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Taliban 1NC [1/2]
Current surge garners success in Afghanistan against the Taliban, however commitment is key 

Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, June 3, 2010
< http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban pk>
President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan. 

Withdrawl of troops signals that the U.S. isn’t committed to the war against the Taliban- this allows for the Taliban to takeover 
Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, June 3, 2010
< http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban pk>
By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban

This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan's inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.
These mixed signals are found in the National Security Strategy released by the Obama Administration last week.

The document highlights the need to succeed in Afghanistan and to prevent the Taliban from overthrowing the Afghan government. But this resolute language is coupled with a reiteration of the President's promise to reduce troop levels beginning in mid-2011.President Obama must understand that premature withdrawal of U.S. troops fuels the perception in the region that Taliban victory is inevitable. That can only undermine his own strategy.
Taliban insurgency leads to terrorist tactics- Iraq proves 
James Phillips the Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation and Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, 08
<http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2008/04/The-War-in-Afghanistan-More-Help-Needed pk>
Yet these tactical victories have not amounted to a strategic knockout, in large part because the insur​gents are free to retreat and regroup in sanctuaries across the Afghan-Pakistani border in the Pashtun tribal belt of Pakistan. These sanctuaries have signif​icantly enhanced the resilience and long-term stay​ing power of the Taliban, which enjoys more popular support from Pakistani Pashtuns than from Afghans who suffered under its harsh rule from 1996 to 2001. Lacking popular support outside of scattered strongholds, predominantly located in southern Afghanistan, the Taliban has increasingly turned to terrorist tactics that  have become wide​spread in Iraq: suicide bombings, improvised explosive devices (IEDs), and vehicle bombs.

Taliban 1NC [2/2]
Extinction
Alexander 03(Yonah, Director of Inter-University Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, August 28, 2003.  http://www.cross-x.com/vb/showthread.php?t=983842&highlight=Alexander )

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.

Democracy 1NC [1/2]

Status quo strategy in Afghanistan is progressing however commitment is key

The Washington Post, June 17, 2010, “The Afghan roller coaster; 
A general says the mission is on track, but uncertain signals from the White House could derail it.” p. A20, LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk 
"THE CONDUCT of a counterinsurgency operation is a roller-coaster experience," Gen. David H. Petraeus told the Senate Armed Services Committee on Wednesday. That may be the one point about Afghanistan on which everyone can agree. Gen. Petraeus made the case that, six months after President Obama launched a new strategy, the "trajectory . . . has generally been upward." Senators from both parties responded by pointing out the evidence of a contrary momentum, including an erosion of initial gains in southern Afghanistan and what seems to be a malignant mistrust between the administration and Afghan President Hamid Karzai.
Troop withdrawal causes American influence and presence to recede 

The Washington Post, June 17, 2010, “The Afghan roller coaster; 
A general says the mission is on track, but uncertain signals from the White House could derail it.” p. A20, LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk 
One is the uncertainty created by President Obama's stipulation that U.S. troop withdrawals begin in July 2011 -- which seems to have caused many Afghans to conclude that American power and influence will quickly recede after the coming year. The second, related to the first, is the administration's lack of a clear definition of the political end-state it seeks -- other than a set of conditions that will allow U.S. troops to withdraw without handing a new sanctuary to al-Qaeda. That has led to confusion in civilian efforts and to frequently shifting objectives in key areas such as Kandahar, where Mr. Karzai's half brother, a corrupt power broker, has been treated variously as a valued partner, a potential military target and a necessary evil.
American influence and presence is key to spread democracy, peace, and stability 

The Washington Post, June 17, 2010, “The Afghan roller coaster; 
A general says the mission is on track, but uncertain signals from the White House could derail it.” p. A20, LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk 
Both of these weaknesses have been compounded by differences within the administration, which appears not to have moved past its debates of last year over whether to apply to Afghanistan a version of the counterinsurgency strategy used in Iraq. At the Senate hearing, Gen. Petraeus described "comprehensive civil-military counterinsurgency operations in key districts in Afghanistan," and Undersecretary of Defense Michele P. Flournoy said that "our goal . . . is to foster transparent, effective and accountable democratic governance." But some civilian officials at the White House insist that Mr. Obama has not embraced a counterinsurgency policy or the goal of Afghan democracy. The U.S. Embassy in Kabul has frequently been at odds with the military command over how to pacify key districts.

Gen. Petraeus, who said "we have to be very careful with timelines," carefully described the July 2011 withdrawal date as "the point at which a process begins to transition security tasks to Afghan forces at a rate to be determined by conditions at the time." As Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) pointed out, that contrasts with the considerably less cautious statement of Vice President Biden, who told Newsweek's Jonathan Alter that "in July of 2011, you are going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it."Mr. Karzai, who last week fired two cabinet ministers with close ties to the United States, seems to be betting on Mr. Biden rather than on Gen. Petraeus. His former intelligence minister told the New York Times that the Afghan president has written off the possibility of U.S. success and is positioning himself to make a deal with Pakistan and the Taliban. Whether or not that is true, it's clear that the confusion in U.S. policy is damaging the mission. Only one person can fix it -- and that is President Obama.  President Obama. It's time for him to make clear whether the United States is prepared to stay long enough to ensure a stable and peaceful Afghanistan.
Democracy 1NC [2/2]

Democracy is key to solve nuclear war and extinction
Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution Senior Fellow, '95
[Stanford Univ. Political Science and Sociology professor, former Baghdad CPA senior adviser,
"Promoting Democracy in the 1990s," http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/fr.htm]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness
AT: Withdrawal Inev [1/2]
1. Irrelevent- all our evidence indicates withdrawing NOW would be a bad idea- plan still links

Ben Smith and Laura Rozen, write and reporter for POLITICO, June 30, 2010
http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/39205.html
Tuesday’s hearing removed any doubt that Petraeus’s appointment means Obama is doubling down on his commitment to waging the war in Afghanistan. The general indicated that he will revisit McChrystal’s restrictive rules of engagement, which were unpopular with American soldiers, and he suggested that a July 2011 deadline for the beginning of troop withdrawal is starting to fade into irrelevance. 

“It’s important to note that July 2011 will be the beginning of a process ... not the date by which we head for the exits and turn off the lights,” he said

2. Disrupting the deadline would be even worse- the public and Afghani people would not be prepared
3. Troop withdrawal date still not certain

Washington Post, December 09
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/12/03/AR2009120304681.html

The withdrawal of U.S. forces from Afghanistan, scheduled to begin in July 2011, will "probably" take two or three years, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Thursday, although he added that "there are no deadlines in terms of when our troops will all be out."
4. CP solves this- CP provides a net-increase in the amount of troops in Afghanistan countering the withdrawal “planned”

5. Too many political debates and oppositions- Obama may say July 2011, but the oppositions by General Mchalyster show the date is bound to change 

6. Withdrawal date is still a tossup

The Washington Times, June 22, 2010

“Obama's Vietnam moment; Democrats plan to cut and run in Afghanistan,” p. LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
The proper time to leave Afghanistan is when the United States has achieved its strategic goals. Maybe this will have happened by July 2011, or maybe not. But it is an abrogation of leadership to cling to an arbitrary date regardless of the facts on the ground. Mr. Obama should spend more time listening to his generals telling him how to win wars and pay less attention to ideological functionaries advising him on the most politically expedient ways to lose one.
7. Withdrawal is undecided

Brian Doherty, June 21, 2010
http://reason.com/blog/2010/06/21/new-afghan-withdrawal-deadline, pk
US Defense Secretary Robert Gates rejected suggestions Sunday that US forces will move out of Afghanistan in large numbers in July of next year under a deadline set by President Barack Obama.

"That absolutely has not been decided," Gates said in an interview with Fox News Sunday.

His comment was the latest indication that the magnitude of the drawdown, if not the deadline itself, is the subject of an intensifying internal debate at a time when a NATO-led campaign against the Taliban is going slower than expected.

8. More evidence
CNN Politics, December 09
http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/12/06/us.afghanistan/index.html, pk
National Security Adviser Gen. James Jones told CNN's "State of the Union" that the July 2011 start of withdrawal was "not a cliff, it's a ramp" for beginning to turn over security responsibility to Afghan forces.

Noting the U.S. strategic interests in the region, including nuclear power Pakistan next door, Jones said: "We're going to be in the region for a long time."

AT: Withdrawal Inev [2/2]

…CONTINUED
Gen. David Petraeus, the head of U.S. Central Command, said on "FOX News Sunday" that Obama's strategy "doesn't trigger a rush to the exits," while Defense Secretary Robert Gates told CBS' "Face the Nation" that "there isn't a deadline."

2NC Surge CP Solvency [1/4]
Reduction of troops perpetuates the war between Taliban, only the CP can solve

Jalal Ghazi, New America Media news reporter, June 20, 2010

<http://www.washingtoninformer.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3957:eight-reasons-the-taliban-are-winning-&catid=52:international&Itemid=115 pk> 
First, the Taliban have the upper hand in the "waiting game” strategy. They can continue a war of attrition at a time when both the United States and Europe face major economic problems. The Taliban know the United States and NATO are exhausted. The war in Iraq is not going well for the United States, which limits the ability of the U.S. military to increase troop levels in Afghanistan. Second, the Taliban’s intensified and consistent attacks on NATO have successfully weakened the coalition’s unity. Some NATO members have been reconsidering their commitment to what they now see as an "unwinnable war.”When the Taliban mount three major attacks in six days, killing at least five American soldiers and one Canadian, it not only means NATO lives lost; it also means there is a weakened desire to continue the war. Canada, which has been playing a major role in combat operations, announced that it will withdraw by 2011.  In fact, the Taliban have been making major military achievements for months. In April 2010, they forced U.S. soldiers to leave Korengal Valley, which has been called the Valley of Death by some commentators. Forty-two American soldiers died defending it, but eventually the United States had to abandon the area. Obama’s additional 30,000 troops will not be enough to turn the war around.
Commitment is key- only the CP can access this

James Phillips the Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation and Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, 07
<http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/10/Revitalizing-US-Efforts-in-Afghanistan pk>
Afghanistan is a crucial front in the global struggle against the al-Qaeda terrorist network and Islamic radicalism. The United States-led coalition was unable to transform an overwhelming military victory in 2001 into a stable postwar political situation because of Afghanistan's fractious politics and shattered economic, state, and civil society infrastructures; a minimalist American approach to committing military forces and foreign aid; Pakistan's failure to crack down decisively on Taliban forces that have taken refuge in Pashtun tribal areas along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border; the Afghan government's failure to expand its authority and deliver services to rural Afghans; and a shortfall of economic aid, due in part to many countries' failure to fulfill their foreign aid pledges to Afghanistan.

The Bush Administration made Afghanistan stabilization efforts a priority from when the Afghanistan Transitional Administration was formed in December 2001 until Hamid Karzai was elected president in October 2004. Since then, U.S. leadership on Afghanistan has waned, leading to decentralization and fragmentation of the international reconstruction and stabilization process. In addition, poor governance and corruption in the Karzai government have fueled popular discontent, which the Taliban has exploited.
CP solves- first phase of war proves 
James A. Phillips, Research Fellow in Middle Eastern Studies, Jack Spencer is Policy Analyst for Defense and National Security, and John C. Hulsman, Ph.D., is Research Fellow in European Affairs in the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation.
The United States decisively won the first phase of the war in Afghanistan, but now it must adjust its strategy and win the peace. To achieve this next victory, the United States should remain engaged militarily for several years to root out the pockets of al-Qaeda and Taliban forces that have burrowed into remote areas of Afghanistan and Pakistan. But it should not commit military forces to an open-ended peacekeeping mission or a nation-building experiment. Washington should help the Afghans rebuild a stable political system and functioning economy, but only the Afghans themselves can build a nation

2NC Surge CP Solvency [2/4]

Increase in troops is necessary to continue success in Afghanistan
The Washington Post, October 09,

“Afghanistan exit timeline 'a mistake,' Gates says,” pg. 3, LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk
Mr. Gates said that the administration and the Pentagon are reviewing Gen. McChrystal's recommendations and will reassess their Afghanistan strategy within the next few weeks.

"I think it's important to make sure we're confident that we have the right strategy in place, and then we can make the decisions on additional forces," he said on ABC's "This Week."

Gen. McChrystal, in an interview with CBS, said both a different strategy and more troops are essential for making the quicker progress he said is needed. "We could do good things in Afghanistan for the next 100 years and fail," he told "60 Minutes" for a profile that aired Sunday. "Because we're doing a lot of good things, and it just doesn't add up to success. And we've got to think quicker."Sen. John McCain, Arizona Republican, said Mr. Obama ought to meet Gen. McChrystal's request, which he said was for 30,000 to 40,000 troops. "I think it's the worst - one of the many worst-kept secrets in Washington. It's 30,000 to 40,000 troops," Mr. McCain said on "This Week." "I think you will see signs of success in a year to 18 months, if we implement the strategy right away."

Increase in U.S. troops is key to stability in Afghanistan 

South Asian Monitor, December 09
“Karzai Declared Winner, But Instability Will Continue,” EBSCOHOST, accessed 6/24/10, pk
The US will still need to increase its troop presence in Afghanistan. US President Barack Obama has been contemplating various options for how many extra troops to send, and had reportedly been awaiting the outcome of the Afghan election before making a final decision. Afghan theatre commander General Stanley McChrystal is requesting 40,000 further American troops on top of the 68,000 already in Afghanistan or on their way, but as we have noted previously, even a 150,000-strong NATO force working with 170,000 Afghan military and security forces may not be enough to bring

stability to the country.
CP solves- plan disrupts the confidence 
The Washington Times, June 22, 2010

“Obama's Vietnam moment; Democrats plan to cut and run in Afghanistan,” p. LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
Gen. Petraeus said the recent troop surge has helped stabilize Afghanistan, particularly in former Taliban strongholds in the south. The general added that efforts to increase the size and capability of the Afghan army and police are "now on track," though he said there "clearly is considerable work to be done in that critical area and to sustain the gains that have been made recently in recruiting and attrition." The general also said he disagreed with comments by Afghanistan's former intelligence chief, Amrullah Saleh, in a recent New York Times interview that Afghan President Hamid Karzai has lost confidence in the ability of the U.S. and its coalition to succeed in the country.

Gen. Petraeus said that Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, NATO's commander in Afghanistan, spent Sunday with Mr. Karzai and that "there was certainly no sense on Gen. McChrystal's part, nor on those of the others who were with him, that there was a lack of confidence in the United States commitment to Afghanistan."
Troops needed

CBS News, June 24, 2010
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/06/24/ap/congress/main6613430.shtml

McCain also said in the nationally broadcast interview that he has full confidence in Gen. David Petraeus, chosen by President Barack Obama to succeed the ousted Gen. Stanley McChrystal as the Afghan commander. But he also said he thinks more U.S. forces are needed there. McCain said he considered it "completely understandable" that Obama dismissed McChrystal in the wake of disparaging remarks the general and his aides made about civilian officials in a Rolling Stone magazine interview. He said that in a talk he had with Obama, "I pointed out to the president, we need a new team over there as well, perhaps at the embassy, and other areas." McCain said "the relationship between the civilian and the military is not what it should be."

2NC Surge CP Solvency [3/4]

Eliminating the time table solves

Ed Feilner, President of The Heritage Foundation has transformed the think tank from a small policy shop into America's powerhouse of conservative ideas, June 25, 2010

http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/22/heritage-foundation-statement-on-the-war-in-afghanistan/

The artificial Afghanistan withdrawal deadline has obviously caused some of our military leaders to question our strategy in Afghanistan.That deadline, which President Barack Obama announced to the American people, the military, our allies and our enemies on December 1, 2009, has provoked many — including the government in Kabul, the Afghan people, the military in Pakistan, and our enemies the terrorists  – to question America’s resolve to win the War in Afghanistan.

More disconcerting for the American people is that the timeline appears to be putting tremendous unnecessary pressure on our armed forces to accomplish their task: victory on the ground. We don’t need an artificial timeline for withdrawal. We need a strategy for victory. Though the president can’t pretend he never set a timeline, he can now exercise his authority as commander in chief to make things right. He should start by eliminating the timeline and making it clear that winning the war is his top priority. He can do that by giving our military leaders whatever additional forces or resources they need to get the job done. Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda. And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists.
Time table undermines everything the U.S. has been working for- only eliminating it can solve 
Senetor John McCain, December, 09
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Winning-the-War-in-Afghanistan

My main concern, as you know, is the President's decision to begin withdrawing our forces in July 2011, regardless of conditions on the ground. We've discussed this issue a lot over the past two weeks in congressional testimony with Secretaries Hillary Clinton and Robert Gates, Admiral Mike Mullen, Ambassador Karl Eikenberry, and General Stanley McChrystal. I appreciate their efforts to try to clarify the meaning of this decision. I understand that this date marks the beginning of a process, that the pace of our drawdown will be conditions-based, and that large numbers of U.S. combat troops will likely remain in Afghanistan long after July 2011. Sending the Wrong Signal Still, the fundamental problem remains: We have announced a date, divorced from conditions on the ground, when we will start to withdraw our troops. It doesn't matter whether we call it a "cliff" or a "ramp" or anything else. It's still an exit sign.
It sends the wrong signal to our friends, who fear -- and not without reason -- that the United States will abandon them before they can defend and sustain themselves. It sends the wrong signal to our enemies, who will use this July 2011 date to undermine and intimidate our partners. And it sends the wrong signal to all in the region who are now hedging their bets -- Pakistani generals reluctant to cut ties with the Taliban or Afghan civilians who ask our troops, "Are you staying this time?"
On this issue, the Administration and I will have to agree to disagree. It matters immensely what signals we send. That is why I was very pleased to see that Secretary Gates, when he visited Kabul last week, delivered the strong message that "We are in this thing to win." I couldn't agree more.

Increasing troops solves national interests 
KusiNews, June 28

http://www.kusi.com/news/local/97327694.html

On deck to run the war is General David Patraeus after General Stanley McCrystal was relieved of duty over disparaging from his inner-circle against the civilian command structure in a Rolling Stone Magazine profile. President Obama says the overall counter-insurgency strategy and troop-withdrawal plans will remain the same. 

On Sunday, Senator John McCain offered a suggestion: “Let’s have the President of the United States stand up and say ‘let’s condition space, we will not withdraw a single troop unless we think it’s necessary to do so and we may even add troops if we think it’s necessary.’” 

McCain went on to say failure in Afghanistan would be “catastrophic” for America’s national interests

2NC Surge CP Solvency [4/4]

Negotiations coupled with military presence is key to halt the War on Terror
Sify News, June 28

http://sify.com/news/brit-army-chief-calls-for-talks-with-taliban-soon-news-international-kg2pObhfheh.html

Backing the proposals of negotiating with the Taliban to bring the nine year long 'war on terror' in Afghanistan to its logical conclusion, British Army Chief General Sir David Richards has said that talks with the insurgents should begin 'sooner than later'. 

"In every counter-insurgency campaign, there was always a point which you start to negotiate with each other," General Richards said.

"I think there's no reason why we shouldn't be looking at that sort of thing (talking to the Taliban) pretty soon," he added.

His statement has come after Prime Minister David Cameroon said he wanted the British troops to be out of the war tattered country within five years.

General Richards underlined that history suggests that there always have been negotiations between two sides at some point of conflict.

"If you look at any counter-insurgency campaign throughout history there's always a point at which you start to negotiate with each other, probably through proxies in the first instance, and I don't know when that will happen," The BBC quoted Richards, as saying.

"From my own, and this is a purely private view, I think there's no reason why we shouldn't be looking at that sort of thing pretty soon," he said.

Richards, however, highlighted that while talks were necessary, both military and development work must also continue to give a clear message to the Taliban that the international forces are not 'giving up'.

"But at the same time you've got to continue the work we're doing on the military, governance and development perspectives to make sure they don't think we're giving up. It's a concurrent process and they're both equally important," he said. (ANI)

Eliminating the timetable solves nation building

John Signoriello, freelance writer living in NYC, John has a background in print journalism as a reporter and editor. He has studied military history for more than 20 years, with an emphasis on US naval history and ancient military tactics, June 28
http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner~y2010m6d28-Critcal-debate-brewing-counterinsurgency-vs-counterterrorism
This brings into stark relief the President's July 2011 draw down--what can he possibly hope to accomplish by then?

Surely not nation-building, the long route advocated by both Generals McChrystal and Petraeus.

Look for an evolving change of strategy.

It is reasonable to speculate that all we can hope to accomplish in a short amount of time is to leave Harmid Karzai in a strong enough position to win a war with the Taliban, thereby forcing them to compromise.

The operative plan, stated or not, seems to be to weaken the Taliban substantially in the coming months.

2NC Uniqueness [1/2]
Surge strategy is making progress, hindering Taliban insurgency 

The World, from BBC, PRI, and WGBH, June 16, 2010
<http://www.theworld.org/2010/06/16/the-surge-in-afghanistan/ pk> 
Top Pentagon officials appealed to Congress for patience on Wednesday despite setbacks in the Afghan war, describing the conflict as a “roller coaster” of ups and downs and insisting progress was being made. The current strategy hinges on surging US forces into southern Afghanistan, the heartland of the Taliban insurgency, before starting a possible gradual withdrawal in 2011. Ben Gilbert reports from Kandahar. (flickr photo: Isafmedia)
Current insurgency efforts in Afghanistan are succeeding 

Reuters, June 20, 2010

<http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49475920100620 pk>
U.S.-led forces are making progress against insurgents in Afghanistan despite significant casualties and concerns about the quality of Afghan troops, U.S. Defence Secretary Robert Gates said on Sunday.

Gates told the "Fox News Sunday" program that U.S. General Stanley McChrystal and other military leaders are confident that the campaign against Taliban insurgents, particularly in southern Afghanistan, is moving in the right direction.
McChrystal is the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan.

"It is a tough pull and we are suffering significant casualties," Gates said, adding that the Pentagon had expected a fierce battle in the southern city of Kandahar and other Taliban-controlled areas.

"He (McChrystal) is confident he will be able to demonstrate by December that not only do we have the right strategy but that we are making progress," Gates said.

Current strategy efforts are succeeding; the plan disrupts this and emboldens a terrorist attack

Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, March 11, 2010
< http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Taliban-Reconciliation-Obama-Administration-Must-Be-Clear-and-Firm pk>
The initial strategy introduced by the Obama Administration for Afghanistan and Pakistan in March 2009, which was fleshed out by General McChrystal in his August 2009 assessment, is sound and must be given time to succeed. The Administration called for the execution of an integrated civilian-military counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan, an expansion of the Afghan National Security Forces, the reintegration of reconcilable insurgents into the political mainstream, bolstering Afghan-Pakistani cooperation, and enlisting greater international assistance in stabilizing both Afghanistan and Pakistan. In his assessment, General McChrystal recommended pursuing a classic counterinsurgency strategy, focusing on protecting the Afghan civilian population. If the Administration backs down from this strategy now and signals that it is weary of the fight in Afghanistan, it will embolden and strengthen the terrorists who planned and supported the September 11, 2001, attacks on the U.S. and who seek to attack the U.S. again.

Current insurgency efforts in Afghanistan are succeeding 

Reuters, June 20, 2010

<http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49475920100620 pk>
U.S.-led forces are making progress against insurgents in Afghanistan despite significant casualties and concerns about the quality of Afghan troops, U.S. Defence Secretary Robert Gates said on Sunday.

Gates told the "Fox News Sunday" program that U.S. General Stanley McChrystal and other military leaders are confident that the campaign against Taliban insurgents, particularly in southern Afghanistan, is moving in the right direction.
McChrystal is the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan.

"It is a tough pull and we are suffering significant casualties," Gates said, adding that the Pentagon had expected a fierce battle in the southern city of Kandahar and other Taliban-controlled areas.

"He (McChrystal) is confident he will be able to demonstrate by December that not only do we have the right strategy but that we are making progress," Gates said.

2NC Uniqueness [2/2]

Domestic terrorism is getting better

Kansas City News, June 24,2010
http://www.kansascity.com/2010/06/24/2042532/civilian-success-in-war-on-domestic.html, pk

Under President Barack Obama, domestic anti-terror responsibilities are correctly being shifted to law enforcement, leaving the military to focus on the incredibly difficult tasks of finishing up in Iraq, figuring out Afghanistan and planning for whatever might come next.

This is a step that will better protect American citizens from the threat of international terrorism. Policing terror suspects, 

following leads on small cells or individuals and tracking down those people or groups is a law enforcement task, not a military one.

The value of handling these extremely important cases in civilian courts has become very clear this year.

The Shahzad case, for instance, has moved toward conclusion not only rapidly but with positive results. In addition to being captured and put on trial (using solid police work), Shahzad has talked. A lot. He has helpfully provided investigators with both an insight into how terror organizations are operating in the United States and actionable information on the networks backing them overseas.

2NC Link-Taliban
Current strategy in Afghanistan is working- withdrawal reverses the success 

Associated Press, June 20, 2010

<http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/us_us_afghanistan pk> 
Gates asked for time and patience to demonstrate that the new strategy is working. He lamented that Americans are too quick to write off the war when Obama's revamped strategy has only just begun to take hold.

"It is a tough pull," Gates said. "We are suffering significant casualties. We expected that; we warned everybody that would be the case last winter."At least 34 U.S. troops have died in Afghanistan this month, making June among the deadliest months of the war. Casualties are expected to rise through the summer and fall as fighting expands in Helmand and Kandahar. Earlier this month, Gates said the United States and its partners must demonstrate progress this year or risk the collapse of already dwindling public support for the war. Petraeus told Congress last week that he would recommend postponing the start of the withdrawal if security conditions and the capability of the Afghan government could not support it. That does not mean Petraeus is opposed to bringing some troops home, and he said repeatedly that he supports Obama's strategy. His caution, however, is rooted in the fact that the uniformed military — and counterinsurgency specialists in particular — have always been uncomfortable with fixed parameters for an inexact process of persuasion.
The war strategy Obama adopted is based on the success of Petraeus' counterinsurgency tactics in the Iraq war. It combines a short-term "surge" of forces to blunt rising violence and a longer-term project to persuade locals to help uproot a homegrown insurgency.

Reducing troops offsets the current strategy  
Der Spiegel, German Magazine, 2010
<http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allDocs/7B56FD598E9E3F65872576BA00574EE9?OpenDocument pk> 
Karzai said that he expects the Afghan government to be standing on its own feet by 2014. Until then at the very least -- and this was the second message of the London conference -- international troops will have to remain in the country. For this reason, it is premature to talk about the prospect of withdrawal. Instead, the meeting was just another day full of calls to stay the course. One of the summit's goals was to counter the fatalism that has taken hold in the war-weary ISAF nations. The attendees, around 70 foreign ministers and representatives of international organizations, confirmed the "strategic new beginning" which had been sketched out in the days leading up to the meeting and which is supposed to bring about a turning point in the war after a bloody 2009. The mood was "hopeful," members of the German delegation said.
Decrease in troops allows the ANA and ANP to remain untrained for the fight against the Taliban 

NY Times, June 16, 2010

“Senators Challenge Deadline for Afghan Troop Withdrawal”p.A12, LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
Before the session adjourned, Mr. Levin told General Petraeus and Michele A. Flournoy, the under secretary of defense for policy, of his concerns that the effort to expand and improve Afghan security forces was not proceeding rapidly enough to turn the mission over to the local authorities. "What is disturbing and hard to comprehend is that the training mission still does not have enough trainers to process all the Afghan recruits who are signing up to join in the security forces," Mr. Levin said. Ms. Flournoy said that despite gaps in the training program, the Afghan National Army was on schedule to meet a goal of 134,000 troops this year, and that the Afghan National Police force was on track to reach its goal of 109,000 officers in the same period. General Petraeus told the senators that "there will be nothing easy" about the mission in Afghanistan and that it was "likely to get harder before it got easier" to secure Taliban strongholds across the south.
Withdrawal of troops in Afghanistan will have a laundry list of devastating impacts- turns case
World Meets US, June, 23, 2010

http://worldmeets.us/outlookafghanistan000005.shtml

Aside from the above issue, the plan to withdraw U.S. forces seems to have had a negative impact in Afghanistan's security. Certain that they'll quickly be able to overthrow the Afghan government if NATO-led forces are sent home too soon, the Taliban now feel that they're close to victory. The withdrawal plan has also created ambiguity in the minds of Afghans who don't want to see a return of the Taliban. Uncertainty about the sustainability of Afghanistan's future has grown, having a deep economic, social and political impact.
2NC Internal Link- Turns Case [1/2]
US presence is key to Afghan security and peace- the plan disrupts this 

BBC Worldwide Monitoring, 09
“Afghan daily calls for training of more military forces,”LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk
The US presence in Afghanistan is crucial in two areas. First, it should strengthen this country's [Afghanistan's] security forces and secondly, it should assist civilian leaders, so that they can create a mechanism for Afghanistan's stability and peace that can ensure sound governance and overcome the country's economic, political, cultural and military problems. These are part of the statements of Clare Lockhart, the director of the State Effectiveness Initiative, on the publication of the US Council on Foreign Relations. She stressed in her remarks that an Afghan solution be sought to overcome Afghanistan's problems. According to this analyst, the commander of the US and NATO forces in Afghanistan, Gen McChrystal, has also stressed a civilian approach and has confirmed the need for reconstruction and strengthening of the security forces in Afghanistan.

If coordinated efforts are made in these three areas, without a doubt, peace and security will be ensured in the country and the present complicated problem will be resolved. Unfortunately, there neither was an effective reconstruction strategy for the war-ravaged Afghanistan following the Bonn Conference nor was adequate attention paid to the strengthening of the country's national army and security forces. On tshe other hand, the democratic system of Afghanistan failed to create an effective mechanism for talks and reconciliation with the armed opponents. Therefore, now these shortcomings are quite clear. Some analysts believe that it is still not too late to pay attention to them and start coordinated work to achieve this goal.

Terrorism causes anti- democratic policies and instability 
James Phillips the Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation and Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, 07
<http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/10/Revitalizing-US-Efforts-in-Afghanistan pk>
Afghanistan is a crucial front in the global struggle against the al-Qaeda terrorist network and Islamic radicalism. The United States-led coalition was unable to transform an overwhelming military victory in 2001 into a stable postwar political situation because of Afghanistan's fractious politics and shattered economic, state, and civil society infrastructures; a minimalist American approach to committing military forces and foreign aid; Pakistan's failure to crack down decisively on Taliban forces that have taken refuge in Pashtun tribal areas along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border; the Afghan government's failure to expand its authority and deliver services to rural Afghans; and a shortfall of economic aid, due in part to many countries' failure to fulfill their foreign aid pledges to Afghanistan.

The Bush Administration made Afghanistan stabilization efforts a priority from when the Afghanistan Transitional Administration was formed in December 2001 until Hamid Karzai was elected president in October 2004. Since then, U.S. leadership on Afghanistan has waned, leading to decentralization and fragmentation of the international reconstruction and stabilization process. In addition, poor governance and corruption in the 

Karzai government have fueled popular discontent, which the Taliban has exploited. The U.S. has pledged to increase assistance to Afghanistan significantly over the next two years (about $2 billion for reconstruction and $8.6 billion for security assistance), and in January extended the deployment of 3,200 U.S. troops in Afghanistan. These are steps in the right direction. But to ensure that Afghanistan does not again become a safe haven for terrorism, Americans must wage a long-term integrated political, military, and economic development campaign to convince Afghans that their interests are better served by an inclusive democratic government than by a radical Islamic regime.
Withdrawal of troops in Afghanistan will have a laundry list of devastating impacts- turns case
World Meets US, June, 23, 2010

http://worldmeets.us/outlookafghanistan000005.shtml

Aside from the above issue, the plan to withdraw U.S. forces seems to have had a negative impact in Afghanistan's security. Certain that they'll quickly be able to overthrow the Afghan government if NATO-led forces are sent home too soon, the Taliban now feel that they're close to victory. The withdrawal plan has also created ambiguity in the minds of Afghans who don't want to see a return of the Taliban. Uncertainty about the sustainability of Afghanistan's future has grown, having a deep economic, social and political impact.
2NC Internal Link- Turns Case [2/2]

Terrorism causes economic collapse- turns case

BBC Monitoring South Asia, September 09
“Afghan daily urges unified strategy for international community,” LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
This statement shows that eight years after the start of the war against terrorism, the situation remains the same as it was eight years ago.There are two forces fighting terrorists in Afghanistan; one, Afghan national forces, and second, the international forces against terrorism under the leadership of NATO. The success of these forces depends on the policies of powerful countries which lead the strategy and approach of the war against terrorism in Afghanistan. Afghan forces have not achieved the capability, both in terms of tactics as well as resources and numbers, to take the responsibility of fighting the war against terrorism. On other hand, carrying on the war depends on economy while Afghanistan's economy is dependent on international community's assistance. On other hand, the continuation of policies for the war against terrorism after eight futile years shows that past mistakes are still being repeated. Foreign countries brought their troops to Afghanistan to ensure security in their own countries by destroying terrorist hideouts in Afghanistan which served as a staging ground for attacks against foreign countries. The presence of these foreign forces resulted in the collapse of the Taleban regime. However, uncoordinated and irrelevant policies of foreign countries, coupled with their ineffective and wrong tactics over the past many years, changed the war against their interest.
2NC Impact [1/3]
**read if you read Terror impact**

Impact turns and outweighs case-

a. Probability- Afghanistan instability is happening in the status quo because of fear of the US leaving- the Taliban is waiting for the withdrawal- withdrawal instantly triggers the internal link to the impact

b. Timeframe- a terrorist attack can and will effect every area in Central Asia as soon as the Taliban takes over the Afghani government- US troops are key to offset this

it’s just a matter of time and decision making

The Washington Times, June 22, 2010

“Obama's Vietnam moment; Democrats plan to cut and run in Afghanistan,” p. LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
The scope of the withdrawal is yet to be decided, but according to Mr. Emanuel, the start date is necessary because it has "created a sense of urgency" among the allies to get the job done. Another thing creating a sense of urgency is the significantly degraded security situation in Afghanistan since Mr. Obama  set this deadline. Insurgent attacks and coalition casualties are up; the areas of the country in which the Taliban are active have increased; and Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai is watching the United States with increasing wariness, knowing that soon he will have to face the Taliban alone.

c. Magnitute- terrorism in Afghanistan causes instability, effecting every region of Central Asia. Afghanistan insecurity and terrorism spills over globally causing every country to fight against the Taliban, ulitimatley leading to extinction  
U.S. forces in Afghanistan are key to offset a war on terror- Afghan terror spills over globally 

BBC Monitoring South Asia, June 9,2010

“Afghan paper highlights importance of Afghanistan for world security,”LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
Some believe that some US and British forces may withdraw from Afghanistan by the end of 2011. However, the recent reaction of British Defence Secretary Liam Fox Defence Secretary Liam Fox indicates the fact that the withdrawal and presence of these forces are highly dependent on peace and stability in Afghanistan. Mr Fox has admitted that when he visited the injured British soldiers, the first question that came to his mind was the importance of the withdrawal and presence of their troops in Afghanistan. Mr Fox has asked himself whether "Their troops should stay in Afghanistan despite the human losses there and he himself has replied yes." This is because if the forces pull out, Afghanistan will once again turn into a hub of terrorists and the world security will be threatened by the black shadow of terrorism.The international community, particularly the US and Britain believe the fact that Afghanistan is like a bridge leading to terrorism and that supporting and safeguarding this significant location is the responsibility of the whole world. And if this Afghanistan collapses, the crisis will not only remain in Afghanistan, but it will also spread to the Central Asian countries, Caucasia and south Asia and terrorists will mobilize thousands of recruits from the mentioned areas against the West and the world.
US presence is key to deter Taliban elements assisted with al Qaeda

The Washington Post, October 09,

“Afghanistan exit timeline 'a mistake,' Gates says,” pg. 3, LN, accessed 6/23/10, pk
Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton also called it too early to plan a military exit from Afghanistan, saying that a troop surge approved last spring hasn't been completed.

"You don't get up and just deploy the 82nd Airborne and they get there the next day," Mrs. Clinton said on CBS' "Face the Nation."When asked whether the U.S. military presence in Afghanistan was worth the price of American blood and money - particularly in light of repeated reports of corruption within the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai - Mrs. Clinton replied that, "With all respect, we're doing this for the United States."
"We're doing this because we think that a return to a safe haven in Afghanistan with al Qaeda, with Taliban elements 
2NC Impact [2/3]
…continued
associated with al Qaeda, with the same purpose, to basically run a syndicate of terror out of either Afghanistan or the border region, is something we cannot tolerate," she said.
These wars go nuclear 
Lisa Curtis, Heritage's senior research fellow on South Asia, specializes in U.S. policy toward India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal, June 3, 2010
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban, pk 
But there is no good alternative to McChrystal's approach. A victorious Taliban emboldened by a U.S. retreat would be more inclined than ever to support al-Qaida and its terrorist affiliates who remain intent on attacking our homeland.

Moreover, a strengthened Taliban in Afghanistan would buoy extremists and fuel unrest in nuclear-armed Pakistan. In this scenario, U.S. national security would be in far more danger than it was before 9/11.

Al Qaeda Terrorism spills over to Somalia

James Phillips, the Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation April, 02
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2002/04/Somalia-and-al-Qaeda-Implications-for-the-War-on-Terrorism

The United States has made considerable progress in its war against international terrorism, but it still faces contingencies that could complicate its goal of eradicating the scourge of global terrorism. The United States has uprooted Osama bin Laden's al-Qaeda ("the Base") terrorist group--and the radical Islamic Taliban regime that protected it--from Afghanistan. Although al-Qaeda and Taliban remnants seek to regroup and challenge the authority of the U.S.-backed Afghan government of Hamid Karzai, bin Laden has lost his foremost safe haven and state sponsor.

Yet, despite his military setback in Afghanistan and the arrest of over 1,300 al-Qaeda suspects in over 70 countries, bin Laden's terrorist network remains "the most immediate and serious threat" to American security, according to Central Intelligence Agency Director George Tenet.1 Largely expelled from Afghanistan, al-Qaeda may seek to regroup in another country where it could count on some degree of local support.

Somalia is such a place. It is a failed state whose lawless anarchy would permit terrorists to operate relatively freely. The al-Qaeda network has operated there in the past and has longstanding ties to a small minority of Somali Islamists, with which it has worked since the early 1990s.

Somalia also has a long seacoast with numerous unpatrolled ports that could provide easy entry for al-Qaeda terrorists fleeing from Afghanistan via Pakistan or Iran by sea. The U.S. Navy intercepted at least one ship that reportedly transported fugitive al-Qaeda operatives who escaped from a Pakistani port inside a shipping container.2 U.S. intelligence officials believe that bin Laden owns a number of ships, one of which is suspected of transporting some of the explosives used in the August 1998 bombings of the U.S. embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania.3 Shortly after September 11, U.S. intelligence officials received reports that bin Laden himself planned to move from Afghanistan to Somalia or had already done so.

These wars go global
James Phillips, the Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation April, 02
http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2002/04/Somalia-and-al-Qaeda-Implications-for-the-War-on-Terrorism
There has been considerable speculation that Somalia may become the next front in the global war against international terrorism. If and when it were to intervene in Somalia, the United States would discover that Somalia's anarchy, which makes the country a fertile ground for Islamic extremists, also makes it an extremely unpredictable arena for military operations. It may be easier in military and geostrategic terms to conduct counterterrorist operations in Somalia than in Afghanistan, but Somalia's tumultuous internal politics make any sustained military operation a risky proposition, as the Clinton Administration discovered in 1993 when it expanded a humanitarian aid mission into a failed nation-building experiment.
2NC Impact [3/3]


And here’s a cool impact card

Hank Kalet, managing editor, July 1
http://www.centraljersey.com/articles/2010/07/01/opinions/doc4c2d04364b072653853978.txt

   Afghanistan’s stability and movement toward democracy are in our national interests. No doubt, a stable and democratic government will be better for the people of Afghanistan and the region, but are they any more important to our national security than a stable Somalia or a democratic Egypt? Isn’t it likely that the terrorist networks will just flee a suddenly stable Afghanistan for some other failed state, forcing us to chase them and putting us in a position of waging a roving, worldwide war?
   Victory in Afghanistan is required to fight terrorism. Given that the United States has broken up several, unrelated terror plots in recent years, it seems evident that our efforts in Afghanistan are, at best, tangential to the fight against terrorism. Just as importantly, al Qaeda no longer calls Afghanistan home; rather, it has moved across the border into Pakistan, a nation we consider an ally. The foreign policy establishment is not questioning these assumptions and remains committed to this nasty war, one that has grown deadlier by the month for American soldiers.

2NC Gender Impact

The War on Terror in Afghanistan enforces gender binaries 
Gretchen Ritter, Professor in the Department of Government and Director of the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies at the University of Texas at Austin. She specializes in studies of American politics, constitutional development, and gender politics from a historical and theoretical perspective, November 09, “Domestic Containment or Equal Standing? Gender, Nationalism, and the War on Terror,” Volume 21, Project MUSE, accessed 6/28/10, pk
Where did women fit in this clash? The war in Afghanistan was labeled by the federal government as “Operation Enduring Freedom.” The freedom being brought to Afghanistan was cast in gendered terms. President Bush’s portrayal of the Taliban “nightmare” that existed in Afghanistan before the United States came to liberate the country focused heavily on the fate of women: “Afghanistan was a totalitarian nightmare, a land where women were imprisoned in their homes” and “Women were publicly whipped” (5 September 2006). Sliding easily from the Taliban to Islamic terrorists more generally, Vice President Cheney contends that “terrorists” are “at war with practically every liberal ideal.” Theirs is an ideology that “would condemn women to servitude” (February 2007). According to a 2005 State Department fact sheet, “Islamic Radicals” envision a future of oppression, which includes “banning dissent and books, brutalizing women, and controlling every aspect of life.” The war against the Taliban, like the larger War on Terror, was justified partly by that regime’s oppressive gender practices, including the demand that women be submissive to men, the denial of education to women, women’s exclusion from governance, and the expectation that women should wear burkhas in public. 

The War on Terror enforces the patriarchal system in Afghanistan 
Gretchen Ritter, Professor in the Department of Government and Director of the Center for Women’s and Gender Studies at the University of Texas at Austin. She specializes in studies of American politics, constitutional development, and gender politics from a historical and theoretical perspective, November 09, “Domestic Containment or Equal Standing? Gender, Nationalism, and the War on Terror,” Volume 21, Project MUSE, accessed 6/28/10, pk

The treatment of women defines what is different between the United States and our enemies (often seen by the public as simply “Islamic Radicals”) in the War on Terror. Explaining the way that gender and kinship structure the differences between the Judeo-Christian West and the Islamic Middle East, Stanley Kurtz (2007) wrote in the New Republic about the importance of parallel cousin marriage to Islamic society. Because Muslims refuse to “form alliances with strangers by ‘marrying out,’” Islamic societies remain antimodern. The key to the war on terror, according to Kurtz, can be found in Islam’s treatment of women. “We’ve all heard about full-body veiling, the seclusion of women, forced marriage, honor killing, and the like.” According to Kurtz, the tradition of parallel cousin marriage “acts as a social ‘sealing mechanism’ to block cultural interchange” and “has everything to do with why Muslim [End Page 443] societies have difficulty accommodating modernity, why Muslin immigrants resist assimilation, and why some Muslims are attacking us.” In this view, the treatment of women matters for what it tells us about how male authority is structured. The difference between the civilized West and its opponents in the War on Terror is to be found in gender roles and religious structures. 

AT: z0mg your ev is bias

1. That’s inevitable- all authors/ news websites have some sort of preconceived bias that effects their writing- if we win our claims are backed with warrants then this argument doesn’t matter
2. Phillips and Curtis are the most qualified and relevant to the direction of the affirmative- they both focus on studies in the Middle East- their *job* is to research and analyze the current state in places like Pakistan and Afghanistan
3. James Phillips is more qualified than their authors

Heritage Organization, no date

http://www.heritage.org/About/Staff/P/James-Phillips

Although his prime research interests are Iran, Iraq, Afghanistan, Persian Gulf security issues, and Middle Eastern terrorism, Phillips also has written numerous articles on the Arab-Israeli conflict, Islamic radicalism, Algeria, Egypt, Israel, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Syria, Sudan, and Turkey. He has testified numerous times before congressional committees on these issues. 

Phillips wrote papers that predicted the Soviet intervention in Afghanistan, the Soviet defeat there, and the dangers arising from U.S. withdrawal from engagement in that country, which contributed to the rise of the Taliban and the export of terrorism and Islamic radicalism. In 2000, he called for a comprehensive U.S. policy to support the Afghan opposition and overthrow the ultra-radical Taliban regime, rather than narrowly focusing on Osama bin Laden, who was then based in Afghanistan . Since the Sept. 11 attacks, he has written extensively on the global war against terrorism and its implications for U.S. policy in the Middle East . 

4. And he received a Bachelor's Degree in International Relations from Brown University as well as a Master's Degree and a M.A.L.D. in International Security Studies at Tufts University- obviously he’s most experienced in the field 
5. Lisa Curtis is also more qualified

Heritage Foundation, no date

http://www.heritage.org/About/Staff/C/Lisa-Curtis

Lawmakers and journalists alike turn to Curtis for her clear-eyed research and perspective on U.S. interests in some of the most desperate, dangerous and fast-developing parts of the world. 

She became a reliable source for many Americans while analyzing breaking news in Pakistan and Afghanistan as a guest expert on CNN, Fox News, MSNBC, CBS, CNBC, PBS and BBC, among other outlets.

Terror Advantage CP
CP Text: The United States federal government should provide cash to local warlords. The United States intelligence agency should continue to watch Afghanistan for any problems in local powers.  
Giving money to local warlords to collaborate solves terror, outsourcing and decentralization in Afghanistan- second plank of the CP solves any ramifications 
NewsWeek, December 08
“Winning In Afghanistan; Victory there won't look like you think. Time to get out and give up on nation building.” Pg. 0 ISSN: 0163-7053, LN, accessed 6/24/10, pk
The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory. This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature.
CP solves- it assumes your impact turns
NewsWeek, June 23, 2010

http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/06/23/the-afghan-story-we-missed-while-obsessing-over-mcchrystal.html, pk
The report says that the Department of Defense has turned a blind eye to the fact that they could be putting money directly into the pockets of insurgents, and when contractors took it upon themselves to raise the haunting possibility, “they were largely met with indifference and inaction” at the Pentagon.
What’s most disconcerting about the report is that this tenuous system is actually getting the job done. When the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, it spent massive amounts of money and effort by using troops to protect convoys. Today, the report says, this system is successfully delivering matériel to combat outposts and forward operating bases, “across a difficult and hostile terrain while only rarely needing the assistance of U.S. troops.” One could even argue that it’s efficient.
General Advantage CP [1/2]
CP Text: The United States federal government should stop supplying protection payments to Afghanistan contractors and warlords.
Solves internal link to aff’s impacts

Global Times, June 23, 2010
http://world.globaltimes.cn/americas/2010-06/544375.html, pk
The US is allegedly paying protection to Afghanistan warlords, indirectly channeling tens of millions of dollars to the Taliban to ensure the safe passage of supply convoys across the country, according to congressional investigators.

A US congressional committee was expected to hear the evidence from the investigation from senior officials at the US Department of Defense later Tuesday, the BBC said.

A report released Monday said that the security arrangements, part of a $2.16 billion transport contract, not only violated laws on the use of private contractors, and defense department regulations, but "dramatically undermined" US objectives of curtailing corruption and strengthening governance in Afghanistan, the Washington Post reported.

"This arrangement has fueled a vast protection racket run by a shadowy network of warlords, strongmen, commanders, corrupt Afghan officials, and perhaps others," Reuters Tuesday quoted representative John Tierney, chairman of a House of Representatives national security subcommittee, as saying in a statement.
Here’s more evidence 
Global Times, June 23, 2010
http://world.globaltimes.cn/americas/2010-06/544375.html, pk
Meanwhile, the report by the subcommittee's Democratic staff called protection payments "a significant potential source of funding for the Taliban." "The protection payment issue, as a mitigation measure to confront the current security situation, will not be completely rooted out, if the unrest in Afghanistan continues," Yin Gang, an expert at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, told the Global Times. Liu Jun, an expert at the Institute of International Relations of Yunnan University, said that the dilemma for the international community in anti-terrorism efforts also adds to the arrogance of the protection payment issue.
Contractors prove-
Global Times, June 23, 2010
http://world.globaltimes.cn/americas/2010-06/544375.html, pk
Meanwhile, many contractors said that warlords were demanding protection payments in exchange for safe passage and those payments were funding the insurgency, the report said. But the contractors' concerns were never appropriately addressed.

It faulted the Pentagon for a lack of effective oversight of the supply chain and private security contractors, Reuters reported.

DoD has been funding insurgency efforts- CP solves 

NewsWeek, June 23, 2010

http://www.newsweek.com/blogs/the-gaggle/2010/06/23/the-afghan-story-we-missed-while-obsessing-over-mcchrystal.html, pk
Back in November, an article in The Nation sparked a six-month congressional investigation into how the Department of Defense actually goes about shipping the hundreds of thousands of tons of fuel, food, weapons, and water that it takes to keep U.S. and NATO troops supplied. The result? According to Tierney, the $2.16 billion contract “has fueled a vast protection racket run by a shadowy network of warlords, strongmen, commanders, [and] corrupt Afghan officials.” The money is split mainly among eight Afghan, American, and Middle Eastern companies that then pay off local warlords for the privilege of sending trucks through their districts.
The report says that the Department of Defense has turned a blind eye to the fact that they could be putting money directly into the pockets of insurgents, and when contractors took it upon themselves to raise the haunting possibility, “they were largely met with indifference and inaction” at the Pentagon.
General Advantage CP [2/2]

CP Solves
The Boston Globe, June 22

http://www.boston.com/news/world/asia/articles/2010/06/22/us_military_faulted_over_truck_security_in_afghanistan/

In some cases, the companies pay as much as $150,000 a month for protection and more than $1,500 per truck, according to internal memos and other documents reproduced in the report. The report accuses the military of turning a blind eye to the problem.

“Originally, we were surprised, but as our investigation went on, you go beyond the surprise to the outrage that something has to be done about this,’’ Tierney, chairman of the House subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs, said in a telephone interview yesterday.

The report comes after a six-month investigation into Host Nation Trucking, the major contract under which 70 percent of all goods to US military bases in the country are supplied. Tierney and his aides interviewed dozens of contractors, military officers, Afghan leaders, and warlords, including two brothers and two cousins of Afghanistan’s president, Hamid Karzai. Tierney, a Democrat, has asked military officials to testify at a hearing on the issue today.

AT: No Evidence
False- protection money has been funding the Taliban
Wapo, June 22, 2010

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/21/AR2010062104628.html, pk
In testimony shortly after Obama's strategy announcement, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said that "much of the corruption" in Afghanistan has been fueled by billions of dollars' worth of foreign money spent there, "and one of the major sources of funding for the Taliban is the protection money." 
Military officials said that they have begun several corruption investigations in Afghanistan and that a task force has been named, headed by Navy Rear Adm. Kathleen Dussault, director of logistics and supply operations for the chief of naval operations and former head of the Baghdad-based joint contracting command for Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Insurgents receive the money- trucking programs prove
The WaPo, June 22, 2010
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/21/AR2010062104628_2.html?sid=ST2010062202674

The trucks distribute the material to more than 200 U.S. military outposts across Afghanistan, most of them in the southern and eastern parts of the country where roads are largely controlled by warlords and insurgent groups. The report found no direct evidence of payoffs to the Taliban, but one trucking program manager estimated that $1.6 million to $2 million per week goes to the insurgents.
More ev
USA Today, June 22

“Taliban takes U.S. funds, report says,” p. 06, EBSCOHost, accessed 6/27/10, pk

Taliban and Afghan warlords are extorting some of the $2.16 billion the Defense Department has paid to local contractors who transport food, water, ammunition and fuel to U.S. military forces in Afghanistan, according to a House investigation to be released today. Trucking contractors say they pay as much as $150,000 a month to warlords in "protection" money, and investigators concluded that payments for safe passage are a significant source of Taliban funding, according to a report by the staff of Rep. John Tierney, D-Mass., who heads the House national security and foreign affairs subcommittee.

AT: Perm do both

1. It’s mutually exclusive- all our Net-benefits are DA’s to the plan’s action- the permutation will inevitably fail
2. Not net-beneficial- the 1AC focus proves why the permutation can never solve the harms it re creates- and all our solvency advocates prove why presence is a good thing
3. Reducing military presence in Afghanistan perpetuates the protection payment ramifications
LA Times, June  23
http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/23/world/la-fg-afghan-hearing-20100623, pk
Legislators admonished military officials Tuesday for disregarding warnings that U.S. taxpayers have been bankrolling a mafia-style scheme in which private security contractors transporting supplies to troops in Afghanistan are forced to pay warlords for safe passage.

At a hearing, Rep. John F. Tierney (D-Mass.) blamed a lack of military oversight for the protection payments, which are costing millions of dollars.

A congressional report released Monday by Tierney's subcommittee on national security and foreign affairs revealed that the protection racket may be damaging U.S. troops' efforts to build a legitimate Afghan government by funneling money to the insurgency. Several trucking company supervisors said they suspected that the men they hired for protection then paid the Taliban not to attack, according to the report.

2NC Politics Unpopular [1/2]
Plan is partisan- empirically proven 
Michael Moore, March 10

http://www.michaelmoore.com/words/latest-news/house-defeats-call-afghanistan-troop-withdrawal, pk
The first full debate on ending the war in Afghanistan since it began in 2001 ended with Congress voting overwhelmingly to keep the war going.  Lawmakers voted 65-356 to defeat a measure calling for an immediate withdrawal from the region, with 189 Democrats joining 167 Republicans to sink it. Five Republicans voted with 60 Democrats to call for an immediate end to the war. Rep. Dennis Kucinich’s (D-Ohio) resolution was never expected to pass, but it did give the White House an early view of support for the surge within Democratic ranks. The vote helps clear the way for a looming war supplemental spending bill that Congress will take up this spring. The debate, meanwhile, brought fiery speeches from liberals and conservatives alike. Kucinich and other liberals argued the mission had gone on far too long and was draining money from the Treasury that could be going to rebuilding America and helping the economy. Republican leaders ripped the resolution as hurting the troops and their mission. And Rep. Mark Kirk (R-Ill.), who called President Barack Obama’s troop increase in Afghanistan his only success to date, questioned why Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) allowed a floor debate on the issue. 
Plan is unpopular- Patraeus proves
FDL News, June 17, 2010

http://news.firedoglake.com/2010/06/17/congress-presses-pentagon-on-afghanistan-funding-withdrawal-date/, pk
The July 2011 “inflection point,” transitioning to withdrawal, is of particular concern to Republicans. And CENTCOM Commander David Petraeus seemed to give conflicting answers on this point. At a Senate hearing, he affirmed the inflection point, while stating that the rate of withdrawal would be determined by “conditions on the ground.” He told Sen. Ted Kaufman that “July 2011 is etched in stone.” However, at a House meeting, Petraeus stated that lacking those conditions would lead to him endorsing a delay:

During a House hearing Wednesday, California Republican Rep. Buck McKeon asked Petraeus what conditions would have to be in place for troops to leave. Petraeus said there would have to be better security and governance, and an Afghan security force able to contribute to that stability. Asked what happens if those conditions don’t exist, Petraeus said he would recommend a delay in the withdrawal.

“If that’s what’s necessary, that’s what I will do,” he said. There’s a subtle but noticeable difference between those two statements.

Plan is deliberately unpopular 
CBS News, June 24, 2010
http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20008700-503544.html, pk
Lieberman called the discussion in the U.S. about the possible July 2011 withdrawal date "harmful and unnecessary." Graham said the July 2011 policy is "confusing" and "undercuts the war effort," but that the change in leadership gives the administration a chance to re-evaluate it. There is tension over the withdrawal date in the House of Representatives as well, Politico reports."I think retracting the withdrawal date completely would be the best thing to do to give Gen. Petraeus the most latitude and flexibility," Rep. Tom Price (R-Ga.) said.  Liberal Democrats, however, aren't willing to keep troops in Afghanistan much longer than that. "I think we're going to have to keep to that promise," said Rep. Barbara Lee (D-Calif.), a member of the Congressional Progressive Caucus. "We have to at least ensure that the administration is up to its promised time frame."McCain said this morning that he can anticipate what Petraeus will say in his confirmation hearings. 

Timetable withdrawal has bolstered controversy 
LA Times, June 15, 2010
http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/15/world/la-fg-us-afghan-20100616, pk
Reporting from Washington — Recent setbacks in Afghanistan have intensified debate over the wisdom of the Obama administration's plan to begin withdrawing U.S. military forces next summer and highlighted reservations among military commanders over a rigid timeline.

At a Senate hearing Tuesday, Gen. David H. Petraeus, who oversees U.S. forces in the Mideast and Afghanistan, offered "qualified" support for President Obama's plan to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011.

2NC Politics Unpopular [2/2]

Huge controversy- GOP want to continue presence 
WeeklyStandard, March 11

http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/house-rejects-afghanistan-withdrawal-resolution, pk
Last night, the House rejected a resolution calling for withdrawal from Afghanistan, 65-356. Sixty Democrats voted for withdrawal. Five Republicans joined them. The five GOP votes for withdrawal came from (duh) Ron Paul of Texas, Walter Jones of North Carolina, Tim Johnson of Illinois, John Duncan of Tennessee, and John Campbell of California. Paul, Jones, Johnson, and Duncan all opposed the Iraq surge. Campbell supported it, and as recently as last September said a "precipitous withdrawal" from Afghanistan "would be unwise." In a "Laptop Report" last December, Cambell said: I simply do not believe that we can establish a lasting westernized democracy in a society that has been based on tribal cultural ties for centuries. Furthermore, the mountainous terrain in Afghanistan, as well as the porous and uncontrolled border region with Northern Pakistan, makes control of this area exceedingly difficult. Iraq's terrain and culture were and are much more suited to these types of operations. I still believe that there was much strategic value to establishing a friendly Iraqi government in a critical region of the world that includes Iran, Syria, Israel, and others. While I acknowledge the significance of Pakistan’s possession of, by some estimates, as many as 100 nuclear weapons, I just don't believe that control of Afghanistan has the same strategic value.
Republicans hate the plan
WeeklyStandard, March 11

http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/house-rejects-afghanistan-withdrawal-resolution, pk
It's notable that far more Democrats backed withdrawal than Republicans. This isn't a surprise, considering the Democrats are the Peace Party. And yet, despite the constant liberal refrain that conservatives and Republicans are "nihilists" bent on destroying Obama's presidency through a strategy of relentless and all-consuming obstruction, the right supports the president when they think he is, well, right. The war in Afghanistan is a prime example.

This support raises the larger issue of continuity in American foreign policy. Robert Kagan has a new essay on that subject in the latest Foreign Policy:

War in Afghanistan is popular- surge proves 
Washington Times, March 11

http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/mar/11/bipartisan-blowout-blocks-afghanistan-withdrawal, pk
In an overwhelming show of bipartisan support for President Obama's surge in Afghanistan, the House on Wednesday soundly defeated a resolution setting a timetable for withdrawal. 

The vote, which marked the first time the House has had a full debate on Afghanistan since Mr. Obama announced his surge last year, unleashed years of pent-up frustration from liberal Democrats and a few conservative Republicans angry over the direction the nine-year-old conflict has taken. 

Republicans disapprove of the plan

English News, June 28, 2010

http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/28/c_13372358.htm, pk
U.S. ranking Senate Republicans on Sunday blasted President Barack Obama's Afghanistan strategy, dismissing the July 2011 deadline as a "political decision" not based on military strategy.

"It was purely a political decision, not one based on facts on the ground, not one based on military strategy," Republican Senator John McCain said on NBC's "Meet the Press," referring to a strategy unveiled by President Obama in December, which called for a buildup of 30,000 troops in Afghanistan and beginning pulling out in July 2011.

"You tell the enemy you're leaving, they will wait," he said. " In wars you declare when you're leaving after you've succeeded." Republican Senator Lindsey Graham joined McCain in criticizing Obama's Afghan timetable.

2NC Politics Popular
War in Afghanistan is losing congressional and public support 
WaPo, June 22, 2010

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/21/AR2010062104628.html, pk
The report comes as the number of U.S. casualties is rising in the Afghan war, and public and congressional support is declining. The administration has been on the defensive in recent weeks, insisting that the slow progress of anti-Taliban offensives in Helmand province and the city of Kandahar does not mean that more time is needed to assess whether President Obama's strategy is working. 

AT: Warlords [1/2]
Warlords are corrupt- status quo proves- plan doesn’t change the root cause 
Naked Capitalism June 22

http://www.nakedcapitalism.com/2010/06/afghanistan-pentagon-payments-to-warlords-undermine-central-government.html, pk
The Pentagon, to secure supply lines, is effectively making payments to warlords in Afghanistan. Not only is that undermining the central government (as in by reinforcing competing centers of power), but it also appears to be helping to fund the insurgents. Now before you put that overview in the “You cannot make this stuff up” category, actually, it’s the reverse. This is a completely predictable outcome given the situation in Afghanistan, which is that the US, like the Soviets before us, controls only the cities, and is in completely hostile territory elsewhere. 
Remember, for all practical purposes, there is no infrastructure in Afghanistan. As reader Crocodile Chuck pointed out, “The entire military supply chain is flown in: equipment, materiel, food, fuel. It’s like staging a war on the moon.” So if you want to secure passage across the countryside, say to move munitions or troops, you need the cooperation of the not so friendly locals. The warlords aren’t above taking bribes, but the officialdom has somehow managed to harbor the illusion that paying money to people who are hostile to our occupation is likely to result in the funds being used against us. Bloomberg gives an overview:
Here’s more evidence the plan can’t access 
Pratap Chtaterjee, Indian/Sri Lankan investigative journalist and progressive author, November 2009
http://www.salon.com/news/feature/2009/11/17/afghanistan_corruption, pk
Afghan political analysts observe that Ghazanfar and Zahid Walid are striking examples of the multimillion-dollar business conglomerates, financed by American as well as Afghan tax dollars and connected to powerful political figures, that have, since the fall of the Taliban in 2001, emerged as part of a pervasive culture of corruption here. Nasrullah Stanikzai, a professor of law and political science at Kabul University, says of the companies in the pocket of the vice-president: "Everybody knows who is Ghazanfar. Everybody knows who is Zahid Walid. The [government elite] directly or indirectly have companies, licenses, and sign contracts. But corruption is not confined just to the Afghans. The international community bears a share of this blame."
Warlords are inherently corrupt- the plan can’t solve 
Party for Socialism and Liberation, June 29, 2010
http://www.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=14144&news_iv_ctrl=124, pk
The country learned on June 22 that the Pentagon is spending $2.16 billion of taxpayer money each year to pay the Taliban and other Afghan forces not to shoot at military convoys as they bring in supplies for the U.S. occupation. This revelation comes through a Congressional subcommittee report.

The report comes in the context of growing indications that Afghan President Hamid Karzai, backed by powerful interests in Washinton and in Europe, is seeking some sort of reintegration of the Taliban into the Afghan state. This has been the U.S. strategy for over a year now. More than 40,000 additional U.S. troops were sent to Afghanistan just so that U.S. officials would have more leverage when they inevitably got down to negotiating. 

Warlords are awful

John Signoriello, freelance writer living in NYC, John has a background in print journalism as a reporter and editor. He has studied military history for more than 20 years, with an emphasis on US naval history and ancient military tactics, June 28
http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner~y2010m6d28-Critcal-debate-brewing-counterinsurgency-vs-counterterrorism, pk
Counter-insurgency is the President's
The Department of Defense (DOD) has created a protection racket in Afghanistan that would 'make Tony Soprano proud,' according to Congressman John Tierney (D-MA), Chairman of the House Subcommittee on National Security and Foreign Affairs.

By outsourcing security for our military supply chain in Afghanistan to questionable local contractors, including warlords, the DOD has 'fueled a vast protection racket run by a shadowy network of warlords, strongmen, commanders, and corrupt Afghan officials...' according to Congressman Tierney.

This arrangement has 'fueled warlordism, extortion, corruption, and maybe even funded the enemy,' Rep. Tierney said.

The system in place now forces trucking contractors to employ private security armies or pay bribes to the Warlords who control them.
AT: Warlords [2/2]

The system is corrupt- plan can’t solve

The Boston Globe, June 22

http://www.boston.com/news/world/asia/articles/2010/06/22/us_military_faulted_over_truck_security_in_afghanistan/, pk
The system set up by the US military to supply its troops in Afghanistan fuels corruption and finances warlords and the Taliban, according to a report released yesterday by an oversight committee headed by US Representative John F. Tierney of Salem.

The 79-page report, titled “Warlord Inc,’’ faults the US military for requiring that trucking companies that deliver goods to US military bases in Afghanistan be responsible for their own security.

It details how eight trucking companies that share a $2.1 billion contract are forced to pay warlords and Afghan officials to pass unhindered with their convoys.

In some cases, the companies pay as much as $150,000 a month for protection and more than $1,500 per truck, according to internal memos and other documents reproduced in the report. The report accuses the military of turning a blind eye to the problem.

1NC Case- Offshore Balancing

1. Offshore balancing is nonsence, 3 reasons:

a. The plan doesn’t access the internal link to solving for offshore balancing- their Pape evedince indicates a quick withdrawal *like the plan* is not what’s necessary to solve the problems in Afghanistan- proves the plan isn’t the right fix

b. Their Pape evidence indicates that solving for OSB is done so by engaging in relations with local actors- the plan in no way accesses this considering it just withdraws 

c. Things like soft power are key to offshore balancing- only in a world where the U.S. is respected will offshore balancing work- reduction of hard power fails-
And,  your impacts are denied by the 70s – decline in energy use, better economic governance, and historically established flexibility have established resiliency

Powell, ‘8

Alvin Powell, “Bernanke touts nation’s economic resilience,” June 4, 2008, http://www.news.harvard.edu/gazette/2008/06.05/99-classday.html, pk
Bernanke, a member of the Harvard College Class of 1975, hearkened back to his own commencement during inflation-weary, oil-shocked 1975, and told the graduating seniors that things aren’t so bad. Despite today’s ample gloomy economic news, the last 33 years have created a more resilient economy, largely due to a decline in the energy intensity of many activities, wiser government economic policies, and a consistently tougher anti-inflation stance, he said.  But there are some parallels between 2008 and 1975, Bernanke added, citing a rapid increase in oil prices, rising prices for food and other commodities, and slow economic growth. But Bernanke said the differences between today and 1975 are crucial and “provide a basis for optimism about the future.”  “Today’s situation differs from 33 years ago in large part because our economy and society have become much more flexible and able to adapt to difficult situations and new challenges,” Bernanke said. “Economic policymaking has improved as well, I believe, partly because we have learned well some of the hard lessons of the past.” 

The global economy is resilient – globalization and the rise of Asia, effective policies, and the US as a borrower of last resort 

Financial Times, ‘6 

Martin Wolf, September 27 2k6, Pg. 17, LN, pk
To doubt the resilience of the world economy must now look perverse. Since 2000, it has overcome so many obstacles: post-bubble traumas in Japan; the bursting of a global stock market bubble in 2000; the terrorist attacks of September 11 2001; a US recession; years of stagnation in the eurozone; wars in Afghanistan and Iraq; real oil prices at levels close to those of the late 1970s; and the failure to complete the Doha round of multilateral trade negotiations. Yet, in spite of all this, world economic growth was 4.1 per cent in 2003, 5.3 per cent in 2004 and 4.9 per cent in 2005, measured at purchasing power parity exchange rates. In the International Monetary Fund's latest World Economic Outlook (WEO), it is forecast to reach 5.1 per cent this year.* Growth is also broadly shared: in 2006, suggests the IMF staff, it will be 3.4 per cent in the US, 2.4 per cent in the eurozone and 2.7 per cent in Japan. In emerging markets it is far higher: 8.7 per cent in developing Asia, 6.8 per cent in the Commonwealth of Independent States, 5.8 per cent in the Middle East, 5.4 per cent in Africa, 5.3 per cent in central and eastern Europe and 4.8 per cent in the western hemisphere. How has it been possible for the world economy to leap over so many hurdles? We can offer three answers: first, the power of the underlying drivers of economic expansion - US productivity growth, globalisation and the rise of Asia; second, the ability of central banks and fiscal authorities to exploit the credibility they won in the 1980s and 1990s responding to the shocks of the 2000s; and, not least, the role of the US as borrower of last resort. 
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Plan can’t solve the internal link- too many alt causes
Kusi News, June 28
http://www.kusi.com/news/local/97327694.html, pk
It was a bloody weekend for NATO forces in Afghanistan and a key official has made a frank admission about the nearly nine-year-old conflict. 

“There are some serious problems: we’re dealing with a tribal society, we’re dealing with a country that has problems with governments, problems with corruption, and problems with narcotics trafficking, problems with Taliban insurgency.” Says CIA Director Leon Panetta. 

More alt causes to terrorism
The Tribune, June 29, 2010

http://tribune.com.pk/story/24364/need-for-a-counter-terror-authority/, pk
We need to chalk down an elaborate programme to fight religious fundamentalism. Contrary to popular belief, our counter-terrorism strategy does not solely rely on overt military actions. Rather, it uses the intelligence apparatus to take advantage of differences between militant leaders and prevent them from uniting toward a common purpose. The state’s policy is vague when it comes to fighting terrorism: we pledge to fight the Taliban. However, one view is that as long as the militants adhere to a code approved for them by the establishment and refrain from toppling the regime within Pakistan, they are free to operate against targets outside Pakistani borders. This is why militant factions such as the Haqqani network or the Hafiz Gul Bahadur faction in North Waziristan remain untouched due to the delusional “strategic depth”. We cherish our eroded sovereignty but we fail to curtail cross-border terrorism. Sovereignty comes with the burden of state responsibility.

The first step in this realm would be to recognise the legitimacy and severity of this conflict. The next step is taking ownership of this war — our academia and intellectual circles should emphasise that this is a war for our survival. The perception that Pakistan is fighting a “foreign war” needs to be strongly negated. This war is not against American forces deployed in Afghanistan, it is a war against aims to radicalise our society and establish an extremist model of governance which is inspired by the former Taliban regime in Afghanistan.

`
Attempts to stop terrorism in Afghanistan increases the likeliness of attacks on America
NY Times, June 29
http://www.indianexpress.com/news/How-terror-feeds-on-US-war-against-terror/639830, pk
At a plea hearing, a defiant Faisal Shahzad admitted trying to blow up an SUV in Times Square on May 1. Calling himself “a Muslim soldier,” he explained his motivation: “avenging” the war in Afghanistan and American interventions in Pakistan, Iraq, Yemen and Somalia. 

“I am part of the answer to the US terrorising the Muslim nations and the Muslim people,” Shahzad said. His candid confession raised two questions: Has the military’s still-expanding fight against terrorism now become the fuel for terrorism, recruiting more militants than it kills? And where exactly does the Afghan war fit into the overall campaign against terror, when the enemy’s cause can lure a man like Shahzad, a former financial analyst for the Elizabeth Arden cosmetics company and a naturalised American citizen? The questions take on particular urgency because Shahzad’s flubbed bombing was the latest of a dozen plots since last year aimed at American targets. And in case after case, nine years after the September 11 attacks, plotters have cited America’s still-growing military entanglement in the Muslim world as proof that the US is at war with Islam. 

War’s not winnable- squo proves

Party for Socialism and LIberatin, June 29, 2010
http://www.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=14144&news_iv_ctrl=1241, pk
Obama has pledged, despite the sacking of McChrystal, to follow the same core strategy in Afghanistan. In short, that strategy is this: Knowing that the Afghan war is not winnable and that the insurgency cannot be destroyed, the U.S. government's main objective is to avoid the appearance of defeat. It must show “strength” now so that it can strike a good deal later. For that cause alone, 189 U.S. troops—and untold numbers of Afghans—have already died in 2010. These dealings alone prove that this war has nothing to do with destroying the Taliban or terrorism. 

Even while denying the possibility of a deal with the Taliban at present, CIA chief Leon Panetta confirmed this basic strategy: “Unless they're convinced that the United States is going to win and that they're going to be defeated, I think it's 
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…continued

very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that's going to be meaningful.”

Alt causes to solving for human rights- Guantanamo 

Maureen Nandini Mitra, freelance journalist- graduate from Columbia University, June 27

http://thefastertimes.com/humanrights/2010/06/27/guantanamo-bay-obama-fails-to-keep-promise-to-shut-down-prison-camps/, pk
The use of Guantánamo Bay as a military prison has drawn heavy criticism from human rights organizations and foreign governments, who cite reports that detainees have been poorly treated and tortured in violation of basic human rights standards and the Geneva Conventions on treatment of prisoners of war. Held without charges or access to lawyers for years, the detainees - some as young as 12 others as old as 93 - have held hunger strikes, rioted, and even committed suicide in protest.
The plans use of ‘counterterrorism’ inevitably fails

John Signoriello, freelance writer living in NYC, John has a background in print journalism as a reporter and editor. He has studied military history for more than 20 years, with an emphasis on US naval history and ancient military tactics, June 28
http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner~y2010m6d28-Critcal-debate-brewing-counterinsurgency-vs-counterterrorism, pk
Counter-terrorism, Vice President Biden's preferred strategy, is a simpler approach, requiring fewer troops, and less risk to those troops, relying, instead, on good ground intelligence and the willingness to use special ops and predator drones without undue reservation.

Counter-terrorism, replete with collateral damage, is not a strategy likely to win the hearts and minds of the populace.

And, only ‘counterinsurgency’ works- Iraq proves
John Signoriello, freelance writer living in NYC, John has a background in print journalism as a reporter and editor. He has studied military history for more than 20 years, with an emphasis on US naval history and ancient military tactics, June 28
http://www.examiner.com/x-36464-NY-Military-Headlines-Examiner~y2010m6d28-Critcal-debate-brewing-counterinsurgency-vs-counterterrorism, pk
Counter-insurgency is the President's avowed approach, and that of Gen. Petraeus, who has codified the strategy as military doctrine.

Counter-insurgency encompasses nation building and involves winning the hearts and minds of the populace.

As a strategy, it failed miserably in Vietnam, but supposedly succeeded brilliantly, at last, in Iraq, under the stewardship of Gen. Petraeus, now back in charge in Afghanistan, intending to implement a plan both he and Gen. McCrystal have admitted could take a decade to accomplish
.

And, winning the hearts and minds is key to overall success
LA Times, June 25

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/25/world/la-fg-afghanistan-marja-20100625, pk
The plan to remake the town is emblematic of the counterinsurgency strategy laid out by Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal and expected to be pursued by Petraeus, who could arrive in Afghanistan as soon as next week, after Senate confirmation.

Killing insurgents, this doctrine holds, is not enough. Military victory is meaningless unless the population is won over. The path to that, the thinking goes, lies in showing people how good government can improve their daily lives.

And in Marja, American civilian and military officials alike have repeatedly described steady, if slow, progress.

Counterterroism efforts suck

USA Today, 11/11/09
“No time to ease up in Afghanistan ,” pg. 21a, p. EBSCOHost, accessed 6/29/10, pk
Some believe that we can tolerate a re-Talibanization of Afghanistan and blunt future attacks simply by engaging in "counterterrorism-lite" that is focused just on eliminating al-Qaeda operatives on the ground. But three fallacies underlie this position.

Myth No. 1: Since current al-Qaeda safe havens are largely in Pakistan, we just need to continue our efforts there, rather 
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than worrying about a sideshow in Afghanistan.
But as the Obama administration recognized after its first comprehensive strategy review in the spring, Afghanistan and Pakistan are part of a single "Af-Pak" theater of conflict. Both countries are bookends for the Pashtun frontier areas that span the region between the two. When we applied military pressure in Afghanistan in 2001 and 2002, terrorists simply moved into Pakistan.

Relieving that pressure in Afghanistan would undercut the Pakistani counterterrorism offensive by creating an escape route for al-Qaeda and the Taliban to move back into Afghanistan. Only continued pressure on both sides of the frontier will degrade the freedom of movement by these terrorists.

Myth No. 2: Since our core enemy is al-Qaeda, we can separate it from the Taliban and other extremist groups, and restrict our focus to al-Qaeda alone. The distinction among these groups is not as clear as some believe. Recent reporting has confirmed that al-Qaeda, the Pakistani Taliban, and other groups such as Lashkar-e-Jhangavi plan and work in concert, especially in carrying out recent attacks in Pakistan. A dense web of relationships has arisen among a number of these groups. While some Taliban might be peeled away from cooperation with al-Qaeda, the latter will continue to be a source of training, operational and ideological support for many extremists in the tribal regions.
Indeed, al-Qaeda's founding purpose and strategy was to serve not only as a stand-alone organization, but also as a financial and operational support base for like-minded groups.

Myth No. 3: We can withdraw from securing Afghanistan because we will be able to kill terrorist leaders in training compounds by using drones or special forces teams operating with surgical precision.

A re-Talibanized Afghanistan would present a different landscape from the one we face now. Al-Qaeda and other groups would not be confined to discrete compounds or camps. They would likely follow the precedent of Hamas, and embed themselves in the dwellings, schools, hospitals and other structures of the civilian population. Trying to kill or capture terrorists operating within the population would be messy, with a high civilian casualty rate. Not only would that inflame anti-American attitudes, but U.S. military officials would soon find themselves accused of the same international law violations that have been lodged against the Israelis who sought to eliminate Hamas operatives in Gaza.

Alt causes- McChrystal’s departure  

Rizwan Asghar,freelance contributor for international news, June 30

http://thenews.com.pk/daily_detail.asp?id=247935, pk

McChrystal's removal from the scene at this critical time has led to various speculations by political pundits. One view is that he deliberately committed this gaffe because he wanted to leave due to the fear of the US' impending defeat in Afghanistan. His counterinsurgency campaign underway in southern Afghanistan was not working as he had anticipated while the Taliban insurgency was gaining momentum by the day. The Marjah offensive had already failed and the Kandahar offensive has been postponed till September. So, fleeing the battlefield might have looked like a better option to General McChrystal.
Another prevailing view is that this unexpected change of command signals towards complete incoherence of the Afghan policy. Moreover, the efforts to stabilise Afghanistan have been hamstrung by differences between civilian officials and military commanders of the United States. Joe Biden, the vice president, while giving an interview to Newsweek's Jonathan Alter said, "In July of 2011, you are going to see a whole of (troops) moving out." But Defence Secretary Robert M.Gates stated in a television interview that the time of withdrawal had not been decided.
McChrystal's disdain towards the decisions of civilian leadership also shows the gradual erosion of civilian leadership's control over military and in turn the militarisation of the US' foreign policy over the last decade because of wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Adm. Mike Mullen had also warned about this trend last year. The outcome is that the Pentagon and military establishment have got upper hand in determining what the American security strategy will be, completely bypassing the White House and State Department.

And, Squo solves their impacts- Obama plans on withdrawing in July of 2011- they don’t have a defense of why withdrawing now is key
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1. COIN will be altered to fix any problems in the squo- their COIN bad arguments don’t take into account Patraeus’ change

NPR News, June 30

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128198136, pk
This is not uncommon, says David Kilcullen, a counterinsurgency specialist who was a senior adviser to Petraeus in Iraq. "If we've learned anything from the experience of counterinsurgency over the last few hundred years, it's that adaptation and change are normal and critically important," he says.

Petraeus literally wrote the book on counterinsurgency now used by the U.S. military. He implemented it in Iraq, and McChrystal adapted it when he took command in Afghanistan last year. 

Petraeus indicated, if confirmed, he would alter the rules of engagement, which U.S. troops have complained limit the use of firepower and airstrikes, to protect civilians. 

John Nagl, president of the Center for a New American Security, helped Petraeus write the counterinsurgency manual. He says there is a delicate balancing act in any counterinsurgency campaign.
2. Their arguments are not warranted- all they say is that COIN is “ineffective” but not a reason as to why that’s true- prefer our evidence it gives empirical examples of COIN being implemented and succeeding- Iraq proves true
3. It’s a question of *time*- this is a internal NB of the CP 
NPR News, June 30

http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128198136, pk
Military officials say special operations forces have already been effective in routing out insurgent leaders, but counterinsurgency specialist Kilcullen says there is more involved in the strategy, such as building good governance, curbing corruption and training an effective security force. Those efforts take time. But there are looming deadlines, including an administration progress report due in December and the July 2011 timeline that Obama uses as a goal to begin a drawdown of U.S. troops, based on conditions. Kilcullen says he wouldn't be surprised if Petraeus figures this into any revisions he makes on the counterinsurgency strategy.
4. Progress is being made- counter terror efforts would disrupt this

LA Times, June 25

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/25/world/la-fg-afghanistan-marja-20100625/2, pk
Petraeus is taking over the war at a time when progress is "slower and harder" than military officials anticipated, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Thursday. But despite problems, Gates insisted, the United States is not "bogged down" in Afghanistan.

"I believe we are making some progress," he said. "It is slower and harder than we anticipated." Gates said Petraeus would have until the end of the year to show that the current strategy can work. "We're not asking for victory by December, or by July of 2011," he said.

President Obama, at a news conference Thursday with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in Washington, put it this way: "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility."
5. Counterinsurgency is working-Marja proves
LA Times, June 25

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/25/world/la-fg-afghanistan-marja-20100625/2, pk
President Hamid Karzai's government remains widely mistrusted, mainly because of pervasive corruption. Many fear that the parliamentary elections scheduled in September will be a flashpoint for violence and vote-rigging. Daily life is punctuated by sudden death: On Thursday, seven Afghan constructions workers were killed by a bomb planted on a road in Oruzgan province. Marja was scripted as an unambiguous success story — and in some ways, residents say, life is better than it was during the years that the Afghan government was virtually invisible in their lives.
Nonetheless, they cite a familiar refrain of disillusionment with corrupt Afghan police officers, a sense of helpless terror when Taliban fighters leave threatening "night letters" ordering them to desist from simple activities like baking bread, or 
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occasionally kill people known to have friendly ties with the still-struggling local Afghan administration.

The unexpected difficulty of establishing security and governance in Marja has been cited by senior military officials as ample reason to proceed cautiously — and considerably more slowly than planned — in adjacent Kandahar province, southern Afghanistan's much larger hub and the Taliban's self-declared spiritual home.
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