistan aren’t close knit or committed to tribal relations

Shachtman, 9 -- contributing editor at WIRED magazine, written for The New York Times, Slate, Salon, and The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, campaign staffer on Bill Clinton’s first presidential campaign (11/30, Noah, “Army Researchers Warn Against Tribal War in Afghanistan,” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/11/army-researchers-warn-against-tribal-war-in-afghanistan/)

The Obama administration is ready to reveal its new strategy for Afghanistan. And speculation is running high that this new approach can and should use local, often tribal, militias to help combat the Taliban. But the U.S. Army’s own specialists in Afghanistan’s culture and society are warning that relying on the tribes there may be a waste of time. “Most of Afghanistan has not been ‘tribal’ in the last few centuries,” notes a recent report from the Army’s Human Terrain System at Ft. Leavenworth, Kansas. “In fact, many scholars are reluctant to use the word ‘tribe’ at all for describing groups in Afghanistan.”

As part of the ‘Surge’ in 2007, the American military famously worked with Iraq’s tribes to combat Sunni insurgents. Now, the hope is that U.S. forces can pull off the same trick in Afghanistan. American officers have begun to support local militias that have sprung up to fight the Taliban. With U.S. encouragement, at least one Afghan governor is sitting down with tribal leaders, to get militants in their midst to lay down their guns. “Nothing else will work,” insists one well-circulated paper from U.S. Army Special Forces Major Jim Gant. “We must support the tribal system because it is the single, unchanging political, social and cultural reality in Afghan society.” Dozens and dozens of military officers have written to Gant supportively. If Obama doesn’t pursue the militia strategy in Afghanistan, Slate’s Fred Kaplan warns, “it is almost certain to fail.”

But Afghan society isn’t wired like Iraqi society, the Army researchers warn. “The desire for ‘tribal engagement’ in Afghanistan, executed along the lines of the recent ‘Surge’ strategy in Iraq, is based on an erroneous understanding of the human terrain. In fact, the way people in rural Afghanistan organize themselves is so different from rural Iraqi culture that calling them both ‘tribes’ is deceptive,” according to the Human Terrain System report. Maybe those groups were once tightly-knit. But decades of war with the Soviets and with the Taliban has changed all that.
Tribes’ in Afghanistan do not act as unified groups, as they have recently in Iraq. For the most part they are not hierarchical, meaning there is no “chief” with whom to negotiate (and from whom to expect results).  They are notorious for changing the form of their social organization when they are pressured by internal dissension or external forces. Whereas in some other countries tribes are structured like trees, ‘tribes’ in Afghanistan are like jellyfish.

I don’t claim to have any great expertise on Afghan culture. But in August, I did spend some time in Afghanistan’s Garmsir district, part of the Taliban’s poppy-growing heartland. I didn’t see much of a tribal structure in my brief time there. Many of the people I met were relatively new to the area, drawn by the farmland made newly fertile by the canals built by the U.S. in the 1950’s. Traditional family and tribal structures, like what I saw in Iraq, didn’t seem to exist. Some of the people were ethnic Pashtuns — and therefore more inclined to vote for a fellow Pashtun, like Hamid Karzai. But the affinity didn’t seem to go much deeper than that. “The phrase “blood is thicker than water” is not an accurate description of Pashtuns. Pashtuns are just as likely to choose a way of organizing that has nothing to do with the closeness of family relationships. Pashtuns freely choose the side of distant family (or non-family) as often as family,” the Human Terrain report notes.

Tribal engagement is futile – the Taliban won’t cease to fight until we leave

AP, 6 (10/10, “Taliban Commander Vows to Fight Until Christian Troops Leave,” http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,219242,00.html)
ZABUL PROVINCE, Afghanistan —  A Taliban commander said in an interview that insurgent fighters will battle "Christian" troops until they leave Afghanistan and an Islamic fundamentalist government is established in Kabul, warning that hundreds of militants are ready to launch suicide attacks to again install strict Islamic law.

The regional-level commander, Mullah Nazir Ahmed Hamza, said the Taliban still has thousands of fighters despite NATO reports of heavy losses in recent battles, that support for the hardline movement is increasing every day and that U.S. and NATO forces would have a tough time beating the fighters without air support.
AT: Tribal Engagement Counterplan
Karzai corruption blocks tribal engagement

Ackerman, 10  - journalist, but most of this article is drawn from an interview with a former CIA counterterrorism operative serving on the ground in Afghanistan (Spencer, “A CIA COINdinistas Misgivings on Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Washington Independent, May 13, 2010, lexis)

Nonetheless, a vast majority of people in Afghanistan do not view as legitimate any national authority from Kabul. Further, Afghanistan lacks the infrastructure of commerce, transport and communication that facilitate the development of national identity. Finally, people throughout Afghanistan do not view Hamid Karzai as a legitimate leader, and that sentiment has hardened in the aftermath of the massive fraud uncovered in connection with the recent election.
Instead”and this is vital for policy makers to understand”the very tribal leaders we seek to influence in our efforts against the Taliban are actually threatened by our support of Karzai. Regardless of our intent, they perceive our actions as empowering his tribe and their tribal allies to dominate the other tribes via the Afghanistan National Army (ANA) and National Police (ANP) once the coalition eventually withdrawals its forces.
This means counterinsurgency in Afghanistan would be counterproductive because our expanded effort to bolster Karzais ANA/ANP will make tribal leaders more likely to tacitly or explicitly ally with the Taliban and, in Pakistan, al-Qaeda. They would do so as a pragmatic response to our strategy as it alters dramatically, even if unintentionally, the regional tribal balance of power.
For these vital differences, sending additional brigades to Afghanistan with the COIN-Iraq strategy as a roadmap is the policy equivalent of driving off a cliff, or perhaps more accurately, sending a fleet of new Humvees coasting into quicksand.

Permute - tribal engagement should be done with a minimal special operations based footprint

Ackerman, 10  - journalist, but most of this article is drawn from an interview with a former CIA counterterrorism operative serving on the ground in Afghanistan (Spencer, “A CIA COINdinistas Misgivings on Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Washington Independent, May 13, 2010, lexis)

For Afghanistan, a better solution is applying an tribe-centric unconventional warfare/foreign internal defense (TC UW/FID) strategy that withdraws significant numbers of conventional forces other than from Kabul to Bagram, maintains a Special Operations Forces footprint, uses interagency personnel more effectively (especially CIA and State) ” and empowers all of the above with the resources they need to exert influence on a local level. If our mission in Iraq required local focus, Afghanistan must be hyper-local ” again, due to the lack of common national identity, heritage, ethnicity, or even language. In fact, Pashto and Dari are just two of Afghanistans dozens of languages or dialects so distinct that people from nearby valleys cannot even communicate with one another.
The execution of a TC UW/FID strategy involves refocusing Special Forces groups away from SOF-style door-kicking and back to their traditional mission of training and equipping indigenous forces. SF units should be engaging and equipping key tribal leaders, with CIA, State and other civilian departments such as Agriculture offering tailored incentives for cooperation, with coalition forces ready to assist if needed. Tribal leaders in Afghanistan will welcome a TC UW/FID approach because it respects their social hierarchy, preserves their prestige, and leverages their natural dislike for both the Taliban and al-Qaeda. In that light, TC UW/FID is the strategic path most likely to prevent the terrorist safe-havens that could incubate another 9/11.

Tribal engagement empirically fails
Ackerman, 10  - journalist, but most of this article is drawn from an interview with a former CIA counterterrorism operative serving on the ground in Afghanistan (Spencer, “A CIA COINdinistas Misgivings on Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Washington Independent, May 13, 2010, lexis)

Second, a tribal-based approach has recently crashed and burned in eastern Afghanistan, where an effort to capitalize on the Shinwari tribes willingness to fight the Taliban in exchange for cold hard cash encountered the insurmountable obstacles of inter-tribal rivalries; hostile and threatened Afghan government structures; U.S. civilian unwillingness to risk alienating the Afghan government; and simply insufficient U.S. knowledge of the complexities of Afghan tribal structures and how to navigate them. Any proposed tribal-based strategy needs to explain why this time would be different.

AT: Condition withdrawal on Taliban negotiations CP
The permutation solves – maintaining small amounts of military forces within Afghanistan preserves leverage with the Taliban

Cohen, 10 – senior fellow at the American Security Project, and former senior research fellow at the New America Foundation (Michael, World Politics Review, “Finding the Exit in Afghanistan,” 7/9, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6002/finding-the-exit-in-afghanistan)

Obama would also do well to take a page from Petraeus' past willingness to make deals with unsavory actors in pursuit of U.S. interests. In Iraq, the U.S. military joined forces with insurgents when the latter became willing to turn their guns on a common enemy. The same difficult decisions may become necessary in Afghanistan, particularly as the Karzai government increases its political outreach to various Taliban elements -- like the Haqqani network, which maintains a loose affiliation with al-Qaida. 
Indeed, accepting a political role for key Taliban leaders is perhaps the most important and overdue shift required in U.S. strategy.  Recent statements by CIA Director Leon Panetta that the Taliban must be prepared to "surrender" their arms do not provide a genuine starting point for negotiations. The only red line that should matter to U.S. policymakers is that there be no al-Qaida sanctuary in Afghanistan. In addition, the U.S. should make clear that it is prepared to maintain a military presence in Afghanistan, albeit a small one, until the threat of a Taliban military takeover of the country has abated. Everything else should be left up to the Afghans themselves. Protecting U.S. interests and finding a way out, rather than crafting the perfect political deal, must be the overriding goal of U.S. policymakers.

The Taliban will say no – they want refugees to be freed as a genuine precondition

Gannon & Shah, 6/3 – AP reporters (2010, Kathy and Amir, Arabnews.com, “Differences remain at Afghan peace conference,” http://arabnews.com/world/article60959.ece)

Karzai met with leaders of a Taleban-allied group, Hizb-i-Islami, last March and has repeatedly said Taleban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar should be invited for talks if he accepts the Afghan constitution and renounces Al-Qaeda.

Kabul lawmaker Syed Hassain Alumi Balkhi was among jirga delegates who agreed, saying, "We have to have direct talks with the leaders or there will be no peace." Lal Mohammed, a delegate representing about 1.2 million Afghan refugees living in Pakistan, said all Taleban prisoners should be freed "to create an atmosphere for talks." "Unless we can offer them some guarantees, they won't talk peace," he said.

But Gul Agha Pirzada, a delegate from northern Takhar province, wanted no mention of talks with Taleban leaders in the final statement.

"We want peace, but these leaders have killed innocent people and they are with Al-Qaeda," he said.

AT: Condition withdrawal on Taliban negotiations CP
No chance of Taliban talks 

Flikins 10 - a foreign correspondent for The New York Times, was based in the newspaper's Baghdad bureau, a master's degree in international relations from Oxford University and a bachelor's degree from the University of Florida, from which he graduated Phi Beta Kappa. He grew up in Cape Canaveral, Fla. (Dexter Jan 23, “The Taliban Don’t Seem Ready to Talk” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/24/weekinreview/24filkins.html?_r=1 )

KABUL, Afghanistan — The last time somebody tried to make a deal with the Taliban to end the war in Afghanistan, he didn’t get far. 

It was the summer of 2008. King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia asked an intermediary to carry a personal request to Mullah Mohammed Omar, the Taliban leader, according to a diplomat in Kabul with knowledge of the negotiations. 

The Saudi king asked Mr. Omar for a signed letter disavowing Al Qaeda, whose leaders, Osama bin Laden and Ayman Al-Zawahiri, are believed to be living in Pakistan under the Taliban’s protection. 

“The Taliban never came — and they never brought the letter,” said the diplomat, who spoke on condition of anonymity. A former Taliban leader, Arsalan Rahmani, confirmed the diplomat’s account. 

Given a history like this, it wasn’t surprising that Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, on a visit to India last week, all but ruled out ever cutting a deal with the Taliban’s leaders. 

“It’s our view that until the Taliban leadership sees a change in the momentum and begins to see that they are not going to win,” Mr. Gates said, “the likelihood of significant reconciliation at senior levels is not terribly great.” 
Well, maybe — and maybe not. This month, the idea of negotiating directly with Taliban leaders surfaced again. In an interview with Tolo television, a private Afghan channel, a spokesman for President Hamid Karzai said the Afghan leader would “probably” ask the United Nations to remove Mr. Omar’s name from a so-called “black list,” which freezes bank accounts and prohibits travel for those on it. 

Striking his name from the black list is believed to be one of the principal preconditions that Mr. Omar has set for agreeing to talk. 

A few days later, the president’s spokesman, Waheed Omer, backed away from his earlier remarks. “This matter won’t be discussed at the London conference,” he said, referring to international talks scheduled to start on Thursday. 

But in the world of diplomacy, that is not the same thing as saying Mullah Omar’s fate will not be discussed at all. 

For weeks, reports have swirled around the capital of back-channel discussions between the Afghan government and the leadership council known as the Quetta Shura, so called for its supposed base in Quetta, Pakistan. 

Many of the reports are unconfirmed. But they have ranged from the one about the “black list” to others, including a deal that would give the Taliban a share of power and allow President Karzai to remain in his job. 

“We have been passing a lot of messages,” said Abdul Salam Zaeef, a former Taliban ambassador who now lives in Kabul. He is one of the principal conduits for getting notes to the Taliban leadership. 

That the two sides are talking — about talking — is not really surprising. For all the fighting and dying going on in Afghanistan, American and Afghan leaders believe that they cannot shoot their way to peace. “You can kill Taliban forever because they are not a finite number,” said Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of American and NATO forces here. 

The only way to peace, the Afghan and American officials believe, is through a political settlement — that is, some arrangement for sharing power — that all sides can live with. This is undoubtedly what Mr. Gates meant when he said, on the same trip to Pakistan, that the Taliban were part of the “political fabric” of Afghanistan. 

The Taliban and the Afghan government have passed messages before, and to good effect. Taliban “shadow governors,” the administrators of the Taliban’s government in the parts of Afghanistan it controls, have offered to travel to the outskirts of Kabul to meet diplomats. “No one would recognize them,” the diplomat in Kabul said. 

Last year, Mr. Rahmani, then a deputy education minister in the Taliban government, sent a message to the Taliban asking whether it would allow Unicef workers to administer polio vaccinations in villages across the country. Mr. Rahmani said he wrote the note on a piece of paper and gave it to a messenger in Kabul, who carried it to the shura in Quetta. Mr. Rahmani got his answer — the Taliban promised to back off — and the inoculations went forward. 

“I never use a cellphone,” Mr. Rahmani said. “Just paper.” In the past, the discussions about whether to negotiate have foundered over two issues. On one hand, Afghan and American leaders insist that the Taliban accept the Afghan constitution; in effect, that it stop fighting and break with Al Qaeda. For their part, the Taliban have insisted that the Americans withdraw, or set a timetable for withdrawal, before talks can begin. 

At least theoretically, these two goals are not irreconcilable; President Obama has already announced that he plans to begin to bring the number of American troops down from their peak of about 100,000 in mid-2011. 

But the real problem, as Mr. Gates suggested, isn’t in the diplomatic parlors; it’s on the battlefield. The Taliban are fighting more vigorously than at any time since 2001. American soldiers and Marines are dying faster than ever — twice the number were killed in 2009 as in 2008. Mr. Karzai, after the epic fraud committed last August to ensure his re-election, appears paralyzed in his dealings with the Afghan parliament. 

Under those circumstances, what incentive does the Taliban have to strike a deal? By all indications — as Mr. Gates said — they believe they are winning. 

Which brings us back to the battlefield. If the Taliban’s leaders can’t be persuaded to quit, perhaps individual groups of fighters can be. 

This idea is at the heart of the new Afghan-American plan to coax Taliban fighters away from the fighting. The pillar of the plan is $1 billion to pay for jobs, education and protection for fighters who turn themselves in. Afghan officials have already compiled lists of Taliban commanders, many of whom lead small groups of fighters. 

The dispatch of 30,000 additional American troops that President Obama recently ordered is intended for just this purpose: to squeeze the Taliban units on the ground and force them to consider giving up. 

Mr. Karzai’s government plans to raise at least some of the $1 billion when he flies to London for the international conference this week. 

There are serious doubts about the ability of Afghan leaders to carry out such a plan — Mr. Karzai, after all, has not even managed to persuade Parliament to approve his entire cabinet. 

But the plan has certainly captured the Taliban’s attention. After last week’s attack on the Central Bank in downtown Kabul, which left five people dead and 38 wounded, the Taliban’s leaders wanted everyone to know that their foot soldiers weren’t reconciling with anyone. 

“Nobody from the Taliban side is ready to make any kind of deal,” Zabihullah Mujahid, a spokesman for the Taliban, said in an interview. “The world community and the international forces are trying to buy the Taliban, and that is why we are showing that we are not for sale.” 

It’s just possible that in Mr. Mujahid’s voice there was a note of worry. 

AT: Condition withdrawal on Taliban negotiations CP
Taliban won’t join – have no faith in the new talks


Sands 10 - , Foreign Correspondent  for the national - (April 21, Chris “Taliban put no faith in Karzai’s loya jirga peace conference” http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100422/FOREIGN/704219924/1103/news )

KABUL // Former members of the Taliban regime do not believe an upcoming peace conference in Kabul will stem the violence here, warning instead that the US and its allies are yet to show they are serious about negotiating with the insurgency.

A grand assembly – or loya jirga – is due to be held in the Afghan capital soon, with elders and religious leaders from across the country invited to attend what is traditionally regarded as a key event in the nation’s history.
The government-sponsored meeting is being touted as an important step towards bringing an end to a war that continues to escalate nearly nine years after it began. 
Yet among senior officials of the old regime there is deep scepticism that the rebels are any closer to being persuaded to give up the fight.

Abdul Hakim Mujahid, who served as the Taliban’s representative to the UN, said: “If the purpose of the jirga is to make a national consensus about reconciliation and reintegration in Afghanistan between the government and the armed opposition, first there needs to be a consensus and agreement between the government and foreign forces. 
“If there is no willingness of the foreign forces here in this country, even if there are hundreds of these kinds of jirgas, it will not give any results.”

The date of the assembly has not yet been publicly finalised, although billboards advertising the event have appeared across Kabul. It is now expected to take place in late May as part of a growing campaign to show that efforts are being made to negotiate an end to the war.
An international conference in London in January announced a renewed strategy to win over low-level insurgents with offers of land and jobs. At the same time, Hamid Karzai, the Afghan president, reiterated his desire for talks with “our disenchanted brothers, who are not part of al Qa’eda, or other terrorist networks” and who accept the constitution.

Beneath the rhetoric, however, the former Taliban officials believe little has genuinely changed.
“Now the atmosphere of confidence and trust is at zero. Totally at zero. Less than zero,” Mr Mujahid said.
As the Taliban’s representative to the UN, he was in New York when the World Trade Center was attacked on September 11, 2001. He soon left for Pakistan and then split with the movement. He returned to Afghanistan in 2005 and has since tried to help with reconciliation.

Mr Mujahid warned that there was no hope of progress unless the international community took measures to prove it was serious about negotiations. These should include releasing prisoners, cancelling the rewards on offer for the capture or killing of insurgent leaders and officially recognising the Taliban as a legitimate political entity.
He also called on the UN and US to scrap their blacklists of past and present Taliban members. In what was seen as a token gesture, earlier this year the UN removed just five names.

Mr Mujahid added that the rebels must make concessions of their own, which could include promises not to destroy schools and roads or kill scholars.
“If the same policies of the foreign forces go on, I am not optimistic for peace and security in the country in the very near future,” he said.
Another ex-official echoed these doubts about the upcoming assembly. Ishaq Nizami was head of TV and radio under the Taliban before defecting and returning to Kabul in 2007.

An incredibly polite and softly spoken man, he believes the jirga should not be regarded as a significant event.
“I am sure that no one will come. None of the popular elders will join the jirga. If they do, when they return [to their provinces], they will be killed,” he said.
Last month a rebel faction, Hizb-e-Islami, sent a delegation to meet the Afghan government. On the face of it, that move was a major breakthrough but the group’s list of demands included a timetable for the withdrawal of foreign troops and the formation of a new interim government.

“In the field, the most powerful force is the Taliban, so the coming and going of Hizb-e-Islami is not the main point,” Mr Nizami said.
Loya jirgas are traditionally convened in Afghanistan to address issues crucial to the nation. In the aftermath of the US-led invasion, they were called to appoint Mr Karzai as transitional president and to approve the new constitution. 
A third former Taliban official, Haji Mohammed Musa Hotak, said the historical significance of such meetings showed the latest effort could help if those who attend are prepared to discuss the situation honestly. “The government wants the views of ordinary people and tribal elders about negotiations and peace talks with the Taliban. This is a step for peace, it’s not a step to talk to the Taliban.

“If we don’t have one Talib there, it’s no problem,” he said.
Mr Hotak served as deputy planning minister in the old regime and is now an MP for Maidan Wardak province. He was among the men recently removed from the UN blacklist. But while saying he was happy if foreign troops are in Afghanistan to help with reconstruction, he was keen to stress that his support for them is far from unconditional.

AT: Peace Jirga CP
Peace propositions fail- lack of credibility and planning.

Time 5/27 (5/27/10, Abigail Hauslohner, Time correspondent to Kabul, “Karzai’s Delayed Peace Jirga: Any Chance of Success?”, http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,1992037,00.html)

Afghan President Hamid Karzai's heavily trumpeted peace jirga — a proposed grand assembly meant to build national consensus toward a path of reconciliation with the Taliban — has been delayed for a second time, from a start date of late this week to June 2. The National Consultative Peace Jirga Preparation Commission says the delay merely accounts for logistics — that not all of the attending delegates would have been able to make it on time.

But others say that regardless of the reason, multiple postponements and the government's failure to articulate a clear plan for the meeting have caused the traditional Afghan assembly to lose momentum and that by this point, it's unlikely to yield much of anything. "I would be very interested to see what the outcome of the jirga will be, or if there will even be an outcome at all," says a high-ranking European diplomat. (See pictures of life in the Afghan army.)
The three-day jirga has already been subject to criticisms ranging from a lack of legitimacy — jirgas are a traditional Afghan legal practice but are not governed by Afghan law — to accusations of being a political stunt by Karzai ahead of July's Kabul Conference, when Afghanistan's international partners are scheduled to discuss the country's future. The latest delay only reflects the government's continued lack of organization, says Haroun Mir, a former researcher at the Afghan Center for Research and Policy and a candidate in the upcoming parliamentary elections. "But it [is] also because the government does not have a specific plan," he adds. "How can you — in three days — reach a consensus on something that is very complicated?" (See a video on the situation on the ground in Afghanistan.)
According to the jirga's preparatory commission, an estimated 1,600 delegates — 20% of whom are women — are expected to attend. They include members of parliament, tribal elders, religious authorities and representatives of every district. But there is no clear-cut approach to national reconciliation in this war-ravaged country, where military and civilian deaths are on the rise. One of the main local criticisms of Karzai's latest effort is that it focuses on rallying Afghans to a cause that many people — even government officials — believe is far more regional than national. "Certainly everyone will say they would love to start negotiating with the Taliban," predicts Mir. "But the problem is how Karzai will implement it ... Karzai cannot negotiate with Taliban without engaging Pakistan in the process."

Jirgas are empirically unsuccessful

Wadhams, 6/4 -- Director for South Asia Security Studies at the Center for American Progress (2010, Caroline, Foreign Policy, “Afghanistan’s Fluffy Peace Jirga,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/04/afghanistans_fluffy_peace_jirga)

With just three brief days of meetings, an unrepresentative assembly, and only able to issue non-binding recommendations, the jirga gave little serious scrutiny to the Karzai plan, nor did it attempt to provide meaningful alternatives. The real objective instead was to enhance Karzai's prestige before the international community and maintain their support. With no meaningful domestic checks on his policies, the process demonstrated again that the international community remains Karzai's most important constituency, not the Afghan people. Karzai is relying on the fact that we aren't paying too much attention to the details. Unless we start asking -- and empowering a wider range of Afghan actors to ask for themselves -- tougher questions about how to achieve a sustainable security in Afghanistan, it's hard to see how this session's ringing endorsements of peace will be borne out in actual changes in policy and practice.

AT: Pressure Karzai CP

Foreign pressure will cause Karzai to back the Taliban

Shah & Bodeen, 4/5 – staff reporters, The Huffington Post (4/5/10, Amir and Christopher, “Karzai's Taliban Threat: Afghan Leader TWICE Said He Might Join Insurgency,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/05/karzais-taliban-threat-af_n_526373.html#)

KABUL — Afghan President Hamid Karzai threatened over the weekend to quit the political process and join the Taliban if he continued to come under outside pressure to reform, several members of parliament said Monday.

Karzai made the unusual statement at a closed-door meeting Saturday with selected lawmakers – just days after kicking up a diplomatic controversy with remarks alleging foreigners were behind fraud in last year's disputed elections.

Lawmakers dismissed the latest comment as hyperbole, but it will add to the impression the president – who relies on tens of thousands of U.S. and NATO forces to fight the insurgency and prop up his government – is growing increasingly erratic and unable to exert authority without attacking his foreign backers.
"He said that 'if I come under foreign pressure, I might join the Taliban'," said Farooq Marenai, who represents the eastern province of Nangarhar.

"He said rebelling would change to resistance," Marenai said – apparently suggesting that the militant movement would then be redefined as one of resistance against a foreign occupation rather than a rebellion against an elected government.

Marenai said Karzai appeared nervous and repeatedly demanded to know why parliament last week had rejected legal reforms that would have strengthened the president's authority over the country's electoral institutions.

Two other lawmakers said Karzai twice raised the threat to join the insurgency.

The lawmakers, who spoke on condition of anonymity for fear of political repercussions, said Karzai also dismissed concerns over possible damage his comments had caused to relations with the United States. He told them he had already explained himself in a telephone conversation Saturday with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton that came after the White House described his comments last week as troubling.

White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said reports Karzai threatened to abandon the political process and join the Taliban insurgency if he continued to receive pressure from Western backers to reform his government are troubling.

"On behalf of the American people, we're frustrated with the remarks," Gibbs told reporters.

The lawmakers said they felt Karzai was pandering to hard-line or pro-Taliban members of parliament and had no real intention of joining the insurgency.

Nor does the Afghan leader appear concerned that the U.S. might abandon him, having said numerous times that the U.S. would not leave Afghanistan because it perceives a presence here to be in its national interest.

Karzai spokesman Waheed Omar's phone was turned off and another number for him rang unanswered Monday. Deputy spokesman Hamed Elmi's phone rang unanswered.

The comments come against the background of continuing insurgent violence as the U.S. moves to boost troop levels in a push against Taliban strongholds in the south.

AT: Reconciliation first counterplan
Reconciliation devastates the US military credibility 
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The run-up to the announcement of President Obama’s new “Af-Pak” strategy provoked a flurry of “new solutions” to the conflict. Promoting reconciliation with the Taliban is one idea that has reappeared—even in the administration’s own White Paper on U.S. policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan. While this notion would rightly have been considered ridiculous a few years ago, many in Europe and the United States obviously believe that stabilizing Afghanistan may require just that. In fact, it would be the worst approach at this time—and it is destined to fail so long as key Taliban constituents are convinced that military victory in Afghanistan is inevitable.

Any effort at reconciliation today will, therefore, undermine the credibility of American power and the success of the Afghan mission. Most important, reconciling with the Taliban is both premature and unnecessary for the success of Western aims. The Afghan public, by an overwhelming margin of 82 percent to 4 percent, is still very much opposed to the Taliban—not only viewing them as the country’s biggest threat but also desperately seeking the success that ought to accrue from the presence of Western military forces in their country. Consequently, although the situation in Afghanistan is serious, it is by no means hopeless—and can be retrieved through a concerted modification of current NATO strategy, including a return to proper counterinsurgency operations.

Offering negotiations signals US weakness and emboldens terrorism worldwide

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The current setbacks afflicting NA TO’s counterinsurgency campaign imply that any attempt at reconciliation through a negotiated bargain centered on the formal exchange of obligations—as opposed to the quiet and progressive defection of insurgents resulting from coalition victories that change their political incentives—would fail to deliver the stability that the United States seeks as its near-term objective in Afghanistan. Even attempting to reach out to plebeian insurgents before the Taliban have been defeated by a sound American political and military strategy in Afghanistan would signal weakness on the part of Washington and Kabul—and it would make the task of accommodating even the common rebel all the harder. The persistence of such failures would undermine the credibility of American power worldwide and would energize all the radical Islamist movements intent on wreaking their orgies of violence against the United States. Most important of all, reconciling with the Taliban is both premature and unnecessary for the success of Western aims in Afghanistan. Although the situation in Afghanistan is serious, it is by no means hopeless—and it can be retrieved through a concerted modification of current NATO strategy.

Reconciliation would be perceived as military defeat and would embolden insurgents globally
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
After the extended conflict with this group and its al-Qaeda allies, accepting a Taliban presence at the core of the Afghan state, or even accepting their presence as a political force in Afghan society through some sort of negotiation short of surrender, would only signal an American strategic defeat of far-reaching consequence throughout the Islamic world. It would also represent a profound betrayal of the hopes of most ordinary Afghans who, through the Bonn process and its aftermath, have clearly indicated their desire for a moderate political regime incarnated in a modern state. The Taliban and the forces in Afghanistan (and Pakistan) that support them represent only a minority in national politics; consequently, any reconciliation with the Taliban that involves their participation in legitimate governance can occur only after their fundamentally unrepresentative aims have been defeated through a combination of political and military instruments. When such an outcome occurs, the Taliban will have ceased to be a security threat and all political accommodation thereafter can take place on terms defined fundamentally by the Afghan state.

AT: Cooperate with Pakistan CP
Inducing Pakistan to reign in militants fails
Rubin and Rashid, 8 - *Director of Studies and a Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University AND ** a Fellow at the Pacific Council on International Policy (Barnett and Ahmed, Foreign Affairs, “From Great Game to Grand Bargain,” November/December, proquest)

The Pakistani military does not control the insurgency, but it can affect its intensity. Putting pressure on Pakistan to curb the militants will likely remain ineffective, however, without a strategic realignment by the United States. The region is rife with conspiracy theories trying to find a rational explanation for the United States' apparently irrational strategic posture of supporting a "major non-NATO ally" that is doing more to undermine the U.S. position in Afghanistan than any other state. Many Afghans believe that Washington secretly supports the Taliban as a way to keep a war going to justify a troop presence that is actually aimed at securing the energy resources of Central Asia and countering China. Many in Pakistan believe that the United States has deceived Pakistan into conniving with Washington to bring about its own destruction: India and U.S.-supported Afghanistan will form a pincer around Pakistan to dismember the world's only Muslim nuclear power. And some Iranians speculate that in preparation for the coming of the Mahdi, God has blinded the Great Satan to its own interests so that it would eliminate both of Iran's Sunni-ruled regional rivals, Afghanistan and Iraq, thus unwittingly paving the way for the long-awaited Shiite restoration.

The true answer is much simpler: the Bush administration never reevaluated its strategic priorities in the region after September 11. Institutional inertia and ideology jointly assured that Pakistan would be treated as an ally, Iran as an enemy, and Iraq as the main threat, thereby granting Pakistan a monopoly on U.S. logistics and, to a significant extent, on the intelligence the United States has on Afghanistan. Eighty-four percent of the materiel for U.S. forces in Afghanistan goes through Pakistan, and the isi remains nearly the sole source of intelligence about international terrorist acts prepared by al Qaeda and its affiliates in Pakistan.

More fundamentally, the concept of "pressuring" Pakistan is flawed. No state can be successfully pressured into acts it considers suicidal. The Pakistani security establishment believes that it faces both a U.S.Indian-Afghan alliance and a separate Iranian-Russian alliance, each aimed at undermining Pakistani influence in Afghanistan and even dismembering the Pakistani state. Some (but not all) in the establishment see armed militants within Pakistan as a threat-but they largely consider it one that is ultimately controllable, and in any case secondary to the threat posed by their nuclear-armed enemies.

Pakistan's military command, which makes and implements the country's national security policies, shares a commitment to a vision of Pakistan as the homeland for South Asian Muslims and therefore to the incorporation of Kashmir into Pakistan. It considers Afghanistan as within Pakistan's security perimeter. Add to this that Pakistan does not have border agreements with either India, into which Islamabad contests the incorporation of Kashmir, or Afghanistan, which has never explicitly recognized the Durand Line, which separates the two countries, as an interstate border.

That border is more than a line. The frontier between Pakistan and Afghanistan was structured as part of the defenses of British India. On the Pakistani side of the Durand Line, the British and their Pakistani successors turned the difficulty of governing the tribes to their advantage by establishing what are now the FATA. Within the FATA, these tribes, not the government, are responsible for security. The area is kept underdeveloped and overarmed as a barrier against invaders, (That is also why any ground intervention there by the United States or NATO will fail.) Now, the Pakistani military has turned the FATA into a staging area for militants who can be used to conduct asymmetric warfare in both Afghanistan and Kashmir, since the region's special status provides for (decreasingly) plausible deniability. This use of the FATA has eroded state control, especially in Pakistan's Northwest Frontier Province, which abuts the FATA. The Swat Valley, where Pakistani Taliban fighters have been battling the government for several years, links Afghanistan and the FATA to Kashmir. Pakistan's strategy for external security has thus undermined its internal security.

On September 19, 2001, when then Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf announced to the nation his decision to support the U.S.led intervention against the Taliban in Afghanistan, he stated that the overriding reason was to save Pakistan by preventing the United States from allying with India. In return, he wanted concessions to Pakistan on its security interests.

Subsequent events, however, have only exacerbated Pakistan's sense of insecurity. Musharraf asked for time to form a "moderate Taliban" government in Afghanistan but failed to produce one. When that failed, he asked that the United States prevent the Northern Alliance (part of the anti-Taliban resistance in Afghanistan), which had been supported by India, Iran, and Russia, from occupying Kabul; that appeal failed. Now, Pakistan claims that the Northern Alliance is working with India from inside Afghanistan's security services. Meanwhile, India has reestablished its consulates in Afghan cities, including some near the Pakistani border. India has genuine consular interests there (Hindu and Sikh populations, commercial travel, aid programs), but it may also in fact be using the consulates against Pakistan, as Islamabad claims. India has also, in cooperation with Iran, completed a highway linking Afghanistan's ring road (which connects its major cities) to Iranian ports on the Persian Gulf, potentially eliminating Afghanistan's dependence on Pakistan for access to the sea and marginalizing Pakistan's new Arabian Sea port of Gwadar, which was built with hundreds of millions of dollars of Chinese aid. And the new U.S.-Indian nuclear deal effectively recognizes New Delhi's legitimacy as a nuclear power while continuing to treat Islamabad, with its record of proliferation, as a pariah. In this context, pressuring or giving aid to Pakistan, without any effort to address the sources of its insecurity, cannot yield a sustainable positive outcome.

AT: Mediate India-Pakistan conflict counterplan
Resolving India-Pakistan conflict won’t stop Pakistani support for the Taliban or change the Pakastani military

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The upshot of this line of reasoning usually leads to arguments urging Washington to assuage Islamabad’s fears, intervene in the resolution of the Kashmir dispute, and offer Islamabad a new grand bargain that would make it more cooperative in counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations within the region.132 Irrespective of the validity of these conclusions, the fact remains that they represent an inordinately circuitous approach to neutralizing the Taliban sanctuaries in Pakistan—and one that is, in any case, not assured of success. They also overlook the equally important reality that, having been involved in a security dilemma with Kabul from the very moment of its founding, Pakistan has critical interests in Afghanistan outside of India. Finally, even if all the disputes with India were to be resolved satisfactorily, the problem of the Pakistan Army’s need for an external adversary to justify its continued, and self-interested, lock on power within its country would still remain an issue that defies resolution.

When all these realities are considered on balance, it becomes obvious that convincing Islamabad to help the Western coalition prosecute the counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan—through cooperative actions within Pakistan—will be a long and arduous enterprise because neither Washington nor Kabul can concoct any magic solutions that will quickly transform the Pakistani military’s and ISI’s longstanding diffidence to target the Afghan Taliban. Washington’s policy choices for improving Pakistani counterterrorism collaboration, then, usually end up in some combination of the following three dead ends: paying Islamabad more indefinitely in the hope of speedily changing its currently unhelpful behaviors; satisfying Pakistan’s (or more precisely, the Pakistan Army’s) political interests at the expense of either India or Afghanistan; or ignoring the internal and self-interested drivers underlying much of Islamabad’s ambivalence on counterterrorism because they are too difficult to assess and even harder to remedy.

Continuing to pursue policies that embody one or more of these courses of action is unlikely to prove any more successful in the future than it has been in the past. To be sure, Washington ought to keep up some of what it has been doing already. It should encourage the Pakistan Army to recognize that the internal terrorism facing Pakistan is a pernicious form of blowback that has emerged from its long-standing support for terrorism abroad and, consequently, warrants a retrenchment of the military’s backing for various terrorist groups. The Obama administration should also do whatever is possible to foster a change in the perceived character of Pakistan’s security problematique by supporting the civilian government in its efforts to take control of the country’s foreign and national security policy and reform the security establishment, even as American officials encourage the military to refocus its attention on counterinsurgency and away from a conventional conflict with India.

Both these elements are necessary, but it is important to realize that they cannot produce results either immediately or in the short term. The problems of national security policy in Pakistan are too deeply entwined with narrow military interests and ambitions as well as ideological corruption, all of which are now viciously self-reinforcing.133 This does not imply that enlightened change in Islamabad is not possible, only that it will be very slow and evolutionary. As a result, unless some catastrophe jump-starts a radical change in national course, the success of the coalition’s counterinsurgency effort in Afghanistan cannot come to depend on the fundamental transformation of Pakistan or its behaviors in the near term.

Given this fact, a strategy for victory must entail hardening Afghanistan in a way that increases the probability of success within the country, irrespective of what choices Pakistan makes in regard to confronting the Afghan Taliban sanctuary on its territory. As Marin Strmecki noted in his testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee,

If all elements in Pakistan fully cooperate to eliminate extremist sanctuaries, the task of hardening Afghanistan against the residual insurgency would be an order of magnitude less difficult than the challenges we face today. Yet, even if the Pakistan-based insurgency remains at current levels, it can be done. The principal reason for my conviction is that the legitimacy of the Afghan government can be renewed.134

The Kashmir mediation CP ignores 60 years of failed attempts

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The need for a lasting American commitment to, and involvement in, Afghanistan is therefore unassailable. Not only would such dedication be necessary for the successful reconstruction of this poor country destroyed by thirty years of war, it is also indispensable if a permanent return to the so-called Great Game is to be avoided. Other analysts have sought to avert this prospect of renewed regional competition by proposing that Washington intervene more energetically in the Indo–Pakistani dispute over Kashmir.68 These suggestions are brave but impractical because as the history of the past sixty years abundantly attests, this quarrel will be difficult to resolve even through external intervention; furthermore, the Kashmir imbroglio is one where U.S. political capital could be rapidly frittered away with few results to show; finally, even a successful resolution of the altercation over Kashmir is unlikely to obviate Indian and Pakistani rivalries in Afghanistan.

AT: Pressure other countries for more troops counterplan

Pressuring other countries for more troops costs diplomatic capital

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
In this context, Washington should avoid badgering NATO for additional troop contributions because, no matter how desirable more coalition forces may be, they are simply unlikely to be forthcoming. For a variety of domestic political reasons in each case, none of the NATO states is likely to respond favorably to American entreaties for more manpower resources in Afghanistan; the same is likely to be true of the non-NATO countries currently operating within the country. While the Obama administration should by all means explore the limits of the possible in this regard, it should not expend substantial diplomatic capital in seeking greater troop contributions from U.S. coalition partners. Similarly, with the issue of “national caveats”: the administration should encourage the allies present in Afghanistan to eliminate all the restrictions currently hobbling the use of their forces as required by the theater commander, but it ought not to expend undue efforts in this regard either. Many of the allies present in Afghanistan are simply unable to offer up flexible military forces for the counterinsurgency mission because of their domestic political constraints, and wasting scarce political resources on trying to alter what simply cannot be changed will only end up embarrassing both Washington and its allies, further reducing domestic support for their commitments in Afghanistan without in any way transforming the strategic problems in the theater to American advantage.

AT: Iran cooperation counterplan
They’d say no - Iran would benefit from a powerful Taliban 

Bruno 09 - , Staff Writer, (Greg, March 30, “Iran and the Future of Afghanistan” http://www.cfr.org/publication/13578/iran_and_the_future_of_afghanistan.html#p1)

Soured diplomatic relations were followed by claims of Iranian support to Islamic militants, first in Iraq, and then in Afghanistan. Defense Secretary Robert Gates told reporters in June 2007 that "given the quantities that we're seeing, it is difficult to believe that it's associated with smuggling or the drug business or that it's taking place without the knowledge of the Iranian government." U.S. officials say that Iranian-made weapons, including Tehran's signature roadside bomb-the explosively formed penetrator (EFP)-as well as AK-47s, C-4 plastic explosives, and mortars have been found in Afghanistan and used by Taliban-led insurgents. They are concerned because Taliban forces increasingly use more sophisticated weaponry and mimic the style of suicide attacks popular among insurgents in Iraq. Iran also stands accused of offering sanctuary to opponents of the Afghan government and violating Afghan airspace. Iranian officials deny the charges.

Experts say a strengthened Taliban would benefit Tehran in a number of ways. Peter Tomsen, former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, told CFR.org in 2006 that a weakened Afghan state lessens the likelihood it can become a U.S. ally against Iran. By maintaining a certain level of instability, he said, "it keeps us tied down. After all, we have air bases in Afghanistan where we could mount attacks on Iran." Some analysts call it "managed chaos," a strategy they say is similar to the one Iran employs in Iraq. Others see abetting the Taliban as a means to boost Iran's leverage at a time when it is under pressure to end its uranium-enrichment program. Despite Iran's Shiite brand of Islam, Tehran has thrown its support behind majority Sunni groups in Iraq and elsewhere. As Takeyh writes in his book, "[F]or Tehran the issue in Afghanistan has not been ideological conformity but stability."

Iraq would say no – high addiction rates means they support counternarcotics 

Sadjadpour 08 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Karim, October, “Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf )
Likewise in Afghanistan, Washington has more overlapping interests with Tehran than it does with its allies Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. Stability and economic reconstruction. Having accommodated over 2 million Afghan refugees, Tehran does not stand to gain from continued strife in Afghanistan. It has sought to play a leading role in the country’s reconstruction, ranking among the top ten aid donors. 

Counter-narcotics. 

With one of the highest incidences of drug addiction in the world and a strict penal code prohibiting drug use, Iran has been highly vigilant in policing drug trafficking along the Afghan border.

Support for the Karzai government. 

Though it has not abandoned its support for other allies in Afghanistan, Iran has Are Iran’s objectionable foreign policies rooted in an immutable ideological opposition to America, or are they held in place by America’s punitive line toward Iran? been supportive of the Karzai government and made numerous pledges of security and economic cooperation. n Opposition to the Taliban. Iran nearly fought a war against the inherently antiShi’i Taliban in 1998 and supported the opposition Northern Alliance long before September 11, 2001.

AT: Regional containment counterplan

Pakistan won’t work with US

NYT 09 (9/30/09, Jane Perlez, chief correspondent to Pakistan from the New York Times “ Pakistan Continues to Reject U.S. Partnership”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/01/world/asia/01pstan.html)

ISLAMABAD, Pakistan — Even with the arrival of the Obama administration and the prospect of substantially increased aid, more Pakistanis — an overwhelming majority — continued to reject the United States as a partner to fight militancy in their country, a new poll finds. The survey, conducted by the Washington-based International Republican Institute, underscored the difficulties the Obama administration faced in its efforts to tamp down Islamic militancy in this strategically vital nation. The I.R.I. is a nonprofit pro-democracy group which is financed by the American government. President Asif Ali Zardari, the widower of the slain former prime minister Benazir Bhutto and a relatively inexperienced politician, scored a 25 percent approval rating how he’s handling his job, 6 points more than in March. His chief opponent, Nawaz Sharif, the leader of the Pakistan Muslim League-N, garnered a 67 percent favorable rating, down from 75 percent in March.The findings come as Washington is poised to spend $1.5 billion in assistance for Pakistan in the coming year, a big jump in American funds intended to help strengthen the civilian government rather than the military. The poll confirms the persistent strand of anti-American discourse in Pakistan in the last few years, and its release coincides with particularly strong attacks in the Pakistani media about the American Embassy’s hiring private security firms to protect American diplomats. Even as the Obama administration takes pride in the new funds for Pakistan, the increased aid has been criticized in the Pakistani news media and among politicians as too little, one calling it “peanuts.” 

Pakistan will say no- ties to the Taliban

WP 6/15 (6/15/10, Karen Bruillard, Islamabad correspondent for the Washington Post Foreign Service, “Pakistan Rejects Report saying nation’s intelligence agency aids the Taliban”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/14/AR2010061405056.html)

Pakistan has long-standing ties to the Taliban, and some Western officials and Pakistani terrorism analysts allege that elements of the country's Inter-Services Intelligence agency continue to foment the movement. The new report asserts that links remain so deep that ISI representatives are "participants or observers" on the Taliban's leadership council, the Quetta Shura. 

The ISI's role in the Afghan insurgency remains one of the biggest sources of mistrust between the United States and Pakistan, and the report could heighten those tensions. Although Pakistan's army has gone after militants who attack inside Pakistan, it has resisted U.S. pressure to attack Afghan Taliban havens on its soil, saying it is overstretched. 

Pakistan has long denied that it provides support to the Afghan Taliban, although ISI officials say they still have lines of communication to some of the movement's leaders. On Monday, a military spokesman dismissed the report as a "malicious" account with little solid evidence. "If there is great turbulence on the other side, it directly affects this side of the border," said Maj. Gen. Athar Abbas, the army spokesman. "Nobody would be more interested in seeing a more peaceful, more stable, more friendly Afghanistan than Pakistan itself." 

According to the report, written by Harvard University fellow Matt Waldman, the ISI provides Taliban leaders with sanctuary in Pakistan's border region but maintains control over them with threats of arrest. Taliban commanders interviewed said the ISI provides ammunition and funding and supports training camps where militants learn to lay roadside bombs, among other skills. 

"Pakistan appears to be playing a double-game of astonishing magnitude," the report says. 

AT: Lift the deadline counterplan

Lifting the deadline crushes Karzai’s ability to negotiate with the Taliban

Schlesinger 3/10 -- Adjunct Fellow at the Century Foundation in New York City. He is the former Director of the World Policy Institute at the New School University in New York City (3/10/10, “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)

What else does a deadline accomplish? A deadline will likely give the Karzai government more credibility as it seeks to begin serious negotiations with the Taliban, perhaps along the lines of a coalition government a la Nepal, especially if Obama’s surge manages to blunt the Taliban offensive and convince the insurgents that their cause is futile. Karzai, indeed, is already making overtures to the Taliban, possibly as a result of the Obama deadline.

And, as the Taliban is a local Pashtun group, not a global Islamic extremist movement or al-Qaeda, there may be grounds for both parties to work out a deal as Karzai, too, is a fellow Pashtun. The Taliban have insisted all along that they won’t start talks with Karzai until the U.S. sets a date for withdrawal. This means that even if Karzai makes no progress with the Taliban, the Obama deadline at least meets the foe’s condition and will test the Taliban’s readiness to abide by it. And a settlement with the Taliban could well mean the end of al-Qaeda, since many in the Taliban cannot forgive al-Qaeda for its 9/11 attacks on the U.S., which led to the Taliban’s defeat in 2001. In any event, most of al-Qaeda’s band have already fled to Pakistan or Yemen.

Lifting the deadline doesn’t solve unless Obama invests political capital in projecting resolve

Thiessen, 10 – visiting fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Marc, “President Obama's Detrimental Deadlines,” Washington Post, 6/29, http://www.aei.org/article/102244)
But lifting the deadline alone is not enough; the president needs to start projecting resolve. When his health care bill was in trouble, Obama barnstormed the country like his presidency depended on it--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he would not accept defeat. He needs to start doing that for Afghanistan--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he will not accept defeat. If Afghanistan truly is a "war of necessity," then the security of our country depends on it. His presidency depends on it as well.

AT: Sri Lankan model of COIN CP (Harsh tactics CP)

Applying the Sri Lankan model of counterinsurgency fails

Cohen, 10 – senior fellow at the American Security Project, and former senior research fellow at the New America Foundation (Michael, World Policy Journal, “The Myth of a Kinder, Gentler War,” Spring, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/wopj.2010.27.1.75)
In light of the daunting task in Afghanistan, one last example of coin—from the very recent past—may offer some clarity. By 2006, the Sri Lankan military had been mired in a protracted 26-year war against the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (ltte), a counter-insurgent force in the northern part of the country. Peace talks had broken down and the majority Sinhalese population was frustrated with the lack of progress. As a result, the government finally adopted the more decisive “Rajapaksa Model,” championed by (and named for) the country’s president. Its tenets were described in a widely read appraisal conducted by the Indian Defense Ministry: unwavering political will, disregard for international opinion distracting from the goal, no negotiations with the forces of terror, complete operational freedom for the security forces, absence of political intervention to divert focus away from complete defeat. 

On the ground, that meant not only targeting Tamil civilians with coercive and punitive means, but also assassinating opposition journalists and the extrajudicial killing of civilians and combatants. It wasn’t pretty, but it worked. Less than three years after the implementation of this policy, the remaining ltte fighters had been pushed into a tiny corner of the island country, and were soundly and decisively defeated in battle. Not surprisingly, many prominent coin advocates have been reluctant to draw conclusions about what Sri Lanka’s war on the ltte tells us about the lessons of counter-insurgency. This shouldn’t come as a surprise. The Sri Lanka experience has the disadvantage of fitting poorly into current U.S. counter-insurgency doctrine. 

So, would the United States be better served by adopting a Sri Lankan-style approach to waging the Afghanistan counterinsurgency? Not at all. Ignoring the obvious moral dimensions that weigh against such a course of action, the experiences in Algeria and Vietnam demonstrate that even the adoption of these methods is unlikely to bring success. And, the blowback can be far worse and longer lasting. 

Counter-insurgents can win if their cause and political message have greater appeal or if they are willing to act as violently and coercively as the insurgent forces. Neither is true in Afghanistan today. The cause of the Taliban insurgents, particularly in the so-called Pashtun belt of southern Afghanistan, is as strong as any political tonic being sold by nato forces or an increasingly illegitimate and corrupt central government in Kabul. In the Philippines, Malaya, Kenya, and to a limited extent Iraq, the success of counter-insurgencies was derived in large measure not just from the military weakness of the insurgent forces, but also [End Page 85] their political weakness. Precisely the opposite was true in Algeria and Vietnam. 
***COIN fails
COIN fails – 1ac
Counterinsurgency is impossible in Afghanistan, multiple reasons
Nelson, 9 – former director of a Joint Task Force in support of Operation Enduring Freedom, retired naval officer with assignments at the National Counterterrorism Center and National Security Council, and Senior Fellow at the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies  (Rick, “The Other Side of the COIN”, 10/1, http://csis.org/publication/other-side-coin)

Q1: General McChrystal is expected to request up to 40,000 additional troops and recommend a greater focus on counterinsurgency operations. Is this approach likely to succeed in strengthening the Afghan state, defeating the Taliban, and advancing America’s fight against terrorism?
A1: Probably not. Counterinsurgency doctrine, or COIN, has captured the hearts and minds of many in the D.C. policy community. Upon close inspection, however, it becomes clear that COIN, at least as applied to Afghanistan, is built on a number of shaky assumptions. Consider:
1. Even if General McChrystal gets all 40,000 troops he has requested, the combined International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), and Afghan contingent would still number less than 250,000—far fewer than the 670,000 troops the U.S. Army’s own Counterinsurgency Field Manual suggests is necessary to secure a state of Afghanistan’s size.
2. Widespread corruption in the August 20 election has widened the trust gap between the Karzai government and the Afghan people. Because successful counterinsurgency requires a government that is credible and responsive to its citizens, these developments threaten to derail the U.S. and NATO mission. And as our experience in South Vietnam made painfully clear, the White House is usually powerless to force any host nation to enact good-government reforms.

3. General McChrystal’s strategic review emphasizes “population protection” as the key to drying up support for the Taliban. The claim is based on the assumption that insurgencies require the backing, or at least acquiescence, of surrounding communities in order to function. But a recent article in the Washington Post noted that the Taliban rely primarily on foreign, rather than local, funding sources, a fact that suggests that population protection may ultimately do little to diminish the insurgency’s strength.
4. Public support for a counterinsurgency campaign of such massive proportions simply does not exist. Recent polls suggest that over 50 percent of Americans are against sending more troops to Afghanistan. And our European allies are even less enthusiastic about escalating the war.

5. Finally, the COIN framework is built on the larger assumption that eliminating the Taliban and stabilizing Afghanistan is the best use of American resources in the broader effort to combat terrorism. Al Qaeda’s presence in a pre-9/11, Taliban-controlled Afghanistan has convinced many officials that a Taliban takeover would result in al Qaeda’s inevitable return to the state. But al Qaeda already has established itself in Pakistan’s semi-governed spaces. Along with Taliban and other extremist militants, the group enjoys the relative safety of these territories, where Pakistani sovereignty precludes any substantive U.S. ground force. Even if al Qaeda were to reenter Afghanistan sometime in the future, the United States would face the same basic terrorist threats that it does today. Critics will argue that Afghanistan served as a base and planning center for 9/11. True enough; but al Qaeda, in establishing a presence in Pakistan, Somalia, and Yemen has already developed numerous “safe havens.” In short, our overwhelming focus on Afghanistan fails to serve a more nuanced counterterrorism strategy that acknowledges the many other areas in which al Qaeda operates.

Q2: So how should the United States approach the war?
A2: We need to reframe our thinking about U.S. goals and the means to achieve them. As outlined above, COIN in Afghanistan is only tenuously linked to counterterrorism, the original purpose of our efforts. The Obama administration should implement a more minimalist policy in the region, one that employs special operations forces and airstrikes to directly target terrorists, especially leaders of cells.

Critics charge that these operations are mere tactical successes, detached from any larger strategy. This is a disingenuous assessment. Targeted strikes do, in fact, serve the greater strategic purpose of disrupting the planning and execution of terrorist attacks. Unlike COIN—which seems to harbor the grandiose notion of eliminating terrorism by transforming societies, regardless of cost—counterterrorism acknowledges that radicalism will always exist and that policymakers should directly seek to contain it.
At the core of this shift is an acknowledgment that our best Afghanistan policy is no better than our best Pakistan policy. ISAF and Afghan forces can do everything imaginable to eliminate Taliban influence in the country, but any effort that does not address the presence of militants in Pakistan’s semi-governed spaces ultimately does little to reduce the threat posed by al Qaeda. At a most basic level, the Obama administration must change the calculus of the Pakistani military and Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) with regard to extremists in the country’s northwest. Doing so will force the United States to play a central role in rapprochement between Pakistan and India—and be a fair broker to both parties.

What about Afghanistan? Proponents of an “all-in” approach tend to misrepresent a minimalist strategy as complete withdrawal, arguing that the United States abandoned Afghanistan after the Soviet war and that doing so again would plunge the country into anarchy. But few serious analysts are talking about abandoning Afghanistan, and there is no reason to believe that a smaller, more specialized force would not be able to confront any resumption of al Qaeda activity in the country. As far as the Taliban are concerned, there is reason to believe that an ever-larger foreign troop presence simply swells the movement’s ranks (to wit: it has been dismaying to watch increased troop levels correlate with recent Taliban gains). Until the administration can convincingly demonstrate how additional troops will, in fact, support broader national security and counterterrorism goals, the United States is better served by a strategy that minimizes the loss of life and dizzying levels of expenditure that any “all-in” approach would entail.

COIN fails – Taliban tactics

The Taliban hides – it won’t face the US in an open fight

Mackenzie 2010, director of the institute for war and peace, [Jean “Could Helmand Be the Dubai of Afghanistan?” 3/19 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/19/could_helmand_be_the_dubai_of_afghanistan] HURWITZ

"The former Taliban are now participating in cash-for-work programs, cleaning out ditches, and cleaning their shops," Mangal said. "This shows they have reintegrated back into society." 

It's probably not accurate to say that the Taliban have reintegrated back into society. Instead, they know they are outnumbered, and they are biding their time. They may have removed their black pajj -- the typical Taliban headgear -- and replaced them with more neutrally colored lunghi, or turbans, but they have not changed their strategy, or their determination. 

"The Taliban are building their nests again, [in Marjah]," Mohammad Ilyas Dayee, a prominent local journalist, told me recently. He thinks that insurgents are just lying low, waiting for a chance to show their power once the foreigners have moved on. " "They are lying in wait in houses, with their guns and their explosives. They go out at night to shoot foreign forces and plant mines, then they are quiet during the day," he said. "Marjah is not secure." 

Part of Gen. Stanley McChrystal's revised counterinsurgency strategy is designed to cement military gains with a charm offensive to win hearts and minds. Night raids have been almost abandoned and house searches greatly reduced in frequency. But this also gives the insurgents the time and space they need to regroup, even within Marjah. 

COIN fails – Pashtun nationalism
COIN can’t pacify the Pashtun belt – failure is inevitable
Blackwill, 10 –International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, senior fellow at the RAND Corporation, and US Ambassador to India  (Robert, "A De Facto Partition for Afghanistan", Politico, 7/7,

http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20240/de_facto_partition_for_afghanistan.html)

The Obama administration's counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan seems headed for failure. Given the alternatives, de facto partition of Afghanistan is the best policy option available to the United States and its allies. 
After the administration's December Afghanistan review, the U.S. polity should stop talking about timelines and exit strategies and accept that the Taliban will inevitably control most of its historic stronghold in the Pashtun south. But Washington could ensure that north and west Afghanistan do not succumb to jihadi extremism, using U.S. air power and special forces along with the Afghan army and like-minded nations. 
Enthusiasts for the administration's counter-insurgency strategy, or COIN, are likely to reject this way forward in Afghanistan. They will rightly point out the many complexities in implementing de facto partition. 
De facto partition is clearly not the best outcome one can imagine for the United States in Afghanistan. But it is now the best outcome that Washington can achieve consistent with its vital national interests and U.S. domestic politics. 
There are many reasons for this. 
Even if President Barack Obama adds a year or two to his timeline for major progress, the COIN strategy appears unlikely to succeed. Given the number of U.S. combat forces now fighting, the Taliban cannot be sufficiently weakened in Pashtun Afghanistan to drive it to the negotiating table on any reasonable time line. True, the Afghan Pashtun are not a unified group. But, they do agree on opposing foreign occupation and wanting Pashtun supremacy. 
"We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation," CIA director Leon Panetta said on June 27, "where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce Al Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society... Unless they're convinced the United States is going to win and that they are going to be defeated, I think it is very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that is going to be meaningful." 
With an occupying army largely ignorant of local history, tribal structures, language, customs, politics and values, the United States cannot, through social engineering, win over in the foreseeable future sufficient numbers of the Afghan Pashtun on whom COIN depends. 
Afghan President Hamid Karzai's deeply corrupt government - as unpopular as the Taliban - shows no sign of improvement and Afghanistan has no history of a robust central government. Allied efforts to substitute Western nation-building for Afghan nation-building will continue to fall short. The Afghanistan National Army is not expected to be ready to vanquish the Taliban for many years, if ever. 
Moreover, Pakistan's military and intelligence services, with their dominating optic of India as the enemy, have shown no willingness to end support for their long-time Afghan Taliban proxies. Or accept a truly independent Afghanistan. 
Decisively, the long-term COIN strategy and far shorter U.S. political timeline are incompatible.

The lack of progress in substantially pacifying Pashtun Afghanistan before President Barack Obama's July 2011 decision date will become increasingly clear -- though proponents are sure to focus more on the costs of failure rather than the likelihood of enduring success. 
COIN fails – Pashtun nationalism
A large military footprint is making every problem worse – boosts Pashtun nationalism in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, only withdrawal solves
Fuller, 9 – former vice chair of the CIA National Intelligence Council, and CIA Station Chief in Kabul (Graham, “Obama's Policies Making Situation Worse in Afghanistan and Pakistan,” Huffington Post, 5/10,  http://www.huffingtonpost.com/graham-e-fuller/global-viewpoint-obamas-p_b_201355.html)

For all the talk of "smart power," President Obama is pressing down the same path of failure in Pakistan marked out by George Bush. The realities suggest need for drastic revision of U.S. strategic thinking.

-- Military force will not win the day in either Afghanistan or Pakistan; crises have only grown worse under the U.S. military footprint.

-- The Taliban represent zealous and largely ignorant mountain Islamists. They are also all ethnic Pashtuns. Most Pashtuns see the Taliban -- like them or not -- as the primary vehicle for restoration of Pashtun power in Afghanistan, lost in 2001. Pashtuns are also among the most fiercely nationalist, tribalized and xenophobic peoples of the world, united only against the foreign invader. In the end, the Taliban are probably more Pashtun than they are Islamist.

-- It is a fantasy to think of ever sealing the Pakistan-Afghanistan border. The "Durand Line" is an arbitrary imperial line drawn through Pashtun tribes on both sides of the border. And there are twice as many Pashtuns in Pakistan as there are in Afghanistan. The struggle of 13 million Afghan Pashtuns has already inflamed Pakistan's 28 million Pashtuns.

-- India is the primary geopolitical threat to Pakistan, not Afghanistan. Pakistan must therefore always maintain Afghanistan as a friendly state. India furthermore is intent upon gaining a serious foothold in Afghanistan -- in the intelligence, economic and political arenas -- that chills Islamabad.
-- Pakistan will therefore never rupture ties or abandon the Pashtuns, in either country, whether radical Islamist or not. Pakistan can never afford to have Pashtuns hostile to Islamabad in control of Kabul, or at home.

-- Occupation everywhere creates hatred, as the U.S. is learning. Yet Pashtuns remarkably have not been part of the jihadi movement at the international level, although many are indeed quick to ally themselves at home with al-Qaida against the U.S. military.

-- The U.S. had every reason to strike back at the al-Qaida presence in Afghanistan after the outrage of 9/11. The Taliban were furthermore poster children for an incompetent and harsh regime. But the Taliban retreated from, rather than lost, the war in 2001, in order to fight another day. Indeed, one can debate whether it might have been possible -- with sustained pressure from Pakistan, Iran, Saudi Arabia and almost all other Muslim countries that viewed the Taliban as primitives -- to force the Taliban to yield up al-Qaida over time without war. That debate is in any case now moot. But the consequences of that war are baleful, debilitating and still spreading.

-- The situation in Pakistan has gone from bad to worse as a direct consequence of the U.S. war raging on the Afghan border. U.S. policy has now carried the Afghan war over the border into Pakistan with its incursions, drone bombings and assassinations -- the classic response to a failure to deal with insurgency in one country. Remember the invasion of Cambodia to save Vietnam?

-- The deeply entrenched Islamic and tribal character of Pashtun rule in the Northwest Frontier Province in Pakistan will not be transformed by invasion or war. The task requires probably several generations to start to change the deeply embedded social and psychological character of the area. War induces visceral and atavistic response.

-- Pakistan is indeed now beginning to crack under the relentless pressure directly exerted by the U.S. Anti-American impulses in Pakistan are at high pitch, strengthening Islamic radicalism and forcing reluctant acquiescence to it even by non-Islamists.

Only the withdrawal of American and NATO boots on the ground will begin to allow the process of near-frantic emotions to subside within Pakistan, and for the region to start to cool down. Pakistan is experienced in governance and is well able to deal with its own Islamists and tribalists under normal circumstances; until recently, Pakistani Islamists had one of the lowest rates of electoral success in the Muslim world.

But U.S. policies have now driven local nationalism, xenophobia and Islamism to combined fever pitch. As Washington demands that Pakistan redeem failed American policies in Afghanistan, Islamabad can no longer manage its domestic crisis.

The Pakistani army is more than capable of maintaining state power against tribal militias and to defend its own nukes. Only a convulsive nationalist revolutionary spirit could change that -- something most Pakistanis do not want. But Washington can still succeed in destabilizing Pakistan if it perpetuates its present hard-line strategies. A new chapter of military rule -- not what Pakistan needs -- will be the likely result, and even then Islamabad's basic policies will not change, except at the cosmetic level.

In the end, only moderate Islamists themselves can prevail over the radicals whose main source of legitimacy comes from inciting popular resistance against the external invader. Sadly, U.S. forces and Islamist radicals are now approaching a state of co-dependency.

COIN fails – recruiting
The war is unwinnable – large troop footprints drive the Pashtuns further towards the Taliban
Fuller, 9 – CIA officer for 25 years, former CIA station chief in Kabul and a former vice-chair of the CIA's National Intelligence Council (Graham, Christian Science Monitor, 12/2, "Obama speech: kicking the can down the road in Afghanistan", lexis)

The "objective" situation in Afghanistan remains a mess. The details are well known. Senior commanders acknowledge that we are not now winning hearts and minds in Afghanistan; indeed, we never can, and certainly not at gunpoint.

Most Pashtuns will never accept a US plan for Afghanistan's future. The non-Pashtuns - Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras, etc. - naturally welcome any outside support in what is a virtual civil war. America has inadvertently ended up choosing sides. US forces are perceived by large numbers of Afghans as an occupying army inflicting large civilian casualties. The struggle has now leaked into Pakistan - with even higher stakes.

Obama's policies would seem an unsatisfying compromise among contending arguments. Thirty thousand more troops will not turn the tide; arguably they present more American targets for attack. They will heighten traditional xenophobia against foreigners traipsing through Pashtun villages and homes. It is a fool's errand to persuade the locals in Pashtun territory that the Taliban are the enemy and the US is their friend.

Whatever mixed feelings Pashtuns have toward the Taliban, they know the Taliban remain the single most important element of Pashtun political life; the Taliban will be among them long after Washington tires of this mission.

The strategy of the Bush era envisioned Afghanistan as a vital imperial outpost in a post-Soviet dream world where hundreds of overseas US bases would cement US global hegemony, keeping Russia and China in check and the US on top. That world vision is gone - except to a few Washington diehards who haven't grasped the new emerging global architectures of power, economics, prestige, and influence.

The Taliban will inevitably figure significantly in the governance of almost any future Afghanistan, like it or not. Future Taliban leaders, once rid of foreign occupation, will have little incentive to support global jihadi schemes - they never really have by choice. The Taliban inherited bin Laden as a poison pill from the past when they came to power in 1996 and have learned a bitter lesson about what it means to lend state support to a prominent terrorist group.

The Taliban with a voice in power will have every incentive to welcome foreign money and expertise into the country, including the Pashtun regions - as long as it is not part of a Western strategic package. An austere Islamic regime is not the ideal outcome for Afghanistan, but it is by far the most realistic. To reverse ground realities and achieve a markedly different outcome is not in the cards and will pose the same dilemma to Obama next year.

Meanwhile, Pakistan will never be willing or able to solve Washington's Afghanistan dilemma. Pakistan's own stability has been brought to the very brink by US demands that it solve America's self-created problem in Afghanistan. Pakistan will eventually be forced to resolve Afghanistan itself - but only after the US has gone, and only by making a pact with Taliban forces both inside Afghanistan and in Pakistan itself. Washington will not accept that for now, but it will ultimately be forced to fairly soon. Maybe the Pakistanis can root out bin Laden, but meanwhile, Al Qaeda has extended its autonomous franchises around the world, and terrorists can train and plan almost anywhere in the world; they do not need Afghanistan.

By now, as in so many other elements of the Global War on Terror, the US has become more part of the problem than part of the solution. We are sending troops to defend troops that themselves constitute an affront to Afghan nationalism. Only expeditious American withdrawal from Afghanistan will prevent exacerbation of the problem.

COIN fails – Pakistan collapse
Increasing troops will collapse Pakistan – reducing the US military footprint is vital to solving
Kristof, 9 – two time Pulitzer Prize winning journalist for the New York Times (Nicholas, New York Times, “The Afghanistan Abyss”, 9/5, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/06/opinion/06kristof.html?_r=1)
President Obama has already dispatched an additional 21,000 American troops to Afghanistan and soon will decide whether to send thousands more. That would be a fateful decision for his presidency, and a group of former intelligence officials and other experts is now reluctantly going public to warn that more troops would be a historic mistake.

The group’s concern — dead right, in my view — is that sending more American troops into ethnic Pashtun areas in the Afghan south may only galvanize local people to back the Taliban in repelling the infidels.

“Our policy makers do not understand that the very presence of our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem,” the group said in a statement to me. “The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. We do not mitigate the opposition by increasing troop levels, but rather we increase the opposition and prove to the Pashtuns that the Taliban are correct.

“The basic ignorance by our leadership is going to cause the deaths of many fine American troops with no positive outcome,” the statement said.

The group includes Howard Hart, a former Central Intelligence Agency station chief in Pakistan; David Miller, a former ambassador and National Security Council official; William J. Olson, a counterinsurgency scholar at the National Defense University; and another C.I.A. veteran who does not want his name published but who spent 12 years in the region, was station chief in Kabul at the time the Soviets invaded Afghanistan in 1979, and later headed the C.I.A.’s Counterterrorism Center. 

“We share a concern that the country is driving over a cliff,” Mr. Miller said.

Mr. Hart, who helped organize the anti-Soviet insurgency in the 1980s, cautions that Americans just don’t understand the toughness, determination and fighting skills of the Pashtun tribes. He adds that if the U.S. escalates the war, the result will be radicalization of Pashtuns in Pakistan and further instability there — possibly even the collapse of Pakistan.

These experts are not people who crave publicity; I had to persuade them to go public with their concerns. And their views are widely shared among others who also know Afghanistan well.

“We’ve bitten off more than we can chew; we’re setting ourselves up for failure,” said Rory Stewart, a former British diplomat who teaches at Harvard when he is not running a large aid program in Afghanistan. Mr. Stewart describes the American military strategy in Afghanistan as “nonsense.”

I’m writing about these concerns because I share them. I’m also troubled because officials in Washington seem to make decisions based on a simplistic caricature of the Taliban that doesn’t match what I’ve found in my reporting trips to Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

Among the Pashtuns, the population is not neatly divisible into “Taliban” or “non-Taliban.” Rather, the Pashtuns are torn by complex aspirations and fears.

Many Pashtuns I’ve interviewed are appalled by the Taliban’s periodic brutality and think they are too extreme; they think they’re a little nuts. But these Pashtuns also admire the Taliban’s personal honesty and religious piety, a contrast to the corruption of so many officials around President Hamid Karzai.

Some Taliban are hard-core ideologues, but many join the fight because friends or elders suggest it, because they are avenging the deaths of relatives in previous fighting, because it’s a way to earn money, or because they want to expel the infidels from their land — particularly because the foreigners haven’t brought the roads, bridges and irrigation projects that had been anticipated.

Frankly, if a bunch of foreign Muslim troops in turbans showed up in my hometown in rural Oregon, searching our homes without bringing any obvious benefit, then we might all take to the hills with our deer rifles as well. 

In fairness, the American military has hugely improved its sensitivity, and some commanders in the field have been superb in building trust with Afghans. That works. But all commanders can’t be superb, and over all, our increased presence makes Pashtuns more likely to see us as alien occupiers.

That may be why the troop increase this year hasn’t calmed things. Instead, 2009 is already the bloodiest year for American troops in Afghanistan — with four months left to go.

The solution is neither to pull out of Afghanistan nor to double down. Rather, we need to continue our presence with a lighter military footprint, limited to training the Afghan forces and helping them hold major cities, and ensuring that Al Qaeda does not regroup. We must also invest more in education and agriculture development, for that is a way over time to peel Pashtuns away from the Taliban.

This would be a muddled, imperfect strategy with frustratingly modest goals, but it would be sustainable politically and militarily. And it does not require heavy investments of American and Afghan blood. 

COIN fails – withdrawal deadline
The withdrawal deadline makes counterinsurgency impossible

Thiessen, 10 – visiting fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Marc, “President Obama's Detrimental Deadlines,” Washington Post, 6/29, http://www.aei.org/article/102244)
The deadline is more than a tactical error; it is a strategic miscalculation that undermines almost every element of our efforts in Afghanistan. A withdrawal date undermines the very premise of a counterinsurgency strategy -- that by protecting the population, you can earn their trust and get them to help you root out the terrorists and insurgents. As columnist Charles Krauthammer has explained, Afghans will not risk joining us in the fight if they think America will soon be leaving them to the mercy of the Taliban.

The damage goes even deeper than that. The stated purpose of the deadline is to put pressure on Afghan President Hamid Karzai to eliminate corruption and increase the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Afghan government. Instead, it has had the opposite effect--creating a perverse incentive for Karzai to make overtures to the Taliban, and cut deals to stay in power, so that he can cover his bets when the Americans leave.

The deadline is also weakening our coalition. It is hard enough to get NATO countries to cough up troops, but when our NATO allies believe that America is packing its bags, they start packing as well. Canada has announced its mission will end in 2011. In February, the Dutch announced they will withdraw by this December. And last week, Poland declared that all its troops will be leave by 2012 because, as the head of Poland's National Security Bureau put it, Afghanistan is heading toward a "strategic catastrophe" and Poland needed to "seek a way out of this situation."

Obama can hardly push back on NATO allies to stay if America is not committed to staying itself.

The deadline also sends the wrong message to Pakistan. Elements of Pakistani intelligence have long maintained quiet ties with the Taliban and other jihadist groups, using these militants to destabilize Afghanistan and India. Obama is pressing Pakistan to cut these ties and help us dismantle these networks--an effort that is critical to the success of both our mission in Afghanistan and our campaign against al-Qaeda in Pakistan's tribal regions. But if the Pakistanis perceive America is leaving, why would they accede to such pressure?

The withdrawal date also emboldens the Taliban. As Arizona Sen. John McCain puts it, "We cannot tell the enemy when you are leaving in warfare and expect your strategy to be able to prevail."
COIN undermines Air Force budget

A COIN approach will tradeoff with the Air Force budget – the Air Force is losing now 

Fulghum, 9 (David, “Afghan Quicksilver” Aviation Week & Space Technology, December 7, 2009, lexis) 


As to what the new strategy entails, discussions within the Air Force «focused on counterterrorism and letting the Afghans carry more of the fight against the Taliban,» says the Air Force official. «I have not heard any dialogue about more or less air support other than the continued drive toward the [unmanned air systems] end-state of 50 orbits.»

The distinction between a focus on counterterrorism or counterinsurgency is seen as key for military aviation.

«Counterterrorism involves the need to go after the insurgents [and attack them],» says a retired former commander of the Air Force’s Air Combat Command (ACC). «That means you apply more airpower in trying to control terrorism. That would likely generate the need to build up the existing bases in Afghanistan and create new forward-operating bases.»

By comparison, «Counterinsurgency is focused more on stabilizing the government like we did with the surge in Iraq,» the former ACC commander says. The problem is that «Iraq has a history of strong central government and it has oil-wealth to support economic growth. Afghanistan is poor, has a history of tribal control and the central government has always been weak.»

«The president’s strategy is neither a counter-terrorism or counter-insurgency strategy, although there are . . . elements of both in his plan,» says Anthony Cordesman of the Center for Strategic & International Studies. »It is a civil-military strategy where long-term aid in security assistance, governance aid and economic aid is critical. The military dimension is only going to be half the effort.» Supporting Afghanistan will prove «costly, time-consuming and critical,» he says. «The State Dept. still has not shown that it can plan and coordinate an effective aid effort. Efforts to create real integrated civil-military plans still fail on the civilian side.»

Deptula says the Air Force’s primary focus in Afghanistan will be tracking and attacking insurgent groups. It also is certain to involve monitoring arms shipments to the Taliban and Al Qaeda. So far, State Dept. officials refuse to say if the U.S. is going to press Iran about its shipments of small arms, sophisticated IEDs (improvised explosive devices) and other military equipment to insurgent groups.

Meanwhile, shipments of U.S. military equipment are getting a boost after «intensive discussions [with the Russians] a couple of weeks ago,» Kelly says. «We do have an agreement to use that corridor to overfly or transit Russian territory and we’ve had a couple of flights. I’m not sure exactly what the plans are for more flights.»

A senior Air Force intelligence official contends that the approach suggested by McChrystal contains an element of bureaucratic maneuvering and inter-service rivalry designed to position the ground forces for demanding a bigger piece of the budget pie in the anticipated defense belt-tightening.

«The U.S. Army doesn’t want an airpower-intensive approach,» says the intelligence official. «They finally got the war they’ve always wanted: one that builds the institutional Army, grows Army end strength, and increases their share of the Defense Dept. budget. That’s incredibly cynical but it explains the past five years perfectly. The [bias that includes the] deliberate exclusion of Air Force and Navy officers from key positions in Southwest Asia and [other deployments] is part of this. And look across the Joint Staff today. [Ground force commanders are] in most of the key positions.»
***Reconciliation / Karzai
Withdraw causes reconciliation

The Taliban won’t talk unless the US leaves

The Gazette 8 (The Economist, 10/23/08, "This is no time for the U.S. to go wobbly on Afghanistan; Negotiating a settlement with the Taliban is not realistic", lexis)

With its superior firepower, NATO can win any battle, but it is losing the war -- or at least not winning, which might amount to the same thing. It is alarming, therefore, that the British seem to be losing heart in Afghanistan just as the United States is rethinking its strategy and sending more forces. The British ambassador to Kabul is said in a leaked report to have concluded that U.S. strategy was doomed to fail, and that foreign forces were part of the problem, not the solution. As Margaret Thatcher once put it, this is no time to go wobbly. The past two years in Iraq show that a seemingly hopeless situation can be turned around. Many Afghans remember the misery of Taliban rule and support the presence of foreign troops. More American forces are being released from Iraq, and the new government in Pakistan seems more serious about taking control of the militant havens in its tribal belt. That said, Afghanistan will remain poor and unstable for a long time. The U.S. should not think it can easily orchestrate a comprehensive Iraq-style tribal uprising against the insurgents, as some hope. In contrast to the foreign fighters in Iraq, the Taliban are mainly locals. But the other quick fix being proposed by the wobblers - negotiating a settlement with the Taliban - is not realistic either. There is no sign that the Taliban leadership is interested in a deal. President Karzai has already held out an olive branch, sending his brother to talk to figures close to the Taliban in Saudi Arabia. But their response has been more bombs and mockery. The Taliban say there is nothing to talk about until foreign troops leave; and they see the rumours of talks as a sign that they are on the verge of victory. Like economic development, political reconciliation does indeed need to be part of the solution for Afghanistan. But some differences go too deep to be negotiated away. If the Taliban want to wind the clock back to where it was before the American invasion, when they harboured Al-Qa'ida and ruthlessly oppressed their own people, there can be no agreement with them.
Talks failing now – removal of forces is a precondition

Mirror 7/2 (DON MACKAY, 7/2/10, "TALIBAN: NO TALKS", lexis) 

THE Taliban leadership in Afghanistan yesterday rejected holding talks with Nato. The blunt statement came after US commanders and British Army chief of staff General David Richards suggested it was time to talk to the fundamentalists. In a statement, the Taliban said: "We do not want to talk to anyone - not to President Hamid Karzai, nor to any foreigners - till the foreign forces withdraw from Afghanistan. "We are certain we are winning. Why should we talk if we have the upper hand, and the foreign troops are considering withdrawal, and there are differences in the ranks of our enemies?" Downing Street said the Taliban was splintered and the statement did not speak for all its leaders. Nato'S new commander in Afghanistan, General David Petraeus, yesterday insisted the war was going well. He said: "There has been tough fighting and casualties... but we are determined to achieve progress."

Peace talks have no credibility absent US withdrawal – Taliban won’t negotiate

Salahuddin, 6/1 – staff reporter, International Business Times (6/1/10, “Afghan Insurgents Dismiss Karzai Peace ‘Jirga,’”  http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/26109/20100601/afghan-insurgents-dismiss-karzai-peace-jirga.htm)

A traditional gathering of Afghan elders and notables called to discuss prospects for peace in the country was dismissed on its eve on Tuesday by the insurgents it was trying to approach.  The Taliban and the Hezb-i-Islami group headed by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar said separately that the "jirga" called by Afghan President Hamid Karzai had no credibility as long as foreign troops remained in Afghanistan.  "The Jirga is meant to confuse the minds of the masses and throw dust into the eyes of the people," the Taliban said in a statement.  "Obviously, the Jirga will provide yet another pretext for America to continue the war in Afghanistan, rather than bringing about peace in the country." 
Withdraw causes reconciliation
Karzai wants to negotiate with the Taliban, but is inhibited by the US – withdrawal would prompt the Taliban to engage and signal a go-ahead to Karzai

Porter, 2/4 -- investigative historian and journalist specializing in US national security policy. The paperback edition of his latest book, Perils of Dominance: Imbalance of Power and the Road to War in Vietnam, was published in 2006 (2010, Gareth, Asia Times Online, “US, Karzai Split Over Taliban Talks,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LB04Df01.html)

KABUL - On the surface, it would seem unlikely that Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who presides over a politically feeble government and is highly dependent on the United States military presence and economic assistance, would defy the United States on the issue of peace negotiations with the leadership of the Taliban insurgency. 

But a long-simmering conflict between Karzai and key officials of the Barack Obama administration over that issue came to a head at last week's London conference, when the Afghan president refused to heed US signals to back off his proposal to invite the Taliban leaders to participate in a nationwide peace conference. 

The peace negotiations issue is embedded in a deeper conflict over US war strategy, which has provoked broad anger and increasing suspicions of US motives among Afghans, including Karzai himself. 

The current source of tension is Karzai's proposal, first made last November, to invite Taliban leaders - including Mullah Omar - to a national loya jirga or grand council meeting aimed at achieving a peace agreement. 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton responded by pressing Karzai to demand far-reaching concessions from the Taliban in advance of the meeting. Clinton's conditions on Taliban participation included renunciation of al-Qaeda and of violence and acceptance of the Afghan constitution, conditions that would make it impossible for leaders of the insurgency to agree to if they are interpreted literally. 

On November 23, Clinton said the US had "urged caution and real standards that are expected to be met by anyone who is engaged in these conversations, so that whatever process there is can actually further the stability and peace of Afghanistan, not undermine it". 

Instead, Karzai publicly asked the US to join in talks with the Taliban. Following the issuance of a statement by Mullah Omar on November 25 that implied the Taliban would negotiate if they did not have to give up their demand for withdrawal of foreign troops, Karzai said there was an "urgent need" for negotiations with the Taliban. 

In the face of what he knew was US hostility to the idea, Karzai announced on December 3, "Personally, I would definitely talk to Mullah Omar. Whatever it takes to bring peace to Afghanistan I, as Afghan president, will do it." 

But he added, "I am also aware that it cannot be done by me alone without the backing of the international community." That is the phrase Karzai uses to refer to the United States and its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies. 

A few days later, Karzai appeared to give way to US pressure against unconditional talks. He said he wanted to negotiate with Mullah Omar "provided he renounces violence, provided all connections to al-Qaeda and to terrorist networks are cut off and denounced and renounced". 

The Taliban has made withdrawal a precondition to participation in peace talks

Reuters, 6/5 (2010, ITN, “AFGHANISTAN: Jirga talks end with resolution supporting President Hamid Karzai's plan to open peace negotiations with Taliban insurgents,” http://www.itnsource.com/shotlist/RTV/2010/06/05/RTV1419610/?v=1&a=0)

Afghan tribal elders and religious leaders agreed on Friday(June 4) to make peace with the Taliban, handing President Hamid Karzai a mandate to open negotiations with the insurgents who are fighting foreign forces and his government. Deputy head of Jirga conference Qiyamuddin Kashaf said the Afghan leaders at the Jirga agreed with Karzai's initiative for peace talk with the Taliban "We, the members of the jirga, come to an agreement to fully support the initiative plan by his Excellency Hamid Karzai for strengthening a long term peace which is the desire of our people and ending of war in our country," he told the conference in Kabul. President Karzai told the gathering that the resolution which emerged from three days talks was comprehensive and legitimate "Your resolution which was read in two national languages Dari and Pashto was comprehensive, perfect and legitimate, " Karzai told the gathering after listening to the resolution read out in the closing ceremony of the talks. "We have gathered here with a hope which is peace in our country .Now the path is clear, the path that has been shown and chosen by you, we will go on that step-by-step and this path will, Inshallah, take us to our destination," Karzai said. He urged the Taliban, who have virtually fought tens of thousands of U.S.-led NATO forces and the Afghan army to a bloody stalemate, to stop fighting. But there were few signs that the Taliban, who have dismissed the jirga as a phoney American-inspired show to perpetuate their involvement in the country, were ready to respond to the peace offer. The Taliban want the withdrawal of all foreign forces from the country before any negotiations can begin. The insurgency is at its most intense since the Taliban was ousted in 2001 and analysts say there is little reason for them to sue for peace. On Wednesday (June 02) the militants attacked the opening of the jirga with rockets and gunfire just as Karzai was speaking inside a giant marquee in the west of the capital. On Friday, the president took a helicopter to the tent site to address the closing session. The outcome of the conference was largely preordained, as the government had handpicked the delegates and broadly set the parameters of the discussion. The Taliban and other insurgent factions were not invited while the opposition boycotted the meeting saying it didn't represent the full spectrum of Afghan politics. Critics say the results of the jirga are more symbolic than practical, given the disdain with which the Taliban who control large parts of the country have treated the tribal assembly. Some saw it a show of national unity to wring more money out international donors ahead of a conference in July in Kabul. The jirga called for the establishment of a high commission to pursue peace efforts with the Taliban. But the gathering also said the gains made since the ouster of the hardline Islamists in the areas of democracy and women's rights should not be sacrificed in any opening toward them. NATO troops must continue to support Afghan army and ensure that Afghanistan does not become a battleground for regional players. Afghanistan's direct neighbours including Pakistan and Iran and near neighbours such as India and China are all seen as battling for influence ahead of a planned U.S. military withdrawal set to begin from mid-2011. Washington backs Karzai's plan for trying to reintegrate Taliban foot soldiers back to the mainstream but is wary of any overtures to senior Taliban figures, some of whom, including supreme leader Mullah Omar, are on its most wanted list. It would rather that the Taliban were put under pressure on the battlefield before reaching out to senior figures.

Reconciliation causes civil war
Reconciliation will cause civil war

Koch, 10 – former mayor of New York City and army veteran (Ed, “Withdraw From Afghanistan,” 6/29, http://www.newsmax.com/Koch/Afghanistan-withdraw-UStroops-Obama/2010/06/29/id/363364

A new factor that the president should consider is the prospect of an Afghan civil war. Dexter Filkins wrote in Sunday’s New York Times: “The drive by President Hamid Karzai to strike a deal with Taliban leaders and their Pakistani backers is causing deep unease in Afghanistan’s minority communities, who fought the Taliban the longest and suffered the most during their rule. The leaders of the country’s Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara communities, which make up close to half of Afghanistan’s population, are vowing to resist — and if necessary, fight — any deal that involves bringing members of the Taliban insurgency into a power-sharing arrangement with the government. Alienated by discussions between President Karzai and the Pakistan military and intelligence officials, minority leaders are taking their first steps toward organizing against what they fear is Mr. Karzai’s long-held desire to restore the dominance of ethnic Pashtuns, who ruled the country for generations.”
AT: Reconciliation moderates the Taliban
Reconciliation empowers the most extremist factions of the Taliban
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Having secured power in such a fashion, Mullah Omar’s regime may turn out to be entirely inward looking, with its radicalism posing a threat to no one other than the Afghans under its grip. At any rate, such was the argument used by Pakistan during the 1990s, when it urged deepened U.S. engagement with the Taliban. But this outcome is not at all certain—at least not today, after almost a decade of war with the United States. Precisely because the Taliban remain obdurately committed to an obscurantist brand of Islam, one that perceives the West to be decadent and immoral, not to mention a mortal threat to the entire Muslim world, there is nothing that prevents this group, once it has returned to power, from offering succor and assistance to other radical Islamists who would exploit this hospitality to wage war against other regional countries, the United States, and the West more generally. Indeed, it does so already. Even when out of power, the Taliban are intensely involved with a variety of extremist groups that have as their mission, primary or otherwise, the murder of “oppressors” and “infidels” who oppose their ideals. The notion of encouraging some kind of reconciliation with the Taliban that permits their confessional system to be accommodated in Afghanistan’s governing arrangements is therefore highly flawed—even if it were feasible ab initio—and would only reproduce the circumstances that precipitated U.S. military intervention to begin with.
AT: Reconciliation works – Saudi Arabia meeting
The Saudi Arabia meeting wasn’t a genuine reconciliation option

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Given the consistent rejection of reconciliation by the Taliban leadership over the years, the news reports that Saudi Arabia, once the chief financial backer of the Taliban, hosted secret talks in Mecca between representatives of the Karzai government and the Taliban’s rahbari shura seemed dramatic and utterly atypical. The confused reporting about this furtive event further amplified its impact. Some stories claimed that King Abdullah himself supervised the “negotiations”; others claimed that the former Pakistani prime minister, Nawaz Sharif, brokered the meeting and was present at the discussions; still others claimed that representatives of the Taliban’s allies, Hekmatyar and Haqqani, were present, and that Mullah Omar himself had submitted a list of demands that became the subject of negotiation.22 All told, the various news reports about this event, which took place in September 2008 around Eid al-Fitr, conveyed the impression of a fresh and concerted Saudi initiative that was intended, after many years of diplomatic absence, to force a negotiated termination of the conflict in Afghanistan because of the kingdom’s recognition of “the political weakness of Pakistan and the need to stem the growth of al Qaeda.”23

Although many details of this meeting are still unclear, it turns out that this Saudi-hosted event was far more prosaic than initially believed. For starters, neither Nawaz Sharif nor any representatives of Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani were actually present; more important, Mullah Omar and his rahbari shura were also not represented in any way. The highest Taliban members present at the meeting appear to been Mullah Abdul Salam Zaif, the former Taliban ambassador to Pakistan, and Maulavi Ahmad Mutawakil, the former Taliban foreign minister during the years in power. Neither Zaif nor Mutawakil is close to Omar, enjoys his confidence, or poses as his representative. Further, the initiative for the meeting—surprisingly, given all the news reports—did not come from the Saudis at all. In fact, Riyadh’s embarrassment at being associated with the Taliban historically and its general reticence in matters of diplomacy ensured that Karzai’s occasional requests for intercession with the Taliban were consistently ignored.24

The idea for this meeting instead came from Qayum Karzai, a U.S. citizen and the brother of the Afghan president, who worked several back channels for close to two years in an effort to pull together a private, informal discussion to explore the prospects of Taliban reconciliation outside of the official PTS program. The Saudis then played host to what was essentially a track-two effort, an orientation that all sides seem intent on maintaining because of the justified fear that any official odor could stymie the fledgling effort and render it otiose, just as the PTS initiative has become for most part. Finally, and most important, the Mecca meeting involved no negotiations between any of the parties, in part because the main Afghan “representative,” to the degree that he can be so labeled, was Qayum Karzai, who has no official position and, despite his relationship to the president, went out of his way to emphasize that he did not represent the Afghan government. Although the Saudi hosts are believed to have raised some political issues, the subsequent exchanges that occurred were for most part religious, appropriate perhaps for a seventeen-member Afghan delegation consisting of mullahs visiting Mecca for Ramadan. As Maulavi Ahmed Mutawakil, the former Taliban foreign minister who attended the event later described truthfully, “There were no talks and no Taliban representative was there. It was an ordinary and normal meeting and dinner.”25

For all its secrecy and hyperbole, the Saudi-hosted parleys therefore cannot be considered to be a meaningful contribution toward reconciliation with the Taliban leadership—at least not yet. The rahbari shura in any event rejected the initiative entirely with Mullah Hasan Rahmani, an intimate of Mullah Omar, declaring plainly that “today the Taliban are successful and the Americans and the NA TO forces are in a state of defeat. The enemy wants to engage the Taliban and deviate [sic] their minds. Sometimes they offer talks, sometimes they offer other fake issues. The Taliban never ever tried for such talks, neither do we want these talks to be held. Neither the Saudi Arabian initiative [in Mecca] nor the Saudi Arabian proposal [regarding Mullah Omar] is acceptable.”26 Al-Qaeda’s second in command, Ayman Al-Zawahiri, chimed in as well, tellingly noting that Afghan attempts to negotiate with the Taliban were “a sign of the government’s weakness.”27

AT: Withdraw causes reconciliation

Withdrawal isn’t enough – the Taliban will demand too much
Giustozzi, 10 – research fellow at the Crisis States Research Centre, London School of Economics. (Antonio, “Negotiating with the Taliban Issues and Prospects”, 6/25, http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/Giustozzi.pdf)

The Taliban seem immovable with regard to at least a symbolic gesture toward a withdrawal of foreign troops as a precondition for the opening of any serious negotiations. This is also what they demand in public: chasing foreign troops out of the country is the main motive of their propaganda. Another foremost precondition that they are imposing is some kind of recognition of the Taliban as a legitimate interlocutor (hence dropping the “terrorist” label). In practice, it is unlikely that they would be satisfied with only those preconditions. Some constitutional rearrangement and some form of power-sharing also would rank high among their demands, as well as the integration of their armed force within the national armed forces. The Taliban do not appear likely to accept the current Afghan constitution, even in a revised form; certainly they would demand a greater role for Islamic law in legislation, and a consequent Islamization of the judiciary. In terms of power-sharing, Afghan government officials have been hinting that President Karzai is ready to offer a number of governorships and ministerial position to the Taliban in the event of a reconciliation, but the Taliban do not seem to be interested in joining Karzai’s system. In the existing presidential system, Karzai could undo any appointment as he wishes, offering no guarantee to the Taliban that a deal would be respected in the medium and long-term. The Taliban also are very worried about the attitude of the Afghan security forces, mostly staffed with bitter enemies of the Taliban. In the absence of a thorough purge and reform of the existing security forces, the Taliban would not want to disarm, but would insist on maintaining their armed force as mobilized, either openly or in some disguised form. A financial package also might emerge as essential to a political settlement, particularly if the Taliban had to renounce to at least some of the revenue they currently gather. The Taliban leadership would insist on a financial scheme benefiting the movement as a whole, as opposed to or in combination with individual packages.25
Taliban says no to reconciliation
The Taliban will never agree to reconciliation – demands are too high

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
This indubitable conclusion is reinforced because Mullah Omar and his rahbari shura in Quetta have shown no inclination whatsoever to engage in any settlement of the sort rhetorically offered by Karzai. On the odd occasions when such offers appear to be entertained, the Taliban leadership has responded with outrageous and obviously unacceptable conditions, such as the complete withdrawal of all foreign forces from Afghanistan, the ceding of the ten southern Afghan provinces by Kabul to Taliban control, and the acceptance of the Taliban’s “Islamic” constitution as the political foundation of the Afghan state. As if emphasizing their thorough rejection of any conciliation with Kabul, the few insurgent leaders who have indicated a willingness to reach agreement with the Afghan government in the past have been invariably killed. Although this outcome is usually attributed in Afghanistan, with some justification, to the Pakistani intelligence services, it remains a dramatic signal to all would-be reconcilees that whatever Karzai’s or the international coalition’s preferences may be, neither Omar nor Hekmatyar nor Haqqani appears to have any interest in a negotiated end to the war in Afghanistan. This unnerving fact will continually undermine even the Obama administration’s recent endorsement of integration, which is aimed at the non-ideologically committed branch of the Taliban.

Karzai credibility high

Peace jirga will give Karzai credibility

MEMRI, 6/15 – The Middle East Media Research Institute (6/15/10, “Editorials in Afghan Dailies on the Consultative Peace Jirga,” http://www.memri.org/report/en/0/0/0/0/0/0/4377.htm) 

"The Consultative Peace Jirga was aimed at discussing ways to bring peace to the country through negotiations with the Taliban militants. The insurgents so far have not shown any sign of willingness to negotiate with the government, which they call as the Western puppet. Critics, therefore, believe that any peace talks will not be successful unless the government gets to a vantage point.

"The Taliban militants have demonstrated strength in challenging the government and international forces even in their most fortified bases such as the Bagram airbase and Kandahar over the last month. Under such circumstances, Taliban will not relinquish the ideology of the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan to embrace the Afghan constitution that runs diametrically counter to their concepts of what Afghanistan should look like.

"Added to that, while U.S. military action is heating up in the southern Kandahar region, Washington also does not want President Karzai to cede what it sees as unpalatable concessions to Taliban leaders. The U.S. officials want to see the momentum shifted to compel the militants to embrace peace based on the constitution and human rights. Before the peace Jirga, a senior official said that 'The red lines here are very clear,' while reiterating that only those who renounce violence and ties to Al-Qaeda, and who abide by the Afghan constitution – including women's rights – would be acceptable. On the other hand, officials from the Obama administration have said that the process is expected to boost Karzai's credibility as true national leader: "What we hope is that this process will help demonstrate Karzai as a true national leader."

Karzai’s capital is high due to strategic cooperation with the US

Bhadrakumar, 5/13 -- former Indian career diplomat who has served in Islamabad, Kabul, Tashkent and Moscow (5/13/10, M.K. Strategic Culture Foundation, “Karzai is the Winner – For the Present,” http://en.fondsk.ru/article.php?id=3027)

From this overall perspective, the outcome of Karzai’s talks in Washignton can be evaluated. One, Obama made it clear that notwithstanding the tensions of the past, the US is closing ranks with Karzai. He admitted candidly that tensions are endemic to “such a complicated, difficult environment” and the US will continue to be “frank” with Karzai while the latter will continue to “represent his country and insist that its sovereignty is properly respected”.

But the bottom-line is that “Our solidarity today sends an unmistakable message”. Obama complimented Karzai publicly that “progress…has been made, including strengthening anti-corruption efforts, improving governance at provincial and district levels, and progress towards credible parliamentary elections later this year.” In sum, Karzai carries back to Kabul considerable political capital even as Afghan interest groups strain to figure out their president’s standing in Obama’s court.

Karzai credibility low

No support for Karzai now - corruption

Telegraph.co.uk, 4/29 (2010, “Hamid Karzai's government supported by only one in four 'key' areas, report finds,” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/afghanistan/7650216/Hamid-Karzais-government-supported-by-only-one-in-four-key-areas-report-finds.html)
The report says that much of the country was either neutral to the government or otherwise supportive of the Taliban insurgency, blaming government corruption and lack of efficiency as major reasons.

"The overall assessment indicates that the population sympathizes with or supports the Afghan government in 24 percent (29 of 121) of all Key Terrain and Area of Interest districts," the quarterly report to Congress said.

"The establishment of effective governance is a critical enabler for improving development and security."

Mr Karzai has gone from a darling of the international powers who placed him at the head of the Afghan state in 2001 to facing accusations from the United States and other nations that he has allowed unchecked corruption.

Popular anger at Karzai's government, which is widely seen as corrupt and inefficient, has allowed the Taliban to "perceive 2009 as their most successful year," the Pentagon report said.

"Expanded violence is viewed as an insurgent victory, and insurgents perceive low voter turnout and reports of fraud during the past presidential election (in August 2009) as further signs of their success," the 150-page report said.

Credibility will be terminally low – Karzai is perceived as a fraud

MacKenzie, 9 -- director of the Institute for War and Peace Reporting in Afghanistan, and the Kabul correspondent for GlobalPost.com (11/3/09, Jean, Institute for War & Peace Reporting, “Karzai Credibility Still in Question Despite Poll Win,” http://www.iwpr.net/report-news/karzai-credibility-still-question-despite-poll-win)

With the announcement that a second round would not, in fact, take place, the tension in Kabul fell dramatically. Much of the international community had been locked down in anticipation of the vote; restrictions were lifted on many almost immediately. Political crisis gave way to more mundane concerns, such as the budding swine flu epidemic.

Afghans went about their normal business; many had already opted out of the election process, dismayed and disaffected by the political wrangling that had taken place.

But while Karzai gets to retain his seat for another five years, he does so under a cloud. His legitimacy will remain in question, since he never managed to gain the 50-percent-plus-one vote necessary for victory. His reputation has also taken a bad hit, with the very public airing of the fraud scandal.

Regardless of the speed with which international leaders rushed to congratulate him, Karzai will have an uphill battle to convince them that he is a credible partner who can deliver.

This could very well have a negative impact on the willingness of the international community to commit more resources to what is an increasingly unpopular war.

Withdraw collapses Karzai

Despite complications, US presence is on balance necessary for the functioning of Karzai’s government

MacKenzie, 9 -- director of the Institute for War and Peace Reporting in Afghanistan and reports for GlobalPost News (12/1, Jean, The New Republic, “Karzai’s Fall,” http://www.tnr.com/article/economy/karzais-fall?page=0,0)

So the dance between Karzai and his international backers continues. In his inauguration speech Karzai paid lip service to the West’s stated priority--corruption--although he stopped well short of admitting that the problem was as widespread as the United States insists it is. (According to the most recent Transparency International Index, the Afghan government ranks second on earth in perceived corruption by its population, trailing only Somalia.) Karzai called for reconciliation with “all dissatisfied compatriots”--his shorthand for the Taliban--and pledged that within five years Afghans would take the lead in all military operations.

However, the Afghan president understands only too well that his continued survival in office still depends, financially and militarily, on the West. “[Karzai] cannot maintain his government for more than a few days without American support,” said Ashraf Ghani Ahmadzai, former finance minister and failed presidential candidate. The United States cannot abandon Karzai, and he cannot afford to kick them out. The stalemate is thus likely to continue for the foreseeable future.

Karzai’s government owes its relative stability to the presence of US troops

Nicholls, 6/22 – staff reporter, The Majalla: Saudi-owned, London-based political journal published in Arabic and English (6/22/10, Grace, “Blind Spots to Peace,” http://www.majalla.com/en/geopolitics/article66672.ece?service=print)

Karzai’s claims of peace appear particularly dubious. Most at the conference agreed that as long as there are foreign troops in Afghanistan, peace will be elusive. Yet Karzai relies on the NATO forces for both his survival, and his cash. He wants them there, despite his regular criticisms of them for killing civilians, which allows him to score political points at home. One of the 200 recommendations to emerge was to put a timeline on foreign troops in Afghanistan, which Karzai appeared to endorse. Yet Karzai really doesn’t want a timeline. The Obama administration’s attempt at putting even a wishy-washy deadline on American involvement—Obama said he would start withdrawing combat troops in July 2011, which he has since backed away from —sent Karzai’s government into a panic.
Last month, Karzai went to Washington to make sure Obama wasn’t really serious about leaving in 2011. Karzai was publicly assured that the troops would be there well past 2011—perhaps even to the earliest date that Karzai has said he’ll need foreign troops to stick around, 2024. And though Karzai would like to see his enemies lay down their arms, US officials privately say that he’s not keen on giving them any real political power that could threaten his own.
Withdraw key to Karzai credibility

US presence undermines Karzai’s legitimacy 

Goodhand and Sedra, 7 – University of London, development studies lecturer AND Bonn Center for International Conversion research associate (February, 2007, Jonathan and Mark, “Bribes or Bargains? Peace Conditionalities and 'Post-Conflict': Reconstruction in Afghanistan,” informaworld)
However, Karzai is not a free agent, and his room for manoeuvre has been inﬂuenced by international policies as well as the domestic constellation of political forces. First, as Rubin argues, there was no mechanism to coordinate political measures with the benchmarks for the security and socio-economic transitions.  From the outset, international policies in the security sphere, notably US war conditionalities, undermined the scope for Karzai to marginalize regional strongmen.  The autonomy of US forces and their lack of accountability to the Afghan authorities highlight the perceived weakness of the Karzai regime, undermining his legitimacy. As Astri Suhrke notes, when the Karzai government appears to be so dependent on its ally and unable to inﬂuence its behaviour, potential supporters  may calculate that it is not safe to throw in their lot with the new administration.41 This has resulted in the continuation of ﬂuid political arrangements,  taking the form of ‘spot contracts’ or hedging rather than long-term aid-for-  peace bargains.

US presence guts Karzai’s domestic credibility – troops are perceived as overstaying their welcome

Zahir, 9 – news analyst, New America Media (12/1, “More Troops Won’t End War in Afghanistan,” http://news.ncmonline.com/news/view_article.html?article_id=eb962050f7dff9f9f6131e14fbc87d0a)

In previous comments about the Afghan war, Obama has said that he will “finish the job.” However, Afghan-Americans hope that sending in more troops is not his idea of finishing the job. Increasing the military presence in Afghanistan when Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s credibility has evaporated may send the wrong message. Recent headlines even revealed that Karzai’s brother was allegedly on the CIA payroll.

“Hamid Karzai and his cabinet are seen as western stooges with no willingness to practice their faith,” said Dr. Nazif Shahrani, a professor of Central Asian and Middle Eastern Studies at Indiana University. “The people of Afghanistan do not see loyalty and trust. They distrust Karzai. They distrust Americans.” 
Shahrani was commenting before the Afghanistan elections that resulted in Karzai winning another term. Since then, similar sentiments echo throughout cyberspace on such sites as the Facebook pages of Afghan Americans as well as live Afghan satellite television programming. 

“Frankly, Americans stayed too long in Afghanistan. They were welcome in the beginning but then there were a lot of casualties and innocent people were dying. Now they are not as well liked. That’s why Afghans are looking to the Taliban again and they are gaining momentum,” said one Afghan who works at an American-based NGO operating in Afghanistan and preferred to be anonymous. 

The combination of a discredited Afghan government and the feeling that U.S. troops have overstayed their welcome is formula for disaster in Afghanistan. But if sending more troops into Afghanistan is not the solution, what is? An alternative that might work to end the Afghan war is to decentralize the Afghan government, according to Shahrani.

Independent Karzai key to credibility

Rosenberg & Spiegel, 2/16 – staff reporters, The Wall Street Journal (2/16/10, “U.S. Bets Best Ally in Surge is Old One,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703315004575073550392085096.html)

By giving Mr. Karzai responsibility over key elements of the campaign, Western officials are hoping he will seize the battlefield advantage given to him by the arrival of thousands of fresh American troops and turn it into a chance to re-establish his government's—and his own—credibility.

Besides being given the last word on the Marjah offensive, Mr. Karzai has been briefed repeatedly on the battle plans, meeting frequently with Gen. McChrystal and speaking often with senior officials from Washington, including National Security Adviser James Jones, according to Afghan and U.S. officials.

"We want to make him own this. What we need is to make him into a Winston Churchill who can rally his people," said one person involved in the effort. Mr. Karzai, through spokesmen, declined repeated requests for comment.

Karzai key to Chinese involvement in reconciliation

Karzai is seeking Chinese involvement in reconciliation with the Taliban and economic restructuring – political capital is key to getting them on board

Aljazeera.net, 3/23 – television network headquartered in Doha, Qatar (3/23, “China Awaits Karzai for Key Talks,” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia-pacific/2010/03/201032381627590497.html)

Hamid Karzai, the Afghan president, is due to arrive in China on Tuesday for a state visit that will see economic and security concerns topping the agenda.

During his three-day visit Karzai is expected to seek China's diplomatic clout to help rein in a growing insurgency in his country.

Aid, trade and drug trafficking will also be on the agenda for Karzai's fourth trip to Beijing since he assumed the Afghan presidency more than eight years ago.

The focus on a diplomatic push to end the fighting comes at a time when violence in Afghanistan is at its highest since the US-backed ouster of the Taliban in 2001.

Karzai is expected to present the Chinese leadership with his plan for reconciliation with the Taliban, in a bid to muster international support for peace talks with the group and other armed anti-government groups.

He also wants China to weigh in with its ally, Pakistan, a vital player in regional security.

"The main goal is to ask China, as a close friend to Pakistan, to take part in a solution to the problems in Afghanistan," a source with knowledge of Karzai's agenda told the Reuters news agency.

Mutual gains
But financial issues are also likely to top the agenda, the AFP news agency reported.

"Most of what will be discussed with the Chinese government will be economic issues," Waheed Omar, a spokesman for Karzai, told reporters in the Afghan capital, Kabul, last week.

Beside economic gains for China, a more peaceful Afghanistan would cut the threat of violence in China's largely Muslim northwest Xinjiang region, and possibly curb a flow of heroin into the country.

But Chinese experts say Beijing is generally reluctant to get involved in Afghanistan, and even less keen to meddle via Pakistan, a staunch ally which it has long supplied with finance and arms.

"China is not going to put any pressure on Pakistan; problems between [Kabul and Islamabad] are for them to sort out. Pakistan is not a province of China," Zhao Gancheng, the director for South Asia at the Shanghai Institute for International Studies, told Reuters.

"This affects Pakistan's own fundamental interests so no country can affect it ... The US is constantly trying to put more pressure on them to tackle this issue and it has no effect."

Afghanistan is heavily dependent on international aid, but its government hopes the vast reserves of minerals will provide the key to eventual financial independence.
Karzai is pursuing diplomatic talks with China and Pakistan – international support is key

Reuters, 3/22 (2010, “Beijing-bound Karzai seeks China help in peace push,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE62L2EJ20100322)

Aid, trade and drug trafficking will also be on the agenda for Karzai's fourth visit to Beijing since taking the reins of power more than eight years ago. But with violence at its highest level since the U.S.-backed ouster of the Taliban in 2001, his main focus is on a new diplomatic push to end the fighting.

Karzai, who will meet Premier Wen Jiabao and President Hu Jintao, is trying to muster international support for peace talks with the Taliban and other insurgents. He wants China to weigh in with its ally, Pakistan, a vital regional player.

"The main goal is to ask China, as a close friend to Pakistan, to take part in a solution to the problems in Afghanistan," said a source with knowledge of Karzai's agenda.

Karzai has launched a high-profile effort this year to reach out to insurgents for talks, which took a step forward with the announcement on Monday that he had met a delegation from Hezb-i-Islami, one of the main insurgent factions.

Some Afghan and international diplomats fear Pakistan is interfering in efforts to start peace talks with the Taliban because it wants a bigger role in negotiations. Islamabad also worries Karzai is too close to rival India.

"That is one of the primary things he is doing in Beijing, insofar as it is possible. He is trying to shore up his relationship with Pakistan, and China's help is useful," said Andrew Small, a China and South Asia expert at the German Marshall Fund of the United States think-tank.

China could benefit from a more peaceful Afghanistan as its firms would find it easier to complete multi-billion dollar resource deals they have secured or are eyeing. It would cut the threat of violence in its largely Muslim northwest Xinjiang region, and possibly curb a flow of heroin into the country.

But Chinese experts say Beijing is reluctant to get any more involved in a country that has proven a quagmire for outsiders for centuries, and is now bogging down U.S. and NATO troops.

It is even less keen to meddle via Pakistan, a staunch ally which it has long supplied with finance and arms.

"China is not going to put any pressure on Pakistan; problems between (Kabul and Islamabad) are for them to sort out. Pakistan is not a province of China," said Zhao Gancheng, director for South Asia at the Shanghai Institute for International Studies.

"This affects Pakistan's own fundamental interests so no country can affect it ... The U.S. is constantly trying to put more pressure on them to tackle this issue and it has no effect."

Afghanistan is heavily dependent on international aid, but its government hopes the vast reserves of minerals will provide the key to eventual financial independence.

Its copper and iron are attractive to resource-hungry China, and two Chinese firms have committed to a $4 billion investment in the vast Aynak copper mine, south of Kabul, with production slated to start in 3 or 4 years.

Yet work on the project is progressing slower than expected.

Challenging conditions may have slowed the project but China is also happy to await the result of a surge in U.S. troops and other new policies aimed at curbing the insurgency.

"If things get better, China will step up investment, but if things don't, they will have to start withdrawing because without security, what kind of investment can you have?" said Zhao.

"I can only say that we must have a 'wait and see' attitude."

Karzai key to Chinese involvement in reconciliation

Karzai in talks with China now

Trend News, 3/24 -- biggest private news company in Azerbaijan, Caucasus and Central Asia (3/24/10, “Afghan President Karzai in China for Trade Talks,” http://en.trend.az/regions/world/afghanistan/1658282.html)

Afghan President Hamid Karzai is due to meet Chinese President Hu Jintao and other senior officials in Beijing, BBC reported.

Trade and China's investment in Afghanistan's war-torn economy are expected to be the main issues during Mr Karzai's three-day visit.

Cash-rich Beijing is looking to secure deals on developing Afghanistan's mineral deposits, correspondents say.

China is also concerned about the spread of Islamic militancy in its Xinjiang region on the Afghan border.

A troubled Afghanistan could be a source of instability in China's far-western region, the BBC's Michael Bristow in Beijing says.

President Karzai arrived in Beijing late on Tuesday.

He has brought a team of businessmen who will be looking to sign deals and secure investment from China, our correspondent says.

In 2007, a Chinese company won a tender to develop one of the world's largest copper mines in Afghanistan.

The state-owned China Metallurgical Group promised to invest nearly $3bn ($2bn) in the mine at Aynak in the province of Logar, south of Kabul.

There are also suggestions that the Afghan team will want to talk about natural gas fields and iron ore deposits, our correspondent adds.
Saudi Arabian Talks key to Taliban Talks

Karzai is pursuing negotiations with Saudi Arabia – key to Taliban talks

Rosenberg, 2/2 – reporter, The Wall Street Journal (2/2/10, “Karzai, in Saudi Arabia, Pursues Talban Talks,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703338504575041080433175408.html)

Afghan President Hamid Karzai arrived in Saudi Arabia Tuesday in a bid to jumpstart talks with the Taliban's leadership, despite doubts in the U.S., Europe and even among the militants themselves.

Most Afghans—from Taliban fighters in the south to Tajik politicians from the north to ordinary workers in Kabul—say there is only one foreign country they can depend on: Saudi Arabia.

In Mr. Karzai's view, that makes the kingdom his strongest partner for entering real negotiations with the Taliban, say people familiar with his thinking on the matter.

Saudi Arabia is already at the center of the most visible peace effort to date, hosting sporadic talks that began in 2008.

Through Saudi Arabia, "Afghanistan has direct contact with influential Taliban…now we are hopeful the negotiations can reach a very serious stage," said Ahmad Zia Seyamak Herawi, a spokesman for the president. "We want Saudi Arabia's further involvement."

Mr. Karzai's push for talks isn't entirely out of sync with the thinking of his allies at home or abroad. There's a growing consensus among Afghan, U.S. and allied officials that the war in Afghanistan will end at the negotiating table, not on the battlefield.

But there are sharp differences on when those talks should, or can, begin and with whom they should be held.

The U.S. and its allies say talks should wait until thousands of fresh American and European soldiers have had time to reverse the Taliban's battlefield momentum, and that the Taliban must cut its ties with al Qaeda before any talks are held. Western officials are also uncertain that Saudi Arabia can deliver, questioning how much influence the kingdom has with militants.

The Taliban, meanwhile, hasn't publicly budged from its official position that it won't talk until foreign troops withdraw, and it remains unclear whether Taliban leader Mullah Muhammad Omar has privately blessed the Saudi initiative.

Pakistan, too, remains on the fence. The Taliban's leadership council—known as the Quetta Shura—is believed to be based there and, because its depends on Islamabad's hospitality, it "can't move without the Pakistanis," said Abdullah Anas, an Algerian former jihadi who played a role in getting the Saudi peace effort started.

Mr. Karzai has said he also wants Pakistan to play a major role in the peace process. But the Pakistan's government denies Mullah Omar lives in their country, and its top civilian and military leaders have shown only cursory interest in the nascent peace process.

Mr. Karzai is nonetheless pressing to start negotiating as soon as possible and with whoever will talk. He has been in touch with insurgent leader Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, who is allied with the Taliban, and Afghan officials have suggested they may at some point ask the United Nations to remove Mullah Omar's name from its "blacklist," which freezes bank accounts and prohibits travel for those on it.

Mr. Karzai has also invited Taliban leaders to attend a peace jirga—a traditional Afghan leadership council—in Kabul in March, an offer to which he's gotten no response.

Alongside the efforts to begin talking to Taliban leaders—known in Afghan parlance as "reconciliation"—Mr. Karzai's government recently announced what it calls a "reintegration" plan to offer lower-level militants jobs and other incentives to stop fighting.

Although previous initiatives have enjoyed only limited success, the reintegration efforts have won the financial backing of Afghanistan's Western allies, and Mr. Karzai is expected to discuss additional financing with the Saudis during his two-day visit.

But it is starting real talks with top-level Taliban that remains the most elusive goal, and the Saudi-sponsored effort offers a snapshot of how hard it may be to take the talks to what Mr. Karzai's spokesman calls a "serious stage."

***Solvency
De facto partition aff solvency mechanism
Withdrawing to 40,000 troops allows the US to defend the northern and western portions of Afghanistan and maintain air power and special ops to prevent the Taliban’s rise – it amounts to a defacto partition that prevents total US withdrawal

Blackwill, 10 –International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, senior fellow at the RAND Corporation, and US Ambassador to India  (Robert, "A De Facto Partition for Afghanistan", Politico, 7/7,

http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20240/de_facto_partition_for_afghanistan.html)


What then? If the COIN strategy cannot produce the desired results in the next 12 months, the administration has six broad policy alternatives: 
1) It can stay the course with the failing COIN strategy, or even "double down" on the U.S. commitment -- despite the lack of intrinsic U.S. vital national interests tied to Afghanistan. 
2) It can seek other ways to entice the Afghan Taliban to end violence and enter into a coalition government. Karzai now seems to be pursuing this, but his efforts can not alter the grim realities on the Pashtun battle field or the enemy's sustained intransigence. As Panetta says, why negotiate if you believe you are winning? 
3) It can try to save parts of Pashtun Afghanistan, locale by locale -- in an ink-blot strategy -- fighting in some areas and acquiescing in others. But this would mean continuing major U.S. and NATO casualties in the south. It also allows the Taliban -- like the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese -- to concentrate its forces, ink blot by ink blot, among a sympathetic or intimidated local Pashtun population. In any case, it only delays the inevitable -- when U.S. forces depart. 
4) It can opt, as Vice President Joe Biden reportedly counseled before Obama's surge decision, not to fight the Taliban in the countryside. It can, instead, defend Kabul and Kandahar (epicenter of the Pashtuns and the Taliban's spiritual birthplace); intensify efforts to lure Taliban who can be bought with money or political power, and work with local warlords rather than the central government. 
5) It can initiate rapid withdrawal of all American forces, which would produce a strategic calamity for the United States. For it could lead, first, to all-out Afghan civil war; then, to the Taliban's probable conquest of the entire country. Since Afghanistan's neighbors would likely be drawn in, it could ultimately destabilize the entire region. 
It could also dramatically increase likelihood of the Islamic radicalization of Pakistan, which then calls into question the security of its nuclear arsenal. It may also weaken, if not rupture, the budding U.S.-India strategic partnership. 
In addition, it would profoundly undermine NATO, perhaps convincing the alliance to never again go "out of area." It could trigger global support for Islamic extremist ideology and increased terrorism against liberal societies everywhere. 
And worldwide, friends and adversaries alike would see it as a failure of international leadership and strategic resolve by an ever weaker United States, with destructive aftershocks for years to come. 
6) Or it can adopt new U.S. policy goals for Afghanistan that, realistically, have a better chance of succeeding. This means accepting a de facto partition, enforced by U.S. and NATO air power and special forces, the Afghan army and international partners.

After years of faulty U.S. policy toward Afghanistan, there are no quick, easy and cost-free ways to escape the current deadly quagmire. But, with all its problems, de facto partition offers the best available U.S. alternative to strategic defeat. 
Announcing that we will retain an active combat role in Afghanistan for years to come and that we do not accept permanent Taliban control of the south, the United States and its allies could withdraw combat forces from most of Pashtun Afghanistan (about half the country), including Kandahar, over several months. 
We would stop fighting and dying in the mountains, valleys and urban areas of southern Afghanistan - where 102 coalition soldiers were killed in June, the most in any month of the war and almost three times as many as a year ago. But we could be ready to assist tribal leaders on the Pashtun periphery, who may decide to resist the Taliban. 
We would then focus on defending the north and west regions -- roughly 60 percent of the population. These areas, including Kabul, are not Pashtun-dominated and locals are largely sympathetic to U.S. efforts. 
We would offer the Afghan Taliban an agreement in which neither side seeks to enlarge its territory -- if the Taliban stopped supporting terrorism, a proposal that they would almost certainly reject. 
We would then make it clear that we would rely heavily on U.S. air power and special forces to target any Al Qaida base in Afghanistan, as well as Afghan Taliban leaders who aided them. We would also target Afghan Taliban encroachments across the de facto partition lines and terrorist sanctuaries along the Pakistan border. 
Though careful analysis is needed, this might mean a long-time residual U.S. military force in Afghanistan of about 40,000 to 50,000 troops. We would enlist Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras and supportive Pashtun in this endeavor, as well as our NATO allies, Russia, India, Iran, perhaps China, Central Asian nations and, hopefully, the U.N. Security Council. 
We would continue accelerating our Afghan army training. We would devote nation-building efforts to the north and west region where, unlike the Pashtun, people are not conflicted about accepting U.S. help and not systematically coerced by the Taliban. 
There might even come a time when a stronger Afghan National Army might take control of the Pashtun areas. 
Such fundamentally changed U.S. objectives and strategies regarding Afghanistan would dramatically reduce U.S. military causalities and thus minimize domestic political pressure for hasty withdrawal. It would substantially lower our budget-breaking military expenditures on Afghanistan - now nearly $7 billion per month. 
This would also allow the U.S. Army and Marines to recover from years of fighting two ground wars; increase the likelihood that our coalition allies, with fewer casualties, might remain over the long-term; encourage most of Afghanistan's neighbors to support an acceptable stabilization of the country, and reduce Islamabad's ability to parlay the U.S. ground role in southern Afghanistan into tolerance for terrorism emanating from Pakistan. 
In addition, it would allow Washington to focus on four issues more vital to its national interests: the rise of Chinese power, the Iranian nuclear weapons program, nuclear terrorism and the future of Iraq.

De facto partition aff solvency mechanism

A partition that retains US airpower will deter Taliban support for terrorism
Blackwill, 10 –International Council Member, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, senior fellow at the RAND Corporation, and US Ambassador to India  (Robert, "A De Facto Partition for Afghanistan", Politico, 7/7,

http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20240/de_facto_partition_for_afghanistan.html)

There are certainly problems with this approach:

The Taliban could trumpet victory, or not accept a sustained status quo and continually test our resolve. It is likely that lower level violence could persist in Afghanistan for the foreseeable future, especially in the south. Pashtun Afghanistan could again become a hotbed of international terrorism, a dangerous outcome that probably could only be avoided by U.S. combat forces fighting there for years - and, in any case, the current Al Qaida epicenter is in Pakistan. 
In the context of de facto partition, the sky over Pashtun Afghanistan would be dark with manned and unmanned coalition aircraft -- targeting not only terrorists but, as necessary, the new Taliban government in all its dimensions. Taliban civil officials -- like governors, mayors, judges and tax collectors -- would wake up every morning not knowing if they would survive the day in their offices, while involved in daily activities or at home at night. 
But there would be no mountain caves in which they could hide and, at the same time, do their jobs. Over time, that could produce some degree of deterrence against Taliban support for terrorism. 

Predator drones require basing in Afghanistan

Predators require basing within Afghanistan to work
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
That this argument is flawed is not hard to see. Even if the problem of al-Qaeda being intermixed with the Taliban is entirely disregarded for purposes of argument, the notion that standoff attacks would suffice to suppress this elusive adversary is entirely quixotic. For starters, even vehicles capable of conducting interdiction strikes need to be based in some proximity to the enemy; operations against al-Qaeda today are conducted primarily through combat air power and Special Forces based in Afghanistan. Because Pakistan and the Central Asian states will not permit basing war-fighting assets on their territories—a fact unlikely to change in the foreseeable future—the only alternative, if coalition military forces exit Afghanistan, will be to rely either on airfields farther away in the Persian Gulf states or on American aircraft carriers operating in the Arabian Sea.45 The latter, of course, cannot base the Predator systems at the present time; and, although other forms of air power can be deployed from both the Gulf states—assuming they are agreeable—and from aircraft carriers, the distance from launch site to target in both instances is so great that it would be shocking if such missions turned out to be effective in any but the smallest number of cases.

AT: Drones bad

Obama is increasing drone strikes now
Collins, 10 - a retired Army officer, teaches strategy at the National War College. From 2001 to 2004, he was deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations (Joseph, “The way ahead in Afghanistan,” Armed Forces Journal, July, http://armedforcesjournal.com/2010/07/4653525)

Confounding those who doubted his will, Obama in the first 14 months of his administration has twice reinforced our Afghanistan contingent of now nearly 100,000 service members. He has also more than doubled the 2008 drone strikes against terrorist targets in Afghanistan and Pakistan. In a May visit to Washington, Afghan President Hamid Karzai also received a promise from the White House for a deeper, long-term strategic relationship that will cement the U.S.-Afghan partnership beyond the sound of the guns. As the Iraq war fades, the “other war” in Afghanistan has become America’s main effort in the war on terrorism. It is impossible for any U.S. president to abandon or disregard such commitments. 
Drone casualties have plummeted

Zenko, 10 - Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations (Micah, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” Interview with Greg Bruno, 6/2, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html)
You mentioned targeting of civilians. How good is the United States at targeting terrorists and avoiding civilian casualties? 
It's very difficult to know how many civilians or unintended targets have been struck by U.S. drone strikes in Pakistan. Within minutes [of a strike], casualties are withdrawn by militants and they're all buried by sunset in accordance with Muslim law. The United States in some instances is able to get DNA samples or people on the ground who can identify exactly who was killed, but it's very hard to know. I was told recently by a very senior U.S. official that in the last six months, they knew that only one civilian had been killed. So it's likely that, one, we're better at doing it; and, two, the intelligence provided by the Pakistani government is significantly better.
AT: Afghan democracy bad
Afghan authoritarianism will cause the violent overthrow of the government
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
More problematically, however, because political competition is invariably a struggle for power and plenty, there will be little to prevent the disadvantaged entities within the country from allying with whatever sources of support might be available—including international terrorist groups—to overthrow the existing order since, by definition, neither the peaceful transfer of rule nor the nonviolent reallocation of resources is possible within an authoritarian state, especially one that derives its social basis of support from some narrow, competitive, and exclusionary subnational formations. This very dynamic, in fact, reflects why the Taliban currently have been able to secure significant local backing in the southern and eastern regions of the country. If a democratic dispensation, such as that represented by the Karzai regime, has already contributed mightily to the upsurge in the Taliban insurgency through its unhelpful policy of favoring some consanguineal tribes at the expense of others, any authoritarian government in Kabul will only magnify the problem even more dangerously. Whatever its promises ex ante, therefore, even a benevolent dictatorship will not produce ex post the increases in Afghan national security required to satisfy the international community and the United States.

***Terrorism advantage

Terrorism risk increasing

Terrorism risk from al Qaeda growing now

Coughlin 10—journalist (Con, 1/16, The Daily Telegraph, “Resurgent al-Qaeda is poised to strike” Lexis Nexis) 

AL-QAEDA has restructured its global network and has the capability to carry out a wide range of terrorist attacks against Western targets, according to a detailed US intelligence assessment.
The analysis was conducted in the wake of the failed Christmas Day bomb plot.

The growing strength of al-Qaeda's support in Britain is a concern for US agencies as they attempt to prevent further attacks after Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, a Nigerian student who studied at London's University College, nearly succeeded in detonating a bomb concealed in his underpants as Northwest airlines flight 253 made its approach to Detroit airport.

American intelligence officials are still investigating claims that Abdulmutallab was radicalised while he was a student, although British security officials insist that he was radicalised in Yemen after he left London.

The failure of British security officials to alert their American counterparts to Abdulmutallab's radical activities while he was president of UCL's Islamic Society has led to increased tensions between Washington and London.

This week Alan Johnson, the Home Secretary, confirmed that Britain had not passed any information to America about Abdulmutallab prior to the attempted bombing.

While in London, Abdulmutallab regularly presided over debates that denounced Britain's involvement in the war on terror and America's Guantánamo Bay facility.

American officials now believe Britain poses a threat to Western security because of the large number of al-Qaeda supporters that are active in the country.

Two years ago Jonathan Evans, the head of MI5, estimated that there were 2,000 al-Qaeda sympathisers based in Britain, the largest concentration of al-Qaeda activists in any Western country.

American officials believe the figure is growing all the time. They point out that recent al-Qaeda terrorist attacks have been planned by British-based Muslims, many of whom had been trained in al-Qaeda camps in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

With al-Qaeda's leadership under pressure from Nato and Pakistani security forces, there are reports that scores of British activists are travelling to Yemen and Somalia to attend al-Qaeda training camps in preparation for terrorist attacks against Western targets.

"The level of al-Qaeda activity in Britain is becoming a major source of concern," said a senior State Department official. "The organisation's ability to use Britain as a base to plot terror attacks constitutes a serious threat to the security of Britain and other Western countries."

American officials have been shocked by the resurgence of al-Qaeda's terrorist operations in recent weeks after a series of attacks on US targets. In November, a US Army major with links to al-Qaeda in Yemen killed 13 soldiers and injured another 30 at the Fort Hood military base in Texas. A week after Abdulmutallab's failed attack in Detroit, an al-Qaeda double agent managed to kill seven CIA officials in a suicide bomb attack at their headquarters in Afghanistan.

The surge has led US officials to conclude that al-Qaeda is planning a series of attacks later in the year, some of them in Britain. Abdulmutallab is reported to have told his American interrogators that there were another 25 trained al-Qaeda terrorists ready to carry out similar attacks against Western targets.

Only two years ago Michael Hayden, a former CIA director, boasted that America had al-Qaeda on the run. Its terrorist infrastructure in Iraq and Saudi Arabia had been destroyed, and its organisational network in other parts of the world was under pressure, especially along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border.

"On balance we are doing pretty well," said Mr Hayden at the time. There had been "significant setbacks for al-Qaeda globally".

Since then al-Qaeda's leadership, the majority of which is still based along Pakistan's North-West frontier, has worked to rebuild its global network.

Recent analysis by the world's top intelligence agencies shows that al-Qaeda can call on operatives all over the world, although the various terror cells have different capabilities. For example, while terrorist cells in countries such as Uruguay and Paraguay have what experts call a "watching brief", others in Indonesia and the Philippines play an active role in the planning and execution of terrorist plots.

"The threat from al-Qaeda and its affiliates remains high, though not on the scale of bringing off another 9/11 attack," said Peter Bergen, the last Western journalist to interview Osama bin Laden before the September 11 attacks, and an expert on the terrorist group. "But al-Qaeda militants can still pull off attacks on commercial aircraft and other key elements of the global economy."

The emergence of Yemen as a terrorist training and recruitment centre for al-Qaeda is a concern for American intelligence officials.
Taliban linked with al Qaeda
Taliban and Al Qaeda are working together

Gall and Travernise 10—Afghanistan and Pakistan journalist for NYT and Istanbul bureau chief (Carlotta and Sabrina, 5 7, The New York Times, “Pakistani Taliban Are Said to Expand Alliances,” Lexis Nexis)

ISLAMABAD, Pakistan -- The Pakistani Taliban, which American investigators suspect were behind the attempt to bomb Times Square, have in recent years combined forces with Al Qaeda and other groups, threatening to extend their reach and ambitions, Western diplomats, intelligence officials and experts say.

Since the group's formation in 2007, the main mission of the Pakistani Taliban has been to maintain their hold on territory in Pakistan's tribal areas to train fighters for jihad against American and NATO forces in Afghanistan and, increasingly, to strike at the Pakistani state as the military pushes into these havens.

Pakistan's military offensives and intensifying American drone strikes have degraded their capabilities. But the Pakistani Taliban have sustained themselves through alliances with any number of other militant groups, splinter cells, foot soldiers and guns-for-hire in the areas under their control.

Those groups have ''morphed,'' a Western diplomat said in a recent interview. Their common agenda, training and resource sharing have made it increasingly difficult to distinguish one from another. The alliances have also added to their skills and tactics and list of shared targets.

''They trade bomb makers and people around,'' a senior United States intelligence official said Thursday in an interview. ''It's becoming this witches' brew.''

The senior intelligence official said that in recent years the overall ability and lethality of these groups had dropped, but that the threat to individual countries like the United States had increased somewhat because the groups cooperated against a range of targets.

Not least among the groups is Al Qaeda, which is exerting growing influence over the others. The Pakistani Taliban increasingly serve as its fig leaf, some experts said.

''The Taliban is the local partner of Al Qaeda in Pakistan,'' said Amir Rana, the director of the Pakistan Institute for Peace Studies, who has tracked militant networks for years. ''It has no capacity for an international agenda on its own.''

It’s impossible to separate al Qaeda and the Taliban
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Unfortunately for the advocates of exit from Afghanistan, the sharp distinctions that they seek to draw between the Taliban and al-Qaeda are simply not tenable today. Although there was indeed a clear distinction, and even an uneasy relationship between the two, in the years prior to September 11, 2001, many key elements of the Taliban insurgency and al-Qaeda have since become intertwined and inseparable.40 Al-Qaeda’s focus still remains primarily the global jihad, but it also aids a variety of Taliban and other insurgent activities in Pakistan’s tribal belt and in Afghanistan. This support is usually manifested through financial assistance, technical training, operational coordination, and shared logistics, and it is oriented toward buttressing the insurgent networks and their sanctuaries that permit al-Qaeda to operate from and exploit as necessary for its continued effectiveness. Many of the Taliban’s constituent components, in turn, contribute to al-Qaeda operations through assistance in recruiting, tactical cooperation wherever relevant, and cooperative attacks on common adversaries.

The bottom line, therefore, is that it is virtually impossible today to distinguish between al-Qaeda and many of its Taliban confederates on the ground because their operational collaboration is so extensive and multifarious. Mullah Dadullah Akhund, a key Afghan Taliban commander described before his death the relationship between the Taliban and al-Qaeda by stating plainly, “We like the Al Qaeda organization. We consider it a friendly and brotherly organization, which shares our ideology and concepts. We have close ties and constant contacts with it. Our cooperation is ideal.” Admitting that the Taliban cooperates with al-Qaeda in Afghanistan, he acknowledged that “when we need them, we ask for their help. For example, the bombings we carry out—we learned it from them. We learn other types of operations from them as well…. We cooperate and help each other.”41 This symbiotic relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban is now also reflected in the latter’s worldview. As Thomas Johnson has demonstrated in his careful analysis of Taliban “night letters,” the early focus on local Afghan issues has been complemented by new invocations directed toward the global ummah, often employing the locutions associated with Osama Bin Laden. This expanding worldview, even if largely rhetorical for now, corroborates the deepening entanglement between the Taliban and al-Qaeda, a shift that Johnson concludes is explicable only “as the Taliban gather strength and other international events turn against the West.”42

AT: Can’t solve – terrorism is domestic

Domestic terrorists receive training abroad

Nelson and Bodurian 10 – senior fellow and director of the Homeland Security and Counterterrorism Program at CSIS and research assistant and program coordinator for the Homeland Security and

Counterterrorism Program at CSIS (3 1, “A Growing Terrorist Threat? Assessing ‘Homegrown’ Extremism in the United States” http://csis.org/files/publication/100304_Nelson_GrowingTerroristThreat_Web.pdf)
The five “cases” discussed in this paper—which were part of a larger trend of heightened domestic extremism during 2009—proved so unsettling, in part, because they seemed to contradict much of the recent thinking concerning radicalization and terrorism in the United States. Both policymakers and the public have tended to classify extremist violence as a problem with origins outside the United States.2 This trend gained momentum after the September 11, 2001, attacks, when President George W. Bush invoked the Afghanistan and Iraq Wars as part and parcel of the United States’ counterterrorism strategy. As the president said in a June 2005 speech, we were focused on “taking the fight to the terrorists abroad, so we don’t have to face them here at home.”3

But what if the terrorists we face already live here at home? As this report shows, the acceleration of domestic extremism poses a number of serious considerations for U.S. policymakers and officials in charge of counterterrorism and homeland security. Had they successfully linked up with militants in Afghanistan, for instance, the “Northern Virginia Five” could have used their fluency in English and understanding of American culture to aid Taliban attacks on U.S. troops. David Coleman Headley appears to have utilized his U.S. passport to gain access to India to undertake preparations for the Mumbai attacks; his alleged coconspirators, operating with Pakistani documentation, faced far more significant barriers to entry.

Najibullah Zazi offers the clearest example of an oft-discussed hypothetical—namely, that U.S. legal residents and citizens might travel abroad to receive explosives or weapons training in terrorist camps, then return here to plan and execute attacks. Given the United States’ largely effective post-9/11 efforts to prevent foreign terrorist infiltration, these sorts of homegrown recruits may represent the best chance for al Qaeda and other global terrorist organizations to launch a major attack in the United States. Of course, would-be domestic extremists need not acquire training abroad to inflict substantial harm at home, as the Fort Hood shootings revealed. The threats posed by homegrown extremism, then—even if not widespread—demand a close examination.

***Overstretch advantage

1ac – credibility advantage
The US won’t withdraw in July 2011 – but the announcement of the deadline is perceived as withdrawal
Rogin, 10 - staff writer for Foreign Policy, Prior to that, Josh covered defense and foreign policy for Congressional Quarterly. Josh has also worked at the House International Relations Committee, and the Brookings Institution (Josh, “Petraeus: Withdrawal timeline does not mean "switching off the lights",” The Cable, 6/29, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/petraeus_withdrawal_timeline_does_not_mean_switching_off_the_lights)

When General David Petraeus testifies today on Capitol Hill, his main job will be to carefully define the timeline for the beginning of America's exit from Afghanistan, a timeline that has stakeholders in Washington and throughout the region confused and concerned. 

"As the President has stated, July 2011 is the point at which we will begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government will take more and more responsibility for its own security," Petraeus wrote in his advanced questions submitted to the Senate Armed Services Committee and obtained by The Cable. "As the President has also indicated, July 2011 is not a date when we will be rapidly withdrawing our forces and -switching off the lights and closing the door behind us." 

His job will also be to defend President Obama's decision to set a public date for the beginning of the withdrawal in the first place, by arguing that having a time line in the public discussion helps pressure the Afghans to move faster toward being able to govern and secure their country on their own. 

"I believe there was value in sending a message of urgency -- July 2011... But it is important that July 2011 be seen for what it is:  the date when a process begins, in which the reduction of US forces must be based on the conditions at the time, and not a date when the U.S. heads for the exits," he wrote to the committee. He stressed that multiple times that the pace of the drawdown would be "conditions based." 

But even in his own writing to the committee, Petraeus acknowledged that the enemy, the Taliban and other insurgents in Afghanistan, are waiting out the coalition and biding their time until foreign forces decide to leave. 

"Insurgent leaders view their tactical and operational losses in 2010 as inevitable and acceptable.  The Taliban believe they can outlast the Coalition's will to fight and believe this strategy will be effective despite short-term losses.  The Taliban also believe they can sustain momentum and maintain operational capacity," he wrote. 

One of the main enablers of any U.S. exit is the development of the Afghan National Security Forces, which has not gone at the pace the coalition had hoped. Petraeus wrote that he would review the situation of the ANSF within four months of assuming command, if confirmed. 

As of the latest review, only 5 out of 19 Afghan National Army brigades can function without a majority of their functions supported by the U.S., according to Petraeus, and only 2 out of 7 major headquarters can function properly without significant coalition support. As of June 27, there are 7,261 ANA troops in the city of Kandahar and 6,794 Afghan soldiers in Helmand province, Petraeus wrote. 

He also said that a comprehensive plan to reintegrate some Taliban fighters is under final review with President Hamid Karzai and "offers the potential to reduce violence and provide realistic avenues to assimilate Pashtun insurgents back into Afghanistan society." 

Petraeus promised to take a look at the rules of engagement that U.S. soldiers in Afghanistan feel are tying their hands in the fight, but he didn't say whether he was leaning toward changing them or not. 

Meanwhile, confusion over the president's timeline persists both in Washington and abroad as interested parties try to interpret the July 2011 date in a way that serves their own political interests. 

 House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-CA, said Monday that there would be "a serious drawdown" next summer, seemingly getting ahead of the administration in an effort to appease the liberal wing of her caucus, which is threatening to not support more funding for the war. 

Two of the committee members Petraeus will face today, Sens. John McCain, R-AZ, and Lindsey Graham, R-SC, held a press conference Thursday to announce their opposition to setting any public date, no matter what the caveats. 

Foreign leaders are especially confused, particularly the Afghan and Pakistani governments, who see a difference between public promises of drawdowns and private assurances from the administration that the July 2011 date would not precipitate large scale troop reductions. 

One high level diplomatic source said that Pakistani and Afghan leaders believe that they were told by National Security Advisor Jim Jones that there was not going to be a big withdrawal and the there would be "no reduction in commitment" in July 2011. 

But regardless of whether the administration sent mixed messages, the nuance of their time line policy has been misunderstood or ignored in the region, as various actors start to plan strategies with the expectation that U.S. troops are leaving. 

"In retrospect, despite all the caveats, it was a mistake to put such a date certain for the beginning of withdrawal," said Shuja Nawaz, director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council. "The word beginning was lost and it strengthens the ability of different interests to hedge, which is exactly what they've been doing." 

Overstretch advantage – strategic reserve internal link
Afghanistan has depleted the US strategic reserve of ground forces

Friedman, 10 - American political scientist. He is the chief intelligence officer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor.  Prior to Stratfor, Friedman spent almost twenty years in academia, teaching political science at Dickinson College. During this time, he regularly briefed senior commanders in the armed services as well as the U.S. Army War College (George, “The 30-Year War in Afghanistan,” Stratfor, 6/29,
http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan)
There is an anomaly in this strategy, however. Where the United States previously had devolved operational responsibility to allied groups, or simply hunkered down, this strategy tries to return to devolved responsibilities by first surging U.S. operations. The fourth phase actually increases U.S. operational responsibility in order to reduce it.

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. Whatever Afghanistan’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. 

AT: Tellis evidence about support for Karzai

Tellis doesn’t account for Karzai’s corrupt re-election

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Although Karzai is seeking reelection as president, international—including American— disenchantment with his candidacy is at an all-time high, as most Western capitals have concluded that his narrow self-interests as a politician are increasingly out of sync with what is required to stabilize Afghanistan. Because Karzai has the greatest name recognition among all the potential presidential candidates in Afghanistan, it is possible that he will win reelection even though his government is judged by a majority of Afghans to be more corrupt than previous periods of Taliban, mujahideen, and communist rule. The prospect of Karzai’s reelection, despite his failure to deliver on security and development, has led to a dangerous fall in the public’s confidence in democracy and its ability to produce change—a development that, obviously, has serious implications for the coalition’s ability to defeat the Taliban.

AT: Failure solves overstretch – makes withdrawal inevitable

Failure will keep the US in Afghanistan indefinitely
Douthat, 10 – Op Ed Columnist for the New York Times, previously, he was a senior editor at the Atlantic (Ross, “One Way Out,” New York Times, 6/28, lexis)
Here is the grim paradox of America's involvement in Afghanistan: The darker things get and the more setbacks we suffer, the better the odds that we'll be staying there indefinitely.

Not the way we're there today, with 90,000 American troops in-theater and an assortment of NATO allies fighting alongside. But if the current counterinsurgency campaign collapses, it almost guarantees that some kind of American military presence will be propping up some sort of Afghan state in 2020 and beyond. Failure promises to trap us; success is our only ticket out.

Why? Because of three considerations. First, the memory of 9/11, which ensures that any American president will be loath to preside over the Taliban's return to power in Kabul. Second, the continued presence of Al Qaeda's leadership in Pakistan's northwest frontier, which makes it difficult for any American president to contemplate giving up the base for counterterrorism operations that Afghanistan affords. Third, the larger region's volatility: it's the part of the world where the nightmare of nuclear-armed terrorists is most likely to become a reality, so no American president can afford to upset the balance of power by pulling out and leaving a security vacuum behind.

This explains why the Obama administration, throughout all its internal debates and strategic reviews, hasn't been choosing between remaining in Afghanistan and withdrawing from the fight. It's been choosing between two ways of staying.
***Other 

Presence includes combat troops
Presence includes combat troops
Nekoomaram, 9 – graduate student at American University in the journalism master’s program and reports on international affairs as a fellow at Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty  (Ladan, American Observer, 11/10, “US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world”, http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world )

The United States has military presence in over 130 countries, according to a Department of Defense report for 2008. No other nation in the world has such widespread global military presence.

According to The Center for Research and Globalization, an independent research organization, “The United States Military is currently deployed to more locations than it has been throughout history.”

Not only does the U.S. have military in a significant number of countries, but it also has diplomatic relations with almost every country. A June 29, 2009 report from the State Department indicated that there are 192 countries in the world. The U.S. has diplomatic relations with all but four: Bhutan, Cuba, Iran and North Korea. 

Simply put, foreign policy decisions made by leaders elected in the United States directly impact the rest of the world.

While the effects of our military deployment impact those who know someone in uniform, many U.S. citizens rarely see the consequences, unless they make headline news.

U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians. 

Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a miitary base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters.

Al Qaeda is in Pakistan

All of al Qaeda’s senior leadership is in Pakistan

Zenko, 10 - Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations (Micah, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” Interview with Greg Bruno, 6/2, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html)
So then what's controversial about the drone program? 
As the senior counterterrorism official in the State Department Daniel Benjamin said in early 2010, the tribal areas of Pakistan remain the beating heart of al-Qaeda. Despite the reporting that there are growing elements within places like Somalia and Yemen, al-Qaeda's central core leadership remains in Pakistan. This is after eight years and roughly 125 drone strikes. The question is whether or not [drone attacks] prohibit more comprehensive and coordinated strategies that are required to deal with the underlying problems of why foreign terrorists are allowed to operate from there.
NATO withdrawal inevitable
Europe will inevitably withdraw in a year

Collins, 10 - a retired Army officer, teaches strategy at the National War College. From 2001 to 2004, he was deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations (Joseph, “The way ahead in Afghanistan,” Armed Forces Journal, July, http://armedforcesjournal.com/2010/07/4653525)
Second, the costs of this war in time, blood and treasure have been high. For the U.S., the war has gone on for nearly nine years, longer than U.S. combat troops were in Vietnam. For Afghanistan, this spring marked 32 years of uninterrupted war. A thousand U.S. war dead, 700 fallen allies and tens of thousands of Afghan dead bear silent witness to the high cost of this protracted conflict. The month of June, with more than 100 allied deaths, was the worst month since the war started. Pakistan has suffered more than 30,000 casualties during the war on terrorism. In a recent visit here, Gen. Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, the Pakistani Army chief, reminded his U.S. audiences that in 2009 alone, the Pakistani Army suffered 10,000 casualties in its battles against the Pakistani Taliban. Politically, most of the NATO nations, unaccustomed to war, are wavering. In Europe, their delicate coalition governments are dealing with serious fiscal problems and low public support for fighting in Afghanistan. American pleas for a larger European contribution have fallen on deaf ears, and most European combat contingents may be withdrawn within a year. War weariness among all combatants is likely to be a significant change agent in the next few years. 
Withdrawal inevitable – July 2011 date

Steady deadline – Obama’s chief of staff says it’s a final date 

AP 6/10 (Associated Press, Anne Gearan, June 20, 2010, “Troop pullout in Afghanistan set for next summer,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iqyaFh_efr-brDq0rMLF1hkop0tgD9GF69QO0)
The Obama administration reaffirmed Sunday that it will begin pulling U.S. 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 an announced plan to begin bringing forces home in July 2011 still holds. "That's not changing. Everybody agreed on that date," 

Withdrawal inevitable – Obama and Gates both clarified 
AP 6/21 (Anne Gearan, Associated Press, June 21, 2010, “July 2011 still slated for Afghan withdrawal -- Obama administration sticking with schedule to bring troops home,” http://www.ohio.com/news/nation/96776699.html)
WASHINGTON: The Obama administration reaffirmed Sunday that it will begin pulling U.S. 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 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 on ABC's This Week, 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.

Petraeus, the war's top military boss, said last week that he would recommend delaying the pullout if conditions in Afghanistan warranted it. Days after the date was announced in December, Gates pointedly said it was not a deadline.

Emanuel's remarks reflect the White House view that Obama must offer a war-weary American public and Congress a promise that the nearly nine-

year war is not open-ended. The problem, congressional Republicans and some military leaders say, is that a fixed date encourages the Taliban-led insurgency and undermines U.S. leverage with Afghan leaders.

Gates, speaking on Fox News Sunday, pledged that some troops would begin to leave in 13 months, but he was more cautious.

''We clearly understand that in July of 2011, we begin to draw down our forces,'' Gates said. ''The pace with which we draw down and how many we draw down is going to be conditions-based.''

***Additional neg

No single group called the “Taliban”
The Taliban isn’t one group – there are many factions with different agendas
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Understanding this conclusion requires an appreciation of the internal demographics of the Taliban insurgency. Although the “Taliban” are often discussed as if they were a homogenous opposition, the noun itself is essentially an economizing abstraction: never a tight and cohesive political entity at the best of times, the Taliban today have become an even looser network of affiliated individuals and groups. As things stand currently, the Taliban can be described most accurately as a disparate congeries of several elements (see box 1) united only by a common religious ideology; a desire to regain power in either Afghanistan or their local areas of operation; and a deep antagonism toward the current government of Afghanistan and the United States and its regional allies. Across many of the constituent entities that form the Taliban, it is possible to identify three broad categories of actors, each with different attitudes toward reconciliation. The first category of insurgents consists of the core leadership of various groups that share the Taliban’s ideology and objectives and the groups’ committed foot soldiers who are dedicated to overthrowing the current Afghan government and regaining power in Kabul through force.

The second category consists of ordinary Afghans, Pashtuns who choose to support Taliban operations as full-time or part-time participants either because doing so remains a lucrative source of income and employment in circumstances where few other opportunities exist; or because the local Taliban presence provides public goods such as security, justice, governance, and development that the Afghan state has neglected; or because participation in the Taliban insurgency becomes a form of protest against the corruption and abuse suffered at the hands of local state functionaries such as the police or the district governor’s office.

The third category consists of Afghan tribal leaders, and influential personalities in the tribes, subtribes, clans, and villages more generally, who support the Taliban in the south and the east. The strongest supporters of the Taliban in these areas are individuals affiliated with the tribes belonging to the Ghilzai confederation, although some members of the smaller deprived Durrani tribes such as the Alizai, Ishaqzai, and Noorzai support the Taliban strongly as well.30

This identification of Taliban supporters by tribe does not imply that the major Afghan tribal confederations or even specific tribes within them are always the relevant units of action when analyzing the insurgency. Unless the tribe as an institution is pertinent to a particular argument, tribal affiliations throughout this report mainly identify the sources from which the rebellion draws its manpower. Consequently, tribal affiliations do not necessarily connote that tribes as social structures or inter-tribal rivalries per se are responsible for stoking the uprising. The Taliban insurgency in fact is not an exclusively tribal phenomenon: although tribal politics plays an important role in many ways, tribal affiliations can also disguise rational decisions made by individual agents for other personal, religious, or nationalist reasons.

When the tribal labels are not nominalist, however, the evidence suggests that diverse calculations drive the support offered by tribal and village influentials for the insurgency. In some instances, tribal leadership support for the Taliban derives from interclan competition. Because the Karzai regime has often favored members of certain consanguineal tribes for political office, patronage, and resources, their disenfranchised competitors often support the Taliban as a means of getting even with those who have monopolized the spoils.

In other instances, many tribes and their leaders support the Taliban simply because they have concluded that the insurgents are winning or because the rebels are viewed as more effective vehicles for advancing their specific local interests. In still other instances, tribal support for the Taliban derives from the fact that the religiously driven insurgents have shown themselves to be incorruptible—unlike their governmental counterparts— and have often brought law, order, and justice through a parallel governance system to areas under their control. Stories are legion in southern and eastern Afghanistan about how key tribal and village elders have acquiesced to the Taliban presence, even if they are otherwise uncomfortable with the group’s ideology, because the insurgents have provided a breather from the interminable petty corruption that seems to plague those areas under control of the government or the warlords.

Whatever the reasons may be in any given case, the critical distinguishing trait of the tribal leadership’s support for the Taliban often is that it does not emerge from ideological solidarity with the movement’s ambitions. Rather, support for the insurgency represents a convenient device to protest against the marginalization of certain tribes, subtribes, or clans; or an effort to bandwagon with what appears to be the winning side in the ongoing struggle for power; or sometimes simply a desire to enjoy the fruits of security and sustenance, which the resistance seems able to deliver in the areas under their control in contrast to the government, which cannot. This instrumental character of tribal support for the Taliban insurgency in the south and east is most obviously confirmed by the fact that, because minority tribes dominate politically in the former and majority tribes in the latter, the strongest support for the resistance derives from the losers in each instance.31

AT: Withdraw deadline bad – uncertain commitment

The vagueness of the July 2011 deadline allows the US operational flexibility – it means any withdrawal will only occur if the country stabilizes

O’Hanlon, 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at Brookings (Michael, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” Washington Post, 6/26, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
7. The July 2011 "deadline" is too vague. Some worry that President Obama's ambiguity about the timetable hurts the war effort. I opposed that deadline and the president's lack of clarity about its meaning. But there is still a logic to the vagueness: It keeps pressure on Afghan officials to deliver, it reminds Americans that this war will not last forever and it sustains the president's flexibility to adjust the war plan to conditions. Even relative optimists can understand why such flexibility is valuable. If the strategy is bearing fruit by next summer, the U.S. drawdown is likely to be gradual, and the president should keep saying so.

AT: Marja proves COIN fails

Marjah was a success overall

Kagan and Kagan, 10 – *resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and former professor of military history at West Point AND ** president of the Institute for the Study of War  (Frederick and Kimberly, “A Winnable War ,” The Weekly Standard, 6/28, http://www.aei.org/article/102237)
The story of Marjah is particularly illustrative. Before this year, Marjah was a Taliban sanctuary, command-and-control node, and staging area. Taliban fighters based there had been able to support operations against ISAF and coalition forces throughout Helmand Province. Lasting progress in Helmand was simply not possible without clearing Marjah. McChrystal cleared it. The Taliban naturally are trying to regain control of it. ISAF and the ANSF are trying to prevent them.

The attempt to import "governance" rapidly into the area is faltering, which is not surprising considering the haste with which the operation was conducted (driven at least partly by the perceived pressure of the president's July 2011 timeline). The attempt was also ill-conceived. Governance plans for Marjah emphasized extending the influence of the central government to an area that supported insurgents precisely because it saw the central government as threatening and predatory. Although ISAF persuaded President Hamid Karzai to remove the most notorious malign actor in the area from power, Karzai allowed him to remain in the background, stoking fears among the people that he would inevitably return. The incapacity of the Afghan government to deliver either justice or basic services to its people naturally led to disappointment as well, partly because ISAF's own rhetoric had raised expectations to unrealistic levels.

The biggest problem with the Marjah operation, however, is that it was justified and explained on the wrong basis. Marjah is not a vitally important area in principle, even in Helmand. It is important because of its role as a Taliban base camp. It was so thoroughly controlled by the insurgents that the prospects for the rapid reestablishment of governance were always dim. It was fundamentally a military objective rather than a political one, and McChrystal made a mistake by offering Marjah as a test case of ISAF's ability to improve Afghan governance. What matters about Marjah is that the enemy can no longer use it as a sanctuary and headquarters. ISAF's military success there has allowed the coalition to launch subsequent operations in the Upper Helmand River Valley, particularly the more strategically important contested area around Sangin. The Marjah operation has so far succeeded in what it should have been intended to do. The aspects that are faltering should not have been priorities in that location.
Exclude bin Laden CP
Killing bin Laden or Zawahiri is vital to taking down all of al Qaeda – the symbolic victory will crush it
Nelson, 9 – former director of a Joint Task Force in support of Operation Enduring Freedom, retired naval officer with assignments at the National Counterterrorism Center and National Security Council, and Senior Fellow at the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies  (Rick, “COUNTERTERRORISM WITHIN THE AFGHANISTAN COUNTERINSURGENCY”, Congressional Testimony, 10/22, http://csis.org/files/ts091022_nelson_0.pdf
Of increasing concern are several al Qaeda-associated groups in North Africa, Southeast Asia, Yemen, and Somalia. The case of Somalia, like Pakistan, highlights the dangers posed by collaboration among different extremist groups. In recent testimony before the Senate Homeland Security Committee, FBI Director Robert Mueller suggested that the Somali insurgent group al-Shabaab has grown close to al Qaeda. This development has helped propel al-Shabaab, originally a Somali-focused insurgency, into a terrorist organization with global reach—including contacts in the U.S. 

This trend is illustrated by the recently uncovered plot to recruit Minnesota-based Somali immigrants to fight with al-Shabaab. Along these same lines, officials in September arrested three Afghan citizens—and U.S. legal residents—on charges of lying in a matter involving terrorism. The key figure in these arrests, Najibullah Zazi, is believed to have been planning explosives attacks in New York after receiving training at an al Qaeda camp in Pakistan in 2008.
While these developments represent an expansion and “flattening” of al Qaeda’s global scope, they should not be taken to minimize the continued importance of the group’s senior leadership, including Osama bin Laden and Ayman al Zawahiri. On a functional level, these men remain active, most likely in Pakistan’s semi-governed tribal areas. On a larger, more symbolic level, they drive al Qaeda’s agenda by inspiring future jihadists and by reminding everyone—including U.S. officials—of their organization’s resilience. Successfully combating al Qaeda ultimately will require puncturing the group’s “cult of personality” by capturing or killing senior leaders, particularly bin Laden and Zawahiri. 
AT: de facto partition Afghanistan affirmative mechanism

Partitioning Afghanistan by just holding the key cities fails – it empirically will cause Taliban takeover

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
This approach is explicitly premised, of course, on the assumption that “victory” in Afghanistan—understood as the marginalization of the Taliban and the raising of a minimally effective state in control of its existing national boundaries—is impossible, given the prevailing political constraints, and therefore must be substituted by more minimalist aims, which consist principally of leaving behind a stable Afghan government in control of significantly reduced territories, once coalition combat forces exit the country. Incidentally, this cannot-win approach echoes much of the pre-surge debate about Iraq in the United States and was recommended by many, including the Iraq Study Group, before the concerted surge in Iraq undermined all such arguments. Odd as it may seem in retrospect, Dorronsoro’s recommendations also reflect more or less, as he admits, the strategy adopted by the Soviet Union in the latter years of its occupation of Afghanistan. Recognizing that the Red Army did not have the resources to either defeat the mujahideen or remain permanently bivouacked within the country, the Soviet military command in Afghanistan concentrated on holding key cities (where just like today the insurgent presence was minimal), protecting the main lines of communication and transportation corridors (so that troop movements could continue unmolested), and surrendering only the rural areas to the adversary (where just like the Taliban today the insurgents of that era were based and operating). These more limited objectives were also prosecuted with the intention of leaving behind a stable governing regime that could survive a Soviet military withdrawal indefinitely.

For a while after the troop departure, it appeared as if Moscow’s war aims would in fact be realized as the government of Muhammad Najibullah survived for about three years. But, before long, pressures from without, including a cutoff in Soviet aid forced by the 1991 agreement with the United States, combined with defections from within to destroy the regime that supposedly was designed to endure the exodus of its protectors from Kabul.

There is no reason to believe that Dorronsoro’s recommended approach would meet a happier ending—and for exactly the same reasons that the Soviet Union’s exit strategy ultimately failed. Leaving the Taliban with an unchallenged sanctuary within Afghanistan, in addition to the one they already enjoy across the border in Pakistan, would result in the insurgency ultimately encircling the purportedly safe zones after coalition troops finally departed the country. Although the government of Afghanistan would arguably survive for a while—particularly if Western financial support continues indefinitely as Dorronsoro envisages—the bastions and areas lying under state control would inevitably become magnets for fierce, multipronged attacks by the rebels. The expectation that the allied coalition would continue to subsidize Kabul even after its combat troops depart Afghanistan could, of course, turn out to be fallacious. After all, if the Western powers pulled their fighting units out of the country because their populations lacked the stomach for an open-ended conflict, it is probable that sooner or later a termination of all but the most minimal assistance to Kabul would follow as well.

Even if this outcome could be avoided, the absolute ambitions of the Taliban today ensure that they would in time attempt to secure control of the entire country by force. The expectation that the insurgents would leave the urban areas largely undefiled, as Dorronsoro assumes, could therefore also prove to be erroneous. If that turns out to be the case, as is most likely, the Afghan government would be confronted by what is effectively a siege mounted by insurgents operating from their sanctuaries in the southern and eastern regions of the country. Coping with this threat through reactive means alone ensures that the surviving regime in Kabul runs the risk of collapse in due course as purely defensive responses either cease to suffice or become prohibitively costly for the beleaguered defenders. Because no territorial enclaves, however robust, are likely to survive indefinitely if they eschew conducting offensive operations that engage the adversary on its own turf, clearing operations in rural areas would be needed as an essential adjunct to protect the key nodes and lines of communication that Dorronsoro correctly argues ought to be protected at all costs.

Only protecting certain areas in Afghanistan means the Taliban will inevitably put them under siege

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The chief problem with Dorronsoro’s solution is that his strategy of leaving Afghanistan partially secure, partially contested, and partially ceded is a recipe for defeat on an installment plan. It almost guarantees that the safe zones within the country will inevitably become targets for attack by the insurgents, particularly if his tactical recommendation that the Afghan state eschew offensive operations in rebel territories is followed assiduously. Even worse, such a solution would undermine the strategic objectives for which coalition forces are currently fighting in Afghanistan: permitting the Taliban to maintain an inviolate preserve within the country creates exactly those conditions conducive to regenerating an al-Qaeda sanctuary from which more attacks against the United States and its allies, including Pakistan, might be mounted over time. In short, a trifurcated Afghanistan would embody a strategic defeat for Washington.

Afghanistan not key to Al Qaeda

Afghanistan won’t effect al Qaeda – it’s dispersed globally
Friedman, 10 - American political scientist. He is the chief intelligence officer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor.  Prior to Stratfor, Friedman spent almost twenty years in academia, teaching political science at Dickinson College. During this time, he regularly briefed senior commanders in the armed services as well as the U.S. Army War College (George, “The 30-Year War in Afghanistan,” Stratfor, 6/29,
http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan)
In analyzing this strategy, there is an obvious issue: While al Qaeda was based in Afghanistan in 2001, Afghanistan is no longer its primary base of operations. The group has shifted to Pakistan, Yemen, Somalia and other countries. As al Qaeda is thus not dependent on any one country for its operational base, denying it bases in Afghanistan does not address the reality of its dispersion. Securing Afghanistan, in other words, is no longer the solution to al Qaeda.

Obviously, Obama’s planners fully understood this. Therefore, sanctuary denial for al Qaeda had to be, at best, a secondary strategic goal. The primary strategic goal was to create an exit strategy for the United States based on a negotiated settlement with the Taliban and a resulting coalition government. The al Qaeda issue depended on this settlement, but could never be guaranteed. In fact, neither the long-term survival of a coalition government nor the Taliban policing al Qaeda could be guaranteed.
