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**Don’t forget to add impact defense from Mikaela’s file to your 1NC
***Inherency***

AT: Withdrawal inevitable

No withdrawal from Afghanistan

Crawford, 10 [Carly, “War will only get tougher”, July 1, The Daily Telegraph, Lexis)

THE new US leader of the Afghanistan war effort yesterday warned the fight will be even bloodier in coming months. Speaking as he won unanimous US Senate backing to lead the nine-year-old war, General David Petraeus would not commit to pulling allied troops out of the country as planned in July 2011. ``There will be an assessment at the end of this year after which undoubtedly we'll make certain tweaks, refinements, perhaps some significant changes,'' General Petraeus said. The veteran military officer's strong bipartisan political connections helped him win 99 Senate votes for his appointment with none opposed. named General Petraeus, 57, as leader of US and NATO forces in Afghanistan after effectively sacking the former chief, General Stanley McChrystal, over his inflammatory public comments about senior Obama administration  figures. General Petraeus, once a registered Republican, is considered a formidable political force who has denied having presidential ambitions himself. Yesterday, he said the war would worsen before it improved due to an ``industrial-strength'' Taliban insurgency. “My sense is that the tough fighting will continue; indeed, it may get more intense in the next few “months,'' he said at his confirmation hearing. As we take away the enemy's safe havens and reduce the enemy's freedom of action, the insurgents will fight back.'' Sixteen Australians are among 190 allied soldiers to die in Afghanistan since the war began in 2001, with five Aussies killed in the past month. Mr Obama had said troops would begin to leave in July 2011, with the pace and size of withdrawal depending on conditions. Australia has not set any withdrawal timetable. General Petraeus said the war had gone more slowly than expected since Mr Obama  issued that deadline. Last week a US poll found 53 per cent of respondents disapproved of Mr Obama's  handling of the war and 37 per cent approved. In February 55 per cent approved and 27 per cent disapproved.
Petraeus will prevent withdrawal and manage public expectations

Porter, 10 - investigative journalist and historian specializing in U.S. national security policy (Gareth, “Why Petraeus won't salvage this war,” 6/28, 

http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/28/why_petraeus_wont_salvage_this_war
Rather than renounce the Obama July 2011 timeline for beginning the transfer of security responsibility to the Afghan government, Petraeus may wish to take advantage of that date as well as the full evaluation scheduled for December 2010.  He could use those dates as the basis for a new variant of his early 2007 vow to determine whether the strategy he adopts is working and to convey his assessment to the president. 

Meanwhile, he will certainly wish to begin the process of managing public expectations about progress by providing a more sobering analysis of the magnitude of the problems he will face in Afghanistan than has been heard publicly from McChrystal thus far. 

One of the purposes of the reassessment of strategy will presumably be to identify objectives that need to modified or dropped because they cannot be achieved. Petraeus may abandon McChrystal's plan to expel the Taliban from key districts in Helmand and Kandahar provinces as a metric of success, because it has proven to be beyond the capabilities of the coalition forces and the Afghan government. 

AT: July 2011 Withdrawal date

The withdrawal deadline was a political announcement – not US policy

Goldgeier, 10 - senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations  (James, “Arena Digest: Will troops withdraw from Afghanistan before 2012?,” 6/22, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38807.html)

The decision last fall to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011 was ambiguous from the start. In the aftermath of the West Point speech, those who supported sending more troops (such as Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton) stressed that any troop withdrawal would be slow and dependent on conditions on the ground. Meanwhile, the vice president was arguing that troops would come out as quickly as they had gone in. The fact that the principals have different understandings means that a real decision was put off. Presumably, as the end of 2010 approaches and the debate begins anew on what to do about Afghanistan, we will see a replay of the internal administration debate, and the president will have to make a decision about what will actually happen starting in July 2011. 

July 2011 is the beginning of a long withdrawal process—Obama and Petraeus claim

USA Today 6/25 (6/25/10, " Obama's big story a year from now: Afghanistan and withdrawal ", http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/06/obamas-big-story-a-year-from-now-afghanistan-and-withdrawal/1)

July of 2011 is taking on iconic status as the date of troop withdrawal from Afghanistan -- or at least the start of troop withdrawal.

Obama administration officials have been ambiguous about the size and pace of this pullout. That question spiked up this week after the sacking of Gen. Stanley McChrystal and appointment of new Afghanistan commander David Petraeus.
Here's how Obama described the significance of the July 2011 date yesterday:

We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan. We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said that we'd begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government is taking on more and more responsibility.
Critics of the war, many of them Obama's fellow Democrats, said the troubles in Afghanistan demand a definite timeline for withdrawal.

"I want to know when the last soldier is coming home," said Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass.

The selection of Petraeus further re-ignited the debate over July 2011. During a congressional hearing last week -- before release of the magazine article that cost McChrystal his job -- Petraeus made clear he sees next year as only the beginning of a withdrawal: "The date at which a responsible drawdown of the surge forces is scheduled to begin at a rate, again, to be determined by the conditions at the time.”

Gates admits the withdrawal will be slow—difficult ground conditions

Politico 6/21 (Carol E. Lee, 6/21/10, " Gates contradicts Biden on July 2011 ", http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38779.html)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Sunday contradicted Vice President Joe Biden’s prediction that “a whole lot” of U.S. forces will be leaving Afghanistan in July 2011. 

“That absolutely has not been decided,” Gates said on “Fox News Sunday,” adding: “I also haven’t heard Vice President Biden say that, so I’m not accepting at face value that he said those words.” 

Gates called July 2011 “a starting point” for a withdrawal that will be based on conditions on the ground. Just how many troops begin to pull out at that time will be determined by several parties, including Gen. Stanley McChrystal and the Afghan government, he said. 

Biden is quoted in “The Promise,” Jonathan Alter’s book on President Barack Obama’s first year in office, as saying, “In July of 2011, you’re going to see a whole lot of people moving out, bet on it.” 

The White House has not contradicted the report, but Gates said Sunday that he does not recall ever hearing Biden say those words himself. 

Gates, who declined to answer a question about how long he’ll stay in his job, expressed frustration over criticism of the surge effort in Afghanistan. 

“I’ve been here before — three years ago with Iraq,” he said, noting that the new Afghanistan strategy has been in place for only several months. “I think there’s a rush to judgment.” 

Gates tried to downplay trouble in Kandahar, Afghanistan, as well as McChrystal’s comments that the military operation in Marja is a “bleeding ulcer.” 

“Progress is being made,” Gates said, conceding that “it’s somewhat slower than has been anticipated.” 

“What is taking more time is the shaping of the environment,” he said. “It is a tough pull, and we are suffering significant casualties. We expected that. We warned everybody that that would be the case last winter.

***Hegemony***

1NC Hegemony

1. No risk of heg decline
Wohlforth 7 (William, Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale and Associate Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth, “Unipolar Stability,” Harvard International Review, Spring, http://hir.harvard.edu/articles/print.php?article=1611)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today.  But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support.  With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power. 

1NC Hegemony

2. Heg can’t provide stability – power is inherently limited and its unsustainable – only a multipolarity can solve

Weber et al 07  Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at Berkeley

(Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February,)

Axiom 1: Above a certain threshold of power, the rate at which new global problems are generated will exceed the rate at which old problems are fixed. Power does two things in international politics: It enhances the capability of a state to do things, but it also increases the number of things that a state must worry about. At a certain point, the latter starts to over take the former. It's the familiar law of diminishing returns. Because powerful states have large spheres of influence and their security and economic interests touch every region of the world, they are threatened by the risk of things going wrong—anywhere. That is particularly true for the United States, which leverages its ability to go anywhere and do anything through massive debt. No one knows exactly when the law of diminishing returns will kick in. But, historically, it starts to happen long before a single great power dominates the entire globe, which is why large empires from Byzantium to Rome have always reached a point of unsustainability. That may already be happening to the United States today, on issues ranging from oil dependency and nuclear proliferation to pandemics and global warming. What Axiom 1 tells you is that more U.S. power is not the answer; it's actually part of the problem. A multipolar world would almost certainly manage the globe's pressing problems more effectively. The larger the number of great powers in the global system, the greater the chance that at least one of them would exercise some control over a given combination of space, other actors, and problems. Such reasoning doesn't rest on hopeful notions that the great powers will work together. They might do so. But even if they don't, the result is distributed governance, where some great power is interested in most every part of the world through productive competition. Axiom 2: In an increasingly networked world, places that fall between the networks are very dangerous places—and there will be more ungovemed zones when there is only one network to join. The second axiom acknowledges that highly connected networks can be efficient, robust, and resilient to shocks. But in a highly connected world, the pieces that fall between the networks are increasingly shut off from the benefits of connectivity. These problems fester in the form of failed states, mutate like pathogenic bacteria, and, in some cases, reconnect in subterranean networks such as al Qaeda. The truly dangerous places are the points where the subterranean networks touch the mainstream of global politics and economics. What made Afghanistan so dangerous under the Taliban was not that it was a failed state. It wasn't. It was a partially failed and partially connected state that worked the interstices of globalization through the drug trade, counterfeiting, and terrorism. Can any single superpower monitor all the seams and back alleys of globalization? Hardly. In fact, a lone hegemon is unlikely to look closely at these problems, because more pressing issues are happening elsewhere, in places where trade and technology are growing. By contrast, a world of several great powers is a more interest-rich environment in which nations must look in less obvious places to find new sources of advantage. In such a system, it's harder for troublemakers to spring up, because the cracks and seams of globalization are held together by stronger ties. Axiom 3: Without a real chance to find useful allies to counter a superpower, opponents will try to neutralize power, by going underground, going nuclear, or going ''bad." Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It's a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today's unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it's harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here's the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power
1NC Hegemony

3. US power has limited influence – it doesn’t create stability or manipulate the world 

Cordesman 08  Burke Chair in Strategy of Defense Policy @ CSIS

(Anthony, The Georgia War and the Century of "Real Power" CSIS) 

Accordingly, if there is any lesson that can be drawn from the fighting in Georgia, it is a lesson that should have been clear long ago. America's so-called status as a "superpower" does not prevent us from living in a multipolar world in which America's "real power" is sometimes challenged by Russia and China, and is at other times ignored because they see other strategic interests as more important.   We need to face the fact that the time window in which the Soviet Union was in collapse and China was still a weak and uncertain power is over. We need to face the fact that our global economic position is increasingly fragile, and geoeconomics are as important as military strength. The fact that the US has drifted towards becoming a debtor nation, and risks experimenting with defining a “post-post industrial” economy while consuming a vast share of the world’s disposable resources is just as important as who has the most missiles or the most advanced weapons.   At the same time, there are critical limits to our military power. We invaded Afghanistan at a time when our strategy and force plans claimed we were be able to fight two major regional contingencies, and found we only really had the assets to properly fight one. The practical limits to American power -- even with considerable aid from our allies – have now become all too clear in both Afghanistan and Iraq. They would have become far more clear if we had had to deal with Taiwan or North Korea, and the consequences could have been drastic if we had faced any real confrontation with China.
4. Stopping the Taliban is vital to preventing it spreading throughout Central Asia – withdrawing US presence telegraphs weakness to Russia and Central Asian states

Rashid 9 – former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist (10/27/09, Ahmed, The National Interest, “Trotsky in Baluchistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)

SOUTHERN REGIONS of Muslim central Asia are now at risk. The situation will only get worse if the Taliban offensives continue.

The regions bordering Afghanistan, including southern Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and eastern Turkmenistan, are facing pauperization of their populations, the collapse of Soviet-era services like health and education, and growing joblessness. Their regimes remain dictatorial, corrupt, and deny political or economic reforms. Vast numbers of poverty-stricken workers migrate to Russia looking for work.

Uzbekistan is the largest of these states with some 27 million people and a history of Islamic revolt. Harsh policies and vicious crackdowns against anyone overzealously practicing Islam have led to a strong Islamist underground. After the massacre in Andijan in May 2005, when security forces killed up to eight hundred protesting citizens, hundreds of young dissidents have fled to join the two major Islamic groups operating from Pakistan’s tribal areas—the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Islamic Jihad Union (IJU). Both these groups fight for and model themselves on the Taliban, work closely with al-Qaeda and help fund the extremist terrorist network by transporting drugs through central Asia to Europe. Both the IMU and the IJU recruit widely from central Asia, the Caucasus, Russia, and most recently from Turkey and Turks living in Germany.

This summer, for the first time since 2001, allegedly under the auspices of al-Qaeda, the IMU and the IJU carried out suicide bombings and other small attacks against security forces in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. Such attacks will certainly increase; both the Taliban and al-Qaeda would like to see central Asia in turmoil, perhaps eventually offering a safe haven to their leaders.

Until recently, both Russia and the United States have ignored the impending crisis in the broader region. The United States thought of central Asia only in terms of the military bases the states there provided, while Russia put front and center maintaining a sphere of influence in its near abroad.

However in the past few months, for the first time, Russia has started pressing the United States to cooperate with it more closely on Afghan policy, and Moscow has given the United States and NATO permission to transport supplies to Afghanistan by land. Moscow finally appears to understand the threat of Islamic militancy radiating from Afghanistan into central Asia and perhaps even into Russia itself. Any U.S. retreat from Afghanistan at this moment would certainly send an overwhelming message of U.S. weakness to Russia and the central Asian states. It would encourage extremism to grow and persuade the Afghan Taliban to step up support for its allies in central Asia.

Ext. 1 – Heg Inevitable

Heg is inevitable and not going anywhere – we have the largest disparity in power that has existed in history in all aspects - military might, economic competitiveness, and speedy technological innovation  – Brooks and Wohlforth 

And we’ll outwarrant them on this question - 

US has large wellsprings of “latent power” it can tap

Wohlforth 07  Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University

(William, Unipolar Stability: The Rules of Power Analysis, A Tilted Balance, Vol. 29 (1) - Spring 2007)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today.  But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support.  With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power. 

Ext. 1 – Heg Inevitable

Aging populations will put a drag on the military and economic power of other powers- ensures continued US primacy

Haas 07 Assistant Professor of Political Science at Duquesne University

(Mark L. “A Geriatric Peace? The Future of U.S. Power in a World of Aging Populations” International Security, Vol. 32, No. 1, Summer, p 112-147 (EBSCO)) 

Global population aging will influence U.S. foreign policies in five major ways in coming decades. First, this phenomenon will be a potent force for the continuation of U.S. power dominance, both economic and military. Aging populations are likely to result in the slowdown of states’ economic growth at the same time that governments face substantial pressure to pay for massive new expenditures for elderly care. This double economic dilemma will create such an austere fiscal environment that the other great powers will lack the resources necessary to overtake the United States’ huge power lead. Investments designed to improve overall economic growth and purchases of military weaponry will be crowded out. Compounding these difficulties, although the United States is growing older, it is doing so to a lesser extent and less quickly than all the other great powers. Consequently, the economic and fiscal costs for the United States created by social aging (although staggering, especially for health care) will be significantly lower for it than for potential competitors. Global aging is therefore not only likely to extend U.S. hegemony (because the other major powers will lack the resources necessary to overtake the United States’ economic and military power lead), but deepen it as these others states are likely to fall even farther behind the United States. Thus despite much recent discussion in the international relations literature and some policymaking circles about the likelihood of China (and to a lesser extent the European Union) balancing U.S. power in coming decades, the realities of social aging and its economic and military effects make such an outcome unlikely.6 

Ext. 2 – Heg Fails 

A unipolar power has limits on what it can do – only multipolarity can fill the void – Weber is sweet on this question

A) Diminishing returns – increased power means increased security threats and burdens that eventually o/w the benefits of power – a single power cant deal with every problem in the world – only a concert of powers can try to deal with global harms 

B) Backlash – countries fear a global superpower and will take steps to backlash against it like manipulating oil supplies or getting nukes – preventing them from leading the world – only multipolarity will allow these countries to feel safe and work together

C) Selective engagement – a hegemon will only deal with issues that it thinks are most pressing and urgent – it will ignore tons of other problems like poverty and terrorism, that fall within the cracks – multipolarity solves this problem by creating a division of labor so nothing gets missed

Ext. 3 – Limited Influence

US power has eroded – US has limited influence and its security guarantees are no longer credible

Kato 08  bureau chief of the American General Bureau of the Asahi Shimbun.

(Yoichi, Return from 9/11 PTSD to Global Leader, The Washington Quarterly, Volume 31, Number 4, Autumn 2008

The execution of the Iraq war, and of the broader war on terrorism for that matter, has damaged Washington's capacity for leadership to a great extent. The most damaging aspect is the notion that the United States bullies the world to meet its own interests while disregarding those of other states or regions. The administration has become a prisoner to the newly emergent threats that it faces. It is therefore encouraging to see the emergence of a new strategic discussion within the United States that recognizes the fact that nonstate actors such as al Qaeda "do not pose an existential threat" to the United States.4 Al Qaeda rejects the expansion of U.S. values, especially in the Middle East, and has proven that it can inflict enormous pain on the United States and its friends and allies and disrupt regions and the globe through terrorist attacks. Yet, it possesses neither the strategic vision nor the capability to topple the existing world order and U.S. predominance. Overreactions based [End Page 167] on the overestimation of such threats were the fundamental reasons underlying the failure of the current U.S. strategy. A calm and objective reassessment of the threats and challenges must be the first step toward restoration of the U.S. reputation. Moreover, the challenges facing the United States do not come only from Islamic extremism or the Middle East. Various challenges in the Asia-Pacific region, especially the rise of China, must also be addressed. The failure of the Iraq war and the war on terrorism has had an enormous impact on U.S. standing in the Asia Pacific. It has reduced U.S. influence among the policy elites and the general publics of nations throughout the region. The United States is now often perceived as a not-so-capable and sometimes insecure country despite its powerful hard-power economic and military assets.

Ext. 4 – Afghanistan kt Credibility 

Western failure in Afghanistan will undermine a revolution in Iran and collapse NATO

Twining, 9 - Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (Dan, “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”,

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan
The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?
Russia appears to be quietly reveling in the prospect that NATO, which appeared so threatening to Russian eyes during its multiple rounds of enlargement during the 1990s, could be defeated in its first real out-of-area operation. A NATO defeat in Afghanistan would call into question the future of the alliance and the credibility of American leadership with it, possibly creating a new and lasting transatlantic breach and intensifying concerns about the alliance's ability to protect weak European states against a resurgent Russia. China has no interest in Afghanistan's collapse into a sanctuary for Islamist extremists, including Uighers who militate against China's rule in Xinjiang. But a Western defeat in Afghanistan, which if historical precedent holds would be followed by a bout of U.S. isolationism, would only create more space for China to pursue its (for now) peaceful rise.

Committing to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy will boost US leadership globally

Twining, 9 - Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (Dan, “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”,

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan
And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other.

By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values.

***Insurgency***

1NC Insurgency

1. The US will win - multiple reasons

O’Hanlon 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

We face huge challenges in Afghanistan, to be sure. No one watching the news, or hearing President Barack Obama’s sober tone on Dec. 1 at West Point, or listening to testimony from Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Ambassador Karl Eikenberry last week, could doubt that basic reality. But in these serious, difficult times, it is worth remembering all the things that actually are working in our favor in Afghanistan now. First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways. Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes). The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. Yes, it has achieved impressive discipline in its ranks in some ways, and battlefield momentum as well, but it has no positive vision for the country — and Afghans know it. There are also many good and committed “average citizens” in the country today. In Kandahar City citizens are telling authorities about the locations of up to 80 percent of all improvised explosive devices before they go off, allowing security forces to defuse them. This high percentage, higher than ever witnessed in Iraq, further suggests that our efforts to quell the Taliban may have found unexpected support from the general population in one of the Taliban strongholds, support that a counterinsurgency can build upon. Progress is apparent in other places too. In the town of Nawa in Helmand Province, for example, an infusion of U.S. forces in 2009 has turned a previously lawless area held by the Taliban into a relatively secure area where ordinary people can begin to get back to their daily lives. Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate. Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless. Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset. Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations. To predict success outright would be to go too far. But I honestly believe that, setting our sights at a reasonable level, the odds are with us in this important mission.
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2. Pakistan crackdown spilling over to Afghanistan

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

Because many of these threats of terrorist sanctuary and regional instability emanate from territory inside Pakistan, that country must confront terrorism within its borders and curtail its clandestine support for extremist factions if the coalition is to succeed in Afghanistan. Fortunately, during 2009 there were dramatic changes in the Pakistani government's willingness to wage war against insurgents, who increasingly threaten its survival. Militants' attacks into heartland provinces like Swat and Buner galvanised a previously indifferent Pakistani public and military to stand up to the militants and drive them back. A pending attack on North Waziristan—the stronghold of the Pakistani Taliban and the last significant remaining safe area for insurgents—promises to put further pressure on the enemy.

3. US Operations destroying terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Though their connection to trends in Islamist violence appears relatively slight when taken alone, developments in Afghanistan gain a much greater measure of importance when considered in conjunction with developments across the border in Pakistan. Over the past year we have seen Pakistani forces engage in a large scale, effective military effort aimed at dislodging radical Islamist insurgents inside Pakistan—including Pakistani Taliban and Afghan Taliban leaders.7 The Pakistanis have yet to move in force against terrorist networks operating in the tribal areas of North Waziristan—where Osama bin Laden is presumed to be hiding—but recent developments have made the Pakistani “safe haven” notably less safe for at least some radicals.

It is possible to overstate the impact of these developments. After all, Pakistan continues to pursue an amibivalent policy toward Islamist terrorist groups, continuing tacit support for the anti-Indian group Lashkar-e-Taiba for instance. Despite Pakistan’s recent aggressive moves against some Islamist elements, therefore, al Qaeda’s safe havens in Pakistan ultimately remain more at risk from U.S. drones and other air assets than from direct Pakistani intervention.

Ultimately, radical groups in South Asia are currently under more pressure than at any time since September 11, 2001. They are being squeezed by Pakistani and American military action, under siege from American aerial assault, facing a continued loss of popularity due to association with indiscriminate violence, and are hard-pressed to argue that their victory is inevitable. While we often overestimate the benefits of additional pressure and underestimate the ability of these groups to operate even in the face of active suppression, the trends are on the whole beneficial and perhaps self-reinforcing. 
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4. Pakistan stability increasing now – public support is strong for crushing the Pakistani Taliban
Fair, 10 - assistant professor at Georgetown University and a visiting scholar at the Lahore University of Management Science (Christine, “Is Pakistan a failed state? No.,” 6/24, 

http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/is_pakistan_a_failed_state_no
So, Pakistan faces severe challenges. But Pakistan has also made important strides which are not captured by this index. 

First, Pakistan has taken the challenge of defeating the Pakistani Taliban seriously. The excesses of the militants in Swat, their refusal to honor a controversial peace deal, a video revealing their beating a young woman and their subsequent public rejections of the Constitution and democracy hardened public opinion toward them. The public's resistance to military operations decreased, and support for the various peace deals declined. Pakistan's Army and Frontier Corps are taking up the fight and appear to have their citizenry with them. 

Unfortunately, the media tends to conflate all militants under the unhelpful rubric of "the Taliban": the "Afghan Taliban," "Pakistani Taliban," or the misnamed "Punjabi Taliban." Given the propensity to call these and other groups "extremists" or "insurgents," media reports deride the efforts of the Pakistan Army to defeat the TTP. 

This is unfair. The Pakistan Army and the Frontier Corps face a formidable foe. The Frontier Corps lacks basic equipment and training, including battlefield first aid. If they are injured, they often bleed out before they can get to a medical facility. Their lack of battlefield medical evacuation, smart artillery, and close air support makes their battle against the militants all the more sobering. Previous reports about Frontier Corps defection and even collaboration with the Afghan Taliban appear to be increasingly less relevant. 

Second, though it has a long way to go, Pakistan has made enormous investments in its internal security apparatus. The Pakistani Army now understands the need for competent police forces as well as an increasingly competent Frontier Corps as key elements in the "holding" phase after clearing militants of an area. The Army knows it can't sit in places like Swat indefinitely. 

Third, Pakistan continues to make strides with decreasing fertility and expanding educational opportunities. Although state-run institutions such as the public schools are a disaster, affordable private schools are spreading throughout Pakistan. 

Fourth, Pakistan continues to build its infrastructure. Pakistan is increasingly connected with improved roads. That said, Pakistan does face enormous electricity shortages due to Musharraf's failure to make a single investment in this sector during his 10-year tenure. 

Fifth, while the specter of A.Q. Khan's nuclear black market -- and his ties to the state -- haunt Pakistan, and while Pakistan has long conducted asymmetric warfare under its nuclear umbrella, Pakistan has made significant strides in securing its nuclear arsenal through the establishment of the National Command Authority and the Strategic Plans Directorate. It should be remembered that the U.S. Air Force "lost" several nuclear warheads for some 36 hours in August 2007. (The air chief was among some 70 people who were punished.) If the United States can have such a lapse after decades of investing in nuclear-security protocols, Pakistan's relatively nascent institutions may not be foolproof. 

Finally, throughout the 1990s, no democratically elected government served out its term, with the opposition colluding the military to prorogue the parliament and call fresh elections. In fact, the first parliament to serve out its complete term was that elected in the problematic 2002 elections. The election of 2008, despite a difficult start with voter registration and manipulation of electoral rules, was reasonably fair and peaceful, despite Taliban threats to disrupt the process. That election saw the peaceful and democratic transfer of power which brought President Asif Ali Zardari and Prime Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani into office. 

Despite the problems with President Zardari, who is widely viewed as corrupt, an important shift has taken place politically. Perhaps under Army pressure, Zardari began relinquishing the sweeping presidential powers he inherited from Musharraf. In April 2010, Zardari signed the 18th Amendment which returned Pakistan to a parliamentary democracy more in line with its 1973 Constitution, which remains the lodestone of democratic legitimacy in Pakistan. This is the first time in recent history when a president "willingly" ceded power to a prime minister. 

In short, the Failed States Index is clearly only one side of the die. While sitting at a computer crunching numbers, even with expert input as the index apparently uses, the larger story is missed. Pakistan has its problems and enormous challenges lay ahead, but it is far from a failed or even failing state. 
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5. Turn/ Withdraw bad

A. Ending counterinsurgency leads to Taliban takeover, risking Afghan and Pakistan Collapse, prolif, and nuclear war

Kagan and Kagan, 9 - * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “Don't Go Wobbly on Afghanistan”, 10/12/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/101110)

It is very likely that the insurgency will grow in size and strength in 2010 faster than Afghan security forces can be developed without the addition of significant numbers of American combat troops.

If the United States should adopt a small-footprint counterterrorism strategy, Afghanistan would descend again into civil war. The Taliban group headed by Mullah Omar and operating in southern Afghanistan (including especially Helmand, Kandahar, and Oruzgan Provinces) is well positioned to take control of that area upon the withdrawal of American and allied combat forces. The remaining Afghan security forces would be unable to resist a Taliban offensive. They would be defeated and would disintegrate. The fear of renewed Taliban assaults would mobilize the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras in northern and central Afghanistan. The Taliban itself would certainly drive on Herat and Kabul, leading to war with northern militias. This conflict would collapse the Afghan state, mobilize the Afghan population, and cause many Afghans to flee into Pakistan and Iran.

Within Pakistan, the U.S. reversion to a counterterrorism strategy (from the counterinsurgency strategy for which Obama reaffirmed his support as recently as August) would disrupt the delicate balance that has made possible recent Pakistani progress against internal foes and al Qaeda.

Pakistani president Asif Ali Zardari, army chief of staff General Ashfaq Kayani, and others who have supported Pakistani operations against the Taliban are facing an entrenched resistance within the military and among retired officers. This resistance stems from the decades-long relationships nurtured between the Taliban and Pakistan, which started during the war to expel the Soviet Army. Advocates within Pakistan of continuing to support the Taliban argue that the United States will abandon Afghanistan as it did in 1989, creating chaos that only the Taliban will be able to fill in a manner that suits Pakistan.

Zardari and Kayani have been able to overcome this internal resistance sufficiently to mount major operations against Pakistani Taliban groups, in part because the rhetoric and actions of the Obama administration to date have seemed to prove the Taliban advocates wrong. The announcement of the withdrawal of U.S. combat forces would prove them right. Pakistani operations against their own insurgents--as well as against al Qaeda, which lives among those insurgents--would probably grind to a halt as Pakistan worked to reposition itself in support of a revived Taliban government in Afghanistan. And a renewed stream of Afghan refugees would likely overwhelm the Pakistani government and military, rendering coherent operations against insurgents and terrorists difficult or impossible.

The collapse of Pakistan, or even the revival of an aggressive and successful Islamist movement there, would be a calamity for the region and for the United States. It would significantly increase the risk that al Qaeda might obtain nuclear weapons from Pakistan's stockpile, as well as the risk that an Indo-Pakistani war might break out involving the use of nuclear weapons.
B. It also destroys US leadership and conflict mediation capabilities globally

Kissinger, 10 – former Secretary of State (6/24/10, Henry, The Washington Post, “America Needs an Afghan Strategy, Not an Alibi,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062302193.html)
Yet America needs a strategy, not an alibi. We have a basic national interest to prevent jihadist Islam from gaining additional momentum, which it will surely do if it can claim to have defeated the United States and its allies after overcoming the Soviet Union. A precipitate withdrawal would weaken governments in many countries with significant Islamic minorities. It would be seen in India as an abdication of the U.S. role in stabilizing the Middle East and South Asia and spur radical drift in Pakistan. It would, almost everywhere, raise questions about America's ability to define or execute its proclaimed goals. A militant Iran building its nuclear capacity would assess its new opportunities as the United States withdraws from both Iraq and Afghanistan and is unable to break the diplomatic stalemate over Iran's nuclear program. But an obtrusive presence would, in time, isolate us in Afghanistan as well as internationally.
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C. Credible conflict resolution must be backed by the credible threat of US resolve – vital to preventing nuclear conflicts globally

Bosco, 06  (David, senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine, Los Angeles Times, “Could This Be the Start of World War III?”, 7/23, http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-op-bosco23jul23,0,7807202.story?coll=la-opinion-center)

IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.   The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite. 

Consider the following scenarios:

•  Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.

•  Missiles away: With the world's eyes on the Middle East, North Korea's Kim Jong Il decides to continue the fireworks show he began earlier this month. But this time his brinksmanship pushes events over the brink. A missile designed to fall into the sea near Japan goes astray and hits Tokyo, killing a dozen civilians. Incensed, the United States, Japan's treaty ally, bombs North Korean missile and nuclear sites. North Korean artillery batteries fire on Seoul, and South Korean and U.S. troops respond. Meanwhile, Chinese troops cross the border from the north to stem the flow of desperate refugees just as U.S. troops advance from the south. Suddenly, the world's superpower and the newest great power are nose to nose. 

•  Loose nukes: Al Qaeda has had Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf in its sights for years, and the organization finally gets its man. Pakistan descends into chaos as militants roam the streets and the army struggles to restore order. India decides to exploit the vacuum and punish the Kashmir-based militants it blames for the recent Mumbai railway bombings. Meanwhile, U.S. special operations forces sent to secure Pakistani nuclear facilities face off against an angry mob.

•  The empire strikes back: Pressure for democratic reform erupts in autocratic Belarus. As protesters mass outside the parliament in Minsk, president Alexander Lukashenko requests Russian support. After protesters are beaten and killed, they appeal for help, and neighboring Poland — a NATO member with bitter memories of Soviet repression — launches a humanitarian mission to shelter the regime's opponents. Polish and Russian troops clash, and a confrontation with NATO looms.

As in the run-up to other wars, there is today more than enough tinder lying around to spark a great power conflict. The critical question is how effective the major powers have become at managing regional conflicts and preventing them from escalating. After two world wars and the decades-long Cold War, what has the world learned about managing conflict?  The end of the Cold War had the salutary effect of dialing down many regional conflicts. In the 1960s and 1970s, every crisis in the Middle East had the potential to draw in the superpowers in defense of their respective client states. The rest of the world was also part of the Cold War chessboard. Compare the almost invisible U.N. peacekeeping mission in Congo today to the deeply controversial mission there in the early 1960s. (The Soviets were convinced that the U.N. mission was supporting a U.S. puppet, and Russian diplomats stormed out of several Security Council meetings in protest.) From Angola to Afghanistan, nearly every Cold War conflict was a proxy war. Now, many local crises can be handed off to the humanitarians or simply ignored.  But the end of the bipolar world has a downside. In the old days, the two competing superpowers sometimes reined in bellicose client states out of fear that regional conflicts would escalate. Which of the major powers today can claim to have such influence over Tehran or Pyongyang?  Today's world has one great advantage: None of the leading powers appears determined to reorder international affairs as Germany was before both world wars and as Japan was in the years before World War II.   True, China is a rapidly rising power — an often destabilizing phenomenon in international relations — but it appears inclined to focus on economic growth rather than military conquest (with the possible exception of Taiwan). Russia is resentful about its fall from superpower status, but it also seems reconciled to U.S. military dominance and more interested in tapping its massive oil and gas reserves than in rebuilding its decrepit military.  Indeed, U.S. military superiority seems to be a key to global stability. Some theories of international relations predict that other major powers will eventually band together to challenge American might, but it's hard to find much evidence of such behavior. The United States, after all, invaded Iraq without U.N. approval and yet there was not even a hint that France, Russia or China would respond militarily. 
Ext. 1 – Winning the War

The war is winnable – larger numbers of troops, decreased civilian casualties and growing Afghan security forces will cause a peace deal

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

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
But several factors could conspire to change their calculus. The first is the war itself. Obama’s deployment decisions will essentially double the number of forces in the country this year. The Afghan security forces are also growing—and some are getting better at their jobs. The bigger force numbers, moreover, are accompanied by a new counterinsurgency strategy, one that looks likely to produce effects more lasting than those generated by the Bush administration’s “economy of force” strategy, which involved too few troops to secure territory won through battle.

NATO also seems finally to have figured out how to reduce Afghan civilian casualties, depriving the insurgency of a key propaganda asset at a moment when militants are killing more civilians than ever. The United Nations estimates that in 2008 the Afghan and international military forces killed 828 civilians, and the insurgents killed 1,160. In 2009, the numbers were 596 and 1,630 respectively.

The war on the Pakistani side of the border, involving drone aircraft, has also been stepped up, and both the Pakistani Taliban’s top leader and his replacement have been picked off in such strikes in recent months. It is unclear whether guided missile attacks have been used against Afghan insurgent targets in Pakistan as yet, but certainly the capability exists.

If all this adds up to a change in military momentum, popular attitudes might change, costing the Taliban support and increasing the number of people willing to inform or even fight against them.
Troops forcing Taliban to crumble

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

We waited until 2009 to give the Afghan conflict the resources that success will require. While we focused on Iraq, the Taliban regained strength and reinstituted its previous reign of terror in much of southern and eastern Afghanistan. But with the war in Iraq winding down and a determined international focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is possible over the next five years to build an Afghan government that can outperform the Taliban and an Afghan army that can outfight it, especially with the support of a Pakistani government that continues its own efforts on its side of the Durand Line. During his visit to Washington, President Karzai discussed with President Barack Obama how the political and military efforts are faring and what endstate America will be willing to accept from Taliban negotiators, who are beginning to seek reconciliation with the Afghan government. The fact that elements of the Taliban are contemplating reconciliation is the single best piece of evidence that a successful outcome is possible in an Afghanistan that will require long-term security assistance from the West, but that with that assistance can achieve a reasonable degree of stability.
Ext. 1 – Winning COIN

Counterinsurgency missions are still possible even through conflict 
Nagl 10- *ex US military officer, expert in counterinsurgency, fellow at Center For a New American Security * (6/20/10, John, New York Daily News, “ We Can Still Win the War: Things are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight, http://cnas.org/node/4603)
Recent reports from Afghanistan paint a dark picture of the counterinsurgency efforts in the Taliban-infected south and east of the country. This spring's operation in Marja, initially proclaimed a military success, sputtered when the Afghan "government in a box" failed to show up.
Afghan President Hamid Karzai, after a positive visit to Washington, has demonstrated erratic behavior, including forcing the resignation of two of his best ministers. And the critical offensive in Kandahar, Afghanistan's second-largest city and the historical cradle of the Taliban, has been postponed by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of our efforts there. Some are suggesting that the "Afghan surge" announced by President Obama in December at West Point has failed even before all of the planned 30,000 reinforcements have arrived in the country. Those skeptics may have forgotten that counterinsurgency is always slow and grinding - "like eating soup with a knife", in the words of T.E. Lawrence (of Arabia), a man who knew something of this most challenging kind of war. Defeating an insurgency requires the patience to implement the classic "clear-hold-build-transition" counterinsurgency strategy. Efforts to clear the enemy from an area require large numbers of well-trained and usually foreign troops; hard as it is, clearing is the easy part. Success requires local troops to hold the area so that the insurgents cannot return to disrupt the process of building a better life for the population in the cleared area, which can then be transitioned to local control. Setbacks are likely at each stage of the process, but there are no shortcuts; defeating insurgents is hard, slow work. Gen. David Petraeus, a man with some personal experience in counterinsurgency and the architect of our strategy in Afghanistan, testified during the darkest hours of our counterinsurgency campaign in Iraq that "hard is not hopeless." Hard is not hopeless in Afghanistan, either. Success there - defined as an Afghanistan that does not provide a haven for terror or destabilize the region and is able to secure itself with minimal outside assistance - remains a vital national interest of the United States. And although winning in Afghanistan would not by itself defeat Al Qaeda and associated terror movements, it would strike a hard blow against our enemies, while losing the war there would be cataclysmic: It would strengthen our enemies and lead to the loss of many more innocent lives around the globe. Most importantly, despite the gloom that hovers over Washington discussions of Afghanistan policy, the war is still winnable, given the right decisions here, in Afghanistan itself and in Pakistan. The war in Afghanistan is winnable for three reasons: because for the first time the coalition fighting there has the right strategy and the resources to begin to implement it, because the Taliban are losing their sanctuaries in Pakistan and because the Afghan government and the security forces are growing in capability and numbers. None of these trends is irreversible, and they are not in themselves determinants of victory. But they demonstrate that the war can be won if we display the kind of determination that defeating an insurgency requires.
AT: Anti-Americanism Undermines Counterinsurgency

Afghans support US presence
BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism]HURWITZ 
Fifth, Walt invokes a version of the hoary ‘antibody' argument that the more American troops there are in Afghanistan the more they will be treated like a foreign bacillus and so help the Taliban to recruit and the like. Since 2005 BBC/ABC News have conducted yearly polls around the country that test this proposition and have found it wanting. 

Four years after the fall of the Taliban, eight out of ten Afghans expressed in the BBC/ABC poll a favorable opinion of the United States, and the same number supported foreign soldiers in their country. Today 63 % of Afghans continue to approve of the international forces in their country. And around half have a favorable view the U.S.; in the Muslim world only the Lebanese have a more rosy view of America.

Afghans don’t hate American troops

O’Hanlon and Sherjan 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND President of Aid Afghanistan for Education (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Hassina, President of Aid Afghanistan for Education, “Five Myths About Afghanistan,” Brookings, March 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0314_afghanistan_myths_ohanlon.aspx)

1. Afghans always hate and defeat their invaders.

The Afghans drove the British Empire out of their country in the 19th century and did the same to the Soviet Union in the 20th century. They do fight fiercely; many American troops who have been deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan in recent years have asserted that the Afghans are stronger natural fighters.

Yet, the people of Afghanistan do not despise foreigners. Despite downward trends in recent years, Afghans are far more accepting of an international presence in their country than are Iraqis, for example, who typically gave the U.S. presence approval ratings of 15 to 30 percent in the early years of the war in that country. Average U.S. favorability ratings in recent polls in Afghanistan are around 50 percent, and according to polls from ABC, the BBC and the International Republican Institute, about two-thirds of Afghans recognize that they still need foreign help.
And before we mythologize the Afghan insurgency, it is worth remembering some history. In the 1980s, the United States, Saudi Arabia and others gave enormous financial and military assistance to the Afghan resistance movement that eventually forced the Soviets out. That group grew to about 250,000 in strength in the mid-1980s. But today, the Taliban and other resistance groups receive substantial help only from some elements in Pakistan -- and diminishing help at that -- and collectively, they number about 25,000 fighters.

Finally, though U.S.-backed Afghan forces overthrew the Taliban after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, today's international presence there does not amount to an invasion. Foreign forces are present at the invitation of the host government, which two-thirds of Afghans consider legitimate, if somewhat corrupt.

Ext. 3 – Winning War on Terror

The US is winning the war on terror now due to military pressure in Pakistan and Afghanistan

American Security Project, 10 (“New ASP Report Shows Declining Levels of Islamist Terrorism since July 2009,” 4/29, 

http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/media/press-releases/2010/new-asp-report-shows-declining-levels-of-islamist-terrorism-since-july-2009/)

Today, the American Security Project released the mid-year update to their annual “Are We Winning?” Report, which showed a marked decrease in Islamist terrorism in the last two quarters of 2009 outside of the on-going conflict theaters of Iraq and Afghanistan.  Even though Islamist terrorist incidents still remain at historically high levels, the decrease at the end of 2009 was the largest since 2004, when National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC) started tracking Islamist terrorist incidents.  The report, authored by ASP Senior Fellow Bernard Finel and Researcher Germain Difo measures America’s progress in the fight against terrorism according to metrics that are designed to be both reproducible and objective.

According to the report, much of the decline in Islamic terrorist incidents is due to decreasing terror incidents in Pakistan. Though there have been several high profile attacks in Pakistan, Islamist terrorism in that country is down 60% from the first six months of 2009.  This decline is likely due to increased military pressure by the Pakistani military on radicals within that country.  In addition, the report found that Al Qaeda is increasingly marginal to the broader radical Islamist movement, and remains under significant pressure due to drone strikes and other forms of military pressure.  This continues to demonstrate the tactical effectiveness of military counter-terrorism activities, though according to Senior Fellow and report author Bernard Finel, “it is unlikely that military pressure alone will provide a long-term solution to the terrorism challenge. We should be cautiously optimistic about the ability of military efforts in areas such as Pakistan and Afghanistan to dislodge some terrorist groups and keep them on the run.  But there is still a significant chance that terror groups may rebound.”

Global terrorist attacks have substantially decreased – proves the turning point in the war on the terror

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Since its inception in 2006, the American Security Project has relied heavily on a consistent metric in assessing the overall level of global Islamist violence: the number of Islamist terror attacks world-wide. Using data from the National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC),1 we count only those attacks for which there is definitive evidence of an Islamist connection and we have consistently excluded attacks in the conflict zones of Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as those that are part of the Israeli-Palestinian dispute. In the 2009 report, we noted that Islamist attacks world-wide had leveled off, and we expressed cautious optimism that we were at a turning point regarding the overall strength of the movement. Six months of additional data seem to have borne out these assessments.

Incident rates had remained above 200 per quarter for four consecutive quarters from July 2008 to June 2009 before declining to 162 in the third quarter of 2009 and 181 in the fourth quarter of 2009. This is especially significant given that in every year since 2004, attacks have peaked in the second half of the year. 

Obviously, these overall numbers represent an aggregation of numerous positive and negative trends, but we have long argued that the threat to the United States is at least in part a function of the overall level of violence. The larger the pool of extremists, the larger the risk that some will choose to attack American interests or be recruited into groups like al Qaeda with global aspirations.

Much of this decline is due to decreasing violence in Pakistan. Though there have been several high profile attacks in Pakistan, Islamist violence in that country is down 60% from the first six months of 2009. There was also a marked decrease in Islamist violence in Russia in the last months of 2009, though several high-profile attacks in March 2010 call the durability of that change into question.2 Somalia remains the most significant hotspot, with Islamist violence there continuing to increase. The Somali challenge is especially threatening because of the large Somali-American population in the United States that is at-risk for radicalization.3

Ext. 4 – Pakistan Stability Now
Pakistan committed to stabilizing now—US aid prove

APP, 10 (Associated Press of Pakistan, “WE NEED MORE MARKET ACCESS, ZARDARI TELLS HOLBROOKE”, Business Recorder, 6/24/2010, Lexis)

President Asif Ali Zardari on Wednesday said the government looked forward to international assistance in facing challenges and called for trade and market access for its products to put its economy on the path of stability and prosperity. He was talking to Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Ambassador Richard Holbrooke who called him here at the Aiwan-e-Sadr.

Ambassador Holbrooke was accompanied with Ms Anne W Patterson, US Ambassador and senior US officials. Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi, Secretary General to the President M Salman Faruqui, Ms Hina Rabbani Khar, Secretary to the President Salman Siddique, Malik Asif Hayat and Spokesperson to the President former Senator Farhatullah Babar were also present during the meeting.

that the legislation on ROZs, would be expedited and counter productive labour provision be softened. The President also emphasised on early reimbursement of arrears in Coalition Support Fund (CSF). President Asif Ali Zardari appreciating the US humanitarian assistance said that the people of Pakistan, especially the displaced persons, have paid a heavy price in terms of both human and material losses in fighting militancy.

He said the government owes its success to these people who not only supported efforts to root out militancy but also faced immense hardships for the peace of the region. The President said that overpowering and neutralising the extremist elements in affected areas must be accompanied with the creation of an environment so that extremism and militancy is not allowed to rear its head.

This, he said, can only be materialised through creation of opportunities for the people so that their energies could be utilised for creative and developmental purposes. He said that Pakistan had made huge human and material sacrifices to overcome the challenges of terrorism and militancy and its contribution towards counter terrorism is unmatched. "The government, security forces and our people are determined to eliminate this menace at any cost," the President emphasised.

Talking about the regional situation, the President said that Pakistan being a responsible country was aware of its obligations and responsibilities. "We are committed to the peace and stability of the region and we welcome efforts for promotion of peace and stability in the region," he said.
Pakistan-China relationship is stabilizing the region 

APP, 10 (Associated Press of Pakistan, “Pak-China friendship factor of peace, stability for region: PM”, 6/9/10, Lexis)

Prime Minister Syed Yusuf Raza Gilani said Pakistan values its relations with China based on complete trust, mutual understanding and convergence of views on all bilateral, regional and international issues. He further said Pakistan-China friendship is a factor of peace and stability for the region and welcomed the Chinese support for peace and stability in South Asia. During one-on-one meeting with the Chinese Vice Premier Mr. Zhang Dejiang prior to bilateral talks here this evening at PMs House, the Prime Minister thanked China for its stead fast support and solidarity.

The Prime Minister said Pakistan will never allow any extraneous factors to affect this vital relationship. He appreciated the Chinese assistance in construction of infrastructure projects particularly extension of credit in setting up of Chashma Nuclear Power Plants to overcome energy shortage. He hoped that this cooperation will further expand.
India-Pakistan relationship is increasing peace and stability in the region 

Right Vision News, 10 (“Pakistan: Peace, stability in region linked to good relations with India: Nawaz”, 6/2/10, Lexis)

Lahore, June 02 -- PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif has linked peace and stability in the region with good ties with India and termed resumption of composite dialogues between India and Pakistan as need of time in the longer interest of both the countries.

PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif held meeting with Indian High Commissioner in Pakistan Sharat Sabarwal in Raiwind House on Monday and pointed out that despite facing menace of terrorism from forefront Pakistan has been playing a key role for restoration of peace in the region.

He also emphasized that Pakistan has been committed to purge the region from the menaces of terrorism and extremism adding that for restoration of peace and stability in the region both India and Pakistan should resume composite dialogue process to address their prevailing controversies on Kashmir issue, Water and SirCreek.

PML-N Chief also hoped that the courage and persistence that Pakistani nation has been demonstrating against menace of terrorism, the day is not been far away when Pakistanis will emerge as developed and progressive nation of the world.

Ext. 5 – Withdraw Bad – 2NC Overview

DA outweighs and turns the case

And escalation occurs in 24 hours 

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (8/1/09, Peter, “Two Arguments for What to Do in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/two_arguments_for_what_to_do_in_afghanistan_13510)
In August, President Obama laid out the rationale for stepping up the fight in Afghanistan: If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe haven from which al-Qaeda would plot to kill more Americans. So this is not only a war worth fighting. This is fundamental to the defense of our people. Obamas Af-Pak plan is, in essence, a countersanctuary strategy that denies safe havens to the Taliban and al-Qaeda, with the overriding goal of making America and its allies safer. Under Obama, the Pentagon has already sent a surge of 21,000 troops to Afghanistan, and the Administration is even weighing the possibility of deploying as many as 40,000 more.

This is a sound policy. If U.S. forces were not in Afghanistan, the Taliban, with its al-Qaeda allies in tow, would seize control of the country's south and east and might even take it over entirely. A senior Afghan politician told me that the Taliban would be in Kabul within 24 hours without the presence of international forces. This is not because the Taliban is so strong; generous estimates suggest it numbers no more than 20,000 fighters. It is because the Afghan government and the 90,000--man Afghan army are still so weak.
Withdrawal leads to civil war – guarantees U.S draw in and turns the aff
 Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )

But there are many compelling reasons to keep fighting in Afghanistan. Most important among them is that an American withdrawal would return Afghanistan to civil war and reinforce frightful trends in Pakistan. In an Afghan civil conflict pitting the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Shiite Hazaras against the Pashtuns, the United States would have to choose the anti-Pashtun, anti-Pakistani side to protect against the possibility that the Taliban, a Pashtun-based movement, would again gain the upper hand. Remember Western insouciance about Afghanistan between 1994 and 1996, as the Taliban gradually gained ground? This time around, Washington would be obliged to intervene. It could not simply assume, as many suggest, that Pashtun jealousies, tribal differences, and powerful competing warlords would be enough to thwart a neo-Taliban advance. But successfully intervening in Pashtun politics from "over the horizon," with American troops no longer significantly deployed in Afghanistan, would be impossible. The Taliban currently have the offensive advantage throughout most of the Pashtun regions with U.S. forces active in the country; imagine U.S. forces gone.

Choosing sides would immediately thrust us into conflict with Islamabad, which remains a staunch and, at times, nefarious defender of Afghan Pashtun interests. Such a collision between Washington and Islamabad would be awful, fortifying Islamic militancy within Pakistan and placing al Qaeda and its allies, more clearly than ever before, on the same side as the Pakistani military establishment, which is only now getting serious about countering the radical Islamic threat at home.

Turns Case – Terrorism/Instability
Turns case--- increases terrorism, destabilizes Pakistan, and emboldens adversaries 

Javed, 10 –from a Pakistani Newspaper(3/5/10, Bassam, from BBC Monitoring International Reports “Pakistan article discusses implications of US withdrawal from Afghanistan,” Gale group)

The exasperated American surge-and-exit strategy reflects the increased frustration of the Western alliance, which has failed to bring about stability to Afghanistan. The exit part of any military strategy surly [as received] materializes successfully however, the stability part post withdrawal or exit of the affected country always remained dicey. Similarly, in case of Afghanistan, the case would not be any different as the exit would not yield any long term stability. To add to the frustration, the Dutch government's debacle over the issue of withdrawal of its forces from Afghanistan, indicates the mood of the Western public over the issue. Also, the fact that no other country has come forward to-date to replace the Dutch forces in Afghanistan makes it evident that the withdrawal will be there soon. The withdrawal though, may portray America as weak but it has no choice since prolonging the stay any more would still tantamount to weakness any way. The withdrawal of foreign forces may not be wholesome but in parts over five to six years. Still, one might see the presence of a few thousand of them at the end, typically on the lines of Iraqi withdrawal. However, in the time leading up to the phased withdrawal, there are more fervent public voices calling for immediate withdrawal of their respective forces from Afghanistan. Amongst the rising tide of like minded people in favour of withdrawal, there are some lonely voices too that are heard on and off calling for continuation of deployment of Western forces in Afghanistan. This segment of the society is skeptical of post withdrawal scenario in Afghanistan. The apprehensions on the withdrawal are many. The most important geopolitical repercussion of the withdrawal being cited would be the perception that America stands defeated in the long drawn Afghan war. The others include the perception that the withdrawal will lead to the Taleban returning to power in Afghanistan, the Taleban allowing Al-Qa'idah renewed access to the country, and Al-Qa'idah making use of Afghanistan to successfully attack the West again. The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article. The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns, who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under the US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further bloodshed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again, which would be detrimental to its overall security. Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the Afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium, which resultantly could prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foothold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan's interests. The withdrawal may also encourage fundamentalists and extremists the world over, who may be inspired by the resilience of Afghans and their success in forcing foreign military powers out of their lands and as such adopt as means of achieving victories. The perceptions amongst the Afghan Taleban that Pakistan has been siding with the Western forces against them may lead to their disenchantment with Pakistan and they may be inclined to work against its interests. Pakistan does not enjoy very good relations with the Northern Alliance. As such, it will be difficult for it to negotiate an ultimate power sharing deal between the Northern Alliance and the Taleban, if it may try to at some point of time.
Turns Case – Pakistan Collapse 
Withdrawal risk Taliban restoration, and collapse of nuclear Pakistan
Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”
http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617
The danger of a nuclear al-Qaeda should not be exaggerated, however. For a U.S. withdrawal to lead to that result would require a networked chain of multiple events: a Taliban restoration in Kabul, a collapse of secular government in Islamabad, and a loss of control over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal (or deliberate transfer of weapons by sympathetic Pakistanis). These events are far from certain, and the compound probability of all of them happening is inherently lower than the odds of any one step alone. But a U.S. withdrawal would increase all the probabilities at each stage, and the consequences for U.S. security if the chain did play itself out could be severe. During the Cold War, the United States devoted vast resources to diminishing an already-small risk that the USSR would launch a nuclear attack on America. Today, the odds of U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan yielding an al-Qaeda nuclear weapon next door in Pakistan may be relatively low, but the low risk of a grave result has been judged intolerable in the past and perhaps ought to be again. On balance, the gravity of the risks involved in withdrawal narrowly make a renewed effort in Afghanistan the least-bad option we have.

Perception kt Prevent Insurgency 
The perception of U.S. commitment is vital to demobilizing the insurgency

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

4. COMMIT TO THE EFFORT

The consistent unwillingness of the U.S. government to commit to the success of its endeavors in Afghanistan (and Iraq) over the long term is a serious obstacle to progress. The Pakistani leadership appears convinced that America will abandon its efforts in South Asia sooner rather than later, and this conviction fuels Pakistan’s determination to retain support for (and therefore control of) Afghan Taliban groups based in its territory. It also contributes to instability within Pakistan, because Pakistani leaders are tentative about committing to the fight against their internal foes as long as they are unsure of our determination to do our part.

At the local level within Afghanistan, people who are not convinced that coalition forces will stay to support them if they oppose the terrorists are unlikely to risk retaliation by committing to us. When U.S. forces moved into insurgent strongholds in Iraq in 2007, the first thing they were asked was: “Are you going to stay this time?” When the answer was yes (and we proved it by really staying and living among them), the floodgates of local opposition to the insurgents opened. The people of Afghanistan need the same reassurance. Until it is widely believe that the U.S. will remain in the fight until the insurgency is defeated, doubt about our commitment will continue to fuel the insurgency. If we are going to fight this war, as our interests require, we must make it clear that we will do what it takes to win.

Our history is very much against us in this effort. Islamists point to our retreat following the Marine-barracks bombing in Lebanon in 1983, the “Blackhawk Down” incident in 1993, our abandonment of Afghanistan following the defeat of the Soviet Union in 1989, and our abandonment of Shiite and Kurdish Iraqis to Saddam Hussein’s retribution in 1991 and 1992. At the end of 2006, our enemies in Iraq were already declaring victory, convinced that the pattern would repeat itself. The question they are now asking is: Was the surge an aberration in U.S. policy or a new pattern?

Our friends have the same question. We are asking them to put their lives on the line in support of shared goals, and they need to know we will stand by them. More rides on the outcome of our effort in Afghanistan than the particular interests we have there. American security would benefit greatly if we changed the global perception that the U.S. does not have the stomach to finish what it starts.

Withdrawal Bad – Afghanistan Instability 

Empirically – withdrawal will cause factional splits in the Afghan army, risking collapse

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)

Then, during the late nineteen-eighties, faced with a dilemma similar to that facing the United States, the Soviets tried to "Afghan-ize" their occupation, much as the U.S. proposes to do now. The built up Afghan forces, put them in the lead in combat, supplied them with sophisticated weapons, and, ultimately, decided to withdraw. This strategy actually worked reasonably well for a while, although the government only controlled the major cities, never the countryside. But the factional and tribal splits within the Army persisted, defections were chronic, and a civil war among the insurgents also played out within the Army, ensuring that when the Soviet Union fell apart, and supplies halted, the Army too would crack up and dissolve en masse. (I happened to be in Kabul when this happened, in 1992. On a single day, thousands and thousands of soldiers and policemen took off their uniforms, put on civilian clothes, and went home.)

Finally, during the mid-nineteen-nineties, a fragmented and internally feuding Kabul government, in which Karzai was a participant for a time, tried to build up national forces to hold off the Taliban, but splits within the Kabul coalitions caused important militias and sections of the security forces to defect to the Taliban. The Taliban took Kabul in 1996 as much by exploiting Kabul's political disarray as by military conquest. The history of the Afghan Army since 1970 is one in which the Army has never actually been defeated in the field, but has literally dissolved for lack of political glue on several occasions.
Withdrawing troops from Afghanistan too soon risks catastrophe

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Premature Western military disengagement from Afghanistan would risk catastrophic turmoil in the region, Western and Afghan officials say, responding to a rising tide of concern at the intensity of insurgent violence.

Such greater instability would end up requiring an even bigger Western involvement to resolve in an area including nuclear-armed Pakistan and al Qaeda's main bastions, they say.

The officials argue there is no substitute for a lasting commitment now that would permit a reduced military presence over time as the country stabilises.
With insurgent violence at its highest since the Taliban movement was ousted from power in late 2001, public support for the war is declining in America and has plummeted in Europe.

Former British High Commissioner in Pakistan Hilary Synnott, speaking at a weekend meeting of strategists in Geneva hosted by Britain's International Institute for Strategic Studies, said critics of Western strategy had to consider "the very great consequences of perceived American defeat".

"There is real concern about Pakistan, with five times the population of Afghanistan, which has nuclear weapons and which has a new Pakistani Taliban threatening the state itself," he said.

"Those who argue, as some do, that the smart thing is simply to walk away would destroy everything that has been achieved," Sherard Cowper-Coles, a British special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, told delegates.

Withdrawal Bad – Pakistan Instability 
Pakistan is gaining stability now - but the plan will reverse the progress and embolden extremism 

Curtis and Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka,  Bangladesh and Nepal AND* Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 - (October 5, 2009, Lisa and James, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems
Voices in Pakistan

There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years.

But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border.

If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.

AT: Withdrawal Solves Terrorism 
Troops deter Al Qaeda---distracts from U.S. targeted attacks, denies sanctuaries, and lowers recruiting 

Carroll 09 - is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog ( October 2, Conn “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ 
3. U.S. Presence in Afghanistan has served as a proximity deterrent for Al Qaeda.
From a severely weakened position, Al Qaeda has been forced to accept the condition of awaiting more opportune circumstances before relaunching its campaign against the U.S. Having U.S. soldiers on the border of Waziristan, is a realistic deterrent from initiating offense operations that are so close to cross-border retaliation. Crossing the border into Pakistan is only one nuclear incident away. If, on the other hand, U.S. soldiers are ordered to abandoned Afghanistan, Al Qaeda will then have the freedom of action to recommence operations.
4. Counterterrorist campaigns cannot be waged from a distance.
Critics of the U.S. force presence claim that there are alternatives to holding Al Qaeda at bay such as intensive intelligence, Predator drones, cruise missiles, Special Operations raids, and monetary payments to Warlords to deny safe havens. However, most specialists on counterinsurgency and counterterrorism claim terrorists cannot be confronted at a distance.
5. Abandoning Afghanistan will move the War’s Frontline from Overseas to the Homeland.
U.S. military forces in Afghanistan are essentially hardened targets that can easily kill far more Taliban than can be similarly inflicted on U.S. troops. Moving the frontlines from overseas to CONUS will expose the soft underbelly of the U.S. civilian population to potentially horrific casualties. While one American casualty is too many; the scope and scale of potential casualties would remain far less in relative comparison by continuing the fight overseas.
6. Cost-Benefit Analysis favors Forward Presence.
Alan Greenspan recently claimed that the long term repercussions of the 9/11 attack contributed to the making of the 2008 global economic crisis, large federal government deficit spending, and the current recession.
Greenspan indicated that to stimulate the economy immediately after the
9/11 attack the Federal Reserve needed to cut interest rates dramatically to spur domestic spending. Rates quickly moved from 3.5% to 1%. This reduced Federal Reserve rate helped to fuel speculative borrowing to homeowners who would not normally qualify for home mortgages. Post 9/11 interest rates were also a contributing factor leading to the real estate bubble that burst in 2007. The recent economic crisis has cost the global economy over $11.9 trillion dollars.
Can the U.S. taxpayer afford another 9/11 type of attack, which coupled with nuclear devices, could have far worse second and third order effects? Spending $60 billion annually is a far less expense than a potential $11.9 trillion dollar impact related to another 9/11 incident.

7. President Obama and GEN Stanley McChrystal have both claimed that the fight to stabilize Afghanistan is winnable.
http://www.swamppolitics.com/news/politics/blog/2009/02/obama_afghanistan_still_winnab.html;
http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/08/31/afghanistan.mcchrystal/index.html;
http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/09/03/27/A-New-Strategy-for-Afghanistan-and-Pakistan/
8. Today’s U.S. All Volunteer force is qualitatively a more capable military force than Vietnam predecessor.
Despite the challenges of facing multiple deployments to both Iraq and Afghanistan, the All Volunteer force still retains advantages in education, training, hard-won experience, superior leadership and proven equipment compared to its Vietnam counterparts. Joint, Interagency and multi-national coordination has improved.

9. U.S. Precedent for Bringing Stability in Iraq and Kosovo.
The U.S. government has experienced recent successes against hostile adversaries during transition phase of war. Although skeptics denounced the potential for U.S. success in these recent conflicts, the track record for success resides with the U.S. government.

10. Afghanistan provides the venue to Learn about the Long Term Adversary.
If observers believe that Al Qaeda is a long term enemy of the United States, where is the best location to study the threat than in the actual region? Residing in Afghanistan provides the opportunity to develop language skills, foster culture apperception, discern tribal networks, study vulnerabilities, learn weaknesses, and to recruit the next generation of informants to eventually penetrate Islamic networks. The intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) begins with cultural appreciation that can be gained first-hand by living in the region.

11. U.S. Presence Denies Sanctuary of the Adversary within Ungoverned Spaces.
The Al Qaeda selection of Afghanistan is no accident. Terrorist networks have managed to find the ungoverned spaces in Somalia and Afghanistan to construct training camps for future terrorists. Remaining in Afghanistan denies this remote country from becoming a host for terrorist training activities.

12. U.S. Presence, if managed properly, can serve to Drain the Terrorist Recruitment Swamp.
This is a delicate balance. Merely occupying a country, does not guaranteed setting the conditions to diminish hostile recruitment. Nonetheless, if presence can be performed in a manner which engenders hope, fosters rule of law, exhibits benefits of governance and development, then the seeds of peace can be sown into a war torn region.
AT: Withdrawal Solves Anti-Americanism
Anti- Americanism is inevitable 

Hegghammer, 9 *a senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs  (Thomas, “The big impact of small footprints”, 11/11/2009, Foreign Policy, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19691/big_impact_of_small_footprints.html)
The power of small incidents has increased in the past decade thanks to the Internet. Increasing bandwidth, cheaper digital cameras and fast-learning activists have turned the world wide web into a giant propaganda tool which can generate powerful visual messages and project them instantly to a global audience. The smallest detail can be dramatically enlarged and turned into a symbol of "Muslim suffering at the hands of non-Muslims." On jihadi discussion forums such as Faloja (named after the Iraqi city whose 2004 battles between jihadis and U.S. forces made it an icon of Muslim suffering), high-quality video productions appear on a daily basis. The relationship between objective physical destruction and jihadi mobilization has never been less linear. (Of course, the non-linearity works both ways; more conventional power does not necessarily generate less powerful propaganda.)

Why, then, would a small footprint approach in Afghanistan create more visual symbols of Muslim suffering? For a start, a troop reduction would not take away the occupation, at least not in the eyes of non-Afghan Islamists. Al Qaeda has a very wide definition of occupation and would frame any U.S. military presence in the region as such. 

Moreover, the surgical strikes would not be that surgical. A significantly smaller U.S. ground presence is likely to produce less good human intelligence, because it will be harder to protect informants. This will increase the risk of hitting, for example, wedding parties. In addition, fewer strikes means that each individual operation is more visible. This mitigates the problem of information saturation which currently frustrates jihadi propagandists. In war, many bad things happen, but individual incidents drown in the noise of the conflict. This may explain why interest in the Iraqi insurgency on jihadi forums has decreased steadily since 2005; there was so much going on that even jihadis were desensitized. A related dynamic may be behind the paradox that in Pakistan, public outrage over CIA drone strikes seems to have decreased in 2008 and 2009 as the frequency of strikes has gone up. For al Qaeda's propagandists, less can be more.
Withdrawal increases anti Americanism 

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ

This may be true for local insurgencies such as the Taliban, but not for small transnational movements such as al Qaeda. In fact, a significantly smaller U.S. presence in Afghanistan may paradoxically generate more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan and ultimately more anti-Western terrorism than a more conventional military approach. This is because jihadi propaganda today relies on visually powerful symbols to mobilize people, and intermittent "surgical" strikes, and the casualties they cause, may create more such symbols than continuous conventional warfare.
The history of jihadism is full of examples of seemingly small incidents having a major effect on mobilization. In August 1998, the U.S. launched missiles on Afghanistan and Sudan in retaliation for al Qaeda attacks on U.S. embassies in East Africa. The strikes made Mullah Omar work more closely with Osama Bin Laden and were followed by an increase in recruitment to al Qaeda camps in Afghanistan. In April 2002, the Israeli military's incursion into Jenin caused a veritable political earthquake in the Muslim world, and demonstrably helped recruitment to al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere. This was despite the relatively few casualties (a U.N. report concluded 52 Palestinian were killed, half of them civilians). In Pakistan, a few failed U.S. airstrikes in the Tribal Areas in 2006 and 2007 caused public outrage.and dramatically increased anti-Americanism across the country.The power of small incidents has increased in the past decade thanks to the Internet. Increasing bandwidth, cheaper digital cameras and fast-learning activists have turned the world wide web into a giant propaganda tool which can generate powerful visual messages and project them instantly to a global audience. The smallest detail can be dramatically enlarged and turned into a symbol of "Muslim suffering at the hands of non-Muslims." On jihadi discussion forums such as Faloja (named after the Iraqi city whose 2004 battles between jihadis and U.S. forces made it an icon of Muslim suffering), high-quality video productions appear on a daily basis. The relationship between objective physical destruction and jihadi mobilization has never been less linear. (Of course, the non-linearity works both ways; more conventional power does not necessarily generate less powerful propaganda.) Why, then, would a small footprint approach in Afghanistan create more visual symbols of Muslim suffering? For a start, a troop reduction would not take away the occupation, at least not in the eyes of non-Afghan Islamists. Al Qaeda has a very wide definition of occupation and would frame any U.S. military presence in the region as such. 
***AT: Add-Ons***

Drug Trade: Decreased Opium Farming
Poppy crop down – natural pest 

Reuters 10 (Reuters, “Q+A: Drugs and Afghanistan’s Growing Insurgency,” May 17 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64G1DN20100517)

Afghan and United Nations officials say a natural pest has hit the key narcotics producing region of southern Afghanistan, which could result in a major reduction of poppy output, the raw material for heroin, this year. Controlling the opium trade in Afghanistan, the world's leading producer of the drug, is part of the fight by the West and the Afghan government against Taliban militants, overthrown in a U.S.-led invasion in 2001. 
Drug Trade: Farmers Changing Crops

Afghan farmers migrating from Poppy seeds 

Economist 8 (Economist, “Bring on the Pomegranate,” Nov 27 http://www.economist.com/node/12708118?story_id=12708118)   

THE Koran mentions the pomegranate as one of the fruits found in paradise, and medical research suggests it may help those wanting to extend their stay in this world. Rich in antioxidants, the pomegranate is promoted in the West as a defence against prostate cancer, heart disease and other illnesses. So in Afghanistan, where the United Nations reports another hefty Afghan opium harvest this year, the hope is that this life-giving fruit can displace the life-sapping drug trade that is, moreover, closely tied to the Taliban insurgency. In early November the Afghan agriculture ministry and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) held a World Pomegranate Fair at a model farm on the edge of Kabul. The organisers pointed out that pomegranate prices had quadrupled in five years, making the fruit a potential rival to the lucrative poppy.
Poppy fields diminishing, saffron production increasing

Washington Times 9 (Washington Times, “Poppy Fields Turn to Saffron,” Jan 22, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/jan/22/poppy-fields-turn-to-saffron/)
The Afghan government, international aid groups and private businesses have been distributing saffron bulbs to farmers in what appears to be an increasingly successful effort to persuade them to give up cultivating opium poppies.  Farmers in this region along the Iranian border say their new crop is better suited to their religious beliefs and even more profitable. As a result, poppy fields are disappearing from the northwestern corner of Afghanistan.  "It's not prohibited in Islam, and we can make more money," said Nasir Ahmed Ataie, 40, a former poppy farmer who switched to saffron cultivation six years ago. "We want to grow saffron - no one is forcing us."  "Saffron production has increased every year in the past three years," Mr. Hedarzada said. "Now [512] acres of land are used for growing saffron."  The spice is a key ingredient in the cuisine of the region, adding a distinctive yellow color to rice and other dishes.    Nevertheless, with more farmers being introduced to saffron, the crop is expected to continue to gain popularity. 

Farmers are making the switch from opium to wheat – USAID programs

CNN 9 (CNN, “US helping farmers give up opium for wheat,” pg online at http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/asiapcf/02/02/afghanistan.poppy.farms/index.html)

Toiling in what is the opium capital of the world, farmers in southern Afghanistan are swapping out their poppy plants for wheat crops. A farmer harvests wheat in a field on the outskirts of Kabul, Afghanistan, last summer. The farmers are participating in programs sponsored by the U.S. Agency for International Development, which is offering seeds, fertilizers and improved irrigation to the region in an effort to stop poppy crops and, ultimately, the production of opium and heroin. Observers have noticed a significant decline in the opium trade in Afghanistan, with the number of poppy-free provinces increasing from 13 in 2007 to 18 in 2008, according to a U.N. report released last year. Opium cultivation in the country, which has 34 provinces, dropped by about 20 percent in a year, the U.N. reported in August. "It's a challenge to deliver assistance in a war zone -- you can hear fighter jets flying above us right now," said Rory Donohoe, a USAID development officer. 
Drug Trade: Troops Good - Hurting Opium Trade

Troops have cut down poppy production by half

AP 10 (AP, “U.S. forces hurting Taliban's opium trade, Marine general says,” May 15 http://www.nola.com/military/index.ssf/2010/05/us_forces_hurting_talibans_opi.html)

 U.S. forces are dealing a blow to the Taliban's multimillion-dollar opium business by securing deals with farmers to plant legal crops, The commanding general in charge of U.S. Marines in Afghanistan said Friday. Maj. Gen. Richard Mills said during a video conference call at Camp Pendleton that farmers who own half of the poppy fields in Helmand Province, the center of Afghanistan's poppy production, have pledged to not reseed next year. Afghanistan supplies 90 percent of the world's opium, the main ingredient in heroin. Curbing the Taliban's drug trade was a major goal when Marines seized the former insurgent stronghold of Marjah earlier this year. But troops have had to walk a fine line in their battle against the country's opium trade: If they destroy the crops, they lose the support of the population. Instead, they are encouraging local farmers to swap their poppies for legal crops, such as wheat. During the spring harvest that just ended, more than 17,300 acres of poppies were swapped for legal crops around the farming community of Marjah, according to the Marine Corps."We offer them employment for money but we do not buy the drugs nor do we eradicate the drugs," Mills said. "We simply educate them and encourage them to find alternative means to gain a livelihood off the soil. We're getting good reception of that both at the local level and governmental levels. We've taken almost half of the poppy production land out of production." Mills said troops recently seized almost five tons of raw opium headed out of the country to be sold for money to buy weapons and explosives for the Taliban. 
Drug Trade: Troops Good: Security

Afghanis pleased with successful troop presence

Christian Science Monitor 10 (TCSM, “How US is tackling opium trade in Afghanistan poppy heartland,” Jan 12, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0112/How-US-is-tackling-opium-trade-in-Afghanistan-poppy-heartland) 
 Most of those outside middlemen fled when the Marines arrived last July. But still the locals are growing some poppy, says Mr. Mohammad.  “It will be difficult for us to sell it,” says Mohammad, who nevertheless appears pleased with the presence of the Marines and return of local government. “The people of Khan Neshin can grow it and hold on to it. Maybe some smugglers can come [back] and they can sell it.”  The Marines’ goal is to cut off even that last strand of expectation for poppy farmers in a province that provides nearly half the world’s opium – but without alienating the local population. Breaking up the trade, which helps fund the Taliban, is critical for the US, as underscored US Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack’s visit to the province this week.        The first task – to keep farmers from smugglers without antagonizing them – seems to be working here. Two weeks ago, coalition forces around Khan Neshin seized more than 13,200 pounds of processed opium and 175 pounds of refined heroin after chasing a fleeing vehicle. But most farmers don’t mind such interdictions because they see traffickers, who sometimes demand high prices for their services, as fair targets of law enforcement (as long as a few slip through come harvest time to bring their poppy to market).  “There’s a sense of equity in law enforcement when people pursue the traffickers [so] the likelihood of a reaction against the government of Afghanistan and international forces is low,” says David Mansfield, a top expert on Afghan drugs policy and fellow at the Harvard University’s Carr Center.    In its effort to discourage poppy farming, the US may have some economic factors on its side. Poppy is growing less attractive to farmers for reasons beyond interdiction, he says. September data from the United Nations showed opium cultivation down 22 percent in 2009 and the number of people involved in growing it had dropped by one third.  Two reasons for those declines, according to Mr. Mansfield, are lower poppy prices due to previous overproduction in Helmand and jitters about the supply of wheat from wartorn Pakistan. He also calculates that poppy, with its high labor costs and falling prices, is becoming less profitable than wheat.  Over time these trends may push more farmers to switch to wheat, he says, though for now many in Khan Neshin disagree with his assessment. Other districts, particularly newly taken regions like Khan Neshin, have seen much less of this effort so far. As security improves, however, outreach to farmers may increase.
Russia: Cooperation Now

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

Russia agreed to assist the United States and the international community in responding to terrorism and
the insurgency in Afghanistan and Pakistan, and to drug trafficking from Afghanistan. The two
sides called for the continuation of the Six-Party Talks and for the verifiable denuclearization of
the Korean Peninsula. They also pledged to strengthen Euro-Atlantic and European security,
including through the OSCE and NATO-Russia Council.52
Reflective of Russia’s views of the bilateral relationship, its May 2009 National Security Strategy
states that Moscow strives to establish “an equal and full-fledged strategic partnership” with the
United States. The Strategy claims that the two countries have “key” influence in the world and
should work together on arms control, on confidence-building measures, on the nonproliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, on counterterrorism, and on the settlement of regional conflicts.
The Strategy proclaims that Russia will work to maintain parity with the United States in strategic
offensive weapons even if the United States deploys a global missile defense system.53
At the July 2009 summit, “President Obama stated that the relationship between Russia and the
United States has suffered from a sense of drift” in recent years, and that the two presidents had
 “resolved to reset U.S.-Russian relations.” He stressed that the United States wanted “to deal as
equals” with Russia, since both countries are nuclear superpowers, and that the United States has
recognized that its role “is not to dictate policy around the world, but to be a partner with other
countries” to solve global problems. Some observers have argued that these statements were
aimed at assuaging Russian sensitivities about the country’s status in the world. Russia’s
hyperbole about its role in the world, these observers have suggested, was evidenced by President
Medvedev’s statement at the summit that the United States and Russia are “powerful states [that]
have special responsibility for everything that is happening on our planet,” and that strengthened
bilateral cooperation “will ensure international peace and security.” 

***Solvency***
1NC Solvency 

1. The withdrawal deadline prevents reconciliation

Chorev and Sherman, 10 * Executive Director of the Future of National Security Project at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School ** Associate Director at the Center for International Cooperation @ NYU (Matan,  Jake, “The Prospects for Security and Political Reconciliation in Afghanistan: Local, National, and Regional Perspectives”, May 2010, belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/reconciliation-afghanistan.pdf)
Furthermore, the Obama administration’s eighteen-month time line for the beginning of troop withdrawal risks incentivizing counterproductive behavior among elements of both the leadership and the population. Although the declaration of a specific date for the transitioning of authority

to the Afghan government was intended to “focus minds,” the leadership in Kabul might conclude that President Obama cannot afford to begin significant withdrawal of forces in such a short time frame and will therefore not pursue reforms with sufficient vigor. In contrast, the population might conclude that the United States is determined to leave and will hedge its bets appropriately.
2. Negotiation with the Taliban are bad – Taliban becomes empowered and reorganizes
O’Hanlon and Sherjan 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND President of Aid Afghanistan for Education (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Hassina, President of Aid Afghanistan for Education, “Five Myths About Afghanistan,” Brookings, March 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0314_afghanistan_myths_ohanlon.aspx)

But a major compromise with the central Taliban leadership is not only unlikely -- it's a bad idea. The Taliban is not interested in negotiation and is not the sort of organization with which the Afghan government or the United Sates should ever compromise. Its extremist ideology is misogynous and intolerant, and its history in Afghanistan has been barbaric. Most important, the Taliban is extremely unpopular among Afghans.

President Hamid Karzai has repeatedly stated his willingness to negotiate with Taliban leaders willing to renounce insurgency, while British Foreign Secretary David Miliband has called for some form of political settlement with the Taliban and other insurgent groups provided that our core interests are protected. But in general, NATO and Afghan forces will have to establish more battlefield momentum before widespread negotiations become plausible. Any talks must be pursued from a position of strength, so that deals will involve convincing the Taliban to lay down arms rather than pretending that it could share power while clinging to its current ideology.

1NC Solvency

3. Negotiations will fail --- multiple prerequistes to discussion with Taliban 

D’Souza,9 - Associate Fellow at IDSA ( March 2009 ,Shanthie, Strategic Analysis, “Taliking to the Taliban: Will it Ensure ‘Peace’ in Afghanistan?” Vol. 33, No. 2, March 2009, 254-272)

Constraints and prospects for talks and negotiations in the peace-building process Despite calls and attempts at various levels by different actors, these efforts at recon​ciliations and negotiations, are not adequate to address the challenges of instability and insecurity posed by the Taliban-led insurgency. To engage with the Taliban and their affiliates in an effective reconciliation process, some of the following challenges and constraints need to be addressed. Sanctuary in Pakistan Al Qaida and the Taliban, with the command and support structure in Pakistani tribal areas, are able to carry out systematic campaigns of terror and violence in Afghanistan. There is little likelihood that Al Qaida, foreign fighters with extreme jihadi ideology, will give up on their agendas. They would increasingly target and eliminate the mod​erate tribal leaders, viewed as government collaborators and infidels, as is witnessed in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and Southern Afghanistan. The existence of a terrorist infrastructure, capitulation through 'peace deals', and the sup​port provided by the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) to the insurgents calls for greater international scrutiny of Pakistan's role in the war on terror. At the same time, to advance towards a meaningful reconciliation process, the cooperation of Pakistan is essential. Given the cross-border ethnic and tribal ties, a coordinated regional approach to address the challenge posed by the rising insurgency is essential. Need for a network-centric approach The present reconciliation policy, so far, has focused on 'reconciled' individuals, not whole networks which provide the support base. For example, Abdul Wahid Baghrani, one high-profile Taliban leader in Helmand who reconciled in April 2005 without a formal deal, did not deliver any of the political or military capital, valuable intelli​gence, and access to other insurgents. This serves little purpose as far as weakening the insurgency is concerned. If a commander has sufficient clout and is convinced, he could bring his fighters and supporters in. This would help erode the support base for the insurgents. Beyond using wedge tactics to foster divisions, there is a need to have strategic talks with the Taliban leadership. This could be done in a phased manner of first reconciling with local commanders and then 'bringing in' the leadership. Public perception management The international community and the Afghan Government need to explain to the pub​lic the rationale behind negotiations. It is important to counter the local perception that negotiations with the Taliban do not mean acquiescence to the demands of the Taliban, nor does it imply waning or withdrawal of the international commitment. An effort should also be made to ensure that the Northern Alliance members do not feel that national reconciliation with the Taliban will result in a shift of power or compromise their position. Neither should it be perceived as a sign of weakness for the Afghan Government or the international community. Rather, it needs to be viewed as an attempt at building a politically inclusive order with active Afghan participation and leadership. Lack of incentives and guarantees One of the important reasons that most of the Taliban are apprehensive to reconcile is the lack of assurance that they will be treated fairly on return. Many of those who attempted to join the reconciliation process have either been kept in Pakistani prisons or were handed over to the United States before they could reach the Afghan Government mediators. For any effective reconciliation process, it is essential that they be given security guarantees, incentives, and assurance of their safety and fair treatment. Presently, such international guarantees are non-existent. Apart from guarantees at the local, shura and tribal levels, there is a need for international guarantees that they would not be sent to detention centres and that they would have incentives such as re-education programmes, employment opportunities, and financial support for reintegration (R of the DDR). The minimal role for the International Committee of the Red Cross or the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in this programme needs to be enhanced. Some of the reconciled Taliban, including the former Taliban ministers, have complained of harassment even after their safety is guaranteed. This is not an encouraging example for others to follow. Lack of attention towards institution-building Any long-term policy of transforming conflict-ridden Afghanistan from being a 'failed state' to a 'functioning state' is not a mere declaration of the end of hostilities, but the presence of credible political and social institutions capable of mediating con​flict. Establishing long-lasting and participatory institutions that address a wide range of governance issues, security sector reform, anti-corruption measures, and reconcili​ation imperatives needs to be the focus of the international community. Need for 'unity of effort' For an effective, comprehensive reconciliation process to emerge, it is pertinent to close the gap between different categorizations (extreme versus moderate Taliban) and different approaches between the Afghan Government (inclusion) and the interna​tional community co-option (British), or political outreach (United Nations). A well-coordinated inclusive 'Afghan-led' strategy based on uncompromising principles and an effective reintegration programme is essential to build legitimacy and trust around such a process. Afghanistan needs a UN-supported, broad-based political dialogue, one that reaches out to all alienated and marginalized sections of Afghan society.

1NC Solvency

4. Shifting to a counterterrorism strategy prevents intelligence gathering and increases terrorism
Riedel and O’Hanlon 9 - Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Bruce, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings, September 24th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

The fundamental reason that a counterterrorism-focused strategy fails is that it cannot generate good intelligence. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban know not to use their cellphones and satellite phones today, so our spy satellites are of little use in finding extremists. We need information from unmanned low-altitude aircraft and, even more, from people on the ground who speak the language and know the comings and goings of locals. But our Afghan friends who might be inclined to help us with such information would be intimidated by insurgent and terrorist forces into silence — or killed if they cooperated — because we would lack the ability to protect them under a counterterrorism approach.

Afghan forces simply do not have the capacity to do the protecting themselves at this point and, given the challenges of building up new institutions in Afghanistan after decades of war, will not have the ability until at least 2012. Even that distant date will be postponed further if we do not deploy enough forces to mentor and partner with Afghans as they build up an army and police force largely from scratch. This adds up to a prescription for a drying up of intelligence.
The second reason a counterterrorism-oriented strategy would fail is that, if we tried it, we would likely lose our ability to operate unmanned aircraft where the Taliban and al-Qaeda prefer to hide. Why? If we pulled out, the Afghan government would likely collapse. The secure bases near the mountains of the Afghan-Pakistan border, and thus our ability to operate aircraft from them, would be lost. Our ability to go after Afghan resistance fighters would deteriorate. And the recent momentum we have established in going after Pakistani extremists would be lost.

For those who have forgotten the realities of the 1990s — when we tried to go after Osama bin Laden without access to nearby bases by using ships based in the Indian Ocean — the two- to four-hour flight times of drones and cruise missiles operating off such ships made prompt action to real-time intelligence impractical.

Third, we would likely lose our allies with this approach. A limited mission offers nothing to the Afghans, whose country is essentially abandoned to the Taliban, or to the Pakistanis, who would similarly see this as the first step toward cut and run. The NATO allies would also smell in a "reduced" mission the beginning of withdrawal; some if not most might try to beat us to the exit.
Once the Taliban is back in power in Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will not be far behind. Our top nemesis will be able to salvage a victory in the very place from which it launched the 9/11 attacks eight years ago. Al-Qaeda will have its favorite bases and sanctuaries back, as well as a major propaganda win.
A major setback, a major danger

Given how badly the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated since 2001, we might ultimately have to fall back on a narrow counterterrorism option. But that would be a major setback, and a major danger, for the United States — not a clever, lower-cost alternative strategy to what we are pursuing in Afghanistan today.

Some say that the stakes aren't that high because al-Qaeda doesn't really need a sanctuary to do its dirty work. But this misses the point and fails to distinguish between the bad and the worse. Having a physical sanctuary, in addition to being able to claim victory against the United States and its allies, would make organization, training and communication far easier for bin Laden and his cronies.

The right path remains what President Obama proposed in March — working to protect the Afghan population while building up Afghan state institutions such as the army and police. This approach will take time and perhaps more resources. But alas, in this kind of war, there is little choice.

Ext. 1 – Withdraw Destroys Reconciliation
Remaining in Afghanistan is the best way to get Taliban reconciliation

Felbab-Brown 9 - Fellow of Foreign Policy @ 21st Century Defense Initiative (Vanda, “President Obama’s New Strategy in Afghanistan: Questions and Answers,” The Brookings Institute, December 2nd, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1202_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx)

Q. Is military force effective on its own as a means of counterinsurgency? 

A. Counterinsurgency situations are ones where military force is only one component of the strategy. Since in a counterinsurgency effort, the population is the center of gravity, other tools of statecraft are equally important. These include economic development, public diplomacy, strategic communication, and most importantly, the delivery of the necessary public goods. Public safety, rule of law, and economic conditions enabling job generation are also critical. Yet many insurgencies around the world were defeated or severely weakened by military means alone, without the state ever addressing the root causes of violence. This is, appropriately, not the strategy President Obama outlined. Nonetheless, even though military power is far from the sole means to defeat the Taliban insurgency and al Qaeda efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is a critical ingredient. Without changing the Taliban's calculus and taking the momentum away from it, the Taliban will not participate in any serious reconciliation effort, nor will the Afghan people risk their lives to resist the Taliban and rebuild their country.
Withdraw only weakens our chances at successful reconciliation

Khalilzad 10 - Former US Ambassador to the UN (Zalmay, “The Taliban and Reconciliation,” February 18th, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/19/opinion/19iht-edkhalilzad.html)

Reconciliation and reintegration have lately become catch-phrases in regard to Afghanistan.

Proponents of reconciliation hope that an agreement can be brokered between the Afghan government and the Taliban political leadership. Reintegration would then allow the coalition and Afghan security forces to stop fighting against local Taliban commanders by bringing them back into Afghan society.

Those are potentially good outcomes. But they can only be achieved if certain necessary conditions are in place, and at present this is not the case.

National reconciliation is a well-established concept. It is generally understood to mean that the insurgents accept the new order in exchange for amnesty, the right to participate in the political process and physical security. President Karzai has actually sought reconciliation with the Taliban for years.

Recently, efforts devoted to this goal have increased. Mr. Karzai is even planning to convene a Peace Loya Jirga to facilitate reconciliation.

The meaning of the capture of Mullah Abdul Ghani Barader, the chief of the Taliban’s military operations, amid speculation that he had engaged the U.S. or Afghan authorities in negotiations, is unclear. If it reflects a change in Pakistan’s policy of giving the Taliban sanctuary on its territory and if it now will push Taliban leaders to stop fighting against the coalition and Mr. Karzai’s government, this could be a major positive development.

History indicates that successful reconciliation is possible when the government and its outside supporters are doing well militarily against insurgents and providing security and improved living conditions for the population in areas cleared of insurgents. The insurgents have to conclude that time is not on their side, and that their best interests are served by striking a deal while they still have some bargaining chips in hand.

Unfortunately, this is not the situation in Afghanistan right now. Militarily, the insurgency has grown stronger in recent years while popular support for the government and the coalition has declined in areas where the insurgents are strong. The Taliban also enjoy external support and sanctuaries. Not surprisingly, its leadership has so far rejected reconciliation.

To expect the Taliban to reconcile on our terms in these circumstances is wishful thinking. First, conditions on the ground need to be changed.
To date, what the Taliban have wanted is negotiations with the United States. But negotiations are fundamentally different from reconciliation. What the Taliban have in mind is negotiating a timetable for withdrawal of coalition forces and a new transitional government as steps toward their ultimate goal of retaking Afghanistan.

It is possible that they might pretend to distance themselves from Al Qaeda, but we should recognize that the partnership with Al Qaeda has been part of their formula of success.

According to Pakistani leaders, in their meetings with U.S. military leaders, the Pakistanis have offered to arrange meetings with the Taliban. But it is important to recognize that senior-level meetings and negotiations with the Taliban would enhance the legitimacy of the movement and similar movements across the region, thus strengthening Islamic radicals. If such meetings took place without coordinating with the Karzai government, they could undermine it and would represent a significant setback.

To achieve reconciliation, the coalition and the Karzai government have to change conditions on the ground:

1) The coalition surge and the expansion of Afghan forces must change the balance of power against the insurgents, confronting them with prospects for defeat; 2) The Karzai government must become more effective; 3) A regional solution must be found for South Asia to induce Pakistan to stop allowing its territory to be used as a sanctuary by the Taliban; and 4) The Obama administration must change the regional perception that it intends to begin disengaging from Afghanistan after 18 months.
The administration appears to have a plan for the first of these points, increasing security, and this is important. But it appears not to have plans for the other three.

Reintegration has its own requirements for success. Locally, the incentive for local leaders to side with the Kabul government and the coalition will increase once an area has been militarily secured through the formula of “clear, hold, build.”

If an area is not secure, the local insurgent leaders will be afraid to change sides. Money and political incentives can play a positive role, but any shift that takes place through these motivators will not be reliable or enduring.

Reconciliation and reintegration are both necessary and desirable. To achieve them, conditions must change in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Without such change success is unlikely. Rather than pursuing illusory hopes, we should do what is necessary for real success.
Ext. 2 – Reconciliation Empowers Taliban

Reconciliation now empowers the Taliban

Kagan and Kagan, 10- * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “Why Negotiate with the Taliban?”, 3/17/2010, American Enterprise Institute, http://www.aei.org/article/101793)
Do America and its allies seek enduring stability in Afghanistan or a temporary resolution of the conflict? The current pressure for an Afghan government-led "reconciliation" process with the Taliban is much more likely to lead to the latter.
While such reconciliation talks may provide a "decent interval" for the withdrawal of international forces, they are unlikely to achieve the long-term strategic objective of denying sanctuary to violent Isnlamist groups. At worst, this approach could result in renewed civil war. Reconciliation with the Taliban is only one part of a lasting settlement to this conflict, and it must be combined with an effort to redress the grievances of local Pashtun communities.

Yet the international community has already defined the major outlines of a reconciliation plan. It did so in the communique that came out of a major conference in London this past January. First, negotiations must be "Afghan-led." This means that the current Afghan government has the power to make all the key decisions about who to negotiate with and what deals to make. Second, the talks should focus exclusively on the Taliban, rather than on the broader Pashtun community.

Enduring stability can result only from the redress of local grievances. International forces can and must play a mediating role between local communities and the Afghan government.

The presumed need to negotiate with Taliban senior leadership requires giving Pakistan a major voice in the internal Afghan negotiations. The international community has offered a billion dollars to support this effort, creating a significant new source of patronage for Afghan President Hamid Karzai and his associates.

Any reconciliation must satisfy the most important Afghan constituencies, and this certainly includes the government. But the interests of America and its allies diverge from those of the current Afghan government. President Karzai is primarily interested in consolidating his hold on power. American interests require creating conditions that will prevent the recurrence of insurgency and the consequent re-emergence of terrorist safe-havens. These goals do not necessarily align.

More specifically, the current reconciliation process empowers the Taliban while denying a voice to the much larger population of alienated Pashtuns who do not identify with the Taliban.

Who speaks for disaffected Pashtuns? Mr. Karzai does not. Many Pashtuns see the Karzai government as unjust. Grievances against the government include its corruption and the imposition of sometimes predatory government officials on communities. These grievances fuel passive support for the insurgency and sometimes direct action against the government and the foreign forces supporting it. Such complaints must be identified and redressed as part of any enduring peace process. As of now, the international community is ignoring the issue by empowering the Taliban as the only interlocutor for these Pashtuns.

Worse still, the current process encourages Pakistan to continue to see the Taliban as its principal leverage to achieve its objectives in Afghanistan. The emphasis on negotiating with senior Taliban leaders whom Pakistan funds, equips and protects means that these individuals will continue to be Islamabad's most important strategic assets in the negotiation process. The international community should instead be working to marginalize Taliban senior leaders and persuade Pakistan to abandon its support of these proxies.

Giving Mr. Karzai and his associates another billion dollars with which to control this process only increases the grievances of non-Taliban Pashtuns who resent the patronage networks that exclude them. It also encourages every aggrieved Pashtun to identify himself as a Talib in order to get a share of the loot. Finally, it undermines leverage the international community might have had to push Mr. Karzai to renegotiate the power-sharing arrangements that are now driving violence in Afghanistan.

Fortunately, another approach is starting to emerge on the ground in Afghanistan. The new strategy and the surge of forces to support it have begun to turn the tide on the battlefield by moving into enemy strongholds, partnering with Afghan Security Forces, and expanding operations across the country.

The Taliban and its allies, who seemed to have the initiative when Gen. Stanley McChrystal took command in June 2009, are now on the defensive. A few Pashtun tribes, sensing a possible change in the wind, have begun to reach out to coalition forces. In January, for example, elders of the Shinwari Tribe in Southern Nangarhar Province submitted a written declaration to U.S. forces of their determination to fight against the Taliban. Tribes in Lowgar Province and elsewhere in Eastern Afghanistan have made similar approaches.

The Afghan government has shown discomfort with these approaches. Nangarhar Governor Gul Agha Sherzai has opposed what he calls "cash payments" to the tribes. Of course he does: Agreements between local tribes, coalition forces, and even Afghan National Army forces circumvent local power-brokers and undermine their ability to control.

We should not expect an "Anbar Awakening" in Afghanistan that mirrors the tribal rejection of al Qaeda in Iraq in 2007. Conflict resolution in each tribal area and village will be unique. And we must resist the temptation to try to develop a national program to bypass these local initiatives in search of some elusive "grand bargain."

Enduring stability can result only from the redress of local grievances. International forces can and must play a mediating role between local communities and the Afghan government.

Military progress is steadily improving dynamics on the ground. The U.S. and its allies are well-placed to help Mr. Karzai in constructive ways, as long as we abandon the search for a magic bullet and work instead to achieve an enduring peace.  
Negotiating with the Taliban will cause most Afghans to join the Taliban and will undermine the government

Curtis and Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka,  Bangladesh and Nepal AND* Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 - (October 5, 2009, Lisa and James, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems
If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies. 

Ext. 3 – Reconciliation Fails 
Taliban demands are too high – reconciliation impossible

Giustozzi 10, Research Fellow at the Crisis States Research Center (Antonio, Century Foundation, “Negotiating with the Taliban: Issues and Prospects,” 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
Reconciliation fails- lack of enforcement and clarity
Macdonald 2010, Foreign Policy, [Norine “The Devil is in the details: dissecting karzais plan to fix afghanistan” 2/02 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/02/the_devil_is_in_the_details_dissecting_karzais_plan_to_fix_afghanistan] HURWITZ

President Karzai announced the Taliban Reintegration Plan, with the stated aim to "offer an honorable place in society" to those insurgents willing to renounce al-Qaeda, abandon violence and pursue their political goals peacefully and in accordance with the Afghan Constitution. 

This plan seems hastily pulled together to attempt to give the London Conference a focal point. There was mechanical support for the initiative and very little genuine political enthusiasm from Western leaders: just $140 million has been pledged for the first year. 

This is surely a case of "the devil is in the details." There have been mentions of paying Taliban a flat fee to switch sides (later denied by Interior Minister Mohammed Atmar), or offering socio-economic opportunities such as jobs or training. There is no clarity and so far only confusion. 

What jobs are these reformist Taliban to be offered? Unemployment levels in Afghanistan run at around 40 percent. Since neither the Afghan government nor the international community have yet been capable of providing enough jobs for law-abiding young men in Afghanistan, how can a Reintegration Fund suddenly create sustainable employment for tens of thousands of former insurgents? Or would they be welcomed where there are job opportunities: in the Afghan National Police or Afghan National Army? Surely, this would be a formula for infiltration of the ANA and ANP by the Taliban, especially given the existing problems with vetting recruits. 

As for paying the Taliban to switch, the figures provided so far are not significant: $140 million for the first year will not achieve much. Current U.S. military intelligence estimates indicate that there are around 30,000 Taliban fighters across Afghanistan. Even if the Reintegration Fund was only able to reach half of these insurgents, there would be at most $1,000 paid to each Taliban member who switched. Once administrative costs, are factored in, this figure will drop even further. What is to stop a Taliban fighter from taking the money and then "relapsing," and returning to violence? 
Ext. 4 – Counterterrorism Strategy ( Terrorism

A shift to a counterterrorism strategy cedes Afghanistan to Al Qaeda and The Taliban – focus diversions allows Taliban to take over which creates terrorists safe havens – the two are explicitly linked 

Roggio 09 - an American commentator on military affairs, managing editor of The Long War Journal, published the online weblog The Fourth Rail, was an active duty soldier in the United States Army in the 1990 -  (September 24, Bill “Counterterrorism at the expense of counterinsurgency will doom Afghanistan and Pakistan: US officials” http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2009/09/reliance_of_countert.php )

This alternative strategy, which was proposed by Vice President Joe Biden and reported in The New York Times, calls for reducing the US military mission in Afghanistan and ramping up airstrikes and covert raids against the al Qaeda in Pakistan’s tribal areas. 

"Rather than trying to protect the Afghan population from the Taliban, American forces would concentrate on strikes against Qaeda cells, primarily in Pakistan, using special forces, Predator missile attacks and other surgical tactics," The New York Times reported. "The Americans would accelerate training of Afghan forces and provide support as they took the lead against the Taliban. But the emphasis would shift to Pakistan."

But US military and intelligence officials contacted by The Long War Journal warned that a strict focus on a counterterrorism mission concentrating on al Qaeda's leaders in Pakistan would cede the ground in Afghanistan to both the Taliban and al Qaeda and would have only a limited impact on al Qaeda's leadership.  A ramped up program of cross-border strikes into Pakistan would also likely lead to the destabilization of Pakistan's government and a possible revolt within the Pakistani military and intelligence services. And, a strategy that focuses heavily on counterterrorism tactics such as unmanned strikes and night raids would only play into the propaganda message of al Qaeda and the Taliban. US officials have warned that focusing on al Qaeda while ignoring the Taliban in both Pakistan and Afghanistan underestimates the close relationships between the groups. "The theory that al Qaeda will not seek shelter with the Afghan Taliban ignores the very lessons we have learned since the Sept. 11 attacks," a US military intelligence official who focuses on al Qaeda and the Taliban told The Long War Journal. "If anything, the relationship between the Taliban and al Qaeda has strengthened, not weakened, over the past few years." The relationship between the Haqqani Network and al Qaeda is cited as the prime example of the increased linkage between the Taliban and al Qaeda. Siraj Haqqani, the military commander of the Haqqani Network, which operates in eastern Afghanistan and in Pakistan's tribal agency of North Waziristan, has close ties to both Mullah Omar and Osama bin Laden. He has recruited both foreign and local fighters to serve as suicide bombers and has employed them against Afghan and Coalition forces. 
Mullah Sangeen Zadran, a senior Haqqani Network military commander, recently said the relationship between al Qaeda and the Taliban is strong. Sangeen made the statement in an interview with As Sahab, al Qaeda's propaganda arm. According to Sangeen: 

"All praise is for Allah, Al-Qaeda and Taliban all are Muslims and we are united by the brotherhood of Islam. We do not see any difference between Taliban and Al Qaeda, for we all belong to the religion of Islam. Sheikh Osama has pledged allegiance to Amir Al-Mumineen (Mullah Muhammad Omar) and has reassured his leadership again and again. There is no difference between us, for we are united by Islam and the Sharia governs us. Just as the infidels are one people, so are the Muslims, and they will never succeed in disuniting the Mujahideen, saying that there is Al- Qaeda and Taliban, and that Al-Qaeda are terrorists and extremists. They use many such words, but by the Grace of Allah, it will not affect our brotherly relationship. Now they are also trying to disunite the Taliban, saying that there are two wings, one extremist and another moderate. However, the truth is that we are all one and are united by Islam."
The close ties between the Haqqani Network and al Qaeda were highlighted in General Stanley McChrystal's assessment on Afghanistan, which was leaked to The Washington Post. According to McChrystal, the Haqqanis' territories in Khost, Paktika, and Paktia provinces are ripe for al Qaeda camps.

"Al Qaeda's links with HQN [Haqqani Network] have grown, suggesting that expanded HQN control could create a favorable environment for AQAM [al Qaeda and allied movements] to re-establish safe-havens in Afghanistan," according to the McChrystal assessment. 

Withdrawing into bases to conduct raids and Predator/Reaper airstrikes in Pakistan would only allow al Qaeda to prosper in Afghanistan.

"If we pull back, the Afghan military will not be able to hold ground, and the Taliban, the Haqqanis, HIG [Gulbuddin Hekmartyr's Hizb-i-Islami faction], and smaller groups will take the ground in much of the South and East, and even in areas in the West and North," a senior US military intelligence official told The Long War Journal. 

"Once we lose that ground, our access to local intel is hampered," the official said. "We have no doubt al Qaeda and the Taliban will reestablish dominance in short order. The very security of the bases used to conduct the strikes in Pakistan would be in jeopardy.”

"There are already Taliban safe havens in many areas in Afghanistan, and al Qaeda trainers and advisers, and even some paramilitary units from Brigade 055 are in Afghanistan," the official continued, referring to one of the brigades of al Qaeda's paramilitary Shadow Army based along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border.

Ext. 4 – Counterterrorism Strategy ( Afghan Collapse

Taliban takeover will undermine a us small footprint approach

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ

By contrast, a future Taliban-dominated government would do everything in its power to amplify the visual impact and exaggerate the collateral damage of American operations. It would use diplomatic and other channels to build international political pressure on the U.S. stop its attacks. There would be calls on Washington to offer concrete evidence and justification for each major attack, which would be hard to do without sharing sensitive intelligence. Meanwhile, al Qaeda would hide among civilians. For the Taliban, plausible deniability would be easy to establish: after all, Kabul cannot prevent Arab tourists, charity workers and preachers from entering the country. With the small footprint approach, al Qaeda will have a safe haven in Afghanistan, albeit a somewhat less open one than in the late 1990s. 


Its empirical
Bergen 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ 
The implication of Walt's objection to the ramped-up Obama strategy in Afghanistan is that the U.S. should either do less in Afghanistan, or even just get out altogether. But America has already gone down this road. Twice. In 1989 the U.S. closed its embassy in Kabul and then effectively zeroed out aid to one of the poorest countries in the world; meanwhile Afghanistan was racked by a civil war, which spawned the Taliban who then gave safe haven to al Qaeda. 

Then in the winter of 2001 the Bush administration overthrew the Taliban, and because of its aversion to nation-building rebuilt the country on the cheap and quickly got distracted by the war in Iraq. Into the resulting vacuum stepped a resurgent Taliban. This time the movement of religious warriors was much more closely aligned with al Qaeda.

So the U.S. has already tried the Do Nothing approach and the Do It Light approach in Afghanistan, the results of which are well known. The Obama administration is now attempting a Do It Seriously approach, which has a real chance of success. 

No Solvency – Cooperation Key

Can’t solve Afghanistan – cooperation with Central Asia is key 
IHT 9 [ International Herald Times, “OBAMA'S AFGHAN CHALLENGE: BUILD A NEW ALLIANCE,” January 5, WWW.IHT.COM/ARTICLES/2009/01/05/OPINION/EDAFGHAN.PHP] 

There is little chance for peace in Afghanistan until a crucial majority of its neighbors act on a common interest in Afghan stability.

One intriguing sign that such cooperation is possible comes from Russia. Despite the tension in U.S.-Russian relations since the war in Georgia last August, Russian officials are saying openly that they share with NATO a strategic interest in helping protect Afghanistan from the Taliban. Toward that end, Russian and NATO representatives have been discussing the transport of NATO supplies to Afghanistan through Russia's airspace.
Obama's Afghan challenge will be more diplomatic than military. To save Afghanistan, he will need to mold a strategic partnership that includes parties as disparate as Pakistan, India, Iran, Russia and the Central Asian states. This will not be an easy task. But the alternative is endless war in Afghanistan.
 

Cooperation key to Afghanistan stability – insecurity spills over
Roberts 9- Sean Roberts, (Prof., International Affairs, George Washington U., AFGHANISTAN AND PAKISTAN: UNDERSTANDING AND ENGAGING REGIONAL STAKEHOLDERS, Hrg., House Comm. on Oversight & Government Reform, Mar. 31, 2009, 44.)
 

Chairman Tierney and other members of the Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, I would like to thank you for inviting me to speak today at a critical time for U.S. engagement in Afghanistan. I believe we can all agree that the difficulties facing the United Stats in Afghanistan are daunting. As we approach the eighth anniversary of U.S. military engagement in the country, Afghanistan remains violent, unstable, corrupt, and a major source of both terrorists and opium. To address this situation, the Obama administration is pledging to step up U.S. involvement in the country both militarily and in terms of our civil reconstruction work, a strategy on which hinges the future of Afghanistan. 
A part of the Obama administration’s proposed strategy for Afghanistan as unveiled last week also includes the increased involvement of Russia, China, and the Central Asian states in reconstruction. In particular, President Obama noted in his press conference that he foresaw the establishment of a new contact group within the United Nations focused on Afghanistan and including these northern neighbors. Likewise, the Obama administration has been busy over the last two months trying to court the cooperation of the Central Asian states in its Afghanistan strategy, particularly with regards to the transport of supplies through Central Asian territory. 
These are all welcome efforts, and I would argue that the cooperation of Central Asia, Russia, and China will be critical to success in Afghanistan over the long term. Furthermore, the situation in Afghanistan may actually prove to be an opportunity to work together with Russia and China in ways that the U.S. has rarely done, thus helping to open diplomatic avenues on other issues with these countries. Indeed, it is in the interests of Russia and China as well as of the Central Asian states to establish stability and peace in Afghanistan. All of these regional players would rather see Afghanistan as a location for viable investments and development instead of as a source of terrorism and opium. That being said, it is also important to recognize the limits of the cooperation that the U.S. can foster with these countries, particularly with Russia and China, and the obstacles that they, especially Russia, can create for the United States. As the recent decision by Kyrgyzstan to suspend the activities of the Manas Air Base used by coalition forces shows, Russia retains substantial influence in Central Asia and may undertake acts that hurt the common cause in Afghanistan merely in order to aggravate the United States.  

***Politics***
1NC Politics Link
Reversal on Afghanistan will destroy Obama – on balance its politically worse than staying the course
Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617
However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Counterterrorism Controversial
Plan is extremely devisive – Republicans and Democrats are split 

Newton-Small 09 - congressional correspondent for TIME. Born in New York, she spent time growing up in Asia, Australia and Europe following her vagabond United Nations parents. A graduate of Tufts University and Columbia’s Graduate School of Journalism, Jay previously covered politics for Bloomberg News (Sep 29. Jay, “Congress Tackles Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1926578,00.html) 

President Barack Obama is taking out a blank sheet of paper this week as he weighs his options in Afghanistan, and Congress stands more than willing to fill it in. The Senate on Sept. 29 is expected to debate amendments to the 2010 defense appropriations bill that are likely to include everything from timelines for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan to proposals to send upwards of 40,000 more. But, unlike health-care reform, this isn't a decision Obama can leave in the hands of the Legislative Branch — however undecided he remains today.

Six months ago Obama called for a new strategy in Afghanistan, but the President now appears to be wavering in the wake of a report by his top commander there, General Stanley McChrystal, that says 10,000 to 40,000 more troops are needed or the mission "will likely result in failure." With his advisers split between advocating a full-scale counterinsurgency, which some Democrats say amounts to nation-building, and a more limited counterterrorism approach against the Taliban and al-Qaeda, Obama will now hold five more meetings of the National Security Council on the issue before making up his mind, National Security Adviser James Jones told the Washington Post. Jones emphasized there's no set deadline and that the President will "encourage freewheeling discussion" and "nothing is off the table." (See pictures of the U.S. Marines new offensive in Afghanistan.)
The Administration spent much of last week distancing itself from McChrystal's recommendation. "There are other assessments from very expert military analysts that have worked on counterinsurgencies that are the exact opposite," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told PBS's NewsHour. But with Centcom commander General David Petraeus and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen lining up behind McChrystal, some Republicans are accusing the President of risking the lives of the nearly 68,000 troops already in Afghanistan by "dithering," as the top Republican on the Intelligence Committee, Kit Bond, put it on Fox News Sunday. And there are inherent political dangers for Obama if he chooses to buck the advice of his military commanders. Fox News Sunday's host, Chris Wallace, went so far as to ask his guests if Obama could follow the Harry Truman mold that led to the firing of General Douglas MacArthur. "A half measure does not do justice," Senator John McCain said on ABC's This Week. "And time is important, because there's 68,000 Americans already there. And casualties will go up." (See TIME's photo-essay "A Photographer's Personal Journey Through War.")
Along those lines, Republicans are expected to introduce a spate of amendments to this week's fiscal 2010 Defense Appropriations Act in the Senate. One will probably be a demand to have McChrystal testify before Congress — a move the Defense Department has so far resisted until after the Administration sets its policy. Other potential amendments include one to increase funding for troop training, an amendment expressing the sense of the Senate in support of troop increases and maybe even one expressly supporting McChrystal's recommendations. On the Democratic side, an amendment is expected, perhaps from Wisconsin Democrat Russ Feingold, that would set a timeline for withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. (See pictures of the battle in Afghanistan's Kunar province.)
"Many Democrats will say that we need to wait for the President to submit a plan," said a Democratic leadership aide. "Republicans will say, 'You didn't mind second-guessing George Bush on Iraq.' " Obama's dilemma is this: If he chooses to send more troops, he will have near united Republican support but will divide his own party; if he decides against a counterinsurgency strategy, he will be reversing a campaign promise uniting Democrats, the majority of whom are opposed to an expanded U.S. footprint in Afghanistan. (Read "Afghanistan: Looking for the Way Ahead.")
Withdrawal Unpopular – Congress 
Withdrawal plans causes massive infighting

Karl and wolf 09 – senior congressional correspondent in November 2008. In this role, he is responsible for covering Capitol Hill AND reporter who covers the U.S. Senate, ( Sept 11, Jonoathan and Z. Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress” http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 

The looming battle in Congress over the Afghan War may prove to be as tough and consequential -- perhaps tougher and more consequential -- for President Obama than the battle over health care reform. 

Sen. Carl Levin says no to sending more US combat troops to Afghanistan
Sen. Carl Levin's announcement today that he opposes sending more U.S. combat troops to Afghanistan is a big deal, but President Obama's Afghan policy faces even greater challenges in Congress, where there is growing group of Democrats who aren't just opposed to sending more troops but would like to reduce the amount already there. 

Levin's position is more nuanced. The Michigan Democrat said he opposes more combat troops but is open to sending more U.S. trainers. 

And he doesn't rule out send more combat troops in the future -- after first increasing the size of the Afghanistan security forces. But if you look at Levin's reasoning, he is ultimately making a case of shrinking the U.S. military presence because, he argues, it is counterproductive. 

"The larger our own military footprint there, the more our enemies can seek to drive a wedge between us and the Afghan population, spreading the falsehood that we seek to dominate a Muslim nation," Levin said, echoing the case he and others made against the surge in Iraq. 

Growing Sentiment Among Democrats to Force Withdrawal Timetable

Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi of California was more unequivocal when she ruled out sending more troops -- not just more combat troops -- on Thursday, saying, "I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan -- in the country or the Congress." 

She was actually understating the political sentiment among House Democrats. There is growing sentiment among the liberals -- who are both Pelosi's and Obama's base of support -- to force on Obama something he tried to force on President Bush in Iraq: a timetable for withdrawal. 

The last battle over war funding was a tough one. After some hard lobbying by liberal Democrats, the House narrowly approved more funding for the war in June. At the time, 32 Democrats voted no, but many of those who voted yes suggested they wouldn't support the war for long. As Rep. Anthony Weiner D-N.Y., put it at the time, "We are in the process of wrapping up the wars. The president needed our support, but the substance still sucks." 

You can expect liberals in the House to argue for timetable that isn't flexible. 

Obama can count on Republican support and may need it. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., has gone out of his way to praise Obama's handling of Afghanistan, calling it a continuation of the Bush policy. This, of course, only further infuriates liberal Democrats. 

Obama's former rival in the presidential race, Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., also expressed his support for troop increase. 

"I believe it is a false choice to try to grow the Afghan national army while holding back on any additional U.S. combat troops," McCain said on the Senate floor today, reminding his colleagues about "the lesson of Iraq." 

"It's mentorship at every level ring including partnership in joint operations with U.S. forces that will build a robust and capable Afghan military and pave the way for our eventual successful exit from Afghanistan. And to do this, we need more U.S. combat troops in Afghanistan," McCain said. 

Withdrawal causes a political firestorm

Pena 09 - Senior Fellow, The Independent Institute (December 9, Charles, “Can the U.S. Withdraw from Afghanistan and Iraq?” http://www.independent.org/events/transcript.asp?eventID=145 )

To sort of answer part of the first question the President doesn’t need to guild a political coalition to decide to withdraw. He can just decide as long as he’s willing to weather the political storm that ensues, and that’s the problem. The problem is that the President does not want to weather the political storm, and so he is trying to find some sort of consensus on withdrawal. Since we don’t need congressional approval any more to go to war and you don’t need funding so much to withdraw as much as you need funding to keep troops deployed, he can make the decision. It’s all about politics.

Withdrawal Unpopular – Public 
The public supports the war in Afghanistan

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617
For now, the public still supports both the war and the Obama Administration’s approach to it: A February 20–22 Gallup poll found 65 percent of respondents favoring the President’s decision to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with only 17 percent favoring a total withdrawal. But that support is fragile. Indeed, a nascent Afghan antiwar movement is already visible, and it includes both Democrats and Republicans. It is small now, but if history is any guide, it will grow as losses do, which they surely will. Even a successful counterinsurgency campaign looks bad in the early going. Classical COIN trades higher losses early on for lower casualties later, which will make the coming year in Afghanistan a hard one, regardless of the strategy’s ultimate merits. Many of the announced reinforcements will be used to clear areas now held by the Taliban and hold them against counterattack, both of which will increase near-term casualty rates. As the U.S. troop count increases, so will the violence, and many will associate the former with the latter. Expect the calls for withdrawal to grow apace with the body count. 

Withdrawal Unpopular – GOP 
The GOP supports maintaining a counterinsurgency strategy

Dreyfuss, 10 – independent journalist, contributing editor to the Nation (Robert, “Obama risks all on flip of a COIN,” Asia Times, 6/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF29Df02.html)

That seems unequivocal, doesn't it? Vice President Joe Biden, famously dissed as Joe Bite-Me by one of the now-disgraced aides of General Stanley McChrystal in the Rolling Stone profile that got him fired, seems to think so. Said Biden, again according to Alter: “In July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it.” 
In the Alice-in-Wonderland world of the US military, however, things are rarely what they seem. Petraeus, the Central Command chief "demoted" in order to replace McChrystal as US war commander in Afghanistan, seems to be having second thoughts about what will happen next July - and those second thoughts are being echoed and amplified by a phalanx of hawks, neo-conservatives, and spokesmen for the counter-insurgency (COIN) cult, including Henry Kissinger, the Heritage Foundation and the editorial pages of the Washington Post. Chiming in, too, are the lock-step members of the Republican caucus on Capitol Hill, led by Senator John McCain. 



Withdrawal Popular – Public 

Majority of the public opposes the war
Nagl 10 (John Nagl, President, Center for a New American Security, JOINT FORCE QUARTERLY, Jan. 2010, 33.)
Critics point out that it is not for nothing that Afghanistan is known as a "graveyard of empires"; that the current U.S. campaign is overly ambitious, excessively costly, and doomed to fail; and that U.S. interests there could be more effectively addressed with more limited means.' Skepticism is undoubtedly on the rise: Newsweek ran a lurid cover proclaiming Afghanistan as "Obama's Vietnam" a mere 3 weeks following the President's inauguration.6 Public opinion has increasingly soured on the war effort: a Washington Post/ABC News poll released in August 2009 found that 51 percent of Americans "now say the war is not worth fighting," a 10 percent increase over March 2009. There is decreasing confidence in the body politic that America has a strategy in Afghanistan worthy of the name, that the United States can achieve its goals in Afghanistan at a price in proportion to the expected gain, or that it even knows what it is we are trying to achieve there.

Withdrawal popular- Americans no longer endorse deployment in Afghanistan

Leaver, 09 -  research fellow with the peace and security program at the Institute for Policy Studies (10/2/09, Erik, IPS, “How to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/how_to_exit_afghanistan)

The divide over the next steps in Afghanistan extends outside of Washington as well with a new USA Today poll indicating that 50% of Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan, a 15% drop in support from March, when Obama ordered more troops. And where perhaps it matters most, in Afghanistan, support is even lower. A February 2009 ABC/BBC/ARD poll found that only 18%of Afghans support increasing the number of U.S. troops in their country.

Withdrawal popular with public- Americans and analysts are war-weary

Usborne & Starkley, 09 (3/27/09, David and Jerome, The Independent, “Obama’s Exit Strategy for Afghanistan,” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/obamas-exit-strategy-for-afghanistan-1655347.html)
Obama has to explain why beefing up US commitments remains crucial to root out the al-Qa'ida threat while simultaneously trying to lower expectations about what constitutes "victory". Notably absent will be expressions of the utopian goals favoured by his predecessor, George Bush, about forging a Western-style democracy.

The decision to take a firmer grip of the tiller in Afghanistan will meet mixed reactions from other troop contributors, including Britain. It reflects American frustration both with the reluctance expressed by Nato allies to maintain troop numbers as well the shortcomings in coordination between the Nato contingents on the ground. The war is now in its seventh year and recent polls have shown fast-shrinking American support for it.

Counterterrorism Popular – Bipartisan 

Bipartisan support for counterterrorism and reduction in presence

Littlepage, 09 - (Dec 3, Mary“Bipartisan Group of Legislators Opposes Increasing Troops in Afghanistan” http://www.truth-out.org/1203099)
A bipartisan group of legislators wrote a letter to President Barack Obama to oppose his call to increase the number of US troops in Afghanistan. The group consists of Sen. Russ Feingold (D-Wis.), Rep. Jim McGovern (D-Mass.) and Rep. Walter Jones (R-N.C.).
Feingold, McGovern and Jones said they think that Congress should debate and vote on an increase in troops for the eight-year war in Afghanistan. The bipartisan group also opposes the increase because the three men said they think it could undermine the United States' ability to address the global threat posed by al Qaeda, and they expressed concern for the loss in lives and resources from the war, as well as concern that the war creates many mental health troubles such as post-traumatic stress disorder and suicide among many soldiers.
In the letter, the members wrote,"Congress should vote on whether to continue an armed nation-building campaign in Afghanistan that has already cost the lives of over eight hundred brave American men and women and hundreds of billions of dollars."
When President Obama gave his presidential address on Tuesday night, he said that we owe our people and troops a complete review of the war in Afghanistan and that it is a vital necessity to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, starting in early 2010, to target the insurgency and secure key population centers. "I do not make this decision lightly," Obama said.
Obama estimated that $30 billion would be spent this year on the war in Afghanistan, and he said the security of not only Americans but also people in Afghanistan and Pakistan is at stake. He said he aims for the troops to disrupt and dismantle al Qaeda and to deny al Qaeda a safe haven for violent extremism in Afghanistan. Obama also said he aims to start sending troops home after 18 months and hopes for a "responsible transition of our forces out of Afghanistan."
Feingold, McGovern and Jones wrote the president, "We appreciate your thoughtful deliberation on this topic and commend you for saying when you will begin to reduce our large-scale military presence in Afghanistan.†But we cannot support your decision to prolong and expand a risky and unsustainable strategy in the region.
"While we support ongoing civilian engagement in Afghanistan and counterterrorism efforts in the region, we do not believe more American lives should be risked to support an illegitimate, corrupt government fighting what is largely a civil war."
Obama said that extra troops in Afghanistan would increase the United States' ability to train competent Afghan security forces and to partner with them so that more Afghanis can get into the fight and so that the troops will help create the conditions for the US to transfer responsibility to the people in Afghanistan.
The three congressmen said that sending more troops to Afghanistan is "unlikely to help, and could hurt, our efforts to address al Qaeda's safe haven in Pakistan."Also, they said al Qaeda and its affiliates are also located in Yemen, Somalia, North Africa and other places around the world."Rather than investing so many of our resources in Afghanistan, we should pursue a comprehensive, global counterterrorism strategy," they said.
Feingold, McGovern and Jones expressed doubt that the US military objectives that the Obama administration has identified may not be achievable and that a troop buildup could be counterproductive. "There is a serious danger that the ongoing, large-scale US military presence will continue to provoke greater militancy in the region and further destabilize both Afghanistan and nuclear-armed Pakistan," they said. "The pursuit of unrealistic nation-building goals is making it harder to isolate members of al Qaeda from those who do not have an international terrorist agenda."
The group of congressmen also expressed concern for the strain that sending extra troops to Afghanistan would put on people in the military and their communities.

AT: Drawdown Controversial
No link – current political climate means move from COIN strategy will not be as vulnerable to backlash 

IISS 10 – International Institute for Strategic Studies, (April, “Obama's presidency bolstered by political success” http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-comments/past-issues/volume-16-2010/april/obamas-presidency-bolstered-by-political-success/ )

As a consequence, the US has adopted a policy of qualified escalation, seeking to pacify Afghanistan through coercive and expansive counter-insurgency (‘clear, hold, build’) operations and a concerted state-building effort to bring order to its politics, contain regional militancy and ensure stability in Pakistan. The US plans to bring the American troop presence in Afghanistan to a peak of 100,000 by late summer 2010, which would represent an increase of nearly a third over the mid-2009 number. Obama’s intention is to begin drawing down the American presence in Afghanistan in July 2011. 

Yet the coalition effort in Afghanistan appears increasingly problematic. Despite effective US-led offensives in early 2010 – notably in Marja, in Helmand Province – the Taliban is proving to be resilient. Afghan President Hamid Karzai has resisted US pressure to root out corruption, and is growing more distant from Washington, but his authority remains hard to sidestep. US-led training programmes for the Afghan army and especially the national police have been revealed as flawed, wasteful and ineffectual. At the same time, the ‘drone war’ against al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders in the tribal areas of Pakistan has continued to be highly effective, and a stepped-up effort over the past three months appears to have discouraged them from building up operational bases. 

Accordingly, it may transpire that the full-blooded counter-insurgency and state-building effort embodied by Obama’s current Afghanistan policy is not, in fact, necessary to protect vital American interests in establishing sufficient regional stability and denying al-Qaeda a safe haven in Central and South Asia. In that case, after the health-care success, the Obama administration might judge that readjusting Afghanistan policy to set less ambitious goals might prove less vulnerable to conservative retaliation – particularly if the US public becomes uneasy with sustained American casualties and little progress to show for them. Given the central importance of an acceptable result in Afghanistan to Obama’s foreign policy, it is conceivable that he could again change course there. However, since he has already hedged the existing policy by building in the date of July 2011 for de-escalation to commence, he may wait until then to take stock.

 

No Link Uniqueness – Fighting

Delaying withdrawal will cost Obama capital

Goodman, 10 *former producer for NBC Nightly News author for The Washington Post, Los Angeles Times and the Columbia Journalism Review (Sandy, “From McChrystal to Petraeus: From Fry Pan To Fire?”, Huffington Post, 6/24/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sandy-goodman/from-mcchrystal-to-petrae_b_623846.html)

However, delaying that timeline would surely have political consequences, as well as miring us more deeply in a bottomless pit. One would be to outrage Obama's base and anyone else who doesn't believe the war can be won, just 15 months before the president runs for re-election. But if Obama is still determined to hold to his timeline, I doubt he can expect much help from the new general he's put in charge, a man even more popular with Republicans than with Democrats, a man who could just end up running against him in 2012. 

No Link Uniqueness – Agenda 
Staying the course in Afghanistan will cost political capital

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”

http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617
Obama, by contrast, heads a Democratic Party that is already divided on the Afghan war and likely to grow more so over time. He also faces a series of domestic crises that will require him to spend political capital in order to win support for his governing agenda. Republicans have shown little willingness to cooperate on anything else, and the Administration’s new ownership of the Afghanistan war gives the GOP another opportunity to retreat into opposition as the news from the front gets worse. Obama could face a situation in which a bipartisan antiwar coalition threatens the majority he will need to maintain funding for an increasingly unpopular war. His ability to impose party discipline could be limited by competing priorities, depending in part on how long and how deep the economic crisis turns out to be.

Midterms – Status Quo Destroys Democrats
Obama’s current strategy will destroy Democrats in the midterms

Bergen 09 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)

Throughout his campaign last year, President Barack Obama said repeatedly that the real central front of the war against terrorists was on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. And now he is living up to his campaign promise to roll back the Taliban and al-Qaeda with significant resources. By the end of the year there will be some 70,000 American soldiers in Afghanistan, and the Obama administration is pushing for billions of dollars in additional aid to both Afghanistan and Pakistan.

This has caused consternation among some in the Democratic Party. In May, fifty-one House Democrats voted against continued funding for the Afghan war. And David Obey, the chairman of the powerful House Appropriations Committee, which controls federal spending, says the White House must show concrete results in Afghanistan within a year--implying that if it doesn't do so, he will move to turn off the money spigot. If this is the attitude of Obama's own party, one can imagine what the Republicans will be saying if his "Af-Pak" strategy doesn't start yielding results as they gear up for the 2010 midterm elections.
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