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Inherency F/L [1/1]
1. Obama is committed to a one-year timetable – he’s breaking with military brass.

Washington Times 6/20 [Sean Lengell, 6/20/10, "  White House: Afghanistan withdrawal deadline firm    ", http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/20/white-house-afghanistan-withdrawal-deadline-firm/]
The Obama administration has reaffirmed its promise to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan by July 2011, distancing itself from recent Pentagon comments that the move could take longer.

"There's a firm date," said White House Chief of State Rahm Emanuel on ABC's "This Week" on Sunday. "The July [2011] date, as stated by the president, that's not moving, that's not changing. Everybody agreed on that date."

Mr. Emanuel's remarks were in contrast to comments by Gen. David H. Petraeus, who told a congressional committee last week that any withdrawal would be "based on conditions" and that "July 2011 is not the date where we race for the exits."

Mr. Emanuel said the White House and Pentagon positions are "not inconsistent" because both agree that "what will be determined [in July 2011], or going into that date, will be the scale and scope of the reduction.

"But there will be no doubt that [a withdrawal is] going to happen" in July 2011, the aide said.

Mr. Emanuel said the deadline has created a "sense of urgency" for the United States, its coalition allies, and Afghanistan's government and security forces to push toward greater stability in the country.

The president's aide added that the administration's "surge" of 30,000 troops to Afghanistan this year -- a deployment that is about two-thirds completed -- also has done much to improve security in the country.

"This is creating a window of opportunity for Afghanistan," Mr. Emanuel said. "We are now at that point in Afghanistan that, for the first time in . . . nine years they are actually meeting their police recruitment requirements, as well as their army recruitment requirements."

Mr. Emanuel also said the war in Afghanistan has lead to the elimination of about half of al Qaeda's forces in the country in the past 18 months.
Inherency Ext. 1
Status Quo Solves. Our Washington Times evidence indicates that Obama is committed to withdrawing troops in the status quo. Withdrawal is inevitable- no unique reason why the plan is key to solve for the advantages.
 Opium Adv F/L [1/2]
1. Not reverse causal – insecurity causes drug production, not the other way around

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 28, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/points-on-counter-narcotics-in.html
* According to UNODC estimates, cultivators receive only about 20% of the revenue from narcotics, and the drug money that really harms Afghanistan is the money that passes between trafficker/processors on the one side, and power holders on the other, including Taliban, Afghan government officials, and local/tribal leaders. * These links are just as strong in northern Afghanistan as in southern Afghanistan. Drug trafficking moves north across so-called opium-free provinces as well as south. Afghanistan has an integrated drug market. Security provided by the Afghan government and international forces makes cultivation more difficult in some areas and enables farmers to earn a living through other activities, but it does not restrict drug trafficking, which flourishes equally everywhere. Helmand province (which produces nearly half the opium in the world) and its neighbors are not a drug-producing enclave unconnected to opium-free provinces. They are now the main source of raw material for the country’s largest industry, which is national in scope. Enhanced eradication of the poppy crop in Helmand without adequate other measures will raise the farm-gate price of opium and create incentives for cultivation to migrate. Suppression of cultivation in Nangarhar in the East in 2004-2005 led to the increase of cultivation in northern Afghanistan. * Both globally and within Afghanistan, narcotics cultivation is the result of, not the cause, of insecurity. Costa emphasized the link between insecurity and narcotics production in releasing the Afghanistan Opium Assessment. The essential need for counter-narcotics policy is “a state that works” according to Colombian Deputy Minister of Defense Sergio Jaramillo. Therefore, as always, the core problem is security.
 Opium Adv F/L [2/2]

2. Can’t solve opium until 2020 – best-case scenario

Mark Schneider, senior vice president of the International Crisis Group, Federal News Service, October 4, 2007
REP. ACKERMAN: Do we have enough assets and resources dedicated to this proposition so that if we went and concentrated in the areas, such as the province in which there's a 53 percent increase, which accounts for a great deal of that expanded new number, that we just don't allow the balloon to be squeezed there and the poppy production pop up somewhere else in greater percentages? MR. SCHNEIDER: I mean, I think we do need to provide more resources. I think one of the most important things is to demonstrate that it's a long-term commitment. It took 15-17 years to really change Thailand in terms of a producer of opium poppies. And I think that in terms of overall sustainable counternarcotics, it's going to take that long. Right now I think that you have a challenge, as well, of demonstrating to significant portions of the country that this is a long-term international commitment, not only for the next two or three years. And so I would argue that to the degree that you can find ways to make that kind of long-term authorization at significant levels, that would have a great deal of benefit.

3. Can’t end opium production, even with gentler measures – too many vested interests across society want to preserve the status quo

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, September 27, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/09/counter-narcotics-in-afghanistan-iv.html

Training people in the technical skills required for counter-narcotics (interdiction, prosecution, law enforcement, and development) is necessary, but it is not a substitute for a state whose power holders and decision makers exercise a degree of autonomy from the socially powerful, who in Afghanistan include drug traffickers. As a result, frustrated foreign advisors increasingly press for more control over operations and autonomy from the governmental apparatus, which leaves power-holders the choice of being seen as foreign puppets or of engaging in some form of resistance, whether covert (corruption) or overt (insurgency). Jon Lee Anderson of the New Yorker observed this first-hand while reporting on a U.S.-supported eradication effort in Uruzgan province. When the Afghan force refused to eradicate a field belonging to a local power holder, the DEA agent accompanying them (Douglas Wankel, a determined and dedicated professional) tried to make counter-narcotics more equitable by forcing the reluctant Afghans to eradicate the field. But even if the field is eradicated, such an operation does not strengthen the authority of the state or prevent future poppy cultivation in any sustainable way. Hence the problem confronted by the policies labeled as interdiction, law enforcement, or anti-corruption are pieces of the same daunting task: consolidating at least a minimal state structure in the face of enormous resources in the hands of unofficial (and sometimes, but not always, criminal) power holders. For the foreseeable future, the government and its international supporters will be able to accomplish little in Afghanistan without the support of the de facto power holders. These are local leaders who combine functions as politicians, tribal or ethnic leaders, businessmen, landowners, commanders of armed groups of varying degrees of legality, parliamentarians, and government officials. Many were marginalized under the Taliban regime but returned as the allies of the U.S.-led Coalition and the new government. The mixture of functions varies among members of this group, as does their political orientation. Most have mastered several rhetorical repertoires for different audiences, and they manifest considerable pragmatism in their actions. These leaders have a healthy respect for the effective use of force, money, and rhetoric. Conversely, nothing more incites their contempt than wasteful and ineffective use of force, money, and rhetoric, which, rightly or wrongly, is what most of them see in the actions of the international community in Afghanistan, especially in counter-narcotics. Many of them derive much of their resources directly or indirectly from the opiate industry, sometimes without ever actually seeing, handling, or even mentioning the substance in question. An Afghan official once pointed out to me that all Afghan politicians had brothers who were businessmen. Afghan leaders also have half-brothers, stepbrothers, cousins, uncles, and nephews, and so do their (possibly several) wives. During the Taliban period one Afghan leader asked for political asylum for himself and his “family.” When asked how large his family was, he said, “About fifty households.” An average Afghan household has about six members, and those of the wealthy and powerful have more. These extensive, dense, and opaque family networks enable some of the powerful to denounce or oppose the drug economy while simultaneously (and invisibly) benefiting from it.
Opium Ext. 1- Not Reverse Casual

Opium doesn’t cause insecurity; our evidence indicates that their authors have it the wrong way. That insecurity is actually the reason that drug production exists they can't solve for the root cause of the problem.

-That’s Rubin

Here’s More Evidence-

Social chaos is the root cause – opium is only an effect

Joshua Foust, founder of The Conjecturer and editor of Registan.net, works for Toffler Associates, strategic consulting firm, Pragati, No 4, July, 2007
IT IS SOMETHING of an axiom that opium production is bad for a developing economy. The presence of drug smugglers and attendant corruption, the crime, the general breakdown of the rule of law and legitimacy of the state, all present major challenges to stability and development. In Afghanistan—which produces something like 90% of the world’s opium—this problem seems especially acute. It is generally believed that opium stands in the way of the rural and agricultural development necessary to push the country into the twenty-first century. This belief is also wrong. That is because opium is not a cause of any of Afghanistan’s problems, but rather a symptom. Before the Soviet invasion in 1979, Afghanistan was known more for its orchards (and Western hippies) than anything else. With the mujahideen and warlordism came the poppy: drugs paid for guns. As the country deteriorated throughout the 90’s, opium production increased dramatically, especially as the Taliban actively encouraged its cultivation. International pressure finally forced them into a prohibition in 2000, when their control was peaking. In this sense, opium can be seen as an indicator of societal chaos—more opium production indicates greater chaos and anarchy. Such an indicator is imprecise, but nevertheless illustrative: after the Taliban were removed and Afghanistan’s feeble economy collapsed, opium production soared. As the Taliban began its much- touted counteroffensive in 2004, production reached levels previously unheard of—upwards of 4,500 tons each year. More alarmingly, this massive increase did not result in a n immediate reduction in prices, and only attracted more Afghan farmers to plant poppies. 

Opium Ext. 2- Too Long to Solve

Prefer our evidence it actually makes a timeframe distinction- Schneider indicates that it’s empirically proven that it will take a long time to solve for opium production. In the past when Thailand was trying to change it took 15-17 years to create sustainable counternarcotics. It's going to take a long time to demonstrate to significant portions of the country that solving for opium is a long term commitment.
Opium Ext. 3- Inevitable

Decision makers in Afghanistan will inevitably exercise autonomy from the powerful drug traffickers- enabling opium production. The government will not be able to accomplish anything without power which derives from the opiate industry. Too many vested interests in Afghanistan want to sustain the drug trade.

-That's Rubin

Heg F/L [1/2]
1. Withdrawing now sends a signal to the rest of the world that the U.S. is not committed to defeating the Taliban- hurts credibility- turns back heg. 

Patrick Goodenough, International Editor 6/23/10 “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal Timeline and Taliban Reconciliation Moves Cause Unease” http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
At West Point last December, when Obama announced that 30,000 additional troops would be deployed to Afghanistan this year, he said the move would “allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011.” In an article for Malhotra, a retired Indian Army general the New Delhi-based Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies Yash, said that announcement had “signaled that the U.S. and its NATO allies no longer believed in the possibility of a military victory over the Taliban and were looking for a dignified exit.” A delegation of senior Indian lawmakers, visiting Washington in recent days, told U.S. officials and lawmakers that withdrawing troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 without defeating the Taliban and al-Qaeda would result in a new era of terror across the region, Indian media reported Tuesday. The delegation met briefly with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and held discussions with officials led by Deputy Secretary of State Bill Burns. “The United States is in the process of committing a historical blunder with grave consequences for not only Afghanistan but also the regions surrounding it,” warned Maharajakrishna Rasgotra, a former Indian foreign secretary. While Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from July 2011 was understandable, he said in a recent analysis, “the manner of the planned exit and its consequences that cause worry.” Rasgotra, who is president of the Observer Research Foundation Centre for International Relations in New Delhi, decried the Afghanistan ““reconciliation and reintegration” policy. “The consequences of this dangerous scheme are not hard to foresee: the return of the brutal Taliban rule in Kabul, the resumption of a civil war which will suck in the neighboring countries; and spread of terrorism and bloodshed farther afield.”In Washington, the Heritage Foundation called Tuesday for Obama to scrap the “artificial” troop withdrawal timeline, saying it has provoked many friends and foes to question America’s resolve in Afghanistan. “By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban,” said Heritage fellow James Carafano. “This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.” Heritage President Ed Feulner in a statement urged the president to drop the timeline, make it clear his top priority was to win the war, and give U.S. military leaders whatever forces or resources they need to achieve that goal. “Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda,” he said. “And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists.” Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee last week, U.S. Central Command commander Gen. David Petraeus stressed that July 2011 was “the date when a process begins, based on conditions, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits.”
Heg F/L [2/2]
2. Isolationism Good- it allows the U.S. to retain freedom and determine how to use its military power selectively. 
Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int'l Relations @ Brandeis U, "The Strategy of Selective Engagement," in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 | VP] 
Thus, by a process of elimination, the only serious competitor to selective engagement is isolationism. A grand strategy of isolationism does not call for economic autarky, political noninvolvement with the rest of the world, or abstention from the use of force to protect American interests. Indeed, isolationism is compatible with extensive economic interaction with other nations, vigorous political interactions, and the occasional use of force, often in conjunction with other states, to defend American interests. Rather, the defining characteristics of strategic isolationism are: (1) insistence that the United States make no binding commitments in peacetime to use American military power to aid another state or states, and (2) the most minimal use of force and military involvement abroad. Understood in this case, isolationism is a unilateralist strategy that retains complete freedom for the United States to determine when, where, how, for what purpose, against whom, and with whom it will use its military power, combined with a determination to do as little militarily as possible abroad. Isolationism, in short, is the policy of the “free hand” and the lightest military touch.
3. Selective engagement significantly increases the risk of great power war.

Gholz, Press, and Sapolsky 1997 [Eugene and Darryl G., PhD candidates – Dept. Poli. Sci. @ MIT, Harvey M., Prof. Public Policy and Organization @ MIT, “Come Home, America, The Strategy of Restraint in the Face of Temptation,” in International Security, Vol 21, No 4, Spring | VP]
Several prominent analysts favor a policy of selective engagement. These analysts fear that American military retrenchment would increase the risk of great power war. A great power war today would be a calamity, even for those countries that manage to stay out of the fighting. The best way to prevent great power war, according to these analysts, is to remain engaged in Europe and East Asia. Twice in this century the United States has pulled out of Europe, and both times great power war followed. Then America chose to stay engaged, and the longest period of European great power peace ensued. In sum, selective engagers point to the costs of others’ great power wars and the relative ease of preventing them. The selective engagers’ strategy is wrong for two reasons. First, selective engagers overstate the effect of U.S. military presence as a positive force for great power peace. In today’s world, disengagement will not cause great power war and continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circumstances, engagement may actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle of a faraway fight. Selective engagers overstate America’s effect on the likelihood of future great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America’s major allies have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. Conflict is far more likely to erupt from a sequence described in the spiral model. 

[Insert More Heg Impact D]
Heg Ext. 1- Kills Credibility
Our evidence indicates that withdrawing without defeating the Taliban and Al-Qaeda would result in a new era of terror across Afghanistan. Not only that but when Obama withdraws troops it sends a signal to the rest of the world that the U.S. is not committed to prevailing over the Taliban. Withdrawing makes the U.S. look weak and sends a bad perception to the rest of the world.

Warlords F/L [1/1]

Partnerships with warlords doom any recovery plans

Subodh Ata, independent foreign affairs analyst, At a Crossroads in Afghanistan Should the United States Be Engaged in Nation Building?, September 24, 2003, http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb81.pdf
Provincial and local leaders, better known as warlords, each backed by his own militia, have been the powerbrokers in Afghanistan since the days of the anti-Soviet resistance. (For a map depicting the areas of influence of some key warlords and the associated ethnic groups in Afghanistan, see Figure 1.) The U.S. strategy of stabilizing Afghanistan following the collapse of the Taliban includes partner- ing with many of the warlords and securing their support for Karzai’s central government. The warlords’ agendas, however, do not paral- lel with those of the Americans. Many of the warlords have survived for decades through a combination of aid from external forces, their own ruthlessness, and a lucrative role in drug smuggling. The loyalties of these warlords are accordingly fickle, and they have little interest in supporting a strong central government that would encroach on their power. Among the warlords who collaborated with U.S. forces to oust the Taliban is Abdul Rashid Dostum who controls the Uzbek-dominated territory around Mazar-e-Sharif. Dostum is funded by Uzbekistan, and may also be in the pay of Iran. 26 Dostum’s militia has clashed for control of northern Afghanistan with the forces of fellow Uzbek Mohammed Atta, and with those of Tajik leaders Burnahuddin Rabbani and Mohammed Fahim. Those spo- radic battles prompted the UN to suspend aid operations in July 2002. 27 Rabbani, a former prime minister, has his own ambitions of com- ing back to power in Kabul and is reportedly trying to influence local commanders by brib- ing them. 28 In Herat, near the Iranian border, gover- nor Ismail Khan has largely supported the United States but is reported to have connec- tions to Iran, and has expressed impatience with the continued U.S. troop presence in the province. Khan’s militia has clashed with that of a rival warlord, Amanullah Khan, who is reportedly supported by the Taliban. 29 In this region, therefore, the United States faces an interesting dilemma, as it may be forced to choose between an Iranian-backed warlord and one connected to the Taliban. Khan is challenged to the east by Gul Agha Sherzai. Sherzai’s sphere of influence includes the provinces of Kandahar, Oruzgan, and Helmand, where the Taliban were strongest. Although Sherzai was “bought off” by mil- lions of dollars in U.S. and British money, the amount was apparently not sufficient to deter him from clashing with rivals such as Khan. 30 In eastern Afghanistan, where infiltration across the Afghan-Pakistan border is a major concern, U.S.-led stabilization efforts also face considerable obstacles. Bacha Khan Zadran, whose militia operates in Khost and Paktia provinces, collaborated initially with U.S. Special Forces in the U.S.-led Operation Anaconda to drive out massing Al Qaeda fight- ers in March 2002. In return for his support, Zadran was paid nearly a half a million dol- lars. 31 Having secured that amount, Zadran assaulted the Khost capital of Gardez, home to a U.S. base. The May 2002 rocket attack killed more than 30 civilians. Last fall, when U.S. forces asked Zadran to dismantle some check- points, rival leader Hakim Taniwal’s fighters took it as a cue to attack Zadran’s militia. 32 Zadran, whose ambition is to rule over not only Khost and Paktia provinces, but also neighboring Paktika, has now turned against the United States. In March 2003, his militia attacked U.S. and Afghan government forces. In one of the clashes, Zadran’s eldest son was killed, an incident that has only further alien- ated the warlord against the United States and the Afghan central government. 33 It is thus becoming increasingly clear that partnering with and bribing Afghan warlords is unlikely to accelerate the nation’s recovery. The Soviets tried, and failed, to secure their hold on the country by buying the warlords’ loyalty. The United States is experiencing a similar phenomenon.

Casual Civilities F/L [1/3]
1. The US excels at avoiding civilian casualties

Colin Kahl, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Foreign Affairs, November/December, 2006
Since then, U.S. policy and practice have changed. An investigation into the underlying causes of the My Lai massacre, the Peers report (named after General William Peers, who headed the investigation), concluded that systematic shortcomings in the training of U.S. forces were partly to blame. In response to these findings, the Department of Defense adopted a directive in 1974 (reissued in 1979 and 1998) requiring that enlisted troops and officers alike receive instruction in the laws of war during basic training or in academies, at home stations and during field and mission-rehearsal exercises, and, once deployed, when being trained in the rules of engagement (ROE). The directive also dramatically elevated the role of judge advocates in advising on, monitoring, and enforcing compliance with the laws of war. By the 1990s, it had became commonplace for U.S. military commanders and civilian leaders to emphasize their commitment to noncombatant immunity, and measures were put in place to minimize risks to civilians during the campaigns in the Gulf War and Kosovo. U.S. officials also referred to the norm during the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. In January 2002, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said of the U.S.-led campaign in Afghanistan, "I can't imagine there's been a conflict in history where there has been less collateral damage, less unintended consequences." More recently, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Peter Pace, asserted that "no armed force in the world goes to greater effort than our armed force to protect civilians and to be very precise in the way we apply our power." Judging by three key markers—the level of civilian casualties, the conduct of U.S. forces during operations, and the military's response to instances of noncompliance—the actions of U.S. forces in Iraq have largely matched the rhetoric of their leaders.
2. Even a good faith effort to limit casualties doesn’t produce goodwill

Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives, former Research Fellow, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, Disappearing the Dead, February 18, 2004, http://www.comw.org/pda/0402rm9.html
Although Secretary Rumsfeld's comments address some of the pyrrhic effects associated with war, he underestimates the difficulty of managing them. Rumsfeld focuses on how US damage limitation efforts might mitigate the negative reactions to US military operations -- as though the casualty controversy turns principally on whether or not the United States makes a good faith attempt to limit collateral effects. World reaction to the Afghan and Iraq conflicts suggest that the problem is more complicated and acute than Rumsfeld contends:     * Good faith efforts at damage limitation do not matter as much as actual casualty outcomes. And the Afghan and Iraq experience suggest that the threshold for acceptable civilian casualties is quite low.

Casualties Civilities F/L [2/3]
3. Civilian casualties are inevitable – even under the best circumstances
R. George Wright, Professor, Indiana University School of Law, Combating civilian casualties: rules and Balancing in the Developing Law of War, 2003, 38 Wake Forest L. Rev. 129.
We can gain a better and more concrete sense of some of the inherent problems in the Protocol I texts addressing incidental civilian casualties by referring to the American military experience in Afghanistan. In this conflict, American military officers and legal staff routinely attempted to assess the risks of the contemplated particular action to noncombatants in advance. 59 Such assessments could, in many cases, be based partly on information gathered in remarkable ways. Remotely piloted armed spy planes were often capable of providing Pentagon officials clear images of small objects with only a 1.5 second time delay. 60 More generally, a range of different technologies unavailable even as of the Persian Gulf War have contributed to the increasing technical ability to discriminate between military targets and civilians and to reduce unintended casualties among the latter. 61 Many more weapons systems are in this sense “smart.” 62 They can be much better coordinated than formerly, 63 and their cost has generally come down significantly. 64 Local Afghan spotters on the ground also contributed information of varying quality, 65 which could potentially be acted upon quickly. 66 But even with multiple spotters and confirmation requirements, 67 mistakes of various sorts and magnitudes occur. Let us first appreciate that the military resistance in Afghanistan apparently did not include skilled cyber-warriors, electronic jamming (which may or may not reduce civilian casualties), or even a credible air force. 68 These circumstances may not always exist. But even under these in some respects simplified circumstances, a number of inescapable indeterminacies plagued American military judgments of discrimination and proportionality. In the Afghan conflict, for example, noncombatants intermixed with combatants in ways ranging from innocent and ordinary to manipulative and strategic. 69 One fleeing Afghan civilian told an Associated Press reporter that bombs intended for a tunnel complex had instead hit a village two miles from the complex, destroying most of the thirty-five village homes, killing fifteen civilians, and injuring others. 70 Such tragic errors were hardly isolated. One correspondent wrote that, “[i]n a succession of villages, precision-guidance munitions from U.S. aircraft sometimes hit precisely the wrong targets as pilots and their allies on the ground tried to distinguish between fleeing or hiding targets and vulnerable, exposed civilians.” 71 The “air war . . . left a string of mistakes across southern Afghanistan.” 72 
4. No solvency for international backlash – the US will maintain its stance on casualties in every other conflict

Carl Conetta, co-director of the Project on Defense Alternatives, former Research Fellow, Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, Disappearing the Dead, February 18, 2004, http://www.comw.org/pda/0402rm9.html
The handling of the casualty issue stands apart in one respect, however. Any effort that seems designed to "disappear the dead" is bound to broadly alienate world opinion. More than just distorting the national discourse on war, it damages America's image abroad. Furthermore, the ways in which the defense establishment has sought to frame this issue can only contribute to the perceptual divide that separates America from much of the rest of the world, thus undermining international understanding and cooperation. It would be encouraging to conclude that the tendency to "disappear the dead" resides in the handling of just one war or one set of wars. If this were so, it might be easily excised. However, several of the problematic concepts and "news frames" examined in this report predate both the Iraq and Afghan conflicts. The problem resides, more than anywhere else, in the confident belief that the United States has discovered a new way of fighting wars that is virtually bloodless -- a belief that seems immune to the fact that these "new wars" (beginning in 1991) have claimed the lives of approximately 50,000 people (of which 10,000 were non-combatants). Excising this conceit may prove difficult because it pertains to the utility of America's post-Cold War military predominance. Nonetheless, until America's opinion leaders disabuse themselves of this notion, the nation will be brought to war easily, but left unprepared for and perplexed by the consequences that follow.
Casualties Civilities F/L [3/3]
5. Banning air power alone doesn’t solve – the entire security approach

Warren Chin, Defence Studies Department, JSCSC, Wiltshire, UK, British Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan, Defense and Security Analysis, 23:2, June, 2007
The military campaign waged in the south over the summer of 2006 did little to win  the hearts and minds of the people. The vast majority of the 700 Taliban killed in  military operations between May and August have been caused by the use of air power,  rather than ground forces. Between March and June 2006, the US forces carried out  340 air strikes on Taliban positions, not just in rural areas but also near population  centers such as Kabul and Jalalabad.87The use of air power in this way produces other  problems that have important strategic implications. Of particular relevance here is the  issue of civilian casualties. Approximately 30 Afghan civilians were killed by a US air  strike in Kandahar in May 2006, an act that caused much anger among the local civilian  population. Similarly, an engagement between Taliban and ISAF forces on Eid in  October 2006, the festival marking the end of Ramadan, raised fears that air power had  caused the deaths of as many as 60 civilians when a bomb accidentally hit a residential  village.88There are also worries that a reliance on airpower will serve to evoke memories  of the Soviet occupation and prompt an armed insurrection among the people.89  During that period, the Soviet Army killed over one million Afghans through the  indiscriminate use of largely airborne firepower.   The problem is not just the use of air power. For example, British forces’ actions to  promote security and neutralize the Taliban have also had the unintended consequence  of destroying the local infrastructure as they try to root out those Taliban fighters who  have hidden in schools, hospitals and other public buildings. This has led to a more  general concern that too much stress is being placed on security at the expense of  winning “hearts and minds”. Hamid Karzai, in a speech made in Tokyo in July 2006,  condemned the current military strategy, saying that they were going in circles. In his  view, ISAF and coalition operations were not addressing the root cause of the problem,  which he believed lay in Pakistan’s support for the insurgency.90 

6. Tension of casualties won’t disrupt US/NATO relations

Guardian Unlimited, August 9, 2007
The US and Nato today denied the British commander had asked US special forces to leave his area of operations. However, Mr Browne, visiting British and Nato troops in Afghanistan, said the commander was expressing a personal view.  "It is the reporting of an observation of a British officer on a particular part of the American military," he told reporters in Kabul.  "That may be his view, but it is not the view of the Helmand taskforce commander, it is not the view of our government, it is not the view of the Americans, it is not the view of the alliance. These things can be said in the heat of battle. These are very difficult circumstances."
7. No threat of US kickout even with civilian casualties

Karl Inderfurth, Professor of International Affairs at George Washington, Hearing of the House Armed Services Committee, Federal News Service, January 30, 2007
On the question of not occupiers, I mean, the history of Afghanistan is one in which any foreign nation that has tried to exert its control, whether it be the British or the Soviets or others bringing in troops have been repulsed. That has not happened to our involvement after 9/11, and we are still not seen as occupiers. Sometimes when things go wrong, including on military strikes that have civilian casualties, that is going to -- that is going to impact that. But the Afghan people still appreciate and still speak of the assistance that we provided them during the Soviet occupation. We did more through our assistance to the mujaheddin to help liberate their country from the Soviets. They still appreciate that. And they appreciate what we're doing now. And, if anything, they want us to make sure to stay, and that we don't walk away from Afghanistan again as we did in 1989 after the Soviets left.
Casualties Civilities Ext. 1-U.S. Solving Casualties Now

The US makes every effort to avoid civilian casualties

Mark Benjamin, Salon, July 30, 2007
The result of improved technology and intelligence is that the military is more likely to hold its fire in 2007 than in 2003. In fact in the large majority of cases, Crowder says, commanders simply do not drop bombs at all if intelligence shows with some certainty that any innocent civilians are likely to be killed in a preplanned airstrike. "Our default is not to drop," he said in a telephone interview from Qatar. Rare situations do still arise when the excruciating decision goes the other way. "There are circumstances where we accept the fact that a target is of such value that there may be civilian casualties," Crowder said. "That is a hard calculation to make."  But all this effort to minimize civilian casualties does not stem from altruism alone. In the past two years, as American military officials have grasped the fact that they are dealing with a long-term insurgency, they've also become aware that the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan may hinge on the hearts and minds of the civilians who sometimes end up in the crosshairs. Crowder is studying "A Savage War of Peace," Alistair Horne's 1977 history of the French occupation of Algeria, illustrative of the dynamics of an insurgency. "It is an issue ultimately of growing the capacity of indigenous forces," Crowder said. "Every civilian casualty we create undermines the support for those forces and reduces the likelihood of obtaining our objective."  Other U.S. officials agree that civilian deaths from airstrikes erode support for U.S. forces and the governments they are trying to prop up. "You could win the battle and lose the war," said Air Force Maj. John Thomas, a spokesman for the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan, the NATO force trying to provide stability in that country and help the government led by President Hamid Karzai. "The fight is to not lose the support of the Afghan people or this fledgling Afghan government," Thomas said in an interview from Kabul.
*The US has instituted a new policy to substantially cut civilian casualties

Washington Times, 10-16-07
Coalition forces in Afghanistan are being trained to avoid civilian casualties even if that means sometimes refusing to respond to direct attacks, a senior officer said.  The careful approach is part of a broad counterinsurgency program, which U.S. commanders said has begun to yield information from a fearful population about the locations of Taliban forces and improvised explosive devices.  "My guys have been shot at right through the windshield, and they thought they saw where it was coming from," said Col. Thomas McGrath, commander of the Afghan Regional Security Integration Command-South. "But we said, 'Hey, we don"t need to open up with heavy weapons here. We know where it came from, and we"ll come back later.' "If we had shot the whole place up, that would play right into [the Taliban's] hands and would be an information-operations victory for them," he said in a recent interview.  The cautious approach, adopted in the face of widespread anger at the deaths of civilians in a number of incidents, comes as U.S. commanders increasingly see winning the trust of Afghans as critical to the war effort.

Casualties Civilities Ext. 1-U.S. Solving Casualties Now
All regional commands have already been ordered to avoid civilian casualties

Canadian Press, October 15, 2007, http://canadianpress.google.com/article/ALeqM5gx7wgE_GGEgH3oxPjhYixynzZtJg
Koenigs told reporters afterward that better co-ordination among international and Afghan military forces and the UN mission he heads has led to improvements in the rules of engagement, "and we hope by that we can prevent civilian casualties to a certain degree." This includes orders to all regional commands to adjust tactics where possible to increase protection of civilians, he said.
The US is exceptional at avoiding casualties in Afghanistan

David Ochmanek, Senior Defense Analyst at RAND, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy, Military Operations Against Terrorist Groups Abroad: Implications for the United States Air Force, 2003, www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/2005/MR1738.pdf
In addition to these positive inducements, U.S. and host-country  forces should structure their operations so as to avoid negative con-  sequences.  The most obvious of these is collateral damage—un-  wanted harm to civilians or physical capital from military operations.  Moral as well as pragmatic imperatives lie behind the extreme care  with which U.S. decisionmakers and military forces plan and con-  duct military operations.  Although absolute perfection in the appli-  cation of lethal force is unachievable, in recent conflicts in Iraq, the  Balkans, and Afghanistan, U.S. air operations have set new standards  for both accurate delivery of ordnance and precision in the selection  of targets.
Casualties Civilities Ext. 2- Can’t Solve Perception

Even an explicit policy on casualties doesn’t solve foreign perception – people will always interpret it the worst

Sarah Sewall, Program Director, National Security and Human Rights, Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, JFK School, Harvard, Understanding Collateral Damage Workshop, June 4-5, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/Web%20Working%20Papers/WebJuneReport.pdf

While some questioned whether editors would ever seek a story about the care exercised by the U.S. military, many believed that the story would make a difference in shaping public, particularly foreign, attitudes towards the West’s conduct of military operations. Similarly, some argued that officially accounting for civilian deaths could have a similarly advantageous effect. One reporter noted that the U.S. all but ceded the public debate about deaths in Enduring Freedom to an academic who simply compiled estimates from foreign news reports. The inherently suspect analysis flowing from such a methodology nonetheless shaped international opinion about the war, the U.S. military and U.S. foreign policy. The costs of not engaging publicly on the issue of civilian deaths may be higher than appreciated at the political and strategic level. A member of the armed forces suggested that the war on terrorism might create an even more restrictive operational security requirement in the foreseeable future. Several participants questioned whether human rights groups or public opinion could ever be satisfied. They also noted the extreme difficulty of countering disinformation given the speed at which allegations can be made and the amount of work it takes to disprove them. The Coalition Information Center in OEF, created for this purpose, still could not work fast enough to make a difference. Fundamentally, there is a tension between good information and the time required to obtain it. One mistaken assertion is so costly to the military that it is reluctant to risk such a misstatement in response to press queries. The military, it was argued, has faith that over time the press and public will come to regard certain claims and sources as suspect.
Casualties Civilities Ext. 3- Casualties inevitable

Perfect safety for civilians is impossible

R. George Wright, Professor, Indiana University School of Law, Combating civilian casualties: rules and Balancing in the Developing Law of War, 2003, 38 Wake Forest L. Rev. 129.
Our attention will be focused primarily on the process of the fighting of war itself, and in particular on the combatant/non-combatant distinction. We notice first in this context a new and increasing capacity for the controlled and discriminate use of some contemporary weapons systems. 6 Often, such weapons are used with some degree of self-imposed risk to the user, for the sake of reducing unintended civilian casualties. 7 But even the best technology, coupled with some self-restraint on the part of the attacker, certainly does not ensure the safety of noncombatants.8

Civilian casualties are inevitable

Guardian Unlimited, August 9, 2007
Officers also argue that where Taliban fighters mount ambushes from inside heavily populated areas, civilian deaths are unavoidable. "When you are working in a high intensity counter-insurgency environment like this, regrettably you are going to have civilian casualties," Col Mayo said. In London, British officials confirmed UN forecasts that southern Afghanistan's opium poppy crop, based in Helmand, will exceed last year's record. Foreign Office minister Lord Malloch Brown described the figures as "extremely disappointing".
Casualties Civilities Ext. 5- Air Strikes Not Key
Civilian deaths inevitable even without air strikes

Carlotta Gall and David Sanger, International Herald Tribune, May 13, 2007
Scores of civilian deaths over the past months from the heavy U.S. and allied reliance on airstrikes to battle Taliban insurgents are threatening popular support for the Afghan government and creating severe strains within the NATO alliance.  Afghan, U.S. and other officials say they worry about the political toll the civilian deaths are exacting on the Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, who the week before last issued another harsh condemnation of the NATO tactics, and even of the entire international effort here.  What angers Afghans are not just the bombings but also the raids of homes, the shootings of civilians in the streets and at checkpoints and the failure to address those issues over the five years of war. Afghan patience is wearing dangerously thin, officials warn. The civilian deaths are also exposing tensions between U.S. commanders and commanders from other NATO countries, who have never fully agreed on the strategy to fight the war here, in a country where there are no clear battle lines between civilians and Taliban insurgents.

Casualties Civilities Ext. 6- Relations with NATO
Special Forces and casualties don’t hurt relations with the UK 

Guardian Unlimited, August 9, 2007
The British military spokesman in Helmand, Lt Col Charlie Mayo, said the special forces had supported seven British-led operations in Helmand since last April. He said that relations between the two sides were "excellent". "To work together effectively we have to have bloody good cooperation and we have to mutually support each other," he said. Col Mayo stressed that the British commander who had a problem with special forces had requested them to leave Sangin town only, not all of Helmand

Reducing Casualties Bad F/L [1/3]
1. The plan causes military resentment – they already balance casualties to their best ability

Sarah Sewall, Program Director, National Security and Human Rights, Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, JFK School, Harvard, Understanding Collateral Damage Workshop, June 4-5, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/Web%20Working%20Papers/WebJuneReport.pdf

Many participants, particularly from the military community, felt that focusing on civilian deaths as the measure of assessing a military operation is a fundamentally flawed approach. The U.S. military’s aversion to focusing on a “body count” is rooted in its experience in Vietnam, where the measure of enemy dead bore no relationship to mission success. While observers understandably look for a metric by which to assess the use of force, many argued that it is not accurate to measure failure by the number of civilians killed. Others felt that it would be misguided to suggest that a given number of civilian casualties would be acceptable or unacceptable without considering the broader purposes of the use of force. Many expressed great frustration at the perceived narrow focus of the press and human rights groups upon civilian deaths. A major point stressed by military participants was the importance of considering stra- tegy rather than simply tactics when evaluating the morality, legality, or effectiveness of a military effort. Strategic choices, such as the decision to use air power exclusively or to rely upon proxy forces or to disperse rather than destroy an enemy, may have far greater implications for civilians on the ground than tactical decisions to use Cluster Bomb Units (CBUs) or bomb an office building. Participants discussed the potentially perverse effects of a short-term focus on avoiding civilian casualties. Examples surfaced throughout the workshop. One analyst suggested that the failure to eliminate Serbian air defenses (for fear of collateral damage in urban areas) prolonged the war and resulted in the adoption of tactics that increased overall civilian deaths in Operation Allied Force. Another participant pointed out that a non-lethal option for crowd control - tear gas - is not permissible under NATO rules of engagement or by the Chemical Weapons Convention if used in the context of armed conflict. Finally, the desire to avoid destroying infrastructure in Afghanistan may have facilitated the escape of terrorist leaders, according to a participant. Thus the political instinct to avoid civilian casualties in the short term may result not only in unwise military strategies, but also greater civilian suffering. Military representatives strongly urged greater education of political leaders regarding the tradeoffs inherent in decisions about the use of force.  Human rights representatives expressed an understanding of the military requirement to balance mission success, force protection and collateral damage minimization. However, they voiced frustration regarding their inability to understand how such decisions are made and their resulting uncertainty about whether preventing civilian deaths receives sufficient emphasis. They asked how the U.S. could claim that Operation Enduring Freedom has caused the fewest civilian casualties of any war or claim that everything possible is being done to minimize collateral damage when the American military does not systematically measure its efforts or effects with regard to preventing civilian deaths. Military participants argued that concern about civilian casualties already significantly constrains the use of force and not always with the most positive results.
Reducing Casualties Bad F/L [2/3]
Resolving civil/military control issues is the only way to solve in Afghanistan

Brent Scowcroft, national security advisor to Ford and Bush Senior, and Samuel Berger, national security advisor to Clinton, National Interest, Number 81, Fall 2005
DESPITE SOME welcome initial moves, the stark reality is that the United States today does not possess the right mix of skills and capabilities to stabilize and rebuild nations. Stabilization and reconstruction operations straddle an uncomfortable perch between conventional war fighting—the purview of the military— and traditional economic development assistance—traditionally a civilian responsibility. Within the U.S. government, responsibility for stabilization operations remains diffuse, and authority is unclear. For example, the U.S. military, the Justice Department and the State Department all have responsibilities relating to the train- ing and monitoring of security forces. Further, policies delineating the proper role of military and civilian agencies have yet to be articulated. Poor bureaucrat- ic organization has prevented “lessons learned” from one operation being trans- ferred to the next, resulting in inefficient operations, wasted resources and stymied ambitions. The absence of explicit policy and institutional frameworks in this area reflects an outdated attitude that stabilization operations are extraordinary rather than expected. In 1997 the Clinton Administration attempted to address the issue in Presidential Decision Directive 56 ( PDD -56), which outlined the roles and responsibilities of various agencies involved in “complex contingency operations.” This direc- tive drew on the expertise of U.S. officials who had been involved in multiple missions in the early 1990s. PDD -56 worked well in helping to establish a framework for civilian-military coordination. How- ever, the directive was not consistently implemented. Moreover, having entered office very skeptical of the interventions undertaken by the Clinton Administration, the Bush Administration demonstrated little enthusiasm for PDD -56. The experiences of Afghanistan and Iraq, however, have started to change both attitudes and policies. The Bush Administration created the Office of Stabilization and Reconstruction at the State Department in July 2004. And the administration’s current plan to establish a “Stabilization and Reconstruction Policy Coordination Committee”, designed to develop general policy in this area, is a welcome first step in tightening coordination. However, much more is needed. At the highest level, there must be decisive leadership to direct the proper roles of the military and civilian agencies. This can be difficult, because the lines of responsibility in such missions are often fluid and awkward, but the problem is not trivial in scope or consequence. Resolving these inevitable conflicts is essential and requires the highest-level authority to provide guidance, resources and decisive leadership.
2. Efforts to limit casualties only increase the backlash

Dinah PoKempner, general counsel of Human Rights Watch, “Collateral Damage: Assessing Violations from the Outside,” Understanding Collateral Damage Workshop, June 4-5, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/programareas/conferences/june2002.php
It is worth underscoring that the norms on collateral damage are not static, and that public  understandings, translated into political expectations, impel their evolution as much as any other  factor. A recent illustration is how the advent of precision weaponry has led to ever-higher public  expectations of minimizing civilian casualties. It is difficult to cast the United States as an  underdog in recent interventions such as Kosovo or Afghanistan. Paradoxically, the heavy  emphasis that U.S. military planners have put on minimizing military casualties has had the  unexpected effect of throwing into even greater relief the foreseeable and unintended civilian  casualties that eventuated, however small their numbers may be.  

Reducing Casualties Bad F/L [3/3]
3. Focusing on casualties undermines the entire mission and ultimately increases risk to civilians

Sarah Sewall, Program Director, National Security and Human Rights, Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, JFK School, Harvard, Understanding Collateral Damage Workshop, June 4-5, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/Web%20Working%20Papers/WebJuneReport.pdf

Many participants, particularly from the military community, felt that focusing on civilian deaths as the measure of assessing a military operation is a fundamentally flawed approach. The U.S. military’s aversion to focusing on a “body count” is rooted in its experience in Vietnam, where the measure of enemy dead bore no relationship to mission success. While observers understandably look for a metric by which to assess the use of force, many argued that it is not accurate to measure failure by the number of civilians killed. Others felt that it would be misguided to suggest that a given number of civilian casualties would be acceptable or unacceptable without considering the broader purposes of the use of force. Many expressed great frustration at the perceived narrow focus of the press and human rights groups upon civilian deaths. A major point stressed by military participants was the importance of considering strategy rather than simply tactics when evaluating the morality, legality, or effectiveness of a military effort. Strategic choices, such as the decision to use air power exclusively or to rely upon proxy forces or to disperse rather than destroy an enemy, may have far greater implications for civilians on the ground than tactical decisions to use Cluster Bomb Units (CBUs) or bomb an office building. Participants discussed the potentially perverse effects of a short-term focus on avoiding civilian casualties. Examples surfaced throughout the workshop. One analyst suggested that the failure to eliminate Serbian air defenses (for fear of collateral damage in urban areas) prolonged the war and resulted in the adoption of tactics that increased overall civilian deaths in Operation Allied Force. Another participant pointed out that a non-lethal option for crowd control - tear gas - is not permissible under NATO rules of engagement or by the Chemical Weapons Convention if used in the context of armed conflict. Finally, the desire to avoid destroying infrastructure in Afghanistan may have facilitated the escape of terrorist leaders, according to a participant. Thus the political instinct to avoid civilian casualties in the short term may result not only in unwise military strategies, but also greater civilian suffering. Military representatives strongly urged greater education of political leaders regarding the tradeoffs inherent in decisions about the use of force.
4. Fear of casualties emboldens the terrorists

Chattanooga Times Free Press, September 10, 2006
We regretted civilian casualties during World War II as we do now, yet we did not dream of letting victory slip from our hands and letting Nazi Germany rule vast swaths of the planet out of disproportionate concern for civilian deaths. By contrast, the constant hammering away at our nation's motives and methods in Iraq has effectively handcuffed our military leaders and kept them from engaging full force in the difficult steps we must take to secure victory. Terrorists take advantage of our media-nurtured squeamishness, relying on our desire to limit civilian casualties.
5. Reducing civilian casualties puts the troops at risk

Les Roberts, Lecturer at the Johns Hopkins University, The Iraq War: Do Civilian Casualties Matter?, MIT Center for International Studies, July 2005, http://web.mit.edu/CIS/pdf/Audit_6_05_Roberts.pdf
The difficulty of pacifying the country, therefore, may be directly related to the way the U.S. military is waging war. The desire to protect American troops from harm, and to minimize U.S. casualties (which are, of course, assiduously recorded and publicized), are understandable—indeed, are politically necessary. But the price for reducing American vulnerability is in part a use of force in Iraq that apparently is producing high numbers of civilian deaths and a resulting backlash that is not abating.
Reducing Casualties Bad Ext. 1- Reducing Casualties Hurts CMR

The military dislikes external control over casualty planning

Dinah PoKempner, general counsel of Human Rights Watch, “Collateral Damage: Assessing Violations from the Outside,” Understanding Collateral Damage Workshop, June 4-5, 2002, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/cchrp/programareas/conferences/june2002.php
It is worth underscoring that the norms on collateral damage are not static, and that public  understandings, translated into political expectations, impel their evolution as much as any other  factor. A recent illustration is how the advent of precision weaponry has led to ever-higher public  expectations of minimizing civilian casualties. It is difficult to cast the United States as an  underdog in recent interventions such as Kosovo or Afghanistan. Paradoxically, the heavy  emphasis that U.S. military planners have put on minimizing military casualties has had the  unexpected effect of throwing into even greater relief the foreseeable and unintended civilian  casualties that eventuated, however small their numbers may be.    The disjunctions revealed between public and military interpretations make it all the more  tempting for the military to exclude journalists and other outside observers from the battlefront  and the decisional models. Like any other institution, the military is not keen on criticism of its  operations, worried that criticism influences morale and public support, and additionally often  feels disabled for strategic and intelligence reasons for answering such critiques with all the facts available to it. Ultimately, this sort of isolation is unhelpful, widening the gap between public  and military understandings of the legality and morality of events, and ultimately can undercut  political support for military action.  

Civil-military ties are key to effective Afghan policies

Zalmay Khalilzad, special presidential envoy and ambassador to Afghanistan, National Interest, Summer, 2005
9) A closely integrated civil-military structure and set of policies and programs are the best way to achieve success.  THE CASE of Afghanistan has also shown that close, civil-military cooperation results in major benefits. In the recent presidential election, an extraordinary degree of civil-military integration was achieved, an effort led by the U.S. mission but supported by coalition planning and security forces. For example, coalition forces played a vital role even in providing security for movements of ballots--and sometimes moved the ballots themselves.  As part of a major initiative to accelerate progress in June 2003, the United States adopted an integrated civil-military action plan. The offices of the chief of mission and the commanding general of the Combined Forces Command for Afghanistan were co-located in the U.S. embassy in Kabul. The U.S. mission undertook a number of organizational innovations to enable its programs, including the creation of the Afghanistan Reconstruction Group, composed of functional experts in key reconstruction areas, and the Embassy Interagency Planning Group, a military-staffed cell that tracks progress against clear metrics. In the field, military-led Provincial Reconstruction Teams contained embedded personnel from the State Department, the U.S. Agency for International Development and other civilian agencies. At the headquarters level, a special coordination process to integrate and synchronize civilian and military programs has been put in place. These innovations are yielding good returns.

Reducing Casualties Bad Ext. 3- Leads to Conflict

Micromanaging military operations undermines troop safety and threatens the mission

David Rivkin Jr. and Lee Casey, partners at Baker & Hostetler LLP, served in the Justice Department for Reagan and Bush Sr. April 16, 2004, http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/rivkin_casey200404161545.asp
On the other hand, the failure to respond decisively to insurgent attacks, which have grown progressively more brazen and brutal, is also certain to embolden further the anti-democratic forces in Iraq, and to demoralize the Coalition and its Iraqi supporters. Indeed, it is entirely possible that, even today, the Coalition's willingness to entertain ceasefire negotiations with the Fallujah-based insurgents is convincing numerous Iraqis that, in Osama bin Laden's famous expression, the United States is a "weak horse." As a result, the temptation to have the new civilian government micromanage military operations, imposing unrealistic rules of engagement, carries very significant risks — both for the physical safety of U.S. and Coalition forces, and for the ultimate success of their mission. The same risks are posed by politicians, however well meaning or idealistic, playing the role of a "loyal opposition," criticizing rather than endorsing robust military operations.

Increasing standards for casualties reduces warfighting capacity

R. George Wright, Professor, Indiana University School of Law, Combating civilian casualties: rules and Balancing in the Developing Law of War, 2003, 38 Wake Forest L. Rev. 129.
Estimates of the total number of civilian casualties in the Afghan conflict, generally or directly attributable to discrete American military actions, vary widely and are difficult to verify, with the biases of the estimator occasionally filling gaps in the available evidence. 76 While some further reductions in civilian casualties may require only further technological advances, sounder engineering or production, or redesigns, 77 others may require revisions in strategy or greater self-restraint in war-fighting. 78 Consider the tradeoffs between the desire for multiple and independent confirmations of a military target, and the freshness and currency of the information by the time the information is collated and analyzed. 79 
Limiting air strikes undermines security – not enough troops for effective ground ops 

Avery Plaw, assistant professor of political science at U Mass, 12-19-07, http://www.southcoasttoday.com/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20071219/OPINION/712190318/-1/NEWS06
The civilian deaths may also have fed a surge in Taliban recruitment. Credible estimates of the number of insurgent fighters now run as high as 20,000.  It is no wonder, then, that President Karzai is worried about errant U.S. air strikes. He would prefer more ground operations, which generally pose a lower danger to civilians. But ground operations pose a higher risk to American forces. More than 110 American soldiers have already been killed this year. America's coalition partners have also lost over 110 soldiers. These numbers are the highest recorded since the fall of the Taliban six years ago.  American commanders also stress that the limited number of soldiers in the country constrain the scope of ground operations. There are around 25,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan and 22,000 non-U.S. NATO and other troops (as compared to more than 160,000 U.S. troops in the smaller and less populous Iraq). Moreover, there appears to be little prospect of more troops in Afghanistan for the moment. Major NATO contributors like Australia and Canada are planning to reduce their troops. This week, Defense Secretary Robert Gates rejected a proposal to move U.S. Marines from Iraq to Afghanistan.
Reducing Casualties Bad Ext. 5- Troop Deaths

Reducing civilian casualties increases the risk for US troops 

Michelle Goldberg, Salon, May 20, 2003, http://dir.salon.com/story/news/feature/2003/03/20/casualties/index0.html
But for the military to spare the power grid, it might have to put some of its own troops at risk. "When they go into Baghdad, are they supposed to take out the electric grid or not?" says Hanson. "It will hurt the Iraqi people, but [the electric grid] transmits information to people who want to kill you." Hanson excoriates Westerners who demand that this war be waged in such a way as to minimize Iraqi civilian deaths, saying that that approach endangers their own soldiers. "The problem with Americans and affluent postmodern Westerners is they demand perfection -- that nobody gets killed, or only the bad people get killed," he says. "If they wanted to take Iraq and defeat it militarily, it would be very easy. They're not going to do that, and a lot more Americans are going to die because of that."

Civilian casualties are necessary in order to engage the Taliban

Sean McCormack, State Department Spokesperson, Federal News Service, July 25, 2007
You know, I've talked to these, talked to the folks that have been engaged in combat operations in these kind of environments. These people are parents. They're brothers and sisters. They have families of their own. They don't want to see any civilian casualties. But it is also the case that you are not going to ultimately succeed in Afghanistan without engaging militarily forces from al Qaeda and the Taliban, who mean to kill the members of the Afghan national government; they meant to kill innocent civilians; and they mean to kill the military forces, whether they are from NATO or from the United -- from OEF, who are engaged in trying to help the Afghans. So let's be clear on that, the kind of enemy that we're facing.

Stability F/L [1/2]
1. US military presence key to Afghanistan stability

James Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND National Security Research Division, B.S. in international affairs, Georgetown School of Foreign Service, ’08, “Ending Afghanistan’s Civil War”, Rand Corporation, http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2007/RAND_CT276.pdf

Yet if Pakistan is the central front in the war on terror, it is not one susceptible to a military response. We are not going to bomb Islamabad or invade Waziristan. An increase in US military manpower and money for Afghanistan may be needed to contain the renewed insurgency and prevent the Karzai government from being overthrown. But the US and NATO troops are likely to be required indefinitely as long at the Taliban and the other insurgent groups are able to recruit, train, raise funds and organize their operations in Pakistan. Afghanistan has never been a self sufficient state, and it probably never will be. It is simply too poor to be able to provide security and effective governance to its large and dispersed population. So unless the Pakistani government can be persuaded to abandon its relationship with extremist elements within its society, halt its support for terrorism, prov

ide its youth an educational alternative to fundamentalist madrasas, extend effective governance into its border provinces, and curtail their use by insurgent movements, the United States and its allies are going to be forced to patrol Afghanistan’s Southeast Frontier indefinitely, just as Great Britain was compelled to conduct a counterinsurgency campaign along the other side of that same frontier throughout the 19th century.
2. NATO troops will still stay in Afghanistan- solves back for stability. 
Nicholas Kulish, The Wall Street Journal, Berlin bureau chief, New York Times, journalist, 2/21/10, New York Times, “Dutch Pull-Out From War Expected After Government Collapse”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/22/world/europe/22dutch.html

Analysts in the Netherlands said they expected the Dutch troops to leave on time because any deal to keep them there appeared all but impossible in the tumult following the government’s collapse. “I don’t think there’s room, with a government falling and waiting for elections, for there to be a decision,” said Edwin Bakker, who runs the security and conflict program at the Netherlands Institute of International Relations. Although American officials are concerned that an exodus by the Dutch could prompt other allies to follow suit, a sudden rush to exit seemed unlikely.
“There is a groundswell of distress in Europe, of feeling this isn’t working, but does that translate into electorates saying we’re going to vote you down? I don’t see that,” said Constanze Stelzenmüller, a senior fellow at the German Marshall Fund in Berlin
Stability F/L [2/2]
3. U.S. withdrawal perceived as failure empowering the Taliban leading to takeover and instability- turns case. 
FOX NEWS 2009, “Key Anti-War Democrat Concedes Afghan Troop Surge Can't Be Stopped,” Foxnews.com http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2009/12/02/obamas-security-team-faces-grilling-afghanistan-senate-hearing/ Accessed: 5/19/10

Obama said in announcing the timeline Tuesday night that the withdrawal would be based on conditions on the ground. But Sen. John McCain pressed Gates on Wednesday on Capitol Hill, calling the scenario "logically incoherent" and saying the national security team needs to choose which is more important: sticking to the timeline or providing security. Gates said U.S. forces should be able to move out of "uncontested areas" by the summer of 2011 but that the United States would not transfer security responsibility to the Afghans in any province until they can stand up on their own. He said the security team would review the situation at the end of 2010 to see whether the military "can meet that objective" with regard to the timeline. "If it appears that the strategy's not working and that we are not going to be able to transition in 2011 then we will take a hard look at the strategy itself," he said, adding that the president reserves the right to adjust his decision. "We're not going to just throw these guys into the swimming pool and then walk away." Gates joined other top officials before the Senate Armed Services Committee Wednesday in beginning to make the public case for Obama's decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan. Speaking after a three months of deliberation, during which top advisers debated how heavily to target the Taliban in the country, Gates stressed that escalating the fight against the Taliban is critical to defeating Al Qaeda. He warned that U.S. failure in Afghanistan would lead to a "Taliban takeover" that could inspire Islamic extremism elsewhere. "Rolling back the Taliban is now necessary even if not sufficient to the ultimate defeat of Al Qaeda," he said. "Failure in Afghanistan would mean a Taliban takeover of much if not most of the country and likely a renewed civil war." Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton also spoke in support of the surge plan. Mullen underscored Gates' warning that Afghanistan could again fall to the Taliban, saying the insurgency has gained influence in 11 of the country's 34 provinces. The president has won praise from a number of lawmakers for his decision to surge in Afghanistan, though anti-war Democrats have roundly condemned the order. The president has likewise faced mixed reviews for his decision to call for troops to begin leaving the country by July 2011. Clinton defended the decision, saying the timeline would give the Afghan government the "sense of urgency" they need to reform. Gates said the administration wants to "build a fire" under the Afghans to get them to build up their security forces. Sen. Carl Levin, D-Mich., chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, agreed. He stressed that the goal needs to be to accelerate the transition to Afghan responsibility. "An Afghan surge should be our goal and any U.S. surge should be related to that goal," Levin said. But McCain, R-Ariz., called the withdrawal date "arbitrary" and potentially harmful. "A date for withdrawal sends exactly the wrong message to our friends and our enemies," he said. "A withdrawal date only emboldens Al Qaeda and the Taliban while dispiriting our Afghan partners. ... Success is the real exit strategy."
Stability Ext. 1- Presence K2 Stability

Afghanistan security unstable-US can NOT withdrawal

Daily Outlook: Afghanistan, 6-22-10, “Afghanistan is Hurt by Talk of U.S. Withdrawal”, http://worldmeets.us/outlookafghanistan000005.shtml
This is no easy task. Only a miracle would make it possible within just a year. After almost nine years of counterterrorism, the forces complain of having inadequate weapons and equipment. Weapons already in Afghan Army hands are out of date and malfunction. For instance, while fighting the terrorists on the day of the Afghan Peace Jirga in Kabul last month, the weapons of some police stopped working. So there are a number of question marks about improving the capabilities of the Security Forces to defend Afghanistan on their own by July 2011. Aside from the above issue, the plan to withdraw U.S. forces seems to have had a negative impact in Afghanistan's security. Certain that they'll quickly be able to overthrow the Afghan government if NATO-led forces are sent home too soon, the Taliban now feel that they're close to victory. The withdrawal plan has also created ambiguity in the minds of Afghans who don't want to see a return of the Taliban. Uncertainty about the sustainability of Afghanistan's future has grown, having a deep economic, social and political impact.
US withdrawal now will lead to Afghan instability and collapse— more time needed to train Afghan forces, more time than what is currently set as the pullout deadline

Michael Georgy, Journalist, Staff writer, 6/23/10 “Afghan police struggle ahead of U.S. pullout” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65M17V20100623
"I need another year of training," said Mahmoud Nazilee, at a makeshift firing range a few feet away from the twisted remains of a U.S. army vehicle blown up by an Improvised Explosive Device (IED) planted by suspected Taliban fighters. "We can defeat the Taliban but we need a lot more time." Afghanistan's long term stability hinges on the performance of its army and police. NATO military officials say both have come a long way and are confident they will be able to keep the Taliban from returning to power, even though the insurgency is raging after nine years of conflict. “These guys are really motivated," said U.S. Captain Kevin Krupski. "Afghans are really happy to see them." The plan is for U.S. troops to conduct joint missions with the police and keep guiding them until they can eventually carry out missions on their own. That, Afghan policemen say, requires far more extensive training and on-the-job experience ahead of the pullout, due to start in July 2011. After 45 days of training, 150 policemen graduated from the police academy and are charged with protecting all of the people in Dand district in the southern Kandahar Province, the Taliban's heartland. The stakes are high. Failure to pacify the country after a U.S. withdrawal starts next summer would deal a major blow to President Barack Obama, who has put Afghanistan on the top of his foreign policy agenda. And Afghanistan could slip into chaos once again if its army and police can't handle security. 

Air Power Good F/L

*Air power is key – it’s the basis of every success in Afghanistan

Maj. Gen. Charles J. Dunlap Jr., (Deputy judge advocate general of the Air Force; more than 30 years' service; distinguished graduate of the National War College), 2006, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/09/2009013
Today it is more than just bombing with impunity that imposes demoralization; it is reconnoitering with impunity. This is more than just the pervasiveness of Air Force-generated satellites. It also includes hundreds of unmanned aerial vehicles that are probing the landscape in Iraq and Afghanistan. They provide the kind of reliable intelligence that permits the careful application of force so advantageous in insurgency and counterterrorism situations. The insurgents are incapable of determining where or when the U.S. employs surveillance assets and, therefore, are forced to assume they are watched everywhere and always. The mere existence of the ever-present eyes in the sky no doubt inflicts its own kind of stress and friction on enemy forces. In short, what real asymmetrical advantage the U.S. enjoys in countering insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan relates to a dimension of air power. Strike, reconnaissance, strategic or tactical lift have all performed phenomenally well. It is no exaggeration to observe that almost every improvement in the military situation in Iraq and Afghanistan is attributable to air power in some form; virtually every setback, and especially the strategically catastrophic allegations of war crimes, is traceable to the land forces. 

Air power solves insurgencies more efficiently than ground troops
Maj. Gen. Charles J. Dunlap Jr., (Deputy judge advocate general of the Air Force; more than 30 years' service; distinguished graduate of the National War College), 2006, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/09/2009013
Most important, however, is the purely military effect. The precision revolution has made it possible for air power to put a bomb within feet of any point on earth. Of course, having the right intelligence to select that point remains a challenge — but no more, and likely much less so, than for the land forces. The technology of surveillance is improving at a faster rate than is the ability to conceal. Modern conveniences, for example, from cell phones to credit cards, all leave signatures that can lead to the demise of the increasing numbers of adversaries unable to resist the siren song of techno-connection.  Regardless, eventually any insurgency must reveal itself if it is to assume power, and this inevitably provides the opportunity for air power to pick off individuals or entire capabilities that threaten U.S. interests. The real advantage — for the moment anyway — is that air power can do it with impunity and at little risk to Americans. The advances in American air power technology in recent years make U.S. dominance in the air intimidating like no other aspect of combat power for any nation in history. 

Air Power Good Ext. 1- Afghanistan

Air power is key to undermine the Taliban
Maj. Gen. Charles J. Dunlap Jr., (Deputy judge advocate general of the Air Force; more than 30 years' service; distinguished graduate of the National War College), 2006, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/09/2009013
So what explains the rapid collapse of the Taliban and al-Qaida in 2001? Modern air power. More specifically, the marriage of precision weapons with precise targeting by tiny numbers of Special Forces troops on the ground. The results were stunning. Putatively invulnerable positions the Taliban had occupied for years literally disappeared in a rain of satellite-directed bombs from B-1s and B-52s flying so high they could be neither seen nor heard. 

This new, high-tech air power capability completely unhinged the resistance without significant commitment of American boots on the ground. Indeed, the very absence of American troops became a source of discouragement. As one Afghan told the New York Times, "We pray to Allah that we have American soldiers to kill," adding disconsolately, "These bombs from the sky we cannot fight." Another equally frustrated Taliban fighter was reported in the London Sunday Telegraph recently as fuming that "American forces refuse to fight us face to face," while gloomily noting that "[U.S.] air power causes us to take heavy casualties." In other words, the Taliban and al-Qaida were just as tough as the mujahideen who fought the Russians, and more than willing to confront U.S. ground forces, but were broken by the hopelessness that American-style air power inflicted upon them. 

Air Power Good Ext. 2- Insurgencies

Air power is key to shut down insurgencies 
Maj. Gen. Charles J. Dunlap Jr., (Deputy judge advocate general of the Air Force; more than 30 years' service; distinguished graduate of the National War College), 2006, Armed Forces Journal, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/09/2009013
Is air power the new face of successful war-fighting? Much to the dismay of the boots-on-the-ground zealots, or BOTGZ (pronounced bow-togs), the answer for today's democracies may well be "yes." During the summer, while U.S. ground forces in Iraq were distracted investigating potential war criminals in their midst, air power delivered a major success. The killing of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi was, if not a decisive victory, still the best news of the season. 

The summer was also marked by Israel's extensive reliance on air power against Hezbollah in Lebanon. Although debates rightly swirl about the propriety of the use of any force, if force is to be used, it is always useful to note the form it takes when employed by what many believe is the leading counterterrorism and counterinsurgency military in the world. As Tom Ricks' new book about Iraq, "Fiasco," argues convincingly, absent overwhelming numbers, it is virtually impossible for even well-equipped and conventionally trained ground forces to defeat terrorist insurgencies in the midst of sullen populations often sympathetic to the enemy. The struggles of the U.S. Army and Marine Corps, the finest ground forces in the history of warfare, are ample evidence of the strength of Ricks' thesis. 

 How to deal with such perplexing situations all too often falls into two related proposals: One, provide overwhelming numbers of conventional troops; or two, embrace the traditional unconventional wisdom about counterinsurgencies and ape the methods of such "successes" as the British in the 1950s in Malay, or even the U.S. experience in the Philippines at the turn of the past century. Actually, such solutions are unworkable for contemporary American forces. 

Generic Solvency F/L

1. Claims of imminent collapse are overstated and misunderstand history

Dr. Sean Maloney, teaches in the Royal Military College War Studies Programme, “Afghanistan Four Years On: An Assessment,” Parameters, Autumn 2005
There are grounds for optimism vis-à-vis the future of Afghanistan.  As with any complex mechanism, however, the finer components may be  damaged with wear and tear, not all the gears will mesh when we want them  to, and the casing will be dropped from a great height time and again. There is  an argument to made in the age of information operations that the simplistic  metrics applied by the media and those seeking to make political fodder out of  Afghanistan will always leave us with a perception that the country is on the  brink of failure. The lack of historical context to these arguments, the ignorance of the effects of the high level of damage caused by 25 years of war, an  underestimation of what the Afghan people are capable of, and the ruthless  hunt for apparent failure will obscure the realities and complexities of reconstruction in this vast and diverse country. 

2. Iran will spoil any possibility for Afghan peace

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 24, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/counter-narcotics-in-afghanistan-first.html

The continuing escalation of tension between the U.S. and Iran will also promote the success of drug trafficking, as does the lack of U.S.-Iranian cooperation on counter-narcotics, the policy area where they have the clearest common interest. If the administration attacks Iran, as many observers are predicting, Iran will respond in such a way as to make much of Afghanistan ungovernable, including regions that the US government seems to think are under the stable control of the government. Counter-narcotics and many other policies will become impossible to implement. Iran's current activities in Afghanistan are both preparing for such an eventuality and signaling what it can do. As I will discuss in subsequent posts, the administration can have a confrontation with Iran or some success in Afghanistan, but not both.
3. Conflict will spread from Pakistan regardless of what happens in Afghanistan

Robert Fox, defence correspondent for the Evening Standard, 11-7-07, http://commentisfree.guardian.co.uk/robert_fox/2007/11/the_talib_bomb.html
Since the crisis earlier this year, following the siege of the Red Mosque and the sacking of the chief justice, known Taliban organisations have been successful in proselytising and recruiting in Punjab. The respected commentator Ahmed Rashid, author of the definitive Taliban and Jihad studies of Islamist movements in south-central Asia, considers this the major ingredient in the sense of incipient civil war in his country. And Benazir Bhutto, and whatever coalition of political forces she cobbles together, will be able to do little about it. Against the worsening tensions from the Euphrates to the Hindu Kush and into the Subcontinent, the posture of the US and Nato alliance seems depressingly incongruous, irrelevant even. The policies appear increasingly incompetent, the tactics on the ground increasingly inept. The activities of the British forces trying to defeat the Taliban, destroy dependence on the opium trade, and stabilise Helmand and its neighbourhood, can have little effect on the spread of the battle to the north, and the Taliban resurgence to the south in Pakistan.
Generic Solvency Ext. 2- Iran
US/Iran conflict spoils any hope for peace in Afghanistan

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, September 2, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/09/administrations-iran-drug-policies.html

There has been much speculation about how Iran would respond, mostly in Iraq, Lebanon, or against Israel. I would add that Iran is prepared to respond in Afghanistan as well. For nearly a year Iranian officials dealing with Afghanistan have been been signaling danger. Under the Khatami administration, they told me, Iran's policy was, "If the U.S. attacks Iran, Iran will not react in Afghanistan," because of Iran's overriding interest in keeping the country stable as a bulwark against Taliban and al-Qaida. Under President Ahmadinejad, priorities have changed. The Iranian government has been preparing for the possible collapse of the much weakened Karzai government. They have been doing so mainly by providing extensive military and political assistance to the former Northern Alliance, the grouping of commanders supported by Iran, Russian, and India that was funded by the U.S. to occupy the territory vacated by Taliban and al-Qaida fleeing U.S. air strikes in the fall of 2001. Iran denies the charges by the U.S. that it is aiding the Taliban, but it may well be doing so despite longstanding enmity because it now gives a higher priority to creating problems for a U.S. that it sees as bent on forcible regime change. U.S. officials may be deceived by the illusion of stability in northern and western Afghanistan. If those areas are quiet, it is because Northern Alliance leaders, under pressure from both the U.S. and Iran, have placed a premium on keeping the anti-Taliban coalition together and have only intermittently openly opposed the government. A U.S. attack on Iran may change this calculus. While some northern leaders will try to maintain an agenda independent of Iran, which is not popular in Afghanistan, the region could quickly move out of government control, as it did when these same commanders' calculus changed in January 1992. The U.S. can have a confrontation with Iran or a chance for some success in Afghanistan. It cannot have both.

Generic Solvency Ext. 3- Pakistan 
Conflict is inevitable – Taliban in the border regions will overwhelm the plan

Newsmax, 11-6-07, http://www.newsmax.com/insidecover/pakistan_crisis/2007/11/06/47129.html
Long a breeding ground for Islamic terrorism, Pakistan is now a nuclear state spiraling out of control, according to journalist and foreign affairs expert Arnaud De Borchgrave.  De Borchgrave, who runs the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ Transnational Threats Project, told C-Span Tuesday that the Taliban and al-Qaida are in control of tribal areas along the Afghan border.  Not even a controversial power-sharing proposal between President General Pervez Musharraf and former Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto is likely to quell the dangerous situation, De Borchgrave adds.  “It is a very explosive situation,” he says of Pakistan’s tribal regions. “The Taliban controls the whole area. That is very dangerous for our future engagement in Afghanistan. As long as Taliban and al Qaida control those tribal areas on the border, there is no way we can possibly succeed” in Afghanistan.

Pro-Counter-Insurgency Solvency F/L [1/2]

1. Plan can’t solve for a strong central government- nation building fails
Bandow 2009 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties, former special assistant to President Reagan, "Sticking Around Afghanistan Forever?" September 9, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/09/09/sticking-around-afghanistan-forever/ | VP]

Reports the Washington Post:

    Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said in an interview broadcast this week that the United States would not repeat the mistake of abandoning Afghanistan, vowing that “both Afghanistan and Pakistan can count on us for the long term.”

Just what does he believe we should have done?  Obviously, the Afghans didn’t want us to try to govern them.  Any attempt to impose a regime on them through Kabul would have met the same resistance that defeated the Soviets.  Backing a favored warlord or two would have just involved America in the ensuing conflict. 

Nor would carpet-bombing Afghanistan with dollar bills starting in 1989 after the Soviets withdrew have led to enlightened, liberal Western governance and social transformation.  Humanitarian aid sounds good, but as we’ve (re)discovered recently, building schools doesn’t get you far if there’s little or no security and kids are afraid to attend.  And a half century of foreign experience has demonstrated that recipients almost always take the money and do what they want — principally maintaining power by rewarding friends and punishing enemies.  The likelihood of the U.S doing any better in tribal Afghanistan as its varied peoples shifted from resisting outsiders to fighting each other is a fantasy.
The best thing the U.S. government could do for the long-term is get out of the way.  Washington has eliminated al-Qaeda as an effective transnational terrorist force.  The U.S. should leave nation-building to others, namely the Afghans and Pakistanis.  Only Afghanistan and Pakistan can confront the overwhelming challenges facing both nations.
Pro-Counter-Insurgency Solvency F/L [2/2]

2. The current deployment strategy is unwinnable – corruption makes a stable central government impossible and nation-building strategies fail, but a light, counter-terrorist presence is still possible.

Galbraith 2010 [Peter W., former UN Secretary-General's Deputy Special Representative for Afghanistan, first US Ambassador to Croatia where he mediated the 1995 Erdut Agreement that ended the Croation war, "The opposition's opening remarks," in the Economist Debates: Afghanistan, May 17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516 | VP]
The war in Afghanistan is not winnable because America does not have a credible Afghan partner and there is no prospect that one will emerge.

America is pursuing a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan and, as General Stanley McChrystal observes, the centre of gravity in counterinsurgency is the people. Although American forces can outfight the poorly equipped Taliban (when they can be found), America and its allies cannot defeat the insurgency without the support of the Afghan people. Thus the essential element of American strategy is an Afghan government that enjoys the loyalty of enough Afghans to turn the population against the insurgents.
Such a government does not exist. President Hamid Karzai has been in office since 2002, when he was installed with the support of the Bush administration following the fall of the Taliban. In eight years, he has run a government so ineffective that Afghans deride him as being no more than the mayor of Kabul and so corrupt that his country ranks 179 on Transparency International's Corruption Perceptions Index, just ahead of last-placed Somalia, which has no government at all.
To make matters worse, Mr Karzai is now in office as a result of an election that he himself admits was massively fraudulent. In 2009, the Karzai-appointed Afghan Independent Election Commission (IEC) rigged the elections so that Mr Karzai ended up with at least 1m phoney votes, or one-third of his total votes. (After a separate, independently appointed, Electoral Complaints Commission eventually rejected enough Karzai votes to force a second round, the IEC adopted procedures to produce an even more fraud-prone second round and the runner up, Abdullah Abdullah, chose not to participate.)

Many Afghans do not see Mr Karzai as a democratically elected leader. Thus, in addition to being corrupt and ineffective, the government that is the keystone of American strategy also suffers from a legitimacy deficit.
Over the past eight years, the military situation has worsened year by year. It is unrealistic to expect Mr Karzai, who has a track record of ineffectiveness and corruption now compounded by illegitimacy, to reform. There is also no indication that he wants to reform. At the beginning of April, he responded to pressure from the Obama administration by blaming the UN and America for the 2009 election fraud and said he might join the Taliban. This led many Afghans and some Americans (myself included) to question his mental stability. During last week's visit to the White House nothing but nice words were exchanged in public, but this was almost certainly because of the administration's concern that Mr Karzai's antics were undercutting public support for the war, not any new-found confidence in the Afghan leader.

Afghanistan's problems extend far beyond Mr Karzai. Tens of billions of dollars have been spent on recruiting and training an Afghan police force with little to show for it. Some 80% of recruits are illiterate and a significant number are drug users. The standard eight-week training course is far too short to produce qualified police, especially since some time is necessarily devoted to teaching survival skills and even basic hygiene. A much longer course might produce better-trained Afghans, but the graduates would then probably not want to be police in a country where, in certain provinces, one in ten is killed each year.
American troops can clear the Taliban from an area. But if the Taliban are to be kept away, American 
efforts must be followed by Afghan soldiers to provide security and Afghan police to provide law and order. Most important, an Afghan government must provide honest administration and win the loyalty of the population. While there has been progress in building an army, this is largely not the case with the police. And there is no prospect that Mr Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government can win the loyalty of the population.
There are still missions that can be accomplished in Afghanistan. These include protecting the non-Pashtun areas from Taliban infiltration (the Taliban movement is almost entirely Pashtun), keeping Kabul relatively secure and striking at terrorists. These missions do not depend on an honest Afghan government and require just a small fraction of the troops now committed to the war.
There is a legitimate debate as to how important Afghanistan is to western interests. There is, however, no need to resolve this question to know that it makes no sense to commit valuable national security resources to a counterinsurgency effort that will not succeed. As long as victory is defined as the defeat of the Taliban insurgency, the war in Afghanistan is not winnable.

Withdrawal Bad F/L [1/2]
1. Withdrawing troops ensures regional collapse and war

General James Jones, USMC (Ret.), President and CEO of the Institute for 21st Century Energy, United States Chamber of Commerce, and Ambassador Thomas Pickering, Vice Chairman, Hills & Company, Afghanistan Study Group Report, January 30, 2008
If international forces are pulled from Afghanistan, the fragile Afghan government would likely fall  apart, again becoming a failed state while the Taliban and other warlords would gain control of  various areas and eventually fight each other.  Development efforts and accomplishments heretofore  would be rolled back as they cannot be maintained in insecure areas.  Not only would failure to  stabilize Afghanistan pave the way for a revival of an al-Qaeda safe haven in that country, it would  also likely have a blowback effect in Pakistan, where local Taliban and other extremist groups would  be inspired to step up their own efforts to destabilize the Pakistani regime, with the hope of one day  installing fundamentalist, theocratic rule. 
2. The light footprint causes over-reliance on air power

Joshua Foust, founder of The Conjecturer and editor of Registan.net, works for Toffler Associates, strategic consulting firm, “Afghanistan: Errors of Judgment,” August 30, 2007, http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/2007/08/30/afghanistan-errors-of-judgment/

I have my own problems with how the West has been fighting in Afghanistan, namely the over-reliance upon air power: This goes back to the layers of media attention lavished on Barrack Obama’s comment about civilian casualties as the result of poorly-planned air strikes—a comment that was by and large correct. The U.S. military’s belief that it can make up low troop levels with precision weapons has thankfully passed under the bridge, at least to a large degree. This is because air power is not very precise, and it is not limited—especially when you have small numbers of militants hiding in a village of mud huts. A 3-meter CEP (Circular Error Probable, which is a radius in which a weapon will land 50% of the time) is useless when even mild blast effects can rip apart mud huts and kill innocents. That is why, despite downgrading its standard munition to 500 lbs, NATO will still kill far too many civilians with such a light footprint. Over-investing in air power, and pretending that can make up for a troop shortfall, is sheer folly. Indeed, the most precise weapon is the individual soldier, not an aircraft. Unfortunately, no one seems to have any ideas of what could realistically change course. Domestic political concerns, and not the interests of Afghanistan itself, are dictating the West's counternarcotics policy; similarly, the manpower and money shortfalls caused by the Iraq War are dictating the American commitment, and other domestic concerns are similarly constricting European choices.
Withdrawal Bad F/L [2/2]

3. Withdrawal without adequate domestic police force ensures Taliban victory.Worldmeets.us 6/22
 [6/22/10, "  Afghanistan is Hurt By Talk of US Withdrawal    ", http://worldmeets.us/outlookafghanistan000005.shtml]

 

Some experts hold that setting a timeframe is too constraining and won't offer any practical help. At the same time, there are many who doubt victory for the U.S. and its allies is possible and want all foreign forces withdrawn at once to avoid their further deaths. But the most accurate and accepted idea is to boost the capacity of the Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP) so that they're able to take over security responsibilities, and that a U.S. drawdown mustn't take place until and unless this objective is achieved. 

This is no easy task. Only a miracle would make it possible within just a year. After almost nine years of counterterrorism, the forces complain of having inadequate weapons and equipment. Weapons already in Afghan Army hands are out of date and malfunction. For instance, while fighting the terrorists on the day of the Afghan Peace Jirga in Kabul last month, the weapons of some police stopped working. So there are a number of question marks about improving the capabilities of the Security Forces to defend Afghanistan on their own by July 2011. '''

Aside from the above issue, the plan to withdraw U.S. forces seems to have had a negative impact in Afghanistan's security. Certain that they'll quickly be able to overthrow the Afghan government if NATO-led forces are sent home too soon, the Taliban now feel that they're close to victory. The withdrawal plan has also created ambiguity in the minds of Afghans who don't want to see a return of the Taliban. Uncertainty about the sustainability of Afghanistan's future has grown, having a deep economic, social and political impact.


Withdrawal Bad Ext. 1- Civil War [1/3]
Withdrawal of NATO forces ensures complete Afghan collapse

James Cogan, 2-23-08, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2008/feb2008/afgh-f23.shtml
The aim of the Taliban’s spring offensive will be to inflict as many casualties as possible on the Canadian, European and Australian contingents in the hope that it will increase political pressure for an even more rapid withdrawal. A key NATO summit is scheduled to take place in Bucharest in April, where the member-states will be asked for ongoing commitments of forces and additional troops. With close to half the available American military combat forces bogged down in the occupation of Iraq, the calculation of the Taliban leadership is that if NATO’s participation in the Afghan war collapses, there will be no US troops available to replace them. The American forces would therefore be pulled out as well and Karzai’s US-backed government would collapse within a matter of weeks or months.
Withdrawal causes collapse within a week

Granma International, 11-5-07, http://www.granma.cu/ingles/2007/noviembre/lun5/otan.html
In spite of everything, another central problem is not about giving more helicopters, military hardware or young people who will not return home the same as they left, but how definite a possibility is it that efforts are angled towards a positive goal. In the opinion of Paddy Ashdown, the high representative for Bosnia, the war in Afghanistan is lacking in success and the evident failure to stabilize that country could even lead to a sectarian war throughout the entire region. The Daily Telegraph quoted the British politician as saying: “We have lost, I think, and success is now unlikely,” and that means that “Pakistan will fall and it will have serious internal implications for the security of our countries and will instigate a wider Shiite-Sunni war on a grand scale.” Other publications quote the views of Western diplomats who are convinced that if NATO troops leave the country the regime headed by Hamid Karzai will fall in a matter of days. That belief is supported by the well-known fact that only the capital, Kabul – and not totally – is an area of lower risk.
Withdrawal ensures civil war and complete collapse

Conor Foley, 2-15-08, http://commentisfree.guardian.co.uk/conor_foley/2008/02/who_is_right_on_afghanistan_1.html

There are absolutely no grounds for thinking that the withdrawal of foreign troops would lead to a "wider political settlement", as Seumas suggests, and plenty for thinking that it would have exactly the opposite effect. When the US intervened in Afghanistan in October 2001 the country was still in the grip of a civil war between the Taliban, backed by Pakistan's secret service, and the Northern Alliance, backed by Russia and Iran. The Northern Alliance was a coalition of disparate Mujahedin militias who had previously fought a fratricidal campaign, and reduced much of the country to rubble, before they forged a coalition of convenience against the Taliban's advance. The first thing that would probably happen if international troops were withdrawn is that the civil war would resume. The only question is how long the Northern Alliance would stay united to hammer the Taliban before they returned to fighting among themselves. Every Afghan who lived through the country's civil war in the 1990s knows what the consequences would be and that is probably why opinion polls show consistent support for the international presence (similar polls conducted in Iraq show equally large majorities against this force). Most Afghans that I have met express a similar opinion, although this does not imply that they are happy with the international community's current strategy.
Withdrawal Bad Ext. 1- Civil War [2/3]
US withdrawal ensures widespread violence

Ali Ahmad Jalali, Distinguished Professor at the Near East South Asia Center for Strategic Studies of the National Defense University and former Interior Minister of Afghanistan, Parameters, Spring 2006
With limited current national security capacity, Afghanistan contin-  ues to need an international military presence for fighting insurgency and pro-  tecting the reconstruction effort until Afghan security institutions can become  effective and sustainable. In addition to their operational power, the presence  of 20,000 US-led Coalition forces and 9,000 International Security Assistance  Force (ISAF) personnel deters security threats posed by internal and external  spoiler forces. The plans to boost NATO-led ISAF forces in 2006 signify wider  international support and legitimacy of state-building in Afghanistan. But a  commensurate reduction of the US forces as a result is unfortunate. The an-  nounced reduction of 2,500 US troops in 2006 is seen in Afghanistan as more  of a psychological concern than an operational drawdown. For many Afghans,  it causes them to harken back to the end of the Cold War, when the United  States walked away from a devastated Afghanistan, leaving the country to descend into a brutal civil war. There is a concern that the reduction could embolden the insurgents and prompt some regional countries to interfere. 

International troops are key to stability – the Afghan army can’t fill in

Canadian Press, October 15, 2007, http://canadianpress.google.com/article/ALeqM5gx7wgE_GGEgH3oxPjhYixynzZtJg
The top UN envoy in Afghanistan on Monday urged countries contributing troops to the NATO force in Afghanistan not to "wobble" in their commitments to fight the Taliban.  Tom Koenigs said that while the Afghan national army will have 47,000 troops at the end of the year, and hopefully 70,000 by the end of 2008, "numbers are not a measure of capability."  NATO remains the most capable force to defend the Kabul government against a tough insurgency, he said.  Insurgent violence in Afghanistan is at its highest level since U.S.-led forces invaded the country in 2001 to oust the hard-line Islamic Taliban rulers, who harboured al-Qaida leaders blamed for planning the attacks in the United States on Sept. 11, 2001.  The focus of the violence has been in Afghanistan's southern and eastern provinces, but the insurgents are increasingly using Iraq-style tactics, such as roadside bombs, suicide attacks and kidnappings, to hit foreign and Afghan targets around the country.  Even though levels of violence have subsided in the past two months, Koenigs said, the number of violent incidents has increased by approximately 30 per cent from last year.
US troop withdrawal ensures Taliban takeover

Tarique Niazi, environmental sociologist at the University of Wisconsin at Eau Claire, Foreign Policy in Focus, August 16, 2007, http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/4474
Pakistan wants to see foreign troops leave, as their presence has increased its archrival India’s influence with Kabul while diminishing its own. If foreign troops depart from Afghanistan, the 35,000-strong Afghan National Army will be hard put to hold back the Taliban. Absent external forces, they are bound to reclaim Kabul, and with it restore Islamabad’s traditional strategic advantage. At a still larger scale, China and Russia are also getting impatient with the foreign presence in Afghanistan. In 2005, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), which includes China and Russia as members, asked that the United States and NATO give a timetable for withdrawal of their forces. The Jirga’s call for replacing NATO-U.S. troops with Islamic forces resonates in these larger circles.
Withdrawal bad Ext. 1- Civil War [3/3]

US withdrawal undermines peace and stability

Toronto Star, October 5, 2007
There, Taliban attacks have killed 115 students and teachers and shut down more than 380 of the country's 9,000 schools.  If Canada and other Western countries pulled their troops out of those areas too soon, Atmar said, gains made in vital services like education could be lost.  "What was the purpose of sending them there in the first place?" he asked. "The idea is for our state to develop its own security apparatus. But our army is young and small, and there is a long way to go with the police. Once the two are properly developed, the international forces will be there to provide support for Afghans, and (Afghans) will provide security and law and order."
AT: Russia Add-on [1/2]

Russia is on board aiding the US’ campaign in Afghanistan; counternarcotics and trade routes prove

Office of the White House Press Secretary 6/24,

(2010, “U.S.-Russia Relations: “Reset” Fact Sheet,” http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/us-russia-relations-reset-fact-sheet Accessed: 6/25/10)

Over the last 18 months, the Obama Administration has expanded the volume of supplies being shipped to our troops in Afghanistan through the Northern Distribution Network (NDN), thanks in part to Russia’s agreement to allow ground and air transit for troops and supplies for Afghanistan through its territory. At present, 30 percent of supplies to our troops in Afghanistan travel over the NDN, and of this cargo, 65 percent of the supplies being routed through the NDN transit through Russia. Russia’s participation in the NDN has allowed the U.S. to expand more efficient and direct routes that offer a strategic and vital alternative to the Pakistan routes. Russia’s agreement to fund the navigation and flight fees for 4,300 official U.S. flights and allow air transit for unlimited amounts of commercial charter flights with supplies has been vital to bringing in troops and supplies for the surge in troops President Obama ordered as a result of his review of our efforts to secure and stabilize Afghanistan. Since the Afghanistan Air Transit Agreement was signed with Russia at the July 2009 summit, over 35,000 U.S. personnel and troops have flown to Afghanistan via the Russian routes. Russian companies also have provided vital airlift capacity for over 12,000 flights in support of our operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, thirty percent of the fuel U.S. military troops use in Afghanistan, and over 80 MI-17 helicopters to the Afghan National Army, Afghan National Police, and Afghan Drug Interdiction Forces. During their meeting on June 24, 2010, President Medvedev pledged to provide 3 more MI-17 helicopters to the NATO-led effort in Afghanistan, and offered to provide more than a dozen more under a special financial arrangement. In addition, the Counternarcotics Working Group under the U.S.-Russia Bilateral Presidential Commission has established cooperation on reducing the supply of narcotics from Afghanistan to Russian territory, including joint operations, enhanced information sharing, stopping illicit financing of Afghan-related terrorism from narcotics trafficking, and cooperation on demand reduction

AT: Russia Add-on [2/2]

Current US-Russian relations are down but increased combined presence would be supported by Russia because it would increase its world status and power
Hahn  09 
(Gordon, Senior Researcher for the Center for Terrorism and Intelligence Studies, 2009, “U.S.-Russussussian Relations and the War against Jihadism,” http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/hahn.pdf Accessed: 6/26/10)

The United States, Russia, and their allies can and should develop deeper cooperation in all its possible forms in the war against jihadism—security (intelligence, police, and military), public diplomacy, and economic development. Unfortunately, the current trend is one of stagnating, even declining cooperation. The Bush administration’s U.S.-Russia Counter-Terrorism Working Group is dormant, and a recent study commissioned by the U.S. Army War College’s Strategic Studies Institute ignored the subject, failing to devote even one chapter to possible U.S.-Russian cooperation in the war against jihadism.23 From the outset, Washington should convey to Moscow (perhaps behind closed doors) that confidence-building between the parties is intended to Gordon M. Hahn 17 achieve the larger goal of a broad antiterrorism alliance, in which the United States, Europe, Russia, India, and perhaps China would play leading roles. This will play to the Russians’ desire for increasing its status as a regional and global power. Washington also should make that clear by offering such cooperation, the United States is trying to repair damage to relations resulting in part from Western mistakes in the 1990s and 2000s. We also must institutionalize Russia’s role in the war against jihadism in a web of accountability-inducing procedures and agreements. Cooperation could be institutionalized in a new joint U.S.-Russian Antiterrorism Council (USRAC), or the Bush administration’s U.S.-Russia Counter-Terrorism Working Group could be revived and significantly upgraded. With the goal of increasing partners and including U.S. and Russian allies as well as others, the NATO-Russian Council (NATORC) or the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) could become the institutional home for wider international cooperation against jihadism (and perhaps for the new European security architecture) later. Cooperation should begin with research and intelligence partnerships and gradually deepen to encompass joint counterterrorist planning, training exercises, and, in the more distant future, if possible, operations. Similarly, U.S.-Russian or NATO-Russian cooperation should expand toward regionalization of efforts to defeat jihadism and stabilize Islamic society, first in Afghanistan and the southern Caucasus and later in other theaters in the war against jihadism, if necessary and feasible. Below, I propose a menu of policy options and a sequence for steps designed to deepen cooperation with Russia and expanding such cooperation to other parties.
AT: China Add-on
1. Sino-U.S. relations not zero-sum. 
Christensen, Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 07
 (Thomas J., statement before the House Committee of Foreign Affairs, U.S. Department of State, 3/27/07, http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2007/82276.htm)
President Bush has stated that he welcomes a China “that is peaceful and prosperous.” And, he has called for a U.S.-China relationship that is “candid, constructive, and cooperative.” The relationship as a whole has a solid foundation and has improved in recent years in some key areas of cooperation. That said, we continue to engage China candidly where we have real differences and concerns, including in areas such as human rights, trade, and military affairs. We engage China through a broad array of dialogues. In all of our interactions with China, we seek to further U.S. national interests by encouraging China to adopt measures at home and abroad that will benefit the United States, the international community, and China itself as it seeks long-term, stable development and greater integration into the international economy and multilateral institutions. Rather than trying to contain China, we are trying to help shape its choices as it rises in influence so that China plays a responsible and stabilizing role in the international system. Despite some areas of real friction, U.S.-China relations are far from a zero-sum game, and if we manage the relationship well on both sides of the Pacific, we should be able to keep it that way.
2. Chinese leaders recognize the importance of relations – they will always cooperate on important issues.

Susan Shirk, served as deputy assistant secretary for China at the U.S. State Department from 1997 to 2000, 07

(CHINA: FRAGILE SUPERPOWER, 2007, p. 243)
Beijing University scholar Jia Qingguo notes that the Chinese govern​ment "has tried to limit the damage to Sino-American relations concerning issues about which the two countries do have conflicts of interests and views." The American invasion of Iraq strained Sino-U.S. relations beginning in 2002. But Jiang Zemin was determined not to let Iraq get in the way of improving relations with the United States—or of his 2002 fare​well visit to the Bush ranch in Crawford, Texas. Therefore Beijing took a low-key approach to the war in Iraq, allowing the media to express different points of view and people to organize both pro- and antiwar petitions on the Internet." As America expert Wang Jisi described it, China's foreign policy approach was to stick to its principles on trying to work the crisis through the U.N. but "not engage in head-on diplomatic conflict with the U.S., with the result that the U.S. government further understood that China does not deliberately damage U.S. strategic interests."" The experts who appear on TV as commentators about the war in Iraq are instructed by the Propaganda Department not to mention Bush, Cheney, or Rumsfeld by name or criticize the U.S. military operation.
Terrorism DA Cards [1/5]
Backing out would lead to a stage for terrorism

Max Boot, author, Christian Science Monitor, The Wall Street Journal, The Los Angeles Times, The New York Times, ’09, “How to Win in Afghanistan”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204731804574388630158193104.html

However much advocates of downsizing might want to disguise the fact, there is no alternative to doing the kind of intensive counterinsurgency work on the ground that has paid off in numerous conflicts from Malaya to Iraq. If we don't make a substantial commitment—one that will require raising our troop strength beyond the 68,000 to which the administration is already committed—we are likely to lose. Losing wars is a bad thing. It is especially bad if you are a superpower that depends on an aura of invincibility to keep rogue elements at bay. That should go without saying, but those calling for a scuttle from Afghanistan seem to have forgotten this elementary lesson. They might cast their minds back to the 1970s when we were reeling from defeat in Vietnam and our enemies were on the march from Nicaragua to Iran. Or back to the 1990s when, following the U.S. pullout from Lebanon and Somalia, Osama bin Laden labeled us a weak horse that could be attacked with impunity. A U.S. drawdown in Afghanistan would lead to defeat with consequences at least as serious. The Taliban would expand their control, probably seizing Kandahar, the principal city of the south. Then they would besiege Herat, Kabul and other urban centers. No doubt the central government could hold out for some time, and the Taliban would be unlikely to ever capture all of northern Afghanistan—territory they did not control even on Sept. 10, 2001. But they could certainly impose their diktat over substantial territories where narco-traffickers and terrorists would have free run. The impact on Pakistan—"a nation that actually matters," in Mr. Will's words—is particularly sobering. To the extent that we have been able to stage successful attacks on al Qaeda strongholds in Pakistan, it is because we have secure bases in Afghanistan. To the extent that we have not been more successful in getting the government of Pakistan to eliminate the militants on its own, it is because we have not convinced all of the relevant decision-makers (particularly in the military and intelligence services) that we will be in the region for the long-term. Many Pakistanis still regard the U.S. as a fickle superpower—here today, gone tomorrow. That impression took hold after we left Afghanistan and Pakistan in the lurch in the 1990s after having made a substantial commitment to fight Soviet invaders in the 1980s. If there is any wavering in our commitment to Afghanistan, officials in Pakistan will take that as confirmation that their old strategy of cutting deals with Islamic militants is more necessary than ever. That means that the Taliban and related groups, which have been on the defensive lately following a Pakistani army offensive, will be more secure than ever in their sanctuaries. They will then use these bases not only to try to topple the governments in Kabul and Islamabad but also to stage international acts of terrorism. It would be the biggest victory for the jihadists since the Red Army marched out of Afghanistan and the biggest defeat for the U.S. since Vietnam.
US Forces are necessary to provide security in Afghanistan by containing terrorism

Michael Georgy; Journalist – Reuters; 6/19/10; (“Even with security, Afghans still face challenges” Reuters; http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE65I0PV20100619; Date Accessed: 6/25/10)
Western forces are scrambling to improve security before the Americans start pulling out in 2011. Failure to do so could mean a return of the Taliban to power, dealing a major blow to U.S. foreign policy and threatening regional security.  Long-term stability depends on the performance of the Afghan army and police and the government's ability to deliver services, improve infrastructure and create jobs in places like Maruf Kariz, in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar Province.  Maruf Kariz, in Dand district, is an example of the challenges ahead. Farmers are tired of government promises to deliver pumps to irrigate crops and there are few other job opportunities.  While Taliban activities have subsided, they are still a threat. Poor economic conditions provide a breeding ground for militants.

Terrorism DA Cards [2/5]
The United States military in Afghanistan is necessary to deter terrorist attacks

Steven Simon et al, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?,” Informaworld.com http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=713240928 Accessed: 5/21/10)

The United States has two strategic imperatives in the region. One is to contain and ultimately debilitate al-Qaeda, which with the support of a resurgent Taliban on both sides of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border has reconstituted its operational base and safe havens in the tribal areas of Pakistan. The other is to limit radicalisation in Pakistan, staving off the country's political disintegration and ensuring that a reasonably friendly Pakistani government remains in control and that the country's nuclear arsenal stays out of jihadist hands.2 It was clear even before the 11 September attacks that among Islamist groups, al-Qaeda posed the most dangerous strategic threat to the United States. Thus, after 11 September, the American priority was to unseat a regime - the Taliban - that was providing sanctuary and operational support to al-Qaeda, in order to prevent further attacks. Afghanistan was therefore the prime target. US officials knew that Pakistan had discreetly supported the Taliban for reasons largely unrelated to al-Qaeda's anti-Western and anti-American designs, and Washington's objective vis-aacute-vis Pakistan, subsidiary to that of eliminating Afghanistan as al-Qaeda's sanctuary and the Taliban as its patron, was to enlist Pakistan in ensuring the incapacity of al-Qaeda once coalition forces had succeeded in dislodging it. For a variety of familiar and well-documented reasons - American military commanders' tactical misjudgements at Tora Bora, the intensity of Pashtuns' crossborder kinship, Pakistan's regional strategic interest in maintaining a degree of instability in Afghanistan, and Islamist influences in Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence directorate - this effort to harness Pakistan as a robust counter-terrorism partner has not succeeded. Thus, eight years after the 11 September attacks, the core al-Qaeda infrastructure has re-materialised in Pakistan. Al-Qaeda remains the biggest threat to the United States in Central and South Asia, and counter-terrorism is thus still Washington's most pressing task. There is little dispute on this point. The question is whether counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan are the best means of executing it. The mere fact that the core threat to US interests now resides in Pakistan rather than Afghanistan casts considerable doubt on the proposition. Unlike the Taliban, the secular Pakistani government is not a viable target for the US military. Its relationship to al-Qaeda is far more subtle and complicated than was the Taliban's. Whereas the Taliban embraced al-Qaeda as an economic benefactor in the absence of international legitimacy, and thus amounted to a full strategic ally of an enemy, Islamabad perceives al-Qaeda as a kind of virus: it is ultimately inimical to the Pakistani leadership, but the wrong kind of coercion could cause it to mutate into something more dangerous - to wit, a catalysing movement that fuels Islamic radicalisation in Pakistan and imperils the secular regime. This is one reason that Pakistan's counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency cooperation has been so erratic. Another reason is that helping to keep the Taliban a viable political player in Afghanistan serves Pakistan's regional strategic interests in providing Pakistan with strategic depth vis-aacute-vis India and in denying India a fully stable and cooperative regime there. President Obama has cast Afghanistan as a neglected war of necessity in contrast to the putative war of choice with Iraq. Yet for the United States, any analytic distinction between a war of choice and one of necessity at this point is arguably untenable: if necessity is a function of an existential threat - that is, one that imperils the American state - the United States faces none from any quarter, so no war it undertakes is truly necessary in that sense. The Soviet Union, with abundant nuclear weapons and a vast, wellequipped military, was an existential threat. Al-Qaeda, though extremely dangerous and disruptive, is not.3 War, of course, may be on balance a desirable or advisable way of advancing American interests. In the case of Afghanistan, the implicit assumption of US policymakers is that pacifying the country through coercive and expansive counter-insurgency operations and a concerted effort to bring order to its politics will make it easier, or at least will not make it harder, to contain regional militancy and ensure stability in Pakistan. 
Terrorism DA Cards [3/5]

U.S. intelligence is key to deterring terrorist nuclear abilities and proliferation in Afghanistan

Greg Thielmann, senior professional staffer of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, 2006, “INTELLIGENCE IN PREVENTIVE MILITARY STRATEGY,” scholar.google.com, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:dtCOhjFWf6wJ:scholar.google.com/&hl=en&as_sdt=40000000
It is reasonable to assume that there are limits to the risk states are willing to run. Even North Korea’s desperation to raise revenue through the sale of missiles and missile technology did not induce Pyongyang to respond favorably to Iraqi expressions of interest in purchasing missiles. A greater concern regarding the supply of sensitive technologies to terrorists arises from the operations of non-state entities 15 like the enterprises of A.Q. Kahn. The US-led attack on Afghanistan to remove the Taliban and pursue al-Qaida provided ample evidence that sponsorship of an organization responsible for attacking the United States was hazardous to the survival of any regime sponsoring such a group. In the event that the government of a country possessing unconventional weapons fell to radical fundamentalists – a fundamentalist Pakistan is one of the worst such eventualities—that country would still have to consider the reaction of the United States to any aid offered to terrorist groups. Intelligence thus plays an increasingly important role in maintaining the credibility of the U.S. deterrent, for it is important to convince foreign governments that the U.S. would detect significant covert assistance flowing to terrorist groups. While there is no assurance U.S. intelligence would be able to prove such a connection, successful investigation of past terrorist incidents like the sabotage by Libyan agents of Pan Am 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland, deprive conspirator states of confidence that they could keep such involvement hidden. In spite of increasingly imaginative terrorist attack scenarios under discussion involving chemical, biological, or radiological weapons, the threat posed by nuclear weapons use dwarfs all others. Fortunately, identifying the sources of existing nuclear weapons or nuclear weapons-related technology is not a new challenge for the Intelligence Community. And in many respects, it is less demanding than penetrating the terrorist cells, which might be interested in obtaining nuclear technology or material. Because nuclear weapons require an extensive national infrastructure to develop and produce, and because technical means of detection are growing ever more sophisticated, intelligence services have multiple opportunities for tracking progress among proliferators. Multilateral organizations like the International Atomic Energy Agency have won new arrangements to safeguard the use of nuclear energy and prevent nuclear proliferation. The increase in the ability of the IAEA to monitor nuclear activities increased dramatically between the first and second Iraq wars. Negotiated agreements like the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and the proposed Fissile Material Cutoff Treaty hold the potential for further increases in our ability to contain the threat of nuclear terrorism. Following the sources of fissile material, nuclear weapons-related technology and the activities of key experts will continue to be a high-priority task for intelligence agencies. U.S. intelligence can make an enormous contribution as well to effective enforcement of international nonproliferation regimes. While it may be hotly contested which lessons for national doctrine should be drawn from contemporary circumstances, there is little doubt about the implications for intelligence of the quantum leaps in weapons lethality, speed of employment, and capabilities of non-state terrorist groups. More than ever, intelligence must be fast and reliable if it is to be actionable.

Terrorism DA Cards [4/5]

Withdrawal empowers the Taliban; the U.S. seemingly defeated; Russian empirics prove

Jim Kuhnhenn, Associated Press Writer of the globe and other papers, 2009, “Gates warns Afghanistan critics,” Boston.com, http://www.boston.com/news/world/asia/articles/2009/09/28/gates_rejects_calls_for_withdrawal_timetable_in_afghanistan/ Accessed: 5/19/10

Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates is pushing back against liberal calls for withdrawal timetables from Afghanistan, saying it is a mistake to set a deadline to end US military action and a defeat would be disastrous for the United States. In a stern warning to critics of a continued troop presence in Afghanistan, Gates said the Islamic extremist Taliban and Al Qaeda would perceive an early pullout as a victory over the United States similar to the Soviet Union’s humiliating withdrawal in 1989 after a 10-year war. “The notion of timelines and exit strategies and so on, frankly, I think would all be a strategic mistake. The reality is, failure in Afghanistan would be a huge setback for the United States,’’ Gates said in an interview broadcast yesterday on CNN’s “State of the Union.’’ “Taliban and Al Qaeda, as far as they’re concerned, defeated one superpower. For them to be seen to defeat a second, I think, would have catastrophic consequences in terms of energizing the extremist movement, Al Qaeda recruitment, operations, fund-raising, and so on. I think it would be a huge setback for the United States.’’ Gates’s made his remarks as President Obama reexamines his administration’s strategy in Afghanistan and as the Pentagon sits on a request for additional troops from General Stanley McChrystal, the US and NATO commander in Afghanistan. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton suggested Obama’s decisions will be made after the election in Afghanistan is sorted out. 
Withdrawal leads to emboldening and takeover by the Taliban 

Gerry Gilmore, professor of experimental philosophy at the University of Cambridge, quoting and commenting on Gates’ statements, 2009, “Gates: Withdrawal from Afghanistan Would Embolden Radicals,” defense.gov, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56106 Accessed: 6/4/10)

Withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan before accomplishing the mission there would greatly embolden Islamic radicals worldwide, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. Afghanistan -- particularly the region that abuts the Afghan-Pakistan border -- is “the modern epicenter of jihad,” Gates said, noting that area is where the Soviet Union’s military forces eventually were defeated by Afghan insurgents during the 1979-89 Soviet-Afghan War. Gates joined Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton at George Washington University’s Lisner Auditorium this evening, where the two senior Cabinet officers were interviewed by veteran journalists Frank Sesno, director of the university’s School of Media and Public Affairs directorate, and Christiane Amanpour, CNN’s chief international correspondent. Gates said a symbiotic relationship exists among al-Qaida, the Taliban and other Islamic insurgent groups in the Afghanistan-Pakistan region. Those groups, he said, would like nothing more than to chase the United States -– another superpower -- and NATO out of Afghanistan, just as the Soviets were made to leave in the late 1980s. “It’s a hugely empowering message … should they be successful,” Gates said of the insurgents’ desire to take back Afghanistan. And if the Taliban regained control of significant portions of Afghanistan, Gates said, “that would be added space for al-Qaida to strengthen itself” and embark on expanded recruitment and fund raising activities there. “The reality is, because of our inability -- and the inability, frankly, of our allies -- to put enough troops into Afghanistan, the Taliban do have the momentum right now, it seems,” Gates said.
Terrorism DA Cards [5/5]

Afghanistan withdrawal allows takeover and Al Qaeda’s emboldening 

Byron Hartman, Staff editor at the International Affairs Review, 2009, “The U.S. Should Not Give Up on Afghanistan,” Iar.org, http://www.iar-gwu.org/node/96 Accessed: 6/4/10)

Some argue that our interests can be best served by a limited counter-terrorism campaign targeting Al Qaeda leaders in the Pakistani border region. Al Qaeda is not the cause of instability in Afghanistan, but rather a symptom of the disease. The disease is the central government’s lack of institutional capacity to provide security and services. The withdrawal of U.S. military support may not lead to the immediate collapse of the Afghan central government, but it will result in the immediate loss of large areas to tribal, narcotic and militant interests. Al Qaeda will exploit these autonomous areas to establish new bases and training camps from which to attack America and her allies around the world. What is most dangerous, though, is that the withdrawal of U.S. forces and the inevitable collapse of Afghanistan will provide Al Qaeda with space to operate. Their capacity to strike could return to the same levels they enjoyed prior to the attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center. U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would be portrayed not as a Taliban victory, but as an Al Qaeda one. Militant factions in the Muslim world deserted Al Qaeda in the aftermath of their failed campaign in Iraq, but new militant foot soldiers would flock to the banner of an Al Qaeda victory, setting off a period of global instability not seen in modern history. Nothing will encourage and embolden Al Qaeda so much as victory in Afghanistan.

Pakistan Relations DA [1/2]

Hasty withdrawal leads threatens U.S.-Pakistan relations
Omar Waraich, regular Times journalist, graduate of the University of London foreign policy division, 2009, “ Pakistan's Reaction to Obama's Plan: Departure Is Key,” Times.com, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1945134,00.html Accessed: 6/3/10

Pakistan's generals don't want a hasty U.S. withdrawal, which Nawaz warns would mean "chaos, which is not to anyone's benefit." But they welcomed the exit date cited by Obama in his speech because they do want the U.S. to leave — in an orderly fashion, over time and in the context of negotiations with the Taliban. Given its longtime relationship with the Taliban leadership, which is generally believed to be based in the Pakistani city of Quetta, Pakistan's military establishment hopes to position itself as the mediator in talks that they believe are inevitable. 

U.S.-Pakistan relation key to Middle East stability

Richard Boucher, Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asian Affairs, 2007, “U.S. And Pakistan Relations And Cooperation: Key To Regional Stability,” Islamabad.usembassy.gov, http://islamabad.usembassy.gov/pakistan/h07071301.html Accessed: 6/3/10

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to appear before the Committee. As you know, Mr. Chairman, Pakistan plays a key role in some of our most critical foreign policy goals, such as creating a regional environment inhospitable to Taliban extremism and terrorism and building a modern society. Pakistan is also critical to Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. Without Pakistani support and cooperation, we would face severe difficulties in supplying, reinforcing, and protecting our troops and those of our allies who are defending the democratically elected Afghan government. A successful Pakistan-a prosperous, moderate democracy-would also be a stable and stellar example throughout the Muslim world. Helping Pakistan succeed in becoming a prosperous, moderate, and democratic nation is a critical part of all our policy goals for Pakistan. A stable, prosperous Pakistan is key to the stability and prosperity of the whole region. Pakistan links the landlocked, energy-laden nations of Central Asia to the dynamic markets of South Asia. Therefore, our goal is to forge a long-term strategic partnership between the United States and Pakistan that is strong, multi-dimensional, and enduring. Furthermore, a successful transformation of Pakistan would bring the benefits of prosperity, good governance, and justice to 160 million people, undercutting the appeal of violent extremism and helping to provide an important example of modernity and moderation in the Muslim world.

Pakistan Relations DA [2/2]

Middle East instability goes to nuclear launch and retaliation

Rolf, Mowatt-Larssen, senior fellow at the Harvard Belfer Center, NO DATE, “Proliferation and Terrorism: Big Hype or Biggest Threat?,” belfercenter.ksg, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/proliferation-terrorist-big-hype-biggest-threat-eng.pdf Accessed: 6/1/10

Growing levels of extremism also means higher numbers of potential insiders in the nuclear establishment willing to work with outsiders to provide access to facilities and exfiltrate nuclear related materials and weapons. Recent warnings by Taliban and al Qaeda terrorists that the US will seize Pakistan's nuclear weapons amount to a clever recruitment pitch to insiders to collaborate with extremists. Soldiers and nuclear-related employees are presented with a false loyalty test to help ensure nuclear weapons continue to be controlled by the broader Sunni “Ummah,” lest they be appropriated by the US. In attempts to stoke such groundless fears, recent interviews by the father of the Pakistani program, AQ Khan, and radical CEO of the "WMD for hire" supplier network, Bashiruddin Mahmud, call on Pakistan to expand its arsenal of nuclear weapons, implying they guarantee the state’s sovereignty and assure its standing as a leading Islamic nation. Nuclear uncertainty is not a good thing in any part of the world. In Pakistan’s case, increasing instability, including the worst case scenario of a Taliban takeover, could pose a direct challenge to maintaining command and control of the nuclear arsenal. Pakistan's nuclear National Command Authority is controlled by the military. However, the Pakistani constitution delegates certain responsibilities to the civilian government. This creates the potential for a military-civilian stand-off over nuclear assets during a crisis, especially in the event extremist elements assume power. Moreover, there are no guarantees of how the military and government would react to all contingencies they may encounter in a rapidly unfolding crisis. How would they respond to a breakdown in communication internally, or with the outside world? Unconfirmed news reports of a seizure of nuclear weapons in transit? Takeover of a facility by a rogue military unit? Taliban penetration of a nuclear weapons storage site? How would India interpret and react to such developments? Are current communications mechanisms between Pakistan, India, the US and other states sufficiently robust to be reliable during a crisis? At least in Pakistan, the risks are well known and extra precautions are being made to avert nuclear compromise. That is not the case everywhere, unfortunately.

Pakistan Destabilization DA [1/2]

Withdrawal leads to Al Qaeda and Taliban destabilizing nuclear Pakistan

LA Times 2009, Obama's Afghanistan strategy must be more than more troops,” latimes.com, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/nov/24/opinion/la-ed-afghanistan24-2009nov24/2 Accessed: 6/6/10

The United States has two overlapping national security interests in South Asia: to reduce the threat posed by Al Qaeda and to stabilize the region so that the government of nuclear-armed Pakistan does not fail and fall into the hands of Islamist extremists. The administration believes that a U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would lead to a Taliban takeover and that Afghanistan once again would host Al Qaeda, providing it with better communications, finances and recruitment bases than it has in the Pakistani borderlands. Although the Afghan Taliban is largely a nationalist movement, its Pashtun leaders have a decades-old alliance with the global jihadis in Al Qaeda. Together they threaten to destabilize Pakistan by strengthening their Islamist allies there, as well as posing a more formidable threat to the United States. After weeks of deliberation and consultations, Obama has said he will soon announce his strategy for how to move forward in Afghanistan. The options before him run the gamut. At one end, it is argued that the United States does not have sufficient troops and treasure -- much less the tenacity -- to defeat the indigenous Taliban, and therefore should dramatically reduce the 70,000 U.S. troops now there, focus narrowly on counter-terrorism operations against Al Qaeda and husband resources for a long-term commitment to economic development in Afghanistan. In this view, the U.S. troops are taking part in a civil conflict and cannot impose a legitimate government on the country; the longer U.S. forces remain, the more they will be seen as occupiers. At the other end of the spectrum, Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal has requested up to 40,000 additional troops for an aggressive counterinsurgency campaign to fulfill Obama's aim, laid out in March, to "disrupt, defeat and dismantle Al Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan." He proposes using them to train and expand Afghan security forces, win over the Afghan people and address the corrupt and ineffective governance that fuels the insurgency. Without the deployment of tens of thousands more troops, McChrystal warns, the mission "will likely result in failure."

Terrorists with nuclear weapons means attack on the U.S.

Patrick Speice, Graduate Research Fellow for the William and Mary Law Reviews, 2006, “Negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral U.S.-Russian nonproliferation assistance programs,” Accessmylibrary.com, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/article-1G1-144666195/negligence-and-nuclear-nonproliferation.html Accessed: 5/24/10
The September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks demonstrated in horrifying fashion the serious threat posed by international organizations that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States. Several confirmed cases of terrorist groups attempting to purchase or steal nuclear material have raised the chilling prospect of an unconventional attack on U.S. soil that would result in unparalleled destruction. (1) Because of the porous border and the wide variety of methods that terrorist groups could use to construct, deliver, and detonate a nuclear device in the United States, (2) supply-side controls aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material and the knowledge of how to construct nuclear weapons in the first place are likely to be the most effective means of preventing nuclear terrorism. (3) 

Pakistan Destabilization DA [2/2]
Nuclear terrorist attack means global nuclear war

Patrick Speice, Graduate Research Fellow for the William and Mary Law Reviews, 2006, “Negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral U.S.-Russian nonproliferation assistance programs,” Accessmylibrary.com, http://www.accessmylibrary.com/article-1G1-144666195/negligence-and-nuclear-nonproliferation.html Accessed: 5/24/10
The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)

1NC Taliban Negotiation DA [1/3]

A. Withdrawal prevents conditions for negotiations – the Taliban will only come to the table if we fight them to a military draw – the “hurting stalemate” is coming now.

Regehr 2007 [Ernie, Adjunct Prof. Peace and Conflict Studies @ Conrad Grebel U College - U of Waterloo, "Are calls for negotiation in Afghanistan premature?" Centre for International Governance Innovation, September 30, http://www.cigionline.org/blogs/2007/9/are-calls-negotiation-afghanistan-premature | VP]

 

To achieve strategic success - that is, a stable security environment and a government that earns the confidence of most Afghans - the Secretary-General says the counter-insurgency effort will have to include "political outreach to disaffected groups." In other words, the disaffected community now confronted on the battlefield needs to be engaged through a serious negotiation/reconciliation process. His call was echoed with growing urgency by Afghan President Hamid Karzai over the weekend.[iii]

As these calls for negotiations increase they also generate cautionary voices, on two counts in particular. First, say some experts, though negotiation may almost always be appropriate in principle, such talks need to be pursued in situations in which the belligerents have real incentives to consider accommodation and compromise - in other words, the conflict must be ripe.[iv]Second, one incentive for belligerents to come to the table is provided by military pressure - in other words, a call for negotiations is therefore said to be incompatible with parallel calls for military withdrawal and thus an easing of military pressure.[v]

The question is, do these two conditions apply to the current situation in Afghanistan?

Ripeness for negotiation generally flows from military stalemate - a situation in which neither side is moving toward victory and both sides are suffering. There is a reason experts call this a "hurting stalemate." In Afghanistan, because the insurgency is still on the rise, is still gaining strength, some analysts argue that Afghanistan has not yet reached that hurting stalemate. The international forces admit that this war is not militarily winnable and so have ample incentive to pursue alternatives, given the apparently growing strength of the insurgents, Taliban-led forces are unlikely to regard themselves as on the run and under pressure to seek a negotiated compromise. And Mullah Omar's quick rebuff of President Karzai's offer would appear to confirm that further "ripening" is still needed.

In fact, however, even if the insurgents consider their fortunes to be rising in the south, that does not lift them out of an overall stalemate. The Taliban cannot avoid the hard reality that their base is confined to the south and that they cannot credibly regard themselves on the ascendancy in the country as a whole. They have to understand that they face a long struggle in the south, and, even if successful, they cannot expect to push beyond the Pashtun-dominated south and southeast - and they also have to assume that a larger role for the Pashtun/Taliban in the country as a whole will only be achievable through negotiations.

1NC Taliban Negotiation DA [2/3]

B. Negotiations solve Afghan instability – Taliban leaders are open to dramatic policy changes.

Rubin 2007 [Barnett R., Director of Studies @ Center on Int'l Cooperation at NYU, former Jennings Randolph Peace Fellow at the US Institute of Peace, and former Asst. Prof. Poli. Sci. @ Yale U, "Afghanistan: Negotiations with Taliban?" Informed Comment: Global Affairs, October 16, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/10/afghanistan-negotiations-with-taliban.html | VP]

"It is a complete misunderstanding of the local situation to believe that negotiating with violent extremists will result in peace," said Joanna Nathan of the International Crisis Group. "This will simply add more fuel to the conflict, not quell it."

There are indeed dangers in these negotiations, but I wonder what scenario for ending the conflict the critics of negotiations have in mind? The Afghan insurgency, loosely affiliated to the Taliban, is not a marginal extremist organization that can be destroyed by force. It is a social movement (though not representing the majority) in the Pashtun areas of both Afghanistan and Pakistan. It actually has more support in Pakistan. The Taliban's origin had nothing to do with al-Qaida, and, indeed, they were initially hostile to them. The Taliban-dominated Islamic Court of Qandahar issued a fatwa in 1988 stating that Wahhabis were not Muslims, placing takfir on the takfiris! I don't recommend this tactic to my Muslim friends, but it indicates that there were differences. 

Today's Taliban are subjected to conflicting pressures. On the one hand, their Pakistan-based leadership has reaffirmed its ties to Al-Qaida. On the other hand, while the Taliban have continued to use extremely brutal tactics (including the hanging of a fifteen-year old for posessing US dollars), they have also adopted more to the modern world, recognizing Afghans' demands for education and lightening their past restrictions on media. Like the mujahidin field commanders of the 1980s, the Taliban field commanders are not fully obedient to their leadership in Pakistan. Furthermore, that leadership is finally coming under significant if still insufficient pressure, unlike the exiled mujahidin leadership of the 1980s.

One great danger is that the longer this conflict goes on, the more it becomes dominated by a new generation of young, radicalized, pro-Qaida Taliban. These new fighters belong to neither Afghanistan nor Pakistan: they are products of refugee camps and militarized madrasas in the tribal areas of Pakistan. They have never experienced benefits of citizenship in any country, and they have never participated in any "traditional" society based on agricultural production, pastoralism, kinship relations, and state patronage. The longer the war goes on, the more the transnational milieu that creates this group becomes more deeply rooted in the region.

The relationship with al-Qaida deserves more attention. In the immediate aftermath of 9/11, much of the Taliban showed solidarity with their Arab brothers and believed that they were falsely accused of an atrocity engineered by others. Former senior Taliban officials, however, have told me that since that time, as they have watched Bin Laden repeatedly claim credit for these attacks, they have concluded that he was in fact guilty, and that he had sacrificed the Taliban's Afghan goals for his global agenda. Some have chosen to embrace that global agenda, but others are seeking a way back to a national Islamic agenda. They recognize, so these former officials claim, that the US and the international community have legitimate demands that Afghanistan's territory not be used to attack them. This recognition, if it can be confirmed, can create space for negotiation.
The real dangers of negotiation are not those pointed out by its critics. Negotiation with insurgents could help bring stability and peace to Afghanistan if it brings former armed groups into the political system. But it will merely change the nature of instability if it is part of a realignment rather than a peace process.
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C. Afghanistan collapse destabilizes the Middle East.

Tsepkalo 1998 [Valery V., former Belarus Ambassador to the US, Foreign Policy, March/April, EBSCO]

THE PERILS of the post-Soviet vacuum are starkly visible in Central Asia. The region enjoyed a long period of stability under Soviet rule, but the demise of the U.S.S.R. has left an agglomeration of territories in which the various peoples' overriding ethnic attachments make the five new countries vulnerable to both internal conflict and meddling by outsiders. Resurgent religion has also become a divisive force. Attempts by Iran, Turkey, Pakistan, Afghanistan, the United States, and China to influence events only upset the balance between clans and increase the chances of conflict. Conversely, intrastate conflict and ethnic wars have the potential to drag in outside states. Developments in neighboring Afghanistan, torn by a century of civil strife, may have particularly powerful reverberations. So long as former President Mohammad Rabbani and Ahmad Shah Massoud, relying mainly on ethnic Tajiks, and General Abdul Rashid Dostam, an Uzbek, held the northern part of the country, with Russian border guards protecting the frontier with Tajikistan and neutralizing the Tajik opposition, the situation in the region was unhappy but predictable. But when the militant theology students of the Taliban, backed by Muslim fundamentalists from Pakistan, overthrew Dostam, panic broke out in both Central Asia and Russia. Then the Taliban were driven out of the north, and everyone calmed down a bit. But Afghan politics is an unpredictable seesaw. If the Taliban find an ally among the other armed Afghan groups and Russia further reduces its presence in the region, zealous and battle-hardened Taliban troops could invade Tajikistan or Uzbekistan. Worse, the Taliban could reach an agreement with Tajikistan's opposition Islamic Renaissance Party. Then Uzbekistan, with its historic Tajik centers of Bukhara and Samarkand, would be in danger. If peace agreements for Tajikistan are implemented and the Islamic Renaissance Party gains power there, the Afghan-Tajik border will become more porous, since the party still has bases and allies in Afghanistan. In that situation, Russian border guards could be forced to leave, opening a direct route from Afghanistan to Europe. It may well be that silk will not be the only commodity to travel along this route.

Nuclear war.

Steinbach 2002 [Analyst, Center for Research on Globalisation, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."() and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)
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Negotiations are inevitable – a hurting stalemate is near and top-level military support strategic reconciliation.

Regehr 2009 [Ernie, cofounder of Project Ploughshares, Adjunct Assoc. Prof. Peace Studies @ Conrad Gebel U College, "Negotiation inevitable in Afghanistan," October 30, http://www.cigionline.org/articles/2009/10/negotiation-inevitable-afghanistan | VP]

It’s now the conventional wisdom that all options in Afghanistan have become bad options. But one that still earns only occasional and sometimes grudging mention – negotiation – is different from the others in one important sense. It’s inevitable.

In his frank assessment of the Afghan security assistance mission, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the new U.S. commander in Afghanistan, doesn’t just call for troop reinforcements - he also raises the prospect of ending the war through political settlement with insurgents. It’s the briefest of references, and he certainly doesn’t say it’s inevitable, but he does imply that it is likely: “Insurgencies of this nature typically conclude through military operations and political efforts driving some degree of host-nation reconciliation with elements of the insurgency. In the Afghan conflict, reconciliation may involve (government of Afghanistan)-led, high-level political settlements.”

A “high-level political settlement” was supposed to have been negotiated in Bonn in late 2001 and was to be the foundation on which the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) was mounted in 2002. The escalating war that has ensued is not a consequence of some parties to that agreement defecting from it. Rather, it is a consequence of key stakeholders never having been included in it.

Michael Semple, the European Union’s special representative in Afghanistan in 2004-2007, puts it this way in his new report for the United States Institute of Peace: “It is now widely understood that the Bonn Accords did not constitute a peace agreement. They needed to be supplemented by a strategic pursuit of reconciliation in order to bring all Afghan parties to the conflict into the peaceful political process.”

That “strategic pursuit of reconciliation” has not happened. After the overthrow of the Taliban government, the Bonn process, confirmed through two loya jirgas, that extraordinary and enduring Afghan institution for national consensus building, a new institutional and governance framework. Ahmed Rashid, the noted Pakistani journalist, describes Afghanistan’s constitution, approved in 2003 at the second loya jirga, as “one of the most modern and democratic in the Muslim world.”

Despite that, Afghanistan’s growing insecurity is brutal testimony to the failure of the post-Bonn political/legal order to win the sustained loyalty of the Afghan population. The current election process has, so far at least, only added to that failure.

The international community’s prevailing response has been to pointedly reject any new round of political/diplomatic efforts to rebuild a basic national consensus behind its public institutions. Instead, the focus has been on militarily defeating those outside the consensus. But, as McChrystal confirms with considerable force, military action has obviously not defeated the opposition nor has it delivered the expected modicum of security.

William R. Polk, a prominent American academic and advisor to Democratic presidents, has written an open letter to President Barack Obama noting that when foreign forces exit a counterinsurgency war, “almost always, those who fought hardest against the foreigner take over when he leaves.” The longer the effort to defeat an entrenched insurgency by sheer force, even when force is supplemented by enlightened hearts-and-minds counterinsurgency tactics, the more difficult it is to find a moderate middle ground.

There have been important instances of the tactical pursuit of reconciliation in Afghanistan, but they are more properly described as co-option efforts – essentially attempts to entice moderate Taliban to switch sides. Such efforts are designed to bring advantage to the basic military effort, not to replace it. And those efforts at strategic, or what McChrystal calls high-level, reconciliation that have been tried, like those hosted by the Saudis, have not enjoyed the committed support, political and material, of the international community.

Negotiations will nevertheless come, because that is how the vast majority of insurgencies end. And the basic objectives of those negotiations will necessarily have to remain modest; a ceasefire in the fight for control of the central 
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institutions of the state, followed by agreement on power-sharing arrangements and processes capable of mediating, without resort to violence, the myriad of political conflicts that are endemic to Afghanistan, indeed to all contemporary states.

The objective that is neither practical nor moral is the aim of simply transferring all the fighting duties from international forces to Afghans – in effect converting our long war into their endless war.

All the major contenders in the Afghanistan conflict now face the hurting stalemate of a war which they know they will not win and that they increasingly cannot afford – politically or financially. As that reality sinks in, Churchill’s jaw-jaw will start to look a lot better than war-war. In anticipation of that realization, a high-level diplomatic phase, or what the British writer on the Middle East, Patrick Seale, proposes as “a dose of political shock therapy,” needs to be launched.

2NC/1NR Impact – Provincialism

Political settlement would likely include a devolution agreement – regional consolidation would follow.

Regehr 2009 [Ernie, cofounder of Project Ploughshares, Adjunct Assoc. Prof. Peace Studies @ Conrad Gebel U College, "Negotiation inevitable in Afghanistan," October 30, http://www.cigionline.org/articles/2009/10/negotiation-inevitable-afghanistan | VP]

Calling for “a bold attempt at a political settlement,” Seale envisions the U.S. facilitating a contact group of states which would summon a new loya jirga in which all sides of the Afghan conflict would be represented. This loya jirga would pursue an immediate ceasefire, he says, followed by negotiations toward a broader settlement and a decentralized form of government suited to Afghanistan’s regional and ethnic diversity. It would be challenged to forge credible regional security arrangements, to promote inter-communal reconciliation and power sharing at the national level, to set clear standards for basic rights, to facilitate ongoing support for peace-building efforts at the local level.
2NC/1NR Impact – Afghan Instability

Negotiated settlement prevents protracted conflict and facilitates regional peace.

Regehr 2007 [Ernie, Adjunct Prof. Peace and Conflict Studies @ Conrad Grebel U College - U of Waterloo, "The Afghanistan Panel and the Diplomacy 'D'," Centre for International Governance Innovation, October 14, http://www.cigionline.org/blogs/2007/10/afghanistan-panel-and-diplomacy-d | VP]

Without a negotiated settlement - that is, without a broad political consensus to support a new national order - inserting international military forces into any ongoing armed conflict risks prolonging and intensifying that conflict and puts the international community on one side of a civil war.
And experience and logic tell us that political consensus is not forged on the battlefield: that presumably is what our own political leaders, as well as Afghan and NATO leaders, mean when they frankly agree that peace in Afghanistan will not be won by the military effort alone.

The Prime Minister made no mention of diplomacy when he listed the options that the Afghanistan Panel should consider, but diplomacy must be at the core of the Afghanistan effort. The pursuit of national accord requires its own dedicated peace and reconciliation process, and as the security situation continues to deteriorate, especially in the south, there is growing recognition that contemporary Afghanistan has yet to go through that transformative process.

Lessons learned from other contexts also tell us something about the essential components of such a peace and reconciliation effort. It is not a matter only of offering dissidents amnesty. It is not a matter of elites and militia leaders making deals to divvy up districts to control.

It is about engaging all sectors of society and communities of interest to build national institutions and practices that Afghans trust. That means:

    * a peace and reconciliation process based on inclusivity (involving all local stakeholders, but also regional actors);

    * it means a locally owned process that is broadly based (that includes women and civil society, as well as political and military groupings);

    * it requires international backing that lends legitimacy and authority to the process, and

    * it benefits from external facilitation (the government of Afghanistan obviously needs to be a key participant, but it cannot itself facilitate the reconciliation process).

2NC/1NR Impact – AT: Nationbuilding Good

Nationbuilding does not work without diplomacy strategies – one without the other exacerbates instability.

Regehr 2007 [Ernie, Adjunct Prof. Peace and Conflict Studies @ Conrad Grebel U College - U of Waterloo, "Rethinking the Afghanistan Mission," Centre for International Governance Innovation, July 30, http://www.cigionline.org/blogs/2007/7/rethinking-afghanistan-mission]

In other words, the challenge of that we call "the Taliban" is focused less on irrational fanaticism than on very basic and familiar grievances - the kind you find in any conflict. These are grievances that are amenable either to negotiation or to accelerated development and good governance efforts.[5] As the Afghan Centre for Conflict and Peace Studies[6] reminds us, "the international community must realize that the centre of gravity of this conflict is not Taliban or even al-Qaeda. Rather, it is the Afghan people who have suffered immeasurably. Until the population is convinced that the battle is about improving their livelihood, Afghanistan will not proceed down the road of stability."[7] The population in the south opts to support the Taliban, not out of loyalty to Taliban jihadist ambitions, but out of non-confidence in the international and Kabul forces and the political order they are there to advance.

In the southern heart of the insurgency there is no social stigma against young men selling their combat services to the Taliban to help keep Kabul and its backers at bay and that is the local political calculation that has to change. The political calculus at the village and family level won't change by isolated reconstruction projects designed to win hearts and minds. Instead, it depends on the development of a new political framework and consensus - a kind of Bonn II exercise to integrate the Pashtun into a political/administrative order that they believe will respect their collective interests. Again, the Afghan Centre for Conflict and Peace points out that the 2001 Bonn Agreement brought together various groups opposed to and still fighting the Taliban. "The fault lines between these various groups were never resolved - the sought after peace agreement where people from opposing sides negotiate and come to a settlement never materialized. On the ground, the Taliban were isolated and on the run resulting in the premature conclusion that the Taliban was a spent force. Instead, they fled across the Afghan-Pakistan border and started to regenerate and where they re-organised, re-armed, and recruited from the local madrassas."[8]

Until a process to bridge the basic fault line is thoroughly pursued, if not actually built, the counter-insurgency war in the south is more likely to fuel insurgency than to suppress it. And, perhaps most worrisome, it will continue to divert funds and attention away from consolidating the relative stability in the north, where the failure to address the long list of grievances noted above, threatens to further undermine political and economic conditions.

War is unpopular [1/4]

War in Afghanistan hurts Obama’s political capital- recent poll shows

Andrew Romano, Senior Writer at Newsweek, 6/25/09, “Poll: Afghanistan War Hurting Obama's Support at Home” http://www.newsweek-interactive.com/authors/andrew-romano.html
The troubled war in Afghanistan is a growing political problem for President Barack Obama. According to a new NEWSWEEK Poll, the lasting impact of his decision to fire Gen. Stanley McChrystal for mouthing off about his civilian bosses in a recent Rolling Stone article—a move most Americans support—has been to raise doubts about the war and undermine confidence in the commander in chief. The poll (click here to see full results) found that 53 percent of respondents disapprove of how Obama is managing the war in Afghanistan (just 37 percent approve)—a reversal of opinion since February, when 55 percent of Americans said they supported the president's plan and just 27 percent disapproved. When asked about Obama's handling of the McChrystal crisis, a full 50 percent of Americans say they approve, versus 35 percent who say they don't. Predictably, Republican voters are the exception, opposing the change of command 55 percent to 32 percent—even though the vast majority of GOP lawmakers have sided with the president.

The populace has given up on the war in Afghanistan

Bob Herbert  (B.S. in journalism from Empire State College, former Chairman for Pulitzer Prize and Op-Ed reporter for the New York Times, 6/25/10, “Worse Than a Nightmare”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/26/opinion/26herbert.html?scp=10&sq=war%20in%20afghanistan&st=nyt, 6/28/10)

President Obama can be applauded for his decisiveness in dispatching the chronically insubordinate Stanley McChrystal, but we are still left with a disaster of a war in Afghanistan that cannot be won and that the country as a whole will not support. No one in official Washington is leveling with the public about what is really going on. We hear a lot about counterinsurgency, the latest hot cocktail-hour topic among the BlackBerry-thumbing crowd. But there is no evidence at all that counterinsurgency will work in Afghanistan. It’s not working now. And even if we managed to put all the proper pieces together, the fiercest counterinsurgency advocates in the military will tell you that something on the order of 10 to 15 years of hard effort would be required for this strategy to bear significant fruit. We’ve been in Afghanistan for nearly a decade already. It’s one of the most corrupt places on the planet and the epicenter of global opium production. Our ostensible ally, President Hamid Karzai, is convinced that the U.S. cannot prevail in the war and is in hot pursuit of his own deal with the enemy Taliban. The American public gave up on the war long ago, and it is not at all clear that President Obama’s heart is really in it. For us to even consider several more years of fighting and dying in Afghanistan — at a cost of heaven knows how many more billions of American taxpayer dollars — is demented.
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Low public approval; the populace has zoned out

Bob Herbert  (B.S. in journalism from Empire State College, former Chairman for Pulitzer Prize and Op-Ed reporter for the New York Times, 6/11/10, “The Courage to Leave”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/26/opinion/26herbert.html?scp=10&sq=war%20in%20afghanistan&st=nyt, 6/28/10)

What’s happening in Afghanistan is not only tragic, it’s embarrassing. The American troops will fight, but the Afghan troops who are supposed to be their allies are a lost cause. The government of President Hamid Karzai is breathtakingly corrupt and incompetent — and widely unpopular to boot. And now, as The Times’s Dexter Filkins is reporting, the erratic Mr. Karzai seems to be giving up hope that the U.S. can prevail in the war and is making nice with the Taliban. There is no overall game plan, no real strategy or coherent goals, to guide the fighting of U.S. forces. It’s just a mind-numbing, soul-chilling, body-destroying slog, month after month, year after pointless year. The 18-year-olds fighting (and, increasingly, dying) in Afghanistan now were just 9 or 10 when the World Trade Center and Pentagon were attacked in 2001. Americans have zoned out on this war. They don’t even want to think about it. They don’t want their taxes raised to pay for it, even as they say in poll after poll that they are worried about budget deficits. The vast majority do not want their sons or daughters anywhere near Afghanistan. Why in the world should the small percentage of the population that has volunteered for military service shoulder the entire burden of this hapless, endless effort? The truth is that top American officials do not believe the war can be won but do not know how to end it. So we get gibberish about empowering the unempowerable Afghan forces and rebuilding a hopelessly corrupt and incompetent civil society.
Afghanistan war is unpopular with both Democrats and Republicans

Jennifer Agiesta and Jon Cohen (Washington Post Staff Writers, 8/20/09, “Public Opinion in U.S. Turns Against Afghan War”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/19/AR2009081903066.html, 6/29/10)

Should Obama embrace his generals' call for even more forces, he would risk alienating some of his staunchest supporters. Although 60 percent of Americans approve of how Obama has handled the situation in Afghanistan, his ratings among liberals have slipped, and majorities of liberals and Democrats alike now, for the first time, solidly oppose the war and are calling for a reduction in troop levels. Overall, seven in 10 Democrats say the war has not been worth its costs, and fewer than one in five support an increase in troop levels. Republicans (70 percent say it is worth fighting) and conservatives (58 percent) remain the war's strongest backers, and the issue provides a rare point of GOP support for Obama's policies. A narrow majority of conservatives approve of the president's handling of the war (52 percent), as do more than four in 10 Republicans (43 percent). Among all adults, 51 percent now say the war is not worth fighting, up six percentage points since last month and 10 since March. Less than half, 47 percent, say the war is worth its costs. Those strongly opposed (41 percent) outweigh strong proponents (31 percent). Opposition to the Iraq war reached similar levels in the summer of 2004 and grew further through the 2006 midterm elections, becoming issue No. 1 in many congressional races that year. By the time support for that conflict had fallen below 50 percent, disapproval of President George W. Bush's handling of it had climbed to 55 percent, in contrast to the solid overall approval of the way Obama is dealing with Afghanistan. But there are warning signs for the president. Among liberals, his rating on handling the war, which he calls one of "necessity," has fallen swiftly, with strong approval dropping by 20 points. Nearly two-thirds of liberals stand against a troop increase, as do about six in 10 Democrats.
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Majority of Americans are unhappy with the war and believe we’re losing

Derrick Crowe (Brave New Foundation political director and 5 year Hill veteran, 6/27/10, “Love the Afghanistan War in Public at Your Peril”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/derrick-crowe/love-the-afghanistan-war_b_626925.html, 6/29/10)

One of the gems buried in Michael Hastings' now ubiquitous Rolling Stone article is a senior adviser to General McChrystal thanking his lucky stars for public ignorance of the state of the war: Even those closest to McChrystal know that the rising anti-war sentiment at home doesn't begin to reflect how deeply fucked up things are in Afghanistan. "If Americans pulled back and started paying attention to this war, it would become even less popular," a senior adviser to McChrystal says. Well, mission accomplished, gentlemen. Your little frat party managed to get everyone's attention and, combined with a never-ending stream of gruesome milestones, it caused the bottom to drop out of public support for the Afghanistan War. According to the newest polling from Newsweek: Only 37 percent of those surveyed approve of the way President Obama is handling the war. 53 percent disapprove. That's a major reversal from prior results that showed support/opposition solidly in the president's favor by a 55/27 margin. Only 26 percent of those surveyed believe we're winning in Afghanistan. 46 percent believe we're losing. This crystallizing opposition isn't due to disagreement with the way President Obama handled the McChrystal/Rolling Stone flap, either. Most Americans agreed with his decision to dismiss the general by a 50/35 margin.
Afghanistan views deteriorating; negative opinions rising
Jennifer De Pinto (reporter and writer for CBS, 12/5/09, “Public’s Views of Afghanistan War Have Turned Sour”, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-5363777-503544.html, 6/29/10)
Impressions of how the war is going have deteriorated over time. Back in the fall of 2001, most Americans were optimistic about how the war was going for the U.S. in Afghanistan: eight in 10 said it was going well. This assessment held steady through March of 2003, then much of the focus turned to the war in Iraq. CBS News next asked the public how the war in Afghanistan was going in August 2008, and found that 58 percent of Americans thought the war was going badly – a turnaround from seven years earlier. The most negative views of the war to date occurred just a few months later in December, when 62 percent described the war as going badly. Evaluations remain negative today. Today, 44 percent of Americans think the main goal of U.S. military action in Afghanistan is to eliminate all terrorists from that country, outdistancing defeating the Taliban (28 percent), or capturing or killing Osama Bin Laden specifically (9 percent). The number who says Bin Laden is half of what it was eight years ago. In the early years of the conflict, the American public saw the capture of Osama Bin Laden as crucial to victory in Afghanistan. Majorities said if Bin Laden is not captured or killed, then the U.S. will have lost the war in Afghanistan. Today, Americans are much less confident that the U.S. will capture Osama Bin Laden. According to a CNN/ Opinion Research Corporation Poll conducted in April of this year, 43 percent said it was likely the U.S. would be able to catch or kill Bin Laden, down dramatically from 78 percent in November 2001, a month into the conflict in Afghanistan. While the public sees eliminating terrorists as the war's main goal, only 27 percent of Americans think U.S. military action in Afghanistan has reduced the threat of terrorism against the U.S. More – 51 percent - say that threat has remained the same, while 17 percent think U.S. military action has increased the threat. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the U.S. Commander in Afghanistan, recently called for an increase of U.S. troops there, but Americans' views are mixed regarding this issue. Thirty-two percent want U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan decreased, while 29 percent think they should be increased. Another 27 percent want troops to be kept at the same level. Still, the percentage who wants to see troops decreased has declined since August. As President Obama contemplates a new strategy in Afghanistan, 44 percent of Americans approve of his handling of Afghanistan. This percentage is down slightly from August, and has fallen 14 points since the spring. Among the four policy areas measured in this poll, the president actually receives his lowest approval rating on Afghanistan, just behind health care. He gets his highest marks on the war in Iraq –- 54 percent of Americans approve of his handling of it. And 57 percent think that war is going well. 

War is unpopular [4/4]

Public is increasingly doubtful of Afghan war and our ability to win

UPI (6/16/10, “Poll: Increase in those against Afghan war”, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/06/16/Poll-Increase-in-those-against-Afghan-war/UPI-21181276724431/, 6/30/10)

Half of Americans continue to support the U.S. military effort in Afghanistan, but opposition to the conflict has increased in the last month, a poll indicates. In a sample of 1,004 American adults, 50 percent of those polled expressed support for the Afghan operation, while 43 percent said they oppose it, an increase of 4 percentage points in those who disagree with America's Afghan involvement, the Angus Reid Public Opinion poll released Wednesday found. Half of respondents admitted to not having clear idea of what the Afghan war is all about, the poll found. And Americans remain doubtful of the administration's ability to end the war successfully. Only 30 percent said they believe President Obama will "finish the job" while 60 percent of those polled said they have little or no confidence in his administration on this issue.

Withdrawal Unpopular- GOP

Republicans strongly oppose troop reduction in Afghanistan

Abrahams, 10 ( Jim, House rejects quick troop withdrawal from Afghanistan, but anti-war lawmakers get to vent, http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/03/10/house-rejects-quick-troop-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-but-anti-war-lawmakers-get-to-vent-22742/
The House on Wednesday soundly rejected an effort by anti-war lawmakers to force a withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year. The outcome of the vote, 356-65 against the resolution, was never in doubt. But the 3 1/2 hours of debate did give those who oppose President Barack Obama’s war policies a platform to vent their frustrations. Opposing the resolution was easy for almost all Republicans, who have been solidly behind Obama’s decision to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan from 70,000 to 100,000. Only five Republicans supported the measure. It was a harder vote for some Democrats, particularly in an election year where opposing the war can be equated with opposing the troops. Several expressed discomfort with a war that has lasted 8 1/2 years and cost the nation more than 930 American lives and the treasury more than $200 billion, but said they were voting against the resolution because it was ill-timed and unrealistic. Among the ‘no’ voters was Rep. Patrick Kennedy, D-R.I., who gave an impassioned speech. The U.S. policy of needlessly sending troops into harm’s way was “shameful,” Kennedy said. He also lambasted the national media, calling their lack of attention to the loss of life in Afghanistan “despicable.” Rep. Dennis Kucinich, D-Ohio, authored the resolution that would have directed the president to remove all U.S. troops from Afghanistan within 30 days of its adoption. If the president deemed that deadline unsafe, he would have had until the end of the year to end U.S. military presence in the nation. Obama has said he wants to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan starting in July 2011. Kucinich based his resolution on the 1973 War Powers Act, passed during the Vietnam War era to require the president to obtain congressional approval when he sends troops to a conflict for more than 90 days. Congress authorized the use of military force to fight terrorists in 2001, after the Sept. 11 attacks, but Kucinich said both the Bush and Obama administrations had wrongfully used that authority as carte blanche to circumvent the role of Congress in sending Americans to war. “Unless this Congress acts to claim its constitutional responsibility, we will stay in Afghanistan for a very, very long time at great cost to our troops and to our national priorities,” Kucinich said. Republicans warned that a precipitous withdrawal would be a serious mistake, allowing the Taliban to regain power and assuring that al-Qaida and other terrorist groups would again have a staging ground to launch attacks against the U.S. and the West. “In the case of Afghanistan, President Obama has demonstrated great responsibility and a sense of the national security interests of the United States,” said Rep. Lincoln Diaz-Balart, R-Fla. “He deserves our support.” In the middle were Democrats such as Rep. Earl Blumenauer of Oregon, who voted against the resolution despite “profound reservations” about committing troops and vast resources to one of the world’s most corrupt nations. He said the debate was essential, “even though I don’t agree with the resolution that somehow we’re going to be able to pull the plug and be able to end this in 30 days or 30 weeks.”

Democrats support troop withdrawal; Republicans do not
Pew Research (7/22/09, “Public Support for Afghanistan War Wanes”, http://pewresearch.org/pubs/1349/support-falls-afghanistan-war-troop-removal, 6/29/10)

The latest national survey by the Pew Research Center for the People & the Press, conducted Sept. 10-15 among 1,006 adults finds that most Democrats (56%) favor removing troops from Afghanistan as soon as possible. Just 37% of Democrats say U.S. and NATO troops should remain in the country, down somewhat from the 45% who said this in June. By contrast, Republicans by a wide margin (71% to 25%) continue to favor maintaining U.S. and NATO troops in Afghanistan. Opinion among independents mirrors that of the population as a whole; currently, 51% favor keeping U.S. and NATO troops in the country while 43% are opposed.
US casualties unpopular
Increased risks for soldiers causes huge backlash

Rahimullah Yusufzai, executive editor of The News International, 12-21-07, http://www.thenews.com.pk/print1.asp?id=87398
Though the US has lost more than 350 soldiers only since launching the Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) on October 7, 2001 to overthrow the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and destroy Osama bin Laden's al-Qaeda for avenging the 9/11 attacks, there is growing concern among the 37 NATO-member countries with troops in Afghanistan as part of the NATO force about the resurgence of the Taliban. The human losses suffered by these mostly western nations are not very high except those sustained by the UK, Canada and the Netherlands, which have sent troops to the dangerous, Taliban-infested Helmand, Kandahar and Urozgan provinces. However, the reluctance of the NATO-member states to send more troops to Afghanistan to meet the minimum requirements highlighted by the US and NATO military commanders and the refusal of some countries such as France, Germany, Italy and Spain to deploy their soldiers in the volatile southern provinces betray their anxiety over the unpopularity of any move that would put their soldiers at risk.

Strong bipartisan support for keeping soldiers safe

Online News, 12-23-07, http://www.onlinenews.com.pk/details.php?id=122314
Ahmadzai said both the Republicans and Democrats in congress had the same views about the security and reconstruction of Afghanistan and that was why the presidential election would make no change in the US policy toward Afghanistan.  Being a political expert, especially of Afghan affairs has close links in US administration and foreign ministry.  "They do not want their soldiers to be killed in Afghanistan anymore and therefore would strive to resolve the imbroglio through negotiations’, he maintained.

Opium policy costs political capital

Changing the counternarcotics program costs political capital

Joshua Foust, founder of The Conjecturer and editor of Registan.net, works for Toffler Associates, strategic consulting firm, “Afghanistan: Errors of Judgment,” August 30, 2007, http://www.globalvoicesonline.org/2007/08/30/afghanistan-errors-of-judgment/

Unfortunately, no one seems to have any ideas of what could realistically change course. Domestic political concerns, and not the interests of Afghanistan itself, are dictating the West's counternarcotics policy; similarly, the manpower and money shortfalls caused by the Iraq War are dictating the American commitment, and other domestic concerns are similarly constricting European choices.
Congress is firmly committed to the status quo counternarcotics strategy

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 24, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/counter-narcotics-in-afghanistan-first.html

Some of the same officials who today get credit for counter-narcotics efforts are generally believed to have become millionaires directly or indirectly from drug trafficking. Recently the nephew and right-hand man of the chief of the border police in a province colored a hopeful green in the map above was caught driving a car full of heroin north through Kabul. Why? Because there is still plenty of trafficking going through the North, and trafficking, not cultivation, is where the money is. An Afghan friend (and official of the Afghan government) told me that when he was in Bamyan recently, the north-south road by the lake at Band-i Amir was crowded like a highway with trucks taking the opium and heroin of Helmand northwards. (This is the same road that the mujahidin used to transport arms from Pakistan to northern Afghanistan in the 1980s.) The same traffic goes through Ghor, to the west. The arms traffic goes in the other direction, as northern commanders sell their Iranian weapons to dealers who re-sell them to the Taliban. The commanders have learned that we pay no attention to the money but only to bright colored flowers. And what both government officials and politically connected people tell me is, the pressure for photogenic progress comes from Congress. Every year it wants easily depicted metrics, and flowers provide it. Perhaps someone from the legislative branch would like to comment on this.
Karzai Unpopular in Congress 

Karzai decreasing his popularity with Congress with additional spending

Hindustan Times, 5/6/10, Hindustan Times, “Karzai may face hostile audience in US Congress”, http://www.hindustantimes.com/Karzai-may-face-hostile-audience-in-US-Congress/Article1-540015.aspx, 6/30/10
Once hailed as a hero in the US Congress, Afghan President Hamid Karzai may find the welcome mat a bit smaller when he visits Washington next week.  Karzai, whose recent behavior rankled both US political parties, has some explaining to do if he wants Congress to see him as a credible ally whose government is worth the continued cost of the Afghan war, some US lawmakers say.

President Barack Obama has asked Congress to approve $33 billion more to help fund 30,000 additional US forces this year, and $4.5 billion for related foreign aid and civilian operations directed by the State Department.  But this request is languishing on Capitol Hill amid work on other domestic priorities and scarce budget resources.  "He has a major task ahead of him to convince the Congress that he has the capacity and commitment to be a reliable and committed partner in our efforts to defeat al Qaeda and the Taliban," Democratic Representative Nita Lowey told Reuters.

Karzai losing popularity because of increasingly corrupted Afghan government

Hindustan Times, 5/6/10, Hindustan Times, “Karzai may face hostile audience in US Congress”, http://www.hindustantimes.com/Karzai-may-face-hostile-audience-in-US-Congress/Article1-540015.aspx, 6/30/10
Democratic Senator Robert Menendez said Karzai would be pressed over his allegations about last year's election.  "Certainly some of us are going to say to him, how is that you continue to say that in your country, and yet at the same time, you want us to be supportive?" said Menendez, a member of the powerful Foreign Relations Committee.  Republican Senator Susan Collins said Karzai should present a clear plan to deal with corruption.  "I have a lot of respect for Hamid Karzai, and I recognize the very difficult job that he has, but I'm very disappointed in the degree and extent of corruption, which allegedly involves, extends to even his own brother," Collins said.  Karzai's half-brother, Ahmad Wali Karzai, is a headache for Pentagon planners charting a major offensive in Kandahar, where he is a provincial council chief. The brother has been accused of amassing a vast fortune from the drugs trade, intimidating rivals and having links to the CIA, charges he denies.

War is Popular

Public opinion of Afghanistan is improving

Reuters (4/22/10, “New poll shoes boost for Afghan war strategy”, http://blogs.reuters.com/frontrow/2010/04/22/new-poll-shows-boost-for-afghan-war-strategy/, 6/30/10)

A new national poll by Quinnipiac University shows that the Obama administration’s new strategy in Afghanistan is gaining some favor among voters. Conducted April 14-19, the poll of American voters found that 49 percent of the respondents approved of the way President Barack Obama is handling the situation in Afghanistan versus 39 percent who disagreed. In another bit of good news for the White House, 56 percent of voters polled agreed that the United States was doing the “right thing” fighting in Afghanistan against 36 percent who did not. Asked whether eliminating the threat of  militants operating from Afghanistan was a worthwhile goal for American troops to fight and possibly die for, 61 percent of voters said it was while 31 percent said it was not. The latest survey must be welcome since poll after poll last year showed the eight-year war was becoming increasingly unpopular among voters.

Approval of the war is growing

CNN (3/26/10, “CNN Poll: Jump in optimism on Afghanistan”, http://afghanistan.blogs.cnn.com/2010/03/26/cnn-poll-jump-in-optimism-on-afghanistan/, 6/30/10)
Americans are growing more optimistic about the war in Afghanistan and opposition to the war has dropped below the 50 percent mark for the first time in nearly a year, according to a national CNN/Opinion Research Corporation poll released Friday. The new poll indicates that 44 percent of the public says things are going well for the U.S. in Afghanistan, with 43 percent saying things are going badly. "That's a huge 23-point jump since last November, when two-thirds thought that things were going poorly in the war," says CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. Forty-eight percent of people questioned now support the war, with 49 percent opposed. This is the first time since May of 2009 in CNN polling that opposition has dropped below 50 percent. "Opposition to the war is down a bit since January and down significantly since the fall," adds Holland. "The intensity of opposition to the war is also down. Last fall 39 percent said that they opposed the war and their minds were made up. Today that number has dropped to one in three. Optimism has also helped Barack Obama." The poll indicates that 55 percent of Americans approve of how the president's handling Afghanistan, up from 42 percent last fall.

War is popular – A2: McChrystal stuff

Picking Petraeus neutralizes the criticism around McChrystal

Carl Prine, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, June 27, 2010
Picking Petraeus shocked longtime Beltway observers like Bernard Finel, a senior fellow of the left-leaning American Security Project and a counterterrorism expert. "There's a political calculus at work," Finel said. "Naming Petraeus to succeed McChrystal neutralizes criticism that says Obama's personal views about him were more important than the war effort. Petraeus has unique credibility when it comes to counterinsurgency operations, and it solves the problem of his confirmation in Congress. He gets through easily, and they won't debate the strategy, which he developed."

War is Bipartisan

The Afghan war is bipartisan

Frank Newport, 09 (Obama’s Plan for Afghanistan Finds Bipartisan Support, http://www.gallup.com/poll/124562/obama-plan-afghanistan-finds-bipartisan-support.aspx)

President Obama has managed to thread the needle with his newly announced Afghanistan strategy, with his approach winning the approval of a majority of both Democrats (58%) and Republicans (55%) in a USA Today/Gallup poll conducted Wednesday night. At the same time, less than a majority of independents approve (45%). Among Americans overall, 51% approve of the strategy while 40% disapprove.
The Afghan war has united democrats and republicans

Frank Newport, 09 (Obama’s Plan for Afghanistan Finds Bipartisan Support, http://www.gallup.com/poll/124562/obama-plan-afghanistan-finds-bipartisan-support.aspx)

More generally, Obama's new policy has managed to bridge the pre-existing partisan gap on this issue to some degree, bringing the support levels of Democrats and Republicans closer together. This is an unusual situation. Most major policy initiatives that a president promulgates find support among the president's own party and opposition among the other party. In the current situation, Obama has, at least in the short term, generated majority support among Democrats -- who previously had been opposed to a troop increase in Afghanistan -- while holding on to majority support among Republicans. Obama's continuing problem appears to be independents, less than half of whom support the new policy.
Withdrawal is popular

Strong support for ending the war soon

San Francisco Chronicle, 6-30-10

Rep. Barbara Lee, D-Oakland, joined other House members in calling for President Obama to provide Congress with "a clear commitment and plan to withdraw U.S. forces from Afghanistan" before a vote expected later this week that would provide $58 billion for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The call for a firm stance on a drawdown date in a letter to the president was echoed by the Senate Armed Services Committee Tuesday during Gen. David Petraeus' confirmation hearing to become the top commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan. Even though Petraeus left open the possibility of delaying Obama's July 2011 plan to start withdrawing troops, he expressed confidence in the workability of the departure date.  "I'm convinced it was not just for domestic political purposes," Petraeus said. "It was for audiences in Kabul, who, again, needed to be reminded that we won't be there forever."  The letter signed by Rep. Lee calls for Obama to set firm beginning and end dates for the removal of U.S. troops. "The lack of clarity on when and how the U.S. will end its military commitment to Afghanistan has created confusion amongst U.S. service members and the public," the statement said.

2011 withdrawal popular

Majority of Americans approve of 2011 timeline for withdrawal

Gallup (6/29/10, “Majority of Americans Approve of Obama’s Timetable,” http://www.gallup.com/poll/141068/Majority-Americans-Favor-Obama-Afghanistan-Timetable.aspx, 6/29/10)
A majority of Americans (58%) favor President Barack Obama's timetable that calls for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011. Most of the 38% of Americans who are opposed reject the idea of setting any timetable rather than setting one with an earlier or later date. These results are based on a June 25-26 USA Today/Gallup poll, conducted in the days after the president announced he was relieving Gen. Stanley McChrystal of his command of U.S. forces in Afghanistan and replacing him with Gen. David Petraeus. A majority of Americans approve of Obama's decision to remove McChrystal. Obama said the change in command would not signal a change in U.S. policy in Afghanistan. On Sunday at the G-20 summit, Obama reiterated that the July 2011 date would mark the beginning of withdrawal but that it would not mark the end of the U.S. military presence there, adding that the U.S. would be assisting the people of Afghanistan for "a long time to come. Most Democrats, and the majority of independents, favor the timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops beginning in July of next year. Republicans, on the other hand, oppose it by a better than 2-to-1 margin. More generally, Americans are somewhat divided in their views of Obama's handling of the situation in Afghanistan. The poll finds 50% saying Obama is doing a "very good" or "good" job, while 44% believe he is doing a "very poor" or "poor" job. Democrats give Obama high marks on Afghanistan, while Republicans mostly say he is doing a poor job.

Withdrawal in 2011 is bipartisan

Tom Savage, 12/07/09 (Republican that changed registration and caucused for Obama in February 2008, Obama has said he will begin a troop withdrawal from Afghanistan in July of 2011. Do you think he will keep his promise?, http://www.sodahead.com/united-states/obama-has-said-he-will-begin-a-troop-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-in-july-of-2011-do-you-think-he-wi/question-766423/)

Some seem to have their heads up their collective asses. this plan has bi-partisan support. Testimony before the Senate Arms Services Committee by Gen. McChrystal and Ambassador Eikenberry is ongoing as in today. Listen and learn. Quit worrying about a President you don't like and get behind what is good for the country. If you don't expect him to begin withdrawing in July 2011 then make sure you press your representatives to hold him to it. If you do not want withdrawal than make that know and make your case but whatever you do quit whining!!!

Troop levels popular – even if war unpopular

Even thought the public opposes the war, they still support high troop levels

Eric Kleefeld (writer for Talking Points Memo, 12/23/09, “Poll: Public Opposes Afghanistan War—And Favors Sending More Troops”, http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2009/12/poll-public-opposes-afghanistan-war----and-favors-sending-more-troops.php, 6/30/10)

A new CNN poll finds a curious result: Overlapping majorities of Americans oppose the Afghanistan War and favor President Obama's decision to send more troops there. Respondents were asked: "Do you favor or oppose the U.S. war in Afghanistan?" Here the answer is that only 43% favor the war, and 55% oppose it. But another question: "Regardless of how you feel about the war in general, do you favor or oppose President Obama's plan to send about 30,000 more U.S. troops to Afghanistan in an attempt to stabilize the situation there?" Here it becomes 59% in favor, to 39% against. The bottom line: Support for sending more troops runs 16 points ahead of support for the war itself. A previous CNN poll a month ago had a similar case of overlapping majorities, though the gap wasn't as stark then as it is now. The pollster's analysis points out that only 18% of respondents think the United States is winning right now. "That may explain the support for Obama's plan, since a victory is likely to require more troops," said CNN polling director Keating Holland. "But it may also explain the overall opposition to the war, since Americans tend to dislike losing."
War doesn’t cost Obama capital

Despite unpopularity, Congress won’t fight Obama on the war.  They’ll support continued presence

Washington Post, 6-29-10

Democratic leaders would like to add such funding to the war bill, but then the legislation would have trouble getting through the House. Some House members have said they won't vote for additional funding for Afghanistan. House Republicans have said they would oppose the measure en masse if it includes additional domestic spending that would add to the federal budget deficit. But despite this frustration, the war funding is likely to be approved, as most Democrats have said they want to give Obama and his strategy a chance to succeed, even if they harbor doubts. "The supplemental is about the people we have on the ground now, who are at risk, who need resources. As long as they are there, we ought to give them the resources they need," said House Majority Leader Steny H. Hoyer (D-Md.).

Petraeus solves the link

Obama can sell anything without political cost – Petraues gives him cover to radically re-structure or reduce the war

Carl Prine, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, June 27, 2010
Picking Petraeus shocked longtime Beltway observers like Bernard Finel, a senior fellow of the left-leaning American Security Project and a counterterrorism expert. "There's a political calculus at work," Finel said. "Naming Petraeus to succeed McChrystal neutralizes criticism that says Obama's personal views about him were more important than the war effort. Petraeus has unique credibility when it comes to counterinsurgency operations, and it solves the problem of his confirmation in Congress. He gets through easily, and they won't debate the strategy, which he developed." Strongly skeptical of the Petraeus-McChrystal war plan Obama approved, Finel frets that the Kabul switch focuses on personality, not substance. But he also believes that if anyone can convince Congress that strategy isn't working and needs a re-do, it's the maestro who orchestrated the Iraq "Surge" in 2007. "It's like Nixon going to China," said Finel. "The problem is if he has political aspirations. He swears that he doesn't. But if the Republicans came to him and said, 'It's either you or Sarah Palin. We need you to save not only the party but the country,' he might change his mind

Limiting casualties = bipartisan
Strong public support for limiting civilian casualties

Online News, 12-23-07, http://www.onlinenews.com.pk/details.php?id=122314
He was of the view that both Afghanistan and Iraq wars were a big burden on US economy and that was why its earliest settlement would be the priority for any government.  "I have met a number of congressmen, they are supporting the relief and reconstruction process in Afghanistan but are also weary of the increasing corruption and wastage of relief funds", Ahhmadzai claimed.  He said some congressmen believed if security situation in neighbouring Pakistan did not improve it would adversely affect Afghanistan and the whole region.  About the proposal of sending a new super envoy to Afghanistan Ahmadzai said many congressmen were not supporting the proposal and believed it would undermine the freedom of Afghanistan.  "Public in USA are also concerned about increasing civilian casualties in Afghanistan", he added.
Poppy Eradication Popular
Substantial Congressional support for eradication

Associated Press, January 13, 2000, http://www.colombiasupport.net/200001/ap-drugwarlost-0113.html
Taking aim at the planned increase in military assistance for Colombia counternarcotics efforts, the liberal Washington Office on Latin America says the proposal threatens to implicate the United States in Colombia's brutal civil war. But the plan appears to have substantial congressional support, especially among Republican lawmakers. The proposal is in line with a $1.6 billion program outlined last fall by three GOP senators: Paul Coverdell of Georgia, Mike DeWine of Ohio and Charles Grassley of Iowa.
Congress supports Afghan eradication

PETER W. RODMAN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS, BEFORE THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, APRIL 29, 2004
Let me begin with what we call the "Accelerating Success in Afghanistan" Strategy.  At President Bush's direction, and with vital Congressional support, this "Acceleration" strategy increased US assistance in FY-2004 to $2.2 billion and, with this new funding, undertook the following:      *        training of 20,000 new policemen of the Afghan National Police (ANP) by June 2004;     *        an increase in the training rate of Afghan National Army troops from 6,000 per year to 10,800 per year;     *        establishment of the Afghan~ Reconstruction Group, attached to the US Embassy in Kabul, to provide senior-level, expert advice across a range of sectors to Afghan government ministries and departments;     *        an increase in counter-narcotics eradication, alternative development, capacity building, and law enforcement training programs.
It’s bipartisan

Ana Carrigan, February 6, 2000, http://www.commondreams.org/views/020600-101.htm

Today, FARC - the Western hemisphere's largest surviving 1960s-style guerrilla group - controls some 40 percent of Colombian territory, increasingly populated by peasants displaced by the war. Deprived of all legal means of livelihood by a global market that rejects their traditional products - coffee, bananas, rice, beans - instead they grow coca and poppies under FARC protection. This qualifies their crops for McCaffrey's flagship program, aerial eradication. Spraying peasants' fields in faraway places to ''eradicate drugs at the source'' enjoys bipartisan congressional support. It is the centerpiece of the US drug war.

Afghan aid is popular
Democrats strongly support expanded support for Afghanistan

The Hill, June 26, 2007
The Afghanistan effort enjoys much more support among the American public, and Democratic leaders have sought to burnish their homeland security credentials by presenting an unwavering backing of the war there.  Both House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-Nev.) have stressed over the past several months that the U.S. should refocus on stabilizing Afghanistan and capturing Osama bin Laden, the architect of the Sept. 11, 2001 attacks.  “The Taliban played a role in the 9/11 attacks by providing a safe haven for bin Laden,” said Drew Hammill, Pelosi’s spokesman. “Preventing a successful resurgence by the Taliban is a national security objective of the United States, and our troops will remain in Afghanistan until the objective is achieved.”  In contrast to Iraq, Afghans are putting more effort into building up the government and security forces, Hammill added.  Democrats are adamant that they don’t want a terrorist training ground in Afghanistan, though al Qaeda and other factions are battling the U.S. in Iraq. Democrats, along with independent military experts, point out that the war in Iraq drove al Qaeda operatives into Iraq, a presence that has intensified throughout the four-year war.
Congress supports aid to Afghanistan

Kenneth Katzman, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, CRS Report for Congress, Afghanistan: Current Issues and U.S. Policy, August 27, 2003, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/24047.pdf
The conference report on the FY2002 foreign aid appropriations (H.Rept. 107- 354, P.L. 107-115) contained a sense of Congress provision that the United States should contribute substantial humanitarian assistance to Afghanistan, although no dollar figures were mentioned. The conference report on an FY2002 supplemental appropriations (H.R. 4775, H.Rept. 107-480, P.L. 107-206) recommended $134 million in additional aid to Afghanistan. (For more information, including on aid to help Afghan civilian victims of U.S. airstrikes, see CRS Report RL31406, Supplemental Appropriation for FY2002: Combatting Terrorism and Other Issues, by Amy Belasco and Larry Nowels.)

Targeted Eradication PIC (For Opium Adv) [1/2]

Limited eradication is a key stick to ensure enforcement – a comprehensive alternative livelihood programs solves all the bad effects

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 28, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/points-on-counter-narcotics-in.html
* An alternative is as follows: 1. Launch a public information campaign stating that the purpose of counter-narcotics is not to attack but to enhance the livelihoods of the people of Afghanistan. Afghans cannot build a stable future on the basis of a criminal enterprise that is against Islam. But they also cannot build a stable future on empty stomachs. Therefore we must work together with the 98 percent of Afghan poppy cultivators (see UNODC report) who say that they are willing to abandon poppy cultivation if they can count on earning at least half as much from legal crops. Eradication is for the other 2 percent. But first the rural population has to have confidence in the alternative. 2. Ask for voluntary restraint in planting while actually delivering (not just announcing or funding or launching) much larger alternative livelihood programs. These programs must go first of all to provinces that are not planting poppy or that are reducing it. Otherwise there will be perverse incentives. Second, they should go to poppy producing provinces. 3. Alternative livelihood programs must provide all the services currently provided to farmers by drug traffickers: futures contracts, guaranteed marketing, financing, and technical assistance (extension services). Micro-finance must be made easily available so that poor farmers and regions can avail themselves of new opportunities. In the last year or two such programs have finally started, but it will take several years before they start to yield returns and people have confidence in them. Fruit trees, for instance, have to mature for several years before they give a yield. People will not stop planting poppy when they have planted fruit seedlings but have as yet no fruits or market access. Alternative livelihoods are available when Afghans believe they can rely on them, not when U.S. officials assert that money intended for alternative livelihood programs has left the U.S. Treasury. 4. Delivering alternative livelihood programs without forcible eradication will make it easier for the government and international forces to gain access to areas from which the population has thus far excluded them. 5. Simultaneously, the government, NATO, and Coalition should undertake enhanced interdiction efforts, as envisaged in the U.S. strategy. These should start with political measures at the top, consisting of removing high officials who receive narcotics money, even if their operational involvement with narcotics is distant. Intelligence assets should be directed to obtain this information. NATO and the Coalition should provide military support to attacks on smuggling convoys and heroin laboratories, with due regard for avoiding civilian casualties. The Ministry of the Interior must be reorganized (not just reformed) from top to bottom (in that order). As currently envisaged, precursor interdiction must be enhanced. 6. According to analyses by both the World Bank and UNODC, interdiction efforts will lower the farm-gate price of opium, sending the right price signals to farmers and making alternatives more viable. It will reinforce containment of cultivation. 7. There will be a period of transition for both farmers and traffickers. Just as we do not arrest everyone who committed a human rights violation in the past 30 years, we need measures for reconciliation and reintegration of both cultivators and traffickers who are willing to support the government, move out of their illicit occupations, and join the development process. Alternative livelihoods are not just for cultivators. Traders and traffickers have valuable experience in marketing cash crops and providing services to farmers. Those not affiliated ideologically or organizationally to the armed opposition should be retrained to link other agro-based export industries to the countryside. 8. The major traffickers have residences outside of Afghanistan and should be arrested or made extremely unwelcome in those countries where they reside. As recommended by UNODC, UN Member States should "take full advantage of Security Council resolution 1735 by adding the names of a dozen drug traffickers to the United Nations Al Qaida/Taliban list in order to seize their assets, ban their travel and facilitate their extradition." 9. We need a program to manage the transition. There is no comprehensive solution through legalizing the crop or buying back all of it. There may be a possibility to use a limited and strictly controlled buy back in areas that reduce production sustainably for 2-3 years as a transitional measure. Any buy-back must be accompanied by compensatory rewards for non-poppy growing areas. Anyone benefiting from a buy-back who then engages in cultivation should be subject to eradication. 
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All strategies must be left on the table. Targeted eradication as a supplement works – Thailand proves

Barnett Rubin, director of studies and a senior fellow at the Center on International Cooperation at New York University, August 28, 2007, http://icga.blogspot.com/2007/08/points-on-counter-narcotics-in.html
* The core tools of counter-narcotics policy are crop eradication, interdiction (which is much more complex than arresting traffickers), and development (alternative livelihoods). All are necessary in a coordinated counter-narcotics policy, but they need not be simultaneous. A list of tools is not a strategy. They have to be sequenced to achieve the right outcome. It is not true, as U.S. government spokesmen routinely state, that all counter-narcotics successes combined all three simultaneously. In Thailand the government invested in development for ten years before introducing eradication. Since the people had confidence in the alternatives by then, they accepted eradication of what little cultivation was left. Strategy * The correct strategy for Afghanistan is to invest in development (not only rural) in all provinces, especially in the first instance in those areas that are not cultivating. Both US and UNODC spokesmen cite the figure that “only” 14 percent of the Afghan population is directly involved with poppy cultivation, but this grossly underestimates the economic dependence of the population on the drug economy, as most of the revenue comes from trafficking, processing, and protecting, not cultivation. * Simultaneously there must be a greatly enhanced interdiction effort. Interdiction does not mean only or even primarily seizing containers of narcotics from traffickers. It is above all political and must start at the top, with the removal of high officials benefiting from the trade. This means high officials and political leaders who receive contributions or bribes from traffickers even if they have no direct contact with trafficking. This problem has to be handled politically, as it is not possible to cope with a problem of this dimension mainly through law enforcement. The key is removing people from positions or sending them out of the country, not getting legal cases strong enough to try them in the US, which, though useful as a complement to the political effort, will take far too long. * The concept of integrating counter-narcotics and counter-insurgency by using some international military forces to assist in interdiction, including the destruction of heroin labs, is welcome and overdue. But the international forces must take extreme care during such actions not to cause civilian casualties, which have already become a serious issue in the country.
Consult NATO – Poland Says Yes
Poland says yes – they’ll follow the allies and want their troops out.
thenews.pl 6/22 (6/22/10, "  Komorowski - no hasty decision on Afghanistan withdrawal    ", http://www.thenews.pl/international/artykul134063_komorowski---no-hasty-decision-on-afghanistan-withdrawal.html)

UPDATED - On visiting the Polish contingent’s Ghazni base in Afghanistan, Monday, acting president Bronislaw Komorowski said that no hasty decisions will be taken on the future of Poland’s 2, 600 troops in the country.

The comments follow an increase in insurgent activity in the province in eastern Afghanistan, which has resulted in the death of two Polish soldiers, bringing Poland's casualty rate to 18.

Komorowski emphasised that he was not in the country as part of the presidential election campaign but merely as part of his duties as acting president and speaker of the lower house of parliament. 

“I am today fulfilling the obligations of head of state and head of the armed forces,” Komorowski said, adding that “it is normal to visit places that are important for Poland’s security, especially after the dramatic incidents that have occurred here which resulted in the death of Polish soldiers.”

As to a possible date for withdrawal of troops from Afghanistan, Komorowski reminded that Poland is restricted by NATO commitments and to agreements with the government in Kabul. 

“At the moment we are bound by commitments to our allies and Afghan people but after parliamentary elections in Afghanistan we should reconsider our role in Afghanistan,” Komorowski said. 

On returning from Afghanistan, Tuesday, Bronislaw Komorowski said that, of elected president of Poland on Julu4 he wants to reduce the Polish contingent in 2012 and withdraw completely in 2013, confirming remarks he made last week. 

Defence Minister Bogdan Klich, who accompanied Komorowski and Foreign Minister on the visit to Afghanistan said Tuesday morning that up to 1,000 US troops from Battalion 101 Airborne Division will augment the Polish contingent in Ghazni province from August this year onwards. 

Offshore Balancing CP 

Pape 2009 (Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, former Prof. Int'l Relations @ Dartmouth, “To Beat the Taliban, Fight From Afar,” October 14, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/15/opinion/15pape.html?_r=1)

AS President Obama and his national security team confer this week to consider strategies for Afghanistan, one point seems clear: our current military forces cannot win the war. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top American commander there, has asked for 40,000 or more additional United States troops, which many are calling an ambitious new course. In truth, it is not new and it is not bold enough. 

America will best serve its interests in Afghanistan and the region by shifting to a new strategy of off-shore balancing, which relies on air and naval power from a distance, while also working with local security forces on the ground. The reason for this becomes clear when one examines the rise of terrorist attacks in Afghanistan in recent years. 

General McChrystal’s own report explains that American and NATO military forces themselves are a major cause of the deteriorating situation, for two reasons. First, Western forces have become increasingly viewed as foreign occupiers; as the report puts it, “over-reliance on firepower and force protection have severely damaged the International Security Assistance Force’s legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghan people.” 

Second, the central government led by America’s chosen leader, Hamid Karzai, is thoroughly corrupt and viewed as illegitimate: “Local Afghan communities are unable to hold local officials accountable through either direct elections or judicial processes, especially when those individuals are protected by senior government officials.” 

Unfortunately, these political facts dovetail strongly with developments on the battlefield in the last few years. In 2001, the United States toppled the Taliban and kicked Al Qaeda out of Afghanistan with just a few thousand of its own troops, primarily through the combination of American air power and local ground forces from the Northern Alliance. Then, for the next several years, the United States and NATO modestly increased their footprint to about 20,000 troops, mainly limiting the mission to guarding Kabul, the capital. Up until 2004, there was little terrorism in Afghanistan and little sense that things were deteriorating. 

Then, in 2005, the United States and NATO began to systematically extend their military presence across Afghanistan. The goals were to defeat the tiny insurgency that did exist at the time, eradicate poppy crops and encourage local support for the central government. Western forces were deployed in all major regions, including the Pashtun areas in the south and east, and today have ballooned to more than 100,000 troops. 

As Western occupation grew, the use of the two most worrisome forms of terrorism in Afghanistan — suicide attacks and homemade bombs — escalated in parallel. There were no recorded suicide attacks in Afghanistan before 2001. According to data I have collected, in the immediate aftermath of America’s conquest, the nation experienced only a small number: none in 2002, two in 2003, five in 2004 and nine in 2005. 

But in 2006, suicide attacks began to increase by an order of magnitude — with 97 in 2006, 142 in 2007, 148 in 2008 and more than 60 in the first half of 2009. Moreover, the overwhelming percentage of the suicide attacks (80 percent) has been against United States and allied troops or their bases rather than Afghan civilians, and nearly all (95 percent) carried out by Afghans.

The pattern for other terrorist attacks is almost the same. The most deadly involve roadside bombs that detonate on contact or are set off by remote control. Although these weapons were a relatively minor nuisance in the early years of the occupation, with 782 attacks in 2005, their use has shot up since — to 1,739 in 2006, nearly 2,000 in 2007 and more than 3,200 last year. Again, these attacks have for the most part been carried out against Western combat forces, not Afghan targets. 

The picture is clear: the more Western troops we have sent to Afghanistan, the more the local residents have viewed themselves as under foreign occupation, leading to a rise in suicide bombings and other terrorist attacks. (We see this pattern pretty much any time an “outside” armed force has tried to pacify a region, from the West Bank to Kashmir to Sri Lanka.) 

So as General McChrystal looks to change course in Afghanistan, the priority should be not to send more soldiers but to end the sense of the United States and its allies as foreign occupiers. Our purpose in Afghanistan is to prevent future attacks like 9/11, which requires stopping the rise of a new generation of anti-American terrorists, particularly suicide terrorists, who are super-predators able to kill large numbers of innocent people.

What motivates suicide attackers, however, is not the existence of a terrorist sanctuary, but the presence of foreign forces on territory they prize. So it’s little surprise that Western forces in Afghanistan have provided a key rallying point for the insurgency, playing a central role in the Taliban’s recruitment campaign and propaganda, which threaten not only our troops there but also our homeland.

The presence of our troops also works against the stability of the central government, as it can rely on Western protection rather than work harder for popular support.

Fortunately, the United States does not need to station large ground forces in Afghanistan to keep it from being a significant safe haven for Al Qaeda or any other anti-American terrorists. This can be achieved by a strategy that relies on over-the-horizon air, naval and rapidly deployable ground forces, combined with training and equipping local groups to oppose the Taliban. No matter what happens in Afghanistan, the United States is going to maintain a strong air and naval presence in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean for many years, and these forces are well suited to attacking terrorist leaders and camps in conjunction with local militias — just as they did against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in 2001.

The United States has a strong history of working with local groups, particularly the Tajiks and Uzbeks of the old Northern Alliance, who would ensure that the Taliban does not recapture Kabul and the northern and western regions of Afghanistan. And should more substantial threats arise, our offshore forces and allies would buy time and protect space for Western ground forces to return.

Further, the United States and its allies have made some efforts to lead Pashtun tribal militias in the southern and eastern areas to abandon their support for the Taliban and, if not switch to America’s side, to at least stay neutral. For instance, the largest British gains in the southwest came from winning the support of Mullah Salam, a former Taliban commander who is the district governor of Musa Qala.

Early this year the United States started what it calls the Afghanistan Social Outreach Program, offering monthly stipends to tribal and local leaders in exchange for their cooperation against the Taliban insurgency. The program is financed at too low a level — approximately $20 million a year — to compete with alternatives that the Taliban can offer like protection for poppy cultivation that is worth some $3 billion a year.

One reason we can expect a strategy of local empowerment to work is that this is precisely how the Taliban is gaining support. As General McChrystal’s report explains, there is little ideological loyalty between the local Pashtuns and the Taliban, so the terrorists gain local support by capitalizing on “vast unemployment by empowering the young and disenfranchised through cash payments, weapons, and prestige.” We’ll have to be more creative and rely on larger economic and political carrots to win over the hearts and minds of the Pashtuns.

Changing strategy does not mean that the United States can withdraw all its military power from Afghanistan immediately. As we are now seeing in Iraq, changing to an approach that relies less on ground power and more on working with local actors takes time. But it is the best strategy for Afghanistan. Otherwise we will continue to be seen and mistrusted as an occupying power, and the war will be lost.
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Peace in Afghanistan now.  The Jirga will produce stability and compromise

Safi, The International News, 6-13
(Saleem, “After the Afghan jirga” 2010 http://www.thenews.com.pk/daily_detail.asp?id=244771)
The Afghan Grand Jirga was not expected to produce immediate concrete outcomes for peace in Afghanistan. But this event was an achievement for both Karzai and Pakistan. Karzai always wanted to pursue the path of reconciliation with the Taliban, but the United States opposed all such moves. The US did not support the idea in the initial stages. But the jirga representing all Afghans has endorsed Karzai’s plans for reconciliation. Now it will be difficult for the US and its allies to stop the reconciliation process.
The Americans, the Indians and some groups and elements in Afghanistan had made Karzai’s re-election as president controversial in the beginning. But this jirga attended by people like Yunus Qanooni and Burhanuddin Rabbani has effectively legitimised Karzai’s presidency. President Karzai had been trying since 2008 to remove his anti-Pakistan intelligence chief Amrullah Salih, who was enjoying the backing of the US and India, but had been unable to do so. Probably this jirga give him the courage to remove him.
For Pakistan it is reassuring that its stance of reconciliation with the Taliban during the initial years of the US occupation has now been endorsed by the representative Afghan jirga. Additionally, the jirga recommended excluding the names of Taliban leaders from the United Nations blacklist. On the other hand, India tried in vain to scuttle the whole process with the help of some Afghan partners. But when it failed, it tried to create controversial issues between Afghanistan and Pakistan, like the Durand Line, during the Jirga. But on this front too it failed to win. The Durand Line issue could not make it to the list of the jirga schedule, and the Jirga ratified all those points which Pakistan has been championing from the beginning.
It is heartening that the ideas of Pakistan and Afghanistan on peace and stability in the region are developing consensus. In this regard, the Afghan government has refocused on the peaceful reconciliation process with the Taliban and other resistance forces. For the first time, it is taking concrete steps for excluding the names of the Taliban leadership from the UN blacklist. However, the Afghan issue has become very complicated. Therefore, in the absence of the will and cooperation of the US and its allies, the regional players and neighbouring stakeholders, durable peace in Afghanistan is hard to achieve. In this backdrop, Pak-Afghan support for reconciliation efforts will not restore peace and stability. This cherished goal will be realised if Pakistan, the Afghan government, the Taliban, the US and its allies, and the regional and neighbouring stakeholders join hands to play a constructive role for an end to the war.

Forces have made significant progress in the war on terror

Office of the Secretary of Defense Public Affairs, 6/30, 2010, “"Afghan and coalition forces have made significant progress in Kandahar" Afghan, International Forces Detain Insurgents” Waronterrornews.com, in a statement made by the Office of the Secretary of Defense http://waronterrornews.typepad.com/home/2010/06/afg-coalition-forces-significant-progress-in-kandahar.html

Afghan and coalition forces have made significant progress in Kandahar by increasing offensive operations in the province and capturing or killing key Taliban leaders, officials said. Combined Afghan and international forces recently removed the Taliban district chiefs for Zharay, Panjwai, Maiwand and Dand districts. Hajji Amir, formerly the Dand district chief, was killed, May 30, in Kandahar.
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Afghanistan stabilizing now and situation better than what your evidence says— our evidence assumes all their arguments

Michael O’Hanlon, Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Washington Post, 6/26/10, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx
Defense Secretary Robert Gates warned on Sunday about a national rush to judgment that the Afghanistan war is somehow failing and that the overall narrative about the war has become too negative. That was practically an era ago regarding Afghanistan, but Gates is still right. With the drama over Wednesday's change of command receding, it is time to refocus on policy. Several recent critiques paint only part of the picture, and they are often more wrong than right unless they are presented with greater nuance. Consider: x1. The "Kandahar offensive" is delayed. This complaint is strange: The U.S. troop buildup remains slightly ahead of schedule (95,000 soldiers are in Afghanistan, an increase of nearly 30,000 this year), and a major offensive in the classic sense was never promised in Kandahar. Some tactical operations there may be rescheduled this summer as U.S. reinforcements arrive -- but there is no fundamental deviation from the plan, which is to create a "rising tide of security" in Gen. Stanley McChrystal's still-relevant words. 2. Marja is a mess. The U.S. military erred in raising expectations about its big February operation in Marja, a midsize town in Helmand province where violence remains too high and Afghan governance too weak. But the trend in Helmand, where we have added a number of forces since 2009, is encouraging. Even Marja is slowly progressing. The military needs to do a better job documenting this progress. The province is in better shape than a year ago in terms of the return of commerce and agriculture and the reduction in violence against citizens. 3. There aren't enough trainers for Afghan security forces. Our allies have not quite met their promises, or our expectations, for additional trainers. But allies have deployed more than 5,000 additional combat troops this year, exceeding the pace expected. The number of U.S. trainers has risen, and the number of Afghan officers graduating from training has more than doubled since last year. Growth trajectories for the Afghan army and police remain on schedule. Perhaps most important, nearly 85 percent of Afghan army units are "partnered" with coalition units -- meaning that they plan, patrol, train and fight together. This is one of Gen. McChrystal's many positive legacies. In southern and eastern Afghanistan last month I saw many signs of the Afghan army's willingness to fight. The number of key districts where security conditions are at least tolerable, if not yet good, is up modestly. 4. Directives to restrict the use of firepower when civilians may be present increase risk to our troops. George F. Will has raised this concern ["Futility in Afghanistan," June 20]; the infamous Rolling Stone article did as well, quoting troops in the field. But evidence suggests it's not true. Roadside bombs, against which firepower is tactically irrelevant, overwhelmingly remain the most frequent cause of casualties to coalition troops. The percent of casualties from firefights is up, but modestly -- and in any event McChrystal favored allowing troops in danger to call in supporting firepower. Meanwhile, the policies have reduced civilian casualties from coalition forces, an important step toward winning greater support from Afghans. 5. Firing two cabinet ministers reflects poorly on the Afghan president. The dismissals of Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and national security/intelligence director Amrullah Saleh were regrettable on balance. But there were mitigating circumstances; for example, Saleh's hard-line anti-Taliban views conflicted with President Hamid Karzai's hope of enticing some insurgents to negotiate. 6. Karzai is too anxious to cut a deal with the enemy. Some wonder if Karzai's May peace conference, or jirga, reflected a weakening of will to win the war. But at that jirga -- which included no representatives of the Taliban or the Haqqani network, the two most lethal parts of the insurgency -- Karzai made no offer to suspend the constitution, resign or expel NATO troops. He followed the jirga with a trip to Kandahar, where he asked local leaders for patience and sacrifice in the coming difficult times. Karzai's performance is mixed, and his half brother still plays a big role in the corruption in Kandahar, but the president is not about to cut a deal with the enemy that amounts to a negotiated surrender. 7. The July 2011 "deadline" is too vague. Some worry that President Obama's ambiguity about the timetable hurts the war effort. I opposed that deadline and the president's lack of clarity about its meaning. But there is still a logic to the vagueness: It keeps pressure on Afghan officials to deliver, it reminds Americans that this war will not last forever and it sustains the president's flexibility to adjust the war plan to conditions. Even relative optimists can understand why such flexibility is valuable. If the strategy is bearing fruit by next summer, the U.S. drawdown is likely to be gradual, and the president should keep saying so. There are indeed weaknesses in U.S. strategy, including problems with the Afghan police and an inadequate plan to fight corruption. Gen. David Petraeus and military and civilian leaders should focus on these and other matters. But on balance, we have many assets and strengths in Afghanistan -- and better-than-even odds of leaving behind a reasonably stable place if we persevere.
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Afghanistan is gaining stability; free press, telecom industry, healthcare, and education prove

Hilary Clinton, U.S. Secretary of State, 5/11/10, “U.S.-Afghanistan Strategic Partnership Discussions,” http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2010/05/141714.htm Accessed: 6/30/10

Now, while we have no illusions about the difficult road ahead, we should also remember how far Afghanistan has come. In Afghanistan today, there is an emerging and vibrant civil society, a burgeoning free press which now boasts over 150 FM radio stations. There are also 23 television stations compared to five just a few years ago, a growing telecom industry with more than 10 million mobile phones in a country where there were only 80,000 just seven years ago, a healthcare system that now provides access to basic services to two-thirds of the population, a dramatic increase, and an education system that once had 900,000 students under the Taliban, all male, and now has 6 million, 2 million of whom are girls. Progress in Afghanistan is real, but it is also fragile. The country remains under constant threat from extremists who use violence to achieve political ends and promote criminal enterprises including narcotics trafficking. Its police have suffered casualties in far greater numbers than the international forces. Its government officials continue to be targets of ruthless assassination campaigns. In Kandahar, motorcycle hit squads prey on government workers, and a few weeks ago, assassinated the deputy mayor. So it will take time and persistence to cement the gains already made and to secure more as we confront the challenges. Our strategic partnership aims to do that through long-term and deep collaboration between our governments and our peoples. As we work with our Afghan and international partners, Mr. President, your government can begin to assume greater responsibility for security starting next year, but aided by our continued support. A sustained focus on economic, social, and political development as well as continued training of Afghan security forces is essential to help build the effective and durable institutions necessary for long-term stability. So let me be clear. As we look toward a responsible, orderly transition in the international combat mission in Afghanistan, we will not abandon the Afghan people. Our civilian commitment will remain long into the future. 

Afghanistan is stable; Obama’s war strategy is working

Donna Miles (American Forces Press Service writer, 4/28/10, Report Notes Afghanistan Developments, Challenges”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58948, 6/20/10)

Stability in Afghanistan is no longer on the decline, and most Afghans believe that despite increased violence, security actually has improved since this time last year, according to a new report Pentagon officials sent to Congress today. The congressionally mandated Report on Progress Toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan attributes the 87 percent increase in violence from February 2009 to March 2010 largely to increased U.S., coalition and Afghan national security force activity, particularly into areas where they previously had not operated. The report, which covers the situation on the ground from Oct. 1 to March 31, cites progress in President Barack Obama’s strategy aimed at disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida in Afghanistan and Pakistan. But it offers what a senior defense official speaking on background called a sobering assessment of the conditions on the ground, and a recognition of the importance of what happens within the next six months in determining the direction the operation ultimately will take. Despite increased violence, the report notes that the downward trend in stability appears to have stemmed, along with Taliban momentum. But it’s far too soon to say the corner has been turned, the official told reporters. “We are on the cusp,” he said. “We are no longer moving in the wrong direction.” He cited signs that he said indicate “we are moving in the right direction.” U.S., coalition and Afghan forces activity has played a major role in changing that dynamic as they extend their reach into more Afghanistan districts, the official said. He expressed hope that their population-centric tactics will help to sway more Afghans toward supporting the democratically elected Afghan government. That, in turn, could serve as a fulcrum that could “change the dynamic of the whole country,” he added.
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Afghanistan is stable now

Kathleen T. Rhem, American Forces Press Service, May 2003 “Afghanistan More Stable Today Than One Year Ago”
WASHINGTON, May 12, 2003 – Coalition forces in Afghanistan have "had a significant impact on the enemy," a military spokesman there said today. "After almost 24 years of continuous conflict, Afghanistan is more stable today than a year ago by almost any metric one would care to use," said Col. Rodney Davis, public affairs officer for Coalition Joint Task Force 180. Davis explained during a press conference at Bagram Air Base that "key indicators" numbers of deaths, incidents, firefights and improvised explosive devices are all down. Coalition forces have uncovered "several huge caches of weapons," he added. "The Taliban is no longer ruling the country, and there have been no major terrorist attacks on America since 9- 11," Davis said, adding, "Hundreds of al Qaeda were killed in fighting." Other bright points in Afghanistan's security situation include a functioning government, a successful loya jirga, or town council, in June 2002 that "allowed the Afghans at least some measure of democratic expression," and the formation of an Afghan national army.

Death of a local official shows stability progress made by the Afghan government

Bill Graveland, The Canadian Press, 6/29/10, “Afghan district stable despite killing: Vance” http://ca.news.yahoo.com/s/capress/100629/national/afghan_cda_arghandab_vance

Abdul Jabar Murghani, chief of the Arghandab district north of Kandahar city, was killed earlier this month while driving home. A remote-controlled bomb exploded in a car parked along his route. His son and his bodyguard also died. The district chief was considered an important figure in NATO's efforts to build public confidence in the Arghandab. His death was seen as a major setback for the coalition. Normally the assassination of such a key leader would throw an area into chaos, but in this case the killing seemed to have had the opposite effect. "I'm not trying to make a silk purse out of a sow's ear but the shura is functioning," said Brig.-Gen. Jonathan Vance, commander of Task Force Kandahar. He was referring to the local political council. "They were able to withstand with an interim shura that will be there until they find a proper replacement," said Vance, who attended a memorial service Tuesday for a U.S. soldier killed under his command at a combat outpost in the Arghandab district. "Abdul Jabar was a good man but it's indicative of the depth of progress that the shura, the actual political entity, survived decapitation and that is a considerable sign of progress," he added. "There's a significant enough Afghan presence, government presence, that it was able to keep that turmoil from happening. A bad situation but one that also shows there's deeper progress."
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Situation in Afghanistan stabilizing

Kyung Song, Seattle Times Staff writer, 6/3/10, “Reichert: Progress in Afghanistan, but withdrawal uncertain” http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/politicsnorthwest/2012021495_reichertafghanistanwithdrawlin2011justatargetdate.html?syndication=rss
Rep. Dave Reichert returned Wednesday from Afghanistan, a markedly more stable place than the ravaged country he first saw in 2008 -- but one he is unsure would be ready for the withdrawal of American troops slated to start July 2011. The Auburn Republican was one of six U.S. House members who visited Kabul and Kandahar over the Memorial Day weekend. The lawmakers met with American troops as well as their commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, and Karl Eikenberry, the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, among others. President Obama has vowed to start bringing U.S. troops home from Afghanistan next July. McChrystal told the lawmakers that the date remains in target, but the actual scope of the initial withdrawal would very much depend on the progress that Afghans make toward self government in the next year. Reichert said the troops were in high spirits and forging visible ties with local residents. More schools have reopened and three-quarters of Kabul now has electricity, Reichert said. When he first toured the Afghan capital nearly two years ago, Reichert estimated, only a quarter of its residents had power. "This is the beginning of turning the country around," Reichert said. "There have been great improvements in the quality of life and security, and people feel it." Joining Reichert on the trip were two other Republicans and three Democrats, including John Kline of Minnesota and Duncan Hunter of California. They were the first congressional delegation to visit Kandahar City.

Progress is being made in Afghanistan, even is its slow, negative criticisms can’t be made until December

Gerry J. Gilmore, American Forces Press Service, 6/20/10
Gen. McChrystal briefed in detail on the Marja operation as well as on Kandahar,” Gates said. “And, the bottom line was: progress is being made. It’s [just] somewhat slower than anticipated.” The operation in Kandahar, the spiritual home of the Taliban, has been underway for a number of weeks, Gates said. Meanwhile, not all of the 30,000 additional U.S. troops tabbed to participate in the Afghan “surge” have arrived in country. “And, so what is taking more time is the shaping of the environment before we actually engage with troops and so on,” Gates explained. “And so I think that it is a ‘tough pull,’ and we are suffering significant casualties. “We expected that,” he continued, “We’d warned everybody that would be the case last winter; that as we went into areas that the Taliban had controlled for two or three years that our casualties would grow - especially this summer.” Nonetheless, Gates said, McChrystal’s message to the NATO defense ministers was that the general “will be able to demonstrate by December that we not only have the right strategy, but that we are making progress” in Afghanistan.

The Afghan war is taking a turn for the better, regardless of casualties which were expected

Gearan, Jun 20, 2010 (Gates says situation in Afghanistan improving, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_afghanistan_gates_062010/)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Sunday that the spike in U.S. casualties in Afghanistan was expected and that people are too quick to say the war is going badly. Gates told “Fox News Sunday” the war is a “tough pull,” and said momentum is shifting toward the United States and its partners.
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The efforts to train Afghans military are improving

MSNBC, 2/25/2009 ( Afghan army improving, not ready to go it alone, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35594071/)

Operation against Taliban in Marjah a major trial for country's military The operation against the Taliban in Marjah has been a major trial for the Afghan military, showing the army is still far from capable of operating on its own. But its soldiers appear to be improving — even if they don't always do things by the book.

Stability UQ – Trends
Trends are reversing and the US-Afghan alliance is making progress towards stability

Sohail Mahmood, Director of the Institute of International Affairs & Diplomacy at Preston University, Feb 27, 2007, “Peace and Stability in Afghanistan: The Way Forward,” http://canada.tigweb.org/express/panorama/article.html?ContentID=11367&start=

An overview of the current political situation in Afghanistan would indicate that the country is a mess. Things have not improved in the country as might have been expected by Western powers involved on the ground. The Taliban regime fell in December 2001 and Mullah Mohammad Omar and the Al Qaeda network, headed by Osama bin Laden, were removed from power by the U.S. These groups had formerly controlled most of Afghanistan. The Taliban were targeted by the U.S. for protecting Osama bin Laden. Today, Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), the ongoing US-led military operation in Afghanistan, continues to carry out its counter-terrorism mission. Even though the Taliban have been removed from power, they are still present in small pockets, particularly in the eastern and southern regions of Afghanistan. News reports are claiming that these scattered Taliban have now become active against the U.S., and International Peacekeepers. The Taliban-Al Qaeda alliance has resorted to suicide bombings, and deadly attacks to get their message across. The U.S. and Afghanistan have made great progress in the pursuit of common strategic objectives. Together they have disrupted international terrorist networks and worked to ensure that Afghanistan will never again be a safe haven for terrorists. The U.S. has supported Afghanistan to be developed into a democratic and free country. 

Stability UQ – Troops [1/2]

Stability is only attainable through U.S. occupation

The Orange County Register, 6/29/10, “Letters: Afghan stability is still a viable U.S. military goal”  
There is no question that we are all tired of this long war in Afghanistan. The massive cost of this war, while we are experiencing a long and painful recession at home, makes us more frustrated (not to mention the loss of our service personnel).  Gen. David Petraeus testifies on Capitol Hill in Washington, Tuesday, June 29, 2010, before the Senate Armed Services Committee hearing to be confirmed as President Obama's choice to take control of forces in Afghanistan. (AP Photo/Pablo Martinez Monsivais) However, it seems to me that the reason we invaded Afghanistan has yet to be fully realized. It appeared we enjoyed some early success driving out the Taliban while much of al-Qaida scattered into areas out of our reach. Unfortunately, it is apparent that our diverted attention (Iraq) has allowed Taliban militants to regain control of much of Afghanistan. The above-mentioned editorial claims we are wasting our efforts and resources "nation-building" and attempting to establish a "model democracy" in Afghanistan. It may be true that our version of democracy may never be attained there. But we must maintain security while Afghanistan works to forge rule of law and economic empowerment that works within their society. If we abandon this effort, we may once again see a terribly unstable "Wild East" that attracts and protects the most unlawful of radical terrorist organizations. This would be a tragedy that the United States and the rest of the world cannot afford.
More troops in Afghanistan lead to stability; withdrawal would have the opposite effect

Viola Gienger, Defense Policy Reporter, September 25 2009, “Afghan Stability Improves With More Troops, Canadian Chief Says”
Sept. 25 (Bloomberg) -- The additional troops President Barack Obama authorized for Afghanistan this year improved stability in areas where they were deployed, demonstrating the potential for success, Canada’s top military commander said. U.S. forces added in the southern city of Kandahar and further south have moved into the communities and provided security, General Walt Natynczyk, the Canadian Forces Chief of Defence Staff, told reporters after a forum on Afghanistan at the Canadian Embassy in Washington yesterday. That has allowed Afghan health and education authorities from the province to start governance and redevelopment projects, which in turn has provided jobs, he said. “What we’ve seen is the counter-insurgency strategy is actually taking form because we have sufficient soldiers, in a small area, to have an enduring presence,” Natynczyk said.

Stability UQ – Troops [2/2]

Afghanistan currently stable because of U.S. troops

Whitlock, 4/29/10, Washington Post Staff Writer, The Washington Post, “Pentagon says instability in Afghanistan has leveled off”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/28/AR2010042805747.html, 5/30/10

The Afghan government can count on popular support only in a quarter of the main urban areas and other districts that are considered key to winning the war with the Taliban and other insurgents, the Pentagon said in a report delivered to Congress on Wednesday. In the status report on the war in Afghanistan, the Defense Department said that years of rising instability had "leveled off" since January and that the number of Afghans who see their government heading in the right direction has increased. The report stops short of declaring that the tide has turned in a nine-year war in which the Taliban has made a strong comeback since it was toppled from power after the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. The Pentagon report attributed the decline partly to the increased number of troops from the International Security Assistance Force, a U.S. and NATO coalition, but acknowledged that improving popular support for the foreign troops is critical. "The alternative is popular support for the insurgency, which renders the ISAF mission unachievable," the report stated. As of March 31, ISAF comprised 87,000 U.S. troops and 46,500 troops from NATO countries and other allies.  The U.S. military presence is scheduled to reach a peak of 98,000 in August. The surge is expected to be temporary; Obama has said he will begin withdrawing forces by July 2011.

Stability UQ – Karzai
Obama and Karzai cooperating, tensions are not as high as they are said to be

CNN, among the world's leaders in online news and information delivery, in bureaus worldwide, global team of almost 4,000 news professionals, 5/12/10, “Obama: U.S. can start withdrawing troops from Afghanistan in July 2011” http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/05/12/us.afghanistan.karzai/index.html
Obama said many recent reports of heightened tensions between the U.S. and Afghan governments "were simply overstated." There will be tensions in "such a complicated and difficult environment," he said in a joint appearance with Karzai at the White House. But "our job is to be a good friend and to be frank with President Karzai." Karzai's role, in turn, is partly to ensure Afghan sovereignty is respected, he said. "I am very comfortable with the strong effort that President Karzai has made so far," Obama said. "There are going to be setbacks" and disagreements, but "we share a broad strategy" that can hopefully be set out "in a declaration by the end of this year."  that the U.S.-Afghanistan relationship is "strong and well-rooted" and has endured. "There are moments ... we speak frankly to each other," he conceded. But those exchanges only add to the relationship, he said.

Stability UQ – Economy
Afghanistan’s economy is stable

Worldbank.com; July 2009; (“Afghanistan: Supporting State-building and Development”; http://siteresources.worldbank.org/IDA/Resources/IDA-Afghanistan.pdf; Date Accessed: 6/30/10)

Political normalization proceeds apace. Afghanistan’s first constitution in three decades was ratified in January 2004. For the first time in history, presidential elections were held in the fall and a new cabinet was formed at the end of 2004. The National Assembly, with female representation of 28 percent, has now performed its mandated functions successfully for three and a half years since December 2005. The second Presidential and provincial council elections in Afghan history were held in August 2009 and parliamentary elections will follow in 2010. Despite deteriorating security conditions, Afghanistan’s economy has grown strongly over the past six years, at around 12 percent per year. Average per-capita GDP nearly doubled since 2002, albeit starting from a very low base. Recent fluctuations in GDP growth rates demonstrate this fragility. In 2008/09 real GDP growth, excluding opium, declined to 3.4 percent from 11.5 percent in 2007/08, due to lower agricultural production as a result of drought. The government is maintaining a stable macroeconomic framework: Monetary policy has been restrained, supported by the adherence to strong fiscal discipline and a “no overdraft” rule that prohibits Central Bank financing of the deficit. Inflation has been moderate, the exchange rate has been stable and prudent fiscal and monetary policies have contributed to overall macroeconomic stability. The country, by and large, maintains a marketoriented, pro-private sector policy stance, and its trade regime is one of the most liberal in the region. 

Opium Good

Because Afghan farmers depend on opium, replacing it would lead to their desperation. 

CBS News and Associated Press, 5-1
 (Afghanistan Opium Seizures Jump 924%, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/04/01/world/main6353224.shtml)

Such operations place the Afghan government and its foreign allies in a bind because eradicating poppy fields risks driving angry farmers, for whom opium poppy is a cheap, hardy, low-risk crop, into the arms of the insurgents because they fear loss of their livelihood. 

Efforts to replace opium with other crops such as wheat and vegetables haven't scored wide success because profits for the farmers are much lower than for poppies. 
Opium has been and is an irreplaceable part of Afghanistan’s economy. 

George Gavrilis, International Affairs Fellow, 2-10

 (Council on Foreign Relations, The Good and Bad News about Afghan Opium, http://www.cfr.org/publication/21372/good_and_bad_news_about_afghan_opium.html)

Opium has been an enduring feature of Afghanistan's political economy. As Afghanistan experts like Barnett Rubin and Jonathan Goodhand have shown, a variety of warlords, local chiefs, insurgents, and government elites played their part in taxing, trading, and protecting the country's vast opium industry long before the U.S.-led intervention in 2001. Even the Taliban took a strategic view of opium as they rose to power in the 1990s, at times taxing it for revenue and other times doling out concessions in the opium economy to win over local warlords. By 1999, eighteen provinces in Taliban-led Afghanistan were producing an estimated 75% of the world's illicit opium until an unexpected and brutally enforced ban in 2000 led to a 98% drop in poppy production.

After the Taliban were driven out of power in 2001, opium made an astonishing comeback in the impoverished Afghan countryside. By 2006, twenty-one of Afghanistan's thirty-four provinces were producing 94 percent of the world's supply--estimated at a pre-export value of $4 billion and equivalent to nearly 50 percent of the country's GDP.

Karzai Good
*Karzai collapse plunges Afghanistan into civil war

The Guardian, February 19, 2002
Amid all this uncertainty and strife, on-off American bombing raids and ground operations persist in the forlorn hope of snaring, even now, the many se nior al-Qaida and Taliban leaders who escaped the Pentagon's dragnet. Such officially sanctioned violence, while too frequently victimising civilian innocents, delays efforts to turn the page on two decades of warfare and start afresh. The longer the Karzai administration fails to take charge and impose order, and the longer Afghanistan remains the US military's biggest, best shooting range and hunting ground, the smaller the chances that the Bonn process can succeed. Nobody could reasonably have expected an Afghan restoration to be either quick or problem-free. But current trends point to two conclusions. One is that Mr Karzai is right to ask the US to send its troops to join Britain in an expanded stabilisation force and that President George Bush is woefully wrong to refuse him. The second is that if security continues to deteriorate, Mr Karzai will ineluctably lose credibility, then control. His downfall will trigger the collapse of most if not all the grand international rehabilitation schemes. With the returning, resurgent warlords, proxy forces and opium barons will come fanatics, ideologues and terrorists. And then, for want of staying power and a bit of nous, it really could be back to square one.

Karzai is key to Afghan peace

Vice Admiral Lowell Jacoby, U.S. Navy Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, Statement For the Record Senate Armed Services Committee, February 26, 2004, http://russia.shaps.hawaii.edu/security/us/2004/20040309_jacoby.html
Afghanistan's new constitution was approved in early January. This paves the way for a presidential election this summer and legislative elections later this year. The show of support among Loya Jirga delegates for President Hamid Karzai bodes well for his political strength and chances in the presidential election.  Karzai's ability to use his growing political strength to encourage compliance with his reform agenda may provide long term stability, but could result in near term tensions. President Hamid Karzai remains critical to stability in Afghanistan. As a Pashtun, he remains the only individual capable of maintaining the trust of Afghanistan's largest ethnic group (Pashtuns) and support of other ethnic minorities. A Taliban insurgency that continues to target humanitarian assistance and reconstruction efforts is a serious threat, potentially eroding commitments to stability and progress in Afghanistan.
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