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***Stability now
Winning now

Progress in Afghanistan is evident, but tough times lay ahead

The Hill, 10 (“Levin, Reed see progress in Afghanistan,” July 13, http://thehill.com/homenews/news/108585-eading-senate-democrats-see-signs-of-progress-in-afghanistan)
Two leading Senate Democrats on military affairs said Tuesday that they have seen progress in Afghanistan firsthand, but warned there is still serious fighting ahead. 
  Sens. Carl Levin (D-Mich.), the chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, and Jack Reed (D-R.I.), a senior member of the panel, returned from a trip to Afghanistan and Pakistan on Monday with a positive message: they say more of the war effort is being turned over to Afghan security forces.   
Levin — who for months has made the case that Afghan security forces should be quickly trained to take the lead in military operations — on Tuesday expressed some optimism about the increased ability of Afghan forces to protect the population. He said that recruiting for the Afghan security forces is up and noted that some recruiting goals for the fall are likely to be met early.   
Levin said the July 2011 withdrawal target for some U.S. forces has prompted Afghan leaders to put more effort into recruiting.   A major test for the Afghan forces will come in a few weeks when they are expected to take the lead in an offensive in Kandahar Province.  
“We have some serious fighting ahead,” Reed said.   
Meanwhile, Levin and Reed said that they would press the State Department to add two terrorist networks that operate out of Pakistan onto foreign terrorism list. Levin said that the Haqqani network and the Quetta Shurah use Pakistan as a launching stage for attacks within Afghanistan. 

  Levin said that there is “no excuse” for the two terrorist groups to not be on the State Department list. Including them on the list would also make it easier for the United States to go after them, including with the use of air strikes inside Pakistan, Levin indicated.

Despite recent casualties, conditions are improving 

LA Times, 10 (“Top general sees progress in Afghanistan where 10,000 Marines from Camp Pendleton are deployed,” July 15, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2010/07/my-entry-4.html)

Marine Maj. Gen. Richard Mills expressed cautious optimism Thursday that U.S forces are winning the battle against the Taliban in Afghanistan's Helmand province, where 10,000 Marines from Camp Pendleton are deployed.
In a teleconference with reporters in the U.S., Mills said that insurgents are still waging a "murder-and-intimidation campaign" against villagers but added that Afghan security forces are improving.
Also, villagers are beginning to resist the Taliban on their own, particularly when insurgent "tax collectors" come to their homes at night, Mills said.

"I think we've seen the emergence of the people wanting to defend themselves," he said.

Mills is commanding general of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force in Afghanistan, which includes 20,000 Marines, half of them from Camp Pendleton. The force is deployed to a sprawling province that has long been a Taliban stronghold because of the lucrative poppy crop and an ideological affinity felt by some villagers for the insurgents.

"They are being forced to give it up," Mills said of the Taliban hold on the province. "They're getting desperate."

The Taliban strategy of planting roadside bombs is taking a toll on U.S. and Afghan forces and Afghan civilians. "The enemy is despicable," Mills said.

Twelve Marines from Camp Pendleton have been killed in Afghanistan in the past two months by roadside bombs, small-arms fire, ambushes and vehicle collisions.

In the 9-year war, Helmand province has been the deadliest region both for U.S. troops and other coalition forces. Of 1,107 U.S. troops killed, 196 have been killed in Helmand, followed by 145 in neighboring Kandahar province, according to the independent website www.icasualties.org.

Winning now

Minor setbacks are inevitable – but the overall strategy will work and is producing results on the ground
Kagan and Kagan, 10 – *resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and former professor of military history at West Point AND ** president of the Institute for the Study of War  (Frederick and Kimberly, “A Winnable War ,” The Weekly Standard, 6/28, http://www.aei.org/article/102237)
Success in Afghanistan is possible. The policy that President Obama announced in December and firmly reiterated last week is sound. So is the strategy that General Stanley McChrystal devised last summer and has been implementing this year. There have been setbacks and disappointments during this campaign, and adjustments will likely be necessary. These 1. Success is not by any means inevitable. Enemies adapt and spoilers spoil. But both panic and despair are premature. The coalition has made significant military progress against the Taliban, and will make more progress as the last surge forces arrive in August. Although military progress is insufficient by itself to resolve the conflict, it is a vital precondition. As the New York Times editors recently noted, "Until the insurgents are genuinely bloodied, they will keep insisting on a full restoration of their repressive power." General David Petraeus knows how to bloody insurgents--and he also knows how to support and encourage political development and conflict resolution. He takes over the mission with the renewed support of the White House.

Neither the recent setbacks nor the manner of McChrystal's departure should be allowed to obscure the enormous progress he has made in setting conditions for successful campaigns over the next two years. The internal, structural changes he made have revolutionized the ability of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) to conduct counterinsurgency operations. He oversaw the establishment of a three-star NATO training command that has accelerated both the expansion and the qualitative improvement of the Afghan National Security Forces in less than a year. He introduced a program of partnering ISAF units and headquarters with Afghan forces that had worked wonders in Iraq--and he improved on it. He oversaw the introduction of a three-star operational headquarters to develop and coordinate countrywide campaign plans. He has managed the massive planning and logistical burden of receiving the influx of surge forces and putting them immediately to use in a country with little infrastructure.

While undertaking these enormous tasks of internal reorganization, he has also taken the fight to the enemy. The controversies about his restrictions on the operations of Special Forces and rules of engagement that limit the use of destructive force in inhabited areas have obscured the fact that both Special Forces and conventional forces have been fighting harder than ever before and disrupting and seriously damaging enemy networks and strongholds. Targeted operations against Taliban networks have increased significantly during McChrystal's tenure, and the Taliban's ability to operate comfortably in Afghanistan has been greatly reduced. ISAF forces have killed, captured, or driven off numerous Taliban shadow governors and military commanders. They have pushed into areas the Taliban had controlled and eliminated safe-havens.
Afghan Army training increasing
Training of the Afghan National Army is improving

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

The performance and training of the Afghan National Army has been a bit better than that of police recruits; however, that’s not saying much. For example, command and control still remains weak, and operations involving more than 100 troops cannot operate independently of coalition forces.78

During Operation Strike of the Sword, the offensive launched in July 2009, 650 Afghan troops deployed alongside 4,000 U.S. troops to clear Taliban fighters from the lower Helmand River valley. ANA personnel are certainly gaining valuable experience and have already demonstrated some operational capacity. The ANA led 62 percent of operations in spring and summer 2008, compared to 45 percent in 2007.79 As of March 2009, 59 out of 95 ANA units were capable of carrying out independent operations.80

Afghan Army and police training is on schedule

Flournoy, 10 –under secretary of defense for policy (6/16/10, Michele, “DEVELOPMENTS IN AFGHANISTAN; COMMITTEE: HOUSE ARMED SERVICES,” lexis) 
Currently, the Afghan National Army (ANA) stands at 125,694 soldiers, which is well above our target of 116,500 for this time period, and is on schedule to meet our goal of 134,000 for fiscal year 2010. The Afghan National Police (ANP) numbered 105,873 as of early June, and the Ministry of the Interior is on track to reach its goal of 109,000 police by the end of the fiscal year. Beginning in fiscal year 2011, the security ministries' goals are to build the ANA to 171,600 troops, and the ANP to 134,000 officers. We think these goals are achievable.
Formed in November 2009 and led by LTG William Caldwell, the NATO Training Mission-Afghanistan (NTM-A) is working closely with the MoD and MoI on several initiatives to improve recruiting, training, retention, and attrition. Recent salary and benefit initiatives have addressed pay disparities between ANA and ANP forces, and our initial assessment suggests these initiatives have led to improved retention and attrition rates. Literacy programs have also proven to be a positive incentive for recruitment and retention.
Further, we believe that rising end-strength numbers will also have a positive impact on retention and attrition rates. The Afghan Ministry of Defense and the Ministry of Interior are also instituting ANA and ANP unit rotation schedules, to reduce the strains associated with indefinite deployments and to provide greater opportunity for security personnel to be home with their families. We believe that this effort will also reduce attrition rates.
The Afghan Army and police force is growing now

Nagl 10 *ex US military officer, expert in counterinsurgency, fellow at Center For a New American Security *(6/20/10, John, New York Daily News, “ We Can Still Win the War: Things are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight, http://cnas.org/node/4603)

Although an expanded international commitment of security and development forces can assist in the short term, ultimately Pakistan and Afghanistan must ensure stability and security in their own countries. The development of an Afghan government that is able to provide security and governance for its people is our exit strategy, and we are starting to see signs of progress after a slow start.

U.S. Army Lt. Gen. Bill Caldwell brought new energy and more resources to the Afghan military training effort when he took command of it in November, and he has made progress: The Afghan Army, the most respected institution in the country, is now 125,000 strong. Recruiting and retention are both up, and the plan to build to a final strength of 175,000 by late next year is on track. The Afghan police force is further behind but also now boasts 100,000 officers and will grow by an additional 30,000 in the next 18 months.

Afghan Army training increasing
The Afghani army will be able to secure the country after we withdraw – we just have to wait until they are fully trained

O’Hanlon 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “A Bright Spot Among Afghan Woes,” Brookings, May 19th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0519_afghan_army_ohanlon.aspx)

A good way to understand what is going right in Afghanistan, rather than fixate on the Karzai government’s limitations, is to spend a few days in the field watching the Afghan army in its recruiting, training and operational planning. I had this opportunity last week.

New recruits begin service under the auspices of the NATO Training Mission for Afghanistan, or NTM-A). This is run by Gen. Bill Caldwell, an U.S. Army three-star officer. 

He and his team have revamped the effort since arriving in late fall. And by all accounts, the U.S. Defense Department is bending over backward to help. NATO is still short on trainers, but that is largely because the Afghan army is growing fast and the previously poor ratios of trainers to soldiers are being corrected. 

Literacy training is provided to the new Afghan soldiers, for only 11 percent are estimated to be literate. Pay has roughly doubled this year, which helps with retention as well as recruiting.
There are still equipment shortages for the Afghan security forces, but that is partly due to the inevitable slowness of the U.S. contracting system. These shortfalls are now being rapidly reduced. 
New courses have been created for Afghan noncommissioned officers, the leaders crucial to any good military’s performance in the field. Graduates of Afghanistan’s military officer academy, who would have previously been steered to safe jobs by political allies, are now deployed where they are most needed -- in the field. 
As a result, the Afghan army is now on track to reach its interim goal of 134,000 troops by this fall, and an ultimate size of roughly 171,000 by next year. 
The pursuit of quantity is not slowing efforts to improve the force’s quality. One indicator of the latter is the number of Afghan soldiers with basic marksmanship proficiency -- previously 35 percent, now 65 percent. 

But best is how these forces are doing in the field. Formed into units and deployed, they are teamed with NATO units—an Afghan brigade of some 3,000 soldiers might be paired with a U.S. battalion of, say, 1,000, for example, though ratios can vary. And in some places, NATO continues to outnumber the Afghan security forces, at least for now. 

Those sister units then exercise, patrol and fight together, providing on-the-job training to complement the schoolroom and basic field instruction. With the typical Afghan unit, this process continues for many months -- if not a year or two. 

In some places, in fact, the development has been so rapid that Afghan Army units are planning and conducting operations on their own—even declining to ask for help in some of them. 

There is a long way to go, and the police lag the army badly among other problems, with drug abuse and corruption still big challenges. But progress is already palpable. 
The Afghan Army is the best place I found to look for good news to balance the all too common bad news in Afghanistan. A strong Afghan security force is probably the linchpin of our exit strategy, so this good news should not be underrated.
AT: Graveyard of empires

Afghanistan isn’t the graveyard of empires – and arguments about overstretch and the impossibility of success indicate liberal media bias, not history
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Escaping paralysis in this context requires the coalition, first and foremost, to believe that while the deterioration in Afghanistan is serious, it is by no means irremediable. In this context, no single idea has done more damage to the alliance’s ability to muster renewed purpose than the notion that Afghanistan has always been the “graveyard of empires.” President Obama alluded to this fear when he noted that “we do have to be mindful of the history of Afghanistan. It is tough territory. And there’s a fierce independence in Afghanistan, and if the perception is that we are there simply to impose ourselves in a long-term occupation, that’s not going to work in Afghanistan.”141 General Petraeus, too, repeated this notion in his otherwise impressive presentation at the Munich Security Conference in February 2009. This is especially ironic because the thesis is false. That Afghanistan is the place where empires go to die derives from some streams of populist British Indian historiography in the aftermath of the First Anglo–Afghan War; it grew largely from images associated with the sacking of the British residency in Kabul in 1842 and the systematic slaughter that accompanied the retreating column of 12,000 civilians and 4,000 British-Indian troops. This tragic incident, which colored many subsequent beliefs about the Pashtuns as hardy and invincible warriors who cannot be subjugated, obscures the critical fact that the Raj not only defeated the Afghans subsequently during the Second and Third Anglo–Afghan Wars (successfully occupying Kabul at various points during that process) but also that it did so despite vast and enervating distractions within its Indian empire.

The Soviet defeat in the late twentieth century, another exhibit used in supporting the canard that Afghanistan is the graveyard of empires, also represents specious evidence because the real conflict in this case involved the Soviet Union and another superpower, the United States, and not the Red Army versus the supposedly redoubtable Afghan warrior. In fact, during those early phases of the conflict when the struggle was primarily in the hands of the Afghans, the Soviet Union invariably came out ahead. It failed only when its occupation began to confront Washington, which used the Afghan people as a proxy for what was in effect a larger bipolar war.

Neither the British nor the Soviet experience in Afghanistan mimics the situation that the United States and its allies find themselves in currently. Unlike the Raj, which was militarily stressed and internally enervated, or the Soviets, who were tactically capable but were actually confronting a peer competitor that was far more powerful and fighting securely from beyond the theater, the United States today has global military superiority; can bring it to bear with relative ease in Afghanistan; confronts no adversary comparable to itself; and, most important, is present in Kabul not as an occupier but as a supporter of the Afghan people—and, to its advantage, is largely recognized as such. Consequently, the circumstances that made Afghanistan the graveyard in these earlier instances—and it was certainly not so in the case of the Raj and whether it was in respect to the Soviet Union is at least arguable—plainly do not carry over to the current American involvement within the country.142

Even apart from these specifics, however, the larger historical record simply does not bear out the claim that Afghanistan has always been an imperial necropolis. From the beginning of recorded history, the country has been conquered by at least sixteen distinct empires. Although local revolts made life difficult during some interregnums, most conspicuously during the early Muslim dynasties, the Hotaki period, and in the formative years of modern Afghanistan, extensive periods of successful foreign dominance including by the Achaemenids, Mauryas, Kushans, Ghaznavids, Timurids, and even the Sikhs decisively undermine the notion that Afghanistan is some destined burial ground because its inhabitants have never subjected themselves to outside rule.

Although these examples are drawn from the premodern era, they are useful because they illustrate the singular principle that carries over even in the age of nationalism: in every case when the domination of Afghanistan has been successful, it has been so for one reason alone—the difference in relative power. Consequently, whether the allies are victorious today will depend simply on whether they can raise an Afghan state that is more powerful than those who challenge it. It is this raw fact of politics—which, in turn, implicates power, resources, force, coercion, governance, and legitimacy—that will make more of a difference to whether coalition aims in Kabul are successful than any spurious mythology about Afghanistan being the destined humbler of hegemony.

As Ahmed Rashid has noted trenchantly, Afghanistan is less the “graveyard of empires” than the “graveyard of analogies”—one that has been constructed by a “cottage industry of doomsayers [that] has arisen among academics and journalists” who are in the lucrative business of “warning that the U[nited] S[tates] will fail in the so-called ‘graveyard of empires’ just as the Soviets did.” As Washington now turns toward the challenge of fighting the war in Afghanistan correctly—as it should have done the first time around—Rashid pungently observes that “such prophecies have returned anew, insisting that Afghanistan is a cesspool of ungovernable tribes, unscaleable terrain and unwinnable wars.” Far from being such, however, Rashid argues—consistent with the analysis in this report—that America’s “failures in Afghanistan were not foreordained by Afghanistan’s unyielding terrain or fractious tribal politics: [rather,] they were failures of decision-making and commitment in an attempt to achieve ambitious goals with minimal resources.” He concludes sadly, “George W. Bush, who disdained ‘nationbuilding’ as he ran for president in 2000, had no plans to do it in Afghanistan.”143

***Terrorism answers
AT: Terrorism advantage

Yemen and Somalia matter more – al Qaeda adapts

Mazzetti 10 – Pulitzer Prize for international reporting for NYT (Mark, 2/3, The New York Times, “Al Qaeda Intent on Attack, Senators Told” Lexis Nexis)

Citing a recent wave of terrorist plots, including the failed Dec. 25 attempt to blow up an airliner as it approached Detroit, Mr. Blair and other intelligence officials told a Senate panel that Al Qaeda had adjusted its tactics to more effectively strike American targets domestically and abroad.

''The biggest threat is not so much that we face an attack like 9/11,'' said Leon E. Panetta, the C.I.A. director. ''It is that Al Qaeda is adapting its methods in ways that oftentimes make it difficult to detect.''

As the C.I.A. continues its drone attacks aimed at Qaeda operatives in Pakistan, the officials also said that the network's splinter groups in Yemen and Somalia were taking on more importance.

Al Qaeda is expanding into Yemen as a new stronghold

Freeman 10—foreign correspondent (Colin, 1 9, The Irish Times, “Divisions Create Breeding Ground for Terrorism,” Lexis Nexis)

Experts say al-Qaeda is set to exploit divisision between the North and south of Yemen to attract recruits, writes SUDARSAN RAGHAVANin Aden, Yemen
A HATRED of the government in southern Yemen is complicating US-backed efforts to stem al-Qaeda s ambitions across the region, according to western and Yemeni officials, analysts and human rights activists.

The concerns highlight the extent to which the United States, as it deepens its military engagement here, is teaming up with a government facing internal divisions that in some ways are more complex than those in Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan.

In a speech on Thursday, US president Barack Obama said his country has worked closely with its partners, including Yemen, to inflict major blows against al-Qaeda. But experts familiar with the group here say it is poised to exploit the country s divisions to attract recruits and more sympathy from the south s powerful tribes.

Al-Qaeda dreams of secession, said Najib Ghallab, a political science professor at Sanaa University.

It wants to turn the south into the perfect breeding ground for global terrorism.

Once two countries, Yemen was unified in 1990. But a brief civil war broke out in 1994. From the north, President Ali Abdullah Saleh dispatched thousands of Yemeni mujahideen who had fought in Afghanistan as well as Salafists, who follow a strict interpretation of Islam, to fight the southerners.

Ever since, tension has gripped the region. The government s resources are stretched thin, as it also grapples with a Shia rebellion in the north.

Southerners contend that the government has denied them their share of oil revenue, and has dismissed many southerners from military and government jobs.

A wave of protests has roiled the south, prompting a government crackdown. Many members of the Southern Movement, a loosely knit coalition, now demand secession.

We no longer want our rights from the government. We want a separate north and south, said Ahmed Kassim, a secessionist leader who spoke in a hushed tone inside a car on a recent day in the southern port city of Aden.

In May, al-Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, the affiliate alleged to have masterminded the attempted bombing of an American jet on Christmas Day, declared its support for the southerners demands for a separate state.

The group s leader, Nasser al-Wahayshi, promised to avenge the oppression faced by southerners.

Southern Yemen, nestled at the tip of the Arabian Peninsula, edges the strategic Bab el-Mandab strait, one of the world s oil shipping choke points. It is also a gateway to Somalia, where the Islamist militant movement al-Shabab, which has ties to al-Qaeda, is fighting the US-backed Somali transitional government.

Al-Qaeda militants have thrived in Yemen s southern and southeastern provinces. They are shielded by tribal alliances and codes in religiously conservative communities that do not tolerate outside interference, even from the government. A shared dislike of central authority and US policies in the Middle East has strengthened al-Qaeda s bonds with southern tribesmen.
The resentment persists in Aden, where al-Qaeda militants bombed the USS Colein 2000, killing 17 American sailors.

Inside the dented white car, Kassim sat with another secessionist leader Nasser Atawil. Now and then, they looked nervously out the window, concerned that Yemeni intelligence agents might overhear their conversation with a journalist. They complained that the names of streets had been changed to northern ones.

They said northerners had taken buildings, farms and land from southerners. Northerners, they contended, gain entry into better universities and have better careers.

Atawil, a retired army general, said his pension was half what his northern counterparts receive.

What the government is doing will make al-Qaeda stronger here, he said.

In another corner of Aden, the managing editor of Al Ayyam, the largest and most influential daily in the south, said the government has banned his paper for sympathising with the Southern Movement s cause.

We are virtually under house arrest, Hani Bashraheel said. On Monday, journalists staged a sit-in to protest at the shutdown.

But clashes erupted between police and the paper s armed guards; a policeman and a guard were killed. On Wednesday, police arrested Hani and his father, Hisham Bashraheel, the paper s editor.

According to Human Rights Watch, Yemeni forces opened fire on unarmed protesters six times in 2008 and 2009, killing at least 11 and wounding dozens.

On Thursday, a senior Yemeni official denied the government was using excessive force and instead said some secessionists had targeted government forces.

They claim they are a movement, but they are outlaws, said Rashad al-Alimi, deputy prime minister for security and defence.

With continuing government repression, concern is growing that violence could increase especially as the US-backed war on al-Qaeda unfolds in the south.

Since July, there have been more reports of protesters bringing weapons to rallies, according to Human Rights Watch. In November, al-Qaeda militants killed three senior security officials and four escorts in the southern province of Hadhramaut.

The recent alliance between a powerful tribal leader and former jihadist, Tariq al-Fadhli, and the Southern Movement also has escalated tensions.

Fadhli, who is from the south, fought against the Soviets in Afghanistan. Then Saleh sent him to fight against the former Marxist forces in the south during the civil war. But in April, Fadhli broke ties with Saleh, injecting new momentum into the Southern Movement. Since then, protests against the government have intensified.

The government has accused Fadhli and the Southern Movement of colluding with al-Qaeda. They have denied this and accuse Saleh of using the spectre of al-Qaeda to elicit support from the US and its Middle East allies.

Still, some rights activists say an alliance is forming between some secessionists, Fadhli and al-Qaeda. Christoph Wilcke, a Human Rights Watch researcher for Yemen, said at least one al-Qaeda leader had joined Fadhli and the Southern Movement. He was killed in a US-backed Yemeni airstrike last month, Wilcke said.

Any melding of the Southern Movement and al-Qaeda is far from established, he said. But that could change if the US-backed war deepens without Washington pressuring Saleh to stop repression in the south. Angry southerners, meanwhile, have accused the government and the US of killing a few dozen civilians in an airstrike last month. Yemeni officials say they killed militants and their relatives. It will change the sympathies if they have a common enemy in the United States, Wilcke said.

Al-Qaeda will become more of an ally. This is exactly what we don t want to get into.
AT: Afghan terrorism impacts
Afghan terrorists are incompetent morons who are more likely to kill only themselves

Byman and Fair, 10 - * senior fellow at the Brookings Institution's Saban Center for Middle East Policy and the director of Georgetown University's Center for Peace and Security Studies AND ** assistant professor at Georgetown University's Center for Peace and Security Studies (Daniel and Christine, “The Case for Calling Them Nitwits,” The Atlantic, July/August, http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2010/07/the-case-for-calling-them-nitwits/8130/)
But this view of the jihadist community is wildly off the mark. To be sure, some terrorists are steely and skilled—people like Mohamed Atta, the careful and well-trained head of the 9/11 hijackers. Their leaders and recruiters can be lethally subtle and manipulative, but the quiet truth is that many of the deluded foot soldiers are foolish and untrained, perhaps even untrainable. Acknowledging this fact could help us tailor our counterterrorism priorities—and publicizing it could help us erode the powerful images of strength and piety that terrorists rely on for recruiting and funding.
Nowhere is the gap between sinister stereotype and ridiculous reality more apparent than in Afghanistan, where it’s fair to say that the Taliban employ the world’s worst suicide bombers: one in two manages to kill only himself. And this success rate hasn’t improved at all in the five years they’ve been using suicide bombers, despite the experience of hundreds of attacks—or attempted attacks. In Afghanistan, as in many cultures, a manly embrace is a time-honored tradition for warriors before they go off to face death. Thus, many suicide bombers never even make it out of their training camp or safe house, as the pressure from these group hugs triggers the explosives in suicide vests. According to several sources at the United Nations, as many as six would-be suicide bombers died last July after one such embrace in Paktika.
The Afghan Taliban is only 15,000 strong, and Al Qaeda only has 100 members in Afghanistan

Corn, 9 – Ph.D. from the University of Paris and is a graduate of the U.S. Naval War College, currently on leave from the US State Department (Tony, “Toward a Kilcullen-Biden Plan? 
Bounding Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Small Wars Journal, 10/21, 
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2009/10/toward-a-kilcullenbiden-plan/
The initial assessment of the situation in Afghanistan sent by ISAF Commander General McChrystal to the Pentagon on August 30 (and leaked to the press three weeks later) is remarkable in two ways: a good way - and a bad way. 

On the positive side, the report offers a wide-ranging and candid assessment of the three pillars on which any self-respecting counterinsurgency (COIN) campaign is said to rest: governance, development, and security. Its emphasis on a crisis of confidence in the Karzai government (at a time when the full extent of the electoral fraud had yet to be known) appears in retrospect particularly prescient. In addition, the report rightly emphasizes that the Taliban are not simply waging a “seasonal” kinetic insurgency, but are also committed to a year-round, campaign of subversion which has not gotten the attention it deserves in the West.1 

On the negative side, the 66-page report is probably the only example in history of a military assessment that delivers all kinds of information except the most basic one: an estimate of the strength of the enemy. One will have to go to other official sources to discover that the Afghan Taliban actually numbers no more than 15,000, and that al Qaeda itself has at most 100 members in Afghanistan.2 
***Dollar answers
AT: Dollar Decline Advantage
Demise of the dollar overstated-weak European economies, Chinese wouldn’t let it happen, and Japan will stabilize

Hugh 10 -Macroeconomist who specializes in growth and productivity theory (“Interview with Edward Hugh:  The Dollar’s Demise is Vastly Overstated,” Blog Invest, 4/30/10, http://trick-bloggerinvest.blogspot.com/2010/04/interview-with-edward-hugh-dollars.html)

Forex Blog: You wrote a recent post outlining the US Dollar carry trade, and how you believe that the Dollar’s decline is cyclical/temporary rather than structural/permanent. Can you elaborate on this idea? Do you think it’s possible that the fervor with which investors have sold off the Dollar suggests that it could be a little of both?

Well, first of all, there is more than one thing happening here, so I would definitely agree from the outset, there are both cyclical and structural elements in play. Structurally, the architecture of Bretton Woods II is creaking round the edges, and in the longer run we are looking at a relative decline in the dollar, but as Keynes reminded us, in the long run we are all dead, while as I noted in the Afoe post, news of the early demise of the dollar is surely vastly overstated.

Put another way, while Bretton Woods II has surely seen its best days, till we have some idea what can replace it it is hard to see a major structural adjustment in the dollar. Europe’s economies are not strong enough for the Euro to simply step into the hole left by the dollar, the Chinese, as we know, are reluctant to see the dollar slide too far due to the losses they would take on dollar denominated instruments, while the Russians seem to constantly talk the USD down, while at the same time borrowing in that very same currency – so read this as you will. Personally, I cannot envisage a long term and durable alternative to the current set-up that doesn’t involve the Rupee and the Real, but these currencies are surely not ready for this kind of role at this point.

So we will stagger on.

On the cyclical side, what I am arguing is that for the time being the US has stepped in where Japan used to be, as one side of your carry pair of choice, since base money has been pumped up massively while there is little demand from consumers for further indebtedness, so the broader monetary aggregates haven’t risen in tandem, leaving large pools of liquidity which can simply leak out of the back door. That is, it may well be one of the perverse consequences of the Fed monetary easing policy that it finances consumption elsewhere – in Norway, or Australia, or South Africa, or Brazil, or India – but not directly inside the US.

This is something we saw happening during the last Japanese experiment in quantitative easing (from 2002  - 2006) and that it has the consequence, as it did for the Yen from 2005 to 2007, that the USD will have a trading parity which it would be hard to understand if this were not the case. I am also suggesting that this situation will unwind as and when the Federal Reserve start to seriously talk about withdrawing  the emergency measures (both in terms of interest rates and the various forms of quantitative easing), but that this unwinding is unlikely to be extraordinarily violent, since the Japanese Yen can simply step in to plug the gap, as I am sure the Bank of Japan will not be able to raise interest rates anytime soon given the depth of the deflation problem they have. Indeed, investors will once more be able to borrow in Yen to invest in  USD instruments, to the benefit of Japanese exports and the detriment of the US current account deficit, which is why I think we are in a finely balanced situation, with clear limits to movements in one direction or another.
No contender to replace the dollar – Euro has its own problems

Heaton 09-staff writer for Seeking Alpha (Chris Heaton, “The Dollar is Safe for Now,” 5/8/09

http://seekingalpha.com/article/136361-the-dollar-is-safe-for-now)

What's more, there's no real contender to replace the dollar. The euro is the closest, but it has plenty of problems of its own. And any idea that the renminbi is ready to take over is a fantasy. China is moving to make its currency more of a factor in international finance, by establishing swaps with other countries that would potentially allow bilateral trade to be settled in renminbi. But these are very early steps.

The renminbi is not yet freely convertible into other currencies. And even if the Chinese government were to make it convertible, there simply aren't enough renminbi-denominated assets yet for foreign renminbi holders to store their wealth in. A crucial part of the US dollar hegemony is America's deep and highly liquid capital markets.
AT: Dollar Decline Advantage
No offense-arguments for dollar hegemony fail 
Palley 2- US based economist, Director of Globalization Reform Project Open Society Institute (Thomas Palley, “THE OVER-VALUED DOLLAR AND THE U.S. SLUMP,” October 2002, http://www.thomaspalley.com/docs/articles/macro_policy/overvalued_dollar.pdf)
The arguments against an over-valued dollar are compelling, yet some continue to argue that a “strong” dollar is desirable. One argument is that the strong dollar helps keep down inflation by lowering import prices and keeping the lid on prices of domestic manufacturers. This argument had some support in the late 1990s when the U.S. was in the midst of a huge creditdriven boom, but that is no longer the case. Inflation is not an imminent economic danger, and there are reasons to believe that deflation is actually the greater danger given the highly indebted state of the U.S. economy. In these circumstances, slightly higher inflation could be a benefit to the extent that it reduces debt burdens.

A second argument is that a strong dollar is needed to finance the trade deficit. This argument has the reasoning backward. There is a need to finance the trade deficit because the dollar is hugely over-valued. Absent this over-valuation, exports would be higher and imports lower, which would diminish the trade deficit and the amount needed to finance it. The above financing argument also links with claims that the U.S. trade deficit is the product of inadequate domestic saving rather than the over-valued dollar. However, these undersaving claims misunderstand the nature of the national income identity from which they derive.

XT: Dollar won’t decline
Value of dollar will increase in 2010-end of quantitative easing proves
Broda et al 09-Assistant Professor at the University of Chicago graduate school of business, holds a Ph.D. from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Christian Broda, Piero Ghezzi, and Eduardo Levy-Yeyati, “Why the US dollar may strengthen in 2010,” Voxeu, http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/4099)

How will the value of the dollar and long-term interest rates respond in 2010? It seems likely that both US monetary and fiscal policy will join forces to push long-term rates higher when quantitative easing ends. The end of quantitative easing in 2010 and the start of the tightening cycle in the US – both supportive forces for the dollar – should also compensate dollar-negative fiscal considerations. Thus, contrary to the popular view of a continuously weaker dollar, the phasing out of quantitative easing implies that the dollar may strengthen in 2010 relative to other currencies.

Exiting quantitative easing in 2010: Dollar positive, rates negative

A priori, one would have expected the bold US fiscal stimulus to have already shown its teeth by now; after all, the US fiscal deficit will be close to -12% of GDP in 2009. So isn’t the mild steepening of US rates (roughly 80bp for ten-year Treasuries since March) disappointing? We believe that the stimulus has barely affected the market yet, courtesy of the unrelenting efforts of the Fed to purchase long-term risk-free assets. The supply of fixed-income issuance in the US has more than doubled in 2009 relative to the average of recent years (Figure 3), but the net issuance net of the Fed’s purchases – that is, the supply of assets that effectively hits the private market – is expected to be only $845 billion in 2009, around 30% smaller than in normal times. We can safely say that the effect of the fiscal expansion on US bond markets has been dramatically offset by the Fed’s quantitative easing.

But the supply net of Fed purchases is expected to rise considerably in 2010, both as quantitative easing purchases taper off and the supply of US Treasuries ramps up (an increase to $2.1trillion seems likely, almost twice as large as a normal year). Moreover, short-term US rates are also likely to increase in 2010 if expectations about the US economy continue to be revised upward. Thus, even if demand for riskless assets remains temporarily high in 2010 (due to a steep yield curve and large demand for riskless assets by capital-scarce banks), these suggest strong upward pressures for US long-term rates.

Quantitative easing purchases also have had crucial implications for currencies. As we highlighted in March, quantitative easing is a policy that favours “rates over currencies” in the sense that the central banker chooses to keep rates low at the expense of a weaker currency. In a recent report, we document how the directional implication of global quantitative easing are consistent with the departures from the so-called recovery trade observed over the summer months. In particular, they are consistent with the rally in equities without an increase in long-term yields, the fact that the effective dollar index continued its decline (consistent with the strong quantitative easing in the US relative to the rest of the world), the yen appreciated vis-à-vis the dollar (consistent with the relative tightening in Japan), and sterling weakened against the euro and yen (consistent with the relatively stronger quantitative easing in the UK).

Dollar Decline Irreversible

Dollar decline is irreversible 

The Independent, 7 (11/17/07, Andy McSmith, “The dollar's decline: from symbol of hegemony to shunned currency,” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/americas/the-dollars-decline-from-symbol-of-hegemony-to-shunned-currency-400715.html)
The decline of the dollar, symbol of US global hegemony for the best part of a century, may have become so entrenched that some experts now fear it is irreversible.

After months of huge and sustained turmoil on the money markets, lack of confidence in the world's totemic currency has become so widespread that an increasing number of international traders are transferring their wealth to strongercurrencies such as the euro, which recently hit its highest level against the dollar.

"An American businessman over here who is given the choice would take anything but the dollar," David Buik of Cantor Index said yesterday. "I would want to be paid in yen, and if not yen then the euro or sterling."

Matthew Osborne, of Armstrong International, added: "The majority would say sterling. There are a few dealers in the City who may take the view that they'll take dollars now, while they're cheap, and hold on to them for 12 months.

"But the problem is so serious that there are people who in July or August might have been thinking, 'I'm paid in dollars, how annoying' for whom it's now a question of, 'Do you have a job; do you have a bonus?' "

The collapse of the sub-prime mortgage market in the US, which is fuelling the dollar unrest, has already brought down one British bank, Northern Rock, and has forced others to declare vast losses. Yesterday, just as it appeared that the dollar might have finally reached its floor, there was another warning that the sub-prime crisis is going to get worse. The US Treasury Secretary Henry Paulson, warned an international business summit in South Africa: "The sub-prime market, parts of it will get worse before it gets better." Huge numbers of US homeowners are still cushioned by introductory interest rates set when they took out loans in 2005 or 2006, he said. When these introductory offers run out, their interest payments will increase, setting off another wave of defaulting and repossessions. And the dollar is enduring its rockiest spell in recent memory.

Kenneth Froot, a Harvard university professor and former consultant to the US Federal Reserve, warned yesterday: "Part of the depreciation [of the dollar] is permanent. There is no doubt that the dollar must sink against periphery currencies to reflect their increase in competitiveness and productivity."

Professor Riordan Roett, of Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, told Bloomberg News: "There is a loss of confidence in the dollar and the US. It may only reflect the widespread dismay with the Bush administration, but it is obvious that the next administration, of either party, will have a steep uphill struggle." As well as reaching its lowest level against the euro, which has been trading at more than $1.47, the dollar has also fallen to its lowest level against the Canadian dollar since 1950, sterling since 1981, and the Swiss franc since 1995.

Its plight was made still worse by a jarring signal from China that it was switching to other currencies. Cheng Siwei, vice-chairman of the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress, told a conference in Beijing: "We will favour stronger currencies over weaker ones, and will readjust accordingly."

The warning was reinforced by a Chinese central bank vice-director, Xu Jian, who said the dollar was "losing its status as the world currency".

China has stockpiled £700bn worth of foreign currency, and has only to decide to slow its accumulation of dollars to weaken the currency further. Last month, in a humiliating turn of events, the central bank in Iraq, four years after the United States invaded, stated that it wished to diversify reserves from a reliance on dollars.

Korea's central bank has urged shipbuilders to issue invoices in the local currency and take precautions against the weakened dollar, and three of the world's big oil exporters, Iran, Venezuela, and Russia, are demanding payment in euros rather than dollars. Iran insisted that Japan should make all its payments for oil in yen, rather than dollars.

Warren Buffet, who is reputedly the richest man in the world, was asked on the US network CNBC last month what he thought was the best currency in the world to own now. He answered: "Not the US dollar."

The Wall Street Journal ran an online poll asking people which currency, they would prefer to be paid in. The euro came top, ahead of sterling, with others such as the Canadian dollar, yen and Swiss franc trailing far behind. One respondent wrote: "Being an expat in Europe with a European employment contract, I am paid in euros, and happy to get paid in euros, and shop in the US, just as long as the cycle lasts through my retirement, so I can pick up pension in Europe and retire in the US."

The Federal Reserve has cut interest rates twice since September to revive the US economy, but the cuts – combined with the possibility that more were on the way – made the dollar less attractive to investors. 

Turn – Dollar Heg hurts World Economy and Trade
Turn:  Undermining dollar hegemony is key to a sustainable world economy–prevents debt and exploitation of other economies
Liu 09-Harvard Graduate and Professor at University of California (Henry Liu, “U.S. Dollar Hegemony has got to go,” The ACTivist magazine, 3/22/09, http://activistmagazine.com/index.php?option=content&task=view&id=995&Itemid=143)
A strong-dollar policy is in the US national interest because it keeps US inflation low through low-cost imports and it makes US assets expensive for foreign investors. This arrangement, which Federal Reserve Board chairman Alan Greenspan proudly calls US financial hegemony in congressional testimony, has kept the US economy booming in the face of recurrent financial crises in the rest of the world. It has distorted globalization into a "race to the bottom" process of exploiting the lowest labor costs and the highest environmental abuse worldwide to produce items and produce for export to US markets in a quest for the almighty dollar, which has not been backed by gold since 1971, nor by economic fundamentals for more than a decade. The adverse effect of this type of globalization on the developing economies are obvious. It robs them of the meager fruits of their exports and keeps their domestic economies starved for capital, as all surplus dollars must be reinvested in US treasuries to prevent the collapse of their own domestic currencies. The adverse effect of this type of globalization on the US economy is also becoming clear. In order to act as consumer of last resort for the whole world, the US economy has been pushed into a debt bubble that thrives on conspicuous consumption and fraudulent accounting. The unsustainable and irrational rise of US equity prices, unsupported by revenue or profit, had merely been a devaluation of the dollar. Ironically, the current fall in US equity prices reflects a trend to an even stronger dollar, as it can buy more deflated shares.  The world economy, through technological progress and non-regulated markets, has entered a stage of overcapacity in which the management of aggregate demand is the obvious solution. Yet we have a situation in which the people producing the goods cannot afford to buy them and the people receiving the profit from goods production cannot consume more of these goods. The size of the US market, large as it is, is insufficient to absorb the continuous growth of the world's new productive power. For the world economy to grow, the whole population of the world needs to be allowed to participate with its fair share of consumption. Yet economic and monetary policy makers continue to view full employment and rising fair wages as the direct cause of inflation, which is deemed a threat to sound money.  The Keynesian starting point is that full employment is the basis of good economics. It is through full employment at fair wages that all other economic inefficiencies can best be handled, through an accommodating monetary policy. Say's Law (supply creates its own demand) turns this principle upside down with its bias toward supply/production. Monetarists in support of Say's Law thus develop a phobia against inflation, claiming unemployment to be a necessary tool for fighting inflation and that in the long run, sound money produces the highest possible employment level. They call that level a "natural" rate of unemployment, the technical term being NAIRU (non-accelerating inflation rate of unemployment). It is hard to see how sound money can ever lead to full employment when unemployment is necessary to maintain sound money. Within limits and within reason, unemployment hurts people and inflation hurts money. And if money exists to serve people, then the choice becomes obvious. Without global full employment, the theory of comparative advantage in world trade is merely Say's Law internationalized.  No single economy can profit for long at the expense of the rest of an interdependent world. There is an urgent need to restructure the global finance architecture to return to exchange rates based on purchasing-power parity, and to reorient the world trading system toward true comparative advantage based on global full employment with rising wages and living standards. The key starting point is to focus on the hegemony of the dollar. 

Turn – Dollar Heg hurts World Economy and Trade
Dollar hegemony prolongs world depression and causes protectionism
Liu 09- Harvard Graduate and Professor at University of California (Henry Liu, “The Dangers of ‘Dollar Hegemony’,” 
New Deal 2.0, 5/5/09, http://www.newdeal20.org/2009/05/05/the-dangers-of-dollar-hegemony-840/)

To save the gravely impaired world economy from a prolonged depression, what is needed now is not just the revival of the dysfunctional international finance and trade regime, but a redefinition of the regime’s predatory terms, created by dollar hegemony.  
Simply put, the regime needs to be remade.  Its current role is destructive and preempts national economic development.  It must be refashioned constructively, to augment that development.

Under the Westphalian world order of sovereign nation-states, which has framed international relations since 1648, only coordinated economic nationalism that focuses on domestic development can pull the world economy out of its current downward spiral. Economic nationalism should not be confused with trade protectionism. Decades of predatory cross-border neo-liberal finance and trade has generated strong anti-globalization sentiments around the world. It has become a class struggle between the financial elite and the working poor in rich and poor countries alike.

Barely a decade into the 21st century, in a world where market fundamentalism has become the operative norm, misguided trade protectionism appears to be fast re-emerging and developing into a new global trade war with complex dimensions. The irony is that this new trade war is being launched not by the abused poor economies that have been receiving the short end of the trade stick, but by the U.S., as leader of rich nations which have been winning more than they have been losing in the current system. Much of this protectionism is designed to protect industries that the rich nations have voluntarily moved offshore for financial advantage. Such protectionism aims to protect non-existent economic activities by imposing tariffs on goods that the importing nations no longer produce. The biggest battles of this new trade war are being fought on the currency exchange rate front.

Rich nations need to recognize that their efforts to squeeze every last drop of advantage from already unfair finance and trade will only plunge the world into deeper depression. History has shown that while the poor suffer more in economic collapse, the rich, even as they are financially cushioned by their wealth and advantage, are hurt by the sociopolitical repercussions of such a collapse, in the form of war, revolution or both.

The nearly two-year-old crisis in financial markets has been created by excessive debt, denominated in a fiat dollar whose issuer has for decades failed to live by prudent fiscal and monetary rules. Yet the solution to a debt-infested financial crisis is mistakenly deemed to be the shift of massive private-sector debt into public-sector debt through spending. Future taxpayer money is supposed to save zombie financial institutions from bankruptcy. This approach of saving the decrepit institutions of free market capitalism, rather than saving the severely injured global economy, will only exacerbate and prolong the current financial crisis into a decade-long global economic depression.

Excessive national debt denominated in foreign fiat currency, either private or public, threatens the economic and political sovereignty of independent nations. When international finance and trade is denominated in fiat dollars, the U.S. essentially imposes a global tax on all trade around the world, whether or not the U.S. is a direct participant in the transaction and whether or not the transaction takes place within U.S. jurisdiction. Foreign investment denominated in dollars, direct or indirect, naturally goes only to projects than can earn dollars, and not necessarily to projects the target nation needs most for domestic development.

Dollar hegemony prevents all non-dollar economies from financing domestic development with sovereign credit, denominated in their own currencies; it forces them to rely on foreign capital denominated in dollars. 

Turn – Dollar Heg hurts World Economy and Trade
Dollar decline is key to sustaining the US economy--- current hegemony threatens double dip recession
Palley, 2- US based economist, Director, Globalization Reform Project Open Society Institute (October 2002, Thomas, “THE OVER-VALUED DOLLAR AND THE U.S. SLUMP,” http://www.thomaspalley.com/docs/articles/macro_policy/overvalued_dollar.pdf)
The over-valued dollar is inflicting both short and long term damage on the U.S. economy. This damage is inflicted via the impact of the over-valued dollar on exports, imports, business investment spending, and the financial position of the U.S. economy.

The trade deficit is the major damage transmission channel, and it especially impacts manufacturing since the deficit is largely accounted for by manufactured goods trade. In 2001 non-agricultural goods exports were 65% of all exports, while non-petroleum goods imports were 81% of total imports. The immediate damage comes from draining of demand for domestically manufactured goods, thereby causing manufacturing job losses. Between April 1998 and September 2002 the U.S. lost 2.2 million manufacturing jobs, of which 1.9 million were lost after July 2000. These losses can be substantially attributed to the over-valued dollar which has reduced export demand for U.S. manufactures, while simultaneously displacing domestic production through increased imports of foreign manufactures. Prior to 1998 manufacturing employment was growing, but since then the strong dollar has placed persistent downward pressure on manufacturing employment. Indeed, manufacturing lost jobs in 1999 and 2000 when the overall economy was still booming. The U.S. has some of the most efficient manufacturing industry in the world, and for the last decade U.S. manufacturing has posted rapid productivity growth that has lowered unit labor costs. However, these efficiency gains have been swamped by the dollar’s appreciation which has lowered prices of foreign competitors. The bottom line is that even U.S. industry cannot compete when confronted by a 30 percent price disadvantage imposed by currency markets.

These impacts of the over-valued dollar are documented in a recent study by the National Association of Manufacturers (2002). That study reports that U.S. exports have fallen $140 billion since August 2000, accounting for the loss of over 500,000 factory jobs. Moreover, these export related job losses are but one side of the ledger. In addition, surging imports that have grabbed market share domestic manufacturers have also caused job losses. In 2001 the deficit in goods trade was $426.7 billion, equaling approximately 25% of manufacturing GDP. Reducing this deficit by $200 billion to the level that prevailed in 1997-98 before the over-valued dollar began to bite, would add 12.5% to manufacturing GDP. This would in turn translate into approximately 2.1 million additional jobs.2 This calculation shows how the entire job loss in manufacturing over the last four and one-half years can be attributed to the ballooning trade deficit.

Analytically, the trade deficit impact of the dollar works via the twin channels of exports and imports. This effect is clearly shown in figure 1. The solid line represents the Federal Reserve’s broad trade weighted real dollar index which includes exchange rates for all the U.S.’s major trading partners, and is adjusted for cross-country differences in inflation. The broken line represents the ratio of U.S. goods imports to goods exports. When the dollar is strong, imports go up and exports go down, and the ratio therefore rises. Inspection of figure 1 shows a clear robust positive relation that is supported by the following regression:

(1) D(GM/GX) = 1.91 + 1.07D(Broad exchange rate(-1)) Adj.R2 = 0.41 DW = 2.16 2. Manufacturing GDP in 2000 was $1,567 billion. Reducing the goods trade deficit by $200 billion to $226 billion represents 12.8% of manufacturing GDP. Manufacturing employment in April 2002 was 16.8 million, and increasing this by 12.8% would add 2.14 million additional manufacturing jobs. (1.10) (3.70) where D(GM/GX) = change in goods import- goods export ratio, and D(Broad exchange rate(1)) = change in lagged broad exchange rate. Figures in parentheses are t-statistics, and the coefficient of D(Broad exchange rate(-1)) is significant at the 1% level. The regression says that a one point increase in the broad exchange rate results in a 1.07 point increase in the importexport ratio.

Furthermore, the impact of exchange rate movements has become larger over the last two decades because the U.S. economy has become more engaged in trade. This is shown in figure 2 which shows exports and imports as a share of GDP. In 1980 exports and imports were 18.3% of GDP, but by 2001 they were 23.8% of GDP. Even more dramatic is the change in manufacturing openness, defined as manufacturing exports and imports as a share of manufacturing GDP. This is shown in figure 3.3 In 1980 manufacturing exports and imports were 60% of manufacturing GDP, but by 2002 they had risen to 116% of manufacturing GDP. The value of manufacturing trade (exports plus imports) now exceeds the total value of manufacturing output. Manufacturing exports are 46% of manufacturing output, and manufacturing imports are 70% of manufacturing output. Given this exposure, over-valuation of the dollar whipsaws the manufacturing sector. A second indirect damage channel is investment spending which is negatively affected for two reasons. First, by reducing exports and domestic sales, an over-valued dollar contributes to excess capacity which diminishes the need to invest. Second, by making foreign goods cheaper, an over-valued dollar lowers profitability and reduces firms’ ability to finance investment. In August 2002 manufacturing capacity utilization was 74.6%, a full 6.3 percentage points below the average for the period 1967 - 2001%, and manufacturing capacity utilization in 2002 is running at its lowest level since 1983. Figure 4 shows the Federal Reserve’s broad currency index and the manufacturing profit share, and it reveals a clear inverse correlation. These heuristic arguments can be supported by formal econometric analysis, and Blecker (2002) 3. Manufacturing exports are defined as goods exports minus agricultural exports. Manufacturing imports are defined as goods imports minus petroleum and petroleum based products.

reports that the dollar enters negatively and statistically significantly in regressions of the manufacturing profit share and the manufacturing investment rate. This links to the current recession, a hallmark of which has been the collapse in business fixed investment spending. The policy implications are clear. The over-valued dollar has contributed significantly to the current recession, and it now risks triggering a double-dip recession. The benefits of Federal Reserve easing, mortgage re-financings, tax cuts, and increased government spending, have all been diluted to the extent that spending has bled into imports. The inventory rebuilding of the first half of 2002 also had weaker employment effects to the extent that it relied on imports. A robust sustained recovery will require renewed business investment spending, but the likelihood of this is reduced as long as the over-valued dollar undermines domestic manufacturers’ competitive position, and even creates incentives to shift production off-shore.

Turn – Dollar Heg hurts World Economy and Trade

Transition from dollar hegemony solves the global economy 

Liu, 2- chairman of the New York-based Liu Investment Group (4/11/02, Henry, Asia Times, “US dollar hegemony has got to go,” http://www.atimes.com/global-econ/DD11Dj01.html
No single economy can profit for long at the expense of the rest of an interdependent world. There is an urgent need to restructure the global finance architecture to return to exchange rates based on purchasing-power parity, and to reorient the world trading system toward true comparative advantage based on global full employment with rising wages and living standards. The key starting point is to focus on the hegemony of the dollar. 
To save the world from the path of impending disaster, we must:
  promote an awareness among policy makers globally that excessive dependence on exports merely to service dollar debt is self-destructive to any economy;

  promote a new global finance architecture away from a dollar hegemony that forces the world to export not only goods but also dollar earnings from trade to the US;

  promote the application of the State Theory of Money (which asserts that the value of money is ultimately backed by a government's authority to levy taxes) to provide needed domestic credit for sound economic development and to free developing economies from the tyranny of dependence on foreign capital;

  restructure international economic relations toward aggregate demand management away from the current overemphasis on predatory supply expansion through redundant competition; and

  restructure world trade toward true comparative advantage in the context of global full employment and global wage and environmental standards. 
Dollar hegemony hurts the global economy

Palley 2- US based economist, Director of Globalization Reform Project Open Society Institute (Thomas Palley, “THE OVER-VALUED DOLLAR AND THE U.S. SLUMP,” October 2002, http://www.thomaspalley.com/docs/articles/macro_policy/overvalued_dollar.pdf)
It is not only the domestic economy that is being hurt by the over-valued dollar. So too is the global economy. Though foreign economies do benefit from the over-valued dollar to the extent that it lowers their export prices and increases export sales to the U.S., foreign economies also bear several costs.

A first cost comes from imported inflation resulting from the fact that most commodities are priced in dollars. This is illustrated by the European experience where, following the introduction of the euro in January 1999, inflation surged owing to higher oil prices. The neartripling of dollar denominated oil prices that took place over the period 1999 - 2001 interacted with the 35 percent fall in the value of the euro relative to the dollar, to cause higher inflation. This prompted the European Central Bank to raise interest rates, which slowed the European economy.

A second cost relates to developing country debt service. Most developing countries have significant dollar denominated foreign debts. A rise in the value of the dollar makes it more difficult to service this debt, requiring countries to export more to meet their debt service obligations. By increasing the debt service strain, the over-valued dollar creates developing country financial instability. Moreover, this comes on top of the problem of higher dollar costs of imported oil which also afflicts developing countries.

The third and most important cost pertains to the U.S. economy which is the locomotive of the global economy. If the U.S. economy is pushed back into a double-dip recession as a result of the over-valued dollar, the global economy will be profoundly and negatively impacted. A double-dip recession can be expected to significantly reduce U.S. imports, and these losses stand to far outweigh the sales gains at the margin that foreign economies gain as a result of the overvalued dollar. In effect, the negative income feedbacks resulting from a dollar induced doubledip will dominate any positive relative price effects on foreign country exports.

Turn-Dollar Heg Destroys the Environment and causes Poverty

Dollar hegemony causes environmental abuse through more shipping and transfers wealth from poor economies to rich economies

Liu 09- Harvard Graduate and Professor at University of California (Henry Liu, “The Dangers of ‘Dollar Hegemony’,” 
New Deal 2.0, 5/5/09, http://www.newdeal20.org/2009/05/05/the-dangers-of-dollar-hegemony-840/)

Moreover, the exporting economies are in essence shipping the real wealth created there by low wages and environmental abuse to importing nations. The dollar-denominated trade surplus earned by exporting nations cannot be spent in their domestic economies without first converting those dollars into local currencies. But the conversion will create inflation since the wealth behind the new local currency has already been shipped to the importing nations.

Thus, exporting nations, while starved for capital, have to invest the dollars they earn from low wages and environmental abuse back into the dollar economy, enabling the importing economies to have more dollars with which to import more.  Capital from the dollar economy is in reality debt from the exporting economies, which will return to the lending economies as foreign capital to invest in the export sector.  Dollar hegemony in essence freely transfers the wealth from poor economies to rich economies. This free transfer of wealth hurts workers in both the poor and rich economies by keeping wages low through cross-border wage arbitrage. Low wages then create overcapacity, unsupported by demand in every economy.

Dollar Decline key to Competitiveness
Dollar decline increases US competitiveness 
Palley, 2- US based economist, Director, Globalization Reform Project Open Society Institute (October 2002, Thomas, “THE OVER-VALUED DOLLAR AND THE U.S. SLUMP,” http://www.thomaspalley.com/docs/articles/macro_policy/overvalued_dollar.pdf)
Not only has the over-valued dollar inflicted short run damage on the U.S. economy, it has also inflicted long run damage. In September 2002 U.S. manufacturing employment fell to 16.6 million jobs, equal to the level that prevailed in January 1962. This decline threatens the long run commercial outlook for the U.S. economy. This threat is illustrated in the aircraft industry, where Boeing has been forced to make significantly larger cuts to production schedules than has Airbus.4 Given that airlines order on a “fleet” principle, sales lost today mean lost future sales as airlines tend to stick with their current supplier when placing new aircraft orders. In the textile industry, there were on average two mill closures a week in 2001, and there have been 240 mill closures between 1997 and September 2002.5 Modern textile making equipment from these closures is being sold overseas in second hand markets at rock bottom prices. In this fashion, U.S. capacity is being permanently reduced while that of foreign competitors is built up. Loss of manufacturing jobs carries a high cost. Manufacturing is widely recognized as a principal engine of productivity growth, and there is evidence of positive productivity spill-overs from manufacturing to non-manufacturing (Palley, 1999). Some of the greatest gains from new economy information technologies may come from application of these technologies to manufacturing. A shrinking manufacturing sector results in a smaller base on which to base productivity growth and on which to apply the new information technologies. Consequently, the U.S. stands to have slower future productivity growth, which will result in lower future living standards.

A second cost of lost manufacturing jobs concerns wages and income distribution (Palley, 1999). Historically, manufacturing jobs have been “good” jobs - in the sense of paying above average wages and health benefits. Moreover, these jobs have gone disproportionately to those with educational attainment of a high school diploma or less, a group still constituting 75 percent of the labor force. Manufacturing jobs have historically provided a ladder to the middle class for this large group, and there is solid empirical evidence that increasing the share of manufacturing jobs in total employment improves income distribution. Eliminating these jobs is therefore tantamount to kicking away the ladder, and the decline in manufacturing employment stands to entrench America’s deteriorated income distribution.

A widespread misapprehension is that declining manufacturing employment is an inevitable feature of economic development, and a parallel is often drawn with the experience of U.S. agriculture. However, this parallel is misleading. First, the decline in agricultural employment was accompanied by the U.S. becoming agriculturally self-sufficient and a net exporter of agricultural products, whereas the decline in manufacturing is marked by increasing import dependence. Second, while it is true that the manufacturing “share” of employment tends to decline owing to manufacturing’s faster productivity growth, this need not mean a falling “absolute” level of manufacturing employment. Instead, manufacturing employment can actually grow slightly over time. This is illustrated by the Canadian experience. Figure 5 shows manufacturing employment in the U.S. and Canada for the period 1990 to March 2002. Following the recession of the early 1990s, manufacturing employment in both countries bottomed out in 1993. Thereafter, in Canada it proceeded to rise steadily from 1.8 million in 1993 to 2.3 million in 2000, making for a 28% gain over seven years. Moreover, manufacturing employment has held constant since then, being 2.3 million in March 2002.

The difference in Canadian and U.S. experiences holds a number of important lessons. First, there is no automatic tendency for manufacturing employment to fall. Canada and the U.S. have similar economic endowments, measured in terms of quality of governance, capital stock, and labor force educational attainment. Yet, Canada has significantly grown manufacturing employment, whereas the U.S. has not. Moreover, during the 1990s the U.S. even had more favorable macroeconomic conditions than Canada, since it enjoyed a stronger consumption and investment boom, and had lower interest rates. The one significant difference was the exchange rate, with the U.S. dollar showing sustained appreciation relative to the Canadian dollar. Some have claimed that the loss of U.S. manufacturing jobs is due to the global economy’s slowdown. But if this were so, there should have been a similar loss of jobs in Canadian manufacturing. However, Canadian manufacturing employment has actually risen from 2.28 million in 2000 to 2.304 million in March 2002. Nor can the U.S. recession entirely explain the loss of jobs, since Canadian manufacturing is enormously dependent on the U.S. market which absorbs 85% of Canadian exports. If the U.S. recession were decisive, Canadian manufacturing should also have been negatively impacted.

As noted earlier, the over-valued dollar and the decline of manufacturing both link intimately with the problem of the trade deficit. A declining manufacturing base threatens to entrench structurally the U.S.’s large trade deficit, which risks creating conditions conducive to financial instability. The ability to run a trade deficit requires a willingness of foreigners to finance the deficit. If that willingness diminishes, lacking a domestic manufacturing base capable of replacing imported goods, the U.S. economy could become constrained to grow more slowly with higher unemployment.

This danger is illustrated in figure 6 which shows the manufacturing trade deficit as a percentage of manufacturing output. In 1980 the U.S. had a small surplus on manufacturing trade equal to 2.04% of manufacturing GDP, but since then this surplus has turned into a widening deficit. As of 2000, the manufacturing trade deficit was 24.56% of manufacturing GDP. The size of this deficit suggests the U.S. may now be critically short of manufacturing capacity, exposing it to a risk of stagflation triggered by financial instability.

Dollar Decline key to Chinese Economy
Loss of dollar hegemony is key to China economy --- solves international trade and Asian stability 

Liu, 9- chairman of the New York-based Liu Investment Group (7/2/09, Henry, Asia Times, “Dollar’s Future in US hands,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/KG02Cb01.html)


Without dollar hegemony, Asian economies can finance their own economic development with sovereign credit in their own currencies and not be addicted to export for fiat dollars that repeatedly lose purchasing power because of US monetary and fiscal indiscipline. As for Americans, is it a good deal to exchange your job for lower prices at Wal-Mart? (See Follies of fiddling with the yuan, Asia Times Online, October 23, 2003, for a detailed analysis of the relationship of the Chinese currency to the dollar.) 
In a September 2004 article, I wrote:
"China needs to activate its domestic market to balance its overblown foreign trade. The Chinese economy can benefit enormously by the aggressive deployment of sovereign credit for domestic development and growth, particularly in the slow-growth western and central regions. Sovereign credit can be used to stimulate domestic demand by raising wage levels, improve farm income, promote state-owned-enterprise restructuring and bank reform, build needed infrastructure, promote education and health care, re-order the pension system, restore the environment and promote a cultural renaissance. While exchange control continues, China can free its economy from the dictate of dollar hegemony, adopt a strategy of balanced development financed by sovereign credit and wean itself from excess dependence on export for dollars. Sovereign credit can finance full employment with rising wages in the Chinese economy of 1.4 billion people and project it towards the largest economy in the world within a very short time, possibly in less than five years. The expansion of its domestic economy will enable China to import more, thus also allowing it to export more without excessive and persistent trade gaps. Much needs to be done, and can be done to develop the full potential of China’s economy, but exporting for dollars is not the way to do it. 
"China is in the position to kick start a new international finance architecture that will serve international trade better. China has the option of making the yuan an alternative reserve currency in world trade by simply denominating all Chinese export in yuan. This sovereign action can be taken unilaterally at any time of China's choosing. All the Chinese State Council has to do is to announce that as of a certain date all Chinese exports must be paid for in yuan, making it illegal for Chinese exporters to accept payment in any other currencies. This will set off a frantic scramble by importers of Chinese goods around the world to buy yuan at the State Administration for Foreign Exchange (SAFE), making the yuan a preferred currency with ready market demand. Companies with yuan revenue no longer need to exchange yuan into dollars, as the yuan, backed by the value of Chinese exports, becomes universally accepted in trade. 
"Members of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), which import sizable amount of Chinese goods, would accept yuan for payment for their oil, so will Russia. This can be done without de-pegging the yuan from the dollar and SAFE can retain it position as the exclusive window for trading yuan for other currencies without any need for new currency control regulations. The proper exchange rate of the yuan can then be set by China not based on export to the US, but on Chinese conditions. 
"If Chinese exports are paid in yuan, China will have no need to hold foreign reserves, which currently stand at more than $480 billion [2004 figure, $2 trillion in 2009]. And if the Hong Kong dollar is pegged to the yuan instead of the dollar, Hong Kong's $120 billion foreign-exchange reserves can also be freed for domestic restructuring and development. Chinese trade surplus would stay in the yuan economy. China is on the way to becoming a world economic giant but it has yet to assert its rightful financial power because of dollar hegemony. 
"There is no stopping China from being a powerhouse in manufacturing. Many Asian economies are trapped in protracted financial crisis from excessive foreign-currency debts and falling real export revenue resulting from predatory currency devaluation. The International Monetary Fund (IMF), orchestrated by the US, has come to the 'rescue' of these distressed economies with a new agenda beyond the usual IMF conditionalities of austerity to protect Group of Seven (G7) creditors. This new agenda aims to open Asian markets for US transnational corporations to acquire distressed Asian companies so that the foreign-acquired Asian subsidiaries can produce and market goods and services inside Asian national borders as domestic enterprises, thus skirting potential protectionist measures. The United States, through the IMF, aims to break down the traditionally closed financial systems all over Asia. This system mobilizes high national savings to finance industrial policies to serve giant national industrial conglomerates with massive investment in targeted export sectors. The IMF, controlled by the US, aims at dismantling these traditional Asian financial systems and forcing Asians to replace them with a structurally alien global system, characterized by open markets for products and services and crucially, for financial products and services. The focus is of course on China, for as US policymakers know: as China goes, so goes the rest of Asia. 
Dollar Decline key to Chinese Economy

Dollar decline key to the Chinese economy – dependence on the dollar undermines Asian development
Liu, 9- chairman of the New York-based Liu Investment Group (7/2/09, Henry, Asia Times, “Dollar’s Future in US hands,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/KG02Cb01.html)

"Trade flows under neo-liberal globalization in the context of dollar hegemony have put Asian countries in a position of unsustainable dependency on foreign, dollar-denominated loans and capital to finance export sectors that are at the mercy of saturated foreign markets while neglecting domestic development to foster productive forces and to support budding domestic consumer markets. In Asia, outside the small elite circle of well-heeled compradores, most people cannot afford the products they produce in abundance for export, nor can they afford high-cost imports. An average worker in Asia would have to work days making hundreds of pairs of shoes at low wages to earn enough to buy one McDonald's hamburger meal for his family while Asian compradores entertain their foreign backers in luxurious five-star hotels with prime steaks imported from Omaha. Markets outside of Asia cannot grow fast enough to satisfy the developmental needs of the populous Asian economies. Thus intra-region trade to promote domestic development within Asia needs to be the main focus of growth if Asia is ever to rise above the level of semi-colonial subsistence that will inevitably translate into political instability. 
"The Chinese economy will move quickly up the trade-value chain, in advanced electronics, telecommunications, and aerospace, which are inherently 'dual use' technologies with military implications. Strategic phobia will push the US to exert all its influence to keep the global market for 'dual use' technologies closed to China. Thus 'free trade' for the US is not the same as freedom to trade. Increasingly, the world’s nations will all procure their military needs from the same global technology market. Depriving any nation access to dual-use technology will not enhance national security as the deprived nation can easily shift to asymmetrical warfare which is more destabilizing than conventional armament. 
"Still, China will inevitably be a major global player in the knowledge industries because of its abundant supply of raw human potential. Even in the US, a high percentage of its scientists are of Chinese ethnicity. With an updated educational system, China will be a top producer of brain power within another decade. World leaders in high-tech, such as Intel and Microsoft, are actively pursuing cross-border R&D wage-arbitrage in Asia, primarily in China and India. As China moves up the technology ladder, coupled with rising consumer demand in tandem with a growth economy, global trade flow will be affected, modifying the 'race to the bottom' predatory competitive game of two decades of globalization among Asian exporters to acquire dollars to invest in the dollar economy, toward trade to earn their own currencies for investment in domestic development. 
"Asian economies will find in China a preferred alternative trading partner, possibly with more symbiotic trading terms, providing more room to structure trade to enhance domestic development along the path of converging regional interest and solidarity. The rise in living standards in all of Asia will change the path of history, restoring Asia as a center of advanced civilization, putting an end to two centuries of Western economic and cultural imperialism and dominance. 
"The foreign-trade strategies of all trading nations in recent decades of neo-liberal globalization have contributed to the destabilizing of the global trading system. It is not possible or rational for all countries to export themselves out of domestic recessions or poverty. The contradictions between national strategic industrial policies and neo-liberal open-market systems will generate friction between the US and all its trading partners, as well as among regional trade blocs and inter-region competitors. The US engages in global trade to enhance its superpower status, not to undermine it. Thus the US does not seek equal partners as a matter of course. With economic sanctions as a tool of foreign policy, the US has been preventing, or trying to prevent, an increasing number of US transnational companies, and foreign companies trading with the US, from doing business in an increasing number of countries deemed rogue by Washington. Trade flows not where it is needed most, but to where it best serves the US national security interest. 
"Neo-liberal globalization has promoted the illusion that trade is a win-win transaction for all, based on the Ricardian model of comparative advantage. Yet economists recognize that without global full employment, comparative advantage is merely Say's Law internationalized. Say's Law states that supply creates its own demand, but only under full employment, a pre-condition supply-siders conveniently ignore. After two decades, this illusion has been shattered by concrete data: poverty has increased worldwide and global wages, already low to begin with, have declined since the Asian financial crisis of 1997, and by 45 percent in some countries, such as Indonesia. 
"Yet export to the US under dollar hegemony is merely an arrangement in which the exporting nations, in order to earn dollars to buy needed commodities denominated in dollars and to service dollar loans, are forced to finance the consumption of US consumers by the need to invest their trade surplus dollars in dollar assets as foreign-exchange reserves, giving the US a rising capital account surplus to finance its rising current account deficit. [Wages everywhere are continuing to decline with no bottom in sight in the current credit crisis.] 
"Furthermore, the trade surpluses are achieved not by an advantage in the terms of trade, but by sheer self-denial of basic domestic needs and critical imports necessary for domestic development. Not only are the exporting nations debasing the value of their labor, degrading their environment and depleting their natural resources for the privilege of running on the poverty treadmill, they are enriching the dollar economy and strengthening dollar hegemony in the process, and causing harm also to the US economy. Thus the exporting nations allow themselves to be robbed of needed capital for critical domestic development in such vital areas as education, health and other social infrastructure, by assuming heavy foreign debt to finance export, while they beg for even more foreign investment in the export sector by offering still more exorbitant returns and tax exemptions, putting increased social burden on the domestic economy. Yet many small economies around the world have no option but to continue to serve dollar hegemony like a drug addiction." 


Aff can’t solve dollar decline

Dollar decline is inevitable-credit crunch and recession and shift in economic power prove
Global Changes 09 (“The Decline of the Dollar,” Globalchanges.org, 10/13/09, http://www.global-changes.com/the-decline-of-the-dollar/)

One year on, and the Credit Crunch could prove to do more damage to both US and UK economies than first thought. Despite much of the world beginning to show signs of economic growth, both the Dollar and the Great British Pound have hit 5 year lows against the Euro and the Yen.

The Dollar has always been regarded as a “safe haven” for investors over the past decades. America boasts the biggest economy in the world and the biggest bank, The Federal Reserve. But the credit crunch and the following recession have set in motion the inevitable decline of the once powerful green-back. Investors have turned to more reliable and sustainable means of investing their money. Gold has just hit an all time high of over $1000 per ounce. Commodity backed currencies like the Australian dollar are now soaring.

$12 Trillion

We all know by now why some of America’s biggest banks failed this time last year, and how some of them were saved. The Tax payer had to pay the price so these banks and the economy could live to fight another day. 1$ Trillion later and the quick fix to the failing banking sector has left a permanent scar on the dollar bill. America is now an astonishing $12 Trillion in debt.

But the guys at the Federal Reserve are using some dangerous tactics to save themselves. Because a weak currency is not all bad news. Firstly it boosts exports, as more foreign importers rush to snap up cheaper goods. A weaker dollar also lowers the value of America’s debt. This seems to be the Federal Reserves plan of choice for solving the massive economic issues they face at the moment. They have even been accelerating the decline of the Dollar themselves, on purpose, with excessive ‘quantitative easing’. Don’t know what that is? It’s because they coined a name that the average person wont understand. Quantitative Easing is literally printing new money and feeding it into the economy.

‘Quantitative Easing’ (printing new money)

It’s not uncommon in times of financial difficulty. It has been used by quite a few nations during this recession, including the UK, to help supply the demand for loans as banks ran out of cash. But again, at best it is a quick fix. Long term it pushes up inflation, loan interest rates and reduces the worth of the currency. The huge issue now is that the reputation of the Dollar has been weakened so much by the credit crunch, that further weakening it’s worth could lead it’s steady and inevitable decline into a nosedive. The British Pound is not looking too good either, sinking to lows against the Dollar, Euro and Yen. They too are also facing massive debt, resorting to selling off assets to try to claw back some of the £175 Billion shortfall in public spending they face this year alone. Not to mention the £1 Trillion in national debt they face after years of wasteful spending. The BBC’s Robert Preston provides perhaps the best insight on British financial fiasco’s.

Last week Asian central banks were forced to prop up the dollar to limit the damage that the currency’s weakness could cause to their export industries. Central banks in Hong Kong, Taiwan, South Korea, the Philippines and Thailand intervened by buying dollars after the currency came under pressure, in an attempt to safeguard their own exports.

The Inevitable Shift

The decline of the Dollar is inevitable for several reasons. Economic power has been shifting from the west to the east for many years and is showing only signs of accelerating. The American financial system is unsustainable and failing. Smart investors know it and have been moving their investments East. The only people who don’t seem to realize it are Americans themselves. Economies are built on businesses and industries and the resources they have at their disposal. America is running out of the latter. The price of oil is directly linked to the wealth of the dollar. High oil prices further push down the value of the Dollar as the US has to import 80% of its oil demand from foreign suppliers. America as a whole is unsustainable. Over-consumption and wasteful spending are almost built into the way of life for many Americans after years of being the richest nation on earth. America is in debt, big debt, and printing money is not going to fix that.

Meanwhile the resource rich Middle East is reaping the benefits of the higher price of oil, and China thrives from loaning massive amounts of stockpiled cash failing economies in the west with interest. The truth is America really has nothing to offer compared to the rising economic powerhouses of China, India, the United Arab Eremites and even the European Union. It could be less than a year until the Euro passes parity with the Pound for the first time. From then on it will probably be only a matter of time before Britain becomes one of the last European nations take on the Euro. What then for the failing Dollar? Perhaps the Amero will be a last ditch resort to save the west from economic gloom.
***Central Asia answers

AT: Central Asia impacts

No escalation – great powers will cooperate
Collins and Wohlforth, 4 - *professor of political science at Notre Dame AND **professor of government at Dartmouth (Kathleen and William, “Defying ‘Great Game’ Expectations, Strategic Asia 2003-2004, http://www.dartmouth.edu/~govt/docs/15-Central%20Asia-press.pdf)

While cautious realism must remain the watchword concerning an impoverished and potentially unstable region comprised of fragile and authoritarian states, our analysis yields at least conditional and relative optimism. Given the confluence of their chief strategic interests, the major powers are in a better position to serve as a stabilizing force than analogies to the Great Game or the Cold War would suggest. It is important to stress that the region’s response to the profoundly destabilizing shock of coordinated terror attacks was increased cooperation between local governments and China and Russia, and—multipolar rhetoric notwithstanding—between both of them and the United States. If this trend is nurtured and if the initial signals about potential SCO-CSTO-NATO cooperation are pursued, another destabilizing shock might generate more rather than less cooperation among the major powers.
Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan are clearly on a trajectory that portends longer-term cooperation with each of the great powers. As military and economic security interests become more entwined, there are sound reasons to conclude that “great game” politics will not shape Central Asia’s future in the same competitive and destabilizing way as they have controlled its past. To the contrary, mutual interests in Central Asia may reinforce the broader positive developments in the great powers’ relations that have taken place since September 11, as well as reinforce regional and domestic stability in Central Asia.
Their impacts are threat construction
de Waal and Matveeva, 7 - *Caucasus Editor at the Institute for War and Peace Reporting AND **Fellow at the Crisis States Research Centre at the London School of Economics (Thomas and Anna, “Central Asia and the Caucasus: A Vulnerable Crescent,” February, www.ciaonet.org/wps/ipa9889/ipa9889.pdf)
International thinking about the region has been often marred by misguided preconceptions about the dangers it contains. Central Asia has fallen victim to many ‘danger discourses’: that it is subject to an AIDS epidemic, is awash with small arms, is a critical environmental hazard, and that remnants of the Soviet defense industry present a risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of terrorists. Undeniably, there are grounds to pay attention to these issues, but their significance should not be exaggerated, as to date there is scarce hard evidence. Equally significant– but not so ‘sexy’ – problems of health, education, and employment receive less attention from external observers, but require more external support.
A2 Uranium Prices Impact

High uranium prices spur exploration that triple global deposits avoiding shortages and uranium price fluctuations don’t significantly affect nuclear power plant costs

Reuters 07 (Alfred Cang, “High Uranium Prices Boost Exploration:  IAEA,” 10/16/07, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSSHA31210120071016)

SHANGHAI (Reuters) - High uranium prices will spur exploration that could more than triple known global deposits, avoiding a shortage as China ramps up its nuclear capacity, a top executive with the International Atomic Energy Agency said.

Yury A. Sokolov, the agency's deputy director general, said new technologies could also help boost reactor efficiency, curbing growth in fuel demand even when output expands.
"High prices stimulate exploration. If you explore more, you will find more -- in Africa, Australia, maybe some additional resources in China," he told Reuters in an interview late on Monday on the sidelines of a nuclear conference.

"There are some programs for uranium (deposits) to grow to 16 million tons and even more, depending on additional resources," he said, adding that the total could rise as high as 22 million tons.

At present there are 4.7 million tons of the metal available in deposits worldwide, he said, enough to power current nuclear programs -- which consume 70,000 or 80,000 tons annually -- for several decades.

Spot prices for uranium ore concentrate, or yellow cake, have surged on the back of renewed interest in nuclear energy, seen by proponents as a means of countering high oil prices and cutting global carbon dioxide emissions.

Prices hit a record high of $136 a pound at the end of June, up from $7 in 2000, but have since retreated to $75.

But Sokolov said uranium price fluctuations would not significantly affect nuclear power plants, as natural uranium accounts for only 5 percent of final energy production costs.

"Uranium fuel accounts for 15 percent of the total cost in nuclear plants, and natural uranium only accounts for one-third of the fuel cost," he said.

In comparison oil and gas prices make up 70 percent of the final cost of any energy they produce, he said.

"This is the advantage of nuclear power."

***NATO advantage answers
Uniqueness – No NATO Collapse
Nato collapse is not inevitable – it will tough out Afghanistan 

Hewitt 09 – reporter at ucla, M.A. in Journalism, B.A., Literature and Government
 (11/12, Alison, “Wesley Clark: Can NATO Survive Afghanistan? http://www.international.ucla.edu/burkle/news/article.asp?parentid=112893)

Today, said Clark, the question is, "Can NATO survive a less-than-optimal outcome in Afghanistan?"
 "In the case of Kosovo, we won a 78-day air campaign. We lost not a single allied soldier," saved 1.5 million Albanians and forced Slobodan Milosevic from power, Clark observed. "It was an incredible success — and NATO almost tore itself apart in finger pointing and blame."
 But despite the grim prognosis that parallel suggests for NATO in Afghanistan, the agency will survive and thrive, predicted Clark, the former NATO Supreme Allied Commander, Europe.
 "NATO's got some big challenges ahead, but don't write it off," Clark said. "There is nothing stronger than when nations pledge, one to another, that an attack on one is an attack on all. … That's the secret of NATO's survival. … It's going to be a powerful force in 21st century Europe, trans-Atlantic relations and in the world." 
NATO's constant struggle has been divvying up costs and responsibilities, or "burden sharing," between its member nations, Clark said. From its founding, NATO members have fought over whether each have provided their fair share and sent enough troops.
 
Nato will survive – its importance is at a high 

Ullman ’07 – senior advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, at the Atlantic Council and a columnist for the Washington Times (March/April, Harlan, The National Interest, Lexis)

IN ITS nearly sixty years of existence, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has often found itself in jeopardy. That is the case today. And Afghanistan is not the only cause celebre. 
NATO, of course, is one of history's great survivors. From Suez in 1956 to the Euromissile crisis 25 years later, and through the Vietnam and (so far) Iraq debacles, the alliance has persevered and often thrived. Following the September 11 attacks, NATO invoked--for the first time--Article 5, considering an attack on one an attack on all. NATO went to war against global terror, and in 2006 it assumed full responsibility for the UN International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. 
Imagine what NATO's founding fathers would think if they awakened today. NATO's first prolonged ground-combat operations did not take place along the inner-German border against Soviet forees, but in faraway Afghanistan. So, much has changed for the better. However, NATO's future very much hangs in the balance over Afghanistan and other critical and unresolved issues that linger from the Cold War. 
Some argue that all alliances ultimately erode and NATO's time may now have come. That is a profoundly mistaken view and, as I argue, NATO has never been more important to promoting stability and security. However, for NATO to remain vibrant and effective, each of the 26 members must be willing to agree to and act on a better defined, clearer and more convincing vision and set of purposes to handle the challenges, dangers and uncertainties of the coming decade. This in turn will demand major changes in forces, capabilities, command structures and rules of engagement--rather than empty promises and ill-defined commitments. 


Nato Committed to Afghanistan
More NATO troops are coming to Afghanistan

Flournoy, 10 –under secretary of defense for policy (6/16/10, Michele, “DEVELOPMENTS IN AFGHANISTAN; COMMITTEE: HOUSE ARMED SERVICES,” lexis) 

In December of last year, after an extensive strategic review, the President announced a number of key refinements to our strategy, including the deployment of 30,000 additional U.S. servicemen and women. As of June 2, over 18,000 of these additional troops had already deployed, and the remainder will be in place by the end of the summer. Our own troops will be joined by over 9,000 additional NATO and partner nation troops - some 2,000 more troops than were pledged by our allies and partners in January 2010.
Approximately 60% of the NATO and partner troops are currently in place in Afghanistan, and more will arrive in the coming months. We are concerned about the possible loss or reduction of the Dutch contingent in Uruzgan Province, as well as by the Canadian plan to end their military mission in Afghanistan in 2011. We continue to work with both nations to find ways through which they can demonstrate their continued commitment to our shared goals in Afghanistan.
NATO committed to Afghanistan- recent training was the linchpin

AP, 6/11 (6/11/10, Associated Press, “NATO Touts Progress in Afghan War Effort,” http://www.military.com/news/article/nato-touts-progress-in-afghan-war-effort.html)

 NATO leaders declared Friday that the alliance had regained the initiative in the Afghan war, promising that the gains could result in a handover of security responsibilities in some parts of the country to local authorities by year's end.

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates urged his alliance counterparts to seize the moment and to provide the resources needed to accelerate efforts to bolster Afghan security forces. NATO wants Afghan troops to replace its forces in the war against the Taliban, thus providing the linchpin of the alliance's exit strategy.

"Our effort is moving in right direction (but) the road ahead will be long and hard," Gates said after a meeting of NATO's 28 defense ministers. "I hope that by the end of year, we will be able to demonstrate that we are making progress throughout the country."

Gates urged countries who are not committing combat troops to Afghanistan to contribute more instructors to train the expanding Afghan police and army. More trainers would step up "the pace that we can proceed with transition," he said.

AT: Dutch spillover  
Dutch Withdrawal will not lead to the domino affect – other countries still committed to increase 

Knigge 10 - alumni of young professional programs with the Aspen Institute Berlin and the American Council on Germany, was a RIAS Media Fellow at Duke University, studied in Germany and the U.S. and holds a Master's degree in American Studies ( February 23, Michael, “Dutch pullout will give NATO headaches, but won't lead to domino effect” http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5278502,00.html )

A withdrawal of Dutch troops from Afghanistan would certainly increase the pressure on its allies to take their place. But it is unlikely to trigger a domino effect among other countries who have troops there.

By the sheer number of troops, the Dutch deployment doesn't rank among top international contingents in Afghanistan. However, its force of 1,800 soldiers has not only been in charge of the Uruzgan province in the dangerous southern part of the country, but has generally been seen as doing an excellent job there.

So the planned Dutch pullout from Afghanistan as a consequence of the governmen crisis in The Hague will clearly have repercussions for NATO's military mission in the country at a time when most allies are already under pressure to justify their engagement at home. This has already led to worries about a possible domino effect in the sense that other countries might also feel forced to reconsider their committments to Afghanistan.

"It's true that the Afghanistan mission is very unpopular in many European countries, so it is definitely a cause for concern if the Dutch withdraw on account of the collapsed government," Eva Gross, who heads the EU foreign and security policy program at the Institute for European Studies at Vrije Universiteit Brussel in Belgium, told Deutsche Welle. "But to speak of a domino effect may be overstating the case."

Each country in Europe has its own dynamics and traditions, therefore Gross doesn't believe an automatic discussion about troop withdrawals in other EU states is likely.

German troop increase will go ahead

For Germany, where a parliamentary vote on the expansion of Berlin's Afghan mission is scheduled for later this week, the Dutch decision won't have an immediate effect either, argue experts. Public opinion in Germany can't be swayed much by the Dutch political crisis because a solid majority of Germans is already against the military engagement in Afghanistan, says Klaus-Peter Schoeppner, head of TNS Emnid, a major German polling and reseach firm.

While Germans are very skeptical about the Afghan misson, Schoeppner thinks that most of them can live with the exit scenario envisaged by the government. "So, I don't think that this topic will gain much traction in Germany," he told Deutsche Welle.

A German soldier stands guard in AfghanistanBildunterschrift: Großansicht des Bildes mit der Bildunterschrift:  Germany plans to send up to 850 additional troops to Afghanistan What's more, adds Schoeppner, Germans don't view the mission in Afghanistan as predominantly a military one. "We regard ourselves as the number one humanitarian nation," said Schoeppner. A fast withdrawal from Afghanistan would not only end Germany's military, but also its humanitarian responsibilities. Currently there is no indication that this is a likely option for the government, he added.

"I am fairly confindent that the increase of troops will go through in parliament, mainly because the political elites have been in favor of a continuation of the mandate," said Gross. 

It won’t effect the rest of NATO
Nesnera 10 - (March 03, Andre, “Will Others Follow Dutch and Leave Afghanistan?” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Will-Others-Follow-Dutch-and-Leave-Afghanistan-86261532.html)

The Dutch government has collapsed over whether to keep its soldiers in Afghanistan.  In this report from Washington, Senior Correspondent André de Nesnera looks at what effect - if any - that will have on other nations that have troops in that country under the banner of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.  

About 2,000 Dutch troops have been in Afghanistan's southern province of Uruzgan since 2006.  They are part of the 86,000 troop NATO-led International Security Assistance Force.

Analysts say NATO has three objectives in Afghanistan.  The first is to assist the Afghan government in its efforts to rebuild and stabilize the country.  The second is to train the Afghan army and police.  And the third is to hunt down and eliminate insurgents in southern Afghanistan - home of the Taliban, ousted from power by a U.S.-led coalition in 2001.

About 1,500 of the 2,000 Dutch troops, along with American and British forces, are engaged in fighting insurgents and the Taliban.  The remaining 500 Dutch forces are involved in civilian reconstruction efforts and training the afghan army and police.

Dutch troops withdrawal

But now Dutch troops will begin to return home this August, following the collapse last month of the government over its Afghan policy.  One of the major coalition members - the Labor Party - left the government saying it would not support extending the Afghan deployment.

During a recent news conference in Washington, NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen did not seem alarmed by the decision. "I consider this a purely domestic Dutch problem and I am not going to interfere with [a] domestic political situation which is already complicated.  I do not think what has happened in the Netherlands will have any impact on the situation in other countries," he said.

1nc - Withdrawal kills NATO
Premature withdrawal tanks NATO credibility- no longer viewed as protecting organization

Joyner, 09 - Managing Editor of the Atlantic Council (9/10/09, James, The National Interest, “The North Atlantic Phoenix,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22168)
 The seemingly universal consensus that existed mere months ago that Afghanistan was a “necessary war” the West could not afford to lose has suddenly evaporated. Prominent liberals, centrists and conservatives are coming out in droves to proclaim our goals too lofty and the chances of success too low to justify the high cost in blood and treasure.

If, as now seems inevitable, we leave Afghanistan without finishing the job—whatever that job might be—there will of course be geopolitical consequences. These are being debated at great length elsewhere. Atlanticists, however, have an additional concern: what will the impact be on NATO?

Shortly after taking office in January 2004, then–NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer declared “Our first, and immediate priority is to get Afghanistan right. We cannot afford to fail.” He continued, “If we fail in Afghanistan—if we do not meet our commitments to the people of that country to help them build a better future—then who will have confidence in us again? Our credibility—as NATO, as the Euro-Atlantic community—is on the line. And credibility is one of our strongest assets. To preserve it, we have no choice but to succeed.” He repeated this theme throughout his tenure in office, right up to the end.

Scheffer led our alliance superbly through a very difficult period. His words here were, however, terribly unwise.

Quite naturally, citizens in free societies do not want to send their troops to fight and die unless the cause is just and the danger is enormous. This leads to the unfortunate tendency for democratic leaders to oversell war efforts—and undersell the dangers—to rally public support. Recall George H. W. Bush’s touting Saddam Hussein as “Hitler revisited,” Bill Clinton’s promise that American troops would remain in Bosnia no more than a year, or George W. Bush’s cherry-picking the intelligence on Saddam’s WMD and warning of “mushroom clouds.”
Extensions – Withdrawal kills NATO

Afghan involvement is key to NATO- withdrawal will destroy it
Grornov, 10 – governor of Moscow region (1/11/09, Boris, New York Times, “Russian Advice on Afghanistan,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/12/opinion/12iht-edrogozin.html)

The length of the NATO operation in Afghanistan will soon become comparable to that of the Soviet involvement there. But the military actions we conducted 20 years ago differed fundamentally from those of today.

We were fighting against the fathers of today’s Taliban militants face-to-face, whereas Western armies prefer to fight from the air. This allows them to save soldiers’ lives, but does not secure them from tragic mistakes that kill and wound civilians.

It is not only the nature of war and its means that have changed; the whole world has evolved. So it is wrong to compare these two operations in terms of death tolls or material and moral damage. A more challenging issue is to understand the political ramifications for NATO, Western security and the future of Central Asia. It is imperative for all three that NATO keep to its commitment in Afghanistan.

Recently there have been numerous appeals in Europe to curtail the presence of NATO’s International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan as soon as possible. The arguments underpinning such appeals are essentially both pacifist and irresponsible.

The national selfishness of peace-loving Europeans is understandable. There is a persistent flow of bad news from Afghanistan — military losses, scandalous incidents involving NATO soldiers, terrorist activity and the suffering of civilians.

No one likes bad news, especially if it comes from the provinces where one’s country’s soldiers are deployed. The Afghan problem causes growing irritation, fatigue and misunderstanding on the part of the public. Moreover, the state of their troops in the Afghan swamp mars NATO’s image as “the most successful alliance in the world.”

The logical question arises: “Why on earth should we be taking part in all of this?” While the main NATO power — the United States — sees the mission in Afghanistan as essential, the alliance includes 27 other member states, some of which have joined for reasons that have little to do with displaying heroism in far-away wars.

That is precisely why the ISAF operation in Afghanistan is the moment of truth for NATO. If the alliance does not accomplish its task, the mutual commitments of its 28 member-states would be undermined and the alliance would lose its moral foundation and raison d’être.

We know all too well what happens to unions that become meaningless. The war in Afghanistan was one of the major factors in the collapse of the Soviet Union.

Officials in Brussels and Washington who are thinking of a rapid exit strategy for the ISAF mission are engaged in elaborating on a suicide plan. Withdrawal without victory might cause a political collapse of Western security structures.

Extensions – Withdrawal kills NATO
Withdrawal leads to civil war, resurgence of violence, nuclear war in Pakistan and collapse of NATO cohesion 

Fox 10 – dr. Secretary of State for Defence at the Heritage Foundation in Washington DC   (06/30 , Liam “About defense” http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/AboutDefence/People/Speeches/SofS/20100630HeritageFoundation.htm
First, let's remember why we went to Afghanistan. In each generation, there are moments of history that people remember vividly – where they were, what they were doing and how they felt. 9/11 was one of those moments. I was in the House of Commons in London. On hearing about the first crash, I switched on my television as the second plane smashed into the South Tower. That was the moment my disbelief turned to horror. It was soon clear that was not an isolated act by a small group of individuals, but a well planned and well executed attack by a well financed and organised group of fanatics against a highly symbolic target. It was designed both to create maximum loss of life and to diminish the American people's faith in their own government. It was an attack not just against people or property, but against a whole way of life – not just against the United States, but against all free peoples. A few days later I saw Ground Zero for myself - the ruins of the World Trade Centre still smouldering, marking the graves of over 2,500 innocent people. The carnage did not discriminate between nationality, colour or creed. It changed the lives of thousands of families and it changed the way political leaders saw the world. On 9/11 the world not only watched – the world then acted. For the first and only time in its 60 year history, NATO invoked Article V of the Washington Treaty – an attack against one being an attack against all. So in Afghanistan today, the operations of NATO and other Coalition allies are a direct consequence of 9/11. It was there that the Taliban rulers gave Al-Qaeda sanctuary, allowed it to run terrorist training camps, and made it a base for terrorist attacks across the world. The Taliban were driven out of power by Afghan and international forces. Al-Qaeda fled to the border areas of Pakistan. Although reduced and under considerable pressure, they are still there and continue to pose a real and significant threat to us. So the first reason we cannot bring our troops home immediately is that their mission is not yet completed. Were we to leave prematurely, without degrading the insurgency and increasing the capability of the Afghan National Security Forces we would probably see the return of the destructive forces of trans-national terror. Not only would we risk the return of civil war in Afghanistan creating a security vacuum but we would also risk the destabilisation of Pakistan with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences. The second reason is that it would be a shot in the arm to jihadists everywhere, re-energising violent radical and extreme Islamism. It would send the signal that we did not have the morale resolve and political fortitude to see through what we ourselves have described as a national security imperative. Premature withdrawal would also damage the credibility of NATO which has been the cornerstone of the defence of the West for more than half a century. To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure. Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened, and the Alliance undermined. It would be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our Armed Forces in life and limb. 

Withdrawal kills Nato cohesion 

Carroll 09 - is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog ( October 2, Conn “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ 
2. U.S. Credibility is at stake.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations support the U.S.-led war effort in Afghanistan. Over 500 coalition soldiers from countries other than the U.S. have died in Afghanistan. Abandoning Afghanistan could lead to significant weakening of NATO cohesion/structure and undermine potential future requests for security assistance. The Fallout from a Afghanistan withdrawal can potentially be far worse than remaining. Following the Fall of Vietnam, U.S. experienced setbacks in Cambodia, Philippines, Fall of Iran, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Egypt-Israeli conflict, Angola, Lebanon, Libya, El Salvador, Colombia, and Nicaragua due to the loss of U.S. credibility. 

Extensions – Withdrawal kills NATO
Failure by withdrawal in Afghanistan leads to NATO collapse 

Volker 09 – an Atlantic Council senior advisor and member of the Strategic Advisors Group  He is a former U.S. Ambassador to NATO and senior State Department official and is now Managing Director of the Center on Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies.   (December 3, Kurt “Behind Obama's Afghanistan Decision” http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/behind-obamas-afghanistan-decision )

A second observation, though, is that despite all of this, Afghanistan still matters.  There is no turning back.  As unpopular as the war has become, the direct connection to the September 11 attacks on New York and Washington means that no U.S. President can afford to be labeled “the President who lost Afghanistan.”  The international and domestic consequences would be enormous.  And this, ultimately, is why President Obama is quite rightly re-committing America to the effort.

The international consequences of a failure in Afghanistan would be dire.  It would usher in a humanitarian disaster for the Afghan people – especially its women and children.  With extremists able to make use of Afghan territory, it would directly increase the threat to Pakistan, precisely at a time when Pakistani forces are making strides against insurgents in the northwest of that country.  It would give a boost to violent Islamist extremists globally, affecting the security of every NATO ally, and countries from Morocco to the Philippines.

A failure in Afghanistan would also set in motion the decline of NATO.  As unfair as it may sound to European ears, a failure in Afghanistan would be seen as NATO’s failure, and it would signal to the American Congress and public that European Allies are not prepared to do what it takes to win conflicts far from Europe.  Yet if NATO is relegated to the territorial defense of European Allies – rather than serving as a vehicle for joining all NATO Allies together in meeting common global challenges – Americans would quickly lose interest.  They would rightly conclude that Europeans are capable of defending Europe by themselves, if only they would invest in it:  America is no longer needed.  And that would spell a quiet and tragic end to 60 years of the transatlantic relationship serving as the foundation of global security.
Alliance key to Afghanistan 
NATO key to Afghan effort- extra resources and troops ensure success

Pildegovičs, 10 – Lativian ambassador to the United States (5/26/10, Andrejs, The National Interest, “Why America Needs Allies,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23434)
 In a recent article for The National Interest Online, Doug Bandow questioned the value of American aid that helps improve the military capabilities of its NATO allies fighting in Afghanistan. I strongly disagree with his premise and believe that it is smart to invest in NATO members participating in the Afghan War.
All NATO member states, including Latvia, are real contributors to the Afghan effort. NATO signatories responded to the American request for mutual assistance after the 9/11 terrorist attack on U.S. soil. Over the last nine years, against all odds, all members of the alliance have fulfilled their commitment to support the U.S.-led operation.

This commitment was unanimous, prompt and meaningful. Latvia is spending financial, military and civilian resources to help ensure the success of the operation in Afghanistan. A number of young Latvians have already paid the ultimate price in that country for the peace, stability and prosperity of the entire world. Latvia’s contribution and losses per capita are among the highest of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). With the support of the Michigan National Guard, Latvia’s Armed Forces have assisted in training the Afghan National Army within its own Operational Mentor Liaison Team (OMLT). Despite the severe economic recession, the Latvian army and security forces have helped enhance the effort in Afghanistan for the benefit of every country in the ISAF.

NATO key in Afghanistan- large Afghan training facilities

VOA News 6/14 (6/14/10, “NATO Struggles to Train Afghan Army, but Officials Cite Progress,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Training-Building-Afghan-Army-Key-to-NATO-Exit-Strategy--96283978.html?refresh=1)

 The sound of gunfire and yelling punctures the air as Afghan soldiers run through a recent exercise at the Kabul military training center. Firing blanks from their rifles, they advance on an identified enemy position as their NATO trainers watch.  While thousands of young Afghans are being run through their paces, this class may be one of the most important, because it is training the new leaders of the Afghan army.

Building a credible Afghan army is one of NATO's main tasks in Afghanistan and a pillar of its exit strategy. It is a massive undertaking, and the current lack of mid-level leadership experience leaves a big gap in the force.  But Afghans will have to learn more how to fight. They need the skills to maintain a functioning and effedtive military - everything from engineering to logistics, a task made more complicated by widespread illiteracy.

British Sergeant Major John Penney is training alongside the young recruits, who says will become the backbone of the future army.

"While this army is going to take over the security from ISAF of Afghanistan, they need to have these young officers in place, trained, confident, in the ability that they can carry out their role and duty on the front line," Sergeant Penny said. 

But more than a decade of civil war and Taliban rule mean there is a lack of mid-level officers with experience. To augment this, the army is recruiting former mujahadeen fighters who battled the Soviet-backed army. The head of the training center, Brigadier General Aminullah Patyani, once fought against the mujahadeen, but now he is glad they are here and hopes former Taliban fighters will be as well.

"I welcome our Afghan brothers who have fought against the government, to lay down their weapons he says, and join the Afghan National army, our doors are open," Patyani said.

No impact to NATO
Current Nato alliance is useless – ending alliance key to true alliances

Hanson 08 - senior fellow at the Hoover Institution and a recipient of the 2007 National Humanities Medal and the 2008 Bradley Prize (August 8, Victor Davis, “Farewell, NATO” http://article.nationalreview.com/368217/farewell-nato/victor-davis-hanson?page=1
America's Cold War alliance with Europe has ceased to be a fruitful one.

When I was growing up in the 1960s, we had a majestic Santa Rosa plum orchard on my family’s farm. The trees were 40 years old and had grown to over 20 feet high. My grandfather would proudly recall how its once-bumper crops of big, sweet plums had helped him survive the Depression and a postwar fall in agricultural prices.

But by the 1960s, the towering, verdant trees were more a park than a profitable orchard. The aged limbs had grown almost too high to pick, the fruit there too few and too small to pack profitably. Yet my grandfather simply could not bring himself to bulldoze the money-losing, unproductive old orchard.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization is like that noble Santa Rosa orchard. We all remember how NATO once saved Western Europe from the onslaught of global communism. Its success led to the present European Union. The Soviets were kept at bay. The Americans were engaged, while the postwar German colossus remained peaceful. A resurgent Europe followed, secure enough to prosper while complacent enough to slash defense expenditures and expand entitlements.

After the victory of the Cold War, NATO’s raison d’etre became more problematic — even as its theoretical reach now extended all the way to the old borders of the Soviet Union. Yet, without the Soviet menace that had prompted the alliance, what justified the continued need for transatlantic collective defense?

We saw NATO’s paralysis in the European inaction over Serbia’s ethnic cleansing in the 1990s. When NATO finally acted to remove Slobodan Milosevic in 1999, the much-criticized intervention proved little more than a de facto American air campaign.

Article Five of NATO’s charter requires its members to come to the aid of any fellow nation that is attacked. But when it was invoked after 9/11 for the first time, NATO didn’t risk much — other than a few European gestures such as sending surveillance planes to fly above America — to fight Islamic terrorists abroad.

Australia, a non-NATO member, is doing far more to fight the Taliban than either Germany or Spain. Many Western European countries have national directives that prevent aggressive offensives against the Taliban and other Afghan insurgents, overriding NATO military doctrine.

Take away Canada, the United Kingdom, and the U.S. from Afghanistan and the collective NATO force would collapse in hours.

The enemy in Afghanistan knows this. The savvy and sinister Taliban just targeted the French contingent. It figured the loss of ten French soldiers might have a greater demoralizing effect on French public opinion than Verdun did in 1916, when France suffered nearly a half-million casualties in heroically stopping the German advance. But 90 years ago, France kept on fighting to win a war. Now, the French parliament may meet to discuss withdrawal altogether.

There is much talk that, had Georgia been a NATO member, Russia might not have attacked it. The truth is far worse. Even if Georgia had belonged to NATO, no European armed forces would have been willing to die for Tbilisi. Remember the furor in 2003 when some NATO countries — angry at the United States — tried to preempt support to member Turkey had Saddam’s Iraq retaliated against Ankara for the American invasion to remove him?

The well-intended but ossified alliance keeps offering promises to new members that are weaker, poorer, and in more dangerous and distant places — while its old, smug founding states are ever more unlikely to honor them.

In the last two decades, the safety of a rich Western Europe also spawned a new continental creed of secularism, socialism, and anti-Americanism that embraced the untruth that the United Nations kept the peace while the United States endangered it. But if a disarmed continent counted on continued expensive American protection, then it was suicidal to mock its protector.

If NATO dissolves, Europe will at least receive a much-needed reality check. It might even re-learn to invest in its own defense. European relations with America would be more grounded in reality, and the United States could still forge individual ties with countries that wished to be true partners, not loud caricatures of allies.

That stately Santa Rosa orchard? When it finally was toppled, uprooted, and cut up, we all nearly wept — but my grandfather had new varieties of plum trees planted in its place by the next spring.

No impact to NATO
The US should withdraw from NATO – that propels modernization to create an effective individual alliances

Bacevich 09 -  is a professor of history and international relations at Boston University,“How do we save NATO? We quit” (April 2, Andrew J. http://articles.latimes.com/2009/apr/02/opinion/oe-bacevich2 ) 

The alliance has lost its sense of purpose. The way to get it back is for the U.S. to withdraw and let Europe be responsible for its own defense.
When he visits Strasbourg, France, this week to participate in festivities marking NATO's 60th anniversary, President Obama should deliver a valedictory address, announcing his intention to withdraw the United States from the alliance. The U.S. has done its job. It's time for Europe to assume full responsibility for its own security, freeing the U.S. to attend to more urgent priorities.

The creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1949 remains a singular example of enlightened statecraft. With Europe's democracies still suffering from the ravages of World War II, and fearing the threat posed by Stalinist Russia, the U.S. abandoned its aversion to "entangling alliances" and committed itself to Europe's defense. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower came out of retirement to serve as NATO's first military chief. As U.S. forces arrived to take up their stations, the alliance soon found its footing. In its heyday, NATO possessed formidable capabilities and real (if never fully tested) cohesion. Its safety ensured, Western Europe prospered and remained at peace.

Over time, the Soviet threat diminished and eventually disappeared. Since then, however, an alliance once regarded as the most successful in all of history has lost its way.

When the end of the Cold War left Russia temporarily weakened, the United States and its allies wasted no time in exploiting that weakness. NATO pressed eastward, incorporating into its ranks nations that had previously formed part of the Soviet empire and of the Soviet Union itself. American policymakers urged the alliance to expand its reach, abandoning its defensive posture to become an instrument of intervention. According to the conventional wisdom of the 1990s, NATO needed to go "out of area" or it would surely go "out of business."

This program of enlarging both NATO's territorial expanse and its ambitions has now reached an impasse. Through its military punishment of Georgia last year, Russia has signaled it will not tolerate further encroachments into what the Kremlin sees as its legitimate sphere of influence. Meanwhile, through its ineffective performance in Afghanistan -- NATO's most ambitious "out of area" contingency -- the alliance has revealed the extent to which its capabilities and its cohesion have eroded.

Present-day NATO is a shadow of what it once was. Calling it a successful alliance today is the equivalent of calling General Motors a successful car company -- it privileges nostalgia over self-awareness. 

As with GM, so too with NATO: Fixing past mistakes will require painful changes. Continuing along the existing trajectory is not an option. If the alliance pursues any further eastward expansion (incorporating Ukraine into its ranks, as some in Washington have advocated), it will implode. If it persists in attempting to pacify Afghanistan (vainly trying to prod the Germans and other reluctant allies into deploying more troops with fewer strings attached), it will only further expose its internal weakness. NATO won't survive by compounding its own recent errors.
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Salvation requires taking a different course. However counterintuitive, the best prospect for restoring NATO's sense of purpose and direction lies in having the U.S. announce its intention to exit the alliance.

Salvaging NATO requires reorienting the alliance back to its founding purpose: the defense of Europe. This remains a worthy mission. Although Vladimir Putin's Russia hardly compares with Josef Stalin's Soviet Union, and although current Russian military capabilities pale in comparison with those of the old Red Army, the fact is that Europe today does face a security threat to its east. Having been subjected (in its own eyes at least) to two decades of Western humiliation, authoritarian Russia is by no means committed to the status quo. Given the opportunity, the Kremlin could well give in to the temptation to do mischief. NATO's priority must be to ensure that no such opportunity presents itself, which means demonstrating an unquestioned capacity for self-defense.

The difference between 1949 and 2009 is that present-day Europe is more than capable of addressing today's threat, without American assistance or supervision. Collectively, the Europeans don't need U.S. troops or dollars, both of which are in short supply anyway and needed elsewhere. Yet as long as the United States sustains the pretense that Europe cannot manage its own affairs, the Europeans will endorse that proposition, letting Americans foot most of the bill. Only if Washington makes it clear that the era of free-riding has ended will Europe grow up.
No impact ot NATO
Nato is useless – withdrawal is key to prompt European response to threats

Bacevich 10 -  is a professor of history and international relations at Boston University  (Andrew, February 22, “Let Europe Be Europe: Why the United States must withdraw from NATO.”  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/let_europe_be_europe?page=0,0 )

Europe, however, is another matter. By the dawn of this century, Europeans had long since lost their stomach for battle. The change was not simply political. It was profoundly cultural.

The cradle of Western civilization -- and incubator of ambitions that drenched the contemporary age in blood -- had become thoroughly debellicized. As a consequence, however willing they are to spend money updating military museums or maintaining war memorials, present-day Europeans have become altogether stingy when it comes to raising and equipping fighting armies.

This pacification of Europe is quite likely to prove irreversible. Yet even if reigniting an affinity for war among the people of, say, Germany and France were possible, why would any sane person even try? Why not allow Europeans to busy themselves with their never-ending European unification project? It keeps them out of mischief.

Washington, however, finds it difficult to accept this extraordinary gift -- purchased in part through the sacrifices of U.S. soldiers -- of a Europe that has laid down its arms. Instead, successive U.S. administrations have pushed, prodded, cajoled, and browbeaten European democracies to shoulder a heavier share of responsibility for maintaining world order and enforcing liberal norms.

In concrete terms, this attempt to reignite Europe's martial spirit has found expression in the attempted conversion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) from a defensive alliance into an instrument of power projection. Washington's aim is this: take a Cold War-inspired organization designed to keep the Germans down, the Russians out, and the Americans in, and transform it into a post-Cold War arrangement in which Europe will help underwrite American globalism without, of course, being permitted any notable say regarding U.S. policy.

The allies have not proven accommodating. True, NATO has gotten bigger -- there were 16 member states 20 years ago, 28 today -- but growth has come at the expense of cohesion. Once an organization that possessed considerable capability, NATO today resembles a club that just about anyone can join, including, most recently, such military powerhouses as Albania and Croatia.

A club with lax entrance requirements is unlikely to inspire respect even from its own members. NATO's agreed-upon target for defense spending, for example, is a paltry 2 percent of GDP. Last year, aside from the United States, exactly four member states met that goal.

The Supreme Allied Commander in Europe -- today, as always, a U.S. general -- still presides in splendor over NATO's military headquarters in Belgium. Yet SACEUR wields about as much clout as the president of a decent-sized university. He is not a commander. He is a supplicant. SACEUR's impressive title, a relic of World War II, is merely an honorific, akin to calling Elvis the King or Bruce the Boss.

Afghanistan provides the most important leading indicator of where Washington's attempt to nurture a muscle-flexing new NATO is heading; it is the decisive test of whether the alliance can handle large-scale, out-of-area missions. And after eight years, the results have been disappointing. Complaints about the courage and commitment of NATO soldiers have been few. Complaints about their limited numbers and the inadequacy of their kit have been legion. An immense complicating factor has been the tendency of national governments to impose restrictions on where and how their forces are permitted to operate. The result has been dysfunction. 

When Gen. Stanley McChrystal's famous assessment of the situation in Afghanistan leaked to the media last year, most observers focused on his call for additional U.S. troops. Yet the report was also a scathing demand for change in NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). "ISAF will change its operating culture.... ISAF will change the way it does business," he wrote. "ISAF's subordinate headquarters must stop fighting separate campaigns." The U.S. general found just about nothing in ISAF's performance to commend. 

But McChrystal's prospects for fixing ISAF run headlong into two stubborn facts. First, European governments prioritize social welfare over all other considerations -- including funding their armed forces. Second, European governments have an exceedingly limited appetite for casualties. So the tepid, condition-laden European response to McChrystal's call for reinforcements -- a couple of battalions here, a few dozen trainers there, some creative bookkeeping to count units that deployed months ago as fresh arrivals -- is hardly surprising. 

This doesn't mean that NATO is without value. It does suggest that relying on the alliance to sustain a protracted counterinsurgency aimed at dragging Afghans kicking and screaming into modernity makes about as much sense as expecting the "war on drugs" to curb the world's appetite for various banned substances. It's not going to happen. 

If NATO has a future, it will find that future back where the alliance began: in Europe. NATO's founding mission of guaranteeing the security of European democracies has lost none of its relevance. Although the Soviet threat has vanished, Russia remains. And Russia, even if no longer a military superpower, does not exactly qualify as a status quo country. The Kremlin nurses grudges and complaints, not least of them stemming from NATO's own steady expansion eastward. 

So let NATO attend to this new (or residual) Russian problem. Present-day Europeans -- even Europeans with a pronounced aversion to war -- are fully capable of mounting the defenses necessary to deflect a much reduced Eastern threat. So why not have the citizens of France and Germany guarantee the territorial integrity of Poland and Lithuania, instead of fruitlessly demanding that Europeans take on responsibilities on the other side of the world that they can't and won't? 

Like Nixon setting out for Beijing, like Sadat flying to Jerusalem, like Reagan deciding that Gorbachev was cut from a different cloth, the United States should dare to do the unthinkable: allow NATO to devolve into a European organization, directed by Europeans to serve European needs, upholding the safety and well-being of a Europe that is whole and free -- and more than able to manage its own affairs. As with Nixon and Sadat and Reagan, once the deed is done everyone will ask: Why didn't we think of that sooner? 

***CT bad
Solvency 1nc addition – CT approach fails

1. Counterterrorism approach fails – Somalia proves it strengthens terrorism

Bennet, 9 –  research associate in national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. He recently returned from a research trip to the Horn of Africa. (Richard, “A Recipe for Somalia: A light footprint won’t work in Afghanistan. Just look at the Horn of Africa for all the reasons why not,”  10/13,

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/13/is_afghanistan_the_new_somalia?page=full
As the Afghanistan strategy review dominates conversations in Washington, President Barack Obama's advisors appear split over whether to fully resource a counterinsurgency or scale back the effort to a more limited, counterterrorism approach. Vice President Joe Biden and others, fearing an open-ended engagement, have argued that a light footprint that features Predator drones and special operations forces would be the best way to counter al Qaeda and other Islamist groups. The reported strategy would take boots off the ground, lessening U.S. casualties even as airstrikes continue to target high-value targets, such as those responsible for the September 11 attacks. To some it may sound like the perfect casualty- and commitment-free plan.

Unfortunately, we have seen such an approach before. Over the last 18 years, Somalia has become the poster child for the shortcomings of light engagement peppered with misguided attempts at counterterrorism intervention. If the United States pursues a similar strategy in Afghanistan, the result will be equally catastrophic. And this time, the new Somalia will be right in the heart of the world's most volatile region.

As in Afghanistan, the United States began its engagement in Somalia two decades ago with the deployment of troops. The Bill Clinton administration pulled out after just 19 months, when casualties mounted and there was no end in sight to the conflict. Today, 15 years of light footprint later, Somalia remains a breeding ground for a host of Islamists groups, many with connections to al Qaeda. The country is technically ruled by a weak Transitional Federal Government -- the 14th attempt at establishing authority in almost as many years. But the administration controls but a few neighborhoods of Mogadishu, holding the Islamist groups at bay only with the help of African Union troops who act as de facto bodyguards.

As Islamist insurgents have gained ground, the United States has tried to contain the damage with targeted strikes utilizing special operations forces. In January 2007, for instance, attacks by an AC-130 gunship and attack helicopters killed at least 31 people, many of them suspected Islamist militants. More recently, on Sept. 14, Navy SEALs swooped down in helicopters and shot up a vehicle carrying Saleh Ali Saleh Nabhan, an al Qaeda leader thought to be responsible for the 1998 bombings of U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania.

Despite these few successful raids, Islamist groups -- and other malign elements such as the pirates who terrorize ships off the Horn of Africa -- appear stronger than ever in Somalia. It has proven difficult to decapitate the Islamists with airstrikes alone, thanks to poor intelligence in such a chaotic climate. And far from crippling terrorist groups, U.S. strikes often cause enough collateral damage to drive more aggrieved people into the insurgent camp. These attacks have also had the unintended effect of bringing disparate insurgent elements closer together. The patchwork of Islamist groups have put aside their clan-based divisions and coalesced around a common cause, forming far more monolithic -- and more dangerous -- groups such as al-Shabab and Hizbul Islam.

Nor has halfhearted financial, military, and diplomatic support for the Somali government, whether it's from the African Union, Ethiopia, the United States, or the United Nations, done anything to curtail the Islamists. Instead, it has had the opposite effect. International backing has allowed Islamist groups to portray subsequent interim regimes as puppets of the West, further discrediting the weak bodies among the Somali people. A U.S.-backed Ethiopian intervention to install a transitional government in 2007 made matters even worse; Ethiopians were widely resented, giving the Islamist opposition a convenient enemy against which to fight. Ethiopia pulled out its forces in January, leaving Somalia as much of a mess as ever.

No wonder U.S. officials fear that Somalia is becoming a major al Qaeda safe haven -- with an ominous connection to the continental United States, home to many Somali refugees. Some of these U.S. citizens have gone back to fight for Islamist groups. And in the future, there is always the danger that other immigrants, radicalized by the U.S. attacks, will wage war directly on their adopted homeland.

2. The CT approach eliminates the ability for logistics support – forces us to withdraw entirely

Smith, 9 (Herschel, “Discerning the Way Forward in Afghanistan,” Captain’s Journal, 9/13, 

http://www.captainsjournal.com/2009/09/13/discerning-the-way-forward-in-afghanistan/
This is simply a myth – a strategic daydream.  The small footprint model has led us to where we are in Afghanistan, and claiming that we should do more of the same will continue the diminution of the campaign.  We can withdraw or we can go big, but what we cannot do is hope that more of the same saves us.

With a small footprint of only SOF located in Afghanistan, logistics would be the first to go, and our troops wouldn’t have supplies for more than a couple of months.  Every person who has ever driven a fuel supply truck for us will have been beheaded.  The Afghan National Police will be killed by the population within a few months as retribution for the corruption, and the Afghan National Army will last a little longer – maybe three months.  Rescues will be attempted as a means of egress for the American HK teams lest they die.

The small footprint model has indeed led us to this point in the campaign.  I have not previously advocated specifically counterinsurgency model outlined in FM 3-24 which involves some large degree of national building (so much as I have advocated killing the enemy just as does Gentile).  Whatever strategy one does advocate, HK teams would be the ones killed for lack of logistics, and prior to that their efforts would fail because of lack of intelligence.  This model simply won’t work.

Solvency 1nc addition – CT approach fails

3. A shift to CT will expand the insurgency by making the enemy’s propaganda more credible

Danly, 9 - Iraq War veteran, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, and international affairs fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations (James, “Victory in Afghanistan Requires Fully Supported Counterinsurgency,” 10/27, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/victory-in-afghanistan-requires-fully-supported-counterinsurgency.html)

Compounding its incapacity to eliminate the insurgency, a pure counterterrorism strategy in Afghanistan would actually prove counterproductive by further alienating the population and driving them into the insurgents' arms. Much of the enemy's ability to recruit and hold sway over the population of Afghanistan has come from an effective propaganda campaign that portrays the United States as a malign actor and foreign occupier.
Much of the raw material for this propaganda comes from counterterrorism operations, particularly targeted raids and drone strikes, with their attendant collateral damage and civilian casualties. Imagine the view you would have of the United States if the only evidence you saw of it was the occasional lethal nighttime raid or building destroyed without warning by a Predator drone. Unless the effects of this admittedly necessary aspect of our campaign are mitigated by daily interactions with the population, a counterterrorism campaign cannot help but aid the enemy's propaganda efforts.

XT 1 - CT approach increases terrorism

A counterterrorism approach would collapse Afghanistan and Pakistan and increase global terrorism

Bennet, 9 –  research associate in national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. He recently returned from a research trip to the Horn of Africa. (Richard, “A Recipe for Somalia: A light footprint won’t work in Afghanistan. Just look at the Horn of Africa for all the reasons why not,”  10/13,

http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/10/13/is_afghanistan_the_new_somalia?page=full
If the United States were to start drawing down forces in Afghanistan -- a move that would undoubtedly spark withdrawals by many NATO allies -- it is not hard to imagine Afghanistan spiraling downward to become a "Somalia on steroids." In the 1990s, both were gripped by internecine fighting among brutal warlords. In Afghanistan, the chaos allowed for the emergence of the Taliban, an Islamist group similar to Somalia's al-Shabab. And as recent civilian casualties have made painfully clear, U.S. counterterrorism strikes there have been no more effective than in Somalia. Drone strikes should certainly play a role in hunting high-value targets, but they are effective only when backed by actionable local intelligence gathered from secure Afghans. Relying solely on air power will only serve to alienate the populace in the long run.

Although the time to win the hearts and minds of the Somalis may have come and gone, it's still not too late for the Afghan people. One of the bright spots in the war is the Taliban's abysmal approval rating. An ABC-BBC poll released in February revealed that only 4 percent of Afghans would prefer rule by the Taliban. And though the corruption surrounding the recent presidential election has undermined Hamid Karzai's government, the damage can still be undone, particularly if the Afghan government works in conjunction with coalition forces to improve the delivery of basic services and security. Such a commitment will require considerably more troops than are currently on the ground. This is the strategy envisioned by the U.S. commanding officer in Kabul, Gen. Stanley McChrystal.

Obama is right to pause and consider all the ramifications of sending more Americans into harm's way. But if the administration's ongoing strategy review is honest and rigorous, it should conclude that there is really no alternative -- that reverting to a counterterrorism model risks turning Afghanistan into another Somalia. Absent a significant foreign troop presence and an accompanying counterinsurgency approach, the Afghan government would likely fall to warlordism or to the Taliban. The United States and its allies would then have no choice but to intervene selectively. And as in Somalia, a light footprint that targets terrorists without protecting the people would only serve to discredit the international community in the eyes of the Afghans.

Some might be prepared to live with that eventuality, as we currently live with the chaos in Somalia. But though the violence from Somalia certainly has spilled across borders in the form of terrorism and piracy, the danger emanating from a failed Afghanistan would be far greater. The terrorist groups that are based in South Asia -- notably al Qaeda -- have a more international focus and greater operational capacity than does al-Shabab. And, of course, Afghanistan is located next to another unstable state that has nuclear weapons. Should Pakistan, too, become another Somalia, the world would have a true nightmare scenario on its hands. A drawdown by the West in Afghanistan would only make that bad dream more likely.

Xt 3 - CT approach fails

A CT approach fails – empirically counterinsurgency is the only way to combat terrorism

Danly, 9 - Iraq War veteran, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, and international affairs fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations (James, “Victory in Afghanistan Requires Fully Supported Counterinsurgency,” 10/27, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/victory-in-afghanistan-requires-fully-supported-counterinsurgency.html)

Though both counterterrorism and counterinsurgency strategies seek to impair the enemy's capacity to harm us, only counterinsurgency has the ability to offer long-term solutions in Afghanistan. Counterterrorism is akin to getting rid of an ant infestation one ant at a time, while a properly resourced counterinsurgency strategy is closer to digging up the entire ant hill. Counterterrorism strategies focus on terrorist networks, employing the military's most elite assets to kill or capture key leaders.

Counterinsurgency, on the other hand, focuses on eliminating the medium in which insurgents live and conduct their operations, the safe haven provided by civilian populations among which they hide.

We know for a fact that the counterterrorism approach of solely targeting terrorist leaders is, by itself, insufficient to degrade insurgent networks. In the summer of 2006, our counterterrorist elements in Iraq succeeded in killing Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, the leader of al-Qaeda in Iraq. An operation of this kind is the best a proponent of a counterterrorism strategy could hope for. And yet it had no measurable effect on the overall course of the war—Zarqawi was immediately replaced by a subordinate and as the year wore on, Iraq plunged further into chaos.

Insurgent networks are, by their structure, largely immune to disruption through the elimination of individual leaders. There will always be lower-level terrorist leaders prepared to assume their boss's role as long as the population provides a hospitable environment. Consequently, the process of targeting and eliminating newly promoted terrorist leaders becomes a never-ending cycle.

XT: CT fails – intelligence gathering

A CT approach can’t acquire the right intelligence necessary

Danly, 9 - Iraq War veteran, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, and international affairs fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations (James, “Victory in Afghanistan Requires Fully Supported Counterinsurgency,” 10/27, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/victory-in-afghanistan-requires-fully-supported-counterinsurgency.html)

As a counterinsurgency campaign gains momentum, the most difficult aspects of the campaign become easier as the single example of intelligence gathering should illustrate. At the height of the surge, when my infantry company was in the al-Qaeda hotspot of Dora, a neighborhood in southern Baghdad, we lived among the people and over time built relationships. As trust grew and security improved, I collected intelligence with the support of the entire population of the district. Often, as soon as the information was known to the community, it was passed to us and usually there were only minutes, sometimes only seconds, between the moment I learned of an insurgent's location and the raid that followed.

Counterterrorism elements, isolated on remote installations, have no such interactions and have to rely on intelligence that is often unreliable or out of date. Further, even if their intelligence gets to them quickly and accurately, they are at such a remove from the battlefield that they often cannot hit a target in time.

Our counterterrorism elements are the envy of the world for their training and resources. In the end, though, there are no shortcuts. The campaign in Afghanistan demands a complete approach to combating a deeply entrenched insurgency that has historically supported terrorist organizations dedicated to America's downfall. That approach is not the counterterrorism model put forth, but the fully resourced counterinsurgency strategy advanced by Gen. Stanley McChrystal.

A shift to CT will utterly destroy local population support for the US and rollback all improvements in development

Fidler, 9 - teaches law at Indiana University, and is director of the Center on American and Global Security (David, “From COIN to chaos,” 10/15, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/15/from_coin_to_chaos
More dangerously, a shift in the direction of counterterrorism would undermine military and civilian efforts underway to secure the population, improve governance and the rule of law, rebuild public services, and empower Afghans to govern themselves. All these efforts have been grounded in COIN doctrine, especially the over-riding objective of achieving governance legitimacy. Re-orienting policy towards a counterterrorism-centric approach would mean the U.S. is not actually concerned about the Taliban ruling huge swaths of Afghanistan, which destroys prior and present claims that the U.S. has sacrificed blood and treasure to create something better than the return of Taliban rule.

In particular, a shift towards counterterrorism erodes the rationale for the "civilian uplift" that is deploying civilians to improve governance, the rule of law, economic development, agricultural production, education, women's rights, and the daily lives of Afghans. A counterterrorism-oriented approach supports neither extensive stability operations nor vigorous nation-building efforts, as the skeptics of the COIN strategy in Afghanistan have made clear. A shift away from a COIN strategy would undercut the rationale for the on-going training and deployment of hundreds of new civilian personnel for stability operations in Afghanistan. 

Ironically, the U.S. adopted a COIN strategy in Iraq because the counterterrorism approach failed. Indeed, Afghanistan is not Iraq, and Iraq was not Vietnam. But the "less than COIN, more than counterterrorism" messages being sent by President Obama threaten to leave the U.S. with no clarity of strategy, doctrine, tactics, and objectives, which -- as we know from Vietnam, Iraq, and the "global war on terror" -- creates great peril for the U.S., its allies, and those at the mercy of our political machinations.

Counterterrorism fails – Afghanistan rejects basing

Afghanistan rejects counterterrorism only bases

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
This problem could, of course, be circumvented by negotiating arrangements with Afghanistan for combat basing of Predators and strike aircraft even after Washington abandons Kabul, pulls its troops out of the country, and renounces its mission of state building in Afghanistan. Why the Afghans would have any interest in such an agreement remains inexplicable, particularly because Kabul would, through such a deal, have transformed its own country into a target for al-Qaeda attacks at precisely the time when it had lost all the substantive protections previously offered by the United States. For all these reasons, the notion that standoff attacks conducted from a distance would suffice to neutralize al-Qaeda in the face of a U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan must be judged as fanciful, especially when such operations conducted under far more favorable circumstances today have produced only alloyed results. Moreover, at a time when the al-Qaeda network is becoming ever harder to distinguish from its various Taliban allies as far as threats to the United States and its partners are concerned, the idea that standoff attacks can be conducted successfully, even in the face of a U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan, confounds the imagination.

Counterterrorism fails – increases insurgency
A counterterrorism strategy empirically accelerates the insurgency

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Confronted by these challenges amid great limitations—primarily a shortage of troops— U.S. leadership shifted counterinsurgency strategy from its earlier manpower-intensive emphasis on population protection to the pre-2003 mode of warfare centered on repeated kinetic attacks often conducted at standoff distances and exploiting the technological proficiency of U.S. land and air power. These strikes were no doubt tactically devastating in every instance; they produced important counterterrorism kills and in many instances prevented small bodies of coalition troops from being overwhelmed by larger numbers of Taliban attackers. As a result, the rebels have suffered defeat in every encounter with coalition forces, but these firepower-heavy suppression attacks also produced increased civilian casualties that further alienated the population and only inflamed the insurgency even more. This degeneration, in turn, produced even more devastating kinetic strikes with added collateral damage, thus unleashing a vicious cycle that fashioned the metastasized insurgency confronting the coalition today.

Counterterrorism fails – civilian casualties
A counterterrorism strategy increases civilian casualties and destroys the US reputation

Douthat, 10 – Op Ed Columnist for the New York Times, previously, he was a senior editor at the Atlantic (Ross, “One Way Out,” New York Times, 6/28, lexis)
The first is what we're doing now: the counterinsurgency campaign that Gen. David Petraeus championed (and now has been charged with seeing through), which seeks to lay the foundations for an Afghan state that's stable enough to survive without our support.

The second way is the ''counterterrorism-plus'' strategy that Vice President Joe Biden, among other officials, proposed last fall as a lower-cost alternative.

Advocates of a swift withdrawal tend to see Biden as their ally, and in a sense they're right. His plan would reduce America's footprint in Afghanistan, and probably reduce American casualties as well.

But in terms of the duration of American involvement, and the amount of violence we deal out, this kind of strategy might actually produce the bloodier and more enduring stalemate.

It wouldn't actually eliminate the American presence, for one thing. Instead, such a plan would concentrate our forces around the Afghan capital, protecting the existing government while seeking deals with some elements of the insurgency. History suggests that such bargains would last only as long as American troops remained in the country, which means that our soldiers would be effectively trapped -- stuck defending a Potemkin state whose leader (whether Hamid Karzai or a slightly less corrupt successor) would pose as Afghanistan's president while barely deserving the title of mayor of Kabul.

At the same time, by abandoning any effort to provide security to the Afghan people and relying instead on drone strikes and special forces raids, this approach would probably produce a spike in the kind of civilian casualties that have already darkened America's reputation in the region.

This grim possibility is implicit in the Rolling Stone profile that undid Gen. Stanley McChrystal last week. Ostensibly a left-wing, antiwar critique of counterinsurgency, Michael Hastings's article relied heavily on complaints that the current strategy places too much value on ... innocent Afghan lives. ''In a weird way,'' the Center for a New American Security's Andrew Exum pointed out, Hastings ended up criticizing counterinsurgency strategy ''because it doesn't allow our soldiers to kill enough people.''

Such ironies suggest that if the current strategy proves ineffectual, the alternative that the Obama administration falls back on won't be remotely antiwar. Instead, it will be a recipe for still more dead Afghans and a near-permanent military presence. And in the long run, it will mean more enemies like Faisal Shahzad, the would-be Times Square bomber, who cited civilian casualties in Afghanistan as his prime motivation for turning to terrorism.

Drone attacks cause Pakistan instability

Drone attacks are driving Pakistan instability

Blankey, 9 - Visiting Senior Fellow in National-Security Communications at the Heritage Foundation (Tony, " A Nuclear Talibanistan?,” 4/15, 

http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/04/15/a_nuclear_talibanistan_48923.html)

    The problem is that the united radical Islamists are expanding the combat zone inside Pakistan, threatening the state itself. But our drone attacks on the united Taliban (and al-Qaida) are driving the radicals deeper into Pakistan, including its major cities. Also, the attacks inevitably also kill Pakistani women and children (or are claimed by the radicals to have done so), which serves as a recruiting tool for new jihadists.

    Thus, this is what Kilcullen was quoted as saying by Der Spiegel: "I am against the drone attacks. Even if we could kill half of the al-Qaida leaders, what does it help us if we cause an uprising by the population of Pakistan?"

Drones bad – civilian casualties

Predator strikes will inevitably kill civilians

Byman, 9 - Director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University, a Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution's Saban Center for Middle East Policy (Daniel, “Are Targeted Killings Inside Pakistan A Good Idea? ,” 3/18,  http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64901/daniel-byman/taliban-vs-predator)

In its operations in the West Bank and Gaza, Israel found it hard to kill only terrorists. B’Tselem, an Israeli human rights organization, reports that of the 386 Palestinians who died as a result of targeted killing operations, from the outbreak of the second intifada in September 2000 through the latest war in Gaza at the end of 2008, 40 percent were not the objects of attack -- and some of the unintended victims were children. In spite of all precautions taken, therefore, continued Predator strikes will inevitably kill innocent civilians as well as the enemy.

To have any chance of hitting their targets, meanwhile, Predator strikes require superb intelligence. Israel has a vast intelligence network, with thousands of informers in the Palestinian territories and a near-constant overhead presence of unmanned aerial vehicles and helicopters. In Pakistan’s tribal areas, by contrast, good human intelligence is always in short supply, and constant surveillance is difficult due to the size of the area in question.

The Israeli example suggests that the current U.S. campaign of using Predator attacks to go after its enemies is fraught with risks and can neither defeat al Qaeda nor remove it from its stronghold within Pakistan.

Drones fail – adaption

Insurgents are adapting to drone strikes

Zenko, 10 - Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations (Micah, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” Interview with Greg Bruno, 6/2, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html)
Are insurgents figuring out ways to defeat them?
Targeted Taliban and al-Qaeda insurgents in northwest Pakistan have responded to the increasing efficiency of the drone strikes by developing standard defensive tactics. [They've begun] killing suspected informants who provide intelligence, destroying communication towers that can better intercept satellite and cell phone signals; they've dispersed into smaller cells; they've moved into heavily populated areas where it is very unlikely that the United States will attempt strikes. So they've adapted defensive strategies in response.

AT: Ban drones aff

Predator strikes will just be launched from surrounding countries

Byman, 9 - Director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University, a Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution's Saban Center for Middle East Policy (Daniel, “Are Targeted Killings Inside Pakistan A Good Idea? ,” 3/18,  http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/64901/daniel-byman/taliban-vs-predator)

The United States cannot always generate enough good intelligence to sustain Predator operations on its own, but, as The New York Times has reported, Pakistani intelligence has at times given Washington detailed information on the location of militant leaders. Such support is limited, however, because Islamabad is playing a precarious double game. U.S. strikes on Pakistani soil are deeply unpopular, so no political leader wants to line up publicly with Washington. In addition, the militants are tied to powerful Pakistani interest groups, and many in the security elite hope to continue exploiting Islamic militants to serve Pakistani interests in both Afghanistan and Kashmir. This often means that Pakistani officials condemn U.S. actions in public while assisting them in private -- risking blows to their already weak standing when their hypocrisy is revealed (as it was last month, when Senator Dianne Feinstein [D-Calif.] disclosed that Predator strikes were being launched from bases in Pakistan).  

Drone strikes are increasingly based in Pakistan

Zenko, 10 - Fellow for Conflict Prevention, Council on Foreign Relations (Micah, “Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” Interview with Greg Bruno, 6/2, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html)
As the al-Yazid strike suggests, the Obama administration has picked up the pace of using drones in Pakistan. How did the United States manage to expand its unmanned drone program into a sovereign state that is not a declared warzone? 
The decision was made after 9/11 by President Bush to authorize the CIA to capture or kill a small number of high-value al-Qaeda targets. This happens with CIA-controlled drones in November 2002 in Yemen, where a suspected mastermind of the USS Cole bombing is targeted and killed. And then in 2004 or 2005, the CIA also is put in command and control of drones only for Pakistan, as opposed to the Pentagon-controlled drones in Afghanistan. Today, some of the CIA-controlled drones are flown out of Pakistan and reportedly some others from Afghanistan. But these are somewhat compartmentalized from Department of Defense strikes, which happen in a declared warzone, which is in Afghanistan. Pakistan is not a declared warzone, but a sovereign country. So these can only happen with some level of cooperation with the Pakistani government.

What kind of cooperation? 
If you're taking off from Pakistani airfields, the Pakistani government knows this is going on. The Pakistani media has also shown photographs of drones [on the ground in Pakistan], and there's lots of reporting of U.S. contractors and U.S. officials at some of these airfields. Early on, the U.S. government received permission from Islamabad to go after a very small number of people, primarily Arabs or Uzbeks. Only non-Pakistanis were permitted to be targeted, and if you look at the people who were targeted through the first dozen drone strikes over the first three or four years, they're almost all non-Pakistani. There was some intelligence support provided by the Pakistani government reportedly at the time, but what happens is in the summer of 2008 the U.S. government starts pushing it and going after targets on their own.

The Pakistani government can resist and say, "This is our own sovereign territory." But if the United States launches strikes without the Pakistani government knowing, it looks bad. So there's a very careful dance where the United States then starts going after some targets which are a threat to the Pakistani regime in Islamabad. In the summer of 2008, the CIA becomes, in effect, the counterinsurgency air force of the government of Pakistan, going after individuals and organizations that are dedicated to the overthrow of the regime in Islamabad, more so than they are dedicated to attacking the United States or U.S. allies abroad. This is clear to the Pakistani government, and they begin to provide greater intelligence; they provide a little more cover for the United States to do more drone strikes. It's estimated that at the end of the Bush administration, there were only six or seven Predator drones in Pakistan. Reportedly, this has doubled in the last year or so of the Obama administration, all with the explicit authorization of the Pakistani government.

***Withdraw disad
1nc - Withdrawal causes global wars

The impact is global nuclear war
Carafano, 10 - senior research fellow for national security at The Heritage Foundation and directs its Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies. (James, “Obama must win fast in Afghanistan or risk new wars across the globe,” 1/2 http://gazettextra.com/news/2010/jan/02/con-obama-must-win-fast-afghanistan-or-risk-new-wa/)

Not much chance Obama will go that route. If the violence skyrockets next year and it looks as though the president’s ambitious objectives can’t be met, Afghanistan could look a lot more like Vietnam in 1973. U.S. forces withdrew. Our abandoned ally was soon overrun. South Vietnam became a gulag; Cambodia sprouted the killing fields; life in Laos was just plain lousy. By 1979, the Sino-Vietnamese war erupted.

We can expect similar results if Obama’s Afghan strategy fails and he opts to cut and run. Most forget that throwing South Vietnam to the wolves made the world a far more dangerous place.

The Soviets saw it as an unmistakable sign that America was in decline. They abetted military incursions in Africa, the Middle East, southern Asia and Latin America. They went on a conventional- and nuclear-arms spending spree. They stockpiled enough smallpox and anthrax to kill the world several times over. State-sponsorship of terrorism came into fashion.

Osama bin Laden called America a “paper tiger.” If we live down to that moniker in Afghanistan, odds are the world will get a lot less safe. Al-Qaida would be back in the game. Regional terrorists would go after both Pakistan and India—potentially triggering a nuclear war between the two countries.
Sensing a Washington in retreat, Iran and North Korea could shift their nuclear programs into overdrive, hoping to save their failing economies by selling their nuclear weapons and technologies to all comers. Their nervous neighbors would want nuclear arms of their own.

The resulting nuclear arms race could be far more dangerous than the Cold War’s two-bloc standoff. With multiple, independent, nuclear powers cautiously eyeing one another, the world would look a lot more like Europe in 1914, when precarious shifting alliances snowballed into a very big, tragic war.

Withdraw collapses Afghanistan

Withdrawal leads to afghani collapse, civil war and embolden extremists 

Amin 10 - Executive Editor Journal of Afghanistan Studies,Ex Executive Editor Globe,Ex Assistant Editor Defence Journal,Author, consultant History of Pakistan Army: (March 28, Agha H, “What will happen if the USA withdraws from Afghanistan” http://inewp.com/?p=1978 )

While it is theoretically neat and cosmetically nice to advance the view point that the USA should withdraw from Afghanistan. The idea is far complicated at the strategic and operational level.

While it is true that the Pakistan and US sponsored so called Mujahideen did not follow the USSR into Russia,their successors the Taliban were allied with parties with a Pan Islamist outlook. Parties which wanted to carry Jihad into Europe, America and Africa.

The USSR withdrawal from Afghanistan was not a military defeat but a political act of withdrawal covered by the creation of the Northern Alliance which was half leftist and pro Russian. The fact of the matter remains that USSR withdrawal was fallaciously interpreted as a great victory of Islam, while actually it was not so. This interpretation led to creation of many dreams of glory and carrying on of the Islamic Jihad into India, Bosnia, Chechniya etc.

Any US withdrawal from Afghanistan would create another delusion. A false conclusion that Islam has won and USA lost. It would boost morale in the Islamists and would lead to far greater chaos and confusion than ever witnessed before in modern history.

In brief the implications of a US withdrawal would be :–

1-Collapse of the moderate Afghan regime created after billions of dollars of US and European/G 8 aid within a matter of months.

2-Creation of an unemployed and uncommitted reserve of Islamic extremists who are well trained in military art and would represent a greater threat to the Pakistani state as it presently exists and to all neighbours of Afghanistan.

3-A renewed civil war in Afghanistan with Taliban backed by Pakistan and Saudi Arabia and the Northern Alliance backed by Russia, Iran, Central Asian Republics and possibly USA and China.

Withdrawal kills US credibility

Our credibility impact is empirically true – Vietnam withdrawal proves

Carafano, 9 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (James, National Journal’s Experts Blog, 9/10,

http://security.nationaljournal.com/2009/09/obamas-afghan-dilemma-go-big-o.php#1352488
Worst of all, anti-war activists think we paid no price for walking away from Vietnam. They are wrong. The world got more not less dangerous after Vietnam. The Soviets got more aggressive starting insurgencies across Africa and in our backyard in Latin America. They embarked on a massive conventional and nuclear build up and field a fleet of biological weapon tipped ballistic missiles that were the ultimate doomsday lessons. Lesson #4: intentionally losing wars is a bad idea.

Is winning in Afghanistan in our interest? You bet, if we walk away right now the Taliban and al Qaeda will be back…and that could lead to another 9/11. Taliban and al Qaeda are a threat to regional stability. This last thing we want in nuclear armed India and Pakistan at each other throats, the Pakistani Taliban and al Qaeda would love that. Is the war winnable? You bet. We need a better strategy and adequate resources, but we can stand up a stable Afghanistan and pressure the Pakistanis to do their part (which they won’t do if they think we won’t stick it out.) Can we win without breaking the bank or the military? You bet. That requires more responsible fiscal policies and more realistic defense budgets.

We tried walking away from Afghanistan before. That did not work out so well. We should not repeat that mistake again. 

Withdrawal kills Russia-Pakistan relations

Withdrawal destroys Russian-Pakistan relations

Katz, 10 - a professor of government and politics at George Mason University (Mark, “Understanding Russia’s Approach on Afghanistan, Pakistan,” Eurasianet, 6/25, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61407)


How long, though, is this friendly Russo-Pakistani relationship likely to last?  There is reason to believe that the withdrawal of US/NATO forces from Afghanistan (now tentatively scheduled to begin in mid-2011) could lead to renewed tension between Russia and Pakistan over Afghanistan.
Three decades of hostility cannot be easily ignored. During the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan from 1979 to 1989, Pakistan served as the conduit for external assistance to the Mujahedeen fighting against both Soviet forces and the Afghan Marxist regime. During this period, Moscow mainly supported the Uzbeks and Tajiks in the north of the country, while Pakistan mainly supported the Pashtuns in the south.
After Soviet forces withdrew in 1989 and the Marxist regime they left behind fell in 1992, it was replaced by a self-proclaimed Islamic regime that was also dominated by northerners. Pakistan backed the predominantly Pashtun Taliban which overthrew this regime in 1996 and overran most of Afghanistan. From the early 1990s until just after 9/11, then, Russia tended to back Uzbek and Tajik forces in the North that resisted the advance of the Taliban.
The US-led invasion in Afghanistan beginning in October 2001 sought to overcome Afghanistan’s North-South divide by creating a government that appealed to both. This effort was exemplified by the promotion of Karzai—a Pushtun with strong northern ties—as Afghanistan’s post-Taliban president.  In time, though, the Karzai government came to be seen as not only corrupt and ineffective, but as serving the interests of northerners—who were especially prominent in its ranks.  This increasingly led many Pashtuns to regard the Taliban as the defenders of Pashtun interests.  While Pakistan has cooperated with the United States in Afghanistan to some extent, elements within its government in Islamabad have continued to support the Taliban.  Russia, as noted above, has largely backed the Karzai government and the American-led effort to prop it up.
The pattern, then, of Russia backing the northerners (Uzbeks and Tajiks) and Pakistan backing the southerners (Pashtuns) that existed both during the 1980’s and 1990’s is continuing today. Thus, a US withdrawal from Afghanistan could be expected to result in Russia and Pakistan both continuing—indeed, probably increasing—their support for their traditional Afghan allies.  If this occurs, then the Russian-Pakistani relationship would most likely return to its accustomed mutual antagonism.


Withdrawal expands the drug trade
Withdrawal will collapse Afghanistan and rapidly expand the drug trade

Grornov, 10 – governor of Moscow region (1/11/09, Boris, New York Times, “Russian Advice on Afghanistan,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/12/opinion/12iht-edrogozin.html)

How long would the Afghan government endure today if it were left alone to face the Taliban? A rapid slide into chaos awaits Afghanistan and its neighbors if NATO pulls out, pretending to have achieved its goals. A pullout would give a tremendous boost to Islamic militants, destabilize the Central Asian republics and set off flows of refugees, including many thousands to Europe and Russia.

It would also give a huge boost to the illegal drug trade. Opium production in Afghanistan in 2008 came to 7,700 tons, more than 40 times that of 2001, when international forces arrived. If even the ISAF presence could not prevent the explosive growth of Taliban drug dealing, than it is not difficult to understand what a NATO pull-out would lead to. As people in the West count the coffins of NATO soldiers from Afghanistan, let them not forget to include the coffins of Americans and Europeans who were killed by Taliban heroin in their own countries.

A “successful end” to the operation in Afghanistan will not come simply with the death of Osama bin Laden. The minimum that we require from NATO is consolidating a stable political regime in the country and preventing Talibanization of the entire region.
Taliban takeover bad - terrorism
Targeting the Taliban is vital to eliminating terrorism
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Even if Western aims in Afghanistan are therefore limited to the most minimal goals of defeating terrorism, and only al-Qaeda terrorism at that, there will be no alternative for the United States and its alliance partners to prosecute the war against the Taliban just as vigorously in Afghanistan. This is because the evidence suggests that after almost a decade of conflict with the United States, al-Qaeda and many key Taliban constituents—such as the rahbari shura, Hekmatyar, Haqqani, ul-Haq, and Lashkar-eTaiba, just to name a few—are all intermixed in a veritable witches’ brew of opposition to both the government of Afghanistan and the Western coalition writ large. All these Taliban entities and many more cooperate with al-Qaeda inside Afghanistan as well as outside it. Consequently, the United States will not have the luxury of being able to segregate some pristine Taliban remnant that can be accommodated because it happens to be an example of radical Islam but not concurrently one of global terrorism. For the same reason, U.S. policy will also not be able to pull out of Afghanistan on the grounds that the real enemy is in Pakistan: if the coalition were to cede Afghanistan, or even some part of it, to the Taliban insurgency, all those militants who currently either operate within Afghanistan, or straddle the Afghanistan–Pakistan border, or are nestled within Pakistan would simply flow into this new sanctuary—after the United States withdrew—and continue their operations against the West uninterrupted. As President Obama summarized it well, an American exit from Kabul would gift the Afghan people with “a return to Taliban rule [that] would condemn their country to brutal governance, international isolation, a paralyzed economy, and the denial of basic human rights to the Afghan people—especially women and girls. [Moreover,] the return in force of al Qaeda terrorists who would accompany the core Taliban leadership would cast Afghanistan under the shadow of perpetual violence.”43 Defeating this threat requires that the United States remain ensconced in Afghanistan. Those analysts who urge continued opposition to al-Qaeda as they argue simultaneously for a withdrawal from Afghanistan seem to believe that counterterrorism operations against al-Qaeda (and against the Taliban, if necessary) can be conducted satisfactorily even if Washington maintains no tangible military presence in Afghanistan. On the assumption that alQaeda terrorists can be effectively suppressed through standoff attacks conducted by unmanned combat air systems (such as the MQ-1 Predator or MQ-9 Reaper) or air strikes, they conclude that a U.S. military withdrawal from Afghanistan should in no way undermine ongoing counterterrorism operations.44

***Silk Road counterplan
Silk Road CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should create a long-term strategy for the development of the Modern Silk Road where trade with Afghanistan is the foundation for this approach and generate incentives to invest in this project. This effort should be linked with the Northern Distribution Network. The United States federal government should pressure local governments to decrease unnecessary bureaucratic obstacles to trade. The United States federal government should pressure the Afghani government to levy official taxes on trade.

Counterplan establishes a Modern Silk Road which is vital to longer term stability and success in Afghanistan

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

The Road to Regional Transformation

Achieving the Modern Silk Road is as much a challenge as it is a requirement for long-term success in Afghanistan. The U.S. government, in close consultation with regional players, must formulate practical policies to help tear down the obstacles outlined above and lay the groundwork for regional development and for the sustainable Afghan economy it would help create. Specifically, the U.S. government should focus on eight actions. 
First, the U.S. government should recognize the potential benefits of a Modern Silk Road and make its implementation a strategic priority. This effort should be linked with the unique opportunity created by the NDN. 

Second, the administration should create a long-term strategy for the Modern Silk Road’s development where trade with Afghanistan is the foundation for this approach. 

Third, to be successful, the United States must work with regional governments, donors, and other stakeholders in a coordinated manner. To build momentum for this engagement, the United States should undertake a comprehensive communications campaign that generates incentives to invest into the Silk Road concept. 

Fourth, while many U.S. government entities have an important role to play in the creation of the Modern Silk Road, a single coordinating body is necessary. This entity should be explicitly identified and empowered by the administration. The National Security Council is the likely organization for this task, and should undertake this effort as a high presidential priority in conjunction with other policies intended to promote long-term stabilization of Afghanistan.36

 Fifth, even though the NDN has served as an incremental step toward regional integration, U.S. planners should seek access to additional corridors into Afghanistan. These include the following routes from Iran—Afghanistan (beginning in the Iranian port of Chabahar and entering Afghanistan at the border town of Zaranj before continuing to the Afghan ring road at Delaram), China—Central Asia—Afghanistan (originating in China’s Pacific ports and traveling via road and rail lines before entering Afghanistan), China—Pakistan— Afghanistan (beginning in China’s Pacific ports and transiting the Karakorum highway in Pakistan), Pakistan—Afghanistan (beginning at the Pakistani port of Gwadar and transiting Baluchistan before entering Afghanistan), and India—  Pakistan—Afghanistan. While the challenges associated with these routes are apparent, the United States should put forth a concerted effort to gain access to them. (After all, who could have predicted that U.S. military supplies would be traversing Russia and Uzbekistan?) If the United States proves unable to make use of these routes, Washington should encourage and facilitate other Afghan-bound traffic to travel on them. Increasing intercontinental transport through these corridors is critical. 
Sixth, the United States and other stakeholders should partner with local governments to tear down the bureaucratic obstacles to trade outlined earlier. To accomplish this critical task, U.S. officials and other donors must demonstrate the value of such reform and provide financial and technical assistance in a manner that does not encroach on the sovereignty of these states. This initiative should be fully resourced and include development of streamlined, efficient, and more corruption-resistant procedures, especially at border crossings.37 Moreover, a determined effort should be made to coordinate existing aid programs designed to achieve the same result. 

Seventh, an increase in legal cross-border commerce will not help stabilize Afghanistan unless the country develops the capacity to levy official taxes on trade and turn this activity into sustainable income. The United States, Japan, and other donors should work with the Afghan government to build this capability in a manner that marginalizes the informal economy and discourages official corruption. 
And finally, the Obama administration must recognize that the Modern Silk Road will benefit all of Eurasia. Geopolitical competition in Eurasia is often seen in zero-sum terms. As a result, a strong U.S. push will likely be misconstrued as an effort to assert some sort of advantage over other regional players. Washington should be attuned to this inevitability and be prepared to articulate how the initiative will benefit partners and rivals alike. If this aspect is ignored, potential spoilers will be more likely. 
The NDN has provided the United States a unique, yet fleeting opportunity to develop the Modern Silk Road. In the end, if the opportunity offered by the Modern Silk Road is ignored, everything the United States will have achieved in Afghanistan will be short-lived, and instability will likely remain a permanent fixture in the heart of Eurasia. 
Silk Road CP 1NC

The Modern Silk Road is vital to long-term Afghani growth - military security alone can never ensure stability
Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

When we began our research in the spring of 2009, we understood that the NDN had the potential to alter the geopolitics of Eurasia as the United States strengthened cooperation with Russia, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. We did not, however, fully anticipate the extent to which our research would highlight the essential importance of a broader Afghan strategy built around a regional trading network akin to the ancient Silk Road of millennia past. Lest we be accused of being wild-eyed dreamers, we acknowledge that the NDN was designed to serve the military’s mission in Afghanistan, not to build a Modern Silk Road. But perhaps the most striking aspect of the numerous interviews we conducted with U.S. government officials was their realization that the NDN could serve broader U.S. goals in and beyond Afghanistan. We found that foreign government officials were even more enthusiastic about the opportunities created to expand regional trade and transport. 
The Afghans themselves understand that their future prosperity is tied to Afghanistan’s central role in a reconstituted Eurasian trading network. This view was highlighted in the Afghan National Development Strategy of 2008: 

Afghanistan is a country with significant potential for economic development. It . . . is well positioned to become a trade and business hub linking the markets of Central Asia, the Middle East, South Asia, and China. The potential exists for sustainable economic growth in the future. . . . Afghanistan’s commercial connections to regional and global economies were severely disrupted and must be redeveloped. The development of a competitive private sector will depend on establishing access to foreign markets and developing viable export activities.1

The Obama administration’s new policy in Afghanistan, however, does not address regional trade and transport. Even if the new approach reverses Taliban momentum and develops a viable Afghan security apparatus, the United States will ultimately fail in Afghanistan if it does not pay high-level attention to the country’s future role in regional economic activity. Some senior U.S. officials, however, have resisted our call to promote trade and transport in the region, arguing that the countries which will benefit the most from a Modern Silk Road, such as China, India, Iran, and Pakistan, should take on the lion’s share of responsibility for its development. While this might be true to some extent, the United States should embrace its position as a neutral but enthusiastic supporter of the Modern Silk Road and catalyze what would be a major multilateral effort for the common good.
Other critics correctly point out the difficulty of getting various states in the region to cooperate on the Modern Silk Road. In a part of the world often seen through the lens of great power competition, a concerted U.S. effort to develop such a trade route may be misconstrued as a neo-imperialist grab for power and influence. After all, as the godfather of geopolitics Halford Mackinder argued more than a century ago, whoever controls the Eurasian ‘‘world island’’ would control the world. Our analysis leads to a somewhat different conclusion: Afghanistan is the missing link in a unified Eurasian continental trade and transport system, the Modern Silk Road, that would enhance prosperity and security for all.2 

2NC Solvency
The Modern Silk Road restores Eurasian stability, undermines the Taliban and the insurgency, and solidifies the stability of the Afghani government and army - it solves the entirety of the aff

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

Developing the Modern Silk Road would also have second- and third-order benefits that extend beyond economics. As Starr writes, ‘‘The prospect of transforming Afghanistan, and the entire region of which it is the heart, into a zone of secure sovereignties and viable market economies . . . can roll back the forces that give rise to extremism and enhance continental security.’’20 In short, the Modern Silk Road could promote security, prosperity, and connectivity within some of the most volatile, impoverished, and isolated nations on the planet. Its emergence would help the United States achieve its goals in Afghanistan in two different ways. First, the economic growth would help reduce the widespread deprivation that plays an important role in the Taliban insurgency. In Afghanistan, where 40 percent of the population is unemployed and 53 percent live below the poverty line, economic conditions directly affect the insurgency.21 According to at least one estimate, as many as 70 percent of the Taliban are ‘‘unemployed young men just looking for a way to make a living.’’22 While this figure may be debatable, several analysts have pointed to a connection between insurgency and deprivation in the region. 

Karin von Hippel, former director of the CSIS Post-Conflict Reconstruction Project, argues, ‘‘The ordinary volunteer or recruit in Pakistan and Afghanistan has typically been poor.’’23 To support this argument, she cited three compelling sources. First was a report by Daniel Markey from the Council on Foreign Relations, which found that ‘‘in Pakistan, Taliban recruits are drawn from Afghan refugee camps and the network of extremist madrassas in the tribal areas. Taliban foot soldiers tend to be uneducated, poor Pashtuns with few other employment prospects.’’24 Second was a study by the UN Assistance Mission for Afghanistan (UNAMA), which stated that in the absence of employment opportunities, young men join militant groups as a way to earn a living and enhance their social status.25 Finally, von Hippel cited renowned journalist Peter Bergen, who learned that Taliban fighters were paid about $300 a month, equivalent to four times the wage of an average Afghan police officer.26 

The relationship between poverty and extremism in South Asia reinforces the idea that the Modern Silk Road must be developed, along with military operations, in Afghanistan as a vital component of an effective counterinsurgency campaign and a key ingredient for long-term stability. The principles of Obama’s December 1, 2009 speech on Afghanistan recognize the relationship between economic growth and the counterinsurgency mission, stating that ‘‘growth is critical to undermine extremists’ appeal in the short term and for sustainable economic development in the long term.’’27 

The second reason why the emergence of the Modern Silk Road is important for U.S. goals in Afghanistan is that it would provide the Afghan government with a desperately needed revenue stream. While much of the current debate has focused on how to professionalize the Afghan National Security Forces and create a functional and legitimate Afghan government, these institutions will ultimately fail without a sustainable revenue stream to fund them. With international assistance currently accounting for ‘‘around 90% of all public expenditures’’ in Afghanistan, it is clear that more must be done to enhance the ability of the Afghan government to sustain itself.28 This is where the NDN comes in. Despite being created to serve logistical ends, the NDN is bringing about a de facto step toward the Modern Silk Road. The U.S. government should embrace this positive externality and strive to deepen Afghanistan’s connections to regional and global markets. 
Counterplan turns case - the momentary stability they might provide won’t be lasting absent trade

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

In the fall of 2009, the Obama administration undertook a lengthy review of its strategy for the war in Afghanistan that resulted in the controversial decision to increase the U.S. force presence by 30,000 troops in 2010 and to begin withdrawal in July 2011. Most of the spirited public debate revolves around security challenges, such as the number of troops, and choosing a balance between counterinsurgency or counterterrorism strategies. This is understandable given the major investments of blood and treasure the United States will continue to make in the effort to stabilize Afghanistan and root out terrorist threats. But even if U.S. and coalition forces are successful in bringing greater security to Afghanistan, these gains will be short-lived if the United States does not develop a more comprehensive regional strategy now. This strategy must go beyond ‘‘AfPak’’ and should make the longer-term economic viability of Afghanistan as high a priority as increasing its near-term security. 

2NC Solvency
The counterplan provides a huge financial windfall for Afghanistan and the region as a whole

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

Reminiscent of the ancient Silk Road, which connected Europe and Asia, the Modern Silk Road could generate tremendous incomes among both trading and transit states. Starr offers five rough indicators of the scale and value of such commerce. First, an overland route running from Lianyungang in China to Rotterdam in the Netherlands via Xinjiang and Central Asia would reduce the time it takes to transport goods from China to Europe from 20— 40 days to about 11, and lower costs from $167 to $111 per ton, or by over 30 percent while cutting the time at least in half. Second, if basic improvements were to be made to the transportation infrastructure connecting Central Asia to Afghanistan, the ABD predicts overall trade would increase by up to $12 billion, a growth of 80 percent. Third, a separate estimate by the ADB found that completing new roads would boost total trade among Afghanistan’s neighbors by 160 percent and increase the transit trade through Afghanistan by 113 percent. The study also found that these roads would raise Afghanistan’s exports by 14 percent, or $5.8 billion, and increase imports by 16 percent or $6.7 billion. Fourth, a UN study estimated that the gross domestic product (GDP) across Central Asia would grow by 50 percent within a decade, if those states cooperate with one another on fostering trade. And finally, intercontinental trade is projected to increase GDP growth in Afghanistan by 8.8—12.7 percent and 2—3 percent in Xinjiang.19 

The Modern Silk Road can easily be built and will stabilize Afghanistan and help it thrive - neg takeouts are wrong - the NDN proves

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

While the creation of the NDN was motivated by the U.S. military’s immediate logistical needs, its establishment nonetheless offers a unique opportunity for Washington to lay a foundation for a Modern Silk Road, which would help stabilize Afghanistan in the long term and transform Eurasia. By linking Afghanistan with Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia through commercial carriers, existing infrastructure, and multiple routes, the NDN demonstrates that the embattled country is currently accessible. 

At the same time, the NDN is creating additional demand for transcontinental transport services, bolstering the logistical links between Afghanistan, NDN ports of origin, and NDN transit states. Through this demand, the U.S. military is helping to create and sustain transcontinental transport capacity that could one day service the Modern Silk Road and become the engine for Afghanistan’s economic growth as prioritized in the 2008 Afghan National Development Strategy. The NDN’s success also affirms that new infrastructure projects are not prerequisites to enhance Afghanistan’s economic integration. While further development would certainly help, the fact that 4,500 TEUs have been delivered to Afghanistan via the NDN since February 2009 illustrates that goods can reach the country through commercial carriers along existing infrastructure.14 

These deliveries, however, do not represent the full throughput capacity of these routes. TRANSCOM reports that it sees no infrastructure constraints in using the NDN to ship half its nonlethal ground shipments to Afghanistan in 2010.15 The Asian Development Bank (ADB) also recognized the existence of surplus capacity within the Central Asian portion of the NDN, noting that after the ‘‘dramatic fall in traffic on the regional networks in the 1990s, there is undoubtedly abundant spare capacity on virtually the entire [road and rail] transport network.’’16 The NDN is a striking reminder that transit corridors connecting Afghanistan with Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia are far more viable than many realize. 

Perhaps most significantly, the NDN has focused the U.S. government on the onerous bureaucratic requirements and rampant corruption that serve as longstanding obstacles to the growth of the Modern Silk Road. The NDN provides an opportunity for the United States to identify and help regional states implement simpler and faster ways of moving goods safely from one country to another. While no policy will guarantee success, developing the Modern Silk Road to enhance economic integration between Afghanistan and its near and distant neighbors is one of the most promising ways to deepen Kabul’s coffers. As the Afghan National Development Strategy points out, ‘‘Afghanistan cannot develop without access to regional and international markets.’’17 

AT: Can’t Solve in Short Term

Afghanistan will gain benefits from the counterplan in 18 months

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

One of the most promising ways forward for the U.S. and NATO in Afghanistan is to focus on removing the impediments to continental transport and trade across Afghanistan‘s territory. Many existing international initiatives from the Mediterranean to the Indian sub-continent and Southeast Asia are already bringing parts of this network into being. Absent is the overall prioritization, coordination, and risk management that will enable Afghanistan to emerge as a natural hub and transit point for roads, railroads, pipelines, and electric lines. America and its coalition partners can provide these missing ingredients.
Opening the great channels of transport and trade will improve the lives of average Afghans, reinforce the military effort, and create a sustained income stream for the Afghan government. It will begin reaping these benefits with-in 18 to 24 months. 
AT: Squo Solves Economic Development
Status quo economic development programs are failing - the counterplan is key to sustainable development

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

American strategy in Afghanistan is at a crossroads. Expanded forces are implementing promising new approaches on the battlefield. But these have yet to be matched by economic measures. The U.S.‘s stated goals—to destroy Al Qaeda and cripple the Taliban—do not engage most Afghans and people in countries neighboring Afghanistan, or even our own NATO allies. Notwith-standing many worthy projects, a robust non-military strategy has been lacking, and especially one that engages more deeply a broader regional set of actors. Only such a strategy will engage the local populace in Afghanistan and the region.

The U.S.‘s current approach to economic renewal rests on four pillars: 1) job creation; 2) the provision of basic services; 3) the construction of infrastruc-ture; and 4) the development of fiscal sustainability. Of these, job creation has been the main thrust to date, but it has yet to bear significant fruit. We accept these goals but propose to organize them around a more focused yet comprehensive strategy, one that embraces the expansion of transport and trade as the main engine of economic advancement. 
AT: Squo Solves Silk Road
The status quo silk road effort is being blocked by Afghanistan - the CP makes it effective

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

As detailed in Section I, below, many countries, international financial institutions, and private sector enterprises are already spending billions to construct Modern Silk Roads running from Hamburg to Hanoi, Mumbai to Morocco. But this enormous effort is blocked at key borders and especially within Afghanistan. Until these impediments are removed, Afghanistan will remain the cork in the bottle,‖ a barrier to continental transport via roads, railroads, oil and gas pipelines, and electrical transmission lines rather than its most important hub. This is the legacy of Afghanistan‘s recent history. First the tightly sealed Soviet borders, then civil war and Taliban rule in Afghanistan, and then unrest along the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan, stifled all prospects for continental transport and trade. The resulting isolation from the world of commerce condemned Afghanistan and its neighbors to backwardness and opened their people to extremist solutions.
AT: Permutation

Permutation can’t solve - economic development must begin before withdraw
Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

To achieve success, an economic strategy for Afghanistan must meet these four criteria:
First, it must directly and manifestly improve the lives of Afghans, Pakistanis, and people in those Central Asian states that are key to this region-wide project. As this happens, internal and external stakeholders will buy into the effort. Only through these means can one expect a decline in the resort to violent solutions. Only in this way will the need for a large and costly U.S. military presence begin to lessen in the immediate future, e.g., in next 18–24 months.

Second, it must be possible to pursue the economic strategy simulta-neously with the military strategy, and in such a way that the two are mutually reinforcing.
Third, it must leave the Afghan government with an income stream. Today the U.S. is paying the salaries of all Afghan soldiers and civil servants. This cannot go on forever.
Fourth, an economic strategy must work fast, showing substantial results within the next 18-24 months. An early focus on removing administrative and procedural blockages to trade will produce quick results. Overall, economic progress will create the conditions that will enable the U.S. to shift its main emphasis from military power to economic and social betterment.
CP solves and the permutation doesn’t - providing economic opportunity is the best way to combat the insurgency but not when paired with withdraw

Corcoran 9- senior fellow at GlobalSecurity.org and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus. He was a strategic analyst at the U.S. Army War College, where he chaired studies for the Office of the Deputy Chief of Operations. (10/15/09, Ed, “Strategic Dialogue: Afghanistan,” FPIF, http://www.fpif.org/articles/strategic_dialogue_afghanistan)

Al-Qaeda and its extremist allies are a major destabilizing force in this effort. Afghanistan has become a focal point in the struggle with radical Islam. Our actions have clearly demonstrated that military efforts are not effective. They validate violence as the means of struggle and provide an example of armed Western suppression of dedicated Muslims. This is not a "clash of civilizations," as Douglas Macgregor points out, but a clash of modernity with antiquity. The medieval version of Islam promoted by the Taliban and their ostentatious brutality intimidate many Afghans both religiously and physically.

We have to support those who have supported us and disabuse the Taliban of any expectations that the United States will soon leave the country to them. The Taliban motivates thousands of young men with its medieval program. We need to provide a counter to this, motivating Afghans to fight for their own future by showing them what modernity could bring them. We need to show an alternative not just to Afghans but to the entire Muslim world. Pakistan is indeed part of one struggle, and current U.S. efforts to promote socioeconomic development there are the same challenge as in Afghanistan, particularly with the Pashtun presence tying both countries together.

The problem with General McChrystal's strategy is that he has interpreted the mission to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaeda and its extremist allies as a mission to control the whole of Afghanistan all at once. I agree with Leaver that this is not an achievable mission. We already have woefully inadequate civilian support groups behind the troops. More troops will only worsen this situation.
Leaver rightly stresses the need for development aid at the grassroots level. But aid cannot be successful without security. Troop assets need to be balanced with development assets. Sending more troops when development assets are already woefully inadequate will only be counterproductive. We simply do not have the assets to do the whole country all at once. A security and development strategy is our only option, but has to be applied in those areas of the country where we can provide enough combined assets to support real development. Disrupting radical Islam requires that we stay in Afghanistan, but we must de-emphasize military operations.
The struggle with radical Islam is a global mission. Afghanistan is important because of its relation to this global task. A longer commitment to Afghanistan is not supportable if it just bleeds us without results. As occupiers we will face the fate of previous occupiers. But as developers, we have to accept a long-term commitment. We have had a military and commercial presence in Germany, Japan, and South Korea for some 60 years, and can be proud of what we have accomplished there.

A scheduled U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would demonstrate the failure of our American ideals, validate Taliban ideology, and show the world the shallowness of American commitments. This would undermine our position not only in Afghanistan but also in Pakistan (which already regards us as a fickle partner) and the entire Muslim world, greatly complicating the core task of leading the development of a stable and prosperous world.
AT: Permutation
Troops presence is key to counterplan solvency - permutation can’t solve

Kagan and Kagan, 9 - * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “In Afghanistan Real Leverage Starts with More Troops”, 11/27/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/101363)

The president will soon announce the deployment of additional U.S. forces to Afghanistan, in a speech likely to emphasize the importance of political progress there. Legitimacy is the most important outcome of a counterinsurgency strategy, not, as some have suggested, an input. It is unfortunate that much of the debate has ignored the role that additional military forces can play in building legitimacy and effective government in a counterinsurgency. Adding forces gives us leverage; military forces are vital to the success of any political strategy because they contribute directly to improving governance as well as to improving security.
The recent American experience in Iraq illustrates how U.S. forces and diplomacy helped correct the behaviors of a sometimes malign government in ways that helped neutralize insurgent groups. In early 2007, many Iraqi leaders were using instruments of state to support sectarian death squads. The dysfunctional government could not secure the population, pass laws or provide services to its people. The implementation of a fully resourced counterinsurgency strategy--enabled by the deployment of nearly six additional U.S. combat brigades--transformed Iraq's government within 18 months. Opponents of the surge argued that Iraqis would "step up" politically and militarily only if they knew that U.S. forces would leave. Instead, before committing to the fight, political leaders and populations throughout Iraq assessed whether U.S. forces would stay long enough to secure them. Iraqis stepped up precisely because of the absence of conditionality and time limits on U.S. force levels.

If the Afghan government were fully legitimate, there would be no insurgency. U.S. and international actions must aim to improve the Afghan government's ability to provide basic services such as security and dispute resolution nationwide, building the legitimacy of the government in Kabul sufficiently to dampen a large-scale insurgency. They must persuade and even compel Afghan leaders to stop activities that alienate the people and create fertile ground for insurgents.

Adding American forces in large numbers would help. It is critical that the Afghan people be provided security. Continuous violence, insurgent intimidation and propaganda campaigns create a pervasive sense of insecurity that undermines the government. As we have seen in Iraq and some parts of Afghanistan, a reduction in violence can slow or stop the erosion of the government's legitimacy. It can also create space in which to resolve underlying tensions that had fueled the violence, through negotiation or the construction of more effective governmental structures, neither of which can occur without security.

But American military forces also contribute directly to efforts to improve Afghan institutions. In Afghanistan, as in Iraq, international troops will partner with army and police units. Afghan forces can learn by listening to the exhortations of mentors and by seeing the world's best military perform those tasks. Partnered American units also hinder illegal activities, such as extortion, that Afghan units might otherwise undertake.

American military forces can also help restrain politicians' abuses of power. U.S. forces can develop a picture of local power structures, including those through which Afghan officials abuse their power and exacerbate the insurgency. American commanders can collect evidence on individual offenders that a reformed Afghan judicial system would one day be able to use. In the short term, such evidence can be published, embarrassing the official and others involved. Since much of the corruption involves narcotics, the United States and its partners can use international legal mechanisms to pursue Afghan officials in more reliable court systems. We can also threaten to add the worst offenders to our target lists when abuse of power directly supports the enemy. Used systematically, as happened in Iraq, this leverage can dramatically alter the behavior of networks of people misusing their power.

CP is Low Cost
Counterplan is low cost - not much new infrastructure is needed and it will be funded by private investments anyway

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

Why has the U.S. not seized this immense opportunity before now? Many have embraced the MSR concept but feared that it would be too expensive. Sections II and III of this report indicate that the main needs for road transit are leadership and diplomatic skill to sort out border impediments, not infra-structure. Completing the Ring Road and especially the highway between Kabul and Herat will come at a modest cost compared to what has already been spent. And while pipelines, railroads, and electrical transmission require larger infrastructure investments, there will be no shortage of international investors if the U.S. steps up to provide the needed strategic leadership.
CP Popular in Afghanistan and Solves Corruption
CP is popular in Afghanistan and solves corruption

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

What is the cost of not embracing a MSR strategy? First, gains in the security area will prove short-lived; second, it will tell Afghans that U.S. interests are too self-centered to accommodate their own goal of economic betterment; third, it will fan the growing conviction in the region that the U.S.‘s overall presence there will end soon; and, finally, it will undercut the willingness of NATO partners to join American-led missions in the future.

The biggest surge in Afghanistan will fail if it is not intimately linked with an economic program, and one that motivates Kabul to improve governance. The Government of Afghanistan strongly supports continental trade and the country of Afghanistan is ideally positioned to play the pivotal role in such commerce. By releasing the engine of continental trade, the U.S. and its partners in Kabul will also release a powerful force for better governance, and one that Afghans themselves can support, since they will directly benefit from it.
CP Solves Commitment to Afghanistan and Credibility
CP signals our commitment to Afghanistan and solves for military credibility

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

What is the cost of not embracing a MSR strategy? First, gains in the security area will prove short-lived; second, it will tell Afghans that U.S. interests are too self-centered to accommodate their own goal of economic betterment; third, it will fan the growing conviction in the region that the U.S.‘s overall presence there will end soon; and, finally, it will undercut the willingness of NATO partners to join American-led missions in the future.
AT: Infrastructure/Instability Barriers

The Modern Silk Road can thrive under status quo infrastructure and instability

Kuchins et al 10 - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program (Andrew, Thomas Sanderson - Deputy Director and Senior Fellow in the CSIS Transnational Threats Project, David Gordon - Research Assistant and Program Coordinator, “Afghanistan: Building the Missing Link in the Modern Silk Road,” April, Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/10april/docs/10apr_KuchinsSandersonGordon.pdf, EMM)

While the Modern Silk Road represents the best hope for the long-term stabilization of Afghanistan and the NDN offers a unique opportunity to help bring about its emergence, there are two common misconceptions: namely, that poor infrastructure and a lack of security are responsible for Afghanistan’s current economic isolation and the failure of the Silk Road to reemerge. This analysis, however, is flawed. 

First, with some notable exceptions, transportation infrastructure in several portions of Eurasia is underdeveloped. This infrastructure deficit is, in fact, acute within Afghanistan and between Afghanistan and its neighbors. That said, these conditions are not responsible for the lack of commercial activity in undeveloped parts of Eurasia, and adequate infrastructure does exist to support increased levels of trade in these locations. 
While donors such as the ADB are beginning to address this deficit through projects like the recently approved rail line connecting Termez with Mazar-e- Sharif, the present reality is nonetheless apparent. Yet, according to the International Road Transport Union (IRU), ‘‘The road network in transit countries [to Afghanistan] has sufficient reserves of capacity to allow for the mass expansion of cargo shipments.’’29 In other words, roads can be used rather than rail. As the success of the NDN suggests, the current regional infrastructure does provide functional and adequate conduits through which current commercial volumes can reach Afghanistan. 

As for insecurity, there is no doubt that sustained violence in Afghanistan as well as areas like Baluchistan, Kashmir, and other parts of Eurasia inhibits economic activity and dissuades private and public investment which could help foster regional trade and growth. As the scope and intensity of the Taliban insurgency expands, this inhibitor is growing more acute. Yet, the continuing flow of Pakistani trucks ferrying NATO supplies from Karachi to Afghanistan through the epicenter of the Pashtun insurgency is proof that commercial activity can flourish amid instability. Any gains that militants would make from disrupting these vital supply lines on a strategic level are outweighed by the fact that local tribes derive significant income from this traffic. As long as such incentive structures hold, local populations will prioritize commerce over political violence.
CP overcomes barriers to trade that exist in the squo

Starr et al 10 - Founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute (Stephen, Andrew Kuchins - Senior Fellow and Director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, Stephen Benson, Elie Krakowski, Johannes Linn, Thomas Sanderson, “The Key to Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy,” May,  http://www.silkroadstudies.org/new/docs/silkroadpapers/1005Afghan.pdf, EMM)

No country, international agency or financial institution is better positioned than the United States to lead the removal of existing impediments to continental transport and trade in Afghanistan and the adjoining region. Timely strategic leadership by the U.S. will overcome procedural and administrative impediments at borders, help the Afghan government benefit from low tariffs systematically collected, and train Afghans in the skills necessary to play a role in the continental commerce that is already beginning to revive. In this manner the United States can show Afghans, their neighbors, and the private sector that its actions are informed by a positive vision and that the military campaign is not an end in itself but a necessary and temporary measure to unleash Eurasian trade. Afghans are well-aware of their country‘s long history as a hub of continental commerce. Their government has long since embraced the renewal of trade as a national priority. Both are ready to embrace an American-led effort designed to unleash this engine of development.
***Tribal engagement CP
Tribal engagement 1NC

CP TEXT: The United States Federal Government should effectuate a tribal engagement strategy in Afghanistan

Engaging the tribes is the key internal link to every measure of success in Afghanistan – they constitute the fabric of the state

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf)
The US has been in Afghanistan for eight years. We have fought hard and accomplished some good. Tactically, we have not lost a battle. Despite the lethal sophistication of the Improvised Explosive Device (IED) threat, we defeat the Taliban in every engagement. But are we closer to our goals than we were eight years ago? Are the Afghan people closer to a stable way of life? Are we closer to our national strategic objectives there?

Based on my time in Afghanistan—and my study of the region, tribes, counter-insurgency (COIN) and unconventional warfare (UW)—positive momentum in Afghanistan depends on the US force’s support for the tribal systems already in place. Take it a step further and “advise, assist, train and lead” tribal security forces (Arbakais) much like we have been doing with the Afghanistan National Army (ANA) and Afghanistan National Police (ANP).

I will get into the specifics later in this paper, but what I believe must happen is a tribal movement supported by the US which allows the tribal leaders and the tribes they represent to have access to the local, district, provincial, and national leadership. This process has to be a “bottom-up” approach.

There is no shortage of information detailing Afghan corruption at all levels of government. This directly affects the tribes. If the national government cannot protect “us,” if US forces cannot protect “us,” if we cannot protect ourselves . . . the only answer is to side with the Taliban. How can you blame anyone for that? I would do the same. As we all know, the answers to the problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan have no purely military answer. However, the political strategy of governing from Kabul or fighting the war from there is clearly not working. It never has. More importantly, it never will.

Afghanistan has never had a strong central government. A strategy in which the central government is the centerpiece of our counterinsurgency plan is destined to fail. It disenfranchises the very fabric of Afghan society. The tribal system in Afghanistan has taken a brutal beating for several decades. By supporting and giving some power back to the tribes, we can make positive progress in the region once again. Even the people who advise our national policymakers see the need to engage the tribes. “The Afghan government is not competent enough to deal with the dire threats that currently face Afghanistan,” says Seth Jones, an analyst at the RAND Corp. who advises the Pentagon. “This means working with tribal leaders.” (Sappenfield, To Fight Taliban)

I have fought on the battlefields of both Iraq and Afghanistan. Afghanistan is by far the more difficult and brutal operational environment. The enemy there has never been defeated. Time is on their side. Trust me. I have sat face to face with Afghans, both friends and enemies, who endure unimaginable hardships. They will do it, their children will do it and their children’s children will do it. They own all the time.

When one says “Afghan people” what I believe they are really saying is “tribal member.” Every single Afghan is a part of a tribe and understands how the tribe operates and why. This is key for us to understand. Understanding and operating within the tribal world is the only way we can ever know who our friends and enemies are, how the Afghan people think and what is important to them. Because, above all, they are tribesmen first.

It is a matter of national security that the US government and specifically the military grasp the importance of the tribes, and learn to operate comfortably in a tribal setting. This paper is about why and how we need to engage the tribal structure present in Afghanistan.

Tribal engagement 1NC
Tribal engagement resolves squo problems with the COIN strategy

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

The situation at each tribe will be complex and will vary with each tribe. Each will present its unique spider web of loyalties and subtle agendas that a Tribal Engagement Team must deal with smartly— and brutally when necessary. At the same time these men must be alert to detect and mediate local rivalries, sometimes within the tribe they are advising. They will have to be subjective on one issue and objective with another.

Five main problems we face in Afghanistan are: The IED threat, the civilian casualties caused by air strikes, the inability of US forces to protect locals in rural areas, the immediate need for more Afghan and US troops, and the fact that we are losing the tactical and strategic information campaign there. This tribal engagement plan addresses all five problems head on.

First, the IED threat will decrease to near zero because there will be little need to move troops around. The TETs will live in the village with the tribe. There will be no need to travel the dangerous roads between the firebases and the population. Second, the TETs will be living with the tribe in its village, so calling in air strikes on your own village is not an option, unless the decision is made by the tribal leader in extreme circumstances. The tribal leader will be the final authority to make the call for air support, thus avoiding civilian casualties in his tribal domain.

Third, TETs living inside the village, not in some distant firebase, will increase the security of the village. The enemy will have to be much more aggressive to penetrate the tribal area, and that will dramatically increase the chances that we (the TET and Arbakai) will be able to kill them.
Fourth, the TETs will decrease the need for both US and Afghan government forces by training and advising a Tribal Security Force (TSF) or Arbakai. The Arbakai could be trained, equipped and organized as a modular, loose-knit unit. Eventually each TSF could be integrated into a kind of confederation—with district, regional and national units—to fight against any greater threat. Attack one tribe and you attack us all. This will take years to accomplish, but it will have tremendous enduring benefits for all concerned.

Fifth, the TETs must develop their own Information Operations and provide ground reports to all news media—the story has to be told. International media coverage of Muslim countries is extremely important. Seventy to eighty percent of the Afghan population cannot read, so videos and the spoken word in Pashto will be essential. This strategy will not work without a major Information Operations (IO) campaign.

2NC solvency – Tribal engagement
Empirical examples prove a local, tribe-focused engagement is the only effective strategy in Afghanistan

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 

“Going Local: The Key to Afghanistan,” Wall Street Journal, 8/8, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/08/08/WSJ.html)

The U.S.'s strategy of building a centralized state is doomed to fail in a land of tribes 

The rapidly deteriorating situation in Afghanistan is now President Barack Obama's war, one he pledged to win during his election campaign, promising to "reverse course" and defeat the Taliban and al Qaeda. One of the biggest problems, however, is that since late 2001, the United States has crafted its Afghanistan strategy on a fatally flawed assumption: The recipe for stability is building a strong central government capable of establishing law and order in rural areas. This notion reflects a failure to grasp the local nature of Afghan politics. 

In many countries where the United States has engaged in state-building, such as Germany and Japan after World War II, U.S. policy makers inherited a strong central government that allowed them to rebuild from the top down. Even in Iraq, Saddam Hussein amassed a powerful military and intelligence apparatus that brutally suppressed dissent from the center. But Afghanistan is different. Power has often come from the bottom up in Pashtun areas of the country, the focus of today's insurgency. 

It is striking that most Americans who try to learn lessons from Afghanistan's recent history turn to the failed military exploits of the British or Soviet Union. Just look at the list of books that many newly deployed soldiers are urged to read, such as Lester Grau's "The Bear Went Over the Mountain" and Mohammed Yousaf and Mark Adkin's "The Bear Trap," which document some of the searing battlefield lessons that contributed to the Soviet defeat. Yet, outside of some anthropologists, few people have bothered to examine Afghanistan's stable periods. The lessons are revealing. 

The Musahiban dynasty, which included Zahir Shah, Nadir Shah, and Daoud Khan ruled Afghanistan from 1929 to 1978. It was one of the most stable periods in modern Afghan history, partly because the Musahibans understood the importance of local power. Many U.S. policy makers have not grasped this reality, still clinging to the fantasy that stabilizing Afghanistan requires expanding the central government's writ to rural areas. 

2NC solvency – Tribal engagement
Only a local strategy effectively rehabilitates Afghanistan – top-down approaches breed instability and resistance

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 

“Going Local: The Key to Afghanistan,” Wall Street Journal, 8/8, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/08/08/WSJ.html)

Some Afghans had to learn this lesson the hard way. Amanullah Khan, who ruled Afghanistan from 1919 to 1929, tried to create a strong central state in the image of Ataturk's Turkey and Reza Shah's Iran. This proved disastrous. The central government's attempt to push into rural areas sparked social and political revolts, first in Khowst in 1923 and then in Jalalabad in 1928. By 1929, local rebellions became so serious that Amanullah was forced to abdicate, and Afghanistan deteriorated into several months of anarchy. 

Masses of rural Afghans today still reject a strong central government actively meddling in their affairs. In southern and eastern Afghanistan, which are dominated by Pashtuns, many consider the central government a foreign entity. "My allegiance is to my family first," one tribal elder from Kandahar told me earlier this year. "Then to my village, sub-tribe, and tribe," he continued, noting that the government played no meaningful role in his daily life. 

I have often been struck by the disconnect between the center and periphery when traveling through areas where, as recently as this year, some villagers had never heard of President Hamid Karzai, who has led the country since 2001. In a few cases, they even thought U.S. military forces I was traveling with were Soviets, not realizing that the Soviet army withdrew in 1989. Time has a way of standing still in rural Afghanistan. 

The lessons of Amanullah Khan were not lost on the Musahibans. While they believed it was important to build a strong army and competent government technocrats, dealing with rural Afghanistan required extraordinary caution. They exempted a range of Pashtun tribes from military service and established a fairly effective tribal engagement strategy in southern and eastern Afghanistan. 

Zahir Shah supported village-level defense forces, called arbakai, to establish order in eastern Afghanistan. These village-level forces were used for defensive purposes and organized under the auspices of legitimate tribal institutions. But the result was clear: Law and order were established by locals, not the central government. When rebellions occurred, as they sometimes did, the government could temporarily move into rural areas and crush them. 

The Soviet-backed regimes never learned the Musahiban secret, and tried to establish order from the top down. The United States and much of the international community made a similar mistake beginning in 2001, conceiving of success as emanating from a powerful central government. But this reflects a quintessential Western understanding of the nation-state, not one grounded in today's reality. "I'm afraid we are still looking for the solution only in Kabul," a senior U.S. government official recently told me. "It is a false hope." 

After the overthrow of the Taliban regime, the U.S. and its allies began building an Afghan national army and police force. They also supported presidential elections in 2004 and parliamentary elections in 2005. But there were no systematic efforts to engage tribes, sub-tribes clans, and other local institutions. And there were no efforts to encourage elections at the provincial or district level, where most Afghan political energies are focused. The United States did, however, back a handful of warlords, usually detested by Afghans because they operate outside of the tribal system. 

The Taliban and other insurgent groups are most attuned to local dynamics. In southern Afghanistan, for example, Taliban commanders have developed a fairly effective bottom-up strategy to co-opt or coerce tribal and other local leaders. They often send individuals from the same tribe, sub-tribe or clan into an area to convince locals that resistance is futile and that the Afghan government is a corrupt, puppet regime. 

Lack of tribal engagement corrodes government legitimacy and US security and stability efforts

Castonguay, 2/17 -- studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy and worked for a financial consultant as an analyst on China. He is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus (2010, David, Foreign Policy in Focus, “In Praise of Warlords,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)

Engaging local groups made up of tribes and warlords (or commanders) means according greater autonomy to them. Over time, they would consolidate and incorporate within the greater security apparatus of the country.

These grassroots efforts need greater emphasis — through intelligence on tribal politics, Afghan government reconciliation initiatives, and U.S. military engagement and empowerment of tribes and local leaders — because Afghanistan is a decentralized country. The most important and irreducible political unit is the tribe, at least in the Pashtun lands. Implementing a central government with western apparatus of control is akin to social engineering, bypassing the native political workings of the environment.

A centralized country has certain advantages. But going too fast with centralization (and dictating to someone else how fast they should go) risks implementing structures that are too weak to survive.

Currently, government agents lack legitimacy in the eyes of the locals, therefore giving rise to repeated accusations of corruption and injustices that erodes their capacity to operate and empowers the anti-Afghan forces. This lack of legitimacy and the weakness of the central government have created anarchy that has increasingly defined the country since 2002.

In a country where the internal politics look more like relations between states — rather than the normal relations inside a country in which the state has the monopoly on violence — self-determination is all the more important. It's also conducive to a long-term cooling down of the violence through a process of balancing power and negotiating relationships at the national level.
2nc solvency – Tribal engagement

Tribal engagement solves every internal link to regional success and stability

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
Tactical Tribal Engagement (TTE) is one possible solution in certain areas for the current problems facing the United States military in Afghanistan. This tactical strategy has far-reaching effects that will impact the operational and strategic nature of the war not only in Afghanistan, but across the border region of eastern Afghanistan and the ungoverned areas of the FATA (Federally Administered Tribal Areas) in Pakistan, specifically the northern FATA areas. Essential TTE Tasks:

1. Establish and maintain rapport with the chosen tribe in the area. Advise and assist its leaders in all matters.

2. Provide real security for the village. Not presence patrols, but 24/7 on-site security. A permanent presence that the tribes can rely on. “Advise, assist, train, equip and lead” a TSF, an Arbakai.

3. Facilitate tactical civic action programs. Integration with the local Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) is crucial, along with the ability to use funds that units have at their disposal for “quick” money to help tribes who are facilitating the success of CF and the Afghan government. The TETs would also address basic health care and infrastructure services (water, electricity and irrigation), construction and repair of schools and clinics, both to improve the life of the tribe and employ its individual members for pay. These programs should be worked through the local/ district/provincial/national government when possible and be integrated into the US battle space owner’s overall plan.

4. Employ an aggressive tactical PSYOP plan that ties into the overall strategic IO campaign in the area. Tribes also can heavily counter the Taliban propaganda. This is a critical aspect of the success of the TTE strategy. The world has to see the Afghan tribes and US soldiers working, living, laughing, fighting and dying together.

5. Report “Ground Truth” continuously. This activity would tie the tribe in with all levels of the government system. It would also be the process by which the tribe’s concerns are relayed directly to the CF military apparatus. Such ongoing accounting would serve as a check and balance, reporting what is actually happening on the ground as opposed to what the GIRoA (Government of the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan) may say is happening. “Ground Truth” provides feedback to headquarters level units (battle space owners) in charge of the area ANA and ANP.

TET solutions should always be answers to local problems, yet always with an eye to integration with regional and national government representatives. It will also be imperative for TETs to watch for scenarios where local/district/provincial/national government forces can be successful. In other words, cooperate and help set the government up for success. In return, the TSFs and tribal members would provide security, intelligence and early warning of insurgent attacks to the TETs, who would then pass this on to higher commands.
Influencing tribes is the single best way to effectively stabilize the region

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
Pakistan, and in particular, the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and the Northwest Frontier Provinces (NWFP) will play a major role in the success or failure of the US counterinsurgency (COIN) effort in Afghanistan, as well as the overall stability of the region. These “ungoverned areas” in Pakistan are among the few areas where al-Qaeda needs to maintain some amount of physical control so they can train and plan in safety. Why is this important?

Because these areas are tribal in nature. As I will describe later in the paper, many of the tribes in eastern Afghanistan straddle these borders regions. If we can influence the entire tribe on both sides of the border, the US can have greater influence in the entire region.

I like using analogies. If the war in Afghanistan is a boxing match, here’s what’s happening: The US has won every round but has not been able to knock them (Taliban) out. The fight has no limit on the number of rounds that can be fought. We will continue to punish them, but never win the fight. It will go on indefinitely, or until we (the US) grow tired and quit. The only existing structure that offers governance and security for the Afghan people is at the tribal level. We should leverage this and use it to our advantage— before it is too late.

Bottom-line: We are losing the war in Afghanistan, because, simply put, we are not “winning.” All the Taliban has to do is not lose. Q

First , tribes understand people. Being illiterate does not mean unintelligent. Tribesmen are extremely adept at understanding one another and others. As I have preached and preached to the Special Forces officers headed to Afghanistan that I have trained in the unconventional warfare (UW) portion of their training, “You damn well better know yourself, because they know you.” The Afghan people have a knack for looking straight through deception and incompetence. Trust me when I tell you, not only are they as smart as you are, they know they are.

Second, tribes understand protection. Tribes are organized and run to ensure the security of the tribe. Not only physical security, but revenue and land protection. But most important of all is preservation of the tribal name and reputation. Honor is everything in a tribal society. Tribes will fight and die over honor alone (I will speak more about this later). This concept is not understood by a vast majority of strategists who are trying to find solutions to challenges we are facing in Afghanistan. When honor is at stake, tribal members stop at nothing to preserve their tribe’s integrity and “face.”

Third, tribes understand power. How many guns do we have? How many warriors can I put in the field? Can I protect my tribe? Can I attack others who threaten my tribe? Can I back my words or decisions up with the ability to come down the valley and kill you? Can I keep you from killing me? Lastly, tribes understand projection. Tribes have no “strategic goals” in the Western sense. Their diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (DIME) priorities are almost without exception in reference to other tribes.

Can I project my power across the valley? Does the tribe across the river know not to come over here and meddle in my affairs? Do the Taliban know that they are not welcome here? Can I influence decisions, either by force or otherwise, outside of my tribe? Tribes offer their members security, safety, structure and significance. What other institutions do that right now in Afghanistan?

“Tribes,” says RAND Senior Fellow David Ronfeldt in his paper, Tribes First and Forever, “can foster a sense of social solidarity. [Belonging to a tribe] fills people with pride and self-respect. It motivates families to protect, welcome and care for each other and to abide by strict rituals that affirm their connections as tribal members to their ancestors, land and deity. This kinship creates trust and loyalty in which one knows and must uphold one’s rights, duties and obligations. What maintains order in a tribe is mutual respect, dignity, pride and honor.”

Tribes by nature are conservative. They hate change and they don’t change. “The more tribal the society, the more resistant it will be to change.” (Ronfeldt, Tribes First and Forever, p. 73). The tribal system has been the means of governance in Central Asia for centuries. It has resisted and defeated invaders since Cyrus the Great. The more an alien force tries to change the way tribes live, the more the tribes resist.

What about democracy? A tribe is a “natural democracy.” In Afghan shuras and jirgas (tribal councils), every man’s voice has a chance to be heard. The fact that women and minority groups have no say in the process does not make it less effective nor less of a democracy to them. Asking them to change the way they have always conducted their business through their jirgas and shuras just does not make sense.
We need to integrate ourselves into the process as trusted “advisors” to the tribal leadership. They need to know that we have their best interests in mind. The strengths that these tribal organizations show can be used eventually to establish cooperation and political integration with the central government (more than likely not our model, but a type). This would take time.

Bottom line: We must support the tribal system because it is the single, unchanging political, social and cultural reality in Afghan society and the one system that all Afghans understand, even if we don’t. We must also remember that the Pashtun tribes are fighting to preserve a centuries old way of life. Q

2nc solvency – Tribal engagement

Any strategy that does not win the tribes is doomed to failure and guts US credibility

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
Pashtunwali has a definite effect on the tactics, techniques and procedures used, not only to fight the insurgency but to get the local population on our side. The Pashtun tribes will fight any and all outsiders, and refuse to accept being ruled by a central government. An important tribal concept that the Tribal Engagement Teams must internalize is: “Hearts and Minds vs. Shame and Honor.”

The Pashtun can go from brother to mortal enemy—in 60 seconds. It is one of the things I respect and enjoy most about the Pashtun culture. It is also important to remember that most of the insurgents are Pashtuns. In many cases the Taliban rule of law (Shar’ia law) is in direct conflict with Pashtunwali. We currently are not using this to our advantage.

Ask a Pashtun what comes first, Islam or Pashtunwali, and he will invariably answer: “Pashtunwali.” (Malkasian and Meyerle, Difference in Al-Anbar) “The Pashtun people are unusual in the sense that they will willingly do things if asked respectfully, but will refuse point-blank if ordered to do so or threatened by force. Bombings and missile strikes won’t force them to beg for mercy or cooperate with their attackers. They are made of sterner stuff. Their patience is endless and is born out by their suffering during the past three decades.” (Yusufzai, Help the Pashtuns, News International)

Bottom line: A thorough and deep understanding and respect for Pashtunwali is critical for the success of US Tribal Engagement Teams and the overall US strategy in Afghanistan. 

RAND recently published a detailed and informative book, Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, by Seth Jones. It includes an analysis of 90 insurgencies since 1945. The study identifies three major variables correlated with the success and failure of counterinsurgency efforts.

• Capability of indigenous security forces, especially police

• Local governance

• External support for insurgents, including sanctuary

David Kilcullen has echoed this in a White House briefing in 2008. The Taliban, he declared, has outfought and out-thought us on all three critical fronts: “We have failed to secure the Afghan people. We have failed to deal with the sanctuary in Pakistan. The Afghan government does not deliver legitimate, good governance to Afghans at the local level.” (Interesting Times, November 14, 2008, Kilcullen, email Q & A session)

What we’re doing now

Counterinsurgency strategy is rightly predicated on this primary objective: to “secure the population where they sleep.” But how?

Right now, this effort has come entirely from the Kabul government, either through US forces or through the Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP)

“The development of Afghan Security Forces has been a badly managed, grossly understaffed and poorly funded mess,” says Anthony Cordesman, analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. (Obama’s Vietnam, Newsweek, Moreau, Yousafzai, p. 33).

Current policy is to pour more time, money and resources into the ANA and ANP. We have been doing this for eight years now and what do we have? The ANA and ANP are symbols of the central government, which at present is not trusted by the tribes. Yet we continue to stake the success of our mission on their development. We should continue to develop the will and capacity of the ANA and ANP, while simultaneously preparing the tribes to defend themselves.

As Defense Secretary Robert Gates recently said, “My worry is that the Afghans come to see us as part of the problem, rather than part of the solution. And then we are lost.” (Obama’s Vietnam, Newsweek, Moreau, Yousafzai, p. 32.)

The current program to train Afghan police is under-staffed, under-resourced and full of corruption. Most importantly, the tribes’ reluctance to accept any outside influence automatically qualifies them as one of the few viable options available to protect the population. Why continue to work against the tribal structures and traditions already in place? Not only let the tribes protect themselves, but encourage it.

How a Tribal Engagement Strategy (TES) provides security

Following the “Clear - Hold - Build” model, a small number of US TETs (Tribal Engagement Teams)— given enough time to train a Tribal Security Force (TSF) and the ability to call for US air support and aerial re-supply and a US Quick Reaction Force in an emergency—could conduct the “hold and build” portion of this strategy with a very limited footprint. We are talking about the tribes providing security for themselves, with the assistance of US Tribal Engagement Teams.

Security at the local (tribal) level is the key to security and support at the national level. No political change will ever take place without true security at the tribal level. A Tribal Engagement Strategy can help do that.

“We should consider how our counterinsurgency strategies and policies might include non-state groups in a civilian policing role. Scholars and analysts have observed that ‘third forces’— militias, private military companies, and even criminal organizations—can sometimes be opted to play useful counterinsurgency roles.

These irregular forces might be induced to provide policelike protection to the civilian population.” (Rosenau, Low Cost Trigger Pullers, p. 22)

“If it is accepted that a major problem of the counterinsurgency in Afghanistan is the ability to control the villages, a logical conclusion would be that the formation of village militias is necessary.” (Koran, Kalashnikov, and Laptop, Giustozzi, p. 173)

Tribal militias also would inhibit the Taliban’s ability to attack tribal members (the TSFs/Arbakai). With our Tribal Engagement Team (TET) support, the tribes could retaliate in strength against the Taliban. Training and building relationships with the leaders of the tribe will be permanent fixes in large areas of rural Afghanistan. We will be able to stay there for the long haul with very little support once the systems are in place and the Tribal Security Forces (Arbakai) are well-trained and we have gained their trust. Trust in the tribe I worked with in Mangwel was worth everything.

Localism solves US flexibility and ensures overall peace, allowing successful withdrawal in the long term

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
Given enough time, effort and resources, a Tribal Engagement Strategy could be expanded to the entire border region, not only policing the infiltration routes from Pakistan (which the tribesmen know as intimately as we know the streets of our own hometown), but providing actionable intelligence about who has crossed over, where they are, and what potential danger they represent.

“US military operations most succeeded when leaders at the small-unit level had enough leeway, specialized assets, and firepower to engage the population and develop their own intelligence. Indeed, US military doctrine needs to establish far looser and more broadly distributed networks that have a high degree of independence and survivability. (Jones, Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, p. 98)

The RAND study also points out four more reasons to depend on indigenous actors to fight the war:

1. Most insurgencies have taken between 11 to 14 years to win. Therefore, the indigenous forces eventually will have to win the war on their own, and they must develop the capacity to do so.

2. Indigenous forces usually know the population and terrain better than external actors and are better able to gain intelligence.

3. A lead US role can be interpreted by the population as occupation (especially in Afghanistan).

4. A lead indigenous role can provide a focus for national aspirations and show the population that they control their own destiny.
Solves Taliban Empowerment
Engagement with local tribes is key to success in Afghanistan – only way to oust the Taliban

Dao, 9 - national correspondent for The New York Times covering military and veterans affairs (James, “Going Tribal in Afghanistan,” 11/4, http://atwar.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/11/04/going-tribal-in-afghanistan/
The 45-page paper, “One Tribe at a Time” by Maj. Jim Gant, argues that one way to undermine the insurgency is to return, in part, to the strategy that ousted the Taliban to begin with: Embed small, highly skilled and almost completely autonomous units with tribes across Afghanistan.
Much like the Green Berets who worked with the Northern Alliance to drive out the Taliban in 2001 and 2002, the units, which Major Gant calls Tribal Engagement Teams, would wear Afghan garb and live in Afghan villages for extended periods, training, equipping and fighting alongside tribal militias. 

The goal would be to encourage what Major Gant sees as a natural antipathy between many tribes toward some of the more ideological, anti-American segments of the insurgency. Just as the Sunni tribesmen dubbed the Sons of Iraq turned against foreign al-Qaeda fighters in Iraq, Major Gant argues that Tribal Engagement Teams can counter al-Qaeda networks in Afghanistan by creating or strengthening indigenous fighting forces built upon local militias. 

That kind of strategy has been discussed in Afghanistan, where critics argue that it would undermine the central government in Kabul and encourage warlordism. But as evidence that it can work, Major Gant cites his own experience as a Special Forces team leader who worked closely with a Pashtun tribe in Konar Province in 2003.

After gradually building the trust of village elders, including by supplying them with weapons, Major Gant said his team started receiving excellent intelligence on locally active insurgents, particularly the militant Islamist party of warlord Gulbaddin Hekmatyar, Hizb-i Islami Gulbaddin. 

Expanding the strategy to other tribes along the mountainous borderland would help stem the free flow of fighters and supplies from Pakistan into Afghanistan, Major Gant argues. But it would require not just recruiting and training engagement teams, but also giving them free rein to fight and die alongside Afghan militias. 

“The risk averse nature of our current method of operating would have to change,” he writes. “American soldiers would die. Some of them alone, with no support.”

Major Gant acknowledges that not every tribe would welcome American units, no matter how small. He also acknowledges that Afghan distrust of Americans may have grown significantly since 2003. But that can change when small units start embedding in villages, he asserts.

“This is what the tribes want: a commitment,” he said in an e-mail message. “Some skin, some blood, some risk.”

Top-down approaches will fail – localism effectively weeds out the insurgency

Castonguay, 2/17 -- studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy and worked for a financial consultant as an analyst on China. He is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus (2010, David, Foreign Policy in Focus, “In Praise of Warlords,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)

Yet there are many observers who see tribal politics, warlords and militias as a serious threat to the central government. Seth Jones clearly states “the U.S. assistance to warlords weakened the central government” in the aftermath of 2001. He and others believe that this kind of business is the principal reason why governance in the country has been so poor and the insurgency so strong. This viewpoint has been predominant amongst western deciders and intellectuals.

In fact, it’s the other way around: The poor governance and the resulting insurgency have stemmed from attempts to rule the country from the center in the image of modern states. The U.S. assistance to warlords was always as a last resort, done in an ad hoc fashion, and there was never any follow up to get the warlords in line with the central government. Instead, there is evidence that grassroots efforts, when properly supported, have a greater chance of success.

Ann Marlowe reported from Afghanistan last year that 250 soldiers of the 82nd Airborne were able to secure the highly contested province of Khost during their tour. The troops were able to win the support of Khost’s 13 tribes but when their tour was over the Taliban were able to regain control of much of the province, despite an increased American footprint. She also mentions the demise of a warlord in Herat that nevertheless resulted in a net security loss in the province.

Marlowe concludes:

If troops don't understand Afghan culture and fail to work within the tribal system, they will only fuel the insurgency. When we get the tribes on our side, that will change. When a tribe says no, it means no. IEDs will be reported and no insurgent fighters will be allowed to operate in or across their area.

This is a lot more than what the ANF can offer. Unlike the ANF, tribes and their leaders have the authority and legitimacy to stop their members from joining the insurgents.
Warlords in Afghanistan have a bad reputation because of their poor human rights records and their tendency to fight one another ever since the 1990s. But “warlord” doesn’t necessarily mean the big warlords of old. Rather, the label applies to any local commander who can muster a militia and garner local legitimate support. The commanders who can be friendly to the central government hold the keys to stability and rejection of the insurgency because they are legitimate elements of the social fabric.
This has been demonstrated time and again in Iraq where tribal culture is also important. The Sunni insurgency in Anbar and elsewhere, while couched in a greater national struggle, started to improve when the U.S. Army and Marines engaged rather than estranged the village elders and tribal leaders.

Solves Taliban Empowerment

Key to picking off potential Taliban recruits

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
The Taliban find many willing recruits among disaffected tribesmen. The Taliban offer fame, glory and the chance to live exciting, meaningful (to them) lives. Many recruits see the Taliban as their only way to survive: Kill as a Taliban or be killed by the Taliban. “By 2006 village jihadists accounted for 15 to 25 percent of the Taliban’s active fighting strength at any given time.” (Koran, Kalashnikov, and Laptop, Giustozzi, p. 43)

Our Tribal Engagement Teams (TET) can get inside this disaffection/recruitment cycle and show the tribes that our teams (and by extension, the Coalition Forces and the Afghan central government) are there to help them. If we give them a better alternative—show them that we are their friends and are committed for the long haul—they will not only not attack us, but will be more willing to share intelligence and even come back home and fight for their tribe.

The Taliban have been targeting the tribes for years

Taliban assassination teams have killed more than 120 tribal leaders in the past two years alone, and through intimidation driven many more away from their home districts. The practice of delivering “night letters”—written death threats—on tribal leaders’ doorsteps is extremely effective. It’s gangland, Afghan style. But the tribes are not all taking this passively; many are arming and organizing on their own, without US help.

The use of lashkars (Arbakai) is spreading, and we need to be there in the right way to join them as allies, not as intruders. “There is going to be a civil war. These lashkars are spreading,” says Asfandyar Wali Khan, leader of the Awami National Party, which controls the provincial government in the NWFP. “It will be the people versus the Taliban.” Wilkinson, Marwat, Tribal Chief Takes on Taliban with His Own Army)

The tribes are forming their own anti-Taliban fighting units, the Arbakai. Their main mission is to protect tribal homelands from any perceived threat (be that US forces, Afghan Army units, Afghan Police units, predatory warlords, al-Qaeda and the Taliban). With our assistance they will grow stronger and be far more effective—and be our allies. Don’t we want to understand their motivations and influence them? Engaging the tribes and understanding tribalism at its core is the surest and “lightest-footprint” opportunity we have to protect the tribes—the cultural and political foundation of Afghanistan—where they live, one tribe at a time. Doesn’t it make sense to join forces with as many of them as we can, while at the same time gaining valuable intelligence on our enemies? This is a fundamental step in establishing the basis for order and security in this region. “Pakistan has already armed some of the tribes in areas where the Taliban is attempting to move in. Some of these lashkars have as many 14,000 members in the FATA (Federally Administrated Tribal Areas) of Pakistan.” (DeYoung, Will Give Arms To Tribal Militias)

One tribal leader was recently quoted as saying, “I don’t need tanks. I don’t need planes. I don’t even need a single bullet. I will use sticks and I will use the guns my people have to defend themselves.” (Sappenfield, To Fight Taliban) Is that clear enough?

Tribalism versus Talibanism

My team and I clearly proved it can be done. Malik Noorafzhal and his people loved us. They enjoyed our stories and our culture. We were able to disprove many of their preconceived notions about “us” (outsiders, Americans, infidels or whatever). When we left there, I promise you that the tribe in Mangwel thought very highly of Americans and what we represented, how we acted, and how we treated them. This is not just of tactical importance to understand, but strategic importance as well.

The enemy thinks he can wait us out. However, we can turn time into an ally if we engage and partner with the tribes and, most importantly, demonstrate our commitment to them. Once they believe that we share the same objectives and are not leaving, they will support us and fight alongside us.

“The Taliban is exploiting our major strategic . . . and tactical weakness: an inability to connect with the population (the tribes). Officials working in Pakistan and Afghanistan support this view, claiming that the youth ‘oppose the current tribal system because they know it is not harnessing its potential.’” (Koran, Kalashnikov and Laptop, Giustozzi, p. 39.)

My Tribal Engagement Strategy can beat the Taliban at its own game. “In its simplicity and effectiveness, the insurgents’ reliance on small teams to infiltrate villages and weed-out pro-Kabul elements was to prove one of the strongest aspects of the Taliban strategy. It pitted Taliban strength (abundance of commitment, ideologically indoctrinated young fighters able to achieve basic tasks even without supervision from field commanders) against government/Coalition Forces weaknesses (shortage of manpower, little or no presence in the villages, inability to patrol extensively away from the main roads, and a lack of effective intelligence networks in most areas).” (Koran, Kalashnikov and Laptop, Giustozzi, p. 102)

We must help the tribes protect themselves by fighting alongside them. Will we make mistakes? Yes. But the risk is well worth the gain.

Bottom line: For the Afghan people, the real war is one of Tribalism vs. Talibanism. If we do not move now to support the tribes in this fight for their lives, it will produce a number of consequences, all of them bad: Taliban operations will expand over larger areas, killing more tribesmen and sweeping in more recruits as they go.

The one system in Afghanistan that has been reliable for centuries will continue to crumble, resulting in more disaffected tribal members drifting into terrorism and Islamic fundamentalism. Thus we will give up on the most critical element of Afghan society that can ultimately defeat the Taliban—the tribes. We simply cannot let this happen. Q

AT: Permutation – Continued Presence / COIN Key
Counter-insurgency is empirically successful – must be linked to a bottom-up approach
Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 

“U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” April, Congressional Testimony,  http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2009/RAND_CT324.pdf)
Security and stability in Afghanistan have historically required a balance between top-down efforts from the central government, and bottom-up efforts from local actors. During the reign of King Zahir Shah (1933-1973), for example, security was established using a combination of Afghan national forces – police, military, and intelligence – and local entities. Much has changed since then. But the weak nature of the Afghan state, the inadequate level of international forces, and the local nature of the insurgency require building a bottom-up capacity to complement national forces.
The most effective bottom-up strategy in Afghanistan is likely to be one that taps into alreadyexisting local institutions in two ways: by helping legitimate local actors provide security and services to their populations, and by better connecting them to the central government when necessary. A bottom-up strategy should be deeply inter-linked with counterinsurgency goals, especially in recognizing that the local population – including their security – should be the center of gravity. Local tribal and religious leaders best understand their community needs, but need help in delivering services. In some areas they also need security, since many have been killed by insurgent groups or forced to flee to urban areas. If organized and run appropriately, villageand district-level institutions that include legitimate local actors can effectively (a) assess local needs, (b) design aid programs to meet these needs, (c) help ensure sufficient security for their projects and their constituents, and (d) monitor the adequate completion of programs. One component of a bottom-up strategy should be to co-opt key tribes, sub-tribes, and clans that have sometimes cooperated with the Taliban and other insurgent groups – such as the Alikozai in the south or Achakzai in the west and south. There are numerous disenchanted and aggrieved tribes that exercise a historical tendency of defying the central government. Their motivations are often local, defensive, and non-ideological. And their struggle is aimed at re-establishing an equilibrium that has been disrupted at the local level, or to returning to a previous political and social arrangement that has been compromised. President Karzai’s reconciliation process has tended to focus on negotiating with insurgent groups, such as the Taliban and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hezb-i-Islami, that do not have compatible goals with the Afghan state. But reconciling with tribes and aiding them in turning against the Taliban and other groups is likely to be a more effective strategy. This ultimately requires a clandestine effort.

A continuation of COIN is vital for the success of tribal engagement – ensures good governance

Gant, 9 – Major, US Army Special Forces (Jim, “One Tribe at a Time: A Strategy for Success in Afghanistan,” http://rohrabacher.house.gov/UploadedFiles/one_tribe_at_a_time.pdf
The natural governance of Afghanistan is tribal. Through its councils, jirgas and shuras, tribal members have been dispensing justice and providing the means of conflict resolution for centuries. However, such traditional tribal mechanisms have been weakened by brutal and deliberate campaigns of assassination, intimidation and co-optation—first by the Soviets, then the warlords, now by the Taliban.

“No one is currently doing the job of actual policing and enforcing the rule of law, keeping the population safe from all comers—including friendly fire and coalition operations, providing justice and dispute resolution, and civil and criminal law enforcement. (Interesting Times, November 14, 2008, Kilcullen, email Q & A session). Tribal Security Forces could do this through the tribal jirga system, beneath the authority of a tribal council and backed up by a Tribal Engagement Team to bring US resources, leadership and training to bear. Together with the tribal elders, they can act as peacemakers and brokers, bringing the important actors to negotiate.

These traditional institutions can facilitate justice and legitimacy through a local approach to resolving conflicts.

The Taliban know this, even if we don’t. They have been working in the villages for years to establish “shadow governments” of Sharia law courts and other indigenous institutions, providing the justice and fair play that the villagers cannot get from a remote and corrupt national government.

“On a national scale, we are not going to win hearts or change minds. This must be done on the ground, person-to-person, by gaining respect and trust with each tribe. In other words, we need to employ a Tactical Engagement Strategy, one tribe at a time. Study and gain a detailed appreciation of Pashtunwali, the honor code of the Pashtuns, in order to communicate effectively, whether kinetic or non-kinetic, within the target audience’s cultural frame of reference.” (William McCallister, Operations in Pakistan’s Tribal Areas)

Speaking of Iraq, Carter Malkasian and Jerry Meyerle state, “Another way to reduce government misrule could be . . . to empower traditional tribal structures that may be more representative and have greater authority on the ground.

“In Afghanistan, tribes are even more important. Most Pashtuns identify themselves first and forever with their tribe, sub-tribe, or clan. Competing political institutions and figures are much weaker and most of the population lives in rural areas, far from government institutions.” (Malkasian and Meyerle, How is Afghanistan different from al-Anbar?)

Another major COIN tenet is to separate the insurgent from the population. The presence of the Tribal Engagement Teams would facilitate this very quickly. Once the TETs were on the ground with the tribal leadership, insurgent elements would either be killed or have to leave the area. The presence of the TETs would also make it difficult for the local Taliban supporters to be mobilized when the Taliban wanted to surge in certain areas.

Local Taliban fighters would be much more inclined to re-integrate into the tribe once the TSFs (Arbakai) start to be implemented. Which low-level Taliban members could re-integrate would, of course, be up to the tribal leadership.

Good governance is the follow-on to reliable security. Tribal Security Forces can facilitate both. “Unless you are confident in the ability of your government to enforce its peace, then the man with a gun at your door at midnight is your master.” (Kelly, How to win in Afghanistan, Quadrant on-line, p. 5)
AT: Permutation – Continued Presence / COIN Key
Large troops levels must be maintained for tribe engagement to work

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, “U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” April, Congressional Testimony, http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2009/RAND_CT324.pdf)

Over the past several years, there has been a notable increase in the number of groups active in Afghanistan, including the migration of some groups that have been active on other fronts. For example, Laskhar-e-Taiba (or Army of the Pure), which has historically focused its activities on Kashmir and India, is now active in Afghanistan. The proliferation of groups has led to an increasingly complex system. The interaction of these elements is dynamic and facilitated by the ease of communications between and among individuals and groups. For example, drug traffickers have developed close links with both insurgent groups and government officials in moving drugs along cross-border routes. Tribes and sub-tribes have collaborated with insurgent groups in rural areas of the country, sometimes changing sides depending on whether the Afghan government and NATO forces are able to clear and hold territory. The nature of the threat environment marks a striking contrast from the 1990s, when the Taliban insurgency was perhaps more hierarchically structured.

The emergence of a complex adaptive system in Afghanistan has largely occurred because of a weak government. Afghanistan has historically lacked a strong central government, putting it at the mercy of regional powers like British India, Pakistan, and the Soviet Union. A series of violent civil wars beginning with the 1979 Soviet invasion and continuing through the Taliban conquests in the 1990s further weakened whatever vestigial state was in place. After the overthrow of the Taliban regime in 2001, governance remained weak. Governance woes worsened in the first few years after President Hamid Karzai’s government was established. As one World Bank study concluded, the primary beneficiaries of assistance were “the urban elite.” This triggered deepseated frustration and resentment among the rural population. Indeed, the Afghan government suffered from a number of systemic problems, including fragmented administrative structures, and had difficulty attracting and retaining skilled professionals with management and administrative experience. Weak administration and lack of control in some provinces made tax policy and administration virtually impossible. In many rural areas, the government made no effort to collect taxes. The Afghan government also struggled to provide security outside of the capital. The result was a weak security apparatus after the overthrow of the Taliban regime that could not establish a monopoly of the legitimate use of force within the country.

Weaknesses of the Insurgency

The Taliban and other insurgent groups are not particularly popular. These sentiments are apparent in a range of public opinion polls. A recent ABC/BBC poll indicated that only 4 percent of Afghans support a Taliban government. When asked who posed the biggest danger in the country, 58 percent said the Taliban. In addition, nearly 70 percent said that it was “good” or “mostly good” that U.S. forces overthrew the Taliban regime in 2001.4

It’s not difficult to see why. The Taliban subscribe to a radical interpretation of Sunni Islam, grounded in Deobandism, a school of thought emanating from the Dar ul-Ulum madrassa (Islamic school) in 1867 in Deoband, India. The objective of senior Taliban leaders is to establish an extreme version of sharia (Islamic law) across the country, which they refer to as the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. In the 1990s, the Taliban closed cinemas and banned music, along with almost every other conceivable kind of entertainment. In Kabul, the Taliban carried out brutal punishments in front of large crowds in the former soccer stadium. The Taliban were – and still are – unpopular. Most Afghans don’t subscribe to their religious zealotry, which the founders of Deobandism wouldn’t even recognize. And the rapid collapse of the Taliban regime in 2001, barely two months after the war started, served as a striking testament to the group’s weak foundation.

The leaders of many insurgent groups are unified by a common hatred of U.S. and allied forces, as well as opposition to Hamid Karzai’s government, which they view as selling out to Western infidels. But they have very different ideologies and support bases. Some, like al Qa’ida, have a broad global agenda that includes fighting the United States and its allies (the far enemy), and overthrowing Western-friendly regimes in the Middle East (the near enemy) to establish a panIslamic caliphate. Others, like the Taliban and Haqqani network, are focused on Afghanistan and re-establishing their extremist ideology there.

Foot soldiers join the insurgency for multiple reasons. Some are motivated by money. “Some insurgent groups pay better than we do,” one U.S. soldier in the southern province of Kandahar told me recently. “It’s basic economics.” Others are motivated by tribal rivalry or coercion, since insurgent groups sometimes threaten villagers or their families unless they cooperate. What’s more, several insurgent groups have a history of fighting each other. In the mid-1990s, the Taliban and forces loyal to Gulbuddin Hekmatyar engaged in intense battles in southern and eastern Afghanistan. They also competed for funding and logistical support from Pakistan’s InterServices Intelligence Directorate. After suffering repeated battlefield losses to the Taliban in eastern Afghanistan and being marginalized by the Pakistani intelligence agency, Hekmatyar eventually fled to Iran in 1997.

Security challenges don’t stem from a strong insurgency, but rather a weak and increasingly unpopular government. Opinion polls show a growing belief that government officials have become increasingly corrupt and are unable to deliver services or protect the public. In short, the unpopularity of the government has created a vacuum that is being filled by insurgent groups, all of whom enjoy sanctuary in Pakistan. The fractured nature of the insurgency and the limited popularity of insurgent groups means that there is an opportunity for breaking apart key elements of the insurgency – especially those who are motivated by non-ideological reasons.

U.S. Footprint

What does the fractured, localized nature of the insurgency mean for a U.S. footprint and U.S. efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan? How many U.S. troops are needed? Table 1 highlights the challenge in answering the question. Some studies argue that a rough estimate needed to win a counterinsurgency is 20 security forces per 1,000 inhabitants. As the U.S. Army and Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual notes: “Twenty counterinsurgents per 1,000 residents is often considered the minimum troop density required for effective COIN operations; however as with any fixed ratio, such calculations remain very dependent upon the situation.”5 Table 1 lists the population estimates in provinces where most of the insurgency is taking place, which translates into a force requirement of approximately 271,652 forces.

Only a plethora of US troops can effectively carry out a tribal engagement strategy

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 
“U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan,” April, Congressional Testimony,  http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/2009/RAND_CT324.pdf)
More U.S. forces in Afghanistan may be helpful, but only if they are used to build Afghan capacity. A key need is to address the partnering gap that has plagued Afghanistan police and army efforts. It does not appear likely that organizations such as the European Union will fill this vacuum. A few steps may be helpful with the limited resources. One is to concentrate on mentoring senior-level police in the field, not rank-and-file, since they have influence over subordinates. Corruption is often a top-down phenomenon. This means embedding partnering teams with district-level police chiefs and their deputies. It also means focusing on areas where the insurgency is most severe, especially in Afghanistan’s south and east.
A second step is to push incoming military units into partnering roles, rather than engaging in direct action. This will be easier for U.S. and other international units to do with Afghan army than with police forces. Most soldiers are not ideal for police mentoring and training, since there are stark differences between the police and military cultures. But a shortage of resources in Afghanistan requires coming up with sub-optimal solutions. This could be done in several ways: providing incoming brigade combat teams with several months of training to play a mentoring role; and reallocating Military Police companies to do mentoring and training, as the United States did in Iraq. European governments, the United States, and the UN should devote more human, technical and financial resources to mentoring and professionalizing the Ministry of Interior. Given the serious personnel shortages crippling police training, the international community will have to redouble efforts to reform the Ministry of Interior. Without significant reform, the ongoing efforts to build a competent police force will be undermined.

In addition, NATO should more directly involve Afghans in campaign planning and operations, including integrating Afghan military and intelligence personnel into joint operations centers.
ANF is failing now due to lack of tribal engagement – withdrawal will only exacerbate this

Castonguay, 2/17 -- studied philosophy, mathematics, and economy and worked for a financial consultant as an analyst on China. He is a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus (2010, David, Foreign Policy in Focus, “In Praise of Warlords,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/in_praise_of_warlords)

First, despite last week’s successes, the ANF’s fighting capabilities have achieved a very poor record. The police and the Afghan army — the two major components of the ANF — have constantly given ground to anti-Afghan groups, which include the Taliban, other insurgent groups, and freelancing “commanders.” It has lacked the staying power, the discipline, and the courage that their opponents have. Additionally, central government agents such as the soldiers and officers of the ANF have a reputation for stealing from the population and being corrupt. The population of the rural regions often perceives the Taliban as stronger in providing security and fairer in dispensing justice.

Worse, the ANF is likely to face even greater problems. If we go by the experience of the creation of the Iraqi National Army, the ANF is likely to go through rampant desertions, defections, the possible use of the uniform to deliberately attack rival groups, and a general lack of will to fight. These problems will only become apparent when the United States presence starts to withdraw.
AT: Permutation - Continued Presence/COIN Key

The Taliban is growing increasingly strong – only a local strategy effectively uproots them by rallying local communities – continued presence is key

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 

“Going Local: The Key to Afghanistan,” Wall Street Journal, 8/8, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/08/08/WSJ.html)

In some cases, the Taliban has effectively reached out to tribes that are the majority in their district but have been marginalized by the ruling minority tribes, such as the Popalzais, who are favored by President Karzai, a Popalzai. When Taliban fighters fail to co-opt local leaders, they sometimes assassinate them. But neither the Afghan government nor the United States is playing at the local level, and it has prevented them from achieving their key objectives. 

America's original goal for sending forces to Afghanistan was to uproot al Qaeda terrorists and their supporters after the September 11, 2001 attacks. Sadly, this goal has still not been achieved. Nearly eight years after the attacks, U.S. and other Western intelligence indicates that al Qaeda is still the most significant threat to the U.S. homeland. Al Qaeda's key sanctuary has moved from key areas like Jalalabad in 2001 to the Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan today. That's about the distance from New York City to Philadelphia. 

Earlier this year, the head of U.S. Central Command, Gen. David Petraeus, noted that the Afghanistan-Pakistan border area "is the headquarters of the al Qaeda senior leadership" who are planning attacks on the United States. British Prime Minister Gordon Brown also warned that "three quarters of the most serious plots investigated by the British authorities have links to al Qaeda" operating from the border region. 

A litany of terrorist attacks and plots has been incubated in this area. The successful March 2004 terrorist attacks in Madrid, July 2005 attacks in London, foiled 2006 plot to blow up airplanes flying from Britain to the U.S. and Canada, and more recently thwarted plots in Germany, Denmark, Spain and France have a common theme. They all link back to al Qaeda or other affiliated terrorist groups operating from the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. 

What's more, the two most successful insurgent groups in Afghanistan, the Taliban and Haqqani network, have developed a close strategic relationship with al Qaeda. In fact, some assessments indicate that their links are even closer than before 2001. If Americans should have learned anything from September 11, it was that the United States cannot accept a situation where al Qaeda and its allies enjoy a sanctuary to plan and train for terrorist attacks against the United States. 

The reality, then, is that the United States is stuck in Afghanistan and Pakistan for now. But as violence levels continue to increase, it is at a critical juncture. With mid-term U.S. elections coming next year, White House officials are demanding measurable progress in Afghanistan. Now is a pivotal time to fundamentally rethink America's strategy. 

While much has changed in Afghanistan since the Musahiban dynasty, one thing has not: Politics remains a local game. Rather than banking on stability entirely from the top down, as Amanullah Khan and the Soviet-backed regimes tried and failed to do, it would be more prudent to develop a bottom-up strategy to supplement top-down efforts. 

Local tribe engagement solves every internal link to Afghan stability and overall US success in the region – counterinsurgency is key

Jones, 9 - political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University (Seth, 

“Going Local: The Key to Afghanistan,” Wall Street Journal, 8/8, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/08/08/WSJ.html)

There is still a window of opportunity to do this; many Afghans detest the Taliban and other insurgent groups for trying to impose an ideology they consider alien. The objective of senior Taliban leaders is to establish an extreme version of sharia, or Islamic law, across the country. In the 1990s, the Taliban banned kite-flying and many forms of entertainment, and relegated women to sub-human status. 

What would a new strategy look like? As Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the newly appointed U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, has already indicated, it should be predicated on a core tenet of counterinsurgency: protecting the local population. The insurgent and future Chinese leader Mao Zedong perhaps recognized this when he noted that there is an inextricable link in insurgencies "between the people and the troops. The former may be likened to water and the latter to the fish who inhabit it." Both insurgents and counterinsurgents need the support of the population to win. 

Tribal, religious and other local leaders in Afghanistan best understand their community needs, but they are often under-resourced or intimidated by Taliban and other insurgents. This is where the Afghan and U.S. governments can help. A key starting point is security and justice. In some areas, local tribes and villages have already tried to resist the Taliban, but have been heavily outmatched. The solution should be obvious: They should be strongly supported. 

This may include helping establish village-level "community watch" programs centered on the jirga, the legitimate governing institution in Pashtun areas. In some places, jirgas are composed primarily of tribal leaders, who adjudicate disputes and mete out justice. In others, they include religious and other figures. Finding ways for organizations like the Afghan army to support village-level forces, such as developing a quick reaction force when villages come under attack, would give the people a reason to ally with the central government. 

Strengthening security from the bottom-up also helps solve the numbers problem in Afghanistan. Some studies, including the U.S. Army and Marine Corps counterinsurgency manual, argue that 20 security forces per 1,000 inhabitants may be required to win a counterinsurgency. But with an Afghan population of nearly 33 million, this translates into approximately 660,000 forces. 

There will never be enough international or Afghan national forces to reach these levels. But that's okay. Stability in Afghanistan has only come when local communities provide the bulk of these numbers, not the central government or outside armies. 

Some U.S. policy makers have pinned their hopes on negotiating with the Taliban and other insurgent groups. But this is unlikely to work with a range of senior leaders, who are hard-core ideologues and have retained a relationship with al Qaeda. A better option would be to focus U.S. and Afghan efforts at the local level by co-opting tribes and other local actors, and helping them protect their own villages. It's a strategy that has a track record of actually working in Afghanistan. 

***Bilateral defense treaty CP
Bilateral defense treaty CP – 1nc

The United States federal government should negotiate a bilateral defense treaty with the government of Afghanistan that unequivocally commits to removing the Taliban from Afghanistan.  The United States should adopt a counterinsurgency strategy that is primarily centered on protecting the Afghanistan population, and should provide all necessary resources to implement this strategy, including making the surge part of a permanent commitment to Afghanistan and clarifying that it has no withdrawal deadline.  The United States should freeze the size of its training commitment to the Afghan National Army and focus on training for quality over quantity, locating ANA divisions in their local provinces, and training an ANA helicopter division for mobile operations.

The counterplan formalizes the US commitment to Afghanistan, gets Pakistan on board and demoralizes the Taliban – they can no longer wait us out
Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
In mid-January, Defense Secretary Robert Gates approved an order to send an additional 3,000 U.S. marines into Afghanistan in anticipation of the now annual Taliban spring offensive. It was the right thing to do, but such a temporary force increase falls far short of what is needed. U.S. military policy is still stumbling toward failure in Afghanistan—a failure that will likely have dire consequences beyond South Asia. Let’s be clear: The mission in Afghanistan is not in jeopardy mainly because NATO members refuse to provide sufficient troops or appropriate engagement protocols for the International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF). Neither is the mission in jeopardy because of any deficiency inherent in U.S. or Coalition counterinsurgency doctrine. The problem goes deeper, into the underlying political context of Coalition military operations. The real issue is the transitory and uncertain U.S. military posture in Afghanistan (and, by implication, across South Asia), which undermines the necessary link between relevant military security operations and positive political consequences.

Our uncertain commitment to Afghanistan has the effect of bolstering Taliban propaganda, which threatens to punish anyone cooperating with Coalition efforts. This intimidation of critical local U.S. allies, fueled by a credible fear that the United States will leave them in the lurch, is shaping conditions for a major failure in our counterinsurgency and counter-terror programs. Our unwillingness to commit ourselves for the long haul also provides incentives for Pakistan to hedge its bets. The U.S. government has urged the Pakistani government to act decisively to deal with its side of the Afghan-Pakistan border to dry up support for the Taliban effort in Afghanistan. But doing so entails significant risk for Pakistan, both internally and regionally. No Pakistani government, military or civilian led, will take those risks unless it knows U.S. power will remain engaged to backstop the effort. 

The only way to change the poisonous regional security dynamic that keeps Pakistan a safe haven for terrorists and jeopardizes Afghanistan’s future is to alter fundamentally the convoluted U.S. political strategy that has gone unchallenged over the past six years. There are understandable reasons for portraying the U.S. presence in Afghanistan as temporary, and for mixing into ISAF as many non-U.S. contributions as possible. The United States is not an imperial power and does not wish to be perceived as such in a region justifiably allergic to European colonial legacies. Nevertheless, those reasons do not outweigh the liabilities that the present policy brings. We must eliminate the uncertainty about U.S. staying power by strengthening and institutionalizing the U.S. security commitment to the region. The next administration, if not the present one, has a difficult but necessary choice to make that has been ducked for far too long.

Bilateral defense treaty CP – 1nc
Shifting to a population centered counterinsurgency mission solves the problem of Taliban recruiting and attrition tactics  - it’s empirically effective

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Reorienting the counterinsurgency campaign. The third important change at the strategic level that the Obama administration must direct is the reorientation of the ongoing counterinsurgency campaign to focus on the simple, yet radical, objectives of protecting civilians over destroying the enemy; protecting civilians by accepting risks if necessary to the safety of coalition forces; and protecting civilians by using at all possible times minimum rather than maximum force. The administration’s White Paper thankfully makes this objective its own when it declares that “our counter-insurgency strategy must integrate population security with building effective local governance and economic development. We will establish the security needed to provide space and time for stabilization and reconstruction activities.”77

The protection of the population must once again take center stage in the conduct of coalition military operations in Afghanistan. The U.S. Army’s new counterinsurgency manual, FM 3-24, directs that the mission be prosecuted in exactly this way. It is also the manner in which the United States systematically conducted counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan from late 2003 until 2005. After 2005, the U.S. military leadership in Afghanistan drifted back into an excessively “kinetic” approach to counterinsurgency, in which the use of superior firepower to attack insurgent groups took priority over protecting the population among whom they operated. Whatever this way of doing things gained in terms of enemy kills, it lost just as much if not more in terms of popular support for the coalition’s war against the Taliban, thanks to the awful increases in collateral damage produced by this strategy. As a result, the Taliban were able to replenish their ranks from the increasingly disaffected populace far faster than the U.S. military was able to destroy them.78

The continuance of such an attrition-centered counterinsurgency strategy will contribute ultimately to the defeat of the United States in Afghanistan because it will deepen the alienation within the population and increase support for the Taliban uprising. It is often easy to forget—especially by a technologically superior force—that the strategic goal of any counterinsurgency campaign is not the comprehensive physical destruction of the insurgents in the first instance, but rather shaping the political end game such that the people, among whom the insurgency operates, gradually shift their loyalties toward the state and away from the resistance. Strengthening this dynamic requires that the population be convinced that the government of the day will provide it, first and foremost, with personal security, namely that which Hobbes called the freedom from “fear of sudden death.” Loyalty toward the government is also enhanced by the provision of effective governance (meaning the presence of law and order and the speedy delivery of justice), responsive government (that is, rule that in some way incorporates consent and embodies binding ties between rulers and ruled at various levels), and minimal development (which must include the availability of adequate sustenance to ensure physical survival together with some opportunities to better one’s station in life).

These attributes of good government are particularly essential in Afghanistan because the threats to the lives of the common folk derive not simply from the insurgency but also from local predators such as drug rings, criminals, warlords, militias, tribal and village power brokers, and even petty government officials. When the hazards of coalition military operations against the Taliban are added to this list, the net result is that the already strong anger harbored by the population toward the government for its inability to ensure personal security—the first task of any legitimate state—is deepened further and transmuted into an antagonism directed equally at Kabul and the coalition. If the United States, therefore, is to win the war against the Taliban, it must make as its primary order of business the provision of what William Maley has correctly identified as “human security”79 and that requires, as Gilles Dorronsoro notes, reversing “the current trend of ever increasing violence.”80 If the U.S. counterinsurgency strategy can shift its emphasis from primarily killing the insurgents to protecting the population, the social medium within which the Taliban now thrives will progressively become inhospitable. When that outcome obtains, the insurgency will either die a slow death or be reduced to a law-and-order problem that can be controlled by local police or other law enforcement agencies.

From late 2003 through 2005, the United States prosecuted counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan in exactly this way. Operating under a unified civilian-military leadership collocated at the U.S. embassy in Kabul, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad and Lieutenant General David W. Barno, commander of CFC-A, implemented a comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy that combined antiterrorism and anti-insurgency operations, the training of Afghan security forces, the delivery of reconstruction and governance, and regional engagement through an “area ownership” approach that emphasized the protection of the Afghan population above all else. The strategy of area ownership was a military innovation that was uniquely Barno’s: in institutionalizing this concept of operations, he overturned—incidentally, without authority—the previous U.S. overemphasis on counterterrorism, prosecuted mainly through kinetic attacks, in favor of an integrated counterinsurgency strategy that tied together multiple political, military, development, and information operations in the service of protecting the Afghan people.81 This innovation, which occurred long before the current U.S. Army counterinsurgency manual was revised to incorporate a similar approach, paid off in spades. Consequently, even though the Taliban insurgents were slowly creeping back from Pakistan to Afghanistan during this period, the political environment within Afghanistan was quite inhospitable to their operations.82

Bilateral defense treaty CP – 1nc
Colombia proves the counterplan’s counterinsurgency and training model works
Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)
Colombia’s Lessons for Afghanistan

Officials charged with building Afghanistan’s army can learn three lessons from Colombia.

Quality Beats Quantity

Afghan and NATO officials seek to increase the size of the Afghan army from about 100,000 troops to nearly a quarter of a million.26 In Colombia, by contrast, a professional army of just 86,000 has crushed a large and stubborn insurgency, essentially pacifying a country almost twice the size of Afghanistan and almost as rugged. Assisted by no more than 800 US trainers (who do not accompany the Colombian army into combat), Colombia has focused on selecting quality leaders, training the noncommissioned officer corps, and developing specialized rather than general-purpose combat units within the professional portion of the army. In Afghanistan the goal is rapid expansion of the army’s head count, regardless of whether the necessary leadership structure exists to sustain this increase. As a Soldier who spent his career in special operations, Gen Stanley McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, is no doubt fully aware of the virtues of quality—a fact that makes this rapid growth in head count all the more puzzling. The lesson from Colombia is to freeze the expansion of Afghanistan’s national army, emphasize soldier quality and leadership development, and create specialized units for required security tasks.

Home Guard

A current problem with Afghanistan’s army (and formerly a problem in Colombia) is the unwillingness of many soldiers to serve far from their home villages and districts. Consequently, the Afghan national army suffers from high absenteeism and desertion.27 As described above, President Uribe created home-guard platoons composed of draftees who serve in their villages and departments. Instead of expanding the size of the Afghan national army, the Afghan government should permit (and fund) district and provincial governors to form such home-guard units for local defense. Wardak Province is experimenting with the somewhat similar Afghan Public Protection Program.28 Furthermore, in Nangarhar Province, the US military is providing assistance directly to a large tribe that has turned against the Taliban.29 The US and Afghan governments should use the results of these experiments to improve and expand locally based units.
Helicopters

Like Colombia, Afghanistan faces the challenge of finding and massing against insurgent forces in difficult terrain. Colombia established a large helicopter force to bring mobility to its highly trained professional army and to evacuate casualties from the battlefield. Instead of raising the Afghan army’s head count, US military assistance should emphasize this aspect of combat support.

Lessons for the US Campaign in Afghanistan

The United States could apply Colombia’s experience to its campaign in Afghanistan. Most importantly, US military trainers should concentrate on constantly improving the quality, and not the size, of Afghanistan’s 97,000-man national army. In addition, the Afghan army’s own training and support establishment should bolster the district-level home-guard program rather than support continued expansion of the Afghan National Army. Lastly, the US security assistance program should expand Afghanistan’s helicopter program. 

Afghan and NATO campaign plans seek rapid expansion of the Afghan army even though Afghanistan lacks effective leaders to staff this increase, the logistics system to support it, or the helicopters to move it effectively through Afghanistan’s vast and rugged terrain. A decade ago, facing similar circumstances, Colombia’s leaders, assisted by a small team of US advisers, implemented a different solution that put Colombians in the lead, and, with patience, achieved great success. US and Afghan officials should learn from Colombia as they attempt to build an effective Afghan army. 

2nc – Treaty CP solves the insurgency
A bilateral defense pact with Afghanistan is vital to eliminating uncertainty over the US commitment and undermining Pakistani attempts to destabilize Afghanistan and solves terrorism

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Preventing Afghanistan from becoming a playground for its regional neighbors is, therefore, better ensured by a direct application of U.S. resources conveyed through a long-term commitment by Washington to Kabul. As a matter of fact, nothing would reduce Pakistan’s incentives to continue its current support for the Taliban—a strategy aimed at securing influence within its western neighbor both for independent reasons and vis-à-vis India—more than an iron-clad American determination to ensure Afghan success by winning the war against the insurgency and staying involved within the country over the secular future. What is necessary, therefore, is definitely not a strategy centered on “improve and exit,” as many in Europe and the United States believe to be the case, but rather one that involves a concerted effort to “invest and endure” in Afghanistan. For the moment at least, it appears as if the Obama administration, too, believes this to be the case.

In an effort to communicate such a resolution credibly, Senator Joseph I. Lieberman (I-Conn.) has recently called for a bilateral defense pact with Kabul that would include explicit security guarantees and some kind of lasting U.S. military presence within the country. The Obama administration would do well to make this idea its own because, as Lieberman correctly put it, “nothing will put an end to that dangerous uncertainty” that causes both Afghans and their neighbors to hedge their bets because of their fears about “what will happen ‘the day after’ America grows tired and abandons the region,” more than “a long-term American security commitment to Afghanistan.”69
There is one more reason for President Obama to unequivocally affirm the U.S. commitment to winning the war in Afghanistan and remain involved in protecting that country over the long term: the Afghan people have trusted Washington since 2001 to do just that. Afghanistan is an impoverished country. For decades, it has known little but war and the fruits of war: violence, immiseration, poverty, and disorder. In the aftermath of the Soviet invasion in 1979, Afghanistan became the crucial instrument that enabled Washington to humble the Kremlin, demoralize the Red Army, and accelerate the ending of the Cold War. Despite their contributions to this epochal American victory, the people of Afghanistan were never suitably rewarded for their sacrifice. This neglect ended, unfortunately in tragic ways, after September 11, 2001, but despite the best intentions of the Bush administration, the United States has not yet made good on its commitment to assist the Afghans in realizing their yearnings for freedom and prosperity. It is now time for the United States to repay its old debts to Afghanistan. By making a durable pledge to Kabul, Washington can not only aid the Afghan people but also contribute toward strengthening its own security.
This latter consideration is just as important. As President Obama has argued correctly on numerous occasions, Afghanistan is the central front in the global war on terrorism. Although Afghanistan is no longer a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, it would quickly become one again were the Taliban to return to power in the face of either an American defeat or a retrenchment of its military efforts. Conclusively overcoming American adversaries in this theater would, therefore, not only be an investment in protecting its own homeland, it would also deal a tremendous psychological blow to radical Islamists worldwide intent on threatening the United States. Of equal significance is the fact that American success in Afghanistan strengthens Washington’s hand in South Asia more generally: it would aid Pakistan’s own struggle against extremism, accelerate the ongoing transformation of U.S.–Indian relations, and position the United States favorably in managing the marriage of Central and South Asia with all the potential that holds for rejuvenating both regions in the years ahead.
Lack of permanent commitment emboldens Taliban to forcefully recruit.

Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
Because American policymakers have poorly understood critical regional security dynamics, they have consistently overestimated Coalition progress against the Taliban. On the strictly military level, the campaign has gone reasonably well. Taliban forays into Afghanistan during 2006–07 were badly bloodied by U.S. and NATO-ISAF forces. Yet our focus on tactical military facts obscures the Taliban’s overall political success. Sanctuary in Pakistan has enabled the Taliban to evade decisive military engagement in order to rearm, regroup and train to fight another day. The Taliban successfully intimidates its Pashtun Muslim kinsmen in eastern and southern Afghanistan simply by surviving to fight on year after year, and it is the Taliban’s Pakistani sanctuary that makes that strategy possible. The intimidating Taliban rejoinder is, in effect: “America will leave Afghanistan prematurely, as it has abandoned Afghanistan in the past; and when America leaves, we Taliban shall return to power and kill all Afghans who have collaborated with unbelievers.” Until we find a way to make this message less than credible, tactical battlefield successes against the Taliban will amount to little.
2nc – Treaty CP solves the insurgency
A public commitment to state building in Afghanistan is vital to ending the insurgency without reconciliation
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Accordingly, the Obama administration should unambiguously clarify at the earliest opportunity that the strategic objective of U.S. policy in Afghanistan is to aid the creation of a modern Afghan state, one that incarnates moderate politics and effective government and represents the aspirations of all its diverse ethnic constituents mediated through some kind of democratic mechanisms. Pursuing this goal is simply not optional: it is indeed a necessity because none of the broad alternatives—merely targeting al-Qaeda (and the Taliban), resurrecting a peaceful tribalism in Afghan society, incorporating the Taliban into Afghan governance, and leaving behind an authoritarian dispensation in Kabul—can deliver an Afghanistan “whole and free,” a state that does not become a renewed threat to the international community.

Despite all their limitations, numerous opinion polls conducted by the U.S. government as well as private institutions in Afghanistan, such as the Asia Foundation, also confirm that this is very much the choice of the Afghan people. The data from such polling, especially that conducted in 2006, suggest that very few Afghans consider a democratic state to be either an unaffordable luxury or simply beyond reach; instead, it is viewed as a necessity, with more Afghans, in comparison with, for example, Pakistanis, Jordanians, Iranians, and Indonesians, expressing a preference for democracy.55 Equally important, the democratic aspirations of the Afghan people are expressed in terms of liberal politics—a desire for freedom, personal rights, rule of law, regular elections, and government by the people—followed by the need for peace and security and economic prosperity. Although these institutions have been colored by Islamic constraints in the Afghan constitution and the importance accorded to them has dropped in polling conducted since 2006, largely because of the deteriorating security situation within the country and the growing pessimism about its prospects, most ordinary Afghans still overwhelmingly value freedom, followed by peace.56 Given these attitudes, the United States should lead the formation of an international consensus in support of creating an effective state based on democratic principles in Afghanistan because, first and foremost, the Afghan people want it and, second, a responsive government that reflects local preferences and focuses on providing enhanced security, good governance, economic opportunity, and increased welfare remains the best means of defeating the Taliban insurgency and resolving the problem of reconciliation.

2nc – Treaty CP solves the insurgency 
A clear public declaration to stay and win solves – undermines the hedging of the Afghan public who will only side with a long term US commitment
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Staying to win. The first and most important adjustment required at the strategic level is a clear public declaration by President Obama not only that the United States intends to win the war in Afghanistan but also that it will stay involved in the country over the long term. Both components of this declaration are essential. An unmistakable communication of the U.S. intention to seek victory—corroborated by committing the necessary resources to the task—is fundamentally necessary to undermine the hedging strategies currently pursued by various critical actors inside Afghanistan. Throughout the land, numerous tribal chiefs and village elders as well as provincial influentials, uncertain about whether the United States has the determination to bring its military operations to a successful conclusion, continue to withhold critical cooperation from the government of Afghanistan, which if available would help to defeat the Taliban insurgency more rapidly. Fearful that Washington might tire of the war and leave the Taliban in control of Afghanistan in the future, these important swing constituencies currently are locked in a watch-and-wait mode, tacitly aiding the Taliban on occasion while supporting the government on others but refusing to decisively partner with the coalition because of their uncertainty about Washington’s determination to eliminate the insurgents as an effective opposition.

If the correlation of social forces within Afghanistan is therefore to shift in support of the Afghan government, the coalition’s determination—and, most important, America’s resolve—to see the war to a successful conclusion must become apparent to all. President Obama’s forthright declaration that defeating al-Qaeda and its affiliates, including the Taliban, represents “the goal that must be achieved” could not have come at a better time. Further, his reminder “that [this] is a cause that could not be more just,” and his categorical notice—“to the terrorists who oppose us, my message is the same: we will defeat you”—can only help to move various constituencies inside Afghanistan toward supporting their government and the United States.

While it would have strengthened U.S. objectives immensely if the president had also clearly declared his intention to stay in Afghanistan for the long term, the need to carefully straddle a course that avoids unnerving domestic constituencies fearful of open-ended involvement in another Asian war, coupled with the desire to fend off perceptions of the United States as an occupying power in Afghanistan, appear to have led President Obama to tackle this issue more obliquely by noting that, “We are not in Afghanistan to control that country or to dictate its future. We are in Afghanistan to confront a common enemy that threatens the United States, our friends and our allies, and the people of Afghanistan and Pakistan who have suffered the most at the hands of violent extremists.”63 Whatever the reasons for this equivocation, it is imperative that the administration quickly clarify its intention to stay engaged in assuring Afghan security for the long term because there is no greater threat to the accomplishment of American goals than the perception within Afghanistan and elsewhere in South Asia that the United States will cut and run before the task of state building is successfully completed.

Because the totality of the administration’s plans arguably conveys a longevity to the American commitment in Afghanistan, President Obama should not shy away from asserting that the United States will remain in Afghanistan for as long as is necessary to achieve its larger strategic goals and so long as its presence enjoys the support of that country’s legitimate government. Having said this, however, the next test will not be at the level of rhetoric but on the plain of action. If what comes out of Washington in regard to financial resources, troop commitments, and diplomatic attention over the next several years is hesitation, a diminution of responsibility, a competitive wrangling between the branches of government, or anything that suggests preparation for an exit, the critical constituencies whose cooperation will be necessary to defeat the Taliban will draw the conclusion that it is not worth supporting what will eventually be the losing side, thereby making NATO’s struggle against the insurgency all the harder.

The counterplan puts the US commitment first towards Afghanistan and eliminates the perception of cut and run

Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
As a consequence of expecting too much from Musharraf in Pakistan and exaggerating our successes in Afghanistan, U.S. policymakers far too quickly asked the European nations of NATO to take the lead in counterinsurgency operations in southern Afghanistan beginning in 2007. As the plan for growing NATO-ISAF control of military operations in Afghanistan developed during 2005–06, U.S. policymakers had hoped that 2007 would usher in a period of peacekeeping and stabilization operations across the Afghan border with Pakistan. They were wrong. This overly optimistic and incorrect assumption is the reason for the bickering among the NATO allies that seems to grow louder and more alarming every day. Because U.S. military and political leaders miscalculated, several European NATO members were in effect rushed out of their comfort zone of stability and peacekeeping operations in northern and northeastern Afghanistan. All sober Western defense analysts knew that most European militaries in NATO were beset by equipment shortfalls, manpower constraints and counterinsurgency capabilities that lack both sufficient military sticks and political or economic carrots. Consequently, the strategic misassessment meant that instead of safeguarding what they were led to believe would be an increasingly stable environment, they found themselves engaged in active counterinsurgency and combat operations against an aggressive Taliban and affiliated jihadi insurgent groups throughout southern and southeastern Afghanistan.

Worse yet, the handover of all counterinsurgency operations from the U.S. military to NATO across Afghanistan was easily, and successfully, exploited by the Taliban to demonstrate that the United States was planning to bug-out. While Washington may have thought that extending NATO’s reach across Afghanistan would signal partnership and collective Western resolve, it has instead been taken in Afghanistan and across South Asia as an ominous sign that America is setting the conditions to cut-and-run, leaving NATO or somebody else holding the bag.
2nc – Treaty CP solves the insurgency
The counterplan’s long-term commitment alters the psychology of the insurgents and reverses their momentum

Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
Simultaneously, a formal, long-term U.S. military commitment in the region, centered on a strategic security commitment to Afghanistan, is vital to altering the psychology of insecurity and double-dealing that feeds Pakistani paranoia, fuels the propaganda that underpins Taliban resilience in Afghanistan, and gives al-Qaeda wide freedom of action across western Pakistan. This commitment is certain to generate some regional controversy, but its positive potential outcomes outweigh the risks from vocal but likely temporary Russian, Pakistani or Iranian unhappiness.

The stakes are high, and time is short. The growing number of major terrorist attacks in Afghanistan and Pakistan during late last year and the anticipated Taliban offensive this year show that the U.S.-led Coalition is not winning this war. Short-term military policy tweaks won’t be enough to achieve victory. Now is the time to make a fundamental correction to long-term U.S. military policy in South Asia. It is the only way to ensure the defeat of the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan, while setting the conditions for a subsequent diplomatic efforts to bring peace and stability to all of South Asia.

A credible pledge of US engagement against the Taliban will induce Pakistani cooperation and reverse the momentum of the insurgency
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
This approach, which concentrates on strengthening the state from the inside out through an area ownership effort, is feasible because the most serious problems pertaining to the insurgency today do not arise from outside Afghanistan—despite these being consequential in their own right—but from inside it. Consequently, the United States ought to focus on implementing a strategy for defeating the Taliban that, while welcoming Pakistani contributions and soliciting their increase, still operates on the presumption that Islamabad’s choices will be conflicted and its remedial efforts insufficient and possibly even dangerous. The first order of business in this regard must, therefore, be to communicate by word and deed to the Pakistan Army, the Afghan people, Afghanistan’s neighbors, and the international community at large that the United States and its allies will absolutely refuse to countenance any return to power by the Taliban in Afghanistan. Credibly satisfying this commitment will require Washington not to ever mention the phrase “exit strategy” but rather to continually affirm its determination to stay involved in assuring Afghan security over the long run.

Such a pledge would have consequential implications for Pakistan. Because the Pakistani military continues to retain links with various terrorist groups and the rahbari shura in particular, and because it is fearful that Washington will depart Afghanistan soon enough and thereby leave the field open to its rivals, any credible pledge by the United States to stay the course in Afghanistan weakens Islamabad’s incentives to hold on to these assets in order to protect its interests. Further, if Washington is seen as being absolutely committed to stabilizing Afghanistan, no matter how subversive Pakistan’s actions may be, the Pakistani military’s strategy of relying on antigovernmental terrorist groups quickly moves into the zone of diminishing returns. Finally, when Islamabad comes to the realization that a long-term U.S. presence in Afghanistan better protects Pakistan’s western frontier compared with the alternative of its neighbors continually jostling for influence in Kabul, the wisdom of sustaining its current investments in the Taliban, and especially the exiled leadership in Quetta, will begin to look more and more questionable.

Defense treaty solves – overstretch

The CP builds support for an effective counterinsurgency strategy and allows US troop drawdowns over the long term, after and effective Afghan army has been trained
Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
First, in Afghanistan the United States should follow through on the May 23, 2005 joint U.S.-Afghan declaration of partnership in principle, and conclude either a status of forces agreement or a robust and detailed defense cooperation agreement. This bilateral agreement must cover a long-term period, and it should be announced with great fanfare as America’s commitment to Afghanistan’s independent future as a sovereign, democratic state.

In addition, the agreement should be worded so as to safeguard Pakistan’s sovereignty and security along existing borders. It should offer formal, U.S.-mediated discussions between Kabul and Islamabad to resolve the Durand Line boundary dispute once the Taliban insurgency is defeated.1 Backed by an enduring U.S. force presence in Afghanistan, a formal bilateral security agreement can assure all but the most unreasonable minds in Pakistan’s military that Indian intrigue or rogue security threats will not confront Islamabad from Afghanistan.
Second, we must lead an effort to re-configure NATO force postures across Afghanistan as soon as possible. Sending an additional 3,000 marines is a good start, but it doesn’t go nearly far enough. America needs to assume an exclusive operational lead in the counterinsurgency and combat missions integral to the struggle against the Taliban, Hizb-i-Islami and the Haqqani jihadi networks across southern and eastern Afghanistan. This commitment will require the U.S. combat footprint to increase from the two American brigade combat teams currently in Afghanistan to four brigade combat teams before the end of this summer. Thus the overall U.S. military footprint of some 26,000 troops in Afghanistan as of this past December must grow to about 37,000 before fall and remain at that level for the next two years.

Third, NATO’s valuable and critical European military contribution to the fight should remain at current (or larger) force levels, but be focused in Afghanistan’s north and west, where stability and peacekeeping operations dominate. NATO partnership in Afghanistan is a crucial part of a viable South Asia security strategy, but we must fit our European partners’ military advantages to proper missions, not try to shove square-peg capabilities into round-holed mission profiles.

Fourth, the United States must re-establish a permanent, three-star operational military headquarters in Afghanistan. The headquarters must be empowered to coordinate and harmonize all military policy within NATO’s Afghanistan operations, as well as handle matters of regional stability and confidence-building. Such a U.S. military headquarters existed in Kabul from November 2003 to May 2007, and it was this headquarters that helped coordinate American humanitarian and military assistance for victims of the November 2005 Pakistani earthquake—a mission that produced a significant, albeit temporary, spike in Pakistani and Muslim goodwill toward America. Unfortunately, this headquarters disbanded to help redistribute scarce American military manpower to fill new U.S.-only billets generated within the expanded NATO-ISAF Afghanistan headquarters. The Afghans would welcome a return of a U.S. military headquarters, and its presence in Kabul would provide a conspicuous symbol of a long-term U.S. military commitment to regional stability and positive engagement across South Asia.

Finally, we must assure our Afghan partners that the U.S. government remains committed to completing the task of training and equipping their armed forces to be professional and accountable representatives of Afghanistan’s new democratic state. U.S. support for an Afghan military of more than 50,000 troops has waxed and waned unhelpfully in recent years. American policymakers have too often come across in Kabul as desiring that Afghanistan should have no military greater in size than it can pay for from its limited national budget, regardless of whether a force of that size makes any strategic or military sense. Recently, U.S. policy has matured to support an Afghan military slated to grow to about 70,000 by 2009 and 80,000 by 2011. U.S. policymakers should make it clear that we will support, equip and fund an Afghan force of 80,000 or more if that is what is needed to safeguard its territorial sovereignty and prevail against the Taliban/jihadi insurgency. At the end of the day, only a competent, professional and loyal Afghan Army will allow the U.S. military presence to fall from some 37,000 to a post-insurgency, steady-state force of about 6,000 personnel. This residual U.S. force will be devoted not to combating insurgency, but to peacekeeping, management of regional security and confidence-building measures, and to continued training, mentoring and cooperation with the Afghan military.

Defense treaty solves – Pakistan cooperation

CP would enhance Pakistan’s cooperation

Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
Pakistani leaders have much more justification to doubt U.S. promises and judgments. In large part, U.S. diplomatic efforts have not worked because Pakistani military and intelligence elites remain wary of long-term American intentions. Pakistanis retain deep scar tissue regarding the abrupt U.S. abandonment of bilateral collaborative security programs in the early 1970s and again in the early 1990s (after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan). Pakistanis, especially the officer corps, still fear a third American decision to cut-and-run from South Asia, and they will fear it until Washington strategically commits to a positive, permanent security presence in the region. Only through such an unambiguous commitment can we even begin to rebuild the badly shaken trust and confidence between the two militaries. In turn, this is the only way Pakistani society might once again come to view an American military presence as a reliable safeguard for peace and stability in South Asia rather than an threat.
Defense treaty solves – regional infighting
The perception of a US commitment solves regional infighting over Afghanistan
Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Conveying the U.S. determination to stay in Afghanistan over the long term “through deeds as well as words”66 is vital for changing the calculus of the country’s rivalrous neighbors as well. Because Iran, India, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and Russia have interests in Afghanistan that are opposed to the Pakistani desire for paramount influence, the only way to minimize the incentives for malignant competition is to ensure that Kabul remains fundamentally nonaligned vis-à-vis these key feuding entities. Ambassador Karl F. Inderfurth and Ambassador James Dobbins have argued that the way to produce this outcome is to “establish Afghanistan as a permanently neutral state” through “a multilateral accord that establishes principles and guarantees for [such a] long-term status.”67 While this proposal should no doubt be explored carefully, it is unlikely to bear fruit any time soon because the strategic interests of the regional contenders in Afghanistan are at the moment acutely competitive. Given Kabul’s relative weakness and the historic proclivity of its neighbors, especially Islamabad, to reach consistently for self-interested gains, only a long-term U.S. presence within Afghanistan will be able to assure its neutrality and deter the regional neighbors from meddling in Afghan politics with the aim of securing political advantages over their rivals.

Afghanistan says yes
Afghans would accept the security alliance – they’ve called for it

Lynch, 08 - U.S. Army Colonel, military fellow at the Brookings Institution, military special assistant to the U.S. Ambassador in Afghanistan (June 2008, Thomas, “Afghan Dilemmas: Staying in Power,” The American Interest Online WX)
THE MILITARY BASIS FOR POLITICAL SUCCESS: AFGHANISTAN
U.S. policymakers have also allowed the expansion of NATO’s role in Afghanistan to crowd out meaningful discussion with an eager Afghan government regarding long-term U.S. military security arrangements and basing rights. Although prickly sovereignty and trust issues between Islamabad and Washington preclude a return to any permanent U.S. military presence in Pakistan, such as existed in the 1950s and 1960s, no similar baggage weighs down Afghanistan. The Afghan government covets a strategic partnership with America. It will accept, but does not covet, a partnership with NATO. Kabul has been begging for a formal military alliance. But despite soothing rhetoric and one weak, non-binding statement of intent, the Bush Administration has never taken the Karzai government up on its offer. It has been a core strategic error not to do so.
Population protection solves the Taliban
Reorienting counterinsurgency towards population protection will destroy the Taliban

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Given this mess, the critical task at the strategic level now is to arrest the deterioration caused by the escalating cycles of violence and the progressive loss of popular support for the counterinsurgency in RC-E and RC-S; regain the initiative by implementing a new, though in reality traditional, counterinsurgency strategy centered on affording human security; and stabilize the situation in these key territories long enough for other remedial actions at the political and economic levels to be undertaken that will begin a process of reducing alienation and thereby ultimately marginalize the Taliban. A successful effort along these lines would in effect isolate the first category of Taliban resisters—the rahbari shura and their ideologically committed allies and foot soldiers— from their larger bases of support among the tribes and village elders. It would permit this third category of critical actors to slowly shift their allegiance to the state as the coalition begins to appear more successful, is viewed as committed to being ensconced within the country over the long haul, and brings with it the resources necessary to secure their loyalties. These developments would also undermine the opportunistic resistance manifested by the second category of players described before—the lumpen fighters who constitute the rent-a-Taliban—because the presence of coalition-offered and state-supported economic opportunities, coupled with more responsive and effective local governance, would be more attractive to these masses than what the rahbari shura could offer in contrast.

A reorientation of U.S. counterinsurgency strategy—and one also promulgated to NATO allies in the fighting zones—to emphasize the provision of population security in situ, combined with accelerated investments in development and the rectification of deficiencies in governance, offers the United States and the Afghan government the best chance to degrade the Taliban insurgency even at this point in time, when it admittedly poses a dangerous, but not insurmountable, challenge. This call for a strategic reorientation is based explicitly on the premise that while the situation in Afghanistan has degenerated perilously, it is by no means conclusively lost and, hence, can be retrieved if the United States is willing to make the strategic alterations that have been the subject of discussion thus far: commit itself to victory in Afghanistan through the appropriate commitment of resources and a determination to stay engaged over the long haul; transform the debilitating C2 structures at multiple levels to secure maximum benefits from the resources committed; and decisively alter the orientation of the counterinsurgency mission away from the current conflicted emphasis on kinetic kills, in the service of tactical victories over the Taliban, to the prominence previously accorded to providing population security to ordinary Afghans.83

Population protection forces on boosting security in the most important districts, clearing the Taliban dominated districts and border interdiction

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The immediate objective of any military reinforcement in Afghanistan must be to arrest the slide in security that undermines the confidence of the population in their own state and in the coalition’s efforts as a whole. If the personal safety of the ordinary citizen can be improved in short order, it will be possible not only to implement a successful nationwide election that underwrites the building of a responsive government but also to sustain the economic reconstruction, ensure the effective delivery of key social services, and increase the regime legitimacy necessary to marginalize the Taliban as a political force and prevent the reemergence of an al-Qaeda sanctuary in Afghanistan. Only when these tasks are complete will it be possible to contemplate a gradual divestiture of security responsibilities to Afghan state institutions, which will, at any rate, require for their continued success a certain residual American military presence within the country for a long time to come.

The importance, therefore, of a quick injection of reinforcing, and not merely transiently surging, American troops into Afghanistan cannot be underestimated. These troops, once committed, will have to be deployed, along with those Afghan security forces already capable, for three distinct, but interrelated, tasks (in addition to the other concurrent mission of raising indigenous forces): First, to consolidate Afghan state control in those areas of the country that are either strategically vital or already under substantial writ of the government; second, to clear the insurgents ensconced within the Taliban-dominated districts in RC-S and RC-E in order that increases in state penetration and legitimacy may accrue progressively nationwide; and, third, to interdict the infiltrators who cross the border on combat missions, irrespective of how Pakistan performs for its part within the territories under its control. The relative priority and sequencing of these three tasks is one that Washington ought to leave entirely to the discretion of its field commanders because they have the resources to make the best judgments on these issues.

Based on the current indications emerging from Kabul, it appears as if senior U.S. military officials intend to use their immediate and prospective reinforcements primarily on the first and second tasks, without entirely neglecting the third. Accordingly, the initial wave of American forces is slated for deployment on Kabul’s southern flank because of the perceived vulnerability to Taliban attacks of the capital and its immediately adjacent areas. Concurrently, additional troops are likely to be deployed to Logar and Wardak provinces, with other units scheduled to go to the border regions in the east, which have been the scene of fierce fighting recently. While the objective of hitting the “new Taliban strongholds” around the capital and “provid[ing] enough security in [the adjoining] provinces for development programs, which are essential to maintaining the support of [the] Afghan villagers,”100 is eminently sensible, it also implies that the complete penetration of the south, where the insurgency is at its most intense, and the west, which represents an emerging open flank, will have to await the arrival of further U.S. reinforcements.

Some efforts at area ownership, however, can begin right away even in these regions if U.S. Special Operations Forces are teamed up with Afghan military components to initiate precursor operations. When more U.S. troops arrive, as they must over time, these early efforts at showing the flag and establishing presence can be dramatically expanded throughout even the most contested areas of the country. The key principle underlying the evolving U.S. military strategy in Afghanistan, therefore, consists of securing what is truly vital or already controlled by the government of Afghanistan before steadily reaching out to those areas that are either contested or denied—but, in any case, refusing to cede contested or denied territories to the adversary on a permanent basis.

Population protection solves the Taliban

Empirically – population protection strategies work in Afghanistan – they were pursued successfully in 2003-2005

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Although maintaining such fire discipline will increase the risk of coalition casualties, this is necessarily the price that must be paid for the success of the larger counterinsurgency campaign: the expanded U.S. force presence, in combination with their Afghan counterparts, in the south and east, however, will not only permit commanders to accept such hazards more flexibly (even if always reluctantly), but the tactical missions themselves will expand to include a mixture of combat operations (fighting the insurgents, for example), local peacekeeping (brokering agreements between competing tribes and clans), aiding civil authority (protecting officials tasked with providing law and order and delivering services), and humanitarian relief (involvement in local reconstruction activities and supporting relief organizations).104

The experience of the 2003–2005 period in Afghanistan suggests not only that such counterinsurgency operations are valuable for increasing state penetration in areas initially devoid of governmental presence or opposed to Kabul but also that they help wean popular support away from the rebels and toward the regime. With the gradual shift in loyalties toward the government, because the state aided by U.S. and Afghan forces is now capable of providing both increased personal security and greater economic opportunity, the hard-core Taliban operatives residing in the area or regularly operating within it can be isolated, marginalized, or targeted as appropriate. These rebels, who owe their ideological loyalty to the rahbari shura or its confederates, would undoubtedly be threatened by the success of state penetration and effective delivery of social services; but the vast remainder of the opposition, namely, the tribal chiefs and village elders as well as the poor rent-a-Taliban street fighters who support the insurgency either because it appears to be winning, because it is profitable to do so, or because they resent corrupt or overbearing government officials can be induced to shift against the uncompromising core as they begin to enjoy the benefits of order over those secured by fighting the regime in Kabul.

AT: COIN fails – troop requirements are too high
The Taliban is limited geographically – it doesn’t require large numbers of troops to pacify it

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Changing American fortunes in Afghanistan is, therefore, eminently possible for three reasons that are often insufficiently appreciated. To begin with, the Taliban simply do not control Afghanistan. Although they have mounted a hazardous challenge to the Afghan government and draw on the adherence of numerous supporters in RC-E and RC-S, the Taliban cannot eject the ruling government of the day so long as the international coalition is present within the country. In fact, it is more accurate to describe the present situation as an unfavorable stalemate where the government is unable to defeat the Taliban in the east and south—its traditional areas of support—while the Taliban appear unable to secure control of the state by force. Moreover, while the Taliban insurgency is undoubtedly serious, and could get worse if not countered by appropriate changes in the coalition response, it is still—hyperventilating claims of organizations such as the International Council on Security and Development notwithstanding—a remarkably concentrated and geographically delimited insurgency. NATO’s best intelligence suggests—and this claim is corroborated by U.S. and Indian officials—that when Taliban control is assessed at the district level in Afghanistan, the insurgents dominate less than 15 percent of the districts in the country. These districts are judged to encompass about 20 percent of the country’s territory and a comparable percentage of its population.84

Although governmental control of the remainder of Afghanistan is by no means absolute, given that power is exercised by tribal chiefs, village elders, or independent warlords in a significant fraction of districts and authority is contested between the government and the Taliban in some others, the important fact is that the Afghan state controls the majority of the districts constituting the country and the bulk of its population. The critical implication is that the Taliban insurgency is emphatically not a nationwide eruption: it is limited in space—in terms of either its organic local support or control—to a small portion of the country’s territory, and, accordingly, the military resources needed to checkmate it do not have to be either metered against the size of the country writ large or against a technologically sophisticated adversary able to rapidly relocate across the realm at will. To be sure, the Taliban in recent months have begun to make an appearance in areas outside the south, especially the west, primarily through hit-and-run raids, isolated attacks, suicide bombings, and the detonations of improvised explosive devices. Although this expansion of operating areas certainly demands an appropriate coalition response, it is important not to conflate the size of the arena wherein Taliban actions occur with the areas in which they truly enjoy significant support or actually control.

Training the ANA is vital to successful counterinsurgency – it will free up US personnel because it will be able to hold terrain that the US clears

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The experience with counterinsurgency operations in other parts of the world suggests that organized uprisings of the kind represented by the Taliban are defeated finally not by foreign advisers or alien troops but rather by the security instruments deployed by the threatened state itself.107 In the case of Afghanistan, these are the Afghan National Army (ANA), the Afghan National Police (ANP) that, in turn, consists of the Afghan Uniform Police (AUP), the Afghan National Civil Order Police (ANCOP), the Afghan Border Police (ABP), the Counter-Narcotics Police of Afghanistan (CNPA), and other specialized units focused on criminal investigation, counterterrorism, and customs. The raising of the ANA has thus far been an improbable success. Although the ANA is not yet able to independently prosecute the most demanding clearing operations necessary for counterinsurgency success—a fact made much of by its critics—that may not be the right yardstick by which to judge this fledgling institution. What the ANA has demonstrated thus far is that, despite Afghanistan being cleaved by tribal, regional, and ethnic differences, it is possible to build a professional, competent, and apolitical military force that owes its loyalty to the nation as a whole. Despite being a relatively young body, its capabilities have been increasing steadily: by 2008, it had taken the lead in more than thirty significant military operations, and, although it is likely that its current capabilities will make it more suitable for implementing the hold phase of counterinsurgency operations, the evidence suggests that ANA troops perform creditably in clearing actions as well when partnering with allied forces and aided by their supporting arms.

The importance of incorporating the ANA in the prospective area ownership approach to counterinsurgency cannot be underestimated. Not only does it present an Afghan face on what is likely to be a burdensome and long-lasting mission—not to mention one that requires constant interaction with the local population—but it also frees up U.S. forces for those more complex, long-range, kinetic operations in which they have distinct advantages.

Over a period of time, the ANA will acquire proficiency in conducting these missions as well because, above all else, it has the one necessary—and irreplaceable—attribute for success: the ANA is both willing to defend its country and is highly motivated to do so. All it needs are the resources, the training, and the equipment. It is in these latter areas that the international coalition traditionally failed the force. A fragmented training regime and a lack of resources have been more responsible for the ANA’s diminished capacity than any want of ability or enthusiasm.

AT: COIN fails – nationalism

Dorronsoro is wrong - most of the population supports US presence and only the Ghilzai tribes resist foreign occupation.  Most resistance to foreign occupation is because of poor tactics that the counterplan solves

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Further, in NATO’s struggle against the Taliban, the coalition and the United States in particular are neither occupiers of Afghanistan nor viewed as occupiers, except by a small portion of the populace that traditionally has been suspicious of the presence of all foreigners within the country. With the exception of predominantly the Ghilzai tribes and a few others, who provide succor for most of the resistance because of their deep conservatism, their desire to preserve traditional social structures, and their determination to prevent the social change they believe will come inevitably as a result of Western presence in Afghanistan, most other social formations do not view the coalition’s presence within the country as either an occupation or corrosive to national stability. Even those Durrani tribes such as the Alizai, Ishaqzai, and Noorzai, whose members are often allied with the insurgency, oppose the coalition only because they have been losers in the internal Afghan struggle for power. Consequently, they resist NATO forces, viewing them as the protectors of the Karzai regime and the Popalzai Durrani clan from which the government draws its support, not because of any nationalist or cultural irritation precipitated by the coalition’s presence.

Certainly, there are powerful personalities in Afghanistan who oppose Western military forces for both ideological and political reasons: these include Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and his Hizbe Islami Gulbuddin (HIG), Anwar-ul-Haq and his Hizbe Islami Khalis (HIK), Jalaluddin Haqqani and his Haqqani network, the Afghan Taliban shura and their hard-core adherents, and the remnants of Osama Bin Laden’s International Islamic Front in Afghanistan. But the antagonism of these actors is driven entirely by fundamental differences in worldview or by competing political interests relative to the Afghan state and the West. What is most important, in any case, is that the Afghan people do not view these personalities as representing their true interests, except in certain specific districts in the southern and eastern regions of the country. The claim advanced by Gilles Dorronsoro, that “the presence of foreign troops [in Afghanistan] is the most important element driving the resurgence of the Taliban,”85 must accordingly be judged as at best a half truth. Foreign military presence is undoubtedly a precipitant for indigenous resistance in those areas populated by the most conservative rural Pashtuns, but in other cases there is no simple “link between Jihad and nationalism,”86 at least not one that justifies the speedy exit of foreign forces from Afghanistan as the solution to defanging the insurgency. In fact, to the degree that foreign forces have exacerbated the insurgency, they have done so mainly by their ineptitude. As Nathaniel C. Fick and John A. Nagl summarized it:

Afghans are not committed xenophobes, obsessed with driving out the coalition, as they did the British and the Soviets. Most Afghans are desperate to have the Taliban cleared from their villages, but they resent being exposed when forces are not left behind to hold what has been cleared. They also cannot understand why the coalition fails to provide the basic services they need. Afghans are not tired of the Western presence; they are frustrated with Western incompetence.87

These facts imply that NA TO does not need many hundreds of thousands of troops to defeat the Taliban as is sometimes inferred from facile comparisons between the size of Afghanistan and the size of Iraq. The numbers of American, allied, and local casualties, too, in each of these two conflicts is highly asymmetrical, with Iraq being far more violent than Afghanistan by most measures. What is needed, therefore, in Afghanistan is the persistent presence of a smaller number of troops—allied as well as indigenous—capable of protecting the population in certain critical areas so that these inhabitants can turn against the insurgency, as they are wont to, and defeat it.
AT: COIN fails – Karzai

Karzai doesn’t make the insurgency inevitable

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Finally, the majority of the Afghan population is not opposed to the Western military presence in their country—they only seek the success that ought to accrue from the habitation of those forces. As survey after survey of Afghans has demonstrated, what the population yearns for after thirty years of unremitting war is the simple pleasure of being able to lead a peaceful and orderly life. It is here that the failures of the Karzai government have been most grating. If indeed there is a single factor accounting for the growth of the insurgency, it is not the presence of foreign troops but rather the failures of governance associated with the presidency of Hamid Karzai. Karzai has been unable to provide ordinary Afghans with personal security and improved economic conditions, despite the vast resources being poured into Afghanistan. These resources have enriched a few at the expense of the many, and growing perceptions of corruption surrounding Karzai’s closest relatives, coupled with the ethnic bias reflected in his key appointments, have driven conservative rural Pashtuns in the south and east, already ill-disposed toward central authority, to resist the government in Kabul by supporting the Taliban insurgency.

The good news is that despite these multiple failures, the most recent polling in Afghanistan still shows strong, albeit declining, popular support for Karzai and the Western military presence in the country. Interviews conducted in all of Afghanistan’s thirty-four provinces by the Afghan Center for Socio-Economic and Opinion Research (ASCOR) for the British Broadcasting Corporation, ABC News, and ARD, Inc., in December 2008–January 2009 indicate that 52 percent of the Afghans polled still believe that President Karzai is doing a good-to-excellent job, but these numbers represent a drop in support compared with 63 percent who felt this way in 2007 and 83 percent in 2005. Similarly, 63 percent support the presence of U.S. forces in the country, a figure that has dropped from 71 percent in 2007 and 78 percent in 2006; 59 percent also support the presence of NATO–ISAF forces, a figure that has likewise dropped from 67 percent in 2007 and 78 percent in 2006. Although the falling support for the foreign military presence seems driven primarily by anger at the collateral damage caused by coalition military operations—with some 77 percent of those polled holding civilian casualties unacceptable—the Afghan public, by an overwhelming margin of 82 percent to 4 percent, is still very much opposed to the Taliban, viewing them as the country’s biggest threat.88

What these data, therefore, suggest on the question of foreign troops in Afghanistan is not that they should leave, but that they must succeed—and fast. David Cowling, the BBC’s editor of political research, summarizing the results of the latest polls succinctly concluded that the lowered expectations of the Afghan people reflect their disappointment that the changes hoped for have not materialized. “They are trapped,” he concluded, “they feel less certain about the way ahead. But they’re absolutely clear the one path they don’t want to return to is the Taliban.”89

AT: COIN fails - can’t hold areas – rural, dispersed population

Population protection builds support for both the US and local forces – it means holding areas is easier because local security forces fill in

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
As this process slowly gathers momentum throughout the southern and eastern regions of Afghanistan, the transition to the holding and building phases of the counterinsurgency campaign can occur more and more exclusively on the strength of the indigenous national and local security forces. During this time, U.S. troops will remain available for any residual clearing operations as may be required, but the reconstruction and development tasks can be expanded with local security resources backed by U.S. strength to the further, and hopefully continual, detriment of the insurgency.

Resuscitating such an effort over large areas of RC-S and RC-E will be manpower intensive, as all counterinsurgency operations invariably are. Consequently, the 21,000 U.S. troops committed by President Obama to Afghanistan must be viewed as merely the early wave of a larger force that will become necessary if the stabilization effort is to succeed. Using the troops available right now at least allows the process of arresting the slide to begin in certain limited areas. But expanding this remediation to the country at large will require the full complement of the nine or so brigade combat teams that are identified by many analysts as necessary for success in Afghanistan.105

Even when these forces are fully committed, however, reversing the deterioration in security will not be straightforward. Considerable uncertainty will hang over the entire enterprise for quite some time, and occasionally there will be sharp setbacks; but if the overall trends are in the right direction over the next three to five years, the initial successes will help to create an “inkblot effect,” whereby successively larger areas of territory in RC-S and RC-E can be slowly cleared of insurgents and restored to government control. If this effort is successful—and there is no reason a priori to believe that it cannot be so, given the abundant evidence that most Afghans do not wish to see the Taliban return to power—the progressive defeat of the insurgency in the outlying areas of the country will actually end up easing the pressure on Kabul, other key habitations, and the lines of communications that connect them.

AT: Vietnam proves counterinsurgency fails

Vietnam was winnable, it just required the right resources
Carafano, 9 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (James, National Journal’s Experts Blog, 9/10,

http://security.nationaljournal.com/2009/09/obamas-afghan-dilemma-go-big-o.php#1352488
Here is what I think history really has to say about Vietnam. Vietnam was a winnable war. When General Abrams took over MACV after the Tet invasion, he implemented a strategy that succeeded in stabilizing the country; winning back the countryside; crushing the Viet Cong; and building up the South Vietnamese military. Then, abruptly in 1975, Congress walked away from our Vietnamese allies and grasped defeat from the jaws of victory. Lesson #1: Don’t let Congress run wars. 

Americans can fight long, unpopular wars. In fact, all of our long wars except WW II have been unpopular. What is the big deal. History says that Johnson lost the support of the American people in 1968 after TET. We stayed in Vietnam till 1973. We didn’t abandon Vietnam until 1975. That seems pretty long to me. If Nixon had not been impeached, he could easily have kept the US in the war till the end of his term in office too. Bush fought almost his whole second term with the war being unpopular. Lesson #2: Don’t fight wars by opinion polls. 

What made Vietnam so intractable was President’s Johnson’s incremental strategy of dedicating sufficient resources to support a reasonable strategy to begin with. Going “tit for tat” with the North was stupid. Johnson tried to fight Vietnam like a poker game. That was dumb. We made incremental investments. So did our enemies. All they had to do to win was not give up. The second idiotic strategy was putting a “timeline” on strategy. If they can’t get it right in a year…we’ll pull the plug. That is what Congress did in 1975. Lesson #3: Adopt a reasonable strategy, resource it adequately, stick it out. 

AT: Failure inevitable – Kandahar / Marja
Kandahar and Marja aren’t reasons Afghanistan is failing
O’Hanlon, 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at Brookings (Michael, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” Washington Post, 6/26, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 

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:

1. 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.
COIN solves – Iraq empirics

Iraq proves COIN can get the support of the local population and generate intelligence necessary to find the insurgents
Kagan and Kagan, 10 – *resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and former professor of military history at West Point AND ** president of the Institute for the Study of War  (Frederick and Kimberly, “A Winnable War ,” The Weekly Standard, 6/28, http://www.aei.org/article/102237)
As these efforts were going on, Petraeus and Crocker inserted American forces into contested neighborhoods and effectively took control of the ground. Their presence changed the equation--local people reported on the misbehavior of Iraqi officials; American forces took notice and, when appropriate, took action. By simultaneously taking the fight into the safe-havens and strongholds of the Sunni insurgents and Al Qaeda in Iraq, U.S. forces reduced the capability of those terrorists and began to bring down the violence. As the overall level fell, Shiite militia violence, which had been to some extent concealed by the spectacular attacks of al Qaeda, became more prominent, reinforcing the pressure on malign Shiite actors to take a knee. The fact that American forces then remained in the neighborhoods for a couple of years permitted the emergence of a political process based on new calculations and facilitated the restoration of the most basic confidence among Sunnis that the government was not committed to their annihilation.

The problem in Afghanistan is similar. Power-brokers are not engaged so much in tribal cleansing or death squads, but they do use their own private security companies to enforce order, sometimes at the expense of marginalized groups who fuel the insurgency. Ahmad Wali Karzai is the most prominent example of such a powerbroker, but he is far from unique. A sound ISAF strategy would attempt to remove malign actors where necessary and possible, but also work to shape them and the environment in which they operate in ways that persuade or prevent them from engaging in the malign behavior that is fueling the insurgency and preventing stable governance from taking hold. Improving the way ISAF contracts with local companies--a process that has already begun--is part of the solution, but only part. ISAF will have to refocus its efforts at every level away from a binary choice between removing and empowering the malign actors, and toward the kind of nuanced approach that was successful in Iraq, appropriately modified.
COIN key to intelligence gathering
Intelligence gathering requires a COIN approach to protect the civilian population from retaliation
Biddle, 9 - the CFR senior fellow for defense policy, served as a member of the International Security Assistance Force "strategic assessment group" that General McChrystal assembled to produce the assessment in Kabul(Stephen, Federal News Service, September 23, 2009, lexis)

MR. BIDDLE: Well, most counterinsurgency theorists believe that it's an unusually labor-intensive form of warfare, relative to conventional combat. It's very hard to substitute capital, or firepower, or technology for troops on the ground in counterinsurgency. Largely because in counterinsurgency, unlike conventional warfare, the enemy is concealed, and their identity is known primarily to the civilians who live in the area and know -- unlike the military operating there, who's who, in spite of the fact that the insurgents aren't wearing uniforms.

To succeed in counterinsurgency you have to be able to counter the effects of concealed, civilian-clothing-wearing guerillas. That requires that the civilians tell you who and where they are. And that means, among other things, they have to be able to survive the act of telling you who the insurgents are, given that the insurgents are living among them in their communities. And that, in turn, means there has to be a persistent, visible, long-term presence of government security forces who can protect the civilians against retaliation by the guerillas if they tip the government off as to their identities and locations.

And it's very hard to do that with an F-15 flying at 30,000 feet. That doesn't provide the confidence to the civilian on the ground that there's going to be somebody there to protect them when the Taliban come back at 2:00 a.m. to try and wreak vengeance on the family of someone who may have given the government information. That requires proximate, visible, available soldiers on the ground, living in and among the population to be defended. And that's potentially a very labor-intensive undertaking.
COIN key to effective counterterrorism
Keeping CT embedded within COIN makes it more effective – drones won’t work without COIN supporting them
Biddle, 9 - the CFR senior fellow for defense policy, served as a member of the International Security Assistance Force "strategic assessment group" that General McChrystal assembled to produce the assessment in Kabul(Stephen, Federal News Service, September 23, 2009, lexis)

A counterterrorist strategy, on the other hand, can be prosecuted with much less sacrifice, much less resource allocation, and especially for those who are uncomfortable with the idea of a large reinforcement, but just as uncomfortable with the idea of simply liquidating our position and sacrificing our interests in the region.

Counterterrorism, via standoff drone attack, is an attractive way to get the payoff and not pay the price. The trouble is, there are a variety of serious shortcomings with counterterrorism strategies if they're stripped out of the context of a larger counterinsurgency effort. Which is the way we're doing it right now -- it's part of counterinsurgency as we're conducting it in Afghanistan, and as the Pakistani government is conducting it in Pakistan.

There are at least three preconditions for success in a drone- based counterterrorist strategy that are hard to meet without doing counterinsurgency at the same time. The first of them -- and perhaps the most important, is the availability of intelligence on where the targets are located.

A critical component of the targeting information you need to tell the drones where to go and who to hit, comes from human intelligence provided by a penetration of terrorist groups on the ground. Right now, a very sizeable fraction of the human intelligence we get on the locations of al Qaeda, or other terrorist operatives within Pakistan, comes from the Pakistani government.

Counterinsurgency is all about sustaining a government. It's all about who's going to rule the country and whether the insurgents or the incumbent government is going to be in charge. If you decide you're not going to do counterinsurgency anymore, you're creating a risk that the government will then, in turn, fall and be replaced by insurgents, whether in Afghanistan or in Pakistan, or both.

If you lose control of the government and it's replaced by a hostile entity, the information sources about where the targets are drop off dramatically in availability; and that, in turn, is likely to lead to a substantial drop in the effectiveness of counterterrorist drone strategies.

Secondly, the drones need benign airspace in which to operate. Drones are not wonder weapons. They're relatively large, very slow, unpiloted airplanes that spend -- tend to spend lots and lots of time flying racetrack patterns over particular pieces of ground. The Pakistani air force is not a juggernaut, but it is more than adequate to clear the skies of American drones.

The benign airspace that drones are designed to operate in is currently provided courtesy of a friendly government in Pakistan. If the government in Kabul fell, and if that in turn led to the destabilization the government in Islamabad and we were to lose secular governance in Pakistan, the result could be the loss of the benign airspace that the drones require for access to the targets.

Last but not least, drones are airplanes, and airplanes require bases. If you're going to spend long amounts of time dwelling over specific areas in order to find concealed targets underneath, you have to be able to put the runways and the support infrastructure on the bases close enough to the target area that they don't spend all their fuel getting there and back. It's been widely reported that the government of Pakistan currently provides those bases for the drone strikes that we're doing now in the Northwest territories.

What all that means is that if you take a piece of an orthodox counterinsurgency strategy, which includes lots of dimensions and component parts, including, of course, counterrorist drone attacks, pull it out of context and try and do it alone, you run the risk of losing the enabling pre-conditions that the rest of the strategy is designed to provide --

MS. BARKER: Mm hmm.

MR. BIDDLE: -- and that, I think, is the biggest drawback with these kinds of partial middle-way counterterrorist alternatives to a broader-scale orthodox counterinsurgency campaign.
AT: Rules of engagement bad – increase US casualties

Rules of engagement haven’t increased US casualties

O’Hanlon, 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at Brookings (Michael, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” Washington Post, 6/26, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
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.
Colombia empirically proves solvency

Focused US training on quality over quantity, specialized battalions and helicopter based mobility made the Colombian army effective

Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)

How Colombia Fixed Its Army

Reform of Colombia’s army began during Andrés Pastrana’s term as president (1998–2002) and accelerated during Pres. Álvaro Uribe’s tenure (2002–present).16 Three key reforms converted the Colombian army from an ineffective, garrison-bound band into an aggressive force that has crippled the FARC and ELN.

New Leadership

In 1998, at the urging of US officials, Pastrana replaced the top three leaders in the army with new generals (Fernando Tapias, Jorge Enrique Mora, and Carlos Ospina) who were trained at US military schools and who had extensive combat experience at the battalion and brigade levels.17 This new trio then replaced their subordinate commanders who lacked aggressiveness in the field. At this time, the Colombian army began to emphasize the selection and training of better-quality noncommissioned officers for the army’s combat units.18 In his book A Question of Command, Mark Moyar studies a variety of counterinsurgency campaigns, asserting that leadership quality rather than campaign plans or tactics is the key to success.19 Colombia’s performance against its insurgents bolsters Moyar’s argument.

Reorganization

Beginning with the Pastrana administration and extending into Uribe’s, Colombia reorganized its army into a mobile and highly skilled professional component; additionally, a draftee component formed for local security.20 Under the tutelage of trainers from US Army special forces, the professional component of the army established numerous air-mobile, ranger, mountain-warfare, counterdrug, and special forces battalions.21 These units improved the army’s overall effectiveness by specializing in specific tasks. Perhaps as important, Uribe focused the draftee portion of the army on village defense. He created more than 600 home-guard platoons, each composed of about 40 soldiers stationed in their hometowns, to provide basic security and collect intelligence on insurgent activity. These platoons interdicted the movement of insurgent units in the countryside and freed the professional army for offensive operations.22 The Colombian army also increased spending on logistics support and intelligence analysis, activities supported by the US advisory team.23

Helicopters

Finally, Colombia’s army and police expanded their inventory of helicopters from about 20 in 1998 to 255 by late 2008. To overcome Colombia’s mountainous and forested terrain, the army needed air mobility. Today, with extensive US support, the Colombian army operates the world’s third-largest fleet of UH-60 Blackhawk assault helicopters.24 Colombia’s helicopter fleet has made possible the army’s offensive doctrine against insurgent support areas.

As a result of these and other reforms, the Colombian army inflicted severe damage on the FARC and ELN. One study estimated that, between 2002 and 2008, army attacks cut FARC offensive capabilities by 70 percent. By 2008 FARC military units, which overwhelmed Colombian army battalions in the 1990s, were unable to function in units larger than squad size. Between 2006 and 2008, more than 3,000 FARC fighters deserted the organization. FARC’s remaining forces are believed to be scattered, disorganized, and cut off from their top-level leadership, which has fled into exile in Ecuador and Venezuela.25

The insurgencies in Columbia were bigger than the Taliban
Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)

At their worst, the two insurgent forces had similar strengths. At their peak strengths (around 2001), the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) and National Liberation Army (ELN) insurgent groups could field a combined 21,500 fighters, about 1.9 fighters for every 1,000 military-aged males in Colombia.6 The upper estimate of the Taliban’s current strength is 17,000, or 2.3 fighters for every 1,000 military-aged males in Afghanistan.7
Colombia empirically proves solvency
Columbia proves focusing on quality army training solves
Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)
Recent US government reports reached troubling conclusions about Afghanistan’s army. For example, 19 percent of the soldiers in the Afghan army quit or desert each year.3 The Afghan army lacks competent leadership at all levels as well as the ability to generate qualified leaders rapidly. Moreover, although the US government spent more than $5.6 billion in fiscal year 2009 on training and supporting Afghanistan’s security forces, the number of Afghan battalions qualified to operate independently actually declined.4 In spite of these problems with Afghanistan’s existing army, Afghan and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) officials want to accelerate its expansion, from 97,000 troops currently to 171,600 by the end of 2011 and 240,000 within five years.5

Ten years ago, Colombia faced a security crisis in many ways worse than the one Afghanistan currently faces. But over the past decade, Colombia has sharply reduced its murder and kidnapping rates, crushed the array of insurgent groups fighting against the government, demobilized the paramilitary groups that arose during the power vacuum of the 1990s, and significantly restored the rule of law and presence of government throughout the country.

Over the past decade, with the assistance of a team of US advisers, Colombia rebuilt its army. In contrast to the current plan for Afghanistan, Colombia focused on quality, not quantity. Its army and other security forces have achieved impressive success against an insurgency in many ways similar to Afghanistan’s. Meanwhile, despite the assistance of nearly 100,000 NATO soldiers and many billions of dollars spent on security assistance, the situation in Afghanistan seems to be deteriorating.

Afghan and US officials struggling to build an effective Afghan army can learn from Colombia’s success. This article explores the similarities and differences between the insurgencies in Afghanistan and Colombia, examines how Colombia reformed its security forces, and discusses how to apply Colombia’s success to Afghanistan.
AT: Terrain / cross border sanctuaries
Terrain and cross-border sanctuaries are irrelevant – Columbia proves
Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)
Similarities and Differences between the Insurgencies in Colombia and Afghanistan

Counterinsurgency forces in Colombia and Afghanistan face several similar challenges. First, rugged terrain in both countries provides locations for insurgents to hide and limits the ground mobility of counterinsurgent forces. Second, insurgents in both Colombia and Afghanistan take advantage of cross-border sanctuaries and have financed their operations with narco-trafficking.
AT: Corruption undermines solvency
Columbia had no strong state or rule of law – corruption was the same
Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)
In the mid-to-late 1990s, the rule of law in Colombia was minimal. In 1995 a quarter of Colombia’s municipalities had no police.8 In the late 1990s, Colombia’s annual murder rate was 62 per 100,000—nearly 10 times that of the United States.9 The police and court systems were thoroughly corrupt, and paramilitary militias formed in the absence of state authority.10 Ernesto Samper, president of Colombia from 1994 to 1998, reached office in the employ of Colombia’s drug cartels.11 In 2009, as a result of the insurgency, 2,412 Afghan civilians were killed—about 8.5 per 100,000 Afghans.12 One could argue that in the late 1990s, Colombia’s corruption, violence, and government ineffectiveness were worse than Afghanistan’s today.

At the end of the 1990s, when Colombia’s security situation was at its worst, the Colombian government lost nearly all ability to counter insurgent forces. FARC military units willingly engaged the Colombian army in open conventional combat. In August 1996, a FARC force overran a Colombian army base in the Putumayo district, killing and capturing more than 100 soldiers. In March 1998, FARC fighters annihilated the 52nd Counter-Guerilla Battalion, considered at the time one of the army’s elite units.13
AT: Colombia proves Army training solves
The military footprint in Afghanistan dwarfs Colombia’s

Haddick, 10 - A former US Marine Corps officer, the author is managing editor of Small Wars Journal, writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy, and writes on foreign policy and defense issues for The American (Robert, “Colombia Can Teach Afghanistan (and the United States) How to Win,” Air & Space Power Journal - Summer 2010, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj10/sum10/08haddick.html)

Obviously, some stark differences exist between Colombia and Afghanistan. Colombia is a wealthier country, providing an indigenous base of income to pay for security forces. As fractured as Colombia was in the late 1990s, it had a history of effective central government. It also had experience with the Western notion of the rule of law. Afghanistan has little or no such history.

More tangibly, although the Colombian government was either ineffective or corrupt in the late 1990s, it at least had the structures of army and police forces in place. In 2002 the rebuilding of the Afghan army started from zero.14

Finally, the nature of international security assistance to the two countries is different. Colombia has one ally: the United States. America limits its military assistance to no more than 800 trainers, who are prohibited from accompanying Colombian security forces on combat operations. Although the United States’ security assistance mission in Colombia is one of its largest, it pales in size compared to the mission in Afghanistan. There, more than 40 countries will provide close to 140,000 soldiers (in 2010), who will execute a variety of military missions.15 But the most important difference is the Colombian army’s focus on quality, the factor that best explains Colombia’s success.
Local defense forces solve

The US is supporting local defense forces now – the new agreement will increase US-Afghan security cooperation and decrease corruption

Rubin, 10 (Alissa, New York Times, 7/14, 

http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/15/world/asia/15afghan.html?src=mv)
KABUL, Afghanistan — After intensive negotiations with NATO military commanders, the Afghan government on Wednesday approved a program to establish local defense forces that American military officials hope will help remote areas of the country thwart attacks by Taliban insurgents.

Details of the plan are sketchy, but Americans had been promoting the force as a crucial stopgap to combat rising violence here and frustration with the slow pace of training permanent professional security forces — the bottom-line condition for the American military to begin pulling back from an increasingly unpopular war. Many parts of Afghanistan have no soldiers or police officers on the ground.

Over 12 days of talks, Gen. David H. Petraeus, the new NATO commander, overcame the objections of President Hamid Karzai, who had worried that the forces could harden into militias that his weak government could not control. In the end, the two sides agreed that the forces would be under the supervision of the Afghan Interior Ministry, which will also be their paymaster.

“They would not be militias,” said Geoff Morrell, the Pentagon spokesman, at a briefing in Washington on Wednesday. “These would be government-formed, government-paid, government-uniformed local police units who would keep any eye out for bad guys — in their neighborhoods, in their communities — and who would, in turn, work with the Afghan police forces and the Afghan Army, to keep them out of their towns.”
It is, he added, “a temporary solution to a very real, near-term problem.”

The program borrows from the largely successful Awakening groups that General Petraeus created in Iraq, though the two programs would not be identical. Unlike the Iraqi units, the Afghan forces would not be composed of insurgents who had switched sides. They would be similar as a lightly armed, trained and, significantly, paid force in a nation starving for jobs.

In fact, the program runs the risk of becoming too popular — it will create a demand in poor communities around the nation that could turn it into an unwieldy and ineffective job creation program.

While some American officials said the forces could have as many as 10,000 people enrolled, Afghan officials indicated that they wanted to keep them small, especially in the beginning.

Questions remain, too, about whether the Interior Ministry will be able to manage the forces. While the ministry’s leadership in Kabul has been working recently to reduce graft, the police at every level are widely viewed as corrupt and, in many places, incompetent.

American military officials said, however, that they would be intimately involved, and that United States Special Forces units, which have created smaller-scale programs locally, especially in southern Afghanistan, would continue to set up and train the forces.
The agreement was hammered out during a particularly violent spasm in the war here. Seven American service members were killed on Tuesday and Wednesday in southern Afghanistan, and one NATO soldier died of wounds received earlier in the week in the unstable south of the country.

The negotiations were an early test for General Petraeus, appointed overall commander in Afghanistan last month, both in pushing a difficult war forward and forging ties with Mr. Karzai, an often prickly and unpredictable partner against the Taliban.

The relatively fast agreement on this new force could give momentum to the general’s efforts to work closely with Mr. Karzai’s government and move forward on other, still harder issues, including improving Afghan governing skills and decreasing corruption.

Working with local warlords to train militias will stabilize Afghanistan and prevent Taliban control

Fisher, 9 - associate editor for the Atlantic Wire. He writes primarily about foreign affairs and national security  (Max,  “Can Warlords Save Afghanistan?”, The Atlantic, 11/18,  http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2009/11/can-warlords-save-afghanistan/30397/)


Afghanistan has not been a stable, unified state with a strong centralized government in three decades. The cultural and political institutions for a single national force may simply no longer exist. But Afghanistan, owing in part to necessity and in part to the tumultuous processes that have shaped the country, retains functional, if weak, security infrastructure at the provincial level. In the post-Soviet power vacuum and throughout periods of civil war, warlords arose to lead local militias. Many of them still remain in place--they were among our strongest allies in routing the Taliban's hold on the government--and have settled into more stationary roles somewhere between warlord and governor. Local rule has become the Afghan way. Local leaders who operate their own provincial forces, after all, stake their very lives on the security of their realm. By working with these leaders to establish and train local militias and police, rather than troubled and mistrusted national forces, the U.S. could find its route to Afghan stability and exit.
In parts of Afghanistan, strong provincial leadership has already developed security separate from national leadership. In the relatively peaceful and prosperous northern region of Mazar-E-Sharif, Governor Atta Mohammad Noor, himself a former warlord who fought against the Soviets and Taliban, commands authority rivaling that of President Karzai. Unlike Karzai, Noor is popular among his constituents and his province enjoys remarkable stability. The local military officials are loyal to him before Karzai, if they are loyal to Karzai at all. By promoting local governance and directing our military training and assistance to forces loyal to that governance, the U.S. could promote other strong provincial leaders like Noor.
Like Noor, many of these are likely to be former or current warlords. Warlords, despite their scary name, can be our strongest allies. They tend to be non-ideological and fervently anti-Taliban. Their fates are tied to the local populaces they govern. They're corrupt and tax heavily, but they provide real security and are trusted. Their ambitions are not for anti-Western war or fundamentalism, but sovereignty, security, and domination. None of these men is Thomas Jefferson, but in a country of many evil and exploitative forces, they are the best that Afghan civilians or American forces are likely to get.


Army training increasing
Afghan army training is increasing rapidly

O’Hanlon, 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy at Brookings (Michael, “Reasons For Hope On Afghanistan,” Washington Post, 6/26, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx 
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.
AT: Permutation – defense treaty with a smaller footprint
The permutation fails – population security is a prerequisite for Afghan strategy which means the US needs to maintain a level of at least 100,000 troops

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
What is pernicious is that both the European and the American opponents of increasing military contributions to the war effort have converged—when they are not advocating a diminution of war aims—around the misleading proposition that success in Afghanistan requires not better war-fighting solutions but rather more effective political antidotes. This sometimes confused and sometimes motivated dichotomy centered on military versus nonmilitary solutions appears to have originated from a misreading of the congressional testimony of the chairman of the JCS, Admiral Michael Mullen, in which he argued, “We can’t kill our way to victory, and no armed force anywhere— no matter how good—can deliver these keys alone.” Based on his assertion “that no amount of troops in no amount of time can ever achieve all the objectives we seek”95 in Afghanistan, meaning that force alone cannot produce the comprehensive success necessary for victory, many in Europe and the United States have drawn the erroneous conclusion that force itself is irrelevant to that outcome. President Obama himself might have inadvertently provided a fillip to such thinking when he argued previously that “what we can’t do is think that just a military approach in Afghanistan is going to be able to solve our problems.”96

While such an inference no doubt buttresses the reluctance of those states unwilling to make further troop contributions to begin with, the fallacy embodied in this conclusion must be corrected for the sake of the larger mission. General David Petraeus began the process recently when he succinctly stated:

Many observers have noted that there are no purely military solutions in Afghanistan, and that is correct. Nonetheless, military action, while not sufficient by itself, is absolutely necessary, for security provides the essential foundation for the achievement of progress in all the other so-called lines of operation—recognizing, of course, that progress in other areas made possible by security gains should also complement the security gains as well as contribute to further progress in the security arena—in essence creating an upward spiral in which progress in one area reinforces progress in another.

Arresting and then reversing the downward spiral of security in Afghanistan thus will require not just more military forces, but also more civilian contributions, greater unity of effort between civilian and military elements and with our Afghan partners, and what Admiral Mullen has termed “a comprehensive approach,” a whole of governments approach, as well as sustained commitment and a strategy that addresses the situations in neighboring countries.97

The first and most important nonnegotiable change at the operational level that the Obama administration will, therefore, have to oversee is the commitment of more U.S. troops—in the context of deploying other complementary resources—to Afghanistan. The recent decision by the president to assign 17,000 U.S. soldiers, or about two to three brigade combat teams, followed by another 4,000 soldiers to mentor the Afghan national forces, is certainly a step in the right direction. But, as the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, General David McKiernan (U.S. Army) has repeatedly requested, the administration will sooner or later have to deploy the additional forces necessary to arrest the deteriorating security situation within the country. Although the exact number of troops required in total for victory is still unclear—General McKiernan had requested about 30,000 American soldiers for this year in Afghanistan—the important fact is that the commitments required for success of the Afghan mission are still much smaller than those required for the stabilization of Iraq. Twenty-two brigades were deployed for the success of the surge in Iraq. In contrast, the largest number of units now being discussed as desirable in the Afghan context—nine brigades or so—is much smaller in comparison, although these formations will have to be committed to operations within the country for a period of at least five years if the current problems are to be redressed.

The 55,000 U.S. troops that will soon be present in Afghanistan, after the current tranche of 21,000 new soldiers deploys to the theater, will suffice primarily to hold the line, especially in the lead up to the summer, when the mountain passes between Afghanistan and Pakistan reopen and the Taliban insurgents are most active. If, however, the international coalition is to be able to guarantee safe presidential and Provincial Council elections in Afghanistan, now scheduled for late summer 2009, as well as materially improve the security environment in RC-S and RC-E steadily over time, there will be no alternative but to commit more U.S. troops for this purpose. Such an injection of additional forces will be necessary because the Obama administration has now declared that it will pursue “two priority missions” in Afghanistan, first, “securing Afghanistan’s south and east against a return of al Qaeda and its allies, to provide a space for the Afghani [sic] government to establish effective government control,” and, second, “providing the Afghan security forces with the mentoring needed to expand rapidly, take the lead in effective counterinsurgency operations, and allow us and our partners to wind down our combat operations.”98

Accomplishing these vital tasks will require more troops and President Obama, who has courageously declared that “we must make a commitment that can accomplish our goals,”99 should provide his commanders with what they need for success. If Washington can find the resources required to sustain the nine or so brigade combat teams, or something closer to 100,000 troops, in Afghanistan, General McKiernan will be able to, in combination with Afghan security forces and allied contingents, spread out in depth wherever needed throughout the country, including the west, and push the change required to alter the course of the war in favor of Kabul. It is possible that fewer American troops may suffice for this task, particularly if the expansion of the Afghan National Army is accelerated in the interim, but the experience of Iraq and other counterinsurgency campaigns suggests that more veteran troops rather than fewer—deployed massively as opposed to in small increments—can sharply increase the probability of success within a theater. The Obama administration should, therefore, take its bearings from this history and field the largest American contingent possible in Afghanistan, and quickly.

The permutation weakens the perceived durability of the US commitment – makes effective counterinsurgency impossible

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
What will make the greatest difference on this issue, and to the eventual outcome in Afghanistan more generally, is the durability of the U.S. commitment to that country. Simply put, an ironclad determination is required to stay involved in assuring Afghanistan’s security over the long term. Entertaining the notion of an exit strategy, as President Obama unfortunately did earlier, is particularly dangerous because, by signaling American impatience in regard to the mission in Afghanistan, it will have exactly the effect of spurring the insurgents to outlast the international coalition; encouraging important Afghan bystanders, whose cooperation is necessary to defeat the Taliban, to persist in their prevailing ambivalence because the current dispensation in Kabul will be quickly assessed as perishable and hence unworthy of their enduring support; and inducing Islamabad to eschew relinquishing its support for the Taliban because of its expectation that the insurgents may once again be required to protect Pakistan’s interests in the regional security competition that will ensue after the United States departs.

Attempting to mitigate these problems by transiently accelerating American support to Afghanistan, merely in order to permit “us and our partners to wind down our combat operations,”146 as the administration’s White Paper phrased it, will not work either. Whether through reconciliation with the Taliban, or through a predominant concentration on counterterrorism, or through a passing increase in American investments in Kabul, such an approach would betray all the indicators that motivate the insurgents, the bystanders, and the regional states, such as Iran and Pakistan, to simply wait Washington out as they protect their own interests in the interim through means that will ultimately undermine the professed American intention “to defeat Al Qaeda and combat extremism.” Success in Afghanistan, therefore, cannot be achieved through any cheap solutions focused on delivering temporary amelioration—an “improve and exit” strategy—but only by a serious commitment to building an effective Afghan state, which, in turn, will require a decision to “invest and endure” over the long haul. Although this latter approach undoubtedly adds to America’s current economic and political burdens, the importance of the national security objectives implicated in Afghanistan demands no less of the Obama administration “through deeds as well as words” if it is to faithfully discharge its obligation of protecting the American people. 

AT: Permutation - Police training affs

Improving police training is vital to successful counterinsurgency

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
The raising of the ANA has been successful despite the lack of resources available at its founding, but the record with respect to the Afghan National Police has with a few exceptions been dispiriting in contrast. Although, for example, the Afghan National Civil Order Police—the mobile, paramilitary component of the force that is nationally recruited and directly controlled by the Ministry of the Interior—has been a remarkable success because it is proficient, incorrupt, and responsive to national need, the largest component of the police force, the Afghan Uniform Police, which focuses on patrols, crime prevention, traffic, and general policing at the regional, provincial, and district levels, has been a troublesome disappointment.110 The inadequacies of the AUP are particularly consequential because this element represents the front line of the state in regard to the provision of order, personal security, and law enforcement; yet, the constrained resources available to the Afghan government have ensured that the AUP is abysmally paid. Its local recruiting and deployment patterns further guarantee that it reproduces all the narrow tribal and clan rivalries from which its cadre is drawn. As a consequence, the state has been moved from being a disinterested guardian into just another actor involved in the never-ending cycle of societal competition. The resulting corruption and partiality that is endemic to the AUP has done more to discredit the Karzai government in the eyes of the populace and engender sympathy for the Taliban, which, whatever else their outrages, have moved quickly to provide a perceptibly untainted, parallel system of law and order in those districts dominated by their presence.

When most local grievances of the population are rooted in complaints about the pervasive dishonesty of petty officials, including the police, the task of defeating the Taliban will become much harder if, after successful clearing operations by the U.S. military and the ANA, the holding and building components that follow are then subverted on account of the continuing failures of neighborhood law enforcement. At the very least, therefore, the Obama administration must increase the resources committed to the building of an effective uniformed police force because, next to the U.S. and Afghan militaries, the character and effectiveness of the local constable will make the single most important difference to any strategy aimed at marginalizing the Taliban. The administration’s White Paper demonstrates that it has recognized the problem accurately. But uncertainties about overall ANP size still persist. Because numbers matter here as well, the ANP, especially its AUP and ANCOP components, ought to be expanded and Marin Strmecki’s suggestion that Washington invest in “increase[ing] ANP end strength above 100,000”111 is eminently sensible.

AT: Permutation – Counternarcotics aff
Counternarcotics enforcement is vital to effective counterinsurgency

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Counternarcotics. It is in the context of local reconstruction that the counternarcotics campaign in Afghanistan also ought to be revitalized. Although some have argued that the United States ought to forgo this effort because of its costs or because of the difficulties of imposing Western values on Afghan society, the real reason for pursuing an antinarcotics campaign is not ideological, but strategic. As the Congressional Research Service summarized succinctly, an effective counternarcotics strategy is fundamentally essential for the success of the larger counterinsurgency campaign because “militia commanders, criminal organizations, and corrupt officials have [long] exploited narcotics as a reliable source of revenue and patronage, which has perpetuated the threat these groups pose to the country’s fragile internal security and the legitimacy of its embryonic democratic government.”120 The joint United Nations–World Bank study on poppy cultivation in Afghanistan amplified the nature of the problem further when it noted that:

The magnitude and importance of Afghanistan’s opium economy are virtually unprecedented and unique in global experience—it has been roughly estimated as equivalent to 36% of licit (i.e., non-drug) GDP in 2004/05, or if drugs are also included in the denominator, 27% of total drug-inclusive GDP. The sheer size and illicit nature of the opium economy mean that not surprisingly, it infiltrates and seriously affects Afghanistan’s economy, state, society, and politics. It generates large amounts of effective demand in the economy, provides incomes and employment including in rural areas (even though most of the final “value” from Afghan opium accrues outside the country), and supports the balance of payments and indirectly (through Customs duties on drugfinanced imports) government revenues. The opium economy by all accounts is a massive source of corruption and undermines public institutions especially in (but not limited to) the security and justice sectors. There are worrying signs of infiltration by the drug industry into higher levels of government and into the emergent politics of the country. Thus it is widely considered to be one of the greatest threats to state building, reconstruction, and development in Afghanistan.121

Counternarcotics strategies can empirically be sustained

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
Although the Taliban are certainly not dependent solely on narcotics to sustain the insurgency, poppy production constitutes a nontrivial source of revenue for their operations. In many areas under their control, the Taliban today actively encourage the cultivation of poppy as a means of either securing resources or enticing otherwise destitute bystanders, all aimed at undermining the legitimate government in Kabul. The good news is that counternarcotics efforts in recent times have produced hopeful results: in 2008, for example, poppy cultivation in Afghanistan actually declined from 193,000 hectares to 157,000 hectares, and the number of provinces declared to be poppy free actually increased from 13 in 2007 to 18 in 2008. A counternarcotics campaign in Afghanistan is, therefore, capable of being successful because it implicates economic decisions made by rational individuals trapped in adverse circumstances. Given this fact, counternarcotics successes can be sustained—as the experience in Nangarhar province shows—but only if the larger campaign against poppy cultivation is embedded in the strategy of area ownership. To be sure, some elements of the operation will have to be implemented at the national level: this includes mapping the contours of the overall drug economy, identifying its key nodes and personalities, and interdicting the linkages between Afghanistan’s drug czars and their foreign conduits, who either supply the chemical precursors for processing poppy into heroin or export the finished product to a wider international market.

***Lift the withdraw deadline CP

Lift the withdraw deadline counterplan solvency

Lifting the withdrawal deadline solves confusion over the deadline and reaffirms the US commitment
Los Angeles Times 10 (Doyle McManus  June 17, 2010, “Obama’s Choice: Withdraw or Reinforce Failure?,” http://afpakwar.com/blog/archives/5565)
Mismatched calendars aren’t the only impediment to success. Another is the continuing failure of Karzai’s government to win its own people’s support for the war.

When I visited Afghanistan in March, McChrystal’s aides were optimistic about the campaign being launched in Kandahar, the Taliban’s historic power base. Describing the strategy as a potential turning point in the war, they confidently showed reporters a timeline that began with a series of town meetings — shuras — to win public support, and culminated in military operations that would sweep the Taliban from the countryside around Kandahar by mid-August, when the holy month of Ramadan begins. “We’re going to shura our way to success,” one U.S. officer predicted.

But that’s not what has happened. Local elders used the shuras to express their doubts about the military campaign. Some simply didn’t want U.S. or Afghan troops in their neighborhoods. Others wanted to try negotiating with the Taliban first. The result of the shuras, instead of success, was a stalemate.

The offensive will still happen, just “more slowly than we had originally anticipated,” McChrystal said. “It takes time to convince people,” he said. “I don’t intend to hurry it.… It’s more important we get it right than we get it fast.”

Karzai, too, has been part of the problem. McChrystal and his aides were relying on the president, whose family comes from Kandahar province, to endorse the offensive and persuade his fellow Pashtuns to as well. “We’re going to help Karzai step into the role of commander in chief,” one of them said.

Instead, Karzai has waffled. Instead of acting as commander in chief, he has opted for a role as mediator-in-chief, promising Kandaharis that the offensive would not move forward over their objections.

That’s not the only issue on which the mercurial president has refused to follow the recommendations of his U.S. patrons. He has launched back-channel talks with Taliban leaders, to the alarm of Western governments that aren’t sure what he’s up to. And, earlier this month, he pushed two of the Obama administration’s favorite ministers out of his government, Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and intelligence chief Amrullah Saleh. That’s very bad news, diplomats say, because the United States and its allies have counted on being able to work directly with competent Cabinet ministers like Atmar and Saleh to make Afghanistan’s government function. (Karzai is “hopeless” as a manager, a diplomat in Kabul told me.) Indeed, one of the reasons Karzai forced the two men out was that he reportedly felt they had grown too close to the Americans.

The underlying problem, Saleh and others say, is that Karzai is hedging his bets; he’s no longer fully committed to the war. “The president has lost his confidence in the capability of either the coalition or his own government to protect this country,” Saleh told the New York Times. “President Karzai has never announced that NATO will lose, but the way that he does not proudly own the campaign shows that he doesn’t trust it is working.”

Which takes us back to the timetable.

When Obama announced his timetable last year, he tried to send a complex message, with different parts aimed at different audiences. To the U.S. military, the message was: Here are the troops you requested, but you can’t have them forever and don’t come back and ask for more. To American voters, including unhappy antiwar liberals, the message was: We’re committed to begin a withdrawal next year. To Karzai, the message was: Here’s a chance for you to succeed; seize it.
But Karzai, already distrustful of the Americans, appears to have focused on the wrong part of the message: the withdrawal of U.S. troops beginning in July 2011. Administration officials insist that the troop drawdown will be gradual, and will come only as the newly trained Afghan army takes over the war. But Karzai isn’t the only Afghan who suspects that Americans are looking for an excuse to leave.
McChrystal has already predicted what his December report to Obama is likely to say: slow progress, but incomplete.

So even before July 2011 arrives, Obama faces a stark choice. He can insist on his timetable and its promise of a drawdown — but that will further reduce McChrystal’s chances of success and increase the probability of eventual defeat. Or he can adjust his message and tell both Karzai and the American people that he intends to stick it out until the job is done — even if that means slowing the withdrawal. So far, he’s sent both messages, and that has only sown confusion.

Lift the withdraw deadline counterplan solvency
Obama can lift the deadline by clarifying that the conditions-based approach means the US will stay until Afghanistan is stable – this will restore US credibility
CNN 6/4 (CNN, July 4, 2010, “Critics press Obama on Afghanistan withdrawal deadline,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/07/04/afghanistan.withdrawal.deadline/index.html)

The July 2011 deadline to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan is unrealistic and unhelpful, Afghan Ambassador Said Tayeb Jawad told CNN's "State of the Union" Sunday.

"First, if you over-emphasize a deadline that is not realistic, you are making the enemy a lot more bold," Jawad said. "You are prolonging the war. That deadline should be realistic. The line should be based on the reality on the ground and we should give a clear message to the enemy, to the terrorists who are a threat to everyone, that the United States, NATO, Afghans are there to finish this job."

He continued, "If that's not the feeling, we lost the support of the Afghan people, and also make the neighboring countries of interest a lot more bolder to interfere in Afghanistan."

President Barack Obama and Gen. David Petraeus, who has replaced Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, have said they would begin withdrawal in July 2011 depending on conditions on the ground.

Appearing on ABC's "This Week," Sen. John McCain, R-Arizona, questioned the wisdom of a firm deadline to start withdrawing forces.

"I'm all for dates for withdrawal, but that's after the strategy succeeds, not before," said McCain, the Republican presidential candidate in 2008 who was in Afghanistan for the Fourth of July weekend.

Video: Suspected corruption in Afghanistan?

For now, McCain described the strategy as one that hasn't gone as well as hoped.

"The president should state unequivocally that we will leave when we have succeeded," he said. "If you tell the enemy that you're leaving on a date certain, unequivocally, then that enemy will wait until you leave."

McCain's GOP colleague, Sen. Lindsey Graham of South Carolina, echoed those thoughts in a separate interview from Afghanistan broadcast on the CBS program "Face the Nation."

"If you send a signal to your enemy you're going to leave at a certain date, they'll wait you out," Graham said. However, he expressed optimism that the counterinsurgency strategy now being led by Petraeus can show progress in turning over security to Afghan forces in some areas by July 2011.

"I do believe next summer we can have transition in certain parts of Afghanistan," Graham said. "Other parts will still need fighting and a firm commitment."

Overall, Graham said, he found morale on the ground "pretty good" as Petraeus assumed command of the mission.

His trip coincides with the visit to Afghanistan by Vice President Joe Biden, and Graham said Biden had assured him that any withdrawal of U.S. forces from the country would be "conditions-based" instead of launched purely for the sake of getting out without consideration for the status of the mission.

Graham joined McCain in urging Obama to clarify the conditions-based approach so that the nation's allies and enemies understand the U.S. commitment to the war.

Obama can just clarify the conditions-based component to the withdraw deadline and state the US won’t withdraw if conditions on the ground aren’t stable
Krauthammer 6/25 - the National Magazine Award for essays and criticism in 1984, the Pulitzer Prize for distinguished commentary in 1987 and the Bradley Prize in 200 (Charles Krauthammer, June 25, 2010, “Afghanistan: The 7/11 problem,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/24/AR2010062404870.html)
What the Afghans hear from the current American president is a surge with an expiration date. An Afghan facing the life-or-death choice of which side to support can be forgiven for thinking that what Obama says is what Obama intends. That may be wrong, but if so, why doesn't Obama dispel that false impression? He doesn't even have to repudiate the July 2011 date, he simply but explicitly has to say: July 2011 is the target date, but only if conditions on the ground permit.

Obama has had every opportunity every single day to say that. He has not. In his Rose Garden statement firing McChrystal, he pointedly declined once again to do so.

Lift withdrawal deadline CP – GOP support
The GOP opposes the withdrawal deadline
Thiessen, 10 – visiting fellow at the American Enterprise Institute (Marc, “President Obama's Detrimental Deadlines,” Washington Post, 6/29, http://www.aei.org/article/102244)
At his confirmation hearing tomorrow, Gen. David Petraeus will be pressed to answer a difficult question: Can his counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan succeed when the U.S. has already announced a date for withdrawal? There is growing concern among congressional Republicans that the answer is no. Until last week, a revolt had been brewing among senators who backed Obama on the surge but have concluded that the deadline could bring down the entire war effort. Petraeus's nomination has for the moment quelled this insurgency on Capitol Hill, but concern remains that Petraeus may not be able to quell the insurgency in Afghanistan if the president does not untie his hands. As Missouri Sen. Kit Bond put it, if the withdrawal date stands, Obama is "setting [Petraeus] up for failure."
***Condition on Taliban Loya Jirga CP
Loya Jirga counterplan 1nc

The United States federal government should, through regional intermediaries bordering Afghanistan, declare a conditional ceasefire and offer a phased withdrawal of its forces in Afghanistan to the government of Afghanistan and the Taliban in exchange for a new Loya Jirga that includes the Taliban to create a new power-sharing agreement between the Taliban and the government of Afghanistan.

Offering troop withdrawal as an explicit quid pro quo to the Taliban in exchange for their participation in a Loya Jirga will stabilize Afghanistan

Jha, 10 - Columnist and Former Editor, the Hindustan Times (Prem, The World Today, “Perfect Paralysis”, January,

http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/CHATHAM_Afghanistan_PerfectParalysis.pdf

OFFER THEY CAN’T REFUSE

Would the Taliban join a peace conference? Despite their loose organisation and frequently conflicting aims, they have firmly spurned all offers of peace through negotiations. But this could be because they have never been offered the one thing they cannot refuse without risking a split in their ranks and a sharp contraction in their support base. This is the offer of an immediate cease fire, followed by a phased withdrawal of foreign troops and an augmentation of aid if they join another Loya Jirga and work out a new power-sharing agreement, possibly based on some form of ethnic federalism, with the other Afghan factions. The need for an explicit quid pro quo to get peace talks moving has been apparent for at least the last three years. In September 2007 the New York Times, reported that when the US ambassador to Pakistan asked Maulana Fazlur Rahman, the mentor of the original Taliban, to support a government led by the late Pakistan politician Benazir Bhutto, he immediately agreed to do so provided Bhutto committed herself to asking the US to leave Afghanistan. Without such a commitment from Bhutto, he said, supporting her would turn even him into a target, especially for the new brand of Taliban leaders that had emerged after September 11 2001.

In Saudi-mediated contacts a few months later Taliban leader Mullah Omar is reported to have laid down the same condition. Finally in the ‘big tent’ meeting on Afghanistan at the Hague last April, the Iranian foreign minister surprised the US by offering to promote peace in Afghanistan, but warned that its efforts would come to naught if it could not promise an early withdrawal of US and NATO forces.

NEIGHBOUR’S INITIATIVE

The strongest card the US and NATO have left to play is the offer that they will cease hostilities the moment all Afghan factions agree to hold a peace conference, and withdraw rapidly, in an orderly manner, once a new government has taken power. But if this is not to be seen as yet another attempt by NATO to get at the conference table what it could not wrest on the field of war, the offer needs to be made jointly by a group of countries not engaged in Afghan hostilities but commanding sufficient influence and able to muster enough force, if necessary, to ensure all parties to the new deal honour their side of it. Afghanistan’s immediate neighbours, Iran, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan might fill the bill, but they would gain infinitely in strength if they were to be joined by India and Turkey.

Loya Jirga counterplan 2nc solvency

Power sharing with Pashtuns is vital to Afghan stability

Jha, 10 - Columnist and Former Editor, the Hindustan Times (Prem, The World Today, “Perfect Paralysis”, January,

http://www.humansecuritygateway.com/documents/CHATHAM_Afghanistan_PerfectParalysis.pdf

It has been apparent from the very beginning that no Afghan government will be stable if it does not include the Pashtuns. Because of a succession of blunders that followed the ousting of the Taliban from Kabul in 2001, Karzai’s government failed this test and came to be regarded as an American puppet. The task therefore needs to be addressed all over again. The change from an offensive to a defensive, protective, role that McChrystal intends to adopt is an essential first step towards Pashtun inclusion. But this will only be completed when there is a new power sharing arrangement between all Afghan ethnic factions – perhaps forged in another grand traditional national assembly, or Loya Jirga, from which the Taliban are not excluded.

Calling a new Loya Jirga is vital for Afghan democracy – it will boost public support for the US, oust Karzai, and undermines the Taliban

Corn, 9 – Ph.D. from the University of Paris and is a graduate of the U.S. Naval War College, currently on leave from the US State Department (Tony, “Toward a Kilcullen-Biden Plan?  Bounding Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Small Wars Journal, 10/21, 
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2009/10/toward-a-kilcullenbiden-plan/
At the end of his detailed testimony on the fraud and obfuscation that occurred before, during and after the August elections, Ambassador Peter Galbraith concludes unequivocally: “President Obama needs a legitimate Afghan partner to make any new strategy for the country work. However, the extensive fraud that took place on August 20 virtually guarantees that a government emerging from the tainted vote will not be credible with many Afghans.”10 

“Politics is perception.” Irrespective of the final verdict of the electoral commissions and/or the rhetorical contortions of NATO leaders, the elections are by now perceived as illegitimate by the Afghan population at large. If the Obama Administration has so far kept a low profile on this all-important issue, it is presumably because it did not want to confront the UN mission to Afghanistan before the UN Security Council’s decision to extend ISAF’s mandate for another year (October 8). 

Now that NATO’s mandate has been extended and that the UN itself has (obliquely) acknowledged the magnitude of the electoral fraud, the worst mistake the U.S. and NATO allies could do would be to downplay the legitimacy problem, and to signal a willingness to continue to do business as usual with the “devil we know.” By condoning in Afghanistan the kind of fraud it condemned four months earlier in Iran, the West would not buttress Karzai’s legitimacy - it would simply, irremediably, undermine its own legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghan population. 

Though hundreds of tribal leaders and officials from southern Afghanistan gathered in Kabul on September 2 to protest against the fraud, President Karzai, like the Bourbons of lore, appears to have learned nothing and forgotten nothing. The fact that Karzai has gone as far as to blame the fraud investigation (rather than the fraud itself) for the increase in violence and the decrease of foreign investment (how do you say chutzpah in Pashto?) only shows that he has lost touch with reality and that a coalition government cannot be a sustainable proposition in the long-term. 

The Karzai problem is now bigger than the insurgency problem, and the insurgency problem itself remains bigger than the ISAF problem. As the ISAF Commander, General McChrystal, to be sure, could not but devote special attention to the performance of its troops (“ISAF is not adequately executing the basics of counterinsurgency warfare”), but ISAF is twenty percent of the equation at most. As David Kilcullen put it: 

Counterinsurgency is only as good as the government it supports. NATO could do everything right - it isn’t - but will still fail unless Afghans trust their government. Without essential reform, merely making the government more efficient or extending its reach will just make things worse. Only a legitimately elected Afghan president can enact reforms, so at the very least we need to see a genuine run-off election or an emergency national council, called a loya jirga, before winter. Once a legitimate president emerges we need to see immediate action from him on a publicly announced reform program, developed in consultation with Afghan society and enforced by international monitors. Reforms should include firing human rights abusers and drug traffickers, establishing an independent authority to investigate citizen complaints and requiring officials to live in the districts they are responsible for (fewer than half do).11 

Of the two possible scenarios put forward by Kilcullen, the first one (a genuine run-off) does not appear to be a possibility in the short-term. As Galbraith pointed out - “by itself, a runoff is no antidote for Afghanistan's electoral challenges. The widespread problems that allowed for fraud in the first round of voting must be addressed,” and these systemic problems cannot be solved before the winter season. Even if they could, voter turnout, given current security conditions, could be even lower than 39 percent - thus imparting little legitimacy to the ultimate winner. 

In the short-term, then, the only realistic option is to make of necessity virtue and convoke a new loya jirga while installing an interim coalition government. As Council on Foreign Relations Fellow Daniel Markey has argued: 

Washington's officials and pundits have a tendency to underestimate the importance of politics in Afghanistan, focusing instead on troop levels and budgetary expenditures as the primary measures of progress or failure. This is a mistake; a lasting victory in this war can only be won in partnership with Afghans, and victory over the Taliban will require a combination of state capacity and popular legitimacy. Since Afghan state capacity is likely to be in short supply for the foreseeable future, legitimacy will be all the more necessary to achieve success. It's now clear that the massively rigged presidential election will neither confer legitimacy on the victor, nor turn the unpopular incumbent out of office-a double failure. 

.. Instead of tinkering at the margins, Washington and its international partners should seize this opportunity to press Kabul to organize a second constitutional convention, or loya jirga. Like the last convention in 2003, it would bring together elected and traditional leaders from throughout Afghanistan to ratify a new structure for democratic governance. A second loya jirga offers at least three potential benefits. 

First, by reopening the door to nationwide participation in a meaningful political debate, a new constitutional convention might help to reenergize the Afghan public, shift the political momentum away from the Taliban, and offer an alternative to "more of the same" in Kabul. For Afghans who have become increasingly demoralized by the corrupt and ineffective practices of their government, a convention provides a forum for venting grievances that went unaddressed by the flawed presidential election process. And even if a convention is closed to Taliban representation per se, the meeting could still provide an opportunity for the reconciliation and political empowerment of Afghanistan's most conservative Pashtun tribes -- a necessary step for ending the insurgency. 

…Second, a convention could address debilitating institutional problems enshrined in the current Afghan constitution. The present system is marked by dominant presidential authority, weak political parties, and limited democratic accountability at the provincial level. Few new democratic states have succeeded with such centralized governing structures, especially in countries wracked by civil conflict. 

…Third, a convention might offer a fresh start for the United States and the rest of the international community involved in Afghanistan. A bold new political initiative in Kabul would complement Washington's new counterinsurgency strategy, new military leadership, and renewed commitment to the war effort. Recent European proposals to pull together another international conference on Afghanistan also suggest a desire to re-engage NATO allies and bolster confidence in the mission.”12 

If the West “owes” anything to the Afghan people, it is the opportunity to hold a “free and fair” loya jirga without Western coercion – in contrast to 2003. 

Loya Jirga counterplan 2nc solvency

The insurgency exists mostly because it is anti-Karzai – a new Loya Jirga signals the elimination of US support from him and will sway public opinion

Corn, 9 – Ph.D. from the University of Paris and is a graduate of the U.S. Naval War College, currently on leave from the US State Department (Tony, “Toward a Kilcullen-Biden Plan? 
Bounding Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Small Wars Journal, 10/21, 
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2009/10/toward-a-kilcullenbiden-plan/
Trying to implement a nation-building strategy resting on one man is the ultimate self-defeating proposition. Nobody is indispensable in Afghanistan today, least of all Karzai, under whose “leadership” Afghanistan has gone from 117th place in 2004 to 172nd place in 2009 in the Transparency International index. 

Some COIN enthusiasts have been so politically naïve as to believe that “an illegitimate election in Afghanistan does not mean legitimate American military and political goals can’t be met”14 - leading Tom Friedman to remark: “I am not sure Washington fully understands just how much the Taliban-led insurgency is increasingly an insurrection against the behavior of the Karzai government - not against the religion or civilization of its international partners. And too many Afghan people now blame us for installing and maintaining this government.”15 

AT: Taliban says no – wants withdrawal as a precondition

The Taliban hasn’t made preconditions for troop withdrawal – they just don’t want peace negotiations that legitimize the US

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

Karzai showed no signs of turning back from his intention to meet with the Taliban without conditions. Two days after the London conference, Karzai announced that he would convene the peace conference in less than six weeks. 

And in an implicit response to US demands for conditions on participation in negotiations, Karzai called on the Taliban not to pose the condition that US troops must be removed before negotiations could begin. 

In fact, a statement by Mullah Omar on November 25 did not say foreign troops had to be withdrawn before peace talks could begin, but only that the Taliban would not participate in "negotiations which prolongs and legitimizes the invader's military presence ..."
The Taliban will say yes – as long as we institute a ceasefire and put withdrawal on the table
Grey 10 - The Sunday Times Staff Writer (Stephen, “Taliban’s supreme leader signals willingness to talk peace,” April 18th, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/afghanistan/article7100889.ece)

The supreme leader of the Taliban, Mullah Mohammed Omar, has indicated that he and his followers may be willing to hold peace talks with western politicians.

In an interview with The Sunday Times, two of the movement’s senior Islamic scholars have relayed a message from the Quetta shura, the Taliban’s ruling council, that Mullah Omar no longer aims to rule Afghanistan. They said he was prepared to engage in “sincere and honest” talks.

A senior US military source said the remarks reflected a growing belief that a “breakthrough” was possible. “There is evidence from many intelligence sources [that] the Taliban are ready for some kind of peace process,” the source said.

At a meeting held at night deep inside Taliban-controlled territory, the Taliban leaders told this newspaper that their military campaign had only three objectives: the return of sharia (Islamic law), the expulsion of foreigners and the restoration of security.

“[Mullah Omar] is no longer interested in being involved in politics or government,” said Mullah “Abdul Rashid”, the elder of the two commanders, who used a pseudonym to protect his identity.

“All the mujaheddin seek is to expel the foreigners, these invaders, from our country and then to repair the country’s constitution. We are not interested in running the country as long as these things are achieved.”
The interview was conducted by a reputable Afghan journalist employed by The Sunday Times with two members of the shura that directs Taliban activity across the whole of southern Afghanistan, including Helmand and Kandahar provinces. It was arranged through a well established contact with the Taliban’s supreme leadership.

Looking back on five years in government until they were ousted after the attacks in America on September 11, 2001, the Taliban leaders said their movement had become too closely involved in politics.

Abdul Rashid said: “We didn’t have the capability to govern the country and we were surprised by how things went. We lacked people with either experience or technical expertise in government.

“Now all we’re doing is driving the invader out. We will leave politics to civil society and return to our madrasahs [religious schools].”

The Taliban’s position emerged as an American official said colleagues in Washington were discussing whether President Barack Obama could reverse a long-standing US policy and permit direct American talks with the Taliban.

If the Taliban’s military aims no longer included a takeover of the Afghan government, this would represent “a major and important shift”, the US official said.

The Taliban objectives specified on their website had already shifted, Nato officials said, from the overthrow of the “puppet government” to the more moderate goal of establishing a government wanted by the Afghan people.

In the interview, the two leaders insisted that reports of contact between the Taliban and the Kabul government were a “fraud” and stemmed from claims made by “charlatans”. Up to now, no officially sanctioned talks have taken place, they said.

They laid down no preconditions for substantive negotiations, saying simply that the Taliban were ready for “honest dialogue”. Another Taliban source with close links to the Quetta shura said the movement was willing to talk directly to “credible” western politicians, including Americans, but not to intelligence agencies such as the CIA.

This source said that although the Taliban’s unwavering objective remained the withdrawal of all foreign troops, their preconditions for talks might now be limited to guarantees of security for their delegates and a Nato ceasefire.

AT: Taliban says no

Peace talks will be successful if withdraw is offered

Filkins 9 - Staff Writer for the New York Times (Dexter, Staff Writer, “U.S. Pullout a Condition in Afghan Peace Talks,” The New York Times, May 20th,  http://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/21/world/asia/21kabul.html?_r=3)

KABUL, Afghanistan — Leaders of the Taliban and other armed groups battling the Afghan government are talking to intermediaries about a potential peace agreement, with initial demands focused on a timetable for a withdrawal of American troops, according to Afghan leaders here and in Pakistan.  Talks have been held with representatives of Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, a warlord. 

The talks, if not the withdrawal proposals, are being supported by the Afghan government. The Obama administration, which has publicly declared its desire to coax “moderate” Taliban fighters away from armed struggle, says it is not involved in the discussions and will not be until the Taliban agree to lay down their arms. But nor is it trying to stop the talks, and Afghan officials believe they have tacit support from the Americans.  

The discussions have so far produced no agreements, since the insurgents appear to be insisting that any deal include an American promise to pull out — at the very time that the Obama administration is sending more combat troops to help reverse the deteriorating situation on the battlefield. Indeed, with 20,000 additional troops on the way, American commanders seem determined to inflict greater pain on the Taliban first, to push them into negotiations and extract better terms. And most of the initial demands are nonstarters for the Americans in any case.  

Even so, the talks are significant because they suggest how a political settlement may be able to end the eight-year-old war, and how such negotiations may proceed. They also raise the prospect of potentially difficult decisions by President Hamid Karzai and President Obama, who may have to consider making deals with groups like the Taliban that are anathema to many Americans, and other leaders with brutal and bloody pasts. Some of the leaders in the current talks have been involved with Al Qaeda. 
Offering withdraw is vital to Taliban disarmament - culture and internal pressure ensure that they will say yes

Ignatius 10 - Washington Post Staff Writer (David, “In Afghanistan, keeping the pressure on the Taliban,” June 30th, http://www.ohio.com/editorial/commentary/97456784.html)

KABUL: Even as the U.S. and the Taliban continue to pound each other on the battlefield, the two adversaries appear to be conducting parallel internal debates about what an eventual political reconciliation might involve.

Each side wants to bargain from a position of maximum strength, and for the foreseeable future, that means trying to inflict maximum pain. Each seems to be betting that the staying power of the other is limited — by domestic politics, regional dynamics and the cost of the conflict in money and blood. The main advantage of the Taliban, arguably, is that their fighters are a permanent part of the landscape.

U.S. military commanders here see signs that their aggressive ''capture or kill'' operations have rocked the Taliban — and pushed some of the insurgents to consider negotiations with President Hamid Karzai. This Special Forces campaign involves 125 to 150 operations each month, a senior military official said here Saturday, adding that in the last four months, 525 insurgents had been detained or killed, including 130 who are at the level of district commander or above.

''The argument within the Taliban is about resolving the conflict,'' says the military official, citing prisoner interrogations and other intelligence. ''They want to figure out what the conditions would be,'' he explained, including such issues as: ''How do we do it? Will we be part of the (Afghan) government? Will we fear for our lives?''

Taliban prisoners have told U.S. interrogators that this pounding in Afghanistan — coupled with attacks by Predator drones on their safe havens in Pakistan — has taken a psychological toll. According to the senior military official, lower-level fighters complain, ''Hey, we're doing all the dying out here?'' and ask their commanders, ''How much longer can we put up with this?''
But top administration officials, starting with President Obama, expressed skepticism over the weekend that Taliban leader Mohammad Omar is willing to make any serious compromises yet. CIA Director Leon Panetta cautioned Sunday on ABC's This Week: ''We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation.'' The U.S. strategy is to keep firing away, in the hope that the enemy will be more pliable by 2011, when Obama plans to begin withdrawing American troops.

The inner circle of the administration has begun its own debate about a strategy for Afghan political reconciliation. Obama has publicly supported reconciliation, but with some significant preconditions. And while he has said that this process should be ''Afghan-led,'' the U.S. also wants to steer the process in the direction most favorable to its interests.

Complicating the situation for both the U.S. and the Taliban are the recent discussions between Karzai and Gen. Ashfaq Kiyani, the Pakistani army chief. The Pakistanis would like to broker any settlement in Afghanistan. They appear to have had some success in convincing Karzai that, given Obama's July 2011 timetable to begin withdrawal, Pakistan is their most reliable long-run partner.

The Taliban has developed its own version of a ''population-centric'' strategy to win Afghan hearts and minds. The military official in Kabul cited intelligence reports that Omar has ordered his fighters to curb corruption, reduce civilian casualties and run more effective local courts. Taliban leaders who were unpopular or ineffective have been recalled from the battlefield, the U.S. official said.

Both the U.S. and the Taliban have set heavy preconditions for negotiations, which for now have stymied serious dialogue. The U.S. insists that Taliban fighters disarm, renounce any links with al-Qaeda and accept the human-rights provisions of the Afghan constitution. The Taliban demands the withdrawal of all foreign forces from Afghanistan.

For now, those demands have produced an impasse. But some U.S. advocates of reconciliation see signs that Omar may be ready to distance the Taliban from al-Qaida. One official cites an interview conducted in March by Pakistani journalist Syed Saleem Shahzad that appeared in Asia Times Online, in which an anonymous Taliban official describes Osama bin Laden as ''just an individual'' and said the U.S. was using him as an excuse to avoid real talks.

In the Pashtun culture, reconciliation is possible when there is a gundi, or balance of power, that conveys mutual respect and security. So far, neither the U.S. nor the Taliban has a reconciliation strategy that could be articulated so succinctly.

AT: Taliban says no
The Taliban and Hezb-i-Islami will say yes - getting US troops to leave is their main goal

Trofimov 10 - Wall Street Journal Writer (Yaroslav, “Afghan Militants Seek Peace Deal,” March 22nd, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703775504575135243457339972.html)

KABUL—Afghanistan's second-largest insurgent group after the Taliban said it sent a delegation to Kabul to negotiate a peace deal with the government and coalition forces, possibly marking the biggest split in insurgent ranks since the war began.

The five-member delegation of Hezb-i-Islami, a movement led by warlord Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, has already arrived in Kabul, said the group's spokesman Haroon Zarghoon, who is based in Pakistan. The delegates plan to meet President Hamid Karzai, U.S. officials and others "to discuss Hezb-i-Islami's agenda on how to bring durable peace to Afghanistan," Mr. Zarghoon told The Wall Street Journal.

As Hezb-i-Islami's representatives held meetings in Kabul, the Taliban fired a series of rockets against the city Sunday night, hitting the military side of Kabul's international airport and the capital's Pul-e-Charki district, U.S.-led international forces said. There were no immediate reports of casualties.

Though the Afghan insurgency is dominated by the Taliban and the affiliated Haqqani network, Mr. Hekmatyar's group boasts thousands of fighters and has carried out hundreds of attacks against coalition forces and Afghan troops, mostly in its traditional strongholds in Afghanistan's northeastern and northern provinces.

A reconciliation between Hezb-i-Islami and the Kabul government won't end the eight-year-old war by itself. But, if achieved, it would weaken the insurgency—and likely prompt some senior Taliban commanders to cut their own deals with Mr. Karzai.

"Expressing interest and getting an actual deal, of course, are two different things—we'll have to see what he expects as a quid pro quo," said Stephen Biddle, senior fellow for defense policy at the Council on Foreign Relations in Washington. "But it's a positive sign that some on the other side are coming to us."

The former United Nations representative in Kabul, Kai Eide, has already discussed a possible settlement with Taliban representatives over the past several months—contacts that, he said, were interrupted by last month's arrest of the Taliban's second most senior official, Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, in Pakistan.

U.S. Army Maj. Gen. Bill Mayville, the coalition forces' deputy chief of staff for operations, pointed out in a presentation released last week that the Taliban's recent statements may indicate "that some Taliban may be starting to consider participation in a coalition government as a possible resolution to the war."

Maj. Gen. Mayville categorized as a "significant change" the fact that the Taliban's description of its goals, posted on the movement's official Web site last month, omitted a previous aim of toppling Mr. Karzai's administration.

Mr. Karzai himself has repeatedly reached out to insurgent leaders, seeking a peaceful solution to the conflict, and is convening a peace jirga, or conference, in Kabul in late April or early May. A spokesman for Mr. Karzai, Ahmad Zia Herawi, said, however, that he was unaware of Hezb-i-Islami officials' visit to the Afghan capital. A spokesman for the U.S. Embassy in Kabul said that "the U.S. government is currently not in any meetings or discussions with the Taliban or Hekmatyar." A U.S. military official also said he didn't know about the delegation's arrival.

According to Mr. Zarghoon, Hezb-i-Islami delegates in Kabul are led by Mr. Hekmatyar's deputy, Qutbuddin Hilal, and include the insurgent leader's son-in-law Ghairat Baheer, who was released from U.S. detention at Bagram Air Field in 2008 and lives in Islamabad.

One of the most prominent—and brutal—insurgent leaders during the 1980s war against Soviet forces, Mr. Hekmatyar briefly served as Afghanistan's prime minister in the early 1990s. He lived in exile in Iran after the Taliban seized Kabul in 1996, and struck a tenuous alliance with the Taliban and al Qaeda only after being excluded from the Afghan government that emerged in the wake of the 2001 U.S. invasion.

Mr. Hekmatyar has since been blacklisted by the United Nations as an international terrorist. According to some U.S. officials, he enjoys significant support from some elements of the Pakistani establishment.

While the Taliban have repeatedly said they wouldn't engage in any talks with Kabul as long as U.S.-led international forces remain in the country, Mr. Hekmatyar has softened his position in recent months, reaching out to Mr. Karzai.

Political analyst Waheed Mujda, a former Taliban official who used to work with Mr. Hekmatyar and currently lives in Kabul, said that Mr. Hekmatyar's envoys—whom he met—have brought for the first time a concrete peace plan from the warlord.

The plan, Mr. Mujda says, calls for a withdrawal of all foreign forces within six months, to be preceded by the redeployment of troops from city centers, and to be followed by parliamentary and presidential elections that would be overseen by a neutral caretaker administration.

"The Hekmatyar that I know will never join an Afghan government while foreign countries have numerous military bases here and have the final say over Afghanistan's foreign and internal policies," Mr. Mujda said. Once the international troops start leaving, he added, "the insurgency will drop off dramatically because the insurgents will no longer have a motive for fighting."
While President Barack Obama has indicated that U.S. troops will start pulling out in mid-2011, currently the U.S. is still increasing its troop presence in Afghanistan, and is readying major offensive operations in the Taliban's birthplace, the southern province of Kandahar.

AT: Permutation

Past examples prove that the Taliban is willing to negotiate with us if it’s on a quid pro quo basis

Richardson 9 – Author of multiple books on Afghanistan (Bruce G, “Comment on Scott Horton Interviews Jeff Huber,” no specific date given, http://antiwar.com/radio/2009/03/06/jeff-huber-2/)

Not all Afghans are Taliban and not all Taliban are al-Qaeda. That said, I would argue that the presence of American forces in Afghanistan will insure a continuation of al-Qaeda types flocking to the battlefield. As in Iraq, American troops are the single best recruiting tool for the bin Ladens of the world. The root of this anti-Americanism is of course the Israel/Palestinian imbroglio.

Having spent years engaged in Afghanistan research and numerous trips to the country, I can say with confidence that given a withdrawal of ISAF forces from Afghanistan, the Afghans would not tolerate the presence of al-Qaeda operatives.

During the war with the USSR, many an Afghan confided that they really did not want the radical Arabs to wage Jihad with them or their presence in their country.

The al-Qaeda types were forced upon them by US pressure. With a need for weapons and financial support the Afghans felt thay could not defy Bill Casey's strategy and refuse to allow his Arab recruits participation in the Jihad.

Later, the Taliban on numerous occassions presented the US with a quid pro quo for turning over OBL to waiting FBI agents in Pakistsn. Their preconditions were based on the US aiding their desire to UN General Membership and documentation as to the guilt of OBL. In addition, an offer was made to transfer OBL to a third country venue for trial. All such overtures were uncerimoniously rebuffed by the US. Currently, the Afghan community sees the US war on terror as punishment for their decision to aqccept a pipeline offer from the Argentine firm Bridas rather than the US/Saudi consortium of UNOCAL/DELTA. 

Whatever the truth, there is no military solution for Afghanistan. The solution is for a negotiated withdrawal by ISAF forces, reconstruction aid, western monitored elections, and some military training and support to allow the Afghans to rid the country of the US-supported criminal element which has the country in a economic and humanitarian stranglehold. 
Clarity is key – the perm risks being mismanaged and fails to reap the benefits of negotiations
Miliband, 4/12 -- British Labour Party politician, who has been the Member of Parliament for South Shields since 2001, the Shadow Foreign Secretary since 2010 and was the Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs from 2007 to 2010 (2010, David, The New York Review of Books, “How to End the War in Afghanistan,” http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allArticles/BAF331BDA4531253872577030068EEC3?OpenDocument)

The idea of anyone reaching out to political engagement with those who would directly or indirectly attack our troops is difficult. We have no more right to betray our own values than those of the Afghan people who pray that the Taliban never come back. But dialogue is not appeasement; nor is allowing political space for discussion with opposing forces and politicians.
The Afghans must own, lead, and drive such political engagement. It will be a slow, gradual process. But the insurgents will want to see international support for it; and international mediation—for example under the auspices of the UN—may ultimately be required. So there needs to be clarity about the preconditions for any agreement: those who want a political say in their country’s future must permanently sever ties with al-Qaeda, give up their armed struggle, and accept the Afghan constitutional framework. In doing so their interests would be recognized and given a political voice but would be constrained by the nation’s laws and balanced by the interests and views of others.

In his repeated offers to talk directly to insurgents, President Karzai has made clear that while such preconditions should set the terms of any eventual agreement, they should not prevent a dialogue from developing. The build-up of international and Afghan military forces should concentrate everyone’s mind. Dialogue provides an alternative to fight or flight. Any such process of political outreach will take time and effort to prepare, let alone conclude. But the time to start laying the foundations for dialogue is now, so as to take advantage of the growing Afghan and international military presence.

***Regional containment CP

Regional containment CP 1NC Shell

Text: The United States federal government should propose a multilateral accord between Afghanistan, Afghanistan’s neighbors, India and the permanent members of the United Nations Security Council to establish Afghanistan as a neutral state and cooperate on economic development, border security and terrorism prevention.  Afghanistan and Pakistan must agree on the Durand line as the official border as part of this accord.  The United States will agree to withdraw troops only after agreement on these provisions is established.

CP solves Afghan stability.

Dobbins and Inderfurth 09 (3/26/09 Karl F. Inderfurth, professor of international affairs at George Washington University, was the U.S. representative to the U.N.-sponsored "6 plus 2" talks on Afghanistan from 1997-2001.  James Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND National Security Research Division, Rand Corp, “Ultimate Exit Strategy”, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/03/26/IHT.html)

Henry Kissinger already is. "Afghanistan is almost the archetypal international problem requiring a multilateral solution for the emergence of a political framework," he recently wrote in the International Herald Tribune. "In the 19th century, formal neutrality was sometimes negotiated to impose a standstill on interventions in and from strategically located countries." 

"Is it possible," he asked, "to devise a modern equivalent?" 

The answer is yes. 

Those gathering under the "big tent" should start laying the groundwork for establishing Afghanistan as a permanently neutral state. Harkening back to the Congress of Vienna in 1815, this approach has been successful in neutralizing regional and great power rivalries that have threatened smaller, more vulnerable states. Switzerland and Austria are two examples. 

Afghanistan is in this category today. Landlocked and resource-poor, the country is at risk of unwelcome external influences. Predatory neighbors have been a fact of life for the Afghan state throughout most of its history. When its neighbors perceived a common interest in a peaceful Afghanistan, it was at peace. When they did not, it was at war. 

Afghanistan may be a hard country to occupy, as the British discovered in the 19th century and the Russians in the 20th, but it is an easy one to destabilize. At present it is being destabilized by multiple insurgencies organized, directed and supplied from sanctuaries across the border in Pakistan. 

During its periods of relative tranquility, Afghanistan operated as a buffer state, in the 19th century between the British and Russian empires, and through much of the 20th between the Soviet and U.S. spheres of influence. Sustained peace in Afghanistan will require the recreation of such an equilibrium. 

Kissinger proposed that a working group of Afghanistan's neighbors, India and the permanent members of the U.N. Security Council be established to begin this process. This is an appropriate grouping, with the addition of Afghanistan, and it should be convened under the auspices of the U.N. secretary general. 

The goal would be a multilateral accord that establishes principles and guarantees for Afghanistan's long-term status, to include agreements: 

by all the parties to declare Afghanistan a permanently neutral country; 

by Afghanistan not to permit its territory to again become a haven for terrorist activities or to be used against the interests of any of its neighbors; 

by Afghanistan's neighbors and near-neighbors not to interfere in Afghanistan's internal affairs or to allow their territory to be used against Afghanistan; 

by Afghanistan and Pakistan to recognize their common border (the Durand Line of 1893 is still in dispute); 

by all other parties to guarantee that border, including by a U.N.-sponsored monitoring mission, if requested by the Afghan government; 

by all parties to establish a comprehensive international regime to remove obstacles to the flow of trade across Afghanistan, and 

by the United States and its NATO allies to withdraw all forces from Afghanistan once these other provisions had been implemented. 

  Such a package would give all the participants something of value. Pakistan would secure Afghan recognition of its border and assurances that India would not be allowed to use Afghan territory to pressure or destabilize Pakistan's volatile border regions. 

India would be free to pursue normal relations with Kabul, including direct trade and commercial ties. 

Iran would receive assurances that the international community recognizes its legitimate interests in Afghanistan and that the U.S. military presence on its eastern border is not permanent. 

The United States and its allies would be able to depart, leaving behind a society at peace with itself and its neighbors. 

Of greatest value would be the benefits for Afghanistan itself. It would gain an end to cross border infiltration and attacks, allowing it to pay full attention to rebuilding the country. Moreover, its hope of emerging as a regional crossroads for trade and commerce — a 21st century "Silk Road" — could be realized. 
Diplomacy of this sort is no short term alternative to NATO's prosecuting a more effective counterinsurgency campaign inside Afghanistan. 
2NC Solvency Run (1/3)

1. Regional border solution key to peace in Afghanistan.

NYT 10 (1/20/10, Karl F. Inderfurth and Chinmaya R. Gharekhan, Karl F. Inderfurth served as U.S. assistant secretary of state for South Asian affairs from 1997 to 2001. He is a professor at George Washington University. Chinmaya R. Gharekhan served as India’s special envoy for the Middle East and is a former U.N. under secretary general. “Afghanistan Needs a Surge of Diplomacy”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/21/opinion/21iht-edinderfurth.html)

 The 68-nation London conference at the end of this month will focus on the future of Afghanistan, against the backdrop of major new military commitments by the United States and NATO, promises from the international community of increased civilian assistance, and pledges of new anti-corruption measures from President Hamid Karzai of Afghanistan.
But assuring Afghanistan’s future will require more than a military and civilian surge and better Afghan governance. A diplomacy surge is also required. Specifically, in the words of a recent statement signed by 20 former foreign ministers led by Madeleine K. Albright, “there needs to be a regional solution to Afghanistan’s problems.”
To reach the goal of a stable and peaceful Afghanistan, the country must have better relations with its powerful neighbors, including Pakistan, Iran, China, India and Russia.

Afghanistan’s neighbors have reached the conclusion (some grudgingly) that support for a stable, independent, economically viable Afghan state is preferable to the past three decades of chaos in that country and its spillover effects of extremism and terrorism.

Despite this, the region’s opportunistic states will revive their interference in Afghanistan in the event of a failing Kabul government or an international community that reneges on its commitments to help secure and rebuild the country.

While dealing with the Taliban insurgency must be the first order of business, the best way out of this morass is to return Afghanistan to its traditional policy of neutrality — of noninterference by others in its internal affairs and by it in other countries — and to take Afghanistan “off the board” for future “Great Game” rivalries.

For much of the 20th century, the rulers of Afghanistan highlighted this approach, as expressed by King Nadir Shah in 1931: “The best and most fruitful policy that one can imagine for Afghanistan is a policy of neutrality. Afghanistan must give its neighbors assurances of its friendly attitudes while safeguarding the right of reciprocity.”

The 2001 Bonn Agreement that re-established Afghan state institutions also provides a basis for this approach. It contains a request from the conference participants to the United Nations “to take necessary measures to guarantee national sovereignty, territorial integrity and unity of Afghanistan as well as the noninterference by countries in Afghanistan’s internal affairs.”

This charge has yet to be acted upon, despite the fact that the Security Council has adopted numerous resolutions on Afghanistan since the signing of the Bonn Agreement.

A number of neutrality models for Afghanistan can be considered, such as the International Agreement on the Neutrality of Laos, signed in Geneva in 1962 by 14 states, including the five permanent members of the Security Council, regional neighbors, India and Canada. The agreement spelled out reciprocal commitments, including pledges to respect Laotian neutrality, to refrain from forging military alliances with the country, establishing bases on its territory or interfering in its internal affairs.

This format suitably adapted for Afghanistan could include a formal Afghan proclamation of neutrality, its endorsement by the Security Council, and the acceptance of reciprocal obligations by the Afghan state and relevant countries.

In addition, these elements could provide the framework for a comprehensive package that would include a settlement acceptable to both parties of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border and a commitment on the eventual elimination of foreign forces now in Afghanistan.
Other issues would also need to be addressed: What kind of mechanism should be established to monitor compliance? Should there be peacekeeping of some sort? Who would deal with complaints of violations?

Almost two years ago the Atlantic Council of the United States issued a report that said: “Unless those parties interested in saving Afghanistan understand that a regional approach is essential, the stalemate will continue.”

The London conference provides an opportunity to launch this regional effort and should call for the formation of an international contact group, under the auspices of the U.N. secretary general, to lead a surge of diplomacy for Afghanistan. 

2NC Solvency Run (2/3)

2. Multilateral agreement key to Afghanistan stability 

Dobbins 09 (2/26/09 James Dobbins, Director, International Security and Defense Policy Center, RAND National Security Research Division, Rand Corp, “Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan”, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/February/Dobbins%2002-26-09.pdf)

Afghanistan is a poor, desolate, isolated and inaccessible state surrounded by more powerful neighbors. It has never been fully self sufficient. Its internal peace has always depended upon the attitude of external parties. When its neighbors perceived a common interest in a peaceful Afghanistan, it was at peace. When they did not, it was at war. 

In the aftermath of 9/11 the United States worked closely with Afghanistan’s neighbors and near neighbors to overthrow the Taliban and replace it with a broadly representative, democratically based regime. This unlikely set of partners consisted of Iran, India, and Russia, long-term backers of the Northern Alliance, and Pakistan, until then the patrons of the Taliban. Reconstituting this coalition should be the current objective of American diplomacy. Holbrooke and Petraeus should be encouraged to work closely not just with our European allies, but with all these regional governments, including Iran, with which the United States collaborated very effectively in late 2001.

At some point a new international conference, with participation similar to that which met in Bonn in November of 2001 to establish the Karzai regime, might help advance this process. The product of such a conference might be an agreement: 
 Among all parties to declare Afghanistan a permanently neutral country; 
 By Afghanistan not to permit its territory to be used to against the interests of any of its neighbors; 
 By its neighbors and near neighbors not to allow their territory to be used against Afghanistan; 
 By Afghanistan and Pakistan to recognize their common border; 
 By all other parties to guarantee that border; and 
 By the United States and its NATO allies to withdraw all forces from Afghanistan as soon as these other provisions have been implemented. 

Such a package would give all the participants something of value. Pakistan would secure Afghan recognition of its border and assurances that India would not be allowed to use Afghan territory to pressure or destabilize Pakistan’s own volatile border regions. Afghanistan would gain an end to cross border infiltration and attacks. Iran would get assurances that the American military presence on its eastern border would not be permanent.

The Afghan people desperately want peace. They continue to hope that their freely elected government, the United States and NATO can bring it to them. American forces continue to be welcome in Afghanistan in a way they have never been in Iraq. But public support for Karzai, his government, and the American presence is diminishing. Additional American troops and more aid dollars may be able to reverse, or at least slow these negative trends, but in the long term Afghanistan will be at peace only if its neighbors want it to be. Building such a consensus must be the main objective of American diplomacy in the region.

3. Multilateral agreement key to Afghan and regional stability

Thaindian 08 (4/03/08 Thaindian News  “Pakistan crucial for Afghanistan stability: Karl Inderfurth” , http://www.thaindian.com/newsportal/india-news/pakistan-crucial-for-afghan-stability-karl-inderfurth_10033943.html)

Washington, Apr 3 (ANI): A South Asia expert, formerly working with the US State Department, has said that Pakistan was crucial for the stability of Afghanistan and the reinforcement of the ability of NATO forces to complete their mission successfully. In an analysis published in Boston Globe, Karl F Inderfurth, former head of South Asia Desk at the State Department, wrote that both the nations should develop an effective process of devising a successful strategy to counter terrorist organisations Al Qaeda and the Taliban. There can be no successful outcome for Afghanistan if Pakistan is not a part of the solution. The future stability of both depends on the development of an effective regional strategy to counter and uproot the Taliban/Al Qaeda sanctuary in Pakistans tribal border areas. Despite Pakistans counterinsurgency efforts over the last four years, the Taliban and Al Qaeda have developed a stronghold in this region that bolsters the Talibans capabilities against coalition forces in Afghanistan, poses a direct threat to the Pakistani state itself, and facilitates Al Qaeda planning and execution of global terrorist plots, including those directed against the US, the Daily Times quoted him as saying. Inderfurth said in his article that the Trilateral Afghanistan-Pakistan-NATO Military Commission is an important mechanism as is the strengthening of the US military presence along the Afghan side of the border. Washington also needs to work more closely with Pakistan in joint counterterrorism operations, he added. The possibility for collaboration exists, but these operations are highly sensitive and politically charged in the Tribal Areas and must be pursued through quiet, behind the scene efforts with Pakistans political and military leaders. Inderfurth proposed holding a UN-sponsored high-level international conference attended by all Afghanistans neighbours and other concerned major powers to work out a multilateral accord that recognises Afghanistans borders with Pakistan, namely the still-disputed 1893 Durand Line; pledges non-interference in Afghanistans internal affairs; affirms that, like the Congress of Vienna accord for Switzerland, Afghanistan should be internationally accepted as a permanently neutral state; and establishes a comprehensive international regime to remove obstacles to the flow of trade across Afghanistan, the key to establishing a vibrant commercial network that would benefit the entire region. (ANI) 

2NC Solvency Run (3/3)

4. Counterplan solves best- establishes sustainable peace and prosperity in Afghanistan

Inderfurth 08 (1/23/08, Karl F. Inderfurth served as U.S. assistant secretary of state for South Asian affairs from 1997 to 2001. He is a professor at George Washington University, “Assessment of U.S. Strategy and Operations inAfghanistan and the Way Ahead”, http://armedservices.house.gov/pdfs/FC012308/Inderfurth_Testimony012308.pdf)

Second, a key to achieving the goal of a stable and peaceful Afghanistan is to improve the long-standing, troubled relationship between Kabul and Islamabad. The meeting last month between Presidents Musharraf and Karzai focused on the need for more cooperation on intelligence to meet -- in Musharraf’s words -- “the menace of extremism and terrorism, which is destroying both our countries.” Although their meeting was described as “unusually cordial,” Afghan and Pakistan leaders are a long way from dropping their mutual suspicions. Afghans resent past and, many believe, present Pakistani interference, including ties with the Taliban. Pakistan fears Kabul's close ties with New Delhi. 
To allay some of their mutual suspicions, Washington and other key capitals should urge Afghanistan to officially accept the so-called Durand Line of 1893 as the border with Pakistan. The border has been in contention since Pakistan became an independent state in 1947. Although Karzai does not publicly dispute this border, his government has been reluctant to accept it officially lest this cause internal political trouble. A comprehensive settlement to secure Afghanistan's border with Pakistan is long overdue and urgently required.
Washington should also urge the Karzai government to take greater account of Islamabad's sensitivities in dealing with India. Islamabad fears that the main function of Indian consulates in Kandahar and Jalalabad is to stir trouble across the nearby border, especially to fan the flames of the anti-Islamabad insurgency in Baluchistan. Even though India continues to provide generous economic assistance to Afghanistan, Kabul would be wise to try to assuage Pakistani concerns.
Third, and over the longer term, as Afghanistan makes progress toward standing on its own feet, the United Nations should convene a high-level international conference attended by all Afghanistan's neighbors and other concerned major powers. The goal would be a multilateral accord that recognizes Afghanistan's borders; pledges non-interference in Afghanistan's internal affairs; explicitly bans the supply of arms to non governmental actors; affirms that, like the Congress of Vienna accord for Switzerland, Afghanistan should be internationally accepted as a permanently neutral state; and establishes a comprehensive international regime to remove obstacles to the flow of trade across Afghanistan, the key to that country’s economic future. 

Such an agreement would not end all external meddling in Afghanistan, but would help. It would also provide an international framework for Kabul’s acceptance of its frontier with Pakistan and a basis for the eventual withdrawal of U.S. and NATO military forces from a stable and secure Afghanistan.

Regional Containment – Say Yes
Other countries will agree to cooperate to contain Afghan violence

Corn, 9 – Ph.D. from the University of Paris and is a graduate of the U.S. Naval War College, currently on leave from the US State Department (Tony, “Toward a Kilcullen-Biden Plan? 
Bounding Counterinsurgency in Afghanistan,” Small Wars Journal, 10/21, 
http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2009/10/toward-a-kilcullenbiden-plan/
As Henry Kissinger pointed out recently, India and Pakistan are actually only two of the many regional stakeholders: 

The special aspect of Afghanistan is that it has powerful neighbors or near neighbors - Pakistan, India, China, Russia, Iran. Each is threatened in one way or another and, in many respects, more than we are by the emergence of a base for international terrorism: Pakistan by Al Qaeda; India by general jihadism and specific terror groups; China by fundamentalist Shiite jihadists in Xinjiang; Russia by unrest in the Muslim south; even Iran by the fundamentalist Sunni Taliban. Each has substantial capacities for defending its interests. Each has chosen, so far, to stand more or less aloof. 

The summit of neighboring (or near-neighboring) countries proposed by the Secretary of State could, together with NATO allies (...), seek an international commitment to an enforced non-terrorist Afghanistan, much as countries were neutralized by international agreement when Europe dominated world affairs. This is a complex undertaking. But a common effort could at least remove shortsighted temptations to benefit from the embarrassment of rivals. It would take advantage of the positive aspect that, unlike Vietnam or Iraq, the guerrillas do not enjoy significant support. It may finally be the route to an effective national government. If cooperation cannot be achieved, the United States may have no choice but to reconsider its options and to gear its role in Afghanistan to goals directly relevant to threats to American security. In that eventuality, it will do so not as an abdication but as a strategic judgment.”32 

In their zeal to push for a “pure” Counterinsurgency approach in Afghanistan, many Maximalists have failed to realize that, in the so-called Biden plan, the preference for a “Counterterrorism Plus” approach is subordinated to a diplomatic regionalization of the Afghan question.33 As Biden argues, the real center of gravity is Pakistan, yet instead of thinking in terms of “PakAf,” we continue to think in terms of “Afpak,” and to spend $ 65 billion a year in a sandbox like Afghanistan while spending only $2 billion in nuclear armed Pakistan where the bulk of Al Qaeda leadership is located. 

The advantage of a Biden-like regionalization is that it provides cover for gradual devolution in the event of the failure of Plan A. By contrast, an open-ended COIN escalation would be synonymous with greater U.S. “ownership” and, as Tom Friedman has argued, “baby-sitting” 30 million Afghans is one thing, “adopting” them is quite another. If Washington is in the mood for a costly adoption, then America would be better inspired to adopt a “Mexifornia,” which is currently going south. 

The U.S. should not wait too long before launching a regional diplomatic offensive over Afghanistan, if only because if America does not do it now (when it is still in a strong position), its main creditor China will do it later, and the West could lose face in the process.34 Having spent 500 billion dollars in vain, the last thing we need five years from now are front-page headlines reading “The Mighty SCO Comes to the Rescue of a Bankrupt NATO.”

India working supporting multilateral agreements- empirically proven.

Dasgupta 05 (Rohee, 2005, Ph.D. student at the School of Politics, International Relations, and the Environment (SPIRE) Keele University, Staffordshire, U.K., “The Character and Growth of Indian Diplomacy”, http://www.in-spire.org/archive/Previous/indiandiplomacy.pdf)

However India took a conscious decision to exclude bilateral and contentious issues by “positional bargaining” with her neighbours and move forward at a pace comfortable to all, forming the South Asian Association for Regional Co-operation (SAARC) in December 8, 1985 to expand co-operation covering new areas of common interest like agriculture, trade, technology, environment, rural development, culture, sport, education, tourism, prevention of drug trafficking and abuse, food security, population and women’s development, each country has a separate centre of Saarc activities; India holds the SAARC documentation centre. Since its very inception there has been a constant attempt to reduce hostility, combating terrorism and greater interaction amongst media personnel encouraging free flow of news. Economic diplomacy seemed well carried out with the operationalisation of the South Asian Preferential Trading Arrangement (SAPTA) in December 1995, following ratification of the SAPTA Agreement by all SAARC countries has evoked much interest. Achievement of a South Asian Free Trade Area (SAFTA) has also become a part of the SAARC Agenda. A modest beginning of SAPTA Negotiations with tariff was made in the concessions exchanged on 484 Tariff-Lines for intra SAARC trade, envisaging a SAARC economic union by 2020. A SAARC Visa Exemption Scheme was initiated in 1988 with a view to promote closer and frequent contacts among the people of the SAARC region, which became operational from March 1992. The Scheme has been progressively expanded to cover twenty-one categories of people eligible for visa free travel in the SAARC Region. SAARC has also signed Memorandum of Understanding and co-operation with several UN agencies including UNDP, UNCTAD, ESCAP, UNDCP and UNICEF, and with the Colombo Plan, EU and the International Telecommunications Union.

Regional Containment – Say Yes
US effort key to multilateral agreements.

WPO 07 (2007, World Public Opinion, “US Role in the World” http://www.americans-world.org/digest/overview/us_role/multilateralism.cfm)

 A very strong majority favors a US role in the world that puts a greater emphasis on US participation in multilateral efforts to deal with international problems and on a cooperative approach wherein the US is quite attentive to the views of other countries not just US interests. Very strong majorities favor the US working through international institutions (especially the United Nations) and support making international institutions more powerful. Strong majorities favor international law and strengthening international judicial institutions. Americans support US participation in collective security structures and are reluctant to use military force except as part of multilateral efforts. A large majority favors the US using multilateral approaches for dealing with terrorism, addressing international environmental issues, and giving aid for economic development.

Pakistan willing to cooperation with regional agreements

Tehelka 10 (2/27/10, Prem Shankar Jha, senior reporter for Tehelka- India’s independent news weekly, “Bloodbaths and Military Tango” http://www.tehelka.com/story_main43.asp?filename=Op270210opinion.asp)

Pakistan, he said, was both willing and able to turn Afghanistan into “a win-win (situation) for Afghanistan, the US, ISAF (International Security Assistance Force) and Pakistan”. Its army had so far lost 2,273 officers and men in 209 major and 510 minor operations in 10 tribal regions, Kayani said. The army had tamed South Waziristan and “broken the myth that Waziristan cannot be controlled”, he added. It had deployed a division in North Waziristan and kept the region quiet. It was prepared to do a great deal more, but there had to be a quid pro quo: a clear understanding of Pakistan’s security concerns in the region. The most important of these was its need for strategic depth in Afghanistan. Pakistan could only attain this if it was accepted as the primary means for ensuring “a peaceful and friendly Afghanistan”, Kayani said. Afghanistan, he felt, would only be able to provide Pakistan with defence in depth if it was peaceful and friendly. The latter condition would not be fulfilled if the Afghan army developed the capacity to threaten Pakistan from the west. In his view, Pakistan would never be sure that it would not be attacked from the rear if three quarters of the army was drawn, as it is today, from non-Pashtun Afghans and if it was trained by the Indian Army. Thus, an essential precondition for Pakistan to participate wholeheartedly in the Obama strategy was that India should stop training the Afghan army and both training and recruitment be handed over to the Pakistan army, Kayani said. Indian influence in Afghanistan therefore had to be minimised in every possible way. 

Counterplan solves the reasons Afghanistan or Pakistan would reject it.

USIP 06 (October 2006, United States Institute of Peace, special Report by Barnett R. Rubin and Abubakar Siddique, “Resolving the Pakistan-Afghanistan Stalemate” http://www.usip.org/resources/resolving-pakistan-afghanistan-stalemate)

 # Afghanistan and Pakistan have had largely antagonistic relations under all governments but the Taliban since Pakistan was created as part of the partition of India in 1947. Some elements of friction were also inherited from conflicts between Afghanistan and India when it was under British imperial rule. Afghanistan's governments, including that of the Taliban, have never recognized the Durand Line between the two countries as an international border and have made claims on the Pashtun and Baluch regions of Pakistan. Today 's cross-border insurgencies, with their sanctuaries and support networks in Pakistan, are nurtured by the same sources as previous conflicts, as well as global Islamist movements.

# Arrangements to secure the frontier of the British Empire in the nineteenth century by isolating Afghanistan as a buffer state do not work for a twenty-first-century borderland integrated into networks of global conflict. The United States and other external powers that seek to support the new order in Afghanistan and stabilize both Pakistan and Afghanistan should encourage a multidimensional process of dialogue and peacebuilding focused on the problems of the border region. Pressure may also be needed to convince some actors to engage seriously in such a process, but pressure alone will not succeed 

AT: Perm

Perm kills solvency- maintaining the troop surge is vital to convincing Pakistan and Afghanistan to enforce the border

CSM 09 (10/13/09, Christian Science Monitor, Joshua Gross staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor “The Road to Stability in Afghanistan Runs Through Pakistan”, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2009/1013/p09s01-coop.html)

Here's what Washington needs to understand: The road to stability in Afghanistan runs through Islamabad and New Delhi.

To diminish the mistrust and hostility that destabilizes Pakistan, India, and Afghanistan, the US needs to take a holistic regional approach.

Most important, the president should commit the United States to a gradual troop surge.

The leaked McChrystal report has been criticized for omitting an exit strategy, but what unnerves skeptical lawmakers reassures American allies in the region.

A surge will send a strong political message and prevent hedging by ordinary Afghans – not to mention the Pakistani and Indian security establishment – who are trying to gauge American resolve. As Kurt Volker, former US permanent representative to NATO, said: "If they think that the United States is packing up, they won't bet their lives on opposing extremists."

A phased troop buildup will signal our long-term commitment to stability in the region. With such assurances, Pakistan's security sector will be empowered to act more boldly in purging extremist elements from their midst.

Pakistani commentators rightly point out that much of the conflict across the border is fueled by disgust with the Afghan government, rebellion against foreign occupation, extreme Pashtun nationalism, and tribal dynamics. But they are reluctant to confront the reality that havens in their own country provide Taliban fighters with weapons, training, and the protection of Pakistan's intelligence service.

The US must focus on pressuring Pakistan to shut down these havens. Even the most dangerous elements of Pakistan's government will be more circumspect when they realize that the 60,000 plus US troops in their backyard aren't going anywhere.

We cannot stabilize Afghanistan without addressing the insecurities of the Pakistani military elite. That said, a harder line on Pakistan will only be effective if it is accompanied by reciprocal pressure on India.

Recent efforts to pilot a nonproliferation resolution in the UN Security Council might have ruffled feathers in New Delhi, but they calmed the generals in Islamabad. The administration should take the extra step of insisting that the US military contractors looking to cash in on the $100 billion modernization of the Indian military pack up and come home. Massive sales of US military technology to India could upset the region's fragile balance of power.

For years, Pakistan has asked Afghanistan to accept the Durand Line as the border between the two countries. Afghan ambiguity on the issue has bred Pakistani contempt. The US can use its leverage in Kabul to push the Afghan and Pakistani governments to jointly establish and secure their border.

Withdrawing troops destroys United States diplomatic leverage.

NYT 09 (11/11/09 ,Helene Cooper, staff writer for New York Times, “In Leaning on Karzai, U.S. Has Limited Leverage”,  http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/12/world/asia/12karzai.html)

But withdrawing all troops would not serve American interests, officials said; aside from the chaos it could cause in Afghanistan, a pullout could tip the balance in even more volatile Pakistan, where the government is battling Taliban militants. “What if Karzai doesn’t do what we ask and calls our bluff?” asked Richard Fontaine, a former foreign policy adviser to Senator John McCain, Republican of Arizona. “What, do we go home now? If we set up this framework that demands X, Y and Z must be met within whatever time frame, that would only feed the fear and increase the hedging in Pakistan in a way that makes the situation even worse.” In an interview on Wednesday, senior White House officials said that they had other tools in mind, and that the new Afghan strategy would include goals that Mr. Karzai would be pushed to meet. New measures will focus on areas like roads, electricity and schools, as well as corruption, the officials said. While they declined to go into many specifics, the officials, speaking on the condition of anonymity because the Afghanistan review is not complete yet, said they had a range of diplomatic, financial and economic options if the targets were not met. 

AT: Perm
Stable troop presence key to leverage over Afghanistan.

Exum 10 (Andrew, May 2010, Andrew Exum is a fellow at the Center for a New American  Security, “Leverage: Designing a  Political Campaign for Afghanistan”, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Leverage_Exum_1.pdf)

Security incentives in Afghanistan, like political ones, can be either positive or negative. The presence of so many international forces in Afghanistan means the Karzai regime is in no danger of falling to the Quetta Shura Taliban, its allies, or other insurgent groups any time soon. Any threat to precipitously remove or withdraw those forces would affect Afghanistan’s political class, and diplomats already report that President Barack Obama’s 18-month timeline articulated in December 2009 is having a mostly positive effect as they address issues like corruption and reforms. But just as the threat to withdraw international troops is a negative incen​tive, the assurance that the United States and its allies will continue a significant troop presence dedicated to assisting Afghan security forces and fighting terrorism, provided that the Afghan gov​ernment takes positive steps, should be considered a positive incentive. Likewise, the United States and its allies can pledge to sell or donate advanced weapons systems to the Afghan military – the kind of “prestige weapons” that may not be tremen​dously useful when fighting a low-tech insurgency but which politicians tend to desire as interna​tional status symbols.

Perm fails- current troop time tables are key.

Wickham 7/7 (7/7/10, General John Wickham, retired army chief of staff, Arizona Daily Star “Obama’s timetable for Afghanistan makes sense”  http://azstarnet.com/news/opinion/article_dc631003-365d-590d-a5ee-c0c9bac5e54a.html)

Second, the timetable forces U.S. military and coalition troops to accelerate Afghan training and counterinsurgency efforts. Again, without a date the mañana tendency will persist to our mutual disadvantage despite ongoing herculean efforts by U.S. as well as coalition forces to recruit and train Afghan army troops and police. Some critics of the timetable argue that it gives comfort to the enemy, who will wait us out and reappear in force after we leave. While some truth exists in this criticism, clearly the U.S. will retain considerable leverage over events in Afghanistan for many years to come. The leverage will exist in the long-term presence of military and civilian advisers, and economic as well as military assistance to the Afghan government and its security forces. A historical example of leverage may be instructive. During the last year of U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam, when the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese clearly knew that the U.S. was leaving, negotiations on prisoner release broke down. As senior negotiator in Saigon, I faced Viet Cong and North Vietnamese military negotiators who brusquely refused to agree to terms for release of all prisoners. But fortunately, we still retained some leverage because at the same time we had begun, at North Vietnamese request, the clearance of anti-ship mines in the Haiphong harbor near Hanoi. When the communist negotiators walked out of the meeting, I directed that all mine clearance operations cease. Within hours, the communist negotiators reappeared to tell me that they would agree to all the conditions for total prisoner release if we would resume clearance of the mines. Although the example is not entirely analogous to what might occur in Afghanistan with the U.S. withdrawal timetable, it does illustrate that we can still influence future events in positive ways. In conclusion, the Obama administration's plan to start withdrawal of U.S. combat troops in summer of 2011 and turn over major counterinsurgency operations to Afghan forces makes sense in terms of our own national security interests and for practical and Afghan cultural reasons. 
Solves Terrorism

CP Solves the War on Terror and Indo Pak War
Godges 07 (Summer 2007, John Godges is a RAND communications analyst and editor-in-chief of RAND Review, “Rand Review: Afghanistan on the Edge”, http://www.rand.org/publications/randreview/issues/summer2007/afghan1.html)

One source of regional conflict is a long-festering border dispute between Afghanistan and Pakistan. The dispute dates back to 1893 when Pakistan was still part of British India. At the time, Sir Mortimer Durand, foreign secretary of the colonial government of India, and the ruler of Afghanistan, Emir Abdur Rahman Khan, agreed on a border between Afghanistan and the British Indian empire and called this border the Durand Line. Today, Afghanistan considers the Durand Line, which divides the Pashtun population, to have lapsed. Pakistan, however, still recognizes the Durand Line (see Figure 4).
“This is a major source of tension,” said Jones. “The Afghans claim the border should be drawn much deeper into what is now Pakistan. Pakistan wants to leave the border where it is. There have been no efforts to resolve the situation.”
Meanwhile, Pakistani concerns have mounted about the growing role of India, which has established close diplomatic ties with the Afghan government, constructed its parliament building, and rebuilt many Afghan roads. To the chagrin of Pakistan, India has become Afghanistan’s “closest regional ally by far,” said Jones.
“This is driving some elements of the Pakistani government to support Afghan insurgent groups. In strategy journals in Pakistan, there is a constant driving theme that India has encircled them. So there are some Pakistanis who are willing to work with groups like the Taliban that can push the Pakistani sphere of influence into the south and east of Afghanistan. In a sense, Afghanistan is the site of a proxy war between Pakistan and India.”
No wonder the border area between Afghanistan and Pakistan has become a no man’s land inviting to terrorists, while India and Pakistan wrestle for Kabul. Jones believes that India should become a central player in a new round of regional negotiations that would have two goals: to deny the Taliban and al Qaeda their sanctuary in the ungoverned border area and to remove Kabul as a point of contention between India and Pakistan.
If regional negotiations could once again set the ground rules for rebuilding Afghanistan, Jones proposes that an international civilian leader be appointed to coordinate foreign aid efforts in the country. After the fall of the Taliban, in contrast, Western countries established a “lead nation” approach to rebuilding Afghanistan’s security sector. Under the lead-nation approach, Germany would train the Afghan police, Italy would reform the judiciary, Britain would counter narcotics, Japan and the United Nations would disarm illegal armed groups, and the United States would build the Afghan Army.

Solves Stability

Stabilizing border key to Afghanistan and Pakistan stability

Inderfurth 08 (3/08/08 Karl F., Karl F. Inderfurth, professor of international affairs at George Washington University, was the U.S. representative to the U.N.-sponsored "6 plus 2" talks on Afghanistan from 1997-2001. “Afghanistan, Pakistan and NATO”, http://commongroundnews.org/article.php?id=22930&lan=en&sid=1&sp) 
Countering cross border infiltration is the immediate priority. The Trilateral Afghanistan-Pakistan-NATO Military Commission is an important mechanism in this regard. So is the strengthening of the US military presence along the Afghan side of the border, which the latest US Marine contingent now arriving in Afghanistan will assist, as will the opening of the first of six joint US-Afghan-Pakistani military intelligence centres along the border. 
Washington also needs to work more closely with Pakistan in joint counter-terrorism operations. The possibility for collaboration exists, as evidenced by the missile strike in North Waziristan earlier this year that killed the senior Al Qaeda operative Abu Laith al-Libi. But these operations are highly sensitive and politically charged in the tribal areas and must be pursued through quiet behind-the-scenes efforts with Pakistan political and military leaders.
In addition, any large-scale outside military intervention in Pakistan's tribal areas would be disastrous for the Pakistani state and US interests and would not provide a lasting solution to the problem. 
A more effective strategy involves working cooperatively with Pakistan's new leadership to integrate these areas into the Pakistani political system and, once they are secure, provide substantial assistance (along with the European Union, the World Bank and other donors) to build up their economy and social infrastructure. As Pakistan's ambassador, Mahmud Duranni, says, what is needed in these areas is a "multi-pronged strategy. That is, military force, development and empowerment of the people. Using force alone is not the answer."
Over the longer term, the region requires a new compact that addresses Afghanistan and Pakistan's political, economic and security concerns and seeks to neutralise regional and great power rivalries. To accomplish this, the United Nations should convene an international conference attended by all of Afghanistan's neighbours and other concerned major powers, a task that should be added to the agenda of the newly appointed UN envoy for Afghanistan, the Norwegian diplomat Kai Eide.
The goal would be a multilateral accord that recognises Afghanistan's borders with Pakistan (the Durand Line of 1893 is still in dispute); pledges non-interference in Afghanistan's internal affairs; affirms that, like the Congress of Vienna accord for Switzerland, Afghanistan should be internationally accepted as a permanently neutral state; and establishes a comprehensive international regime to remove obstacles to the flow of trade across Afghanistan, the key to establishing a vibrant commercial network that would benefit the entire region.
And such an agreement would have another positive corollary – it would provide the basis for the eventual withdrawal of US and NATO military forces from a stable and secure Afghanistan.
***Iran cooperation CP

1nc Iran Co-Op CP for Counternarcotics
Cooperating with Iran over Afghanistan drugs is possible and spills over to create US-Iran peace – Iran has a genuine interest to intervene

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

Afghanistan provides the United States and Iran an important opportunity to engage each other positively, given how much both countries have at stake in its future and paving the way for a broader working relationship. That was the central thrust of testimony to the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform by Karim Sadjadpour on Tuesday, March 31.

U.S. policy recommendations:

Given important overlapping interests between Washington and Tehran, engagement with Iran as a “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits.
With over 1.5 million Afghan refugees, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability in Afghanistan. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban, Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence. With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. Iran’s agricultural expertise should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers plant alternatives to opium poppies.

The Obama administration should make clear that it is not merely interested in isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but in overcoming past animosity and establishing a broad working relationship.
Direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces may be unrealistic in the short term, but Washington should encourage EU and NATO countries attempting to work with Iran on counternarcotics, infrastructure, and agricultural development.
U.S.–Iran tension over Hezbollah, Hamas, and uranium enrichment will not be resolved anytime soon but should not preclude U.S.–Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.
Designating the Islamic Revolutionary Guards (IRGC) as a terrorist entity will complicate any diplomatic initiatives, because Tehran’s policies in Afghanistan (as well as in Iraq and Lebanon) are executed by that organization. U.S. officials would effectively be prohibited from interacting with the Iranian actors who matter most.

Constructive discussion about Afghanistan could help set a new tone and context for the relationship, which could help allay Iranian insecurities vis-à-vis the United States and compel its leaders to reassess various aspects of their foreign policy, including their nuclear posture.
2nc Iran says yes

They would say yes, most are open to dialogue and rejection would hurt them 

Sadjadpour 08 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Karim, October, “Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf )
At the same time, an outright rejection of a U.S. overture could prove costly for Iran’s leadership. Behind the scenes, a sizable portion of the country’s political and military elite recognize that the “death to America” culture of 1979 is no longer constructive today. They know that, despite its enormous natural and human resources, Iran will never be able to achieve its full potential as long as its relationship with the United States remains adversarial. At the moment, many of them believe that America, not Iran, opposes the prospect of improving relations. When and if it becomes evident that a small clique of hard-liners in Tehran is the chief impediment, internal opposition will build, and potentially large, unpredictable cleavages could be created.

The pressure could also build on a popular level. Two-thirds of Iranians are under thirty-three years of age, and few have any inherent enmity toward the United States or any special affinity for the Islamic revolution. This political moderation is coupled with widespread economic discontent; Iran is perhaps the only major oil-producing country whose population claims a worsening of economic conditions despite the recent tripling of oil prices. Though the Iranian street has seemingly put the onus of U.S.–Iranian antagonism on the shoulders of the Bush administration, if it were to become obvious that their own government is the obstacle, it could well spark renewed political activism. Ultimately, with the correct timing, the United States has much to gain and little to lose by reversing its policies of the past three decades and beginning an effort to establish working relations with the Islamic Republic. The process will be slow, difficult, and irritating, and it will require a deep commitment and tremendous patience. It will also require a major effort to explain at home and to maintain public support in the face of near-certain Iranian difficulty committing to a new approach for its part. It is nonetheless necessary to try. No realistic alternative would serve U.S. national security imperatives. A successful approach could bring about a change in Iranian foreign policy behavior, but even an unsuccessful attempt could have important domestic ramifications in Tehran. n

Will say yes – Iran wants a withdrawal and stability in Afghanistan against the Taliban 

Rubin 08 – PhD. Director of Studies Senior Fellow and Project Coordinator, Afghanistan Regional Project (October, Barnett R, “The U.S. and Iran in Afghanistan: Policy Gone Awry” http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/docs/US%20&%20Iran%20in%20Afghanistan.pdf
There is, however, a major strategic judgment to be revisited. The military and intelligence agencies of both Pakistan and Iran have systematically used asymmetrical warfare, including terrorism, as a tool of their security policy. Which of them poses a greater threat to U.S. national interest and international peace and security? How should responses to these two threats be balanced? Since the Iranian revolution, the U.S. has overreacted to the Iranian threat and engaged in systematic appeasement of Pakistan, which is now home to the leadership of both al-Qaida and the Taliban (both Afghan and Pakistani). These countries are rivals for influence in Afghanistan and are sponsoring competing infrastructure projects Afghanistan. Previously, according to Iranian diplomats, Tehran’s position was that even if the U.S. attacked Iran, Iran would not respond in Afghanistan. Iran’s bilateral interest in stability in Afghanistan and in supporting the Karzai government as a bulwark against the Taliban and al-Qaida outweighed any advantage that would result from attacking the U.S. presence. If, however, Iran were attacked by the U.S. from Afghanistan, it might indeed respond there. Iran had opposed the mention of NATO in the January 2006 Afghanistan Compact and had called for a timetable for the withdrawal of foreign troops, but it had agreed to the Compact despite these objections. At an ambassadors’ conference in Tehran in August 2007, however, Iranian diplomats were told that if Iran were attacked by the United States, it would respond fully against U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, regardless of its bilateral interests in those two countries. “Afghanistan is our friend,” one participant was quoted as saying, “But when your life is at stake you may have to sacrifice even your friends.”
2nc Iran says yes

Iran is willing to cooperate with Obama on Afghanistan

Afrasiabi, 9 - PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Kaveh, “Obama, Iran and Afghanistan”, Asia Times, 1/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KA29Ak01.html)

There is really no time to waste: Obama has already authorized the transfer of more US troops from Iraq to Afghanistan; Iran is increasingly disquieted by the corruption and impotence of the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai; and the Taliban's sphere of influence is rapidly expanding across Afghanistan. By most accounts, the time for Tehran and Washington to begin earnest discussions on Afghanistan is now. 
An Afghanistan-centered dialogue may prove a productive first step on the complex path of US-Iran relations. In a way, this would be a back-to-the-past approach, with shades of how the US and Iran cooperated in the aftermath of 9/11 tragedy on a common anti-Taliban strategy. 
"The difference between then and now is that the US officials are now distinguishing between the 'good Taliban' versus the 'bad Taliban' and hoping to sow divisions between them and reach a compromise with the former, perhaps as part of an emerging post-Karzai scenario," said a Tehran University political scientist. The scholar added that he believes Iran does not like this "new approach" and finds it "simplistic and defeatist". 
In addition to the traditional reasons Tehran is opposed to the Taliban's resurgence is that the insurgents are involved in the opium business. The narcotics trade has skyrocketed in recent years, compared to the anti-drug stance during the era of Taliban rule. This is one of the key features of the "new Taliban" as far as Tehran is concerned, while partly blaming the rise on the British components of the coalition force put in charge of drug trafficking. 
Tehran is pleased with Obama's prioritization of the war in Afghanistan and may be willing to allow NATO to use the Iran corridor to transport its goods from Europe, particularly now that Russia is sending mixed signals about its permission for such a route. Still, this is a risky proposition for Tehran and could cause a backlash in the form of anti-Iran terrorism or require a NATO commitment to assist Iran with its porous borders with Afghanistan. 
On Tuesday, while testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates laid out the challenges facing the Pentagon. Gates put it simply: "The greatest military challenge right now is Afghanistan." He also said there was "no purely military solution in Afghanistan" and that the highest priority should be increasing the size and effectiveness of the Afghan army. 
Another reason why Tehran is alarmed about Afghanistan has to do with the negative security developments in neighboring Pakistan, where Sunni extremists have been making rapid progress. Tehran fears that a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would only be a prelude for more ominous developments in Pakistan, where the government has relocated some of its forces from the Afghanistan border to the India border in the aftermath of the Mumbai terrorist attacks.
Cooperation over Afghanistan is key – one place of broad agreement 

Sadjadpour 09 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (March31, Karim “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=22913(
Common interests, lingering enmities 

Despite 30 years of hostilities, the United States has more overlapping interests with Iran in Afghanistan than it does with its allies Pakistan and Saudi Arabia (the Taliban’s chief patrons). Given their shared 580-mile border, and having accommodated over two million Afghan refugees over the last three decades, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability and civil strife in Afghanistan. With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban (whom Iran has referred to in the past as “narco-terrorists”), Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence.

Indeed, Afghanistan is one of the very few positive examples of U.S.-Iran cooperation since the 1979 revolution. Tehran supported the opposition Northern Alliance long before September 11, 2001, and according to several senior U.S. officials played a critical role in helping to assemble the post-Taliban government. Like the United States, Iran has been a strong supporter of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who has consistently praised Tehran for its support and cooperation.     

Yet Iranian activities in Afghanistan (and elsewhere) are often a byproduct of its relationship with the United States. Tehran felt humiliated after being labeled by President Bush as part of an “axis of evil” in January 2002, believing its initial cooperation in Afghanistan had gone for naught. Relations further deteriorated after Iran’s nuclear program was revealed to the public, and as a result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. Nefarious Iranian activities meant to counter U.S. influence became in part a self-fulfilling prophecy.   

 

AT: History proves no Iranian cooperation
The only reason they weren’t done before was due to Bush’s rejection and alienation of Iran 

Rubin 08 – PhD. Director of Studies Senior Fellow and Project Coordinator, Afghanistan Regional Project (October, Barnett R, “The U.S. and Iran in Afghanistan: Policy Gone Awry” http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/docs/US%20&%20Iran%20in%20Afghanistan.pdf ) 
The Bush administration, however, rejected the initiative. Instead, it charged Iran with “harboring” an Afghan opposition figure and Islamist leader, Gulbiddin Hekmatyar, who was supported by U.S. aid to the mujahidin in the 1980s, and who had sought refuge in Tehran after having been abandoned by Pakistan for the Taliban in 1995. Iran expelled him.4 U.S. officials also charged that Iran was establishing influence in Herat, which would be somewhat akin to accusing the U.S. of exercising influence over northern Mexico.5 Additionally, the U.S. alleged that members of al-Qaida had taken refuge in Iran.6 Some may have done so with the collaboration of local IRGC commanders, but the overwhelming fact was that the surviving core leadership of al-Qaida all made its way to Pakistan, where their logistics and networks had been based and where they remained.

Afghan in the Middle

President Bush signaled decisively that cooperation in Afghanistan would not lead to a broader rapprochement with Iran when he included Iran in the “Axis of Evil” in his January 2002 State of the Union speech. Subsequently he also named Pakistan as the U.S.’s closest non-NATO ally. In this, the Bush administration showed that the events of 9/11 had not at all dissuaded it from perpetuating the historic mistake of considering Afghanistan a sideshow and subordinating policy toward that country to broader strategic interests in the Persian Gulf and Middle East, above all, the conflict with Iran.

Cooperation spills over to US-Iran relations
Cooperation on Afghanistan spills over to the US-Iran relationship

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

Ultimately, the underlying source of tension in the U.S.-Iran relationship is mistrust. Washington does not trust that Iran’s nuclear intentions are peaceful, and does not believe that Iran can play a cooperative role in bringing peace and stability to the Middle East. Iran’s leadership, on the other hand, believes that Washington’s ultimate goal is not to change Iranian behavior, but the regime itself. 

For this reason, President Obama, Secretary of State Clinton, and Ambassador Holbrooke are wise to temper expectations of a diplomatic breakthrough with Tehran. Given three decades of compounded mistrust and ill will, the results of any engagement process will not be quick, and antagonism will not melt away after one, two, or perhaps even many meetings.

That said, we should be aware of the possibilities. Constructive discussions about Afghanistan could have a positive spillover on the nuclear dispute, which is a symptom of U.S.-Iranian mistrust, not the underlying cause of tension. If indeed Iran’s nuclear ambitions reflect a sense of insecurity vis-à-vis the United States, building cooperation and goodwill in Afghanistan could set a new tone and context for the relationship, which could allay Tehran’s threat perception and compel its leaders to reassess various aspects of their foreign policy, including their nuclear disposition.
A win-win-win is not often in international relations. U.S.-Iran cooperation in Afghanistan would be to the benefit of all three countries, just as U.S.-Iran antagonism the last several years has been to the detriment of all three.
Afghanistan is a key issue to start for broader coop

Sadjadpour 08 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Karim, October, “Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf )
Yet, similar to its approach in Iraq, in an effort to frustrate the United States, Tehran’s behavior toward Afghanistan has been at times schizophrenic and counter to its own national interests. At the same time when Iranian officials have publicly avowed support for the Karzai government, Iranian state radio programs broadcast to Afghanistan have simultaneously referred to him as the “stooge of the United States.” Most troubling, however, are widespread allegations from both U.S. and European intelligence agencies that Iran has provided arms to the “enemy of its enemy,” its old nemesis the Taliban.

In the context of an improved U.S.–Iranian relationship, Afghanistan presents even more fertile ground for U.S.–Iranian cooperation than Iraq. According to the account of U.S. officials who worked closely with their Iranian counterparts in Afghanistan, Iran played a crucial role in helping to assemble the post-Taliban government and military. From the U.S. perspective, a greater Iranian role could be an important factor in reducing Pakistani influence and reversing the growing role of the Taliban.
Iran wants cooperation on Afghanistan –that spills over to broader discussions 

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

Iran has important domestic interests in seeing a stable Afghanistan rise on its eastern flank. Four percent of Iran's total exports in 2006 (PDF), according to the most recent data available, went to Afghanistan, accounting for more than $503 million in revenue. Iran is also building roads and expanding its industrial base inside Afghanistan's western border. But arguably the most pressing concern for Iran is gaining the upper hand in Afghanistan's booming drug trade. Iran serves as the major transport hub for opiates produced by its neighbor, and the UN Office of Drugs and Crime estimates that Iran has as many as 1.7 million opiate addicts.

Following the terrorist attacks in New York and Washington on September 11, 2001, Iran showed a willingness to facilitate U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, including drug interdiction programs. Tehran worked with Western countries as part of the Six-Plus-Two framework on Afghanistan and also at the Bonn Conference to cobble together a post-Taliban system of government. Tehran also normalized relations with the Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai, and "deported hundreds" (National Interest) of al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders who had sought refuge in Iran, according to two senior U.S. officials involved in regional policy at the time.

One of them, Hillary Mann Leverett, who served as director for Iran and Persian Gulf affairs at the National Security Council in the George W. Bush administration, told Congress in November 2007 that Iran's cooperation with the United States on al-Qaeda, Iraq, and especially Afghanistan after 9/11 was largely positive (PDF). In each case, she said, "Iran hoped and anticipated that tactical cooperation with the United States would lead to a genuine strategic opening between our two countries." But by May 2003-sixteen months after Bush's "axis of evil" declaration during his January 2002 State of the Union speech-channels of communication with Iran had closed. Mann Leverett now believes failed talks over the years have increased the mistrust between Washington and Tehran to nearly unworkable levels. Discussing limited tactical issues like Afghanistan, she says, must be part of a broader comprehensive strategy where everything--from U.S. nuclear concerns to Iranian frustration with security and sanctions--is on the table.

Cooperation spills over to US-Iran relations

Signaling of willingness for broader cooperation is key to make it happen 

Sadjadpour 09 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (March31, Karim “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=22913(
How to engage Iran on Afghanistan

 Ultimately, U.S. engagement with Iran as a full partner and “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits. Though Tehran will express reluctance at working with Washington, and may couch its cooperation in critiques of U.S. policies, given its desire to be seen as the champions of the Muslim world’s downtrodden, it cannot give the appearance that its enmity toward the United States trumps its empathy for the Afghan people.          

 While direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces in Afghanistan may not be immediately realistic, Washington should support and encourage EU and NATO countries that have attempted to work together with Iran on myriad issues ranging from counter-narcotics, infrastructure and agricultural development, and using Iranian ports and roads as a supply route for aid and NATO troops. Iranian agricultural expertise, in particular, should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers in planting alternative crops to the poppy.                      

Critics of engagement cite the fact that the Bush administration’s attempts to engage with Iran in Iraq did not bear any fruit. Despite several meetings between the U.S. and Iranian ambassadors in Baghdad, U.S. officials saw no improvement in Iranian policies in Iraq and in some cases even claimed that Tehran’s support for militant groups opposed to the United States increased despite this engagement. 

A fundamental shortcoming of the Bush administration’s approach, however, was that it gave Tehran no indication it was interested in a broader strategic cooperation. It simply implored Iran to facilitate America’s mission in Iraq because Iraqi stability was in Tehran’s own interests. As one Iranian diplomat told me at the time, “The U.S. consistently threatens us militarily, encourages our population to rise up, and does its utmost to punish us economically and isolate us politically. And then we’re expected to help them out in Iraq? We’re not going to be good Samaritans for the sake of being good Samaritans.”

 The Obama administration should continue to make it clear to Tehran that it is not merely interested in tactical or isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but is genuinely interested in overcoming the animosity of the last three decades and establishing a broad working relationship.      

Iran cooperation is key to overcome current tensions and create broader dialogue – it’s in both countries interests 

Sadjadpour 09 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (March31, Karim “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=22913(
Afghanistan provides the United States and Iran an important opportunity to engage each other positively, given how much both countries have at stake in its future and paving the way for a broader working relationship. That was the central thrust of testimony to the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform by Karim Sadjadpour on Tuesday, March 31.

U.S. policy recommendations: 
Given important overlapping interests between Washington and Tehran, engagement with Iran as a “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits.

With over 1.5 million Afghan refugees, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability in Afghanistan. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban, Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence.

With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. Iran’s agricultural expertise should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers plant alternatives to opium poppies.

The Obama administration should make clear that it is not merely interested in isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but in overcoming past animosity and establishing a broad working relationship.

Direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces may be unrealistic in the short term, but Washington should encourage EU and NATO countries attempting to work with Iran on counternarcotics, infrastructure, and agricultural development.

U.S.–Iran tension over Hizbollah, Hamas, and uranium enrichment will not be resolved anytime soon but should not preclude U.S.–Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.

Designating the Islamic Revolutionary Guards (IRGC) as a terrorist entity will complicate any diplomatic initiatives, because Tehran’s policies in Afghanistan (as well as in Iraq and Lebanon) are executed by that organization. U.S. officials would effectively be prohibited from interacting with the Iranian actors who matter most.

Constructive discussion about Afghanistan could help set a new tone and context for the relationship, which could help allay Iranian insecurities vis-à-vis the United States and compel its leaders to reassess various aspects of their foreign policy, including their nuclear posture.

AT: Iran cooperation is appeasement
Dialogue is not a sign of weakness – it’s to try and influence Iran to a desirable state  - there is support for both sides 

Sadjadpour 08 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Karim, October, “Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf )
The fact that Iran continues to be a primary national security concern is evidence that Washington’s decades-long effort to change Tehran’s behavior by isolating the country politically and economically have not borne fruit. Nearly thirty years after the 1979 revolution, Iran remains the State Department’s “most active” state sponsor of terrorism, fervently opposes Israel’s existence, continues to move forward with its nuclear ambitions, and represses its own population. More than any previous U.S. administration, that of President George W. Bush has redoubled efforts to counter Iranian regional influence and weaken its government. Yet Iran’s international influence is greater today than ever, and hard-liners have a virtual monopoly over power in Tehran.

Dialogue with Tehran would be neither a concession nor an acceptance of troubling Iranian behavior. Nor would it preclude simultaneous U.S. efforts to counter destructive Iranian influence and policies. Finally, engagement does not mean that Washington must choose to deal with the regime at the expense of the Iranian people. The United States can more effectively expedite democracy and human rights with policies that facilitate, rather than impede, Iran’s modernization and reintegration in the global economy. Moreover, there are no short-term alternatives: The Islamic Republic is not on the verge of collapse, and an abrupt political upheaval could well produce an even worse result. The only groups in Iran that are both organized and armed are the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) and the Bassij militia.

Although mutual mistrust and animosity have reached alarming proportions, paradoxically there are have never been more voices calling for U.S.–Iranian dialogue in both capitals. In Tehran, the long-standing taboo about talking to America has seemingly been broken. Only five years ago Iranians could be imprisoned for advocating dialogue with the United States; today the country’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has publicly authorized it. In Washington there is a growing bipartisan recognition that precisely because of Iran’s troubling nuclear ambitions and its outsized presence in the Middle East, shunning Tehran is no longer prudent. The next U.S. administration’s first steps vis-à-vis Iran are critical, for they will set the tenor for the next four years. As recent history has shown, an approach that focuses solely on punishing and weakening Tehran would be the best guarantor of hostile Iranian policies aimed at counterbalancing the United States. Instead, the next administration should formulate an overarching strategy that simultaneously aims to moderate Iranian policies while creating more fertile ground for political reform in Tehran. Talking to Iran is the first step in this strategy.

Iran cooperation solves Afghan stability
Iran will act as  responsible stakeholder in Afghanistan – they don’t want it destabilized

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

The administration correctly understands that lasting security in Afghanistan is an enormous challenge that cannot be achieved without the collective efforts and cooperation of neighboring countries. Pakistan, as President Obama recently said, is “inextricably linked” to Afghanistan’s future. Likewise, given their deep historical links and cultural and linguistic affinities, neighboring Iran stands to play a decisive role in Afghanistan’s future. Effective U.S. diplomacy can help ensure that Iranian influence is decisively positive, rather than decisively negative.          

Common interests, lingering enmities

Despite 30 years of hostilities, the United States has more overlapping interests with Iran in Afghanistan than it does with its allies Pakistan and Saudi Arabia (the Taliban’s chief patrons). Given their shared 580-mile border, and having accommodated over two million Afghan refugees over the last three decades, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability and civil strife in Afghanistan. With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban (whom Iran has referred to in the past as “narco-terrorists”), Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence.
Indeed, Afghanistan is one of the very few positive examples of U.S.-Iran cooperation since the 1979 revolution. Tehran supported the opposition Northern Alliance long before September 11, 2001, and according to several 

senior U.S. officials played a critical role in helping to assemble the post-Taliban government. Like the United States, Iran has been a strong supporter of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who has consistently praised Tehran for its support and cooperation.    
Yet Iranian activities in Afghanistan (and elsewhere) are often a byproduct of its relationship with the United States. Tehran felt humiliated after being labeled by President Bush as part of an “axis of evil” in January 2002, believing its initial cooperation in Afghanistan had gone for naught. Relations further deteriorated after Iran’s nuclear program was revealed to the public, and as a result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. Nefarious Iranian activities meant to counter U.S. influence became in part a self-fulfilling prophecy.  

While Iran’s strategic objectives in Afghanistan have not changed, efforts to undermine the United States has led Tehran to occasionally employ tactics that are gratuitously unhelpful—such as abruptly and forcefully repatriating Afghan refugees—and even inimical to its own strategic interests—such as providing arms to the Taliban. According to former U.S. officials with access to classified intelligence, Iranian aid to the Taliban was too insignificant to make a difference, but significant enough to send a signal to the United States not to take Iranian restraint for granted.  

The Bush administration’s decision to cast Iran as a source of the problem in Afghanistan, rather than a part of the solution, was met with chagrin by President Karzai and NATO allies. A senior European diplomat (and fluent Persian speaker) who spent several months in Afghanistan studying Iranian influence remarked to me upon his return that whereas Pakistan’s influence in Afghanistan was about “20 percent positive, 80 percent negative”, Iran’s was more like “80 percent positive, 20 percent negative…and much of their negative activities are a reaction to punitive measures by us.” In this context, focusing on Iran’s support for the Taliban appears akin to focusing on Canadian illegal immigration to the United States.   

Nonetheless, we should not exaggerate Iranian goodwill in Afghanistan. A government that is repressive and intolerant at home rarely seeks to export pluralism and Jeffersonian democracy abroad. Tehran will certainly seek to assert its influence in Afghanistan by supporting Afghan actors who are sympathetic to its worldview and interests. For the foreseeable future, however, Afghanistan’s immediate priorities will be far more rudimentary than the creation of a liberal democracy.

No nation has the luxury of choosing its neighbors, and a country as decimated, destitute, and desperate as Afghanistan certainly does not have the luxury of shunning their assistance. Given its previous efforts at promoting political reconciliation, and the fact that it is among the top ten country donors of economic aid to Afghanistan, Iran has shown that when it wants to it can play an important role in helping to develop and sustain a viable Afghan state.
Despite Afghanistan’s tremendous vulnerabilities, Iranian ambitions for hegemony in Afghanistan are tempered by historical experience and demographic realities. In contrast to Iraq, which is the cradle of Shiism—home to the faith’s most important shrines and seminaries in Najaf and Karbala—and also the country’s majority religion, the Shia in Afghanistan are a distinct minority, comprising less than 20 percent of the population. Moreover, Tehran saw in the early 1990s that a Tehran-centric, minority-led government in Kabul was simply not sustainable and led to more unrest. Experience has taught Tehran that its interests are better served with a stable, friendly, majority-led government, rather than a minority-led government subservient to Tehran but inherently unstable.           

How to engage Iran on Afghanistan

 Ultimately, U.S. engagement with Iran as a full partner and “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits. Though Tehran will express reluctance at working with Washington, and may couch its cooperation in critiques of U.S. policies, given its desire to be seen as the champions of the Muslim world’s downtrodden, it cannot give the appearance that its enmity toward the United States trumps its empathy for the Afghan people.         
Iran has a direct stake in Afghan stability

Ridge, 10 – staff writer (Mian, Christian Science Monitor, “Q&A: Who else could help in Afghanistan?”, 2/1, lexis)

Iran: The US says Iran, which shares a common language and historic ties with Afghanistan, could play a key role, despite concerns over its nuclear program and allegations it has provided arms to terrorists in the region. Analysts say that a stronger Taliban could benefit Iran, an avowed enemy of the US, by keeping US forces busy.

Iran, however, wants stability in Afghanistan so it can increase trade and stem the flow of opiates across its borders. Few believe that Iran really wants to strengthen the Taliban, which Iran's supreme leader declared in 1996 was an affront to Islam. Iran helped to train and arm many of the fighters of the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance, but relations soured after President George W. Bush included Iran in his famous "axis of evil."
Iran cooperation key to Afghan stability

Cooperation is key to stability 

Sadjadpour 09 - Associate, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (March31, Karim “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=22913(
The administration correctly understands that lasting security in Afghanistan is an enormous challenge that cannot be achieved without the collective efforts and cooperation of neighboring countries. Pakistan, as President Obama recently said, is “inextricably linked” to Afghanistan’s future. Likewise, given their deep historical links and cultural and linguistic affinities, neighboring Iran stands to play a decisive role in Afghanistan’s future. Effective U.S. diplomacy can help ensure that Iranian influence is decisively positive, rather than decisively negative.           
 

Iraq-U.S. cooperation on Afghani issues is empirically possible and successful – the Taliban is a common enemy 

Rubin 08 – PhD. Director of Studies Senior Fellow and Project Coordinator, Afghanistan Regional Project (October, Barnett R, “The U.S. and Iran in Afghanistan: Policy Gone Awry” http://www.cic.nyu.edu/afghanistan/docs/US%20&%20Iran%20in%20Afghanistan.pdf ) 
When Lakhdar Brahimi became the UN Secretary-General’s Special Envoy for Afghanistan in 1997, he found that the Government of Iran believed that the U.S., Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia were jointly supporting the Taliban in continuation of their previous policies. Iran consequently saw the Taliban as the spear-point of its strategic opponent and joined with Russia, India, and the Central Asian states in an effort to support and supply the Northern Alliance. Iran moved beyond its ideological support for Shi’a parties to a strategic policy of supporting all anti-Taliban forces. It settled its differences over Tajikistan with Russia, and the two states brokered the 1997 peace agreement in order to assure a consolidated rear for the Northern Alliance.
Events in August 1998 turned both the U.S. and Iran further against the Taliban. With Pakistan’s assistance, the Taliban captured control of most of northern Afghanistan; Pakistani extremists under Taliban command massacred nine Iranian diplomats in Mazar-i Sharif, leading Iran to mobilize troops on the border.1 Diplomacy by Brahimi averted open warfare. The same week, al-Qaida, then operating out of the Taliban’s Kandahar headquarters, attacked the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania. Consequently the U.S. began intelligence cooperation with the Northern Alliance. The State Department conducted a dialogue with Iran within the framework of the UN-convened “Six plus Two” group, which included Afghanistan’s neighbors, the U.S., and Russia. Pakistan became increasingly isolated in the group. The U.S. and Russia jointly approved Security Council sanctions against the Taliban and al-Qaida, with the support of Iran and against the wishes of Pakistan, which flouted the sanctions. Since 9/11

After 9/11, despite some jockeying for relative advantage, Russia, Iran, India and the United States ultimately cooperated to defeat the Taliban and al-Qaida in Afghanistan, and to establish the new Afghan government. Not only did Iran cooperate with the United States, Russia actively helped it establish support bases in Central Asia. Pakistan was politically marginalized in the process.
U.S.-Iranian cooperation occurred both in the field, in Tajikistan and Afghanistan, and in diplomacy, where I personally witnessed it. According to Iranian diplomatic sources, members of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC, Sipah-i Pasdaran) cooperated with the CIA and U.S. Special Operations Forces in supplying and funding the commanders of the Northern Alliance. During the war in the fall of 2001, both Russia and Iran wavered between supporting the reconquest of power by President Burhanuddin Rabbani and the plan for a broader political settlement supported by the followers of Ahmad Shah Massoud, the UN, and the U.S. 

At the UNTalks on Afghanistan in Bonn, Germany, which negotiated the agreements governing the political transition in Afghanistan, U.S. and Iranian envoys James Dobbins and Javad Zarif cooperated closely on all major issues. Zarif supported efforts to frustrate Rabbani’s goal of preventing the meeting from reaching agreement in the hope of consolidating his own power and forestalling formation of a broader government. Zarif ’s lastminute intervention with the Northern Alliance delegation chair, Yunus Qanuni, convinced the latter to reduce the number of cabinet posts he demanded in the interim administration.2 
The U.S. and Iran jointly insisted that the Bonn agreement contain a timetable for national elections and require the Afghan administration to cooperate in the fight against terrorism and drugs. Dobbins had to overcome resistance from hard-liners in the Department of Defense in order to cooperate with Iran, but his brief from Secretary of State Colin Powell enabled him to do so. Zarif, affiliated with the reformist trend of President Muhammad Khatami, may similarly have had to overcome resistance. In informal conversation, where I was present as a member of the UN delegation, U.S. diplomats told the Iranians that other issues prevented broader cooperation; the Iranians replied by asking to discuss all issues between the two countries.

The Iranian Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarded these events as an opportunity to increase cooperation with the U.S. from Afghanistan to a wider set of issues. Dobbins reports that Iranian officials later offered to work under U.S. command to assist in building the Afghan National Army.3 U.S.-Iranian cooperation in building the Afghan security forces would have constituted a major investment in realignment to the detriment of Pakistan, whose military counted on monopolizing the role as the U.S.’s intermediaries with Afghanistan as leverage to assure the U.S.Pakistan military supply relationship.
2nc solvency – narcotics specific

Iran can solve Afghan drug production with alternative crops

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

While direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces in Afghanistan may not be immediately realistic, Washington should support and encourage EU and NATO countries that have attempted to work together with Iran on myriad issues ranging from counter-narcotics, infrastructure and agricultural development, and using Iranian ports and roads as a supply route for aid and NATO troops. Iranian agricultural expertise, in particular, should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers in planting alternative crops to the poppy.                     

Critics of engagement cite the fact that the Bush administration’s attempts to engage with Iran in Iraq did not bear any fruit. Despite several meetings between the U.S. and Iranian ambassadors in Baghdad, U.S. officials saw no improvement in Iranian policies in Iraq and in some cases even claimed that Tehran’s support for

militant groups opposed to the United States increased despite this engagement.

A fundamental shortcoming of the Bush administration’s approach, however, was that it gave Tehran no indication it was interested in a broader strategic cooperation. It simply implored Iran to facilitate America’s mission in Iraq because Iraqi stability was in Tehran’s own interests. As one Iranian diplomat told me at the time, “The U.S. consistently threatens us militarily, encourages our population to rise up, and does its utmost to punish us economically and isolate us politically. And then we’re expected to help them out in Iraq? We’re not going to be good Samaritans for the sake of being good Samaritans.”

The Obama administration should continue to make it clear to Tehran that it is not merely interested in tactical or isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but is genuinely interested in overcoming the animosity of the last three decades and establishing a broad working relationship.     
While it’s important to understand Iran’s sizable influence on other issues of critical importance to the U.S.—Iraq, the Arab-Israeli conflict, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, and energy—and the linkages between then, it’s also important to disaggregate Iran policies. In other words, while U.S.–Iran tension over Hezbollah or Hamas will not be resolved anytime soon, this should not preclude U.S.–Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.   
***Other counterplans

Conditional withdrawal counterplan - ANA

The United States federal government should condition its withdrawal of forces on the Afghanistan government’s support for expanding the Afghan National Army to 400,000 and will not withdraw until that target has been achieved.

Conditioning withdrawal is vital to shoring up the Afghan government

Long, 10 - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs (Austin, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” Orbis, Spring 2010, Science Direct)
Holding aside for a moment whether this is a sufficient force to prevent al Qaeda’s return to Afghanistan, how would the United States get to this posture? It would not do so overnight and the way it transitions will have consequences. First, the Obama administration should embrace the expansion of Afghan security forces, especially the Afghan National Army (ANA), called for in General McChrystal’s initial assessment. This includes accelerating the growth of the ANA to 134,000 by October 2010 from its August 2009 level of 92,000 as well as pushing to rapidly expand the Afghan National Police (ANP).30 Though the quality of Afghan forces will likely be low and the goals may not be met, some increase in total force levels should be possible and will enable the U.S. transition to a counterterrorism posture.31

Second, the President has directed an increase in force levels beginning this year. A counterterrorism strategy would have these additional forces concentrate on achieving the expansion of the Afghan security forces that Gen. McChrystal has called for. 2010 will be a time of feverish arming and training of Afghan forces while Coalition forces hold the line. President Obama has already directed that beginning in early 2011, the United States will begin to draw down its conventional forces as Afghan forces stand up. By the time of the 2012 presidential election or soon thereafter, the United States would shift fully to the posture described above (essentially a 20-24 month drawdown).

The strategic goal of this transition is to ensure the survival of an Afghan state while acknowledging that probably 35-40 percent of the country (i.e. almost all of the Pashtun regions) will be under the de facto control of militants. At present, militants control, by fairly pessimistic estimates, perhaps 20-30 percent of the country (though they are able to conduct attacks in a larger area than that).32 Rather than seeking to reverse this control, the counterterrorism option seeks to contain it. This will limit al Qaeda’s potential haven and ensure that the United States has continued access to the bases it needs through reassurances to the government and local allies.

There are a few critical regions that will have to be defended, but this should not be too arduous. The first is Kabul and its surrounding area, for both symbolic reasons and to ensure the viability of Bagram airbase. The second is Jalalabad and the surrounding area, along with the road links east to the Khyber Pass and west to Kabul. The third is Kandahar City and the surrounding area, along with the road link to Kabul. This is a total of about 750 kilometers of highway along with the three cities.

The 750 kilometers could probably be guarded reasonably effectively by about ten ANA kandaks (battalions) a total of about 6,000 personnel (less than 5 percent of the force goal for late 2010). This would yield one kandak for every seventy five kilometers. These forces could be replaced or supplemented by ANP along with local defense organizations such as Afghan Public Protection Program (AP3) or CDI. Similarly, each of the three cities could be allocated ten kandaks to secure it. This total of forty kandaks is less than the number deemed combat ready in 2007 (forty six according to the Afghan Ministry of Defense). Consequently, there should be plenty of Afghan security forces to accomplish this mission even if the expansion of security forces in 2009-2010 is not very successful.33 These forces would retain the ability to call on U.S. air support if needed through the brigade level U.S. advisers and in extremis could be supported by the U.S. conventional forces stationed at the three air bases, giving high confidence that they can hold these cities.

Both the central government and local allies will also continue to benefit from U.S. aid, greatly reducing their incentive to turn on the United States. The United States, via the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and special operations forces, very effectively paid off various groups when it toppled the Taliban in 2001-2002.34 According to one report, the United States continues to pay the brother of President Hamid Karzai for his support, including providing individuals to serve in a paramilitary force.35 If the largesse continues to flow, there seems little reason to believe support for the United States will not continue among the beneficiaries (i.e. key elites and their followers).

During this transition, the United States will have to continue supporting the central government even as it builds up local allies. This balancing act is required to ensure the continued existence of a formal, if weak, central state, which will in turn simplify the negotiations for the U.S. counterterrorism posture. Tying the local allies to the central state in some way would help with this and an expanded CDI or the similar Afghan Public Protection Program provides a means to do this.36 Some might argue that this increases the risk of warlordism, which may or may not be true but is also irrelevant to the strategic goal of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda.37

Conditional withdrawal counterplan – ANA

Building the ANSF to 400,000 stabilizes Afghanistan and creates conditions for a stable withdrawal

Dubik, 10 - former commander of Multi-National Security Transition Command-Iraq and a senior fellow of AUSA’s Institute of Land Warfare. (James, Army, April, “A Necessary Condition”, http://www.ausa.org/publications/armymagazine/archive/april2010/Documents/FC_Dubik3.23.pdf)

Such obstacles have been overcome in other countries at other times; they can be overcome in Afghanistan. The ANSF we build only has to be good enough—better than the enemy it has to defeat. If we build this “good enough” force large enough and sufficiently disciplined and led, and we build it at a pace dictated by the counteroffensive that GEN Stanley A. McChrystal has planned, we will have increased the probability of our success. We will have also decreased the probability of putting ourselves into the aforementioned strategic corner. Finally, we will have contributed to the conditions necessary for our troop reductions. We can then focus on the incremental improvement of the ANSF over time, using a much smaller multinational force.

To reiterate, building a sufficiently large, capable and confident ANSF is not sufficient by itself. The strategy that President Obama has announced is a comprehensive one. It requires, among other things, that governance in Afghanistan improve to a level at which Afghans view it as increasingly noncorrupt, capable and legitimate; that the Afghan government provide the modicum of goods and services that Afghans expect, then gradually expand from that minimum; that an “Afghan solution” be found that acknowledges and uses the enduring tribal aspect of Afghan culture in whatever emerges as a national government; and that the economy be weaned from the illegal drug trade and a more stable footing established.

Simply put, a lack of commitment to an ANSF that is large enough and capable enough to secure its own nation, in conjunction with whatever local/tribal arrangements are necessary, makes these nonsecurity objectives moot. Afghans know that if they do not have a security force—national through local/tribal—that is capable of handling national internal security requirements, the future of their nation, in whatever form it takes, is in doubt. The presence of this doubt hinders the accomplishment of President Obama’s announced strategic objectives— if Afghan leaders believe that the current government is likely transient, they will be maneuvering more to achieve the best outcome for themselves, their supporters and their tribes rather than working to improve the current political arrangement and support the current constitution. Corruption will remain de rigueur, and the government will lose legitimacy.

All this is natural, understandable and foreseeable. Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is very clear: After basic human needs are met, the multiple aspects of safety and security are next in order. In Afghanistan, safety and security are, and historically have been, the realm of both the government and the tribes. An Afghan government that cannot meet, in conjunction with an appropriate set of tribal arrangements, the basic safety and security needs of its people will not stand, at least not for long.

GEN McChrystal’s estimate is that Afghanistan needs a security force of at least 400,000 as the governmental aspect of a security force. The United States and NATO should commit to that size of force, work to make it sufficiently capable and confident, identify the proper set of tribal arrangements and do so at a pace dictated by our counteroffensive requirements.

Afghan National Army training solves
Building the Afghan national security force will stabilize the country

Dubik, 10 - former commander of Multi-National Security Transition Command-Iraq and a senior fellow of AUSA’s Institute of Land Warfare. (James, Army, April, “A Necessary Condition”, http://www.ausa.org/publications/armymagazine/archive/april2010/Documents/FC_Dubik3.23.pdf)

The war in Afghanistan is not the war in Iraq, but both wars have this essential commonality: Each country needs a security force that is large enough, capable enough and confident enough to provide national security. The size the Afghan national security force (ANSF) agreed to during the January London Conference—an Afghan army of 171,000 and a police force of 134,000—will not fit the bill. Incremental commitments to increasing the size of the ANSF have been part of the reason why, after almost a decade, the force is still too small, incapable of doing more. If we are to reach the strategic position in Afghanistan that we have reached in Iraq, the United States and NATO must commit to a larger ANSF, then make it sufficiently capable. By itself, an Afghan national security force is not a sufficient condition to guarantee strategic success, but it is a necessary condition.

In the summer of 2007, the United States committed to building an Iraqi security force (ISF) of 600,000–650,000. Over the next 12 months, we grew the ISF by more than 125,000—fielding new units, increasing the size of existing units, improving the fighting competency at the lower tactical levels through better training and more expansive partnership with units from Coalition forces, adding more sergeants and officers, and quickening the pace of equipment delivery. The sum of these actions improved the overall competence and confidence throughout the force. Equally important, we committed to building this force, in conjunction with the Iraqi ministries of defense and interior, at the pace that the surge’s counteroffensive required. This commitment was one of the ingredients essential to success.

By tying the growth of the ISF to the operational pace, Iraqi forces were able to contribute not only to the offensive clearing operations but also to holding and building. Following a clearing operation, for example, Multi-National Corps-Iraq (MNC-I) could leave behind only some of its forces because they could partner with an adequate number of sufficiently trained, equipped and led Iraqi forces. The remainder of MNC-I’s force, with other Iraqi units, could then continue counteroffensive operations.

This process was working well enough that ultimately Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki had the confidence to launch a series of semi-independent operations in spring and summer of 2008, and we had the confidence to negotiate the status of forces agreement, accelerate the transition of provinces to Iraqi control and set the conditions for the withdrawal of Coalition forces. None of this was without risk or difficulty, and no one should interpret this as a process that produced a fully mature and professionalized Iraqi security force. Rather, what was produced was an Iraqi security force large enough and good enough to handle what was left of the threat after the counteroffensive, and one that could continue to improve over time. This is what is needed in Afghanistan.

We—NATO, the United States and the Afghans—must determine the size and composition of the ANSF that, when trained and assembled, will be able to secure Afghanistan. We will never be able to accomplish President Barack Obama’s strategic objectives without this force. Furthermore, without it we back ourselves into a strategic corner. Either we will have to stay in Afghanistan longer than necessary or withdraw under adverse conditions. We can avoid this corner if we choose wisely.

Presence in Kabul key to effective ANA- training and security spills over to other areas

Dorronsoro, 09 - visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (2/9/09, Gilles, The National Interest, “Going South in Afghanistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20794)

Instead, the United States should concentrate its efforts in and around Kabul, where it can provide security for the people and win a peace it can pass on to the Afghan National Army (ANA). The ANA will most likely never be an offensive army, but it could be trained and built up to provide security for the capital region within two years and then be free to secure other areas. The Afghan population and its elites, most of whom live in and around Kabul, don’t want the Taliban to come back, and they are inherently more supportive of the NATO mission than people in the south and east of the country. True, the United States is sending at least three thousand troops south of Kabul, which is a good start, but not enough to secure the city and the important roads from Kabul to Jalalabad, and Jalalabad to the Pakistani border.

Afghan National Army training solves

Afghan Security Forces must be increased—leadership and literacy make it possible
Formica 9, Commanding General, Combined Security Transition Command in Afghanistan (Richard, 11/3/09, “ More Afghan Troops Needed to Secure Afghanistan,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20635/more_afghan_troops_needed_to_secure_afghanistan.html)

A: There is pretty broad consensus [among] people in my position...that you need more Afghan National Security Forces, and that's why we've proposed growth. We think that the numbers that we've recommended are achievable. We think the timeline is going to be tight and we recognize that there are challenges associated with the growth and that it's not without risk, certainly. If at some point you really want to give this responsibility, the security and stability in Afghanistan, to the Afghans, you've got to give them the capability. And the current numbers that they've programmed for are just not enough boots on the ground to accept that responsibility.

Q: What are the challenges to this growth?
A: You've got to be able to increase the end-strength in sheer numbers.  We believe that's achievable. There's quite a population, young male, particularly in this society, to support army and police growth. And [army service] does provide a reasonable livelihood and alternatives to what they would otherwise be doing. I am concerned about the ability to develop leaders in the timeline that we're growing, so that's one of the challenges. The other challenges are all manageable, but [include] our ability to equip that force in a timely manner, the ability to provide infrastructure to that force consistent with the timeline to build, and then the ability to provide embedded partners for that force.

Q: The point you made about recruiting leaders, finding leaders, seems to suggest a more endemic problem with Afghan institutions, such as the Afghan educational system, and the fact that there just aren't enough educated young men to take the reins. Is that a fair assessment?
A: There are several facets to leader development. One, it is a function of the larger educational [system] as you suggest, and as we grow leaders, they need to be more literate than the soldiers that they lead. I think that's something that will work itself out. We've already starting to see young soldiers and patrolmen who are literate in higher numbers just because they've been going to school for the last eight years, and many of those kids are now recruiting age. Anecdotally I will tell you that I see the beginnings of where we were in the '70s in our army in that the young recruits coming in have been educated in formal schools and are going to be more literate.

Afghan security force improvement is key—no support for US presence
Rubin and Rashid 8, PhD and MA from Chicago, BA from Yale, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation @ NYU (Barnett R. and Ahmed, “From Great Game to Grand Bargain,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Nov/Dec 2008. Vol. 87, Iss. 6; pg. 30-45)

THE AFGHAN and Pakistani security forces lack the numbers, skills, equipment, and motivation to confront the growing insurgencies in the two countries or to uproot al Qaeda from its new base in the FATA, along the Afghan-Pakistani border. Proposals for improving the security situation focus on sending additional international forces, building larger national security forces in Afghanistan, and training and equipping Pakistan's security forces, which are organized for conflict with India, for domestic counterinsurgency. But none of these proposals is sufficient to meet the current, let alone future, threats.

Some additional troops in Afghanistan could protect local populations while the police and the administration develop. They also might enable U.S. and NATO forces to reduce or eliminate their reliance on the use of air strikes, which cause civilian casualties that recruit fighters and supporters to the insurgency. U.S. General Barry McCaffrey, among others, has therefore supported a "generational commitment" to Afghanistan, such as the United States made to Germany and South Korea. Unfortunately, no government in the region around Afghanistan supports a long-term U.S. or NATO presence there. Pakistan sees even the current deployment as strengthening an India-allied regime in Kabul; Iran is concerned that the United States will use Afghanistan as a base for launching "regime change" in Tehran; and China, India, and Russia all have reservations about a NATO base within their spheres of influence and believe they must balance the threats from al Qaeda and the Taliban against those posed by the United States and NATO. securing Afghanistan and its region will require an international presence for many years, but only a regional diplomatic initiative that creates a consensus to place stabilizing Afghanistan ahead of other objectives could make a long-term international deployment possible.

Afghan National Army training solves

Afghanistan needs more troop and police training

Formica 9, Commanding General, Combined Security Transition Command in Afghanistan (Richard, 11/3/09, “ More Afghan Troops Needed to Secure Afghanistan,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20635/more_afghan_troops_needed_to_secure_afghanistan.html)

Q: As U.S. President Barack Obama considers a request from his top general in Afghanistan to commit more U.S. troops, the senior U.S. Army general training Afghan fighters says the president should also authorize a dramatic increase in indigenous force numbers. Maj. Gen. Richard P. Formica, who has headed the training of Afghan forces for the last eleven months, says his team has concluded that long-term stability requires a near doubling of Afghan army and police.

A:"We acknowledge that the [Afghan National Security Force] is not big enough, and we need to grow both the Afghan National Army and the police," Gen. Formica said from his headquarters in Kabul. The general says he has formally requested the increase in Afghan army and police forces as part of Gen. Stanley McChrystal's strategic assessment, submitted to the White House in September. "If at some point you really want to give this responsibility...to the Afghans, you've got to give them the capability," Gen. Formica says. "And the current numbers that they've programmed for are just not enough boots on the ground to accept that responsibility."

Q: There's much discussion in Afghanistan and Washington as to what strategy the Obama administration will approve going forward -- counterinsurgency (COIN) or counterterrorism (CT). Training the Afghan National Security Forces will be a key element of either approach. Broadly speaking, what's the status of the training mission -- the current size of the Afghan force, the planned end strength, and current capabilities of the forces? 
A:We've always believed that building the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) was an essential part of the mission, and we [have] plans to build sustainable capacity and capability. It's more than just end-strength numbers, though end-strength numbers are important. That said, the [Afghan] army is generally on track as an institution. It's building to 134,000 by the end of October 2010. That growth is accelerated; the 134,000 was originally programmed for 2013. My predecessor agreed to accelerate it to 2011, and then as part of this strategic review we accepted that we could probably accelerate it to October 2010. The police were originally programmed at 82,000, and as a result of a requirement to get additional policemen on the ground in time for the August elections, we got approval from the capitals [of the coalition effort] and the international community to grow an additional 14,800 police throughout the country, which gives us a new end-strength of 96,800.

Now we acknowledge that the ANSF is not big enough, and we need to grow both the Afghan National Army and the police. We have formally proposed growth in both and that has been incorporated in Gen. [Stanley A.] McChrystal's strategic assessment. So we hope to get a decision to grow the Afghan National Army beyond 134,000 and to continue to grow to 240,000 by the end of October 2013, and to grow the Afghan National Police to 160,000 by the same time frame.

Q: So far there has not been any decision from the White House on those numbers, correct?
A: "If at some point you really want to give this responsibility, the security and stability in Afghanistan, to the Afghans, you've got to give them the capability. And the current numbers that they've programmed for are just not enough boots on the ground to accept that responsibility."

No. The capitals [of the coalition effort, including Washington] have not formally endorsed growth beyond 134,000 and 96,800. That is a proposal that is in the strategic assessment that has been requested. That will go through a vetting in Washington and the other capitals and eventually will go for approval here, [before] the Joint Coordination and Monitoring Board where all of the contributing nations are represented.

Boosting the ANA to 250,000 troops is vital to successful counterinsurgency

Tellis, 9 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues (Ashley, “Reconciling With The Taliban? Toward an Alternative Grand Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/reconciling_with_taliban.pdf)
After many missteps, increasing the size of the ANA from 82,000 to 134,000 and incorporating a national air corps are now priorities for the United States. The Obama administration is correctly focused presently on ensuring that these forces are ready and effective at the earliest, and it has declared its willingness to consider the further growth of Afghan military capabilities “as security conditions change.”108 While such flexibility is welcome, the requirements pertaining to troop levels in stability operations suggest that the president ought to commit right away to expanding the ANA even further because it is unlikely that U.S. and allied military contributions together will suffice to generate the appropriate force-to-population ratios necessary for success in the counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan. Accordingly, the administration should declare in the months ahead a determination to raise ANA strength to at least 250,000 troops, complemented by a reformed training regime that will make it capable of undertaking independent offensive counterinsurgency missions earlier than it might have been otherwise. If an organization of such end strength can be raised over the next four years—and this will require far more U.S. and allied advisers and embedded mentors; a restructuring of the training regime; correcting the pay and retention problems that have stymied the army thus far; strengthening the service’s mobility, combat support, and combat service capabilities; and allocating increased allied resources for force development—the resulting enhancements would go a long way toward correcting the force-to-population imbalances that currently undermine the successful prosecution of the counterinsurgency mission.109 President Obama’s decision to send additional U.S. troops specifically focused on accelerating ANA training is, therefore, welcome but still incomplete.

Pakistan cooperation counterplan

Targeting Pakistan is vital to stabilizing Afghanistan – counterinsurgency will fail without Pakistan cooperation

Long, 10 - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs (Austin, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” Orbis, Spring 2010, Science Direct)

If that is the U.S. goal, what resources are then needed? According to several assessments, including General McChrystal’s, substantial numbers of troops will be needed to secure and build a stable Afghanistan that will then be inimical to al Qaeda and deny it the sanctuary it desires.5 However, this does not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat Al Qaeda, which primarily now operates next door in Pakistan. Only if Pakistan simultaneously takes action against al Qaeda would this approach succeed, essentially squeezing al Qaeda into ever narrower spaces along the border, substantially disrupting and dismantling if not totally defeating.

However, there appears to be little prospect of Pakistan taking these actions in a substantial way. Indeed, two of the principal al Qaeda allies that the international community is fighting in Afghanistan, the Quetta Shura Taliban and the Haqqani network, receive sanctuary in Pakistan and support from Pakistan’s Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI). Those operations against militants that Pakistan has undertaken have been directed at the ‘‘Pakistani Taliban,’’ principally Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) and Tehreek-e-Nafaz-e-Shariat-e-Mohammadi (TNSM).6 It is these groups that threaten the Pakistani state rather than ISI’s Afghan proxies.

This is not to say Pakistan supports al Qaeda—indeed Pakistan has been helpful in collecting intelligence against some al Qaeda targets and has allowed numerous U.S. drone strikes against them. However, in protecting its proxies, Pakistan has indirectly protected al Qaeda, which shelters in the shadow of Afghan as well as Pakistani militants. There is no sign that Pakistan will cease to provide sanctuary to its proxies and by extension to al Qaeda.

This means efforts to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Pakistan will continue to be those that have been ongoing—collecting intelligence through various means and then targeting with drone strikes based on that intelligence. A stable Afghanistan will not change that. Moreover, the prospects for a stable Afghanistan are grim while Afghan militants retain support and sanctuary in Pakistan. General McChrystal’s report acknowledges this: ‘‘While the existence of safe havens in Pakistan does not guarantee ISAF [International Security Assistance Force] failure, Afghanistan does require Pakistani cooperation and action against violent militancy, particularly against those groups active in Afghanistan.’’7 Thus, even an increase in U.S. troops and a transformation of counterinsurgency strategy has a high risk of failure if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Again that seems unlikely. Moreover, maintaining troops in Afghanistan will cost between $500,000 and $1,000,000 per individual per year, meaning a force of 90,000 U.S. troops would cost $45-$90 billion per year for an unknown but likely lengthy duration.8

So the troop increase authorized by the president for Afghanistan will not directly disrupt, dismantle, or defeat al Qaeda even if executed exactly as General McChrystal proposes. It will only indirectly be able to do so if Pakistan takes action against its Afghan proxies, who in turn allow al Qaeda to shelter with them, yet there is little prospect of that. Finally, the chance of actually succeeding in making Afghanistan stable in the first place is low if Pakistan does not take action against its Afghan proxies. Even attempting to stabilize Afghanistan as General McChrystal proposes will be extraordinarily expensive. This seems to pose an insoluble problem for the United States.

Modify COIN counterplan

Maintaining the counterinsurgency mission but eliminating the ‘build’ component of counterinsurgency will strengthen the Afghan military, and allow a stable future withdrawal

West, 10 - former Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs during the Reagan Administration and Correspondent for the Atlantic (Bing, “Change Our Counterinsurgency Goals,” National Journal’s Experts Blog, 4/5, http://security.nationaljournal.com/2010/04/hamid-karzai-what-do-we-do-abo.php)

As demonstrated at Marja, the surge of 30,000 additional troops will achieve considerable progress in “clearing and holding” by mid-2011. The force ratio at that time will be one coalition soldier for every three Afghan soldiers and police, and the Afghan Army will still rely upon us for fire and moral support. Small US Task Forces, with a ratio of about one American to ten Afghans, offer the way out. Such task forces enable a responsible withdrawal of major American forces, avoiding the decades required for true nation-building.

This requires pivoting our policy focus in two ways. First, Karzai receives the organizational mushroom treatment. He becomes a symbolic president, provided scant information or resources, while international aid is routed around him. Second, the Afghan military is quietly encouraged to look after the districts and provinces. Afghan military officers are given a voice in the allocation of aid and the supervision of the police.

Although this will be seen by many as a giant step back, we don’t have a duty to impose democracy. There is nothing wrong in acting in our own self-interests. Even real-politique practitioners such as Henry Kissinger have called America “the indispensable nation”. The 20th Century would have ended in chaos, misery and chains had Americans not died for goals far beyond our selfish interests. Americans do lead in battles and are willing to sacrifice for others. But you need willing followers.

The historian Robert Kagan has observed, “the true American ‘mission’ has been a ceaseless effort to reconcile universal principle and selfish interest”. [vii] Critics claimed this vision of an “empire of liberty”, extending from Theodore Roosevelt to George W. Bush, co-mingled American self-interests in trade and security zones with the transcendental goal of delivering liberty under American aegis.

The advance of liberty, however, doesn’t necessitate one-person, one-vote. (Karzai’s one million fraudulent votes certainly showed us that!) Both The Philippines and South Korea, under attack in the ‘50s, evolved into thriving democracies at their own pace, after American aid helped to beat back the military threat. It was enough to prevent the Communist takeovers and leave behind governments controlled in the background by a strong military.

We cannot provide democracy if we desire it more than the Afghans. It is possible, though, to contain the Taliban and prevent a terrorist sanctuary, even while Karzai runs a sloppy government - provided that a strong military giving strong hints in the background. Yes, this risks the emergence of the Pakistan model – an army that has a country rather than a country that has an army. This requires reducing or eliminating the third counterinsurgency task – that of building responsible layers of civilian governance from the village to a lackadaisical Karzai.

In beating back the Taliban and in developing a strong Afghan military, we’ve protected our interests. We are not obliged to build a democratic nation under a feckless leader. It is possible to work around Karzai, not allowing him to control funding or projects, and limiting the information provided to him. It is time to scale back the nation- building leg of our counterinsurgency doctrine—and eventually scale back our troop commitment.

Increase COIN CP

Resourcing the counterinsurgency strategy makes sustaining an insurgency impossible

Danly, 9 - Iraq War veteran, managing director at the Institute for the Study of War, and international affairs fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations (James, “Victory in Afghanistan Requires Fully Supported Counterinsurgency,” 10/27, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/articles/2009/10/27/victory-in-afghanistan-requires-fully-supported-counterinsurgency.html)

Ultimately, counterterrorism fails because it does not present a comprehensive solution to eliminating the continued threat of Afghanistan's terrorist networks. Counterinsurgency, by comparison, destroys the insurgents' capacity to conduct operations by degrading their most important asset: local support. Counterinsurgency campaigns drive a wedge between insurgents and the population by affording the people protection, securing them from coercion, and providing proper governance and services. In effect, they provide a better alternative to the ersatz governments offered by insurgent and terrorist leaders in failing states.

As security improves, the population turns its back on the insurgency and, without support, insurgents' operations become impossible. They can no longer hide in plain sight, they cannot coerce the population into supporting them with supplies, or money, and they can no longer conduct operations clandestinely.

Add the continuous disruptive effect of tens of thousands of conventional forces living among the population in every city and town, maintaining a watchful eye, and the impediment to insurgent operations becomes overwhelming.

Consult NATO – Afghanistan key

Genuine consultation on Afghanistan is vital to relations

Michel and Hunter, 9 - * senior research fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies AND ** senior advisor at RAND Corp. and former U.S. ambassador to NATO (Leo and Robert, “Keeping Our Allies on Our Side in Afghanistan,” Los Angeles Times, 10/27, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/10/27/LAT.html)

Moreover, military power alone will not suffice. European countries and Canada provide critical civilian expertise and funding for reconstruction and development, bilaterally and through the European Union. The EU's portion—about 1.5 billion Euros since 2002—is relatively modest, however; given its unparalleled civilian capacities, the EU can and should do more to help Afghans retake control of their future. 

The 28 NATO heads of state and government (of which 21 are also EU members) endorsed this "comprehensive approach" to integrating civilian and military efforts at their April 2008 and April 2009 summits. Indeed, the leaked assessment by the ISAF commander, Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, reads like a playbook for putting that approach into action. Meeting last week in Bratislava, Slovakia, NATO defense ministers offered broad support for McChrystal's assessment, although they did not discuss in detail the resource implications of his recommended way forward. 

Still, to mobilize the needed international support, Washington must remember a basic rule of alliance management: No foreign political leader can persuade his or her parliament or public to rubber-stamp a strategy "made in the U.S.A." NATO allies want President Obama to identify a realistic game plan to show progress over the next 12 to 18 months, but they don't want that strategy decided without their input. 

Thus, the administration's consultations with its allies—in Washington, in NATO's political and military councils and in allied capitals—must be continuous and, above all, credible. This requires a sincere willingness to listen—as Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, to his credit, demonstrated in Bratislava—and not just instruct. A tough task, to be sure, but as Churchill warned, the alternative would be far worse. 

***Politics
Plan popular - Public opposes COIN

No public support for COIN 

CSM, 10 (6/26/10, Christian Science Monitor, Brad Knickerbocker, “Quagmire? Nine years on, Americans grow weary of war in Afghanistan;  Americans approve of Gen. David Petraeus as the new US commander in Afghanistan. But after nine years and with mounting US casualties, support for the war itself is waning,” Lexis Academic ) 

Meanwhile, 53 percent of those polled by Newsweek disapprove of how Obama is managing the war - a sharp reversal since February when 55 percent supported Obama on Afghanistan and just 27 percent did not. (Put another way, the percentage of Americans who disapprove of Obama's Afghan policy has nearly doubled in four months.)

The same Newsweek poll finds that "46 percent of respondents think America is losing the war in Afghanistan (26 percent say the military is winning). A similar plurality think the US is losing the broader war on terrorism (43 percent vs. 29 percent)..."

Part of this has to do with the nature of a counterinsurgency (COIN) effort - a phrase and acronym which has been around at least since the early days of Vietnam. Even when it works, counterinsurgency can take years. And the two most recent major examples - France in Algeria and the United States in Vietnam - hardly worked. Hearts and minds must be won, not only in the war zone, but at home as well. In naming Gen. David Petraeus as McChrystal's replacement, President Obama emphasized that there would be no change in war policy or strategy. The goal is still to defeat the Taliban, develop Afghan army and police forces, and seriously consider withdrawing US forces in little more than a year from now.

But as Tony Karon at time.com points out, "the mounting difficulties facing that strategy were certainly a primary driver of the internecine backstabbing that was laid bare by the Rolling Stone article that got McChrystal fired."

"Violence is on the increase, the Taliban is hardly in retreat, both Pakistan and Afghan President Hamid Karzai continue to hedge their bets, and NATO allies want out," Karon writes. "The idea that the war can be handed over to Afghan security forces anytime soon appears fanciful. And prospects for turning things around by next summer, the administration's putative target date to begin drawing down, are looking grim."

Unsettled public opinion on the conflict in Afghanistan - where US combat casualties have been increasing - is reflected in Congress, which must approve war funding.

"The president and congressional critics, long on a collision course over the war in Afghanistan, are hurtling ever faster toward each other since the ouster of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, and doves on Capitol Hill are feeling a little tougher right now," reports Politico.

Wall Street Journal columnist Peggy Noonan predicts that conservatives may "start to peel off" as well.

"Not Washington policy intellectuals but people on the ground in America," she wrote this week. "There are many reasons for this. Their sons and nephews have come back from repeat tours full of doubts as to the possibility of victory, 'whatever that is,' as we all now say."

COIN lost public support long ago

NYT, 10 (6/26/10, New York Times, Bob Herbert, “Worse than a Nightmare,” Lexis Academic) 

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.
Plan popular - Public opposes COIN
COIN alienating public support for the war

Asia Times, 10 (6/12/10, Jim Lobe, “US counts cost of tough Afghan week,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF12Df01.html)  

Even senior military officials are conceding privately that their much-touted new counter-insurgency strategy of "clear, hold and build" in contested areas of the Pashtun southern and eastern parts of the country is not working out as planned, despite the "surge" of some 20,000 additional US troops over the past six months. 
Casualties among the nearly 130,000 US and other North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) troops now deployed in Afghanistan are also mounting quickly. 
Four US troops were killed on Wednesday when Taliban fire brought down their helicopter in the southern province of Helmand, the scene of a major US offensive centered on the strategic farming region of Marjah over the past several months. 
That brought the death toll of NATO soldiers this week alone to 23, including 10 killed in various attacks around the country on Monday, the deadliest day for NATO forces in two years. 
"It's been a tough week," Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman said Wednesday. 
Seventeen of the 23 were US soldiers, bringing the total US death toll in and around Afghanistan since the US intervened to oust the Taliban from power in late 2001 to more than 1,100, according to the independent iCasualties website. 
While senior military officials attributed the steadily rising toll toWashington's surge of a total of 30,000 additional troops by next month, as well as the beginning of the Taliban's annual spring offensive, none other than Secretary of Defense Robert Gates warned that the US and its NATO allies were running out of time to show results. 
"The one thing none of the [alliance's] publics ... including the American public, will tolerate is the perception of stalemate in which we're losing young men," he said in London on Wednesday on the eve of a key NATO ministerial meeting in Brussels this week at which Afghanistan will top the agenda and Gates himself is expected to prod his interlocutors to fulfill pledges to provide more troops. 
"All of us, for our publics, are going to have to show by the end of the year that our strategy is on the track, making some headway," he said. 
Obama, who last November set a July 2011 as the date after which Washington would begin to withdraw US troops from Afghanistan, has said his administration will conduct a major review of US strategy and whether it is working at the end of this year. 
The latest polling here shows a noticeable erosion of support for Washington's commitment to the war compared to eight months ago when Obama agreed to the Pentagon's recommendations to send the 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan to bring the total US presence there to around 100,000. 
Public support waning 

BBC Monitoring South Asia, 10 (7/4/10, “General’s exit is “fall” of the US Afghan Policy made in “vacuum”,” Lexis Academic) 

Especially when casualties of occupation forces are on the rise and public support for war effort is waning in most of the Western capitals. It is amply clear that the counterinsurgency strategy that was envisaged to turn around the Afghan war by July 2011 has collapsed, both conceptually as well as structurally. Powerful actors in the Obama administration widely disagree on the counterinsurgency strategy of weakening the Taleban, securing major population centres, bolstering the Afghan government's effectiveness and rushing in aid and development.

Critics often argue whether a strategy aimed at bolstering the Afghan government can ever succeed in a country with ethnic divisions and a history of tribal rule. Afghanistan is in disorder and it is because of an American policy mired in fatal contradictions. Split between the US civilian and military teams in Afghanistan has not disappeared with McChrystal's departure. Fissures, exposed in derogatory remarks to 'Rolling Stone' magazine would continue to haunt Petraeus.
The public supports a troop decrease

Karl and Wolf 09  (Jonathan and Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress”  9/11, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 
As for public opinion, the latest ABC News poll on the question suggests that Pelosi is correct and that Obama will have to work hard to build public support for the war effort. In the poll, released Aug. 17, 51 percent said the war wasn't worth fighting. And those favoring reducing troop levels (45 percent) far outnumbered those favoring an increase (24 percent).
Democrats support the plan

Democrats support the plan

Kornblut, 10 (Anne, Washington Post, “McChrystal article renews attention to split with Biden over Afghanistan,” 6/23, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062301109.html)

The underlying tension between the two men dates to last fall's strategy review, in which Biden argued for a narrower counterterrorism approach that would focus on targeting al-Qaeda leaders. McChrystal argued for a broader counterinsurgency strategy -- one requiring many more troops, with a mission of securing the civilian population and reinforcing the government. In the end, Obama sided mostly with McChrystal. 

Six months later, questions abound about whether that plan is working. Administration officials stress that it is still being implemented and that no revisions to the strategy will be considered before a planned review in December. But progress has been slow, with missions in Marja and Kandahar behind schedule. Political support within Washington for remaining in Afghanistan, especially among Democrats, has waned. 

Biden scored two victories during the policy debate: the December review of the policy, and a start date of July 2011 for withdrawing troops. The military has resisted both, suggesting the dates may slip -- only adding further to the sense of conflict between the vice president's office and the McChrystal command on the ground. 

But even before the Rolling Stone article appeared, Biden's viewpoint was regaining traction, with Democratic members of Congress suggesting that it would soon be time to revisit Biden's idea of a targeted counterterrorism strategy. Now, even critics of that strategy believe that Biden's hand will be strengthened by McChrystal's missteps. 

"The Rolling Stone piece puts these issues back on the table," said Bruce Riedel, who conducted Obama's original Afghanistan review in early 2009 and opposes the counterterrorism approach. More generally, Riedel said, "The description that it portrays of how our commander in the field is operating, and how some of the people around him are behaving, will definitely undermine support for the war." 

Congressional Democrats want troop reductions
Karl and Wolf 09  (Jonathan and Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress”  9/11, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 

Sen. Carl Levin's announcement today that he opposes sending more U.S. combat troops to Afghanistan is a big deal, but President Obama's Afghan policy faces even greater challenges in Congress, where there is growing group of Democrats who aren't just opposed to sending more troops but would like to reduce the amount already there. 

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

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

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

Growing Sentiment Among Democrats to Force Withdrawal Timetable

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

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

Afghanistan pullout popular democrats 
RTT News 6/29 (RTTNews, 6/29/2010, “Most Americans Back Timetable For Withdrawing Troops From Afghanistan,” http://www.rttnews.com/Content/PoliticalNews.aspx?Id=1346623&SimRec=1)
 (RTTNews) -  A new Gallup poll released Tuesday showed that most Americans favor President Barack Obama's timetable for withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan.

According to the poll, which surveyed 1,044 adults June 25 - 26, 58% of Americans favor the President's timetable, which calls for troops to begin withdrawing from the country in June 2011. Another 38% oppose the timetable.

Of the 38% who disapprove of the timetable, about three-quarters feel that the U.S. should not set a timetable for withdrawing.

Obama's timetable is very popular among Democrats, with 81% of those surveyed voicing support for it. Among Independents, 57% favored the timetable. Republicans, meanwhile, were very much against the timetable, with only 31% approving of it.
In terms of how Obama has handled the situation in Afghanistan, Americans were split. According to the poll, 50% believe Obama has done either a good or very good job at handling the situation, while 44% believe he has done either a poor or very poor job.

Again, Obama's support among Democrats was highest, with 79% saying he has done a good or very good job at handling Afghanistan. Independents were more split, with 48% saying he has done a good or very good job compared to 45% stating he has done a poor or very poor. Among Republicans, meanwhile, only 21% said he has done a good or very good job.

Banning COIN angers the GOP / unifies Democrats

Banning COIN will unify Democrats and alienate the GOP
Newton-Small, 9 - congressional correspondent for TIME.  (Jay, “Congress Tackles Afghanistan Strategy” 9/29, http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1926578,00.html) 

"Many Democrats will say that we need to wait for the President to submit a plan," said a Democratic leadership aide. "Republicans will say, 'You didn't mind second-guessing George Bush on Iraq.' " Obama's dilemma is this: If he chooses to send more troops, he will have near united Republican support but will divide his own party; if he decides against a counterinsurgency strategy, he will be reversing a campaign promise uniting Democrats, the majority of whom are opposed to an expanded U.S. footprint in Afghanistan. 

Political capital links – flip flop

Pulling back any troops is perceived as a flip-flop

Chandrasekaran, 9 - associate editor at The Washington Post, covers the war in Afghanistan (Rajiv, “Go All-In, Or Fold: In Afghanistan, Splitting the Difference May Be Obama's Most Dangerous Choice,” Washington Post, 9/27, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/25/AR2009092502009.html)

The idea of sending thousands more troops will be a tough sell to Congress. Pulling back to a far more narrow mission could open Obama to charges of flip-flopping -- he told veterans as recently as last month that the conflict in Afghanistan is a "war of necessity" that is fundamental to American security. Splitting the difference could have the advantage of winning over moderates in both parties, as well as voters who have begun to question the extent of the U.S. commitment there. 
Withdraw kills political capital
The plan is Obama’s political death warrant
Fuller, 9 – CIA officer for 25 years, former CIA station chief in Kabul and a former vice-chair of the CIA's National Intelligence Council (Graham, Christian Science Monitor, 12/2, "Obama speech: kicking the can down the road in Afghanistan", lexis)

The first loss of innocence comes with the harsh recognition that "all politics are local" and that overseas realities bear only a partial relationship to foreign-policy formulation back home.
So in President Obama's new policy directions for Afghanistan, what goes down in Washington politics far outweighs analyses of local conditions. I had hoped that Obama would level with the American people that the war in Afghanistan is not being won, indeed is not winnable within any practicable framework.

Obama possesses the intelligence and insight to grasp these realities. But such an admission - however accurate - would sign the political death warrant of a president to be portrayed as having snatched defeat out of the jaws of "victory."

Politics – no turns – no support for the plan
No support in the Congress for a drawdown even if they opposed the surge
Ackerman, 9 (Spencer, “Obama Faces Rising Anxiety on Afghanistan,” Washington Independent, August 12, 2009, lexis)

Cohens occasional rhetorical adversary, Andrew Exum of the Center for a New American Security, one of the advisers McChrystal tapped for his review, agrees that the debate is intensifying. œOne thing Ive noticed since returning from Afghanistan a few weeks ago is the high levels of anxiety about the war in Afghanistan, Exum said, adding that hes noticed an œespecially high level of worry, anxiety and doubt from the progressive side of the political spectrum.
So far, however, not much of it has come from prominent politicians. No member of the Senate has called for an extrication strategy from the eight-year war. The prospect of another troop increase this year has drawn opposition from Democratic senators like Carl Levin (D-Mich.), the chairman of the Armed Services Committee, and Russ Feingold (D-Wisc.), and several senators have pressed the Obama administration to provide Congress with long-delayed metrics for how it measures progress. But neither has argued that the war needs to be brought to a conclusion. Criticism on the right has been limited to the occasional question about whether troop levels are sufficient, with minimal questioning to date of either the wars goals or strategy.
œIt feels like people are raising the questions but not making the next argument, [that] ˜this mission makes no sense., Cohen said.

GOP opposes the plan

The GOP opposes Afghan troop reductions
Karl and Wolf 09  (Jonathan and Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress”  9/11, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 

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

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

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

CMR link - Military supports COIN
The military overwhelmingly supports COIN in Afghanistan
Ackerman, 9 (Spencer, “Obama Faces Rising Anxiety on Afghanistan,” Washington Independent, August 12, 2009, lexis)

But the Defense Department official said that there was practically no talk within the administration about shifting away from a counterinsurgency strategy. œWe tried for seven and a half years to have an almost exclusively counterterrorism strategy and that pretty manifestly was not working, the official said. œIt was not achieving either counterterrorism results nor doing a heck of a lot for Afghan stability or security. Political appointees, career civil servants and serving military officers all demonstrated œ very wide buy-in for counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, the official said.

***Regional relations
Troop presence causes Russian adventurism

A large footprint in Afghanistan encourages Russian adventurism

Macgregor, 9 - (U.S. Army Col., ret.), Lead Partner, Potomac League, LLC (Douglas, “Illusions of Victory: There’s No Strategy To Win in Afghanistan,” National Journal’s Experts Blog, 9/28, 

http://security.nationaljournal.com/2009/09/obamas-afghan-dilemma-go-big-o.php#1352488

Our impact on Afghanistan is similar with even more profoundly negative strategic effects in Pakistan.
Anyone sitting in the Kremlin must be delighted. After watching the United States squander a trillion dollars in Iraq while grinding its ground forces into ruin, Moscow can now celebrate the diversion of precious U.S.
military and economic resources into Afghanistan while it turns its attention to the goal of controlling Ukraine and returning Russian military power to NATO’s eastern border.


Withdraw increases Russia’s sphere of influence

US withdrawal causes a Russian fill in – results in US concessions to Russia and guts Middle East stability

Norling, 9 -- Research Fellow at Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University (6/6, Real Clear World, “Don’t Put Afghanistan in ‘Reset’ with Russia,” http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2009/06/dont_put_afghanistan_in_reset.html)

Two immediate actions must be taken to prevent this erosion of influence. The first is to diversify supply channels to support the mission in Afghanistan, most favorably over either the route Azerbaijan-Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan-Afghanistan or from Pakistan's Gwadar port up to Kandahar. The first-mentioned route would also solidify the U.S. relationships with these countries and strengthen their sovereignties vis-à-vis Russia. The second is to prepare for President Karzai's re-election with Russian-friendly Fahim as Vice-President - a highly likely development. The U.S. must regain the trust of Karzai by publicly acknowledging the domestic constraints he is facing and continue to work with him. The alternative is a strong Russian influence over Afghanistan's domestic politics in the post-election scenario. At best, such inaction will force the U.S. and NATO to make a number of concessions to Russian demands in post-Soviet space and elsewhere. At worst, Afghanistan may spiral down into the great-power conflict that defined it during the period 1992-1996. This would not be a pretty scenario when President Obama is deploying 17,000 additional troops there.

Until Russia displays a genuine concern for Afghanistan and does not undermine other channels supporting this mission, it cannot be considered a worthy partner for cooperation. The terms of this "cooperation" suggest nothing less than that the U.S. is being duped, with the success of Afghanistan at stake.

Withdraw from Afghanistan causes US pressure on Iran

A settlement in Afghanistan increases US pressure on Iran

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

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
Iran’s potential role also remains ambiguous. Tehran has supported the Karzai government, provided some development assistance near western Afghanistan’s border with Iran, and was a strong foe of the Taliban. It has also acted consistently to combat the opium trade, which has helped create an estimated 4 to 5 million Iranian addicts—a massive public health crisis. On the other hand, Iran is encircled by US forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, and it faces continuing confrontation with the United States over its nuclear program. A settlement in Afghanistan would allow the United States to concentrate more on dealing with Iran, and would free up US military assets as well. Tehran might prefer to see America bogged down in a costly conflict.
Deployments in Afghanistan consume US political resources – preventing pressure on Iran
Afrasiabi, 9 - PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Kaveh, “Obama, Iran and Afghanistan”, Asia Times, 1/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KA29Ak01.html)

Tehran is keenly aware of the protean aspects of America's security constraints in Afghanistan and Iraq, and understands that such hindrances restrain the US's options against Iran on the nuclear issue. 
Should Obama decide to seriously ratchet up the pressure on Iran, Tehran will reciprocate where and when it can, possibly by pursuing in Afghanistan what Western pundits refer to as Iran's strategy of "managed chaos". That would be a last resort, however, since Afghanistan could easily get out of hand and become Iran's quagmire as well. In this event, waves of Afghan refugees would once again stream into Iran.

Withdraw ( Iran Influence of Afghanistan
Karzai and Iran will cooperate as soon as the US withdraws

Rubin 10 - Resident Scholar @ American Enterprise Institute (Michael, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline,” March 8th, http://www.aei.org/article/101753)

It is absolutely correct to say that Obama did not say that all--or even a significant fraction--of U.S. troops would withdraw in July 2011, but this is what was heard not only by U.S. allies and adversaries in Afghanistan but also by the governments and media in regional states such as Pakistan, Iran, and even Russia.

Indeed, it appears Obama's advisors recognized their error and scrambled to clarify. Speaking on Meet the Press, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton declared, "We're not talking about an exit strategy or a drop-dead deadline." On December 3, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said the withdrawal would "probably" take two to three years but that "there are no deadlines in terms of when our troops will all be out." He made an unannounced visit to Kabul to underline his message. Sayed Masud, a lecturer at Kabul University, spoke of how Obama's announcement "was a big mistake" that had weakened the morale of Afghan forces, which until then had been on the upswing.

Forcing Karzai's Hand?

Rationalizing that the deadline would force Karzai to better govern is not credible. Indeed, while Schlesinger cites U.S. Ambassador Karl W. Eikenberry's opposition to the troop surge, President Obama himself appears to have dismissed the substance of Eikenberry's cable.

The problem with the logic that a firm deadline pressures positively Karzai's government is that it assumes that Washington and Kabul are alone in the sandbox. The fact remains, however, that Karzai has no shortage of potential foreign partners whose outlook may sharply diverge from U.S. interests. Indeed, the reason why Karzai was such an attractive figure at the December 2001 Bonn Conference was he was the one Afghan leader who could talk to all sides. For a short period of time, in the mid-1990s, he had even allied himself with the Taliban.

While I certainly agree with Schlesinger that it is important to lever all aspects of U.S. power to nudge Karzai in the right direction, Washington must recognize that Karzai has other options. Obama and Karzai have had a tense relationship dating back to Obama's days as a senator. During a July 2008 trip to Afghanistan, Obama chided Karzai for failure to promote good governance. "I told President Karzai that I thought that he needs to really focus on issues of corruption and counternarcotics and to counter the narcotics trade much more aggressively than has been done so far," Obama said. After winning the Democratic Party's nomination, Obama blasted Karzai in the second presidential debate, declaring, "We have to have a government that is responsive to the Afghan people, and frankly it's just not responsive right now." Shortly before Joe Biden became vice president, a meeting with Karzai grew so tense that Biden stormed out of the meeting.

It was in this context that, even before Obama launched his policy review, Karzai began considering other options. Shortly after Obama's victory, Karzai suggested that if the White House did not like his policy--in this case outreach to Mullah Omar--they could simply leave Afghanistan. Likewise, speaking to a visiting United Nations Security Council team, Karzai himself called for a timeline for U.S. withdrawal. When Karzai makes such statements to increase pressure on Washington, it holds that U.S. threats along the same vein backfire.

The Pakistan Problem

Pakistan, Russia, Iran, and even China are willing to move in at Karzai's invitation and fill any vacuum the U.S. leaves behind. I'm not as sanguine as Schlesinger that any of Afghanistan's neighbors would ever involve themselves positively from a standpoint of U.S. national interests.

Pakistani behavior has already changed for the worse as a result of Obama's deadline. Some analysts on Pakistani television pointed out how Obama's deadline would embolden the Taliban, while others said, at the very least, the July 2011 benchmark would lead policymakers to base decisions on an artificial deadline rather than on-the-ground reality.

While Pakistani authorities had previously been reluctant to approach the Taliban, after Obama announced the finite U.S. commitment, Pakistan's Army Chief of Staff, General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, offered to mediate directly with the Taliban. According to The New York Times, "Pakistani officials familiar with General Kayani's thinking said that even as the United States adds troops to Afghanistan, he has determined that the Americans are looking for a fast exit."

A Hasty Exit

Obama's deadline for withdrawal snatches defeat from the jaws of victory. He emboldened Afghanistan's adversaries and undermined the chance for U.S. success. His advisers engaged in projection--assuming that adversaries' calculations and thought processes would mirror their own. Rather than pressure Karzai to embrace better governance, with one throw-away line, Obama did the opposite.

Withdraw will allow Iran to influence Afghanistan

Frost 9 - Professor of International Relations @ San Diego City College and Writer for the Foreign Policy Association (Patrick, “Afghanistan-Iran-United States: A Triangle with Many Sides (I mean more than three),” August 18th, Foreign Policy Association, http://afghanistan.foreignpolicyblogs.com/2009/08/18/afghanistan-iran-united-states-a-triangle-with-many-sides-i-mean-more-than-three/)

It is too often assumed that Iran and United States share only congruent interests in the Afghanistan conflict.  It is true that Tehran and Washington both desire a stable Afghan state, prevention of the return of the Taliban to power, the elimination of the drug trafficking, and the defeat of Al Qaeda and the two sides have worked together, mainly behind the scenes, toward promoting these goals, but conflicts of interests persist.  As much as Iran, and Russia as well for that matter, desires a stable Afghan state, Tehran desperately would like to avoid a Kabul government implicitly or explicitly allied with the United States.  Tehran would like a pliable Afghan state that it could exploit and as long as the United States is physically and diplomatically tied to Afghanistan, this cannot happen.  Therefore, one should not be surprised to read reports that Iranian elements are aiding certain insurgent groups, including the Taliban, inside of Afghanistan and Pakistan.
Plan is a concession to Iran
Iran has ordered the US to withdraw from Afghanistan

Aljazeera 10 (Aljazeera News Network, “Iran demands US troop withdrawal,” April 18th, http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/04/201041854124873989.html)

The Iranian president has called on the US to withdraw its troops from the Gulf region and Afghanistan.
"The region has no need for alien troops and they should return home and let the regional states take care of their own affairs," Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said in a speech marking the country's annual Army Day on Sunday.

"They must leave the region and this is not a request but an order, and the will of the regional nations," he said.

Withdrawal Undermines Indian Influence in Afghanistan

The US withdrawal deadline is undermining Indian influence in Afghanistan now

Burke, 10 – South Asia correspondent for the Guardian (Jason, “Karzai visit seen as chance for India to voice fears of a deal with Taliban,” The Guardian, 4/26, lexis)

The Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, will arrive in Delhi today for talks with the Indian prime minister, Manmohan Singh, and senior diplomats amid frantic efforts by India to "recalibrate" a policy on Afghanistan that analysts say has gone badly wrong in recent months.

Since 2001, India has invested nearly £1bn in infrastructure and humanitarian projects in Afghanistan to build goodwill, extend influence and contribute to the stabilisation of the country. The strategy has, however, been fatally undermined by the desire of the west, particularly the US administration of Barack Obama, to pull troops out of the region as soon as is feasible. To Delhi's great concern, it has been increasingly marginalised while its hostile neighbour Pakistan has become indispensable to western withdrawal plans, in part through its manipulation and support of insurgent elements.

"India did not anticipate the reluctance (of the west) to fight to the finish," said Brahma Chellaney, professor of strategic studies at the Centre for Policy Research in New Delhi. "The Pakistanis are having it both ways and India will now bear the brunt of the consequences of the Americans' mistaken policies."

Karzai will first meet Singh alone and then continue discussions with senior diplomats. Tomorrow he will leave for the Bhutan capital, Thimphu, and the South Asian Association for Regional Co-operation (SAARC) summit.

Withdrawal Kills US – India Relations

Withdrawal kills US-Indo relations and causes escalating war – regional actors will fill the void. 

Tisdall, 2010 – (5/7/10, Simon Tisdall, The Guardian, “Regional jockeying for position could undermine Afghan pull-out,” Lexis)

Intent on filling a vacuum after the US withdraws from Afghanistan, India and Pakistan are engaged in what analysts warn is a dangerously escalating "proxy war". That's bad news for Britain and Nato - because, paradoxically, the two old foes' intensifying machinations could delay or fatally undermine the western pull-out on which all current calculations are based. Barack Obama's announcement last autumn that he would begin a military draw-down in Afghanistan in mid-2011 caused dismay in Delhi. It exacerbated existing worries that Obama is not interested in India or its concerns and does not afford it sufficient strategic importance. MK Bhadrakumar, a former ambassador, summed up Indian thinking in the Asia Times. He said policymakers were "deeply disturbed" the US wanted to end the war in Afghanistan with the Taliban's reintegration and reconciliation. "They want the fighting to go on and on until the Taliban are bled white and vanquished from the face of the earth". India's objections to peace talks arise directly from its conviction that key Afghan Taliban groups are the creatures of Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence spy agency. In its view, such connections mirror Pakistani security establishment links to the Punjab-based Lashkar-e-Taiba, blamed for the 2008 Mumbai atrocities and for a long history of attacks in Indian Kashmir. Speaking after a Pakistani man was found guilty this week over the Mumbai attack, India's home minister, Palaniappan Chidambaram, said he knew where ultimate responsibility lay: "The judgment itself is a message to Pakistan that they should not export terrorism to India." India is also pushing back against perceived Pakistani efforts to weaken Delhi's influence in Afghanistan, where it has invested $1.3bn in aid projects since 2001. Bomb attacks on its embassy and Kabul hotels housing Indian nationals are traced back to Pakistan. "India fears that Pakistan is preparing the ground for pro-Pakistan elements from the Taliban to negotiate with Kabul in an attempt to force India out of Afghanistan after American forces start withdrawal," said Pakistani author Ahmed Rashid. Hamid Karzai, the Afghan president, is due to hold peace talks with Taliban elements later this month, and India is busy making its views known. In talks with prime minister Manmohan Singh in Delhi last week, Karzai reportedly gave assurances that the reintegration process would be tackled with "prudence and caution" and would be "inclusive and transparent". India's worries that Pakistan, by inserting itself in the centre of the peace process, will either fix it or wreck it, depending on its self-interest at the time, may be shared in Washington. But the US is now determined to keep both Pakistan's military and Karzai sweet, after the recriminations of the last 12 months over battlefield setbacks. With an offensive looming in Kandahar, the immediate US focus is on beating back the Taliban in the south, keeping Pakistan's tribal belt under pressure, strengthening the Afghan government's future negotiating position, and ensuring that "Afghanisation" will work sufficiently well to allow the troops to leave. The Indians will lobby Obama when he visits later this year. But right now, Delhi's insecurities and resentments are not a top priority. There is also some sympathy for Pakistan's long-standing complaints that by involving itself in Afghanistan, India is surreptitiously trying to encircle Pakistan and is training and funding Baluch separatists. Amid rising region-wide tensions, in which China, Russia and Iran also hold cards, the risk is increasing that the jockeying for position over Afghanistan could fatally complicate US and British hopes of finally extricating themselves from the quagmire into which they strayed in 2001. Yet the closer their withdrawal gets, the less leverage they can apply. Rather than the end of the Afghan war, this sounds uncomfortably like the resumption of a regional one.

China wants US withdrawal
China wants to replace US occupation of Afghanistan with a coordinated regional strategy

Bhadrakumar, 10 - was a career diplomat in the Indian Foreign Service (MK, “The winner takes all in Afghanistan,” Asia Times, 2/13, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LB13Df02.html)


China repudiates US's strategy 
Chinese Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi spelt out in great deal during his speeches at London and Istanbul that Beijing intends to play an active role to safeguard its interests. 
Yang outlined the kind of Afghanistan that China wishes to see emerge out of the abyss. First and foremost, it has to be a peaceful and stable Afghanistan that "eradicates the threat of terrorism". Two, it should be an Afghanistan that accepts the "existence of diverse ethnic groups, religions and political affiliations and rises above their differences to achieve comprehensive and enduring national reconciliation". 
The accent on pluralism is a virtual rejection of the fundamentalist ideology of Wahhabism practiced by the Pashtun-dominated Taliban. Three, Afghanistan should "enjoy inviolable sovereign independence, territorial integrity and national dignity. Its future and destiny should be determined and its state affairs run by its own people." 
In essence, China expects a total and unconditional vacation of foreign occupation. Four, Yang highlighted repeatedly the centrality of regional powers in efforts to stabilize Afghanistan. Afghanistan "should be a part of the regional cooperation mechanisms ... Countries of the region have special associations with Afghanistan." 
He added, "There are now quite a number of mechanisms and initiatives regarding Afghanistan. Countries in the region should increase communication to ensure that the relevant mechanisms are viable, practical and efficient and can play a positive role ... We should avoid overlapping of various mechanisms ... we should be open and inclusive and promote sound interaction with other partners ... It is imperative to respect the leading role of the United Nations in coordinating international efforts and demonstrate openness and transparency." 
Yang then added a punchline: "Countries from outside the region should vigorously support the efforts of countries in the region and fully appreciate their difficulties in order to foster sound interactions between the two." In effect, he challenged the US's monopoly of conflict-resolution. 
Yang demanded that the Obama administration should get off the back of Afghan President Hamid Karzai. He asked Washington to "respect the leading role of Afghanistan in economic reconstruction and let the Afghan government and people sit in the driver's seat. China supports channeling more assistance through the Afghan government and making more investment ... on the basis of equal consultations with the Afghan government."

