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Inherency 1NC

Current deadline is firm – US departure inevitable

Anne Gearan is an Associated Press national security writer – AP releases – 6/20/2010 – http://www.onenewsnow.com/AP/Search/World/Default.aspx?id=1058384.

The Obama administration is reaffirming its pledge to begin pulling U.S. troops out of Afghanistan next summer.  But the Pentagon and the White House are still saying different things about how many troops will leave _ and when.  President Barack Obama's chief of staff tells ABC's "This Week" that the July 2011 date to begin withdrawal is firm. Emanuel isn't disputing quoted remarks from Vice President Joe Biden that "a whole lot" of troops would leave.
***Pakistan Adv***

Pakistan 1NC

Smaller footprint increases anti-Americanism and recruitment outside of Afghanistan 

Hegghammer ‘09 

(Thomas,- 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 “The big impact of small footprints”11-11 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints)
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. Last but not least, the Taliban will be better placed to exploit the attacks politically. Surgical strikes can work, provided the government on whose territory they occur is a relatively friendly one. The killing of al Qaeda operative Abu Ali al-Harithi by a CIA drone in Yemen in 2002 was certainly controversial, but it did not become a major symbol of Muslim suffering, because there was no civilian collateral damage and no images of the incident. Likewise, drone strikes in Pakistan have been unpopular, but Islamabad's complicity gives Pakistani officials an incentive to keep photographers away from the aftermath.  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. 

Withdrawal increases dependence on UAV strikes --- inflames resentment 

Hegghammer ‘09 

(Thomas,- 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 “The big impact of small footprints”11-11 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints)
It is ironic that many proponents of troop reduction in Afghanistan are also critical of drone strikes in Pakistan. What they do not seem to realize is that the small footprint approach will increase our reliance on drone strikes in Afghanistan. Without a major ground presence, airstrikes will be our principal tool for keeping al Qaeda on the run and deterring the Taliban from hosting them. Such intermittent strikes may well create more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan than the current occupation.

Pakistan 1NC

Instability Turn:

US withdraw de-stabilizes Pakistan – it only encourages extremism

Lisa Curtis is Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center and James Phillips is Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” – Heritage Foundation Reports – Published on October 5, 2009 – http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems

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. 
US Withdraw cause Al Qaeda to re-enter. This forces US re-entry – turning the case. 

John Nagl is the president of the Center for a New American Security. The National Interest. March/April 2010 –  http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916

This is not to mention the regional consequences of an American withdrawal from Afghanistan, the costs of which would be severe. The dominant regional narrative—that the United States will abandon its friends without compunction—would be reinforced. NATO, having made a more extensive commitment to Afghanistan than to any post–Cold War conflict, would be severely weakened. Pakistan would be forced to recalculate its recent decisions to fight against the Taliban inside its own borders because the balance of power in the region would shift in favor of the Taliban upon our departure. Al-Qaeda would likely again decide that Afghanistan presents a more favorable home under those circumstances than do the tribal regions of Pakistan, which are subject to at least some degree of state control. America would again have to invade and occupy Afghanistan to drive out the terrorists.

Pakistan 1NC

No risk of instability or a coup ---

Army checks

Grare ’06 

(Frédéric,- Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie “Pakistan: The Myth of an Islamist Peril” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/45.grare.final.pdf)

As sectarian conflict has intensified in Pakistan, the army has been accused of having created an Islamic Frankenstein it could no longer control. Yet, careful examination shows that the army, including the ISI direc- torate, has always been able to maintain violence at an “acceptable” level by dividing groups, generating infighting every time an organization became too important, and sometimes physically eliminating uncontrolable elements. Azam Tariq, leader of the Lashkar-e-Janghvi, the most lethal sectarian Sunni terrorist organization, was assassinated on October 5, 2003, for example. 

The army nevertheless cannot maintain  total control. In December 2004, two suicide  attackers nearly succeeded in assassinating  Musharraf. Some extremely militant groups  have become so estranged by the army leader-  ship’s turn to the United States that they are  beyond the government’s control. In  November 2003, when Musharraf banned fif-  teen to seventeen violent sectarian organiza-  tions, other similar organizations that are  useful in Afghanistan and Kashmir were  merely kept on a watch list. Although sectarian  violence is a serious law-and-order problem, it  is not a threat to regime stability in Pakistan.  

Public opposition 

Grare ’06 

(Frédéric,- Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie “Pakistan: The Myth of an Islamist Peril” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/45.grare.final.pdf)

When Islamic parties gain local power— usually by political manipulation as in parts of the North-West Frontier Province (NWFP) and Baluchistan, stability and secu- rity are no better or worse than in areas con- trolled by their secular alternatives. When Islamic parties are in opposition, they are used by the regime as a vessel to receive and channel popular dissatisfaction. The religious parties’ low mass appeal makes them less threatening to the military establishment than the more popular PPP. Demonstrations organized by the MMA during the Iraq War, for example, bolstered a Pakistani government caught between popu- lar opinion hostile to the war and the govern- ment’s need not to alienate the United States. Most observers in Pakistan believed in 2003 hat the Iraq War would unleash a series of protests and terrorist attacks. Preparations were made and security was reinforced, yet, not a single incident occurred. Musharraf, representing the dominant army, got the government’s message out, and the leaders of the large Islamist political parties and even key terrorist organizations followed it. Before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Musharraf told a group of businesspeople in Lahore that Pakistan would be the next target of U.S. military punishment if it continued to be perceived as a state supporting terrorism. Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weapons only raised the likelihood of a U.S. strike. It was time for radical groups in Pakistan to lie low and go along with the state’s cooperation with the United States. Qazi Hussein Ahmad, leader of the Jamaat-e-Islami, and more radi- cal players such as the Lashkar-e-Toiba, fol- lowed along. The remarkable calm showed the sunny side of the patron-client relation-ship between the Pakistan state establishment and key Islamist parties and forces. 

No risk of loose nukes

Bokhari ’07 

(Farhan,- Pakistan-based commentator who writes on political and economic matters “Pakistan's nuclear assets - myth vs reality” http://www.alarabiya.net/views/2007/12/09/42688.html)

Since the controversy surrounding Khan erupted almost four years ago, Pakistan's structure of nuclear management has been significantly transformed. The country's nuclear establishment has overseen the induction of improved standards across the board. New safeguards have been applied for taking charge of nuclear assets in a variety of ways, ranging from closer monitoring of up to 2,000 individuals who hold key positions in the nuclear establishment to the enforcement of safe practices such as a two-man rule, which essentially means that key decisions in the use of nuclear materials will never be left to any individual. Takeover Besides, scenarios such as the danger of a Taliban takeover are just too far-fetched to become part of a serious discourse. For years Pakistan has been widely seen as a country which has seen a stark rise in the number of Taliban-type militants. The present anxieties in the Western world are probably fuelled by the reality of Taliban-type Islamists ruling the North West Frontier Province (NWFP) for the past five years. As key partners in a ruling provincial coalition, those Islamists have also held sway over the provincial government in the south western Balochistan province. The truth, however, is that these two provinces represent well below 20 per cent of Pakistan's population of 165 million - a fact which is often ignored when political analysts blindly contemplate the Taliban sweeping through Pakistan and taking charge not only of the country but also of its nuclear assets. Further reassurance for the anti-nuclear proliferation lobby must be the fact that the management of Pakistan's nuclear assets lies squarely in the hands of the armed forces. Unlike political governments which can be voted in or out of office, the Pakistan army as an institution provides consistency in managing nuclear assets. In its short history as an independent state, Pakistan has seen a series of military coups and returns to civilian rule, political murders and times of reconciliation. When East Pakistan seceded from the country to become Bangladesh in 1971, there was also talk of the nation coming undone, but it survived that and will likely survive this. The fact that Pakistan possesses nuclear weapons may make the current situation there more worrisome to us in the West, but it's also worth remembering that other nuclear powers of longer standing have been here before. Throughout the upheaval of the Cultural Revolution, China remained in control of its nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union survived the dissolution of its statehood, and so far at least, this hasn't led to atomic catastrophe. But whether elections go ahead next month as planned or a state of emergency is declared and the vote postponed, Bhutto's Pakistan Peoples Party (PPP) will likely play a key role in the country's future. If anything, the blow of Bhutto's death will make the military -- which has seen its prestige among Pakistanis suffer during President Pervez Musharraf's rule -- all the more eager to see civilians back in charge of the country.
Pakistan 1NC

India won’t militarily respond --- terrorist threat doesn’t outweigh risk of nuclear retaliation

Kumar ’10 

(Radha,- Program Director, Peace and Conflict, Delhi Policy Group @ Council on Foreign Relations May 13th “Summer Thaw in India-Pakistan Freeze?”)

Many people have argued that the Mumbai attacks of 2008 created a sense of such frustration and helplessness within India, that if there is another Mumbai, India will have no option but to respond militarily. Within India, however, those who would argue that point would argue for a conventional military response, not for a nuclear response. When they say a conventional military response, they are not factoring in that Pakistan then might push it to the nuclear stage. But I feel fairly convinced that as far as the prime minister of India is concerned, or the leading decision-makers are concerned, that's one of the fears that would restrain even a military response. My own preference would be for Pakistanis not to say, "What would you do the next time this happens?" and to add, as they often do, "and we know it will happen," but for them to say, "What can we do to see that it doesn't happen again?" And how real are fears of a nuclear confrontation in such an event? When it comes to the question of nuclear confrontation, it's an interesting but little-mentioned fact that the Indian government has tended traditionally, right from the days of testing its first nuclear weapons in 1974, to see nuclear weapons as symbolic deterrents--not as actual offensive weapons. And there was a huge complacency within the Indian establishment that Pakistan's nuclearization would not lead to a real military confrontation. Some of that complacency was exploded in 2002, when India massed its troops on the Pakistani border in response to an attack on the Indian Parliament, and Pakistan responded in fact by arming some of its tanks with nuclear weapons and moving them to its border. But even then, the point didn't sink home in India, that the level of Pakistani alarm at Indian muscle-flexing is one that can go very rapidly from rhetoric to nuclear. Even today, there is possibly not a sufficient recognition in India of that will. That makes for a very dangerous situation.

Pakistan 1NC

Even if there is instability, radical groups won’t change anything

Grare ’06 

(Frédéric,- Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie “Pakistan: The Myth of an Islamist Peril” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/45.grare.final.pdf)

The Pakistani Army, which largely controls the major Islamist organizations, could be infiltrated by Islamist actors who could then seize leadership through a coup d’état or reg- ular promotion. Although the military remains opaque, there is so far no evidence that it has been widely infiltrated, much less controlled, by the Islamists. It seems that the army reflects the society: Although Islamists are undoubtedly present, there is no reason to believe that their numbers are significantly greater than in the rest of Pakistani society. Even if the top echelons of the army hierarchy were to be occupied by Islamists, it would be extremely unlikely to change the course of Pakistan’s foreign policy. Islamic parties often provide no more than an Islamic rationalization of existing foreign policies on which a convergence of interests already exists. For example, the Islamic parties pro- vided an Islamic rationale for fighting the Soviets in Afghanistan. The similar quest to control Muslim-majority parts of Kashmir, or at least to deny Indian sovereignty over Kashmir, is constant in both the modernist and Islamist discourses. When Islamic parties get close to power, they often adapt their discourse to political realities, and sometimes they just drop Islamic rhetoric. Pakistan’s rapprochement with the United States following September 11, 2001, for instance, was criticized by religious parties on geopolitical grounds, not ideological ones: Islamist parties argued that siding with the United States would alienate China and Iran, more important friends to Pakistan. 

Alt causes ---

Baloch insurgents

Zambelis ’06 

(Chris,- Senior Analyst with Applied Marine Technology specializes in Middle East and South Asian politics and international terrorism issues, June 29, 2006 Violence and Rebellion in Iranian Balochistan, http://www.jamestown.org/terrorism/analysts.php?authorid=311)

Tehran's resort to force in quelling the uprising in Sistan-Balochistan through deployments of special and regular army units is not likely to contribute to lasting peace and stability in the region. Since Iranian Baloch grievances run deep, movements such as Jundallah will maintain a sizeable following among the population. Although there is no credible evidence implicating the group of al-Qaeda's brand of radicalism or the strain of Taliban-style Sunni extremism violently opposed to Shiite Islam found in parts of Pakistan, Jundallah's cause does have the potential to be hijacked by militants with a different agenda. This has serious implications for stability, not only in Iran's Sistan-Balochistan province, but Pakistani Balochistan as well. At the same time, despite its Sunni Islamist rhetoric, Jundallah's agenda to date remains fixated on Iranian Baloch causes.

Resource shortages and poverty 

Pervez ’08 

(Fouad,- writer, actor, policy analyst, and contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus July 11th “The Real Crisis in Pakistan” http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/5360.)

The greatest threat Pakistan faces is perhaps economic. The rather miniscule – and shrinking – Pakistani middle class makes perhaps 20-30% of its counterpart in the United States. Most Pakistanis live on much less – the annual GDP per capita is under $3,000. In spite of this, over the past few months, prices for seemingly everything except pirated DVDs have risen sharply. I paid the exact same for meat and vegetables in Karachi as I do in Washington, DC. Consumer products, clothing, apartment rental fees, cars – everything costs virtually the same as it does in the United States. On their substantially lower salaries, Pakistanis are therefore struggling to make ends meet. Every person I spoke to agreed that this was the worst economic crunch they could recall. Fuel, wheat, and sugar prices keep rising, while the Pakistani rupee has hit record lows. The government recently withdrew subsidies, so food prices rose over 30% for the month of June – a new high. Overall inflation has climbed to over 20%, another record high. Foreign investment is staying away, making an economic recovery even more challenging. The plummeting stock market seems to be on the verge of collapse, even though government-imposed regulations have artificially limited its fall. Simply put, the economic downfall is causing substantial suffering for all Pakistanis, and there seems to be no end in sight. On top of the economic woes, there is a shortage of both electricity and water. While always an issue in Pakistan, these shortages are substantially worse now. Usually, electricity would be out for an hour or two in some areas, at most once a day. This time, however, power goes out several times a day for anywhere between 5-12 hours, as part of nationwide power load sharing. In Islamabad, the load sharing was on a precise schedule, so people could prepare for it. The shortages were more frequent, but shorter in length – 6 outages a day, all for about an hour. Karachi was far less predictable, and power would usually go out for at least 2-3 hours at a time. As an increasingly industrial country, Pakistan will need more and more power. This point, however, has been lost on the government, which has conducted little research into power generation. Maintenance of current power plants has been delinquent, resulting in many plants running well under 100%. And new power plants were not built at a pace to accommodate the increasing electricity usage. In addition, water shortages are quite severe right now. Numerous sections of Karachi are getting by with no water at all. Residents of these water-less areas go to nearby neighborhoods in the early morning to steal water. The electricity and the water shortages have combined to cause great health hazards to Pakistanis. They have also made everyday functioning exponentially harder. Additionally, the scale of these problems and the lack of any long-term solutions and short-term relief have greatly increased the population’s frustration with the government. [Continues –Text Removed] Not only would all these steps help alleviate significant suffering within Pakistan, they would also go a long way toward repairing America’s image in the country. As it stands, Pakistanis have constructed the United States as a threat. They have responded to that threat by balancing against it whenever and however possible, often through violent means. No matter how many militants the United States strikes down, more will rise up until and unless Pakistanis see the United States as something other than a cruel neo-colonial or neo-imperial power. America’s current Pakistan policy, focusing on military action in the northwest region while neglecting the real crises ravaging the country, will only strengthen this perception. If nobody steps in to help soon, Pakistan could collapse. The consequences of that would be grim for everyone.

Link Turn 2NC

The plan increases the visibility of each attack and prevents desensitizing potential recruits to the conflict --- history proves these symbols affect recruitment more than an escalated conflict 

Hegghammer ‘09 

(Thomas,- 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 “The big impact of small footprints”11-11 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints)
A growing number of people, led by Vice President Joe Biden, are advocating a so-called "small footprint" approach to the U.S. military mission in Afghanistan. They propose a significantly reduced military presence that focuses more on destroying al Qaeda than on building Afghanistan, and relies more on airstrikes and special forces than on conventional tactics. America will get about as much security as before, the argument goes, but at a much lower price. A return of the Taliban to power is not necessarily a problem, small footprint proponents argue, because the regime can be deterred from hosting al Qaeda by the threat of U.S. airstrikes or another invasion. One of the many assumptions behind this tempting argument is that there is a certain level of proportionality between the amount of force we use and the level of resistance we encounter. If we stop occupying Afghanistan and limit violence to the really bad guys, al Qaeda will be unable, and other radicalized Muslims unwilling, to attack the United States. 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.)

Instability Turn 2NC

Extend our Pakistan Instability Turn:

Our 1NC Curtis & Phillips ev proves that US presence currently helps the Pakistani government defeat terror cells that pose a threat to Pakistan.

This turns the Aff because their argument is that terrorism in Pakistan freaks-out India.

Here’s more proof that US withdraw de-stabilizes Pakistan – more suicide bombings and hurts Pakistan’s economy

Wall Street Journal,  editorial staff, “U.S. Credibility and Pakistan” – OCTOBER 1, 2009 – http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html

As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad.  Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past.  Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda. 
Troop withdrawal from Afghanistan is bad – increases the risk that Pakistan’s weapons will fall into the wrong hands.

The Times (London) – May 3, 2010 – lexis 

Afghanistan remains a necessary war. To abandon it would risk Western security. Not only would al-Qaeda return to use the country as a haven but such a failing state could destabilise neighbouring Pakistan and its weak Government. An Islamist takeover of Pakistan and its nuclear weapons would be a disaster for the region and for efforts to counter nuclear proliferation.

Ext – Army Checks

This is true even in a worst-case scenario

Schaffer and Haqqani ‘07 

[10-10 AMBASSADOR TERESITA, DIRECTOR, SOUTH ASIA PROGRAM @ CSIS, and Husain, Prof and Director of the Center for IR @ Boston U, “SECURITY CHALLENGES INVOLVING PAKISTAN AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, HEARING OF THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, Fed News Service l/n)

Ambassador Schaffer talked about the likelihood that whomever wins the new round of elections won't have a whole lot of credibility. I think that's self-evident. Let's assume that that government fails to make the war against the terrorists a national mission and they get overwhelmed by the lack of support for what's going on. And let's assume that things further fall apart and the violence that the ambassador made reference to rises and there's a chaotic situation and the jihadist vision that Mr. Haqqani just referenced a minute ago comes to pass.  Given today's circumstances, what probability would each of the panelists put on the likelihood that that vision of a fundamentalist government taking over in Pakistan would occur? Given where we are today, how would you assess the probability of us winding up shortly down the road with an Islamic fundamentalist government running things in Pakistan?  Ambassador, how would you assess that?  MS. SCHAFFER: Given a halfway decent performance by the next government, I would assess it at relatively low; say, on the order of --  REP. ANDREWS: Yeah, what if the performance fails?  MS. SCHAFFER: If the performance is bad and is seen to be bad, by which I mean trouble in the streets, tapering off of economic growth, visible and obvious reverses by the army in dealing with the frontier areas, then I have a real concern that a hybrid government of the sort that now seems to be a possibility would tarnish all the participants in it and would set the stage possibly for the religious parties to do better than they historically have.  Now, let me distinguish between the religious parties and the militants. The religious parties are participants in the political process. They are not themselves people who take up arms. They include their share, some would say more than their share, of people who are in it for the patronage.  The militants are people who are prepared to use violence. But there is some overlap between the two groups.  REP. ANDREWS: So how would you assess the probability the militants would ascend?  MS. SCHAFFER: The only way I can see that happening would be if they made common cause with somebody in the army.  REP. ANDREWS: Dr. Weinbaum, what's your assessment?  MR. WEINBAUM: Yes, I think that I would add to what Ambassador Schaffer has said. It really depends on what happens with the mainstream of Pakistan's politics. I think the great hope here, based on the past, is that most Pakistanis really do support moderate mainstream politics. These parties are not programmatic parties as such, but they have dominated.  As you've heard this figure so many times, the religious parties at best get 11 percent of the vote. The great fear would be that if a military government -- and Musharraf has been doing this -- if it continues here to sideline the moderate parties, if it encumbers the moderate parties, that there will be effectively a vacuum.  And so then the alternative to the military will be a solution which is promulgated by the religious parties.  REP. ANDREWS: Mr. Haqqani, remember, my question, the premise of it was that we had a failed credibility of the new government. So what happens if that happens?  MR. HAQQANI: In case of the failed credibility of the government, the Pakistan army will still have residual strength to be able to keep things under control for maybe another five, seven years. But 10 years down the road, unless Pakistan's internal crises are addresses -- and there are multiple crises; there's the tribal areas, there's the economic injustices --  

Pakistans army guarantees regime stability

Friedman ’07 

(George,- founder of Stratfor 11-6 “Pakistan and Its Army” http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/pakistan_and_its_army)

In our view, the senior commanders will remain united because they have far more to lose if they fracture. Their positions depend on a united army and a unified chain of command — the one British legacy that continues to function in Pakistan.

There are two signs to look for: severe internal dissent among the senior generals or a series of mutinies by subordinate units. Either of these would raise serious questions as to the future of Pakistan. Whether Musharraf survives or falls and whether he is replaced by a civilian leader are actually secondary questions. In Pakistan, the fundamental issue is the unity of the army. At some point, there will be a showdown among the various groups. That moment might be now, though we doubt it. As long as the generals are united and the troops remain under control, the existence of the regime is guaranteed — and in some sense the army will remain the regime. Under these conditions, with or without Musharraf, with or without democracy, Pakistan will survive.
Empirically, the Army crushes instability

Cohen ’03
(Stephen,- senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings “The Jihadist Threat to Pakistan” The Washington Quarterly • 26:3 pp. 7–25)

Although Pakistan still lacks a strong national identity and Islam—especially radical Islam—is not likely to provide one, the Pakistani state is nevertheless strong, and the army remains its core.9 Unless Pakistan is defeated in a war or undergoes an internal split of unprecedented magnitude—and neither scenario is likely—the army will retain its professional and organizational integrity and will prevent any radical Islamic group’s rise to power in its own right, although the army may continue to use them in its own interests. In grasping the unique role of the army in Pakistan, the perceptions by the Pakistani security community, and by the army in particular, are of special importance. Pakistan is a paranoid state that has enemies. The strategic elite do not want to see their country become a West Bangladesh—a state denuded of its military power and politically as well as economically subordinated to a hegemonic India. Although radical groups share this assessment, Pakistan’s establishment only partially shares these groups’ solutions: Islamic purification of Pakistan, dependence on the Islamic world for security assistance and friendship, and a calculated use of Islamic radicalism to extend Pakistan’s influence. The Pakistani establishment subscribes to the latter prescription, but not to the point where the country would provoke a war with India or allow Islamic radicals to acquire significant power within Pakistan itself. A series of assassinations of senior army officials would only confirm the army’s institutional view that it remains Pakistan’s last bastion and that civilians of all stripes are not qualified to govern Pakistan effectively. This assessment applies to radical Islamists as much as to moderate Pakistanis. Nevertheless, the army’s disdain for civilians—radicals and moderates alike—will not prevent the army and its intelligence services from continuing to manipulate them for domestic and foreign policy purposes. Pakistan’s history shows that the army cannot run Pakistan effectively by itself but that the army is also unwilling to entrust civilians completely with the job. Although this state of affairs makes it likely that Pakistan will not progress, it also ensures that Pakistan will not soon become a radical state. The only scenario involving the army that could bring radical Islamists to a position of influence would be the army leadership’s decision to don the cloak of radical Islam, which would be unlikely in the near future because the current army leaders are openly critical of Zia’s experiments in this realm. Should the quasi-secular Musharraf be disgraced and the state thus lose its capacity to govern, however, one option might be a pseudocoalition of radical Islamists and the military. Still, at this point, such a coalition seems extremely unlikely.
Ext – Army Checks

Pakistan’s army will remain unitary – checks instability

Mufti  ’07 

(Shahan,- Correspondent of The Christian Science Monitor “Pakistan's final arbiter: the Army”  11-9 http://www.csmonitor.com/2007/1109/p01s01-wosc.html?page=1)
As Pakistan's strongest and most stable institution, the Army has always played an important, often stabilizing, political role behind the scenes or in full view. But growing street unrest in Pakistan and dismay in Washington may spur a nervous military top brass to again step up as the ultimate arbiter of Pakistani political power. While analysts say the Army remains entirely behind Musharraf, one thing is certain: Pakistan's military establishment will not allow its prestige and position to be compromised. "The Army is always reluctant to move against their chief," says Ikram Sehgal, the editor of Defence Journal and a retired major in Pakistan's Army. But pushing Musharraf to become a civilian leader, he says, "might be the only way for the Army to redeem its image." In the lead up to this week's political crisis, President Musharraf has acted with the confidence of a military man who commands absolute loyalty. While that is unlikely to change, Pakistan's military is an institution that has historically shown a strong sense of identity and mission that may owe more to the nation of Pakistan than to the office of the president. "The Army would have to be part of any political change," says Hassan Askari Rizvi, former Professor of Pakistan Studies at Columbia University and author of Military, State and Society in Pakistan. "It could be a mediator between parties as it has been in the past," he says. "Directly or indirectly, the Army will have to help work out a solution." Army's history of political savvy President Musharraf's declaration of a state of emergency this week bore a strong resemblance to the coup he launched against former Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif in 1999. Once again, Musharraf suspended the constitution and ordered a crackdown on the judiciary and political opposition. But this time, the reception was nothing like the general might have expected. Not only have his most important supporters in the White House pulled back, but a growing street movement threatens to spiral out of control, which, analysts say, is making everyone in the country, especially the Pakistani Army, very nervous. The tension has also increased pressure on the Army to stabilize the country as it has in the past. Musharraf's desperate political maneuvers, some say, might also cause the general's Army to view him as more of a liability on the institution, and though unlikely, some senior officers might suggest to the chief of the Army staff to leave the barracks and rule as a civilian president. "[Musharraf] gave his solemn oath to the Supreme Court that he will take his uniform off – this is something he also told his corps commanders," says Mr. Seghal. "Now, with the [state of emergency] it's all unclear. They want him to stay yet they want him to go through on his word as well." A clear break in the ranks of the Army has never been witnessed; the military has never staged a coup against one of its own. But previously, subtle pressure from the high-ranking Army generals has influenced military dictators to step down. "General Ayub Khan," Pakistan's first military ruler, "had to resign in similar circumstances when there was a popular street movement," observes Kamal Matinuddin, an independent analyst and retired lieutenant general in the Army. Musharraf has surrounded himself with loyalists in the Army and intelligence forces – sometimes superseding more senior officers with his favorites – a practice that has even resulted in a few resignations. While such blatant favoritism has been successful for previous military leaders, a history of Pakistani military rules shows that the formula comes with a shelf life. Eventually, faced with unrest and crises of legitimacy, military rulers have had to step down. A familiar pattern of military rule The eight years of Musharraf's rule have followed a pattern that can be seen in all previous military regimes. Foreign aid has come pouring in and catalyzed economic growth rates to compete with the world's fastest industrializing nations. Musharraf has matched the GDP growth rates of up to 9 percent seen during previous military rules in the 1960s and 80s. More important, the Pakistani Army, in all three of its previous military rules, has been able to beef up its arsenal and become stronger as an institution, often thanks to a large volume of military aid from the United States. During General Zia-ul Haq's rule, Pakistan was the leading recipient of military aid after Israel and Egypt. DuringMusharraf's rule, the Pakistani Army has improved its conventional military equipment with the $7 billion in military aid the regime has received from the US since 2001. Pakistan is America's third largest client for military equipment today.

The army overwhelms any opposition

Mohan ’04 

(Raja,-  professor of South Asian studies at Jawaharlal Nehru University in New Delhi “What If Pakistan Fails? India Isn’t Worried ... Yet” Winter The Washington Quarterly • 28:1 pp. 117–128)

These types of conflicts, however, are not characteristic of the Pakistani situation. No serious and organized popular challenge to state authority exists in Pakistan, nor do people question the basis for the organization of the Pakistani state and its ideology. The attempted car bombings against President Gen. Pervez Musharraf by Islamic extremist groups at the end of 2003 also do not suggest any impending failure of the Pakistani state. Although these groups might be motivated by ideology, they scarcely enjoy popular support. Political assassination, in any case, has long been a tradition in South Asia. Although it has often weakened states temporarily, it has rarely led to the collapse of state structures in the subcontinent. A primary feature of failing states is a fatal weakening of the central authority. Although India appreciates the many problems that Pakistan faces today, Indian leaders do not believe that the Pakistani state is in its terminal stages. On the contrary, many in India point to the extraordinary strength of Pakistan’s army, which lies at the core of the Pakistani nation-state. The army is capable of disciplining any particular section of society at any given moment. The expansion of its profile in national politics since Musharraf’s coup in 1999 has faced little resistance from the established political parties. Musharraf’s ability to exile the leader of the largest political party in Pakistan— Benazir Bhutto of the People’s Party of Pakistan—and to destroy the base of support of the next most popular political leader—Nawaz Sharif of the Muslim League—speaks volumes about the political dominance of the army and the rapid erosion of the two major political parties’ credibility. The Pakistani courts have justified the army’s repeated manipulation of the constitution as a necessity. Musharraf, unlike his predecessors who had ruled without any need for political justification, requires some measure of political and constitutional legitimization for his rule. A relatively free and vibrant press in Pakistan continuously questions Musharraf’s legitimacy and attacks many of his domestic policies. Although political parties have been marginalized, Musharraf has to buy or persuade at least part of the political class to go along with him. Yet, this has by no means reduced the overwhelming power that the army exercises in Pakistan today. In fact, India believes that the army is in a position to crack down fully on the sources of terrorism and religious extremism in Pakistan. Whether it chooses to do so is an entirely different question.
Ext – No Loose Nukes

Even if a coup happened, Pakistan has checks on losing their nuclear weapons.

Malou Innocent is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, “5 Basic Reasons the US Should Leave Afghanistan” – June 24, 2010 – available at: http://craigconsidine.wordpress.com/2010/06/24/5-basic-reasons-the-us-should-leave-afghanistan/

Pakistan has an elaborate command and control system in place that complies with strict Western standards, and the country’s warheads, detonators, and missiles are not stored fully-assembled, but are scattered and physically separated throughout the country. In short, the danger of militants seizing Pakistan’s nuclear weapons in some Rambo-like scenario remains highly unlikely.
***Hegemony Adv***

Hegemony 1NC

Withdrawal signals weakness --- sparks regional conflict 

Khalilzad ‘05
(Zalmay, Former US Ambassador, The National Interest, Summer, Lexis)

Regarding our efforts in Afghanistan, this means that we must bring each regional power to the point where its leaders accept the fact that their interests are better served by a stable, independent and prosperous Afghanistan, an outcome that opens the way to a wider economic transformation of the region. They also must come to see that the worst outcome is a return to proxy competition, a game that exacts an enormous cost in blood and treasure, and could result in a rival coming to dominate Afghanistan and using it as a base of operations to threaten its competitors. Moreover, all the major powers would benefit from the restoration of the historic Afghan land bridge connecting the markets of Central Asia, South Asia and southwest Asia--a region with a collective and growing GDP of $4 trillion. There is a strong case to be made that each country would benefit more from the prosperity derived from trade than from seeking to dominate its neighbors. Second, to effect this shift in the calculations of regional powers, we need to persuade their leaders that the United States is unalterably committed to success in Afghanistan. If the leaders of these countries are uncertain about the strength of our commitment to stay the course, they are likely to hedge against the possibility that we will pull out. In Afghanistan, this means that they will maintain relations with clients or factions that would give them an instrument for violent proxy competition after an American disengagement. Their support for these groups can hamper our effort to enable the Afghans to stabilize and rebuild their country. The challenge is finding ways to effectively signal our commitment, through both words and deeds, to leaders who are convinced of our short attention span.
Heg doesn’t deter hostile global rivals

Layne ’96 

(Chris,- Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute “Less is more” National Interest” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_n43/ai_18298481)

The strategy of preponderance is an impractical strategy because, over time, the United States cannot successfully perpetuate unipolarity by thwarting the emergence of new great powers. America's post-Cold War "unipolar moment" is an ephemeral geopolitical aberration. The emergence of these new powers is a recurring feature in international politics that reflects both the impact of differential growth rates among states and the logic of the system. The relative distribution of power among states is constantly, if slowly, changing; Japan's closing in on the United States in terms of GNP provides a concrete example. And the structural effects of anarchy compel states that possess the requisite capabilities to become great powers. States have virtually irresistible incentives to acquire the same kinds of capabilities that their rivals (actual or potential) possess, even in cases, such as Japan's, where historical memory militates against it. Another key structural effect is the tendency of states to balance against others who are too strong or threatening. The pressure to balance is especially strong in a unipolar system, as modern international history amply confirms. Maximal realists, however, assuming that their own belief in American exceptionalism is shared by the rest of the world, believe that this will not apply in the case of the United States. Instead of challenging America's hegemony, they argue, other states welcome it because they trust the United States to exercise its power fairly and wisely. This is an illusory view of how others perceive American hegemony. Hegemons may love themselves but others neither love nor trust them; other states are concerned more with a hegemon's fixed capabilities than its ephemeral intentions. Thus, any strategy aimed at suppressing the emergence of new great powers will instead stimulate the rise of challengers. It may be true, as Huntington argues, that a "state such as the United States that has achieved international primacy has every reason to attempt to maintain that primacy", but it is equally true that other states with the capabilities to do so will work to create counterweights to American overbearing power.

Hegemony 1NC

Instability turns the advantage --- tanks credibility and leadership [Note: Instability Turn is in Pakistan 1NC]
Wisner ‘03
(Frank G. II, Co-Chair – Council on Foreign Relations Task Force, “Afghanistan: Are We Losing the Peace?”, June, http://www.asiasociety.org/policy_business/afghanistan061703.pdf)

The Task Force concludes that to achieve the U.S. goal of a stable Afghan state that does not serve as a haven for terrorists, the United States should be providing greater support to the transitional government of President Hamid Karzai. More vigorous military, diplomatic, and economic measures are needed to bolster the central government’s hand and to prevent further deterioration in the security situation and the dimming of economic reconstruction prospects. Unless the present disturbing trends are arrested, the successes of Operation Enduring Freedom will be in jeopardy. Afghanistan could again slide back into near anarchy and the United States could suffer a serious defeat in the war on terrorism.  This is a compelling report about what the United States should be doing next in Afghanistan. The Task Force warns that the world thinks of Afghanistan as America’s war. If the peace is lost there because of inadequate support for the government of Hamid  Karzai, America’s credibility around the globe will suffer a grave blow. Washington needs to take corrective action before it is too late.
Heg is unsustainable --- other rising powers, U.S. economic weakness

Layne ’10 

(Christopher,- Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute “Graceful Decline” http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/) 

The epoch of American dominance is drawing to a close, and international politics is entering a period of transition: no longer unipolar but not yet fully multipolar. President Barack Obama’s November 2009 trip to China provided both substantive and emblematic evidence of the shift. As the Financial Times observed, “Coming at a moment when Chinese prestige is growing and the U.S. is facing enormous difficulties, Mr. Obama’s trip has symbolized the advent of a more multi-polar world where U.S. leadership has to co-exist with several rising powers, most notably China.” In the same Pew study, 44 percent of Americans polled said that China was the leading economic power; just 27 percent chose the United States. Much of America’s decline can be attributed to its own self-defeating policies, but as the U.S. stumbles, others—notably China, India, and Russia—are rising. This shift in the global balance of power will dramatically affect international politics: the likelihood of intense great-power security competitions—and even war—will increase; the current era of globalization will end; and the post-1945 Pax Americana will be replaced by an international order that reflects the interests, values, and norms of emerging powers. China’s economy has been growing much more rapidly than the United States’ over the last two decades and continues to do so, maintaining audacious 8 percent growth projections in the midst of a global recession. Leading economic forecasters predict that it will overtake the U.S. as the world’s largest economy, measured by overall GDP, sometime around 2020. Already in 2008, China passed the U.S. as the world’s leading manufacturing nation—a title the United States had enjoyed for over a century—and this year China will displace Japan as the world’s second-largest economy. Everything we know about the trajectories of rising great powers tells us that China will use its increasing wealth to build formidable military power and that it will seek to become the dominant power in East Asia. Optimists contend that once the U.S. recovers from what historian Niall Ferguson calls the “Great Repression”—not quite a depression but more than a recession—we’ll be able to answer the Chinese challenge. The country, they remind us, faced a larger debt-GDP ratio after World War II yet embarked on an era of sustained growth. They forget that the postwar era was a golden age of U.S. industrial and financial dominance, trade surpluses, and persistent high growth rates. Those days are gone. The United States of 2010 and the world in which it lives are far different from those of 1945. Weaknesses in the fundamentals of the American economy have been accumulating for more than three decades. In the 1980s, these problems were acutely diagnosed by a number of writers—notably David Calleo, Paul Kennedy, Robert Gilpin, Samuel Huntington, and James Chace—who predicted that these structural ills would ultimately erode the economic foundations of America’s global preeminence. A spirited late-1980s debate was cut short, when, in quick succession, the Soviet Union collapsed, Japan’s economic bubble burst, and the U.S. experienced an apparent economic revival during the Clinton administration. Now the delayed day of reckoning is fast approaching. Even in the best case, the United States will emerge from the current crisis with fundamental handicaps. The Federal Reserve and Treasury have pumped massive amounts of dollars into circulation in hope of reviving the economy. Add to that the $1 trillion-plus budget deficits that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) predicts the United States will incur for at least a decade. When the projected deficits are bundled with the persistent U.S. current-account deficit, the entitlements overhang (the unfunded future liabilities of Medicare and Social Security), and the cost of the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is reason to worry about the United States’ fiscal stability. As the CBO says, “Even if the recovery occurs as projected and the stimulus bill is allowed to expire, the country will face the highest debt/GDP ratio in 50 years and an increasingly unsustainable and urgent fiscal problem.”

Ext – Hege Alt Cause

Heg will collapse --- dollar weakness and spending will force withdrawal

Layne ’10 

(Christopher,- Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute “Graceful Decline” http://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/)
The dollar’s vulnerability is the United States’ geopolitical Achilles’ heel. Its role as the international economy’s reserve currency ensures American preeminence, and if it loses that status, hegemony will be literally unaffordable. As Cornell professor Jonathan Kirshner observes, the dollar’s vulnerability “presents potentially significant and underappreciated restraints upon contemporary American political and military predominance.” Fears for the dollar’s long-term health predated the current financial and economic crisis. The meltdown has amplified them and highlighted two new factors that bode ill for continuing reserve-currency status. First, the other big financial players in the international economy are either military rivals (China) or ambiguous allies (Europe) that have their own ambitions and no longer require U.S. protection from the Soviet threat. Second, the dollar faces an uncertain future because of concerns that its value will diminish over time. Indeed, China, which has holdings estimated at nearly $2 trillion, is worried that America will leave it with huge piles of depreciated dollars. China’s vote of no confidence is reflected in its recent calls to create a new reserve currency. In coming years, the U.S. will be under increasing pressure to defend the dollar by preventing runaway inflation. This will require it to impose fiscal self-discipline through some combination of budget cuts, tax increases, and interest-rate hikes. Given that the last two options could choke off renewed growth, there is likely to be strong pressure to slash the federal budget. But it will be almost impossible to make meaningful cuts in federal spending without deep reductions in defense expenditures. Discretionary non-defense domestic spending accounts for only about 20 percent of annual federal outlays. So the United States will face obvious “guns or butter” choices. As Kirshner puts it, the absolute size of U.S. defense expenditures are “more likely to be decisive in the future when the U.S. is under pressure to make real choices about taxes and spending. When borrowing becomes more difficult, and adjustment more difficult to postpone, choices must be made between raising taxes, cutting non-defense spending, and cutting defense spending.” Faced with these hard decisions, Americans will find themselves afflicted with hegemony fatigue. The United States will be compelled to overhaul its strategy dramatically, and rather than having this adjustment forced upon it suddenly by a major crisis, the U.S. should get ahead of the curve by shifting its position in a gradual, orderly fashion. A new American global posture would involve strategic retrenchment, burden-shifting, and abandonment of the so-called “global counterinsurgency” being waged in Afghanistan and Iraq. As a first step, the U.S. will need to pull back from its current security commitments to NATO, Japan, and South Korea. This is not isolationism. The United States undertook the defense of these regions under conditions very different from those prevailing today. In the late 1940s, all were threatened by the Soviet Union—in the case of South Korea and Japan, by China as well—and were too weak to defend themselves. The U.S. did the right thing by extending its security umbrella and “drawing a line in the sand” to contain the Soviet Union. But these commitments were never intended to be permanent. They were meant as a temporary shield to enable Western Europe, Japan, and South Korea to build up their own economic and military strength and assume responsibility for defending themselves.
Aff – A2: Hege Turn

Withdrawal doesn’t signal U.S. weakness --- the aff is net best for hege

Innocent ’08 

(Malou,- foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute “Afghanistane: The Deadliest Month and It's Time to Get Out” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10369)
The most important argument against the "withdrawal is weak-kneed" meme is that America's military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world's military spending, and can project its power to the most inaccessible corners of the globe. Thus, the fear that America would appear "weak" after withdrawing from Afghanistan is irrational. Unfortunately, bureaucratic inertia and a misplaced conception of Washington's moral obligations (an argument that more often than not legitimizes America's military occupation of a foreign people) threaten to trap the United States in Afghanistan for decades. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.
***Karzai DA***

Karzai 1NC

Uniqueness --- his meeting with Obama has shored up Karzai’s political standing

Bhadrakumar ’10 

(M.K.- former Indian career diplomat who has served in Islamabad, Kabul, Tashkent and Moscow “Karzai is the winner – for the present” http://geoplotical.blogspot.com/2010/05/karzai-is-winner-for-present.html) 

The best outcome of Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s visit to Washington has been that US President Barack Obama finally cracked the whip on his AfPak team. When the AfPak special representative Richard Holbrooke turned up at Andrews Airbase at 6.00 am to receive Karzai whom he once not too long ago yelled at, a loud message went down the line-up in Washington. Similarly, the US ambassador in Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry who once thought Karzai was unworthy to be America’s ally, found himself escorting the Afghan leader from Kabul to Washington. A gloss has been put on it as Obama’s “charm offensive” but the plain truth is Washington has no alternative but to propitiate Karzai. Three factors led to this calamity. First, of course, Karzai outwitted the US’s AfPak diplomats who tried to muzzle him. He showed a streak of independence that took them by surprise. They caricatured Karzai as a confused figure but the campaign ultimately disintegrated and Obama decided to step in. Secondly, from the praise Obama showered on Karzai (and downplaying the Afghan leader’s obvious human flaws), Washington has begun appreciating Karzai’s political skill. Karzai keeps together an unwieldy coalition, he is not lacking in flexibility as shown by his retraction from his stubborn stance regarding an all-Afghan election commission and he kept up a working relationship with General Stanley McChrystal, commander of the US forces. All this didn’t go unnoticed by Obama. Nor the sense of realism Karzai showed by deputing Ashraf Ghani who was the US’s preferred candidate in last year’s presidential election, as his emissary to Washington ahead of his visit. Ghani took with him Karzai’s practical ideas that could facilitate the transition in Obama’s war strategy in July 2011 when the drawdown of US combat troops is expected. Karzai displayed sincerity about making a success of Obama’s Afghan strategy. Again, despite the gloss put on the US military operations in Helmand province, the ground realities appear grim and the prognosis of the upcoming operations in Kandahar doesn’t look good. To quote well-known columnist David Ignatius, the “much-touted offensive” in Marjah in Helmand in February has not gone on the expected lines and “Kandahar, the next big test of the US strategy, will be even harder.” Evidently, Obama needs Karzai’s cooperation. An opinion survey funded by the US army has come up with the startling finding that the Kandahari opinion overwhelmingly supports reconciliation with the Taliban – “our Afghan brothers”. This was also the belief expressed by tribal elders in Kandahar whom Karzai met in March. Indeed, Karzai shares their belief. The poll revealed that Karzai’s proposal for the convening of a jirga enjoys massive popular support. Obama realizes that the time has come to abandon the holy cow that Karzai should not open negotiations with the Taliban until mid-2011. Obama reportedly instructed his war cabinet last month that it might be time to start negotiations with the Taliban, overruling the assumption that peace talks should be deferred until McChrystal degraded the Taliban militarily. From this overall perspective, the outcome of Karzai’s talks in Washignton can be evaluated. One, Obama made it clear that notwithstanding the tensions of the past, the US is closing ranks with Karzai. He admitted candidly that tensions are endemic to “such a complicated, difficult environment” and the US will continue to be “frank” with Karzai while the latter will continue to “represent his country and insist that its sovereignty is properly respected”. But the bottom-line is that “Our solidarity today sends an unmistakable message”. Obama complimented Karzai publicly that “progress…has been made, including strengthening anti-corruption efforts, improving governance at provincial and district levels, and progress towards credible parliamentary elections later this year.” In sum, Karzai carries back to Kabul considerable political capital even as Afghan interest groups strain to figure out their president’s standing in Obama’s court. Two, Karzai won Obama’s open support for the jirga to be convened in Kabul in end-May. The US was lukewarm to the idea and suspected it to be a ploy by Karzai to corner his detractors. Obama’s support goes a long way to strengthen Karzai’s hands.

Karzai 1NC

Link --- withdrawal collapses Karzai’s government

John Nagl is the president of the Center for a New American Security. The National Interest. March/April 2010 –  http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916

EXPELLED FROM Afghanistan within months of 9/11, the Taliban has been gaining strength every year since 2002. The Obama administration has decided that it will nearly triple the number of U.S. forces in Afghanistan; already, in 2009, it invested more in lives and treasure there than it spent in Iraq. Costly as these decisions are—and will be, throughout the rest of Obama’s term and likely beyond it—the president effectively had no choice. Much of southern and eastern Afghanistan is now ruled by a shadow Taliban government, in some places even with established courts, a sign of near-total control. Withdrawing from Afghanistan would lead to the rapid demise of the Karzai government, at least in the areas already being wrested from its grasp. The Afghan army and police, developed at enormous expense over the past five years, would crumble without U.S. support.

Loss of capital causes Karzai to bash Pakistan --- undermines cooperation

Inayatullah ‘06

(Atiya, Former Pakistani Minister, The Nation (Pakistan), 12-22, Lexis)

In a candid statement given to Al-Arabiya news channel, Kasuri has asked Afghanistan leaders not to indulge in "verbal vitriol". He made a point by emphasising that Pakistan has become "a convenient scapegoat because this takes the attention away from poppy production, corruption and war lords in Afghanistan. We admit that the situation is difficult in Afghanistan and on the Pakistan border, but this calls for cooperation, coordination and trust, not public insults and accusations". He reiterated the proposal to fence, mine and monitor the Pak-Afghan border -something, which has not been viewed with approval by Kabul. Question is why is Karzai so overly critical of Pakistan? The major reason appears to be as hinted by Kasuri that Karzai has miserably failed to manage the national affairs. That his writ does not run beyond Kabul. That there is rampant corruption in his government. That there is neither law nor order in Afghanistan. That people feel there is no security for them. That poppy cultivation has grown by leaps and bounds with more than 80% of the opium in the world being produced in the country. According to one estimate 6000 tons of heroin is being produced and exported to the world. This has given rise to the emergence of a formidable drug mafia, which is supported by rapacious warlords. Further Mr Karzai has no control over the foreign forces, which bomb villages with impunity often killing Afghan civilians. Thus faced with failure, enjoying little power and hardly any credibility he raves and rants finding Pakistan as a convenient scapegoat. What should worry Islamabad, all the more is the orchestration of the accusations against Pakistan by the (a) American officials, media and think tanks (Negropontes' recent sharp criticism of the September 5 Waziristan agreement may here be referred to). (b) The International Crises Group and last but not the least by the Indians whose influence has increased tremendously during the last 5 years. When earlier this month our ambassador at the UN spoke at a Security Council meeting about the poor performance of the Afghan government, insecure conditions and continuing warlordism, Mr Sen his Indian counterpart, focusing on the roots of insecurity there, asked the international community to expedite the process of rebuilding and strengthening the Afghan state. To quote him: "The snakes are still swirling because of the cross border dimension. Attempts at stability and security would be unavailing unless this aspect is addressed". And added, taking a swipe at the September 5 North Waziristan deal, that "it is important to confront Taliban and not strike deals with them".

Karzai 1NC

Impact --- Strong ties are key to implement the Afghan Transit Trade Agreement

Zeb ‘03
(Rizwan, Islamabad based security Analyst, Central Asia – Caucasus Analyst, 5-21, http://www.cacianalyst.org/view_article.php?articleid=1421)

IMPLICATIONS: This visit will most likely have significant implications on Pakistani-Afghan relations in the days ahead. It seemed that President Karzai wanted to portray a better picture of Kabul-Islamabad relations throughout the trip though his alleged demand to arrest specific individuals left a sour taste. Many independent sources have on a number of occasions reported that these figures are active in Afghanistan. Accordingly, Mullah Biradar is heading a Taliban guerrilla outfit in Afghanistan, while Akhtar Mohammad Usmani, Mullah Dadullah and Mullah Abdul Razzaq are active in Southern Kandahar, Zobal, Bidmand and Nimroz. This in fact is not the first time that the Afghan authorities claimed that remnants of Taliban leadership is hiding in Pakistan. Afghan Foreign Minister Abdullah Abdullah has frequently blamed Pakistan of harboring wanted Taliban elements. Both countries agreed for a mechanism for regular consultations in Islamabad and Kabul alternatively, which will provide a forum for both countries to exchange views on bilateral and regional issues. Pakistan, for its part, has expressed concerns over Indian consulates in cities along the Pakistan border, and of Indian military assistance to the Afghan authorities for establishing its national army. Pakistani authorities’ concern over “Indian activism” along the “terrain close to Pakistan’s backyard”, prompted Karzai to declare that “Afghanistan will not allow its territory to be used by one friend of ours against a brother of ours, that has to be understood very, very clearly.” Karzai also announced that Afghan Defense Minister General Mohammad Qasim Fahim would be coming to Pakistan at a future date as part of an emerging security dialogue between the two countries. Fahim is known for his pro-Indian and anti-Pakistani views. This announcement amounts to a clear indication of a growing realization in Afghan power circles of the need to have close ties with Pakistan. On the trade and commerce front, a number of issues were discussed: Pakistan offered Afghanistan the establishment of free industrial zones near the Torkham and Chaman border areas. Pakistani Finance Minister Shaukat Aziz also identified many other areas of cooperation such as food, construction, pharmaceutical industry, communication and social infrastructure. Aziz also outlined the potential role of the Gwadar Sea port currently under construction, through a network of roads from Gwadar to Chaman, to serve as main transit port for Afghanistan. Recently a delegation of the National Bank of Pakistan visited Kabul for setting up of financial services. Islamabad also offered participation in establishing sugar, cement and fertilizer plants in Afghanistan. The visiting Afghan delegation was also told that timely construction of the Spin Boldak-Qandahar and Torkham-Jalalabad roads would further increase economic cooperation between the two countries and enhance trade relations. The current transit has increased from Rs 5.5 billion ($96 million) during last eight months to Rs 8.8 billion ($154 million). Exports between the two countries have increased substantially to $270 million. Yet there are issues that remain. As several analysts have noted, Afghanistan has bought into the Indian-Iranian-Russian plans to construct trade routes to bypass Pakistan and especially its eastern port of Karachi. Iran and India are planning to construct new rail and road links that will link Western Afghanistan with Iranian ports on the Arabian Sea. Pakistan, on the other hand, has placed restrictions on Afghan transit trade and raised rather than lowered transportation costs for Afghan exports through Pakistan. This issue is currently a major obstacle to better trade ties. As the Lahore-based Daily Times recently noted, Pakistan is potentially set to benefit more than any other country from the reconstruction of Afghanistan. This is especially true in the Southern areas where other countries are unlikely to be able or willing to make inroads for some time. Pakistani companies have already achieved lucrative contracts in Afghanistan. This in turn gives Pakistan a stake to prevent Taliban elements from going into Afghanistan to disrupt the Karzai government. Another outstanding issue is the nearly 1,000 Pakistani prisoners remaining in Afghan jails. President Karzai has promised that they would be released soon. CONCLUSION: Although the Afghan President insists that Pakistan and Afghanistan have a good future ahead, a lot remains to be done. The foremost thing is the establishment of trust and confidence between the two countries, because despite the encouraging tone of the Afghan President, elements in the Afghan government may be reading a different script; this may be true in parts of Pakistani society as well. This trip should be seen as a good start towards better relations between the two but what lies ahead is yet to seen.

Successful ATTA prevents Afghan/Pakistani trade retaliation

AO ‘99
(Afghanistan Outlook, Office of UN Coordinator for Afghanistan, “The State of the Afghan Economy”, http://www.afghan-web.com/economy/econstate.html)

Both Pakistan and Afghanistan benefit from cross-border trade, despite their claim to have been affected by the existing trading mechanism--i.e. the Afghan Transit Trade. Under the agreement of the Afghan Transit Trade, Pakistan allows Afghanistan to have access to the sea and to undertake trade and commerce with the international community to the extent required by Afghanistan's economy and commerce requirements. Most of the goods imported under the ATT are reportedly electronics and other consumer items, which cross Pakistan's territory duty free. Some of these are then re-exported illegally through smuggling back into Pakistan. On several occasions, the Government of Pakistan has tried to limit the amount of goods imported under the ATT by dropping some thirty items from the ATT list. In 1995, for instance, the Government of Pakistan made a unilateral decision and took seventeen items including artificial silk fibre and clothing off the list of the ATT. During an interview on 2 January 1999, Pakistan’s Federal Finance Minister Ishaq Dar said that the government had requested the Afghan authorities to review their transit trade and agree either to pay duties equal to those in Pakistan or reduce the quantity of commodities to be imported (The Frontier Post, 3 January, 1999). The Taliban authorities have not replied to this request. Despite these efforts by the Government of Pakistan, there are indications that the volume of re-exports from Afghanistan to Pakistan has increased during the last fiscal year. After the ban on the ATT, most of these items are imported via Gulf countries to the Afghan cities of Kandahar and Jalalabad and then re-exported into Peshawar and Quetta in Pakistan. A recent newspaper report indicates that India-made "Modi" tires are smuggled into Pakistan through Afghanistan via Central Asia and the Russian ports of Vladivostok and Odessa since the import of tires under the ATT was banned 1994 (Inter Press Service 20/4/99). According to a report published by The News (30 December 1998), it was estimated that goods worth Rs. 23 billion (US$ 500 million) have been imported under the ATT during the current fiscal year while the same imports for the previous fiscal year amounted to RS 10 billion (approximately US$ 218 million). According to another report, between July and December 1998, the total trade has increased by around US$ 43 million over the same period in 1997 (Inter Press Service 20/4/99). According to a World Bank report, the total trade between Afghanistan and Pakistan was estimated to be US$ 2.5 billion in 1996/97, of which US$ 1.96 billion was estimated to be the value of re-exported goods from Afghanistan into Pakistan. These examples indicate that banning the Afghan Transit Trade facility alone does not help reduce smuggling activities in Pakistan and may have negative repercussions for Pakistan in the longer term. Once Afghanistan manages to have access to other neighbouring markets, they may retaliate against Pakistan’s unilateral decision and strengthen their trade relations with other countries where they may have a comparative advantage.

Karzai 1NC

That spills over to region-wide protectionism

ADB ‘05
(Asian Development Bank, Technical Assistance Report, November, http://www.adb.org/Documents/TARs/AFG/39571-AFG-TAR.pdf)

The Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan has emphasized the importance of enhanced regional cooperation to its reconstruction efforts, private sector development, peace building and stability.1 The Asian Development Bank (ADB) has been actively supporting Afghanistan’s regional cooperation agenda, especially under the framework of the Central and South Asia Trade and Transport Forum (CSATTF) initiative.2 The Government requested technical assistance (TA) to support the Ministry of Commerce (MOC) during the Country Strategy and Program Update (CSPU) Mission carried out in April 2005.3 During the TA Fact- Finding Mission in July 2005, understanding was reached with the Government on the impact, outcome, outputs, implementation arrangements, cost, financing arrangements, and terms of reference of the technical assistance. The TA supports the implementation of recommendations from the CSATTF Ministerial Conferences, and builds on preliminary findings of TA 4536-AFG: Cross-Border Trade and Transport Facilitation.4 It also complements ongoing assistance provided by other development partners, particularly the World Bank. The TA's goals, purpose, and scope are summarized in the TA design and monitoring framework (Appendix 1).5 II. ISSUES 2. The opening of Afghanistan’s borders and the country’s reconstruction efforts provide new opportunities for the region. Currently, trade in Afghanistan is limited to imports and exports from third countries via Pakistani or Iranian ports, as well as smaller amounts via the Central Asian republics. There is almost no transit trade through Afghanistan.6 As a landlocked country, Afghanistan cannot develop without connections to regional and international markets. It could become, once again, a land bridge connecting South and Central Asia. Given the strategic position of Afghanistan, transit trade facilitation in the region could benefit the concerned countries with the shortening of not only the physical trade routes but also the economic distance to key markets. Opening up new markets across the region will enable the region to become part of the global logistics systems, attract foreign and local investment, and benefit from increased world trade while also contributing to stability and peace in the region. 3. However, these benefits will only materialize once the many existing constraints in transit, transport, and trade are dealt with in a synchronized strategy toward integrated regional trade expansion and growth. The constraints include customs issues, trade policies, preferential trading arrangements, cargo transshipment at borders, transit permits, visa regulations, and unofficial charges. Transit agreements, bilateral and/or multilateral are either non-existent or poorly implemented. Link roads, and ports and border crossing facilities are inadequate while their management and operation call for improvement in efficiency. Border security and incountry security issues are serious. Other constraints are the distance from major world markets, tariff and nontariff barriers to trade, lack of facilitation of the private sector, weak investment laws and inadequate legal and regulatory framework, institutions weak in operational efficiency capacity and human resources, and inadequate development or absence of key services such as banking and finance, insurance, bonded warehousing, marketing, standards certification, and telecommunication.

Karzai 1NC

Central Asian trade solves multiple regional conflicts that escalate to global nuclear war

Starr ‘03
(S. Frederick, Chair – Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, “Afghanistan: Free Trade and Regional Transformation”, http://www.cacianalyst.org/Publications/Starr_Asia_Society_Afghanistan.htm)

However great the economic and social benefits of renewed regional trade across the broader region of Central Asia, they are fully matched by the huge gains in world security that will flow from these changes. Indeed, it is hard to imagine any other practical and simple steps anywhere that would bring about greater geopolitical benefits for all. There are ten different areas in which these improvements will be quickly felt: 1. The revival of regional trade will do more than any other single measure to rebuild the Afghan economy, generate state income, and enable the government to provide security and basic human services to its people. This in turn will undercut the appeal of extremist and criminal activities. And it will do so in a way that reinforces Afghanistan's need to maintain cordial relations with all its neighbors. 2. Trade with Afghanistan and the broader region of Central Asia, as well as with India and Iran, will stimulate the flagging economy of Pakistan. The port of Karachi will become a regional hub and Pakistani businesses will be able to exploit new opportunities in every direction. 3. Indians will not choose to remain aloof from this opportunity, even if the price is improved relations with Pakistan. Although this will not in itself resolve the conflict over Kashmir, it will improve the climate in which the parties address that thorny problem. 4. Through regionwide trade to the northeast and east, Iran will reclaim its traditional vocation as a pragmatic trading state. This will tip today's fragile balance between mullahs and merchants in favor of the latter, hastening positive political change in that country. It will also cause Iran to look eastward and will distance it from the messy and seemingly intractable problems of the Arab world. 5. By renewing trade with their old-age partners to the south and southeast and by gaining direct access to the nearby port of Karachi, the new states of Central Asia will become economically more viable and sustainable. Although regionwide trade will benefit all five of these states, the impoverished mountain countries of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan will see the biggest gains as they acquire the ability to market their most valuable product, hydroelectric power. 6. Trade will encourage all the Central Asian leaders and their governments to work with, rather than against, each other because these economic benefits can be reaped only when harmonious and productive relations prevail among the regional states. 7. In the five new states, as in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran, trade and investment will favor the formation of an independent middle class and undercut the appeal of radical Islamist movements. As the new governments gain in confidence they will be able to tolerate greater openness and participation by members of the public. This will in turn strengthen their identity as moderate Islamic societies ruled by secular states. As such, they will present an alternative model of modern development to the entire Muslim world. 8. Through the opening of trade relations with their natural partners to the south and access to the port of Karachi, the new states of Central Asia will shed their one-sided dependence on Russia and reduce that country's ability to control their overall destinies. Stated differently, free trade will do for these countries what multiple pipelines will do for the oil-producing countries of the Caspian basin. 9. The growth of stability in Afghanistan and the broader region of Central Asia will address what Russia has, for a decade, identified as its number one security concern. Free trade with the south all the way to Pakistan and India will stimulate the flagging economies of the Urals region as well. All this will cut the ground from under those in the Russian military and intelligence services who feel that they must somehow regain a deciding voice in Central Asian affairs. The waning of neo-imperial sentiment will in turn enhance the prospects for more open public life in Russia. 10. The establishment of stable and prosperous regimes in neighboring Afghanistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, and the fading of radical Islamist currents there will address China's major security objective, namely, that these countries not become transmission points for destabilizing movements within Turkic and Muslim Xinjiang. While this will not resolve the question of Xinjiang autonomy (any more than it will resolve the analogous issue in Kashmir), it will at least improve the climate in which it can be considered. America's Decisive Role in Building a New Central Asia Reviewing this list, it is clear that the establishment of free trade throughout the broader region of Central Asia promises benefits for all and liabilities for none. This is a policy that is not directed against the interests of any state in the region. On the contrary, it is a policy that promotes the long-term objectives of all the states and their peoples. The regional transformation described above will take place on its own, without any major push from any quarter. Supporting this claim is the fact that the changes in question are neither new nor revolutionary. Rather, they will bring about the reestablishment of certain relationships that proved their value over the course of several thousand years. The first steps along these lines are already visible, lending further credibility to this argument. At the same time, the region in question poses unique dangers. No other area on the planet is surrounded by four, possibly five, nuclear powers and a sixth power, Turkey, a NATO member. Nowhere else do the tectonic plates of several great civilizations and economic zones grind so directly against one another. So while the opening of freer trade may somehow be in the natural order of things, the risks of the process going awry are enormous. And were that to happen, it would put at risk not one but several of the relationships on which world security is grounded.

***ATTA***

Impact – CA Free Trade Lx

Afghan trade is key --- lynchpin of trade throughout Central Asia

Medler ‘05

(James D., Senior Risk Analyst with Digital Sandbox, Inc., “Afghan Heroin: Terrain, Tradition, and Turmoil”, Orbis, 49(2), Spring)

A transnational network of heroin smuggling routes originates in Afghanistan and extends out into the wider region like the spokes of a wheel. The countries immediately adjacent to Afghanistan—Pakistan, Iran, and the other Central Asian states—are most affected by the Afghan drug trade, for not all the heroin coming out of Afghanistan actually leaves the region.15 Afghanistan's historic role as a geostrategic crossroads linking the region cannot be underestimated. In addition to the spillover of drug-related activity, the Central Asian states remain concerned about fundamentalist Islam emanating from Afghanistan, even after the fall of the Taliban. Though often seen by its neighbors as a source of danger in recent decades, it also represents opportunity to Pakistan and, to a lesser extent, Iran. In economic terms, it holds the potential to serve as a conduit for globalization and development as well as criminal activity and religious unrest. If it can sustain its political progress, the benefits will be felt throughout the region and beyond. However, its role in the transnational heroin trade must first be better understood and decisively addressed.
*** Impacts***

Turns Case 2NC

Turns the case --- strong central government is vital to every Afghan initiative

Robichaud ‘06
(Carl, Program Officer – The Century Foundation, “Donor Promises and Afghan Realities”, 2-3, http://www.tcf.org/list.asp?type=NC&pubid=1204)

Afghanistan’s problems are a symptom of a single key issue: the nation’s government is exceedingly weak, over-centralized, and incapable of providing security, collecting taxes, or delivering services, especially in the provinces where people need them most.  This is a big reason the Taliban are stronger today than at any point since they were ousted. Strongmen, smugglers, and narcotics traffickers have consolidated their fiefdoms and used September elections to further entrench themselves. Reconstruction and economic growth have been confined to a few urban areas and Afghans continue to experience some of the worst poverty and health standards in the world. Before the conference, Rice had promised “a significant new contribution to Afghan development” but in London it became clear that no increase was planned: the $1.1 billion in development assistance proposed for next year is the same amount the United States gave last year. There may still be time to correct the course, but donors will need to boost their aid dramatically and make the development of Afghan capacities their top priority. Reconstructing a fractured society is a monumental task which requires substantial resources and an approach that balances security and development. A RAND study, which cites per capita aid flows in the early years of nation-building, is illustrative: relative successes were achieved in Bosnia ($679 per capita), Kosovo ($526), and East Timor ($233). On the other side of the coin is Afghanistan, which received a scant $57 per capita. The two previous donor conferences (2002 in Tokyo and 2004 in Berlin) delivered less than half of the $28 billion promised, and of that only $4 billion went to rebuilding projects. (During this period, drug revenues overshadowed reconstruction funds by a two-to-one margin, tilting power further toward criminals and strongmen.) Could donors have afforded to bring Afghan funding out of the cellar? The irony here is that there was significant money being spent in Afghanistan—it was just going toward a narrow but expensive military campaign against the Taliban and al Qaeda. Experts warned that Afghanistan could not be stabilized without sufficient reconstruction aid or provincial security, but the administration preferred to restrict its engagement and to focus its efforts through the Pentagon. Since 2001, according to the Congressional Research Service, the United States allocated $66.5 billion dollars to the Department of Defense—more than ten times U.S. combined spending ($5.7 billion) on reconstruction, humanitarian aid, economic assistance, and training for Afghan security forces. Every initiative, from counterterrorism to counternarcotics, from human rights to girls’ education, is contingent upon strengthening the Afghan state. The plan to rebuild the Afghan national army to 70,000 troops and the police force to 62,000, for example, is only realistic if the Afghan government dramatically increases revenues—after all, armed men are only “security forces” when they receive salaries. Yet billions are funneled to security forces even as programs to expand the economy and strengthen the government’s anemic tax-collection are shortchanged. Major counternarcotics spending will go to waste without realistic investments in legal reform and alternative livelihoods. Elections, on which hundreds of millions were spent, will prove meaningless unless elected officials, including those in the provinces, can deliver services to their constituents. The London Conference was a critical opportunity for donors to right their course, and they did, in principle, put the Afghan government in the driver’s seat by focusing on a national development strategy that reflects Afghan priorities. But the moment of truth will come when it’s time to honor these pledges and fully support the priorities of the Afghan people. It will take a paradigm shift, for example, to phase out a distribution system that undermines the government by channeling three-quarters of aid through outside contractors and NGOs. Despite its many problems, Afghanistan has come a long way in four years, and a timely investment could help it to harness a skilled diaspora, favorable trade location, and competitive investment climate to achieve strong economic growth. The planned NATO expansion could provide a transformative boost in security. But unless current trends are reversed, Afghanistan’s future may well be governed by narcotics traffickers and militia leaders, many of whom subscribe to the same ideology of radical Islam as the Taliban and al Qaeda. If so, the United States will have won every military battle and still lost the war.

Heg 2NC

Lack of U.S. support tanks Karzai --- undermines heg
Wisner ‘03

(Frank G. II, Co-Chair – Council on Foreign Relations Task Force, “Afghanistan: Are We Losing the Peace?”, June, http://www.asiasociety.org/policy_business/afghanistan061703.pdf)

The Task Force concludes that to achieve the U.S. goal of a stable Afghan state that does not serve as a haven for terrorists, the United States should be providing greater support to the transitional government of President Hamid Karzai. More vigorous military, diplomatic, and economic measures are needed to bolster the central government’s hand and to prevent further deterioration in the security situation and the dimming of economic reconstruction prospects. Unless the present disturbing trends are arrested, the successes of Operation Enduring Freedom will be in jeopardy. Afghanistan could again slide back into near anarchy and the United States could suffer a serious defeat in the war on terrorism.  This is a compelling report about what the United States should be doing next in Afghanistan. The Task Force warns that the world thinks of Afghanistan as America’s war. If the peace is lost there because of inadequate support for the government of Hamid  Karzai, America’s credibility around the globe will suffer a grave blow. Washington needs to take corrective action before it is too late. 

Global nuclear war

Khalilzad ‘95
(Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Losing The Moment? Washington Quarterly, Vol 18, No 2, p. 84)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Russia 2NC

If Karzai feels week, he will bring Russian presence in to help 

MacKenzie ’09 
(Jean,- “Spurned by US, Karzai eyes Russia” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090128/spurned-us-karzai-eyes-russia)
With Obama signaling for months that he would turn a cold shoulder, Karzai has responded by reaching out to another regional player, Russia. That development, regional observers say, could pose distinct peril for the region. It also runs against the current of Afghan history in which so many leaders of the present government fought to free Afghanistan from the yoke of the former Soviet Union. It leaves some wondering if Karzai's posturing isn't more an act of desperation than a savvy political move. Afghanistan and Russia are now engaged in what appear to be cordial and mutually beneficial negotiations to improve Afghanistan’s defense, at the same time shoring up Karzai’s increasingly shaky position and providing a counterweight to the United States’ domination of the region. “If the United States will not help us, we will ask other countries for tanks and planes,” Karzai told a graduating class of military cadets in Kabul on Sunday. The “other countries” remark was widely viewed as a reference to Russia.

Only scenario for escalation --- causes superpower conflict

MacKenzie ’09 

(Jean,- “Spurned by US, Karzai eyes Russia” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/afghanistan/090128/spurned-us-karzai-eyes-russia) 

Karzai has said publicly that he intends to run again, but he is isolated and beginning to look desperate. Under the circumstances, his overtures towards Moscow smack of narrow self-interest, according to analysts. “Karzai’s initiative could drive Afghanistan into a dangerous crisis,” said Ahmad Sayedi, a former Afghan diplomat. “This move is not strategic, it is tactical. It is crystal clear that Karzai wants to use (Russia) as a tool of pressure on Obama’s new administration, but this will simply not work.” Afghans have long and not very rosy memories of Russia’s connection with their country. “If we look back over history, the Russians have had a strong involvement here, and it always ended in betrayal,” said Habibullah Rafi, of Afghanistan’s Academy of Sciences. “If they get the chance, the Russians will act with greater vengeance, because they were defeated here once.” Perhaps the biggest danger lies in the growing attempts of Afghanistan’s neighbors to exert their influence in the region. While the United States establishes an ever more powerful presence, countries such as Russia, Iran, and China will not sit idly by. In the current climate, Karzai’s clumsy attempts to bring the Russian bear into his corner could backfire quite badly. “A new Great Game has begun,” said analyst Wahid Muzhda, who served as a civil servant during the Taliban regime. He was referring to the 19th-century strategic conflict between the British Empire and Tsarist Russia for supremacy in Central Asia. History has shown that, once the world powers start facing off in Afghanistan’s inhospitable terrain, things seldom turn out well for any side.

***Uniqueness***

Karzai – PC High

Karzai’s capital is up --- upcoming victories 

Siddique ’10 

(Abubakar, writer for Radio Free Europe “Karzai's Political Juggling Act Heads To Washington” 

http://www.rferl.org/content/karzais_political_juggling_act_heads_to_washington/2037978.html)

Gathering political momentum in Afghanistan is expected to peak this summer with the peace council and major donor conference -- and these events are likely to boost Karzai's standing. But in the long term, he can earn public trust only once Afghans see him moving toward more transparency and accountability.

***Links***

Link – Withdrawal

U.S. backing key to Karzai’s credibility
Stratfor ’02
(“Afghan Domestic Conflict Forcing Difficult Choice on U.S.”, 5-15, http://www.stratfor.com/products/premium/read_article.php?id=204469)

There is no question about the primary U.S. mission: tracking down and killing members of the Taliban and al Qaeda. But the crisis in Paktia is raising questions about how best to carry out this task. It appears that Karzai is gambling, believing that Washington values him enough to come to his aid in what is essentially an internal political disagreement. Washington would undoubtedly prefer to let Afghan allies sort out the problem themselves. The simplest option would be to let Karzai's forces team up with locals in Paktia and eject Khan. Unfortunately, there is no guarantee that this will work. Karzai may not have the men, or worse, they may not be local. Bringing in outside fighters to any region in Afghanistan is never the safest bet. The United States may well have to choose whether to attack Khan and his forces. Such an attack would not be unprecedented. A U.S. Predator aircraft shot at Afghan warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar last week, and afterward U.S. troops seized a radio station owned by Khan in an apparent warning. Washington may find it necessary to back Karzai and his ultimatum, especially during the critical weeks before the Loya Jirga conference that will create the next phase of the Afghan government. Karzai is a close ally with little political capital to spare, and allowing him to twist in the wind will shred his credibility.

Close U.S. support key to Karzai’s --- key to Pastun and Tajik base

Harrison ’10 

(Selig,- Harrison has reported on Afghanistan since 1963. He is director of the Asia program at the Center for International Policy http://www.newswek.com/2010/07/06/a-smart-pashtun-play.html?from=rss)
Supporting Karzai’s overtures to the Pashtuns would counter Taliban propaganda that the U.S. doesn’t care about the nation’s largest ethnic group. But one risk of Karzai’s strategy is that it could lead to a Tajik counterattack. Strong American support for Karzai would be necessary to keep the Tajiks in check. That would also avoid the appearance that America is opposing Pashtun interests again, which would only strengthen the Taliban’s position in the insurgency and in the peace process that appears likely to unfold. U.S. cooperation with Karzai is also necessary because if he and his Pakistani interlocutors can come up with a formula for peace, Taliban leaders will still insist on a U.S.-NATO timetable for withdrawal as a precondition for definitive negotiations. Ironically, when and if a timetable is announced, the Taliban’s emotive appeal as the spearhead of opposition to a foreign occupation will be deflated. As Howard Hart, a former CIA station chief in Pakistan, told Nicholas Kristof of The New York Times, “the very presence of our forces is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition.”
Link – Withdrawal

Signal of U.S. backing is vital to strengthen Karzai’s political standing

Anderson ‘05
(Jon Lee, Correspondent and Author of The Fall of Baghdad, The New Yorker, 6-6, Lexis

Last year, during extended fighting in Herat involving several different militias-some were believed to have been acting on Karzai's behalf-Ismail Khan's son was killed, and his men went on a retaliatory rampage. At a critical moment, Karzai left Afghanistan to accept an award in Europe, and Ambassador Khalilzad flew to Herat. Shortly afterward, Khalilzad went on television to announce that Khan had agreed to leave Herat and join Karzai's government. In December, Khan became the Minister of Energy. It was a stunning turn of events, one that increased Karzai's authority, even if it had less to do with his strength than with that of the Americans who stood behind him. An American diplomat in Kabul told me, "The institutions of the country are still very weak, and so the fact that the U.S. enjoys a lot of credibility here was a factor." He added, "The shadow use of force can have a powerful effect on crushing the actual use of force. We had to make sure we signalled to Ismail Khan and others that the U.S. supported the President and his decisions but that we also saw a way forward for Khan. Finding roles that are dignified-and also more suited to the new circumstances-are always an important part of these solutions." Ismail Khan is a stocky, powerfully built man, with hard eyes and a long, flowing snow-white beard. Upon greeting him, his aides and followers kiss his hand. I visited Khan at his ministry, in a district of western Kabul that was heavily damaged in the civil war. "You know us as heroes of the jihad, but now we are known by the new title-'warlords,' " he said, smiling bitterly. "During the Soviet times, we were there in the fighting, feeling the fire and smoke of the war, and everyone was awaiting the outcome, wanting us to beat them. Those who call us warlords now were sitting in their air-conditioned homes. I wish they'd spent a night with us at the front line in the war. But I know that these things are being said and done for politics or for the benefit of someone." Khan gave me a significant look, and, as he went on, it became clear that he was referring to the United States. Relaxing a little, Khan said, "If you go to Herat, you will see the good job I did there." He had built new roads, provided water and electricity, and opened schools-"for both boys and girls. There are fifty-four thousand girl students in Herat." Khan boasted that, in the short time he had been in his new job, "I've raised the electricity in Kabul from fifty-five to a hundred megawatts"-in contrast, he suggested, to the rest of the government, which after three years had been unable to restore basic services. We talked for a while about the obstacles facing the government. He paused, and then blurted out, "The thing is power. Power is necessary to build, to do what I did in Herat." I asked whether Karzai had power, and Khan answered by speaking again about Herat. "The projects that I started are still unfinished, and now there is insecurity, too. When I was there, women could walk in the city with their children at night. Now you don't see people out on the streets at night. In all this time, the government there has been at the service of President Karzai." Khan went on, "I am very depressed. I was injured three times. There are fourteen bullets in my body, and eleven members of my family have been killed. I saw forty-nine thousand people killed in Herat. In one day alone, during the fight with the Communists, twenty thousand people were killed"-Khan was referring to a vicious aerial bombardment of Herat, in March, 1979, carried out in reprisal for the slaughter of Soviet advisers and their families by his forces. "It is only random luck that I am still here. So when it was all over I wanted to rebuild my city. I managed to do some. But since I left it's all becoming undone."  Yunis Qanouni, the Tajik politician who came in a distant second in the Presidential election, told me, "The removal of warlordism is fine; it should be done. But people also want democracy, stability, confidence, balanced reconstruction, and economic expansion. The government does not have a proper national strategy. If you ask what is the national strategy, no one can tell you. One day, Ismail Khan is a warlord, and the next he isn't. It is the same with General Dostum." We were sitting in Qanouni's living room. He lives in an imposing, well-guarded house in Kabul's northern suburbs decorated in an expensive, faux-Georgian style. Wearing a superbly tailored pin-striped suit, Qanouni seemed to have done very well since the fall of the Taliban. "The problem as I see it is that the leadership is weak," he said. "No government in Afghanistan's history has had the international support this government has had. Karzai has been unable to take advantage of these opportunities. But maybe another person could." Qanouni added, "These next five years will just be a transitional period."  The drug trade, which has strengthened the warlords and corrupted Afghan officials, is in the background of any discussion of Karzai's administration. The sheer number of people who make their living from opium and heroin has made it politically difficult for Karzai to act. On this issue, he has not had the full backing of the United States. Until recently, the Pentagon kept American troops from taking part directly in counter-narcotics efforts, which were left mostly to the British and the Europeans. Nearly eight hundred million dollars has been budgeted for counter-narcotics, but an American official in Kabul admitted that the U.S. was at a loss about how to solve the problem. Karzai has vehemently objected to one approach, the aerial spraying of poppy fields, because of its effect on farmers-a stand that seems to have irritated Washington. Last year, Karzai declared a "jihad" on the drug trade, and he has issued moral, religious, and nationalist appeals to his countrymen to stop growing poppies. He speaks wistfully of farmers returning to traditional crops, like pomegranates and honeydew melons. In the absence of a robust plan for combatting the traffickers, it's the sort of sentiment that makes him look like a well-intentioned man but a powerless leader. A top Afghan intelligence official told me, "What I worry about is Afghanistan becoming like Russia in the mid-nineties." He was referring to the proliferation of gangster capitalism following the collapse of the Soviet Union. There are some signs that it is already happening. Even in the capital, warlords, strongmen, and corrupt officials are carrying out land grabs with a kind of Wild West impunity. The same tactics used for so many years in Afghanistan's wars seem to have been redeployed to accumulate wealth.  In late 2003, the residents of a shantytown at the edge of Kabul's most affluent district were forcibly removed, and their homes were bulldozed by police officers under the command of Kabul's police chief. An inquiry by a U.N. official revealed that the land had been divided into lots for mansions and allocated to more than three hundred government officials, including twenty-eight of Karzai's cabinet ministers. Fahim and Qanouni were among the beneficiaries. Karzai fired the police chief, but perhaps it was one battle that he decided not to fight, or perhaps he simply forgot about it, because the police chief was given a new senior security job, and the building of the mansions commenced.  Because Karzai is distracted by a host of issues, it is hard for him to keep smaller promises, too. The day before I left Afghanistan, I went to see the Pamiris again. Their mood was ebullient. On their first visit to the Health Ministry, they had practically been laughed out of the building, but now they had once more been promised their clinics. And the rural-development minister had told them that, while there wasn't much chance of a helicopter, he was organizing trucks with food and blankets for three hundred families, and some shoes. When I called for an update last week, however, not much more had happened. Zalmay Khan was out of the country, and his assistant reported that, as far as he knew, the Pamiris had returned to the Wakhan Corridor empty-handed. Hamid Karzai is not a warlord, as most Afghan politicians of the past three decades have been, and this is both the source of his credibility as a democrat and his great vulnerability-he needs the American military in order to have bargaining power. To a very real degree, Karzai is less a conventional President than something akin to a constitutional monarch. His lack of power has rendered him the public face of an administration that, despite the tension in recent weeks, effectively remains an extension of the U.S. government. 

Link – Timetables

Explicit time-frames compress rebuilding --- undermining long-term planning that's key to stability

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Extend time frames The time frames set down in Bonn were far too short and the compression of the war to peace transition has had a range of perverse effects, including a tendency to import rather than build capacity, to front load assistance rather than release funds according to absorptive capacity, and consequently to import structures and practices that are unsustainable in the long-run. It has become a truism to state that long-term approaches are required, but this does not negate its validity and importance. Trust built up over time, based on predictable relationships is required if conditionalities are to generate long-term change. Otherwise domestic actors will always ‘hedge’ in the belief that international donors have only a short attention span.

Quick mandates for reform undermine sustainable security 

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Assessing the political transition The political track is generally viewed as the most successful element of the triple transition. All of Bonn’s benchmarks were met, in spite of the significant political hurdles confronting the government at each stage in the political process, beginning with the Bonn Agreement itself. However, whilst many of the political forms are now in place, the underlying norms and behaviour of the political elite remain largely unchanged beneath the new institutions old patterns of competition, collaboration and coercion have carried on from the wartime period.4 Critical assessments of the Bonn process highlight questions relating to the timing of the benchmarks, the failure to address contentious issues such as human rights and transitional justice, and the unwillingness to confront warlordism (see Sedra 2002; HRW, 2005). Some have argued that the pace of the process was unreasonably swift. For instance, in light of the embryonic nature of Afghanistan’s democratic political culture, the entrenchment of regional warlords, and the adverse security situation in the country, delaying the legislative elections may have been advisable. Indeed research from elsewhere suggests that institutionalization should precede political liberalization in post conflict societies (Paris, 2004). In other words elections may have to be delayed in the interests of first building up the institutions of the state in the security and administrative spheres. While it is premature to judge the impact of the new Parliament on the Afghan legislative process, its fractious composition of warlords and religious conservatives could serve to stunt reforms at a time when decisive action is a necessity. As Foreign Minister Abdallah Abdallah stated in early August 2004 in relation to the Presidential elections, ‘a preferable situation might have been if we had a five-year term for the government, so we could create institutions and [do] the basic work’ (Richburg, 2004).

Link Booster

Karzai is extremely vulnerable --- even a small link risks complete collapse

BBC ‘07
(7-21, Lexis)

A look at the names of the members of the Republic Party establishes how lonely Mr Karzai is in the political scene and how much he is worried by the poverty of political support. The so-called political party that Karzai has formed by gathering followers of different and opposite agendas can under no circumstances compete with the strength of the National Front or limit the space for the National Front to manoeuvre in. the Republic Party's structure seems so fragile and unstable that even a mild wind might send it crumbling down.

***Aff Answers***

Karzai 2AC

Turn --- troop presence collapses Karzai cred --- sparks Pashtun backlash

Pena ‘02
(Charles, Senior Defense Policy Analyst – Cato Institute, “U.S. Troops Must Not Be Palace Guards”, 7-31, http://cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3559)

Naturally, the immediate reaction was to demand more U.S. involvement in Afghanistan. Sen. Charles Hagel (R-Neb.) believes that "we are going to have to take a look at ... more American involvement." According to Sen. Bob Graham (D-Fla.), "We're going to have to be more active in some of the security aspects." But more involvement--especially involvement that is a step toward nation-building--is exactly the wrong thing for the U.S. to do. And using U.S. military forces as bodyguards for Karzai is a step in the wrong direction. There is already considerable friction over the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan, especially after the U.S. air attacks on several Pashtun villages this month. Ethnic Pashtuns, who make up nearly half the population, are showing signs of losing faith in Karzai--particularly his ability to protect the political interests and physical safety of his own ethnic group. Indeed, bringing in outsiders for protection has generally been an indication of an Afghan leader's unpopularity. Ultimately, U.S. troops acting as Karzai's palace guard smacks of propping him up and reinforces perceptions that he is a U.S. puppet. This is a recipe for a disaster like the fall of the shah of Iran in 1979, not a prescription for a stable government. More important, the national security of the United States does not require a stable, democratic, multiethnic, representative government in Afghanistan. Even if Afghanistan reverted to its traditional form of governance--a decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by regional leaders--U.S. security interests demand only that whatever government is in power not provide haven and support for Al Qaeda terrorists. If U.S. troops become a security force for Karzai and traditional rivalries between ethnic factions continue, the U.S. is likely to be drawn into Afghanistan's internal power struggles (exactly what Washington seeks to avoid by not committing troops to the international peacekeeping effort), thus creating incentives and targets for terrorism. In the end, it is impossible to keep an intervening party's actions from altering the power calculations of all the rival factions. Invariably, the outside party will do something that is seen as benefiting one side's interests at the expense of all others'. And the outside party then becomes a target for violence. It will be a big mistake for the U.S.--originally seen as the liberator of Afghanistan from oppressive Taliban rule--if the Afghan people come to view the U.S. military presence as an invading and occupying military force. The U.S. military has better things to do than guard Karzai. Osama bin Laden is still at large. Al Qaeda and the Taliban have fled to neighboring Pakistan. If American blood is to be spilled, it should be against the perpetrators of the Sept. 11 attacks, not in taking a bullet for a foreign president. 

Outweighs the link --- dependence on outside influence is the worst thing possible for Karzai

Robichaud ‘04
(Carl, Program Officer – The Century Foundation, Afghanistan Watch, 10-5, http://www.afghanistanwatch.org/newsletterarchive/listserv10-5-04.htm)

A darker possibility is that Karzai is seen as a foreign puppet, like so many Afghan leaders in the past. His campaign rivals—and Taliban propagandists—have marked Karzai as weak, ineffective, out-of-touch with Afghans, and, most disparagingly, beholden to foreigners. One of Karzai's opponents complained to the New York Times a few weeks ago, "Mr. Karzai can go with American helicopters and American bodyguards to 10 provinces in one day. What can we do?" The result: Karzai could win big with the help of his foreign sponsors but lack the legitimacy with common Afghans to assert more control over his lawless country.

Link outweighs --- foreign presence is always spun as negative 

Goodhand and Sedra ‘06
(Jonathon, Lecturer Development Studies – U. London, and Mark, Research Associate – Bonn Center for International Conversion, “Bargains for Peace?: Aid, Conditionalities, and Reconstruction in Afghanistan”, http://www.clingendael.nl/publications/2006/20060800_cru_goodhand_sedra.pdf)

Secondly, donors’ desire for visibility and autonomy risks undermining the goals of state-building and the re-negotiation of a social contract. Although a ‘light foot-print’ approach to the reconstruction process was promised at its outset, in Kabul there is the perception of an overbearing and sometimes bullying international community. A ‘shadow state’ of advisors and consultants have been brought in to compensate for capacity deficits within the government: ‘It is impossible to determine where government policies begin and IFI influence ends’ (Carlin, 2004: 4). Although coordination and consultative mechanisms were established, such as the Afghan Development Forum and the Consultative Groups, they rely on voluntary compliance and reporting.
***Rules of Engagement CP***

CP 1NC

The United States federal government will institute a policy of zero civilian casualties for all major combat operations in Afghanistan and drone operations in Pakistan. It should ensure such operations, including air strikes, are conducted only after a collateral damage assessment is completed indicating all relevant intelligence points to zero civilian casualties. Support operations for “troops in contact” missions are to prioritize disengagement if no damage assessment can be completed. The United States federal government should negotiate a Status of Forces Agreement with the Afghan government clearly demarcating legitimate areas of basing and operation for the U.S. military. The United States should establishing a compensation fund for civilian deaths resulting from its military operations. 

Withdrawal isn’t key --- the CP solves resentment towards U.S. presence 

Inderfurth ’07 

(Karl,- professor at the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University, served as U.S. assistant secretary of state for South Asian affairs from 1997 to 2001

Mounting civilian casualties are turning Afghans against the nearly 45,000 U.S. and NATO troops in their country, provoking demonstrations and a motion in the upper house of Parliament to set a date for their withdrawal. These incidents also provide a propaganda windfall and new recruits for the Taliban.

Karzai has told U.S. and NATO commanders that the patience of the Afghan people is wearing thin. He said civilian deaths and aggressive, arbitrary searches of people's houses have reached an unacceptable level, adding "Afghans cannot put up with it any longer." Several actions are needed to address this problem. First, the United States and NATO should publicly adopt the goal of "zero innocent civilian casualties," as recommended a year ago by retired General Barry McCaffrey after a trip to Afghanistan. To accomplish this, military tactics must change to limit casualties even where this means, in McCaffrey's words, "Taliban units escape destruction by hiding among the people." Second, more must be done to put "an Afghan face on operations," as called for by the former NATO commander in Afghanistan, General David Richards of Britain. This means closer coordination on military operations with the Afghan Ministry of Defense and the Afghan National Army. Afghan soldiers should also be included in U.S. and NATO military actions to act as a buffer, a longstanding demand of Karzai. It is also imperative to work more closely with the local authorities and do more to respect Afghan sensibilities. U.S. and NATO policies regarding house searches and detentions of residents should be reconsidered. Third, the United States should conclude a Status of Forces Agreement with Afghanistan. Such an agreement is intended to clarify the legal terms under which a foreign military is allowed to operate in a country, including locations of bases and access to facilities as well as matters affecting the relations between a military force and civilians. Nearly six years into the U.S. military campaign, a formal, binding understanding with the Afghan government is needed, in part to underscore the political message that the U.S. military is there at the invitation of the Afghan people, not as an "occupier" (which some Afghans are beginning to feel that it is). Finally, NATO should set up a compensation fund for civilian deaths, injuries or property damage resulting from its military operations in Afghanistan. Since 2002 the United States has appropriated more than $12 million to help Afghan civilians harmed by U.S. operations. The funds are used for medical, rehabilitation and reconstruction aid. But NATO, as a whole, does not have an equivalent program. On May 8, a U.S. Army brigade commander issued a formal apology to families of 19 Afghan civilians who were killed by U.S. marines after they were ambushed by a suicide bomber. "I stand before you today," he said, "deeply, deeply ashamed and terribly sorry that Americans have killed and wounded innocent Afghan people." But military actions in the coming weeks by U.S. and NATO forces will speak louder than those sincerely expressed words. As the death toll of civilians mounts, Afghan hearts and minds are being lost and, with that, the specter of losing the war looms.

Ext – Solves Backlash

The CP’s steps to limit civilian casualties solves backlash

Their and Ranjbar ’08 

(J Alexander Thier, senior rule of law advisor, and Azita Ranjbar, program assistant in the Rule of Law Center of Innovation at the United States Institute of Peace “Killing Friends, Making Enemies: The Impact and Avoidance of Civilian Casualties in Afghanistan”) 

It is critical that international forces continue to develop collateral damage mitigation procedures in order to prevent civilian casualties. International forces should avoid calling in air strikes whenever possible until thorough collateral damage assessments are completed. It is also necessary for forces to conduct thorough evaluations following each air strike to evaluate the effectiveness of preventative techniques and intelligence sources.

In order to decrease the frequency of close air support strikes, long-term strategies must be developed, including an increase in the number of ground troops engaged in offensive and defensive operations to decreased reliance on air power. Such an increase in ground forces should prevent troops-in-contact incidences, which typically occur when militants outnumber NATO troops patrolling the ground. Recent announcements by the U.S., Germany, Britain, and France for planned troop increases are a step in the right direction, but these forces must also be equipped with sufficient maneuverability to get to less accessible areas.5 Collateral damage assessments require greater transparency, and investigations of alleged civilian deaths should be carried out in conjunction with the government of Afghanistan. Partnering with the Afghan government will increase the legitimacy of these evaluations and demonstrate international commitment to preventing future causalities. International forces must also become more effective at communicating openly with the media and Afghan people to counter Taliban propaganda. Therefore, results of collateral damage assessments should be published and provided to the general public in a timely manner, and families impacted by U.S. and NATO actions should be offered condolence payments, as well as reparations for property damage. This is a critical time for NATO to reevaluate its strategy in Afghanistan. International forces face challenges, particularly the growing insurgency and mounting instability along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. If NATO hopes to successfully counter these challenges it must retain the support of the Afghan population by preventing further injury to innocent civilians.

***Aff Answers***

CP 2AC
Efforts to limit civilian casualties fail --- mounting U.S. casualties will inevitably force withdrawal anyways 

Innocent ’08 

(Malou,- foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute “Afghanistan: The Deadliest Month and It's Time to Get Out” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10369)

Recently, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, who commanded special operations forces in Iraq and this month became the commander of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, said he wants to avoid more civilian deaths. Concern over civilian casualties makes sense in counterinsurgency, since the local population is the strategic center of gravity. I'll concede that the infusion of 21,000 more troops by the end of this year — which Obama approved within his first 100 days in office — may lead to a reduction in violence in the medium-term. But the elephant in the Pentagon is that the intractable cross-border insurgency will likely outlive the presence of international troops. Honestly, Afghanistan is not a winnable war by any stretch of the imagination. Regardless, some analysts, like former national security advisor Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, argue that America must not withdraw from Afghanistan, because doing so would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak. But if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. Take, for example, current operations to fight the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, the Haqqani network, and other jihadist groups in Afghanistan. Despite the best efforts of the U.S. military to avoid harming innocents, the sheer magnitude of air strikes means that civilian casualties are inevitable. Thus, the argument that U.S. forces must remain in Afghanistan (apparently indefinitely) to protect America's reputation is dubious, because prolonging combat operations will kill even more civilians and reinforce the narrative that militants are fighting against foreign occupiers. Sadly, the longer we stay in Afghanistan and the more money we spend, the more we'll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam. Oddly enough, when opinion leaders in Washington talk about "lessons learned" from Vietnam and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else's domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost. Driven by that misguided analysis, the United States risks repeating the same mistake in Afghanistan. Perhaps most troubling about the reflexive "stay the course" mentality of some Americans is the widespread insensitivity about the thousands of people — civilian and military, domestic and foreign — killed, maimed, and traumatized in war. But history shows that, sooner or later, disenchantment will manifest in public and congressional attitudes. After nearly a decade in Afghanistan, even the memory of 9/11 might not be sufficient to outweigh the sacrifice in blood and treasure.

***Topicality***

Negative – “Topicality – cannot be combat zones”

“Military Presence” does not include combat activities – those are technically distinct

James Thomason – Project Leader, Institute for Defense Analysis, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD,” July, 2002 http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.122.1144&rep=rep1&type=pdf

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE?  Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions. By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.”  We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing?  Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them. 

A. Violation – the Aff deals with Afghanistan Troops, which are clearly in “combat”. The Aff violates the word “presence”

B. Reasons to Prefer

1. Source Experts – our ev is from a Project Leader for the Institute for Defense Analysis that intends to define.

2. Limits – only we exclude tiny Affs that stop civilian bombings or just tinker with combat strategy. We require the Aff to make a larger change – preserving the best debate for both sides.

C. Topicality is a voting issue for fairness and jurisdiction
Affirmative A-to “Topicality – cannot be combat zones”

(  ) Counter-interpretation: “Presence” is only military aid, combat operations, and bases.
American Observer – quoting DOD Reports – “US military presence in foreign countries exceeds rest of world” – November 10, 2009 – http://inews6.americanobserver.net/articles/us-military-presence-foreign-countries-exceeds-rest-world

The United States has military presence in over 130 countries, according to a Department of Defense report for 2008. No other nation in the world has such widespread global military presence. According to The Center for Research and Globalization, an independent research organization, “The United States Military is currently deployed to more locations than it has been throughout history.”   Not only does the U.S. have military in a significant number of countries, but it also has diplomatic relations with almost every country. A June 29, 2009 report from the State Department indicated that there are 192 countries in the world. The U.S. has diplomatic relations with all but four: Bhutan, Cuba, Iran and North Korea.    Simply put, foreign policy decisions made by leaders elected in the United States directly impact the rest of the world.   While the effects of our military deployment impact those who know someone in uniform, many U.S. citizens rarely see the consequences, unless they make headline news.   U.S. troops today are stationed throughout the Middle East, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Turkey and Kuwait. While some countries are home to military bases, others require military disaster relief after a crisis, like a tsunami. Others have become battlefields, resulting in the deaths of U.S. soldiers and foreign civilians.    Military presence is defined by any nation where the U.S. has a military base, where the U.S. is providing military aid, active duty military personnel, or where U.S. soldiers are engaged in combat theaters. 

(  ) Prefer our interpretation:

Fair Limits – we avoid small Aff that tinker with missions, but don’t overlimit-out core combat zones like Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Better mechanisms –Aid and bases have proven good mechanisms on other topics. The neg includes “training”, “interoperability”, and “demonstration of commitment” Affs. Each is imprecise and creates worse ground. Mechanisms are key to a good topic.

Sources – only we quote actual DOD reports. The DOD would obviously say we have a “presence” in Afghanistan.

(  ) Lit checks – Combat Affs are the nexus question in the literature. The purpose of T is preparation and they clearly should be prepared.

(  ) Reasonability – Competing interpretations creates a race-to-the-bottom – hurting education. Affs that remove combat troops meet a reasonability standard.
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