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Afghanistan Neg

***Topicality***

INC - Topicality Combat Troops

A. Interpretation - Presence requires regular, non-combat activities – forces engaged in combat or one-time noncombat missions aren’t part of U.S. presence

Thomason, 2 – Project Leader, Institute for Defense Analysis (James, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD,” July, http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.122.1144&rep=rep1&type=pdf

 

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE? 

Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions.

By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” 

We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? 

Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.

 

B. Violation – Removing combat troops from Afghanistan doesn’t reduce military presence.

 

C. Topicality’s a Voting Issue – 

1. Limits – Allowing combat missions breaks notion of permanence in the phrase “military presence,” justifying preventing potential rapid responses and one time interventions that explodes the literature base, destroying predictability. 

 

2. Negative ground – Presence missions are about deterrence and reassurance – including combat missions avoids core negative disads. 
***DA’s***

1NC - Terrorism DA

Withdrawal from Afghanistan would intensify terrorist ambitions, allowing extremist takeover of Pakistan and giving terrorists access to nuclear weapons. 


CBS 09, (Frank Viviano, Longtime foreign correspondent for CBS, 9/22, CBS, “The Brink of Disaster in Afghanistan,” http://cbs5.com/worldview/afghanistan.war.disaster.2.1201006.html, AY)

“The insurgents cannot defeat us militarily," McChrystal added, "but we can defeat ourselves." A NEW DAWN FOR TERRORISM "The consequences of a withdrawal would be disastrous," agrees Afghan writer Khaled Hosseini, UN special ambassador on refugees, who recently testified on the conflict before the U.S. Senate's Foreign Affairs Committee. "This is not a war that any of us would have chosen to fight, but it is the reality that confronts us." That reality encompasses many disturbing issues. Chief among them is the power of Islamic terrorism, which has been the world's chief security concern for more than a decade. In the past two years, there has been growing reason to hope that the threat is on the wane, chiefly because new models have emerged to inspire the Muslim young. Perhaps the most influential is the opposition movement in Iran, where fundamentalist Islam seized the world's attention with the overthrow of the Shah in 1979 – and where it now apears to be in steep decline. There are abundant signs that Iran's reactionary mullahs and their political henchman, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, have lost popular legitimacy in the wake of June's fixed election. Some 70 percent of Iranians were born after 1979, and they are clearly chafing under the regime's puritanical restrictions. A return to the moderate Islamic policies of former President Mohammad Khatami – or to full-fledged secular government in Iran – would have global implications. Next door in Turkey, a moderate Islamic party already holds power, and is steadily pressing its case for entry into the European Union. Under Recep Tayyip Erdogan, prime minister since 2003, Turkey has consistently demonstrated that economic progress, personal freedom and mainstream Islamic values are compatible. An unambiguous Taliban victory, however, would spectacularly revitalize violent fundamentalism, giving new life to its romantic appeal and ability to recruit fighters and suicide bombers. That development, too, would bear global implications. "The perceived defeat of the USA and NATO, the most powerful alliance in the history of the world" would have a "hugely intoxicating impact on extremists worldwide," predicts General David Richards, Chief of the British Army General Staff and former head of the 9,000-strong British force in Afghanistan. "Anything might then be possible in their eyes and that's what we should expect…" NUCLEAR NIGHTMARE MADE REAL Withdrawal would ratchet global security back to the late 1990s, when unimpeded terrorist indoctrination and training by Al Qaeda in Taliban-governed Afghanistan led directly to the carnage at the World Trade Center and Pentagon. They were followed, in the next four years, by bloody assaults on urban rail systems in London and Madrid and residential and tourist complexes in Indonesia and Saudi Arabia. Since the Taliban were overthrown in late 2001, Al Qaeda and other extremist organizations have been constantly on the run. Many of their leaders have successfully eluded capture, but their ability to strike outside of war zones in Iraq and Afghanistan has been seriously diminished. The last significant attack on Western Europe or North America was in 2005. An abandoned Afghanistan is almost certain to re-emerge as terrorism central headquarters, an outlaw state at a strategic intersection between east and west, north and south. Its fate is the common concern of such otherwise dubious bedfellows as Russia and its former Central Asian satellites, Turkey, the United States, France, Britain, and Germany, China, India, Indonesia and Malaysia, North Africa and the Arabian Peninsula. All of them have suffered attacks at the hands of militant Islamic extremists – including their own citizens – who were trained in Afghanistan. 
"We don't live in an isolated world," says Khaled Hosseini. "An unstable Afghanistan is not only dangerous for my people, but also for the region and for the West. We had proof of that on September 11, 2001." Finally and most chillingly, there is Pakistan: nuclear-armed and teetering endlessly between lukewarm support for the peacekeeping effort and a clandestine role as the Taliban's major arms supplier. As long as the world remains focused on establishing stability in Afghanistan, providing it with serious economic and military assistance, Pakistan's full takeover by extremists will remain unlikely. If Afghanistan is abandoned to the Taliban by international forces, the outlook for Pakistan will immediately change – and the nightmare of nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists will become altogether too real.

Nuclear Terrorism Causes Extinction
Sid-Ahmed, 04 (September 1 2004, Mohamed , Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!”, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm, AY)
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Ext. - IL - Lashkar

Lashkar threatens international security. 
RUBIN 10 (June 15, 2010, ALISSA J., “Militant Group Expands Attacks in Afghanista,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/16/world/asia/16lashkar.html?scp=27&sq=afghanistan&st=cse, AY)


A number of experts now say Lashkar presents more of a threat in Afghanistan than even Al Qaeda does, because its operatives are from the region, less readily identified and less resented than the Arabs who make up Al Qaeda’s ranks. There were a few Lashkar cells in Afghanistan three or four years ago, but they were not focused on Indian targets and, until recently, their presence seemed to be diminishing. A recent Pentagon report to Congress on Afghanistan listed Lashkar as one of the major extremist threats here. In Congressional testimony in March by Pakistan experts, the group was described as having ambitions well beyond India. “They are active now in six or eight provinces” in Afghanistan, said a senior NATO intelligence official who, like others interviewed for this article, spoke on the condition of anonymity because he was not allowed to speak publicly on the subject. “They are currently most interested in Indian targets here, but they can readily trade attacks on international targets for money or influence or an alliance with other groups,” he said. Lashkar’s capabilities, terrorism experts say, have grown in recent years, since the group relocated many of its operations to Pakistan’s tribal areas, where it trades intelligence, training and expertise with other militant groups, including Al Qaeda, the Taliban and the insurgent network run by Siraj Haqqani, also a longtime asset of Pakistan.
Ext. - IL - Withdrawal increases terrorism

Withdrawal leads to terrorism - history proves. 


GOP 09 (9/17/09, GOP, “Afghanistan—a war of necessity,” http://www.gop.gov/policy-news/09/09/17/afghanistan-a-war-of-necessity, AY) 


Question: Would a loss in Afghanistan inspire the enemies of the U.S.? Answer: Yes. The effects of an American military loss or premature withdrawal would be grave. Although the U.S. is present in Afghanistan for quite different reasons than the Soviet Union was and the Afghan people are supportive of our efforts, the Soviet defeat in Afghanistan did lay the groundwork for the September 11th attacks by inspiring jihadists with the idea that they could humble a superpower. As the Wall Street Journal's Bret Stephens wrote recently, "Put simply, it was the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan that laid much of the imaginative groundwork for 9/11. So imagine the sorts of notions that would take root in the minds of jihadists-and the possibilities that would open up to them-if the U.S. was to withdraw from Afghanistan in its own turn." A U.S. defeat would be another huge political and ideological victory which could be used to recruit a new wave of jihadists. A loss could also lead to a full-blown return of the Taliban, destruction of a fledgling democracy, and an unstable neighbor to Pakistan and other countries in the region. In other words, Afghanistan continues to be key to the war on terrorism and cannot be abandoned.
Ext. - Impact - Terrorism 

Terrorism Risks Extinction
Alexander 03 (8/28/, 03Washington Times, “Terrorism myths and realities” professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Yonah, AY)


Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself.   Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns.   It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers.   Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna].    Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"?   There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare.   Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.   The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.
1NC - Instability DA

Withdrawing troops will destabilize Afghanistan, destabilizing Pakistan and the entire Central Asian Region 

Felbab-Brown, 6/23/10 - Brookings Foreign Policy Fellow (Vanda, “Afghanistan, Human Rights, Democracy Promotion, Economic Development, U.S. Military,” Sydney Morning Herald, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0623_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx?p=1 CT)
The long hot spring and summer in Afghanistan have brought mixed, and sometimes very bitter, news. United States forces have experienced some of the bloodiest months. This week Australia lost three soldiers and the British death toll reached 300. Other allies have experienced similar losses. Insecurity continues to be very high in many parts of Afghanistan. The Marja operation to clear the Taliban from one of its strongholds seemed to go well during the initial operations, but insecurity has crept back, threatening the progress. In southern Afghanistan the Taliban are campaigning to assassinate government officials, and even ordinary Afghans who take part in programs sponsored by the international coalition, such as rural development. Kandahar - the second-most strategic area after Kabul - was supposed to be the locus of the military push this summer. But Kandaharis have largely rejected strong military action, prompting strategy change to one of economic aid arriving first and buying political support for tougher security operations later. Problematic and often rapacious warlords-cum-government officials abound, driven by power and profit, and undermine efforts to improve governance. The central government remains an uneasy partner, and President Hamid Karzai is often seen as unwilling to focus on service delivery and to combat pervasive corruption. All this has many asking: why are we there? A key objective in Afghanistan is to make sure it does not again become a haven for virulent salafi groups - extremist Sunni religious groups that embrace violent jihad against apostates and infidels - like al-Qaeda. The September 11 attacks were perpetrated out of Afghanistan, and al-Qaeda - while now largely in Pakistan - has lost none of its zeal to strike Western countries and undermine governments in Asia and the Middle East. If part of Afghanistan came to be controlled by salafi groups or the Taliban sympathetic to such groups, their capacity to increase the lethality and frequency of their terrorist attacks would only increase. Nor can the counter-terrorism objective be easily accomplished from afar. Human intelligence and co-operation from on-the-ground local actors is often critical for the success of counter-terrorism operations. However, few Afghans, including the powerbrokers in charge of militias who co-operate with the international force, will have an interest in persisting in the effort if they believe it abandoned them to the mercy of the Taliban. An equally important strategic reason for the sacrifices in Afghanistan is to prevent a further destabilisation of Pakistan and, as a result, the entire Central and South Asian region. In Pakistan, its tribal areas and Baluchistan have been host to many of these salafi groups, and the Afghan Taliban uses them as safe havens. But while Pakistan's co-operation in tackling these safe havens is important for the operations in Afghanistan, the reverse is also true. If Afghanistan is unstable and harbours salafi groups that leak into Pakistan, Pakistan becomes deeply destabilised. Any collapse or internal fragmentation in Pakistan could set off one of the most dangerous security threats in Asia, and the world. Pakistan is a large Muslim country with nuclear weapons, existing in a precarious peace with neighbouring India. The Pakistani state has been hollowed out, with its administrative structures in steady decline since its inception, major macro-economic deficiencies, deep poverty and marginalisation that persists amid a semi-feudal power distribution, often ineffective and corrupt political leadership, social and ethnic internal fragmentation, and challenged security forces. The internal security challenge is far more insidious than recently experienced by the Pakistani military in the tribal and Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa areas: far more than the Pashtun Pakistani Taliban in the tribal areas, it is the Punjabi groups - such as the Punjabi Taliban, Lashkar-e-Taiba, Sipah-e-Sahaba - who pose a deep threat to Pakistan. The more Pakistan feels threatened by a hostile government or instability in Afghanistan, the less likely it will be willing and able to take on these groups. A defeat in Afghanistan would greatly boost salafi groups throughout the world: a great power would, again, be seen as having been defeated by the salafists in Afghanistan. The world has made a commitment to the Afghan people to help them improve their difficult conditions and not abandon them again. Although often caricatured as anti-Western, anti-government, anti-modern and stuck in medieval times, Afghans crave what others do - relief from violence and insecurity, and economic progress to relieve dire poverty. But the world should not be fighting a difficult counter-insurgency there to bring Afghanistan democracy, human rights and women's liberation. We cannot dispense these goods to others from abroad: the Afghans need to obtain them through their own social progress and struggles. The ownership and commitment needs to be their own. 

Pakistan Collapse leads to nuclear war with India 

Brooks, ‘7 - Senior Fellow at the Heritage Foundation (Peter, 7/2, “BARACK'S BLUNDER INVADE A NUCLEAR POWER?” http://www.nypost.com/seven/08022007/postopinion/opedcolumnists/baracks_blunder_opedcolumnists_peter_brookes.htm?page=2)

The fall of Musharraf's government might well lead to a takeover by pro-U.S. elements of the Pakistani military - but other possible outcomes are extremely unpleasant, including the ascendance of Islamist factions.  The last thing we need is for Islamabad to fall to the extremists. That would exacerbate the problem of those terrorist safe havens that Obama apparently thinks he could invade.  And it would also put Pakistan's nuclear arsenal into the wrong hands.  That could lead to a number of nightmarish scenarios - a nuclear war with India over Kashmir, say, or the use of nuclear weapons by a terrorist group against any number of targets, including the United States. 

Indo-Pak Conflict will Escalate to Nuclear War and Extinction

Fai 7/8/01 (Ghulam Nabi; Executive director - Kashmiri American Council) Washington Times l/n wbw)
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex.   The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear -capable India and Pakistan.  It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe.  The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.   This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view.  The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries.  Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles.  Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations.  Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.  

Ext. - Links 

Withdrawing Afghan troops results in civil war, Pakistani instability and nuclear war

PARIS 9 -- Roland Paris is director of the Centre for International Policy Studies and associate professor in the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs at the University of Ottawa. (11/03/09, Roland, “In Afghanistan, One Last Shot”, http://aix1.uottawa.ca/~rparis/Globe_3Nov2009.html AZ)

By all appearances, Mr. Obama will not heed these calls – at least, not yet. Although the costs of continuing the mission are enormous and the risk of failure is real, he likely recognizes that precipitous disengagement poses even greater dangers. If NATO forces left Afghanistan, the most probable outcome would be an all-out civil war pitting the Taliban and their allies against a remobilized Northern Alliance. The scale of violence would almost certainly dwarf the relatively small-scale guerrilla war now under way. Any chance of working with more moderate leaders would evaporate, and transnational jihadist groups, still bent on attacking the West, would likely cross over from Pakistan and re-establish themselves in Afghanistan. We've seen this movie before – in the 1990s, including America's reliance on ineffectual cruise-missile strikes from a distance – and it had a terrible ending. Even more troubling, renewed civil war in Afghanistan could further destabilize Pakistan. Elements of the Taliban have turned their sights on Islamabad. If the Afghan insurgency were to gain greater freedom of operation in Afghanistan, those seeking to overthrow Pakistan's government probably would also grow stronger. Beyond the threat these groups pose to Pakistan's stability, some have also been involved in terrorist attacks on India, Pakistan's historic rival. (Some jihadist groups were allegedly created by Pakistan's intelligence service for this purpose.) How long would the Indian government stand by, without taking direct military action, if Pakistan-based militants launched more frequent and devastating attacks on India? To cap it off, Pakistan also has nuclear weapons, as does India. The prospect of Pakistan's nukes falling into the wrong hands is deeply unnerving. We are told these weapons are secure, but how reliable are these assurances? Just last month, militants succeeded in penetrating the Pakistani army's headquarters. For all these reasons, Mr. Obama will almost certainly conclude that this is not the time to withdraw from Afghanistan. But it is also unlikely that he – or the increasingly war-fatigued American people – will tolerate continued failure much longer. Gen. McChrystal seems to understand this, too. In a recently leaked report, he offered the following blunt warning: “Failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum in the near term (next 12 months) – while Afghan security capacity matures – risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible.” In other words, the possibility of long-term success in Afghanistan – minimally defined as the existence of an Afghan government capable of maintaining a reasonable degree of security in most areas of the country – is years away, even in the best-case scenario. But it will be impossible to achieve this outcome if, in the short run, NATO can't at least halt the progressive worsening of conditions in Afghanistan. This is the litmus test for Gen. McChrystal's approach: Can his strategy, within one or two years, stem the steady slide toward defeat? If, by then, the insurgency is still strengthening and the Afghan government is still weakening, it is difficult to imagine maintaining a massive U.S. military force in Afghanistan, because there will be little remaining hope of building up an Afghan government with the capacity to provide for its own security. But we are not there yet. Nor is a turnaround impossible. Conditions in Iraq were arguably bleaker before the American “surge” in 2007 than they are in Afghanistan today. And for now, the costs of continuing the mission along the lines recommended by Gen. McChrystal are still outweighed by the risks of withdrawal. Yet, time is very short. The mission seems to be entering a decisive phase: either the final hurrah before withdrawal, or a dramatic turnaround offering the hope of achieving longer-term stability in Afghanistan.

Withdrawing troops emboldens Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan

BBC 09 (November 19, 2009, BBC Worldwide Monitoring, “Afghan daily says foreign troop withdrawal would be "strategic mistake," LexisNexis, AY)

It seems that the alarm signal is being sounded for the withdrawal of foreign troops at a time when the USA is talking about increasing its military forces. The NATO secretary-general and German and British officials are talking about handing over responsibility for maintaining security to the Afghans and gradually withdrawing their forces within the framework of a new scheme. NATO Secretary-General Rasmussen said at the summit of NATO foreign and defence ministers that from next year they would start withdrawing of NATO forces from some parts of Afghanistan and hand over responsibility for security to the Afghan police and security forces. It seems that the foreign troops are confused and split after eight years war of attrition. In view of the emphasis of the US officials on sending additional forces and the refusal of other countries to do so, the USA will bear the burden of the war against the Taleban. The main question is whether or not America will manage to continue the costly war alone. Furthermore, the exit strategy of the forces can convey other messages as well. The first is that such an issue is proposed on the eve of the president's inauguration ceremony and the formation of the new cabinet. Now it is clear that the proposal is partly designed to exert pressure on new Afghan government. The main question that arises here is why the withdrawal was not carried out four years ago when no district was under the Taliban control and they were not strong enough at that time. Today, the NATO officials are well aware of the strength, resources and credibility of the Afghan police and how can the national army ensure its air security with two US donated planes? Afghanistan is unable to hold its national events and blocks the air and land for holding the inauguration ceremony; therefore, in view of such a situation can we speak about the improvement of security situation and handing over the charge of maintaining security to the Afghans? One point that should not be forgotten is that none of the Afghans love the foreign forces and the long-term presence of these forces is not to the country's benefit but the withdrawal scheme will not produce any result but emboldening neighbouring countries. Experience has shown that pulling foreign forces out of from any district has resulted into the fall of that district. Several times districts have been captured and handed over to the domestic forces but it has not been stabilized. Therefore, NATO officials should study their strategy profoundly, before it is too late. Maybe the issue of withdrawal is proposed to quell the flaming atmosphere in the NATO member countries, but the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah benefit from these reports more than anyone else. It is good that the security officials should realize their responsibility and they should not hope that the foreign forces will ensure the Afghans' security for decades, but more than anyone else they should think responsibly about the security of the country. Based on such considerations the untimely withdrawal of international forces at the time when the Afghans are not able to take charge of maintaining security, the departure will be regarded as a big strategic mistake that its consequences will not only harm the Afghans but the foreign countries will face its negative consequences as well.
Withdrawing troops from Afghanistan allows Taliban to invade Afghanistan 
ABC News, 6/21/10 (David, “The Conversation: Are We Leaving Afghanistan Too Soon?” http://abcnews.go.com/WN/conversation-leaving-afghanistan/story?id=10971696, AY)
But in today's Conversation, David Kilcullen, a senior advisor to the U.S. military on counterinsurgency, war strategy and counterterrorism, tells ABC'sDiane Sawyer that the president's goal might be too ambitous. According to Kilcullen, if the U.S. leaves before stabilizing the region, it will leave power in the hands of a corrupt and instable government. The Taliban was born in Afghanistan and has deep ties to the region -- Kilcullen argues that pulling the troops too soon would leave the government, and its people, once again vulnerable to the Taliban's control. Kilcullen's latest book titled "Counterinsurgency" lays out his plan for a stable withdrawal from Afghanistan. A former lieutenant colonel in the Australian army, he has spent time in both Iraq and Afghanistan and advised General David Petraeus and the U.S.State Department on counterinsurgency strategy. Sawyer and Kilcullen also discuss if leaks of internal military documents on websites such as Wikileaks a significant threat to U.S. military security. And how corruption within President Hamid Karzai's government could leave it weak to attacks from terrorists 

Ext. - IL - Afghan Instability = Pakistan Collapse

Afghan instability will cause Pakistan to collapse

Senor and Wehner 09 - adjunct senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and a senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center (Dan and Peter, 9/3, “Afghanistna is not ‘Obama’s War’,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204731804574390631037605374.html, AY)


The war in Afghanistan is a crucial part of America's broader struggle against militant Islam. If we were to fail in Afghanistan, it would have calamitous consequences for both Pakistan and American credibility. It would consign the people of Afghanistan to misery and hopelessness. And Afghanistan would once again become home to a lethal mix of terrorists and insurgents and a launching point for attacks against Western and U.S. interests. Neighboring governments—especially Pakistan's with its nuclear weapons—could quickly be destabilized and collapse. Progress and eventual success in Afghanistan—which is difficult but doable—would, when combined with a similar outcome in Iraq, constitute a devastating blow against jihadists and help stabilize a vital and volatile region.

Pakistan will accommodate Taliban if troops withdraw
WSJ 09 (9-3-, 2009Wall Street Journal “We can still win a counterinsurgency, but not on the cheap” http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allPrintDocs/01489F20504B818E87257626000B84FF?OpenDocument, AY)

A U.S. withdrawal would also complicate Pakistan's anti-jihadist task, undermining the progress of recent months. The Pakistan military has long believed the U.S. to be an unreliable ally, flooding them with cash and ultimatums in a crisis, only to leave or lose interest when the threat recedes or the going gets tough. Would Pakistan's military, in particular, stay on offense against the Taliban in Waziristan if its officers see the U.S. walking away next door? More likely, they will reach their own accommodation with the Taliban, as they did during the 1990s. This, too, would only help al Qaeda.

Ext. - Impact Calc. - Probability

Removing troops in Afghanistan would create most likely conditions for collapse of Pakistan  
Kagan and O’Hanlon 07, (11/18/07, Frederick W. AEI, and Michael Senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. NYT, http://www.aei.org/article/27122, AY)

As the government of Pakistan totters, we must face a fact: the United States simply could not stand by as a nuclear-armed Pakistan descended into the abyss. Nor would it be strategically prudent to withdraw our forces from an improving situation in Iraq to cope with a deteriorating one in Pakistan. We need to think--now--about our feasible military options in Pakistan, should it really come to that. We do not intend to be fear mongers. Pakistan's officer corps and ruling elites remain largely moderate and more interested in building a strong, modern state than in exporting terrorism or nuclear weapons to the highest bidder. But then again, Americans felt similarly about the shah's regime in Iran until it was too late. Moreover, Pakistan's intelligence services contain enough sympathizers and supporters of the Afghan Taliban, and enough nationalists bent on seizing the disputed province of Kashmir from India, that there are grounds for real worries. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. The most likely possible dangers are these: a complete collapse of Pakistani government rule that allows an extreme Islamist movement to fill the vacuum; a total loss of federal control over outlying provinces, which splinter along ethnic and tribal lines; or a struggle within the Pakistani military in which the minority sympathetic to the Taliban and Al Qaeda try to establish Pakistan as a state sponsor of terrorism. All possible military initiatives to avoid those possibilities are daunting. With 160 million people, Pakistan is more than five times the size of Iraq. It would take a long time to move large numbers of American forces halfway across the world. And unless we had precise information about the location of all of Pakistan's nuclear weapons and materials, we could not rely on bombing or using Special Forces to destroy them. The task of stabilizing a collapsed Pakistan is beyond the means of the United States and its allies. Rule-of-thumb estimates suggest that a force of more than a million troops would be required for a country of this size. Thus, if we have any hope of success, we would have to act before a complete government collapse, and we would need the cooperation of moderate Pakistani forces. One possible plan would be a Special Forces operation with the limited goal of preventing Pakistan's nuclear materials and warheads from getting into the wrong hands. Given the degree to which Pakistani nationalists cherish these assets, it is unlikely the United States would get permission to destroy them. Somehow, American forces would have to team with Pakistanis to secure critical sites and possibly to move the material to a safer place. For the United States, the safest bet would be shipping the material to someplace like New Mexico; but even pro-American Pakistanis would be unlikely to cooperate. More likely, we would have to settle for establishing a remote redoubt within Pakistan, with the nuclear technology guarded by elite Pakistani forces backed up (and watched over) by crack international troops. It is realistic to think that such a mission might be undertaken within days of a decision to act. The price for rapid action and secrecy, however, would probably be a very small international coalition. A second, broader option would involve supporting the core of the Pakistani armed forces as they sought to hold the country together in the face of an ineffective government, seceding border regions and Al Qaeda and Taliban assassination attempts against the leadership. This would require a sizable combat force--not only from the United States, but ideally also other Western powers and moderate Muslim nations. Even if we were not so committed in Iraq and Afghanistan, Western powers would need months to get the troops there. Fortunately, given the longstanding effectiveness of Pakistan's security forces, any process of state decline probably would be gradual, giving us the time to act. So, if we got a large number of troops into the country, what would they do? The most likely directive would be to help Pakistan's military and security forces hold the country's center--primarily the region around the capital, Islamabad, and the populous areas like Punjab Province to its south. We would also have to be wary of internecine warfare within the Pakistani security forces. Pro-American moderates could well win a fight against extremist sympathizers on their own. But they might need help if splinter forces or radical Islamists took control of parts of the country containing crucial nuclear materials. The task of retaking any such regions and reclaiming custody of any nuclear weapons would be a priority for our troops. If a holding operation in the nation's center was successful, we would probably then seek to establish order in the parts of Pakistan where extremists operate. Beyond propping up the state, this would benefit American efforts in Afghanistan by depriving terrorists of the sanctuaries they have long enjoyed in Pakistan's tribal and frontier regions. The great paradox of the post-cold war world is that we are both safer, day to day, and in greater peril than before. There was a time when volatility in places like Pakistan was mostly a humanitarian worry; today it is as much a threat to our basic security as Soviet tanks once were. We must be militarily and diplomatically prepared to keep ourselves safe in such a world. Pakistan may be the next big test. 

***Case Frontlines***

1NC - Inherency 
Shift to Petraeus won’t change Afghanistan withdrawal dates

Walt 10--- professor of international affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government (06/24/10, Foreign Policy, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/a_do_over_in_afghanistan AZ)

 
Contrary to what many (but not all) commentators seem to think, the firing of Stanley McChrystal and his replacement by General David Petraeus is not that significant. To be more precise, it will only be a significant event if Obama uses this shift as an opportunity to move towards withdrawal. Otherwise, we'll just rearrange some deck chairs and watch the war effort continue to founder. Until the Rolling Stone article surfaced, there was little sign that Obama was unhappy with McChrystal's handling of the war. (Gareth Porter of IPS reports that there was in fact growing discontent within the administration over the lack of progress, but it hadn't surfaced in any visible way.) More importantly, there was no sign that Petraeus had serious problems with McChrystal's performance or visible doubts about the need to continue the fight until "victory" was achieved. Don't forget that Petraeus's status and prestige is based on his knowledge of and commitment to counter-insurgency (COIN) warfare, and COIN is exactly what McChrystal was doing too. Unlike the "surge" in Iraq, which involved a fundamental shift in U.S. strategy and tactics, there is no reason to expect Petraeus to implement a fundamentally different approach in Afghanistan. The subhead in today's New York Times says it all: "Obama Says Afghan Policy Won't Change after Dismissal." Uh-oh. There is also no reason to believe Petraeus will achieve significantly different results because the problem in Afghanistan is not the quality of our generals. Bad leadership can hamper a war effort, of course, but it is a fallacy to think that all we need to do is get the right leader in place at the top and then all will be well. (Military history is often written in ways that glorifies the role of the "great captains," but there's a lot more to military success than just a smart and inspired commanders). 
1NC - Hegemony 

Withdrawal from Afghanistan will collapse US hegemony and destroy NATO credibility 

Twining, ‘9 (Dan, 9/30, “Stakes in Afghanistan go well beyond Afghanistan,” Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan CT)
The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?  Russia appears to be quietly reveling in the prospect that NATO, which appeared so threatening to Russian eyes during its multiple rounds of enlargement during the 1990s, could be defeated in its first real out-of-area operation. A NATO defeat in Afghanistan would call into question the future of the alliance and the credibility of American leadership with it, possibly creating a new and lasting transatlantic breach and intensifying concerns about the alliance's ability to protect weak European states against a resurgent Russia. China has no interest in Afghanistan's collapse into a sanctuary for Islamist extremists, including Uighers who militate against China's rule in Xinjiang. But a Western defeat in Afghanistan, which if historical precedent holds would be followed by a bout of U.S. isolationism, would only create more space for China to pursue its (for now) peaceful rise.  And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other.  By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values. 
1NC - Afghan Stability

1. US withdrawal creates a power vacuum - regional powers, terrorist groups and Taliban jockeying for control
Rashid 10, (5/26/10, Ahmid Rashid- Pakistani journalist based in Lahore writing for magazines and academic journals, “America’s Fatal flaw’s in Afghanistan,” http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,696662,00.html S.D.)

No matter how many times President Barack Obama and his senior officials tell the world that the Americans will not be pulling out of Afghanistan in just 13 months time, most Afghans believe that the US endgame is already well under way. The same is true for governments of neighboring countries known for their interference and influence-seeking in the Hindu Kush. That means everyone from Afghan warlords to Taliban and al-Qaida commanders to intelligence agencies in neighboring states have upped their game to undercut rivals, achieve their aims and further their influence. The danger is that Afghanistan will once again become, in the words of Lord Curzon, the 19th century British imperial figure, "the cockpit of Asia.''
2. Military destroying drug trade now, inhibiting this primary Taliban and Al Qaeda funding source necessary to stabilize Afghanistan. 
Washington Times, 10 (2/12/10, Washington Times, Disrupting Taliban’s Dope Business, http://prairiepundit.blogspot.com/2010/02/disrupting-talibans-dope-business.html S.D.)
 

The U.S. military assault under way in southern Afghanistan seeks to oust Taliban forces but has the secondary mission of disrupting insurgent drug trafficking in a region notorious for large-scale opium production, U.S. and Afghan officials said Sunday. A main goal of the military operation involving about 15,000 Marines, British troops and some Afghan soldiers that began Friday in Helmand province is to try to win support of local Afghans. The secondary mission of the operation, in what is seen as a shift in the military's strategy, is disrupting the Taliban's drug trade — the key source of funding for weapons and explosives used in the insurgency. The military had long separated itself from fighting the drug trade in Afghanistan. In recent years, however, U.S. and NATO military officials have concluded that breaking up the Taliban insurgency would have to include cutting off their source of funding, said a U.S. official with knowledge of drug operations in the region. "We can't do one without the other," the official said. "It's vital to break up their ability to fund themselves. The military has become more aware of that and works closely with the drug enforcement operations in the region." U.S. military officials estimate that the Taliban and al Qaeda receive up to 40 percent of their funding from the drug trade. The United Nations estimates that it is closer to 60 percent of all money garnered by the insurgents and terrorists. The nexus between the Taliban insurgency and the Afghan drug trade has made drug eradication central to the war in Afghanistan, especially to the strategy of curtailing the Taliban's ability to raise funding. The joint forces operations against poppy cultivation involve the Drug Enforcement Administration, the FBI and the CIA, in addition to the military. A U.S. counternarcotics official, whose agency works closely with the military, told The Washington Times in an earlier interview that "traffickers are responsible for the movement of millions of dollars of drugs, much of which goes right into the Taliban's coffers," and ongoing operations show direct links to other terrorist organizations in the region. The troops have found a good bit of dope already along with supplies for building IEDs. Controlling this area will make a serious dent in the enemy's logistics efforts.
EXT. #2 - Military stops drug trade

Withdrawing troops fractures stability, increasing drug trade. 
DAILY NATION, 10 (6/6/10, DAILY NATIONS, “US pullout may not help Afghanistan,” http://www.nation.co.ke/News/world/-/1068/933150/-/um37dk/-/, AY)
The Commander of US and Nato forces in Afghanistan General Stanley McCrystal has said that it will be wrong to believe that stability will return to this troubled country after the pullout of American troops. US President Barack Obama has promised to begin withdrawing American soldiers from Afghanistan in July of 2011, but all those who believe that the presence of foreign troops in Afghanistan is the cause of the country’s instability will be disappointed, declared Gen McCrystal. Afghan nationals do not trust the local authorities to provide security for the nation unaided at the present time. No win situation It is a no win situation: withdrawing US troops is bad and leaving them in Afghanistan will bring neither peace nor stability. Nine years of the so-called anti-terrorism operation have not produced the desired results, but the task of bringing peace and stability to Afghanistan should not be left to the US alone, said some independent experts. Troops from Iran, Pakistan and Turkey could be deployed in Afghanistan under a UN mandate, and stationed in different areas. Troops from Muslim countries could be more effective than dispatching servicemen from Europe, the US and other non-Muslim states. The psychology of Muslim countries, which view believers of other religions not only as invaders, but precisely as civilised antipode should not be ignored. In view of this, countries professing a similar faith can do much more in Afghanistan than what Americans are trying to do at present. Americans are forced to admit their impotence; General McCrystal has practically admitted the failure of the much heralded winter operation in Helmand province. The Taliban who were initially driven out of the province have reappeared much stronger, and giving American servicemen a run for their money. History is repeating itself: The US is suffering the same fate as the Soviet Union before it. Americans soldiers are controlling certain areas only and defending and protecting themselves. The use of the military will amount to a waste of time, resources and energy for hunting down the Taliban is like looking for a needle in a haystack. Deserting Afghanistan without a restraining force is extremely dangerous; the country will be carved up into small units under the control of field commanders in no time at all, triggering the flourishing of lawlessness and illegal drugs trade. Solution of the Afghan quagmire is the duty UN Security Council and not of the US and Nato. (Agencies)
EXT. #2 - Drug Trade key Funding
Drug trade is primary funding for Taliban and Al Qaeda 
Perl, 09 (8/5/01, Raphael F.  Perl - Specialist in International Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, “CRS Report for Congress – Taliban Drug Trade fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/6210.pdf S.D)
In remarks delivered October 2, 2001, British Prime Minister Tony Blair referred to the Taliban as “a regime founded on fear and funded on the drugs trade.”  He stressed that “the biggest drug hoard in the world is in Afghanistan controlled by the Taliban” and that “the arms the Taliban are buying today are paid for with the lives of young British people buying their drugs on British Streets.”8   The Prime Minister’s remarks indicate concern that the Taliban finance a substantial share of their military operations from the drug trade, and use income from the opium trade to fund extremists in neighboring countries such as the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Chechen resistance. Additional news reports citing UN officials, say Afghan drug dealers, expecting a Western military strike, appear to be selling off their narcotics stockpiles for cash.9 The December 2000 International Crime Threat Assessment, produced by an interagency working group chaired by the Central Intelligence Agency, reports that under predominantly Taliban rule, international terrorists and drug traffickers have been able to operate with impunity in Afghanistan.  The Taliban have given sanctuary to renegade Saudi terrorist Osama Bin Laden, allowing him and other terrorist groups to operate training camps in Afghanistan.  Bin Laden, in return, has used his extensive wealth and business network to help financially support the Taliban.  Despite the Taliban’s public condemnation of the illicit narcotics industry, virtually all of Afghanistan’s opium poppy cultivation and morphine base and heroin processing laboratories are located in Taliban- controlled territory.  The Taliban profits from the Afghan drug trade by taxing opium production and drug movements.”10 
Drug trade  funds the Taliban and insurgent groups.
Keyes, 08 (February 29, 2008, Charley, CNN, “U.S.: Afghan drug trade funds Taliban,” http://www.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/asiapcf/02/29/narcotics.report/, AY)

Poppy production in Afghanistan is at record levels and is threatening the government and security there, the U.S. State Department said in a report on worldwide drug sales and production. Although President [Hamid] Karzai has strongly attacked narco-trafficking as the greatest threat to Afghanistan, one-third of the Afghan economy remains opium-based," the International Narcotics Control Strategy Report says. "The government at all levels must be held accountable to deter and eradicate poppy cultivation, remove and prosecute corrupt officials." Poppy production soared last year in southern provinces controlled by insurgents, Assistant Secretary of State David Johnson told reporters. "There is incontrovertible evidence that the Taliban use drug trafficking proceeds to fund insurgent activities," he said. He said the United Nations is predicting that opium production in Afghanistan will fall slightly this year, after recent years of double-digit growth. The two-volume report contains more than 1,100 pages with details of drug sales and production. Don't Miss * Colombian soldiers convicted of killing narcotics cops Twenty nations, including some major U.S. allies, were designated as major drug-producing or drug-transit countries. Burma (also known as Myanmar) and Venezuela were singled out as having "failed demonstrably" to live up to their obligations under anti-drug agreements. Also on the list are Afghanistan, the Bahamas, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti, India, Jamaica, Laos, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay and Peru. Canada was criticized in the report for an increasingly sophisticated marijuana industry. "We remain concerned that the production of high-potency indoor grown marijuana for export to the United States continues to thrive in Canada in part because growers do not consistently face strict legal punishment," the report said. Journalists were briefed on the report by Johnson, assistant secretary of state for international narcotics
Opium main funding to terrorists
Perl, 09 (8/5/01, Raphael F.  Perl - Specialist in International Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, “CRS Report for Congress – Taliban Drug Trade fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/6210.pdf S.D)

There is evidence that many terrorist organizations and some rogue regimes pressed for cash rely on the illicit drug trade as a source of income.  In the case of Afghanistan, reports indicating that the drug trade is a major source of income for the Taliban have received growing attention. According to some reports, the regime uses poppy-derived income to arm, train and support fundamentalist groups including the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Chechen resistance. There have also been allegations of Osama bin Laden’s personal involvement in drug trafficking to finance al Qaeda’s Activities. 
1NC - NATO Alliance

Afghanistan destroyed NATO alliance - no revival possible 

 

BBC, 09 (British Broadcasting Corporation, “Iran Daily: NATO, collapsing from within,” Jomhuri-ye Eslami, p. LexisNexis)

 

General Rick Hillier, the former chief of staff of the Canadian armed forces, unveiled the vast dimensions of internal differences within NATO over the crisis in Afghanistan and said that the war in Afghanistan had transformed the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) into a "decomposing corpse" [punctuation as published here and throughout] which was impossible to revive. The stance taken by the former head of the Canadian armed forces is one of complaint and objection, and reiterates Ottawa's views on the never-ending war whose future holds no bright prospects and which leaves new casualties in its wake every day. Other opinions of this prominent Canadian soldier are as follows: NATO is plagued by widespread and vicious political battles. The jealousies, which increase day by day, create discord amongst its members, and they are regularly tormented by a lack of clarity, cohesion and professionalism. The Canadian army sent 2700 troops to Afghanistan, most of who were stationed in dangerous and volatile regions, while other countries put their forces in safe, peaceful regions. This led to the death of 131 Canadian soldiers. From the time it first set foot in Afghanistan, NATO has lacked a clearly defined strategy. It did not know what it had to do and what its aims were. The war in Afghanistan demonstrated that NATO has reached the stage of instability and collapse; it has lost its credibility and has no way out. Although General Hillier's comments are surprising and unexpected, he is not the first person to talk about NATO's failure and defeat in Afghanistan. That which has made Hillier's comments novel is that he has gone further than pointing to the failure and has revealed NATO's instability, confusion and disintegration. In reality, everything goes back to "the philosophy of NATO's existence". NATO was initially formed to confront the "Warsaw" military pact, and for a few decades it acted as the West's collective military defence structure against the Eastern Bloc. Even though the Warsaw Pact was dismantled in 1369 [1991] with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, America has always prevented the dissolution of the NATO military alliance. In practice, the European side of NATO has repeatedly called for its opinions and stances to be separate from those of America, and it continues to do so. Washington, however, so as to preserve its military upper hand and, beyond that, its military dominance over Europe wants NATO's continuance and survival. It should not be forgotten that over the last decade, France and Germany attempted to form an "independent European army" in order to distance themselves from America and NATO. Washington objected to this idea using local tools; it even managed to foil the attempt. It is precisely for this reason that the "independent European army" is a lost dream which has troubled the minds and souls of the Europeans. They constantly lament the fact that in their policies they cannot diverge from Washington. The problem is that NATO's current philosophy is seen as a cover under which Washington implements its plans to "control Germany". In general, however, by raising marginal issues, America has tried to overshadow its main aims and plans by urgent, impromptu decisions. Attempting to attract new members from the Eastern European countries so as to "expand NATO" to the borders of Russia; "redefining" NATO's strategy with the aim of extending its realm of military interference beyond the geographical borders of those countries who are members of this treaty are the familiar policies that Washington constantly tries to justify. Perhaps it is for this reason that today, NATO's European members not only do not insist on the continuation of a military presence in Afghanistan, but they even count the minutes to the time that their troops are taken out of this country. A far more important matter, which has only added to the confusion of Washington's allies, concerns the highly contradictory policies which reveal serious and tangible differences between what the officials in Washington say and what they actually do regarding Afghanistan. It is by reviewing these blatant contradictions that one is able to understand the position of Washington's allies. 1 - Washington claimed that through the creation of international unity to confront international terrorism it would uproot the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah in a short period of time. This claim was made with so much conviction that Bush Junior, the American president at the time, stated that other countries were either with America or with the terrorists! Later, however, it was revealed that America continues to be the main element of support for terrorists in Afghanistan and takes it upon itself to support and even transport terrorists by helicopter in Afghanistan. 2 - America maintained it wanted to get rid of the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah and would not be happy with anything less than the annihilation of these terrorist groups. But it became clear that while this is what it was saying, in practice it was holding talks and socialising with the Taleban. Basically, it actually benefited from the existence of the Taleban and their crimes because it could use them to justify its goals and plans. 3 - By maintaining that the only way to crush terrorists was through the military solution, Washington engaged the NATO army in Afghanistan. Now, however, the American army generals and former politicians are saying that the war in Afghanistan is futile and they should deal with the Taleban through political means. 4 - America says that in order to prevail over the Taleban, more forces should be sent to Afghanistan and more budgets earmarked for the war. So the main question is if they are meant to be negotiating and coming to a political understanding with the Taleban, then who should they be fighting in this country? 5 - Aside from the differences of opinion which set apart Washington's views from those of other NATO members, the European members of NATO feel with some bitterness that Washington is trying to change "NATO's existing philosophy" by getting it involved in areas outside Europe's security zone, and thus guarantee the continuation of NATO's military activities and its survival. The recent comments by General Rick Hillier, the former chief of staff of the Canadian armed forces, about the dissolution of NATO and it becoming a "decomposing corpse" which is impossible to revive, shows that NATO's members believe with all their heart that it has reached its lowest point and is collapsing from within. For two decades America has tried to keep NATO from breaking up at any cost through artificial ventilation and "political doping". But according to General Hillier's admission, it is impossible to revive that defective and unbalanced structure, and everyone should accept that NATO has reached the end of its life. 
1NC - Solvency

1. All recent warrants for failure wrong - delayed Kandahar, Marja, lack of trainers, restricted firepower risks troops, firing cabinet ministers, Karzai corrupt, vague deadline

O’Hanlon, 6/26/10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy (Michael E., “Afghanistan, U.S. Military, U.S. Department of Defense, Defense,” Washington Post, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0626_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx?p=1 CT)
Defense Secretary Robert Gates warned on Sunday about a national rush to judgment that the Afghanistan war is somehow failing and that the overall narrative about the war has become too negative. That was practically an era ago regarding Afghanistan, but Gates is still right. With the drama over Wednesday's change of command receding, it is time to refocus on policy. Several recent critiques paint only part of the picture, and they are often more wrong than right unless they are presented with greater nuance. Consider: 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. 3. There aren't enough trainers for Afghan security forces. Our allies have not quite met their promises, or our expectations, for additional trainers. But allies have deployed more than 5,000 additional combat troops this year, exceeding the pace expected. The number of U.S. trainers has risen, and the number of Afghan officers graduating from training has more than doubled since last year. Growth trajectories for the Afghan army and police remain on schedule. Perhaps most important, nearly 85 percent of Afghan army units are "partnered" with coalition units -- meaning that they plan, patrol, train and fight together. This is one of Gen. McChrystal's many positive legacies. In southern and eastern Afghanistan last month I saw many signs of the Afghan army's willingness to fight. The number of key districts where security conditions are at least tolerable, if not yet good, is up modestly. 4. Directives to restrict the use of firepower when civilians may be present increase risk to our troops. George F. Will has raised this concern ["Futility in Afghanistan," June 20]; the infamous Rolling Stone article did as well, quoting troops in the field. But evidence suggests it's not true. Roadside bombs, against which firepower is tactically irrelevant, overwhelmingly remain the most frequent cause of casualties to coalition troops. The percent of casualties from firefights is up, but modestly -- and in any event McChrystal favored allowing troops in danger to call in supporting firepower. Meanwhile, the policies have reduced civilian casualties from coalition forces, an important step toward winning greater support from Afghans. 5. Firing two cabinet ministers reflects poorly on the Afghan president. The dismissals of Interior Minister Hanif Atmar and national security/intelligence director Amrullah Saleh were regrettable on balance. But there were mitigating circumstances; for example, Saleh's hard-line anti-Taliban views conflicted with President Hamid Karzai's hope of enticing some insurgents to negotiate. 6. Karzai is too anxious to cut a deal with the enemy. Some wonder if Karzai's May peace conference, or jirga, reflected a weakening of will to win the war. But at that jirga -- which included no representatives of the Taliban or the Haqqani network, the two most lethal parts of the insurgency -- Karzai made no offer to suspend the constitution, resign or expel NATO troops. He followed the jirga with a trip to Kandahar, where he asked local leaders for patience and sacrifice in the coming difficult times. Karzai's performance is mixed, and his half brother still plays a big role in the corruption in Kandahar, but the president is not about to cut a deal with the enemy that amounts to a negotiated surrender. 7. The July 2011 "deadline" is too vague. Some worry that President Obama's ambiguity about the timetable hurts the war effort. I opposed that deadline and the president's lack of clarity about its meaning. But there is still a logic to the vagueness: It keeps pressure on Afghan officials to deliver, it reminds Americans that this war will not last forever and it sustains the president's flexibility to adjust the war plan to conditions. Even relative optimists can understand why such flexibility is valuable. If the strategy is bearing fruit by next summer, the U.S. drawdown is likely to be gradual, and the president should keep saying so. There are indeed weaknesses in U.S. strategy, including problems with the Afghan police and an inadequate plan to fight corruption. Gen. David Petraeus and military and civilian leaders should focus on these and other matters. But on balance, we have many assets and strengths in Afghanistan -- and better-than-even odds of leaving behind a reasonably stable place if we persevere. 

2. Petraeus makes counterinsurgency effective  

Metz, 6/24/10 (Steven, author of Iraq and the Evolution of American Strategy/ Chairman of the Regional Strategy and Planning Department and a research professor at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute, “Why General Petraeus is Better Suited for out Afghanistan Mission Than General McChrystal Ever Was,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/blog/foreign-policy/75811/why-general-petraeus-better-suited-our-afghanistan-mission-general-mcchrys CT)
“Command climate” is what shapes a military organization. The preferences, priorities, and peccadilloes of the commander echo across its staff and subordinate units. Command climate functions as an organization's persona and it plays just as powerful a role in its behavior—and effectiveness—as an individual's personality. Command climate reflects the accumulation of a commander's military experience; it is the signature of a bureaucracy and, in this instance, a bureaucracy whose mission is the application and management of violence.  The sad demise of General Stanley McChrystal this week offers a case study in the powerful—and potentially calamitous—effects of a defective command climate. His staff in Afghanistan, like McChrystal himself, was intense, hard working, and immensely talented. Yet also like its commander, McChrystal's headquarters—press coverage of the commander’s strict rules of engagement notwithstanding—was less skilled at the political and psychological dimension of counterinsurgency than it was in the American habits of war-fighting.  Had General McChrystal's configured his organization solely with the destruction of the enemy in mind (as with his Joint Special Operations Command in Iraq, which undertook what the military euphemistically terms "high-value targeting"), his command climate would have been well-matched. But its mission was counterinsurgency, a practice that requires its own skill sets, techniques, and procedures, and, finally, a unique and uniquely sensitive, politically sophisticated command climate.  The cliché contains a kernel of truth: the predominance of the political and the psychological distinguishes counterinsurgency from conventional warfare. Physical effects—what the military calls "kinetic" action—matter less than intangible and mostly psychological outcomes. The complexity of all this cannot be overstated. As a precondition for success, a commander and his organization need to cultivate different perceptions and expectations among multiple and very different audiences. They must persuade the enemy and its supporters that the insurgency has been doomed to failure but also that laying down one’s arms and surrendering offers honorable and realistic options. They must convince local allies—in this case the Afghan people, government, and security forces—that the United States will support them, given certain conditions but regardless of consequence. And they must convince the American people and their elites that the counterinsurgency deserves public support and, indeed, will culminate in something other than a bloody and protracted stalemate or defeat.  Put simply, a strategic communicator ought to know how to communicate. Some military leaders, even supremely talented combat commanders like General McChrystal, have been tested and found wanting in this regard.  While there were already rumors swirling within the officer corps to this effect, the explosive Rolling Stone article makes this truth plain for all to see. The command climate at McChrystal's headquarters was keyed to fight a war, but hardly attuned to the psychological and political elements of strategic level counterinsurgency.  It will be some time before we know exactly why this was (if we ever do). Perhaps it reflected General McChrystal's background in Special Forces. The Army's Special Forces remain, as their name implies, a breed apart. They include some of the most talented and intellectual members of the service, but they operate far from the glare of the media spotlight—illumination shells rather than klieg lights Theirs is a world of shadows, not public affairs. They leave perception management to others. As a rule, they tend not to know what to do with journalists, other than to avoid them.  This is as it should be. But perception management is the issue on the table in Afghanistan. Invariably, trouble arises when a senior commander moves from the world of shadows and its emphasis on killing to the showy world of strategic communications and public relations. Crossing the line becomes a nearly impossible mission. Simple human nature suggests that a military commander, like anyone else, will concentrate his efforts on the activities and through the prism to which he is well-versed, skilled, and accustomed. For a Special Forces officer, this means thinking, and killing, at the local level rather than managing and manipulating perceptions at the strategic and political levels.  General David Petraeus, by contrast, has already demonstrated his aptitude for counterinsurgency, at every level and across the board. While the consensus narrative credits the troop "surge" for Iraq’s turn around in 2007, Petraeus's ability to telegraph appropriate and simultaneous messages to the Iraqi insurgents, Iraqi population, Iraqi leadership, and, more important, to the America public and Congress was nearly without precedent. General McChrystal was one of America's foremost warfighters, but General Petraeus counts as one of its foremost strategic leaders. And that, in the end, will be what a successful counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan requires. At the U.S. headquarters in Afghanistan, a new command climate is about to emerge from the old. It will be better than what went before.
3. Troops needed - Reconciliation not possible - Haqqani will not drop arms  

Washington Post, 6/27 (Peter Finn, 6/27/10, " Panetta dismisses reports that al-Qaeda ally seeks reconciliation ", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/27/AR2010062701928.html CT)
CIA director Leon Panetta Sunday dismissed reports that the network of Sirajuddin Haqqani, a major element in the insurgency in Afghanistan and an ally of al-Qaeda, was open to a Pakistan-brokered reconciliation process that could usher the group into a power-sharing arrangement in Kabul.  "We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce al-Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society," Panetta said on "This Week," on ABC. "We have seen no evidence of that and very frankly my view is that with regards to reconciliation unless they're convinced the United States is going to win and that they are going to be defeated, I think it is very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that is going to be meaningful," he said.  The remarks seemed designed to challenge efforts by senior Pakistani military and intelligence officials to orchestrate a deal that could drive a wedge between Afghan President Hamid Karzai and the United States, and rehabilitate the Haqqani network, a long-time Pakistani asset.  "Winning in Afghanistan is having a country that is stable enough to ensure that there is no safe haven for al-Qaeda or for a militant Taliban that welcomes al-Qaeda," Panetta said. "That is the measure of success for the United States." But he acknowledged that the fight has proved "harder" and "slower than I think anyone anticipated."

EXT. #2 - Petraeus = COIN Success 

Petraeus can succeed in Afghanistan - knowledgeable, rapport with Karzai and White House, familiar with key players

O’Hanlon, 6/24/10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy (Michael E.,  “Petraeus a reassuring choice in Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0624_petraeus_ohanlon.aspx?p=1  CT)

The announcement that General David Petraeus will now be nominated to succeed McChrystal is enormously reassuring. It alleviates or eliminates virtually all of my earlier worries about what would happen if a change of command were made at this crucial moment in the war. Petraeus is of course remarkably accomplished in this kind of complex operation; he is very familiar with Afghanistan, and the key players there of various nationalities; he has good rapport with President Karzai by all accounts; he understands much of the detail of Kandahar, the crux of this summer's coming focus of effort. What Petraeus lacks in immediate intimacy with the Afghanistan mission, relative to his predecessor, he compensates for with brilliance in understanding how to carry out such campaigns (not to mention good rapport with the White House!)

***CP’s***

Consult NATO CP

CP Text: : The United States federal government should enter into genuine and binding consultation with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to [PLAN]. The United States will advocate for the plan during consultation.

Consult NATO - Say Yes

NATO says yes - 

a) NATO losses make the war unpopular 
Dyer, 09 Canadian journalist on international affairs (4/4/09, Gwynn, Hate to be a party pooper but Nato faces a real threat, http://www.nzherald.co.nz/opinion/news/article.cfm?c_id=466&objectid=10565085, J.I)
Yet behind the festivities, there are two major problems that the alliance needs to confront at this summit. The one that gets all the public attention is the stalemated war in Afghanistan. Afghanistan has been a problem for the alliance from the start, for some members were much keener on the adventure than others. About half of the foreign troops in Afghanistan are Europeans and Canadians who operate under Nato command, and they have taken almost as many casualties there as the US troops - but their losses have been very unequally shared. Only three countries with a total population of under 100 million people - Britain, Canada and Denmark - have suffered almost two-thirds of all Nato's fatal casualties in Afghanistan. France, Germany, Italy, Spain and Poland (total population 280 million) have altogether lost fewer soldiers than Canada alone. (Canada's population is 33 million, but it has lost 116 soldiers in Afghanistan.) As you would expect, this disparity generates some bitterness in the ranks of the alliance. But the "shirkers" don't feel any need to apologize: they are hanging back from the fray mainly because they don't think it's worth getting their soldiers killed for.

b) Germany 

Daragahi, 10 Print and radio journalist for the L.A. Times as well as the 2005 and 2007 Pulitzer prize winner (6/25/10, Borzou, Germans question involvement in Afghanistan, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/world/la-fg-germany-afghanistan-20100625,0,1336072.story J.I.)

Omid Nouripour's effort to keep German troops in Afghanistan is an uphill battle, and he knows it. Not only must the Berlin lawmaker fight his country's aversion to an increasingly bloody war once billed as a peacekeeping effort, but he must buck his own Green Party's antiwar platform. "We can't pull out," Nouripour, a German of Iranian descent, said in an interview this week amid a controversy that eventually saw the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan replaced. "The Afghan people need us." His argument has proved a hard sell to the Germans, reflecting what poll numbers say are persistent doubts here and across Europe about the continued engagement in Afghanistan. Four of five Germans oppose their country's involvement in the war, according to polls. "People are getting cynical," said Walter Posch, a Middle East and Africa specialist at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs. "The majority attitude is that whether or not Germany leaves, it won't get any better." Germany expects to have 5,350 troops in the Afghan theater by next month, making it the third-largest contributor to the NATO force there, behind the U.S. and Britain. Forty-two German soldiers have died in the conflict. The war has already cost one leading German politician his job. Last month, President Horst Koehler resigned after coming under intense criticism for appearing to defend Berlin's commitment to Afghanistan as a way "to protect our interests, such as ensuring free trade routes or preventing regional instabilities, which are also certain to negatively impact our ability to safeguard trade, jobs and income." Germans were aghast. Many had clung to the notion that their country's involvement in Afghanistan was a peacekeeping exercise, even though politicians recently had begun to refer to it as a war. The difference is more than semantics in a post- World War II Germany built on a foundation of pacifism and democracy. A "red-green" coalition of Social Democrats and the Green Party originally authorized the troop presence in Afghanistan after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks in the United States. Back then it was a feel-good way to help an ally under assault and support the Afghan people. But German involvement in a September 2009 U.S. airstrike on two fuel tanker trucks, which killed 147 Afghans, mostly civilians, spurred soul-searching. What was Germany doing in Afghanistan? Feeding the angst and debate, televised ceremonies and speeches accompany the return of each slain German soldier. "With every incident of a dead soldier, the discussion bursts out on how do we get out," said Konstantin Kosten, program officer at the German Council on Foreign Relations. Far-left groups that have recently gained in parliamentary and local elections say they're convinced that opposition to the war in Afghanistan is second only to concerns about the economy in contributing to their successes. "History shows that a war in Afghanistan is not winnable," said Dagmar Enkelmann, parliamentary leader of the Left, the German political grouping rooted in the former Communist Party of East Germany. "Germany started there as a humanitarian operation," she said during an interview in her office. "Now, it's slipping deeper and deeper into a war. At first the German army was liked. That's no longer true." German politicians reacted mutely to the Obama administration's replacement Wednesday of Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal with Army Gen. David H. Petraeus as U.S. commander in Afghanistan. "McChrystal was a very reliable partner. I regret not being able to work with him any longer," Defense Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg said on a visit with German troops in the Horn of Africa, according to news agencies. "I expect there to be no change in the strategy with this move." The few outspoken advocates for remaining in the conflict say the war's ultimate objectives need to be better explained to the German people. "There's no political leadership on that question," said Nouripour, who frequently attends debates to discuss the situation in Afghanistan with constituents.
A2: Drug Adv - Poppy Licensing CP 

US adopting poppy licensing policy would undermine Taliban and would be cornerstone of economic recovery

Kendall & MacDonald, 07 – *Former secretary general of Interpol, AND ** Founding president of the Senlis Council (7/16/07, The Japan Times, “Winning with Opium in Afghanistan” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20070716a1.html, CT)

As a way to address this dilemma, the Senlis Council is proposing to run scientific pilot projects to research an opium licensing system for Afghanistan, which would be a core component of the economic reconstruction process. A system in which poppies are cultivated under license for the production of pain-killing medicines such as morphine and codeine would allow farmers to pursue their traditional livelihood and way of life, and, more importantly, to feed themselves and their families. There is a global shortage of morphine and codeine, particularly in underdeveloped countries, where these vital medicines are often in short supply, if not completely unavailable. Not only would poppy licensing address the poverty and hunger crises that have engulfed the south of Afghanistan; it also would stabilize existing local structures, giving communities a reason to support President Hamid Karzai's government and the international community. Farmers would gain a sense of ownership in counter-narcotics efforts, in sharp contrast to the current idealistic — and evidently unachievable — policy of crop eradication. We must have the backing of the Afghan people if we are to defeat the Taliban. By endorsing such an initiative, the international community would demonstrate that it is in Afghanistan for the good of the local population, which would help farmers sever ties with the insurgency. But for such a system to be successful, the poverty in the south of the country must first be our top priority. According to the World Food Program, 70 percent of the population lack food security. An immediate injection of emergency food and medical aid is urgently needed to break the vicious circle of suffering and violence. Only then could a new, long-term development strategy in Afghanistan — one that admits that the international community is not winning the war, and that the status quo is unacceptable — be implemented. Licensing the opium crop would be a realistic and pragmatic cornerstone of that strategy's success. 

***DA’s***

Politics Links - Unpopular (Congress)

Republicans and Democrats don’t want withdrawal now 

Newsweek, 10 (3/10/10, Newsweek.com, "House Rejects Call for Withdrawal from Afghanistan,” http://www.newsmax.com/Newsfront/US-Afghanistan-Vote/2010/03/10/id/352282, S.D.)

The House on Wednesday soundly rejected an effort by anti-war lawmakers to force a withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by the end of the year. The outcome of the vote, 356-65 against the resolution, was never in doubt. But the 3 1/2 hours of debate did give those who oppose President Barack Obama's war policies a platform to vent their frustrations. Opposing the resolution was easy for almost all Republicans, who have been solidly behind Obama's decision to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan from 70,000 to 100,000. Only five Republicans supported the measure. It was a harder vote for some Democrats, particularly in an election year where opposing the war can be equated with opposing the troops. Several expressed discomfort with a war that has lasted 8 1/2 years and cost the nation more than 930 American lives and the treasury more than $200 billion, but said they were voting against the resolution because it was ill-timed and unrealistic. Among the 'no' voters was Rep. Patrick Kennedy, D-R.I., who gave an impassioned speech. The U.S. policy of needlessly sending troops into harm's way was "shameful," Kennedy said. He also lambasted the national media, calling their lack of attention to the loss of life in Afghanistan "despicable."

Midterms Links - Popular

Public supports Afghan withdrawal 

Feaver 9 - professor of Political Science and Public Policy and the director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies at Duke University (Peter, August 21, 2009, “It's gut-check time, Mr. President,” online: http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/21/its_gut_check_time_mr_president CT)
The domestic context is also a critical factor in the Afghanistan challenge. As a recent Washington Post poll makes clear, public support for the Afghan mission is starting to wobble. There is even a slim majority giving the negative answer on the "is it worth it" question. I have never liked that question because it involves almost hopelessly complex and incommensurate judgments. From a policy point of view, what matters the most is the public's stomach for continuing the fight and I do not believe that the "worth it" question taps into that well. The poll is somewhat more encouraging on the dimension that the Gelpi-Feaver-Reifler model identifies as key: optimism about eventual success. The public shows continued optimism on that score and I believe that translates into a reservoir of public support that President Obama can tap. The challenge for Obama is that his military advisors and independent experts may believe that eventual success requires the commitment of additional troops and resources to Afghanistan. And on the question of more troops, the recent poll makes clear, Obama does not have a reservoir of support -- indeed, the numbers are running nearly 2-to-1 for reducing rather than increasing troops. President Obama could shift those numbers, if he came to believe that an increase was necessary and if he committed the political capital and the bully pulpit to the job. But he would be dealing primarily with skeptics within his party. He enjoys robust support from across the aisle. His problem is with the majority opinion of his own party. At a time when he is facing a within-party backlash over health care, can he also do what it takes to bring his partisan troops in line?  As Will Inboden points out, the great presidents with which he likes to compare himself managed this tricky maneuver; the not-so-great ones he does not want to emulate did not.

