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1AC - Inherency

Withdrawal is inevitable, but, due to McChrystal’s resignation and nomination of Petraeus, President Obama has signaled a shift in the current timetable for withdrawal of combat troops from Afghanistan.  

Riedel, 6/28/10 - Former Obama Advisor (Bruce, Interview with Spiegel, “McChrystal has made a Fool of himself,” Spiegel, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,703243,00.html CT)
Riedel: If there is a silver lining to the McChrystal affair, it may be that we will now see a unity of effort. A counterinsurgency war is, by definition, very difficult to win -- and there are many parts of the counterinsurgency that are beyond your control. One of the few things that is under your control is unity of command and a unity of purpose for your own team. The president is now trying to re-establish that. In General Petraeus, he has picked exactly the right person to do that. SPIEGEL: However, there is still an unresolved divide between the political and the military. Obama wants to start pulling US troops out of Afghanistan in July 2011 -- but his generals remain skeptical. Riedel: I think that issue was resolved. The July 2011 date will now be very notional and Petraeus has, in effect, gotten what he wanted. SPIEGEL: So a serious plan for US withdrawal is off the table? Riedel: Petraeus would not have taken on the job without being reasonably certain that it is not a hard and fast deadline but an aspiration. SPIEGEL: Do you think this was a condition Petraeus set, before accepting the job? Riedel: I know David Petraeus pretty well, and I don't think he would have (made that demand publicly). But by turning to Petraeus, the president has signaled that he understands that that deadline is an aspiration, not a fixed point. SPIEGEL: So Obama is now resigned to the idea of seeing US troops stationed in Afghanistan for many years to come? Riedel: We now have the extraordinary case of two US presidents in a row going to David Petraeus to try to salvage a deteriorating situation. This president is even more dependent upon Petraeus turning this around than Bush was. By the time he turned to Petraeus, Bush was in his second term and had no hopes for re-election. Obama is in his first term and very much hopes he can be re-elected. But to do that, he now needs to succeed in Afghanistan.

1AC - Plan Text

The United States Federal Government should commit to phasing out its combat troops from Afghanistan starting July 2011.

1AC - Hegemony Adv.

Adv. ___ - U.S. Hegemony 

The United States merely needs to maintain its status as a global hegemon. Primary negative scenarios wrong for why military presence are wrong - staying in Afghanistan will only weaken U.S. hegemony. 

 

Innocent, 09 – Foreign Policy Analyst Cato Institute (July 2009, CQ Researcher, “Afghanistan Dilemma” http://library.cqpress.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2009080706&type=hitlist, IC)


No strategic, political or economic gains could outweigh the costs of America maintaining an indefinite military presence in Afghanistan. Washington can continue to disrupt terrorist havens by monitoring the region with unmanned aerial vehicles, retaining advisers for training Afghan forces and using covert operatives against specific targets. Many policy makers and prominent opinion leaders are pushing for a large-scale, long-term military presence in Afghanistan. But none of their rationales for such a heavy presence withstands close scrutiny. Al Qaeda poses a manageable security problem, not an existential threat to America. Washington's response, with an open-ended mission in Afghanistan, is both unnecessary and unsustainable. Policy makers also tend to conflate al Qaeda with indigenous Pashtun-dominated militias, such as the Taliban. America's security, however, will not necessarily be at risk even if an oppressive regime takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory. Additionally, the argument that America has a moral obligation to prevent the reemergence of reprehensible groups like the Taliban seems instead a justification for the perpetuation of American empire. After all, America never made a substantive policy shift toward or against the Taliban's misogynistic, oppressive and militant Islamic regime when it controlled Afghanistan in the 1990s. Thus, the present moral outrage against the group can be interpreted as opportunistic. Some policy makers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that cannot account for terrorists who thrive in states with the sovereignty to reject external interference. That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in Pakistan. In fact, attempts to stabilize Afghanistan destabilize Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already-weakened, nuclear-armed nation. It's also important to recognize that Afghanistan's land-locked position in Central Asia will forever render it vulnerable to meddling from surrounding states. This factor will make sealing the country's borders from terrorists impossible. Finally, Americans should not fear appearing “weak” after withdrawal. The United States accounts for almost half of the world's military spending, wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals and can project its power around the globe. Remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to weaken the United States militarily and economically than would withdrawal.

1AC - Hegemony Adv. 

Public support for counterinsurgency will only last for 3 years. While Obama taking ownership for the war reset this clock,  the American public will demand improvement by the end of the year.  Such improvement is empirically denied - parallels between Afghanistan and 1949 Communist China prove. 

Gvosdev, 6/25/10 - former editor of the National Interest (Nikolas, “The Realist Prism: Knowing When to Walk Away from Afghanistan,” World Politics View, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5891/the-realist-prism-knowing-when-to-walk-away-from-afghanistan CT)
The Obama administration is running up against the political clock, and more particularly, Steven Metz's "three and out" paradigm, by which the U.S. population is "only prepared to support major counterinsurgency operations for about three years." The president, by reviewing Afghan strategy and taking personal ownership of the war last December, reset the timer. But now he needs to show tangible success by the end of the year in order to sustain the public's commitment.  But changing personnel doesn't get at the heart of the question. The U.S. "surge" strategy for Afghanistan is based, to some extent, not on the American campaign in Iraq but rather on the lessons learned from "Plan Colombia" over the last decade. It assumes that Afghanistan under Hamid Karzai can duplicate the successes of Colombia under President Alvaro Uribe in rolling back entrenched insurgent groups. But that assumes a government in Kabul that is determined and able first to deploy security forces to retake and hold territory, and then to provide security and basic services to win the loyalties of the population.  That, in turn, rests on the assumption that the inability of the Karzai government to do so up to this point reflects a lack of capabilities rather than a lack of will. And the July 2011 benchmark for a U.S. troop drawdown is based on the calculation that a massive deployment of U.S. and NATO military force up front will encourage the Karzai administration to follow this course of action, by demonstrating what can be achieved. The offensive in Marjah, of course, was supposed to be the first such demonstration, but the results are so far decidedly mixed.  In assessing current developments in Afghanistan, it is striking to read a 1949 State Department White Paper about the defeat of the Nationalist Chinese government of Chiang Kai-Shek on the mainland. The report concludes that the Kuomintang had "lost the crusading spirit that won them the people's loyalty during the early years of the war," and that the government had "sunk into corruption . . . and into reliance on the United States to win the war for them." Chiang's defeat did "not stem from any inadequacy of American aid." Rather, the Nationalists "proved incapable of meeting the crisis confronting them, [their] troops had lost the will to fight, and the government had lost popular support."  Could a similar memo be written about Afghanistan today?  The Taliban, of course, are not Mao's Chinese communist cadres, but the parallels between a corrupt and ineffective Kuomintang and the current regime in Kabul are apparent. And between 1945 and 1949, despite making changes in its military and diplomatic personnel sent to China, and despite large amounts of economic and military aid, the U.S. seemed to find no good and effective way to prevent a communist victory in the Chinese civil war.  Perhaps things will change in Afghanistan. The wild card -- just as in Iraq in 2007 -- is whether influential local leaders develop a stake in supporting U.S. efforts. Perhaps Petraeus will be able to duplicate in Afghanistan what he did in Iraq. But as bad as things were in Iraq in January 2007, he has been dealt a much weaker hand to play today.  Metz's parting advice, given two and a half years ago, is for policymakers to know "when to walk away" and abandon efforts to re-engineer a failing society, in favor of humanitarian aid and containment of the problem. The new personnel should continue to pursue the president's Afghan strategy, for now. But Washington should be considering its alternatives if Karzai ends up bearing a closer resemblance to Chiang than to Uribe. 

1AC - Hegemony Adv.
Material preponderance not key – if public support for engagement collapses, then unipolarity will unravel

 

Kupchan, ‘2 - Professor of International Relations, Georgetown University, (Charles A. , The  End of the American Era: US Foreign Policy and the Geopolitics of the Twenty-First Century, p. 63)
 
The second trend that will bring the unipolar moment to an end sooner rather than later is the changing character of internationalism in the United States.  Unipolarity rests on the existence of a polity that not only enjoys preponderance, but also is prepared to expend its dominant resources to keep everyone in line and to underwrite international order.  If the United States were to tire of being the global protector of last resort, unipolarity would still come undone even if American resources were to remain supreme.

American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse

Thayer, 06 - Professor of security studies at Missouri State (November 2006, Bradley, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy”, November/December, p. 32-37)

 

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1 Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests. But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor. In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. 

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE - NO TEXT DELETED]

1AC - Hegemony Adv. 

[CONTINUED FROM LAST PAGE - NO TEXT DELETED]

If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing. Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly. A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence. Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates. The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. 

[CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE - NO TEXT DELETED]

 
1AC - Hegemony Adv.

[CONTINUED FROM LAST PAGE - NO TEXT DELETED]

And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive exter​nalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War‑‑and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"‑it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. When​ever there is a natural disaster, earth​quake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washing​ton followed up with a large contribu​tion of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sail​ors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as foren​sic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communica​tions capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peace​keeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indo​nesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 peo​ple and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediate​ly, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those ill need, the United States also provided fi​nancial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munifi​cence of the United States, it left a last​ing impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al‑Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well‑spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian mis​sions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.

1AC - Afghan Stability Adv.

Adv.____ - Afghan Stability 

US can’t win – unclear objective, can’t replace opium, safe havens in Pakistan, killing increases terrorist recruitment. 

O’ Connor ’10 – former executive director of the Australian Defense Council (6/23/2010, Michael, “Best We Can Do is to Pull Out of Afghanistan” http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/best-we-can-do-is-to-pull-out-of-afghanistan/story-e6frg6zo-1225882965439) HG 

 

This is a war that will not be won on the ground, says Michael O'Connor.  The war in Muslim Afghanistan cannot be won by the armed forces of a Christian country. Even less can it be won by those of a pagan country which is the way the US and Australia are increasingly perceived. For Muslims, we are too easily portrayed by the Taliban and al-Qa'ida as unbelievers and enemies of Islam. For all our billions of dollars, the theories of counter-insurgency, the brilliant weaponry and the dogged courage of our soldiers, this conflict is unwinnable because Western politicians have lost sight of their objective, the cardinal sin of war-making. Looking back to the immediate aftermath of the al-Qa'ida attack on September 11, 2001, the US demanded of the Taliban government of Afghanistan that it hand over Osama bin Laden, the mastermind. The Taliban refused and the US went to war. The Taliban was joined with al-Qa'ida as the enemy. The Taliban was overthrown and a replacement government was manufactured. It was supposed to be a national government of a collection of tribes that demonstrates nationality only when attacked from outside: by the British, the Russians and now the Americans. In the process, the West has developed a mythology that Afghanistan can be turned into a modern nation, that its women can be educated to take their place in the modern world and that Western-style democracy will reign supreme. Most futile of all, the West seeks to replace opium as Afghanistan's premier cash crop with something else that probably won't grow as well, won't pay as well and will have to face competition from other sources. So the Taliban has recovered. With a combination of fundamentalist Islamic proselytising and terrorism that the North Vietnamese of another era would envy, plus safe havens in Pakistan, the lightly equipped, very mobile Taliban can keep the fight alive indefinitely. Certainly they suffer casualties but these are relatively insignificant politically compared with those suffered by the West. And every time Western technology kills by accident, it recruits even more willing foot soldiers for the Taliban. The religious factor must not be underestimated. It was not a factor in Vietnam which was lost by American incompetence and a loss of will. Whatever we in the West think, religion is the dominant factor in Afghanistan, as it was when the US backed the anti-Soviet Afghan forces between 1979 and the Soviet withdrawal in 1989. Since that time, militant Islam has become an even more powerful force. It will continue to be the primary motivating factor of the Taliban and its allies in Afghanistan. If Afghanistan is to be modernised, that will be achieved only by Muslim countries that are frankly reluctant to take on the militants in their own countries, never mind elsewhere. When questioned, the soldiers will assert that the job can be done but that is loyalty rather than wisdom speaking. They may - probably will - insist that the cost in money and blood will be significant over the long haul but the decision to stay or go is one which must be made by the political leadership which bleeds no more than votes. The only credible solution to the mess is withdrawal. The clever people who constructed the case for intervention are equally capable of constructing a credible case for withdrawal. The initiative must come from the US which carries the burden of the intervention. Its allies who have been more or less willingly shanghaied into the mess need to press the US into committing to a safe but rapid withdrawal. The fundamental problem for all of the US's allies, including Australia, is that they have committed their own security to the American alliance. None - certainly not Australia - provides adequately for its own defence so all are handcuffed to US policy. Australians tend to see the American alliance as one of friends anchored in shared experience in past conflicts. They tend not to see the shackles because it has suited every Australian government since 1944 to severely limit its own commitment to national security. The problem for those governments is that they are then compelled to do what Washington wants regardless of the merits of the case. Sometimes those merits will be obvious to Australia's core security interests. In Afghanistan they are not. Terrorism, especially Islamist terrorism, cannot be defeated in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, Somalia or elsewhere. Only good intelligence and solid police work will protect Australia from terrorist attack.

1AC - Afghan Stability Adv.

Prolonging military presence in Afghanistan will only allow Islamic extremist takeover of Pakistan

Kristof, ‘9 - a columnist for The Times since 2001, is a two-time Pulitzer Prize winner (Nicholas D., 9/6, “The Afghanistan Abyss,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/06/opinion/06kristof.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print CT)
President Obama has already dispatched an additional 21,000 American troops to Afghanistan and soon will decide whether to send thousands more. That would be a fateful decision for his presidency, and a group of former intelligence officials and other experts is now reluctantly going public to warn that more troops would be a historic mistake.  The group’s concern — dead right, in my view — is that sending more American troops into ethnic Pashtun areas in the Afghan south may only galvanize local people to back the Taliban in repelling the infidels.  “Our policy makers do not understand that the very presence of our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem,” the group said in a statement to me. “The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. We do not mitigate the opposition by increasing troop levels, but rather we increase the opposition and prove to the Pashtuns that the Taliban are correct.  “The basic ignorance by our leadership is going to cause the deaths of many fine American troops with no positive outcome,” the statement said.  The group includes Howard Hart, a former Central Intelligence Agency station chief in Pakistan; David Miller, a former ambassador and National Security Council official; William J. Olson, a counterinsurgency scholar at the National Defense University; and another C.I.A. veteran who does not want his name published but who spent 12 years in the region, was station chief in Kabul at the time the Soviets invaded Afghanistan in 1979, and later headed the C.I.A.’s Counterterrorism Center.  “We share a concern that the country is driving over a cliff,” Mr. Miller said.  Mr. Hart, who helped organize the anti-Soviet insurgency in the 1980s, cautions that Americans just don’t understand the toughness, determination and fighting skills of the Pashtun tribes. He adds that if the U.S. escalates the war, the result will be radicalization of Pashtuns in Pakistan and further instability there — possibly even the collapse of Pakistan.  These experts are not people who crave publicity; I had to persuade them to go public with their concerns. And their views are widely shared among others who also know Afghanistan well.  “We’ve bitten off more than we can chew; we’re setting ourselves up for failure,” said Rory Stewart, a former British diplomat who teaches at Harvard when he is not running a large aid program in Afghanistan. Mr. Stewart describes the American military strategy in Afghanistan as “nonsense.”  I’m writing about these concerns because I share them. I’m also troubled because officials in Washington seem to make decisions based on a simplistic caricature of the Taliban that doesn’t match what I’ve found in my reporting trips to Afghanistan and Pakistan.  Among the Pashtuns, the population is not neatly divisible into “Taliban” or “non-Taliban.” Rather, the Pashtuns are torn by complex aspirations and fears.  Many Pashtuns I’ve interviewed are appalled by the Taliban’s periodic brutality and think they are too extreme; they think they’re a little nuts. But these Pashtuns also admire the Taliban’s personal honesty and religious piety, a contrast to the corruption of so many officials around President Hamid Karzai.  Some Taliban are hard-core ideologues, but many join the fight because friends or elders suggest it, because they are avenging the deaths of relatives in previous fighting, because it’s a way to earn money, or because they want to expel the infidels from their land — particularly because the foreigners haven’t brought the roads, bridges and irrigation projects that had been anticipated.  Frankly, if a bunch of foreign Muslim troops in turbans showed up in my hometown in rural Oregon, searching our homes without bringing any obvious benefit, then we might all take to the hills with our deer rifles as well.  In fairness, the American military has hugely improved its sensitivity, and some commanders in the field have been superb in building trust with Afghans. That works. But all commanders can’t be superb, and over all, our increased presence makes Pashtuns more likely to see us as alien occupiers.  That may be why the troop increase this year hasn’t calmed things. Instead, 2009 is already the bloodiest year for American troops in Afghanistan — with four months left to go.  The solution is neither to pull out of Afghanistan nor to double down. Rather, we need to continue our presence with a lighter military footprint, limited to training the Afghan forces and helping them hold major cities, and ensuring that Al Qaeda does not regroup. We must also invest more in education and agriculture development, for that is a way over time to peel Pashtuns away from the Taliban.  This would be a muddled, imperfect strategy with frustratingly modest goals, but it would be sustainable politically and militarily. And it does not require heavy investments of American and Afghan blood.

1NC - Afghan Stability

Islamic extremist takeover of Pakistan leads to nuclear war.

 
Ricks, 01 – senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and covers Iraq for the Washington Post Staff Writer (Thomas E., 10/21/01, “Some Fear Regional Destabilization, Retribution Against U.S” http://cndyorks.gn.apc.org/news/articles/warconsequences.htm, IC)
 
The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists.  A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games.
Extinction

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

1AC - NATO Adv.

Adv. _____ - NATO Alliance 

NATO alliance is crumbling now due to U.S. bullying of NATO allies in Afghanistan- Afghanistan is decisive moment for alliance. Only way to save NATO is to allow it to withdraw from Afghanistan.

Bacevich, ’10 -  a professor of history and international relations at Boston University (Andrew J., March/April, “Let Europe be Europe: Why the United States Must Withdraw from NATO,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/let_europe_be_europe?page=0,1 CT)
Over the course of the disastrous 20th century, inhabitants of the liberal democratic world in ever-increasing numbers reached this conclusion: War doesn't pay and usually doesn't work. As recounted by historian James J. Sheehan in his excellent book, Where Have All the Soldiers Gone?, the countries possessing the greatest capability to employ force to further their political aims lost their enthusiasm for doing so. Over time, they turned away from war.  Of course, there were lingering exceptions. The United States and Israel have remained adamant in their determination to harness war and demonstrate its utility.  Europe, however, is another matter. By the dawn of this century, Europeans had long since lost their stomach for battle. The change was not simply political. It was profoundly cultural.  The cradle of Western civilization -- and incubator of ambitions that drenched the contemporary age in blood -- had become thoroughly debellicized. As a consequence, however willing they are to spend money updating military museums or maintaining war memorials, present-day Europeans have become altogether stingy when it comes to raising and equipping fighting armies.  This pacification of Europe is quite likely to prove irreversible. Yet even if reigniting an affinity for war among the people of, say, Germany and France were possible, why would any sane person even try? Why not allow Europeans to busy themselves with their never-ending European unification project? It keeps them out of mischief.  Washington, however, finds it difficult to accept this extraordinary gift -- purchased in part through the sacrifices of U.S. soldiers -- of a Europe that has laid down its arms. Instead, successive U.S. administrations have pushed, prodded, cajoled, and browbeaten European democracies to shoulder a heavier share of responsibility for maintaining world order and enforcing liberal norms.  In concrete terms, this attempt to reignite Europe's martial spirit has found expression in the attempted conversion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) from a defensive alliance into an instrument of power projection. Washington's aim is this: take a Cold War-inspired organization designed to keep the Germans down, the Russians out, and the Americans in, and transform it into a post-Cold War arrangement in which Europe will help underwrite American globalism without, of course, being permitted any notable say regarding U.S. policy.  The allies have not proven accommodating. True, NATO has gotten bigger -- there were 16 member states 20 years ago, 28 today -- but growth has come at the expense of cohesion. Once an organization that possessed considerable capability, NATO today resembles a club that just about anyone can join, including, most recently, such military powerhouses as Albania and Croatia.  A club with lax entrance requirements is unlikely to inspire respect even from its own members. NATO's agreed-upon target for defense spending, for example, is a paltry 2 percent of GDP. Last year, aside from the United States, exactly four member states met that goal.  The Supreme Allied Commander in Europe -- today, as always, a U.S. general -- still presides in splendor over NATO's military headquarters in Belgium. Yet SACEUR wields about as much clout as the president of a decent-sized university. He is not a commander. He is a supplicant. SACEUR's impressive title, a relic of World War II, is merely an honorific, akin to calling Elvis the King or Bruce the Boss.  Afghanistan provides the most important leading indicator of where Washington's attempt to nurture a muscle-flexing new NATO is heading; it is the decisive test of whether the alliance can handle large-scale, out-of-area missions. And after eight years, the results have been disappointing. Complaints about the courage and commitment of NATO soldiers have been few. Complaints about their limited numbers and the inadequacy of their kit have been legion. An immense complicating factor has been the tendency of national governments to impose restrictions on where and how their forces are permitted to operate. The result has been dysfunction. When Gen. Stanley McChrystal's famous assessment of the situation in Afghanistan leaked to the media last year, most observers focused on his call for additional U.S. troops. Yet the report was also a scathing demand for change in NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). "ISAF will change its operating culture.... ISAF will change the way it does business," he wrote. "ISAF's subordinate headquarters must stop fighting separate campaigns." The U.S. general found just about nothing in ISAF's performance to 
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commend.  But McChrystal's prospects for fixing ISAF run headlong into two stubborn facts. First, European governments prioritize social welfare over all other considerations -- including funding their armed forces. Second, European governments have an exceedingly limited appetite for casualties. So the tepid, condition-laden European response to McChrystal's call for reinforcements -- a couple of battalions here, a few dozen trainers there, some creative bookkeeping to count units that deployed months ago as fresh arrivals -- is hardly surprising.  This doesn't mean that NATO is without value. It does suggest that relying on the alliance to sustain a protracted counterinsurgency aimed at dragging Afghans kicking and screaming into modernity makes about as much sense as expecting the "war on drugs" to curb the world's appetite for various banned substances. It's not going to happen.  If NATO has a future, it will find that future back where the alliance began: in Europe. NATO's founding mission of guaranteeing the security of European democracies has lost none of its relevance. Although the Soviet threat has vanished, Russia remains. And Russia, even if no longer a military superpower, does not exactly qualify as a status quo country. The Kremlin nurses grudges and complaints, not least of them stemming from NATO's own steady expansion eastward.  So let NATO attend to this new (or residual) Russian problem. Present-day Europeans -- even Europeans with a pronounced aversion to war -- are fully capable of mounting the defenses necessary to deflect a much reduced Eastern threat. So why not have the citizens of France and Germany guarantee the territorial integrity of Poland and Lithuania, instead of fruitlessly demanding that Europeans take on responsibilities on the other side of the world that they can't and won't?  Like Nixon setting out for Beijing, like Sadat flying to Jerusalem, like Reagan deciding that Gorbachev was cut from a different cloth, the United States should dare to do the unthinkable: allow NATO to devolve into a European organization, directed by Europeans to serve European needs, upholding the safety and well-being of a Europe that is whole and free -- and more than able to manage its own affairs. 

NATO competence to engage in bilateral communication with Russia key to preventing aggression
Rossiyskaya Gazeta 10 Russian newspaper featured on a British paper “June 22, 2010, Rossiyskaya Gazeta Russia’s foreign minister Sergei Lavrov on relations with Nato, Georgia, and the WTO, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sponsored/russianow/politics/7847648/Russias-foreign-minister-Sergei-Lavrov-on-relations-with-Nato-Georgia-and-the-WTO.html)

 

You said that Nato partners need to cross a psychological line. Has Russia crossed it? Russia's new military doctrine names Nato as the main external threat. Does Moscow seriously believe that Nato planners are nurturing aggressive plans?  Do not form your judgment about our military doctrine from the assessments given by Nato representatives. We have repeatedly discussed this topic with Nato secretary-general Anders Fogh Rasmussen and with other members of the alliance. We discussed it with the secretary-general early in the year in Munich during the annual security conference. He asked me: "Why does your military doctrine include Nato on the list of security threats to Russia?" I explained to him, with the text of the doctrine in my hand, that what is written there is something very different.  First, it is not a threat, as he said, but a danger. And second, it is not Nato as such, but quite different things that are listed as dangers. It says that Russia sees Nato's desire to project power to any region of the world in violation of international law as a danger. This is a very clear formula that reflects ongoing discussions within Nato over the modalities of invoking Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, which envisages collective defence.  Besides, as Rasmussen has publicly stated, the defence of its territory begins far beyond its boundaries. Finally, in listing security partners, Nato mentions the UN, among others, as a partner to be consulted with. But when it comes to the use of force, consultations are not a format to be applied to the UN. The UN charter says that force may be used only in two cases: if you have been attacked, that is to exercise the right to self-defence, or if the use of force has been sanctioned by the UN security council. Well, Nato documents ignore this, which of course will have a serious destabilising effect on the international situation, which we do not want to see. It could tempt us to say, if Nato can do it, why can't we?  The second factor mentioned in reference to Nato being a danger to Russia consists of its military infrastructure moving closer to our borders, including as part of the alliance's enlargement.  So it cannot be said that Nato as a whole, as a military-political structure, poses a threat to us. We understand that Nato is a reality that will not go away. The proposal for a new European security treaty we are promoting linked to president Medvedev's initiative does not envisage the dissolution of Nato. But we want to know in what direction Nato is evolving. If it evolves in the directions I have mentioned, this is bad. It shows a neglect of international law. I am convinced that it will trigger a chain reaction, which would be very dangerous.   
1AC - NATO Adv. 

Russia will launch preemptive nuclear strikes with follow-up nuclear attacks to ensure its own safety
BBC ’09 (December 16, 2009, British Broadcasting Channel, ITAR-TASS “Russia may face large-scale military attack, says Strategic Missile Troops chief,” Lexis Nexus, BD)

 
"As regards military threats facing Russia, it is necessary to take into account the global geopolitical and geostrategic changes which are actually happening and are unfavourable for the Russian Federation. In the future, it cannot be ruled out that Russia as a state that possesses unlimited natural deposits and resources may become a target of a large-scale military aggression. Besides, regional instability in immediate proximity to the borders of Russia and the CIS countries does not make it possible to completely rule out the risk that our country may be drawn into military conflicts of various intensity and scale," Shvaychenko said. In Shvaychenko's opinion, "this defines a key role played by the RVSN and the strategic nuclear forces as a whole in ensuring Russia's security". "In peacetime, they are intended to ensure deterrence of large-scale non-nuclear or nuclear aggression against Russia and its allies. In a conventional war, they ensure that the opponent is forced to cease hostilities, on advantageous conditions for Russia, by means of single or multiple preventive strikes against the aggressors' most important facilities. In a nuclear war, they ensure the destruction of facilities of the opponent's military and economic potential by means of an initial massive nuclear missile strike and subsequent multiple and single nuclear missile strikes," the commander explained. 

 

 War with Russia would result in use of enhanced radiation, EMP, and improved nuclear weapon designs
Schneider 06 - analyst for US Nuclear Strategy Forum (2006, Mark, “The Nuclear Forces and Doctrine of the Russian Federation,” http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/Russian%20nuclear%20doctrine%20--%20NSF%20for%20print.pdf) BD

 

In Russia, today, we see a number of ominous trends. There is a retreat from democracy coupled with a longing for the superpower status of the Soviet Union which cannot be supported at any time in the foreseeable future. Russia’s approach to maximizing its political power has been the adoption of a dangerous nuclear escalation strategy that is not aimed at the deterrence of real enemies but rather at the United States and NATO. Russian strategic forces will numerically decline over the next decade and beyond, but they will still be several times greater than those we feared could destroy the world during the Cuban missile crisis and will be far more technically The Nuclear Forces and Doctrine of the Russian Federation 27 sophisticated and militarily effective. Russia has a broad based nuclear modernization effort underway, involving both new delivery systems and new nuclear weapons. Knowledgeable Russians report that the focus of this program is the introduction of precision low yield nuclear weapons including a number of advanced designs such as penetrators, enhanced radiation, EMP and “clean” weapons designs. With elections in both the United States and Russia in 2008, the future of the U.S.Russian relationship is uncertain at best, particularly if Russia continues to turn away from democracy. There are risks associated with the Russian nuclear doctrine, even if U.S.-Russian relations were to improve. As Alexander Golts wrote in December 2004, “To this day Russian generals have decisively refused to train the Armed Forces for any other conflict than wars with the USA and NATO….But what else could be expected when Russian generals, being thoroughly pigheaded, want to fight the Americans

1AC - Solvency

Obama should follow deadline established in December 2009.  Five reasons: (1) Karzai government corrupt, (2) presence increases Taliban’s funding, (3) U.S. won’t support drug lords, (4) Pakistan undermining US by funding Taliban, and (5) NATO is withdrawing in July 2011 and U.S. cannot fight alone. 

Sarro ’10 - studied International Relations and Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of Toronto. (6/23/2010, Doug, “Five Reasons to Withdraw from Afghanistan Sooner Rather Than Later” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html) HG
Gen. Stanley McChrystal's talent

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-1" 
[1] for broadcasting his innermost feelings to the world at large is the least of President Obama's problems in Afghanistan. In the face of rapidly rising violence throughout the country, Obama needs to decide how quickly to withdraw U.S. troops from the country. Here are five reasons why Obama should end the Afghan war sooner rather than later: 1. Karzai hasn't changed since he fudged his re-election last year. Counterinsurgency only succeeds if you're working in support of a government capable of gaining public trust. Afghan President Hamid Karzai does not lead such a government. A network of well-connected strongmen, most prominently the president's brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-2" 
[2], still run the show in Afghanistan, and remain as unpopular among Afghans as ever. And Karzai's police force[3], underfunded and demoralized due to widespread graft among its upper echelons and staffed with officers who shake down Afghan civilians to supplement their wages, is utterly incapable of securing the country. In sum, the Afghan president has given NATO no compelling reason to keep writing him blank checks. 2. Early withdrawal means less cash for the Taliban. A recent report

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-4" 
[4] from Congress lends credence to something NATO insiders

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-5" 
[5] have been saying for weeks—U.S. tax dollars are flowing into the Taliban's coffers. Apparently, this is how it works: the Pentagon hires Afghan shipping companies to transport goods across the country. These companies then subcontract security for these convoys to local warlords, who in turn provide security by bribing the Taliban not to attack them. They then use whatever cash they have left to bribe the Taliban to attack convoys they aren't guarding, so as to persuade shippers to hire them next time. Since the Pentagon seems unable to prevent this from happening while U.S. troops are in Afghanistan, a withdrawal seems to be the only way to block off this Taliban revenue stream. 3. Washington wouldn't have to defend drug lords at the UN anymore. Over 30,000 Russians die each year because of opiates, 90% of which come from Afghanistan. But when Russia called on the UN Security Council

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-6" 
[6] to launch a crackdown on the Afghan opium trade, the United States, along with other NATO countries on the Council, quickly poured cold water on the idea. Spraying Afghan farmers' opium crops, they said, would alienate farmers and in doing so undermine McChrystal's counterinsurgency strategy. 4. Sticking around won't stop Pakistan from slipping aid to the Taliban. Despite the Pakistan government's protestations to the contrary, evidence

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-7" 
[7] is mounting

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-8" 
[8] that its intelligence service, in a bid to maximize Islamabad's influence in Afghanistan and entice militants to halt their attacks in Pakistan, is supplying covert aid to the Taliban and other Afghan militant groups. Even a massive, open-ended surge won't crush the Taliban as long as its operatives can scurry across the Pakistan border any time they need more ammunition and recruits. Instead, Washington should slash its military aid to Pakistan and restore it only when its government cuts all of its ties to the Taliban

 HYPERLINK "http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-sarro/five-reasons-to-withdraw_b_621903.html" \l "readabilityFootnoteLink-9" 
[9]. 5. The rest of NATO won't be in Afghanistan much longer. Canada, which has been Washington's key ally in Kandahar, will be out by 2011. Britain will likely withdraw soon after, along with most of NATO's European contingent. If Obama does not synch his withdrawal with his allies', it won't be long before America finds itself alone in Afghanistan. We can't pretend that an early American withdrawal won't have consequences for Afghanistan. But it's difficult to see how U.S. forces can avoid these consequences as long as the Afghan government remains unwilling to clean up its act, and as long as Pakistan's intelligence service remains committed to propping up militant groups. This is why President Obama should stick to his plan to start withdrawing American troops from Afghanistan in 2011, and finish withdrawing soon after.
1AC - Solvency
AND, combat troops unnecessary to stabilize Afghanistan– only need UAV and advisors for training.

 
Innocent & Carpenter, 09 - *Foreign Policy Analyst at Cato Institute, AND ** Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato Institute (9/14/09, Cato Institute, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10533, IC) 
 
Given the nature of the conflict in Afghanistan, a definitive, conventional "victory" is not a realistic option. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require Washington to pacify the entire country, eradicate its opium fields, or sustain a long-term military presence in Central Asia. From the sky, U.S. unmanned aerial vehicles can monitor villages, training camps, and insurgent compounds. On the ground, the United States can retain a small number of covert operatives for intelligence gathering and discrete operations against specific targets, as well as an additional small group of advisers to train Afghan police and military forces. The United States should withdraw most of its forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 to 18 months and treat al Qaeda's presence in the region as a chronic, but manageable, problem.
***Case Extensions***

Inh. - Withdrawal date shifted

July 2011 deadline will shift - 

a) Petraeus will request more troops, pushing deadline back

Tisdall, 6/28/10 - assistant editor of the Guardian and a foreign affairs columnist (Simon, “David Petraeus is the lonliest man in America,” The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2010/jun/28/general-david-petraeus-afghanistan CT)
Petraeus may try to buy time by persuading Obama to fudge his July 2011 "deadline" for beginning American troop withdrawals. He implied this month that any drawdown would be determined by conditions on the ground – and not by the White House. But if he goes down this road, he will collide head-on with the vice-president, Joe Biden, and Democrats worried about re-election.  Obama's chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, insisted last week there would be no going back. Biden was adamant, too: "In July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it." On the other hand, defence secretary Robert Gates was more ambiguous – an indication, if Petraeus needed one, of what a can of worms Afghan policy has become.  Petraeus may also try to reduce the political heat by de-emphasising the importance of a scheduled White House progress review and Nato's Lisbon summit in November, where mutinous allies are seeking firm exit timelines.  He could throw his weight behind attempts to draw Taliban elements into talks, as Pakistan, the UN and others have attempted. He could seek the replacement of Karl Eikenberry, the US ambassador to Kabul, and Richard Holbrooke, the US envoy, who have arguably become part of the problem. Or he could chuck more money at the problem, buying off tribal leaders and potential foes – a policy he helped pioneer in Iraq's Sunni triangle.  Some or all of this will be attempted. But Petraeus, who made his name with the 2006-7 surge that reputedly turned Iraq around, may be tempted to try and pull that same trick again. Speaking before Congress this month, he said it was "absolutely" possible that if more troops were required in Afghanistan, more would be sent – in addition to the two tranches of 20,000 and 30,000 reinforcements already despatched by Obama.  In other words, to avoid definitively losing a war many already believe lost, Petraeus could decide to escalate, to go for broke with a third Afghan surge. Obama may oppose him. But he has not ducked a fight with the president in the past, for example over the Iraq withdrawal timetable, and is now in an immensely strong position, should he have to do so again. 

.

Inh. - Withdrawal Date shifted

b) Deadline is currently tied to nation-building goal and will shift because can’t create a central government in Afghanistan in time to begin removing troops in July 2011.  

Kissinger, 6/24/10 (Henry A., “America Needs an Afghan Strategy, not an alibi,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062302193.html?nav=hcmoduletmv CT)
I supported President Obama's decision to double American forces in Afghanistan and continue to support his objectives. The issue is whether the execution of the policy is based on premises that do not reflect Afghan realities, at least within the deadline that has been set. The central premise is that, at some early point, the United States will be able to turn over security responsibilities to an Afghan government and national army whose writ is running across the entire country. This turnover is to begin next summer. Neither the premise nor the deadline is realistic. Afghanistan has never been pacified by foreign forces. At the same time, the difficulty of its territory combined with the fierce sense of autonomy of its population have historically thwarted efforts to achieve a transparent central government. The argument that a deadline is necessary to oblige President Hamid Karzai to create a modern central government challenges experience. What weakens transparent central governance is not so much Karzai's intentions, ambiguous as they may be, but the structure of his society, run for centuries on the basis of personal relationships. Demands by an ally publicly weighing imminent withdrawal to overthrow established patterns in a matter of months may prove beyond any leader's capacities. Every instinct I have rebels against this conclusion. But it is essential to avoid the debilitating domestic cycle that blighted especially the Vietnam and Iraq wars, in which the public mood shifted abruptly -- and often with little relation to military realities -- from widespread support to assaults on the adequacy of allies to calls for an exit strategy with the emphasis on exit, not strategy. Afghanistan is a nation, not a state in the conventional sense. The writ of the Afghan government is likely to run in Kabul and its environs, not uniformly in the rest of the country. The attainable outcome is likely to be a confederation of semi-autonomous, regions configured largely on the basis of ethnicity, dealing with each other by tacit or explicit understandings. American counterinsurgency strategy -- no matter how creatively applied -- cannot alter this reality.

c) Bickering in Senate committee hearing on Petraeus proves 

CNN, 6/29/10 (“Bickering over Afghan troop withdrawal date marks Petraeus hearing,” http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/29/bickering-over-afghan-troop-withdrawal-date-marks-petraeus-hearing/?iref=topnews CT)
A Senate committee hearing on Gen. David Petraeus, picked by President Barack Obama to be the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, was marked Tuesday by bickering over Obama's plan to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011.  Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, D-Michigan, stressed the date's importance, saying it "imparts a sense of urgency to Afghan leaders" and is an important method of "spurring action." When the date was announced, Levin said, there was a surge in recruits for the Afghan army.  But Arizona Sen. John McCain, the ranking Republican on the committee, said Obama should make clear that any U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan will be determined "solely by conditions on the ground."  Potential allies are less willing to back the U.S. mission in Afghanistan because they believe American troops will leave in July 2011, he said, and announcing a date to begin troop withdrawals is making the war "harder" and "longer." The "facts on the ground" suggest more time is needed, McCain said. 
Inh. - US Failing Now

US will fail now - Karzai government illegitimate, not enough numbers now for COIN

Bandow, 10 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to president Ronald Reagan (Doug, 1/5, “Afghan War Has Stopped Making Sense,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11106 CT)
With al Qaeda dispersed, Afghanistan, though a human tragedy, doesn't matter much to the US or its allies. Rather than allow the Afghan mission to slide into nation-building, the Obama administration should begin withdrawing US forces from Afghanistan. Afghanistan originally looked like the good war. Consolidating power in a reasonably democratic government in Kabul was never going to be easy, but the Bush administration tossed away the best chance of doing so by prematurely shifting military units to Iraq. The Obama administration now is attempting the geopolitical equivalent of shutting the barn doors after the horses have fled. War is sometimes an ugly necessity. But most of America's recent wars have turned out to be matters of foolish choice. The situation is a mess. The Karzai government is illegitimate, corrupt and incompetent. Taliban forces and attacks are increasing. Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, admits that Afghanistan is "deteriorating". Yet Barack Obama is sending an additional 30,000 American troops. He argued that "our overarching goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda" and refused to "set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means or our interests". Yet the President appears to have done precisely the latter. Even after the build-up, the US and its allies will have only a few thousand more personnel than the Soviet Union did during its failed occupation. And Western forces will be barely one-fifth the numbers contemplated by US anti-insurgency doctrine. Given its forbidding terrain and independent culture, it is easy to understand why Afghanistan acquired a reputation as the graveyard of empires. Kabul has had periods of peaceful, stable rule, but by indigenous figures who respected local autonomy, as under the 20th-century monarchy. 

Ext. - Heg Adv. - Public Support IL

The Brink - Public can only support counterinsurgency efforts for 3 years

Metz, ‘8 - Chairman of the Regional Strategy and Planning Department and a research professor at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute (Steven, ½, “Three Years and Your Out,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=16536 CT)
AS THE insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan fester and grow, we need to face facts. Americans are only prepared to support major counterinsurgency operations for about three years. Yet, when the United States enters a war, it doesn’t base its strategy on this inevitability. Instead, we tell ourselves that we’re in for as long as it takes. That may be morally satisfying, but it’s politically unrealistic. With this certain wane in public and congressional backing, we need to choose our confrontations wisely and rethink our tactics. Multinational peacekeeping missions dominated at the close of the Cold War, and counterinsurgency began to look like a strategic relic. Yet after September 11, strategists correctly assumed that “irregular warfare” would be America’s most pressing challenge in the coming years. But as the security community pulled the old playbook off the shelf, it turned out that much of what we thought we knew about insurgency was wrong, or at least desperately in need of revision. So there was a scramble to develop the first new counterinsurgency doctrine since the 1980s. A flurry of conferences, seminars, symposia, war games, articles and studies ensued. Even though discussions included soft-power wielders like the State Department, the Agency for International Development and the intelligence community, the greatest effort—as in the past—came from the military. So, the current face of American strategy is General David Petraeus rather than Ambassador Ryan Crocker. Though the security establishment has dusted off and updated some old concepts, it hasn’t gone far enough. By assuming that contemporary insurgencies are much like past ones, we underestimate the effort that successful campaigns require and overestimate the cost of simply leaving others to fight these battles. Counterinsurgency is still viewed as a variant of war. The objective is still the decisive defeat of the enemy. The risk is still that insurgents will seize control of the state. As we begin to get involved, we should realize that, unlike decision-making processes in conventional war—where the president and his top advisors assess expected strategic costs, risks and benefits, and then decide whether war is the best option—in counterinsurgency there is seldom such a discrete decision point. Instead, the United States inches in, providing a bit of support to a regime, then a bit more, until it finds itself so deeply involved that the political and strategic costs of disengagement are seemingly overwhelming. Counterinsurgency support is simply an immense task.

Ext. - Heg Adv. - Public Support Key

Public support is the most important source of American leadership – it is the most likely threat to leadership

Ikenberry, ‘2 - Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice, Georgetown University, 2002 (G. John, Winter “American Strategy in the Age of Terror” – Survival, p. 21-22)
 
The United States may be ‘indispensable’ to the stable operation of global order, but American voters are not really aware of this or much impressed by its imperatives.  Charles Kupchan argues that a shrinking American willingness to be the global protector of last resort will be the primary engine of a change to that order.  Today’s hegemonic order will crack from a growing mismatch between domestic support and external commitments.  The foundation is shaky because America has a dwindling interest in paying the construction and upkeep … Rather than pursue a hollow hegemony that misleads and creates unmet expectations, it is better for the United States to give advance notice that its days as a guarantor of last resort may be numbered.  The big oak tree of American hegemony has grown steadily over the decades.  Others still want it and benefit from it and the fact of its existence makes alternative ordering systems less viable – but it still depends on a subterranean water supply – United States public support – that could be drying up.

Ext. - Stability Adv. - Troops = Instability 

US troops cause instability now. 

Miakhail ’09 - political columnist (12/29/2009, Samoon, “Afghans Burn Obama Effegy over Civilain Deaths”, Agence France Press, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5hieVzBP8C6Tv6Yn-ozkipSLmvA_Q#) 

Protesters took to the streets in Afghanistan on Wednesday, burning an effigy of the US president and shouting "death to Obama" to slam civilian deaths during Western military operations. Hundreds of university students blocked main roads in Jalalabad, capital of eastern Nangahar province, to protest the alleged deaths of 10 civilians, mostly school children, in a Western military operation on Saturday."The government must prevent such unilateral operations otherwise we will take guns instead of pens and fight against them (foreign forces)," students from the University of Nangahar's education faculty said in a statement. Marching through the main street of Jalalabad, the students chanted "death to Obama" and "death to foreign forces", witnesses said. The protesters torched a US flag and an effigy of US President Barack Obama in a public square in central Jalalabad, before dispersing. "Our demonstration is against those foreigners who have come to our country," Safiullah Aminzai, a student organiser, told AFP. "They have not brought democracy to Afghanistan but they are killing our religious scholars and children," he added. Civilian deaths in the eight-year war to eradicate a Taliban-led insurgency are a sensitive issue for the Afghan public, and fan tensions between President Hamid Karzai and the 113,000 foreign troops supporting his government. A similar protest was planned in Kabul against the "killing of civilians, especially the recent killing of students in Kunar by foreign forces," said organisers from the youth wing of Jamiat Eslah, or the Afghan Society for Social Reform and Development. "The demonstration is to show our hatred, anger and sorrow about the current situation," said Sayed Khalid Rashid. "Our main request is that the American and NATO forces must leave the country and Afghan people must have political autonomy," he said, adding that he expected hundreds of people to turn out for the march through western Kabul. Karzai "strongly condemned" the Kunar deaths, which have not been confirmed by either NATO or the US military, and ordered an immediate investigation. "Initial reports indicate that in a series of operations by international forces in Kunar province... 10 civilians, eight of them school students, have been killed," his office said. The operations in Kunar, which borders Pakistan, are being led by US Special Forces, a senior Western military official told AFP on condition of anonymity. "They have been killing a lot of Taliban and capturing a lot of Taliban," the official said. The operations were conducted independently of the more than 110,000 NATO and coalition forces fighting to eradicate the Taliban, he said. NATO's International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), asked to comment on reports of the Kunar deaths, said it had no activities in the region at the time. US Special Forces operate separately from ISAF. The head of the investigation team dispatched by Karzai to Kunar, Asadullah Wafa, said he met officials and residents of Narang district, south of the provincial capital of Asad Abad, but had no further details. The United Nations released figures this week showing that civilian deaths rose 10.8 percent in the first 10 months of 2009 to 2,038, up from 1,838 for the same period of 2008. The UN calculations show the vast majority, or 1,404 civilians, were killed by insurgents fighting to overthrow Karzai's government and eject Western troops. But extremists rarely claim responsibility for attacks that kill large numbers of civilians, instead blaming foreign forces in an increasingly effective propaganda campaign. The Taliban rely increasingly on homemade bombs, which exact a horrific toll on civilians and military alike, with foreign troop deaths at a record 508 this year. 

Ext. - Stability Adv. - Impact - World War

Pakistan instability causes World War

Ricks, 01 – senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and covers Iraq for the Washington Post Staff Writer (Thomas E., 10/21/01, “Some Fear Regional Destabilization, Retribution Against U.S” http://cndyorks.gn.apc.org/news/articles/warconsequences.htm, IC)
The next step that worries experts is the regional effect of turmoil in Pakistan. If its government fell, the experts fear, other Muslim governments friendly to the United States, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, might follow suit. "The ultimate nightmare is a pan-Islamic regime that possesses both oil and nuclear weapons," said Harlan Ullman, a defense analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.  Ullman argued that the arrival of U.S. troops in Pakistan to fight the anti-terrorism war in Afghanistan could inadvertently help bin Laden achieve his goal of sparking an anti-American revolt in the country.  Andrew Bacevich, a professor of international relations at Boston University, said it is possible "that we are sliding toward a summer-of-1914 sequence of events" -- when a cascading series of international incidents spun out of control and led to World War I.  Eliot Cohen, a professor of strategy at Johns Hopkins University, agreed. "We could find ourselves engaged in a whole range of conflicts, from events you can't anticipate now," he said. 

Ext. - NATO Adv. - A2: NATO Dead

NATO reinvigorated now in Afghanistan - alliance is working now

Gearan & Lekic, 10 - *Diplomatic Correspondent at the Associated Press, AND **Journalist at the Associated Press (Anne and Slobodab, 6/11/10, The Associated Press, “NATO: Developments now favor alliance war effort.”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5ik6l0ISFcirreBe5rLS3Migs5bVgD9G94NAG1, IC)

BRUSSELS — NATO leaders declared Friday that the alliance had regained the initiative in the Afghan war, promising that the gains could result in a handover of security responsibilities in some parts of the country to local authorities by year's end.  U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates urged his alliance counterparts to seize the moment and to provide the resources needed to accelerate efforts to bolster Afghan security forces. NATO wants Afghan troops to replace its forces in the war against the Taliban, thus providing the linchpin of the alliance's exit strategy.  "Our effort is moving in right direction (but) the road ahead will be long and hard," Gates said after a meeting of NATO's 28 defense ministers. "I hope that by the end of year, we will be able to demonstrate that we are making progress throughout the country."  Gates urged countries who are not committing combat troops to Afghanistan to contribute more instructors to train the expanding Afghan police and army. More trainers would step up "the pace that we can proceed with transition," he said.  NATO officials say they have been stymied because it is difficult to find qualified people to train foreign forces.  Earlier Friday, NATO Secretary-General Anders Fogh Rasmussen told ministers that the Afghan government and international authorities would soon agree on how to start handing over responsibility for security, "province by province."  His optimism comes despite troubles with the military campaign.  The campaign to blunt Taliban influence in Kandahar, birthplace of the insurgency, is unfolding more slowly than once planned, top U.S. and NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal conceded on Thursday. Even so, McChrystal said he is confident he can demonstrate in the next six months that the war plan is working.  Kandahar is the keystone of McChrystal's plan to protect Afghans from the Taliban and offer the U.S.-backed government in Kabul a workable alternative.  The delay in the Kandahar offensive came amid an inconclusive campaign to reassert government authority in the provincial town of Marjah.  Still, Gates said the United States and NATO are "recapturing the initiative" in Afghanistan and beginning to turn the war around, offering a rosier perspective than usual despite delays in the defining campaign of the new battle plan.  "No one would deny that the signs of progress are tentative at this point," he told reporters.  Gates said the focus on difficult fighting in Kandahar and the rest of the Taliban strongholds across southern Afghanistan misses the larger point that the allies are beginning to gain the upper hand.  "If you talk to people who have been there for awhile ... their view is that the situation is slowly beginning to improve and that we are recapturing the initiative," he said. 
Ext. - Solvency - Withdraw Now

US should withdraw from Afghanistan

Bandow ’10 – senior fellow at the Cato Intitue and former special assistant to Regan (2/5/10, Doug, “Afghan War Has Stopped Making Sense” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11106#) HG
With al Qaeda dispersed, Afghanistan, though a human tragedy, doesn't matter much to the US or its allies. Rather than allow the Afghan mission to slide into nation-building, the Obama administration should begin withdrawing US forces from Afghanistan. Afghanistan originally looked like the good war. Consolidating power in a reasonably democratic government in Kabul was never going to be easy, but the Bush administration tossed away the best chance of doing so by prematurely shifting military units to Iraq. The Obama administration now is attempting the geopolitical equivalent of shutting the barn doors after the horses have fled. War is sometimes an ugly necessity. But most of America's recent wars have turned out to be matters of foolish choice. The situation is a mess. The Karzai government is illegitimate, corrupt and incompetent. Taliban forces and attacks are increasing. Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, admits that Afghanistan is "deteriorating". Yet Barack Obama is sending an additional 30,000 American troops. He argued that "our overarching goal remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda" and refused to "set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means or our interests". Yet the President appears to have done precisely the latter. Even after the build-up, the US and its allies will have only a few thousand more personnel than the Soviet Union did during its failed occupation. And Western forces will be barely one-fifth the numbers contemplated by US anti-insurgency doctrine. Given its forbidding terrain and independent culture, it is easy to understand why Afghanistan acquired a reputation as the graveyard of empires. Kabul has had periods of peaceful, stable rule, but by indigenous figures who respected local autonomy, as under the 20th-century monarchy. The only sensible argument for staying is, as Obama put it, "to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda". But that already has been done. Al Qaeda has been reduced largely to symbolic importance, as most terrorist threats now emanate from localised jihadist cells scattered about the globe. US National Security Adviser Jim Jones estimates that there are just 100 al Qaeda operatives now in Afghanistan. Even if the Taliban returned to power, it might not welcome back the group whose activities triggered American intervention. Nor would al Qaeda necessarily want to come back, since a Taliban government could not shield terrorists from Western retaliation. Pakistan offers a better refuge, and there are plenty of other failed states — Yemen comes to mind — in which terrorists could locate. Far more important than Afghanistan is nuclear-armed Pakistan. However, continued fighting in the former is more likely to destabilise the latter than increased Taliban influence. Some analysts offer humanitarian justifications for intervening. The Afghan people would be better off under some kind of Western-backed government. However, this is true largely despite rather than because of the Karzai regime. And many of the improvements are merely relative. Moreover, any gains are threatened by the bitter conflict now raging. Estimates of the number of dead Afghan civilians since 2001 exceed 30,000. In any case, humanitarianism is an inadequate justification for waging war. Washington is full of ivory-tower warriors who have never been anywhere near a military base, yet who busily concoct grand humanitarian crusades for others to fight. However, the cost in lives and money — as well as the liberty inevitably lost in a more militarised society — can be justified only when the American people have something fundamentally at stake in the conflict. Their interest in determining the form of Afghan government or liberties enjoyed by the Afghan people is not worth war. Imagine if George W. Bush had announced that his administration was going to sacrifice several thousand American lives, trigger a conflict that would kill tens or hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, spend $US2 trillion or more, strengthen Iran's geopolitical position, damage America's international reputation, and reduce US military readiness in order to organise an Iraqi election. Likely popular resistance offers one of the strongest arguments for drawing down forces and shifting from counter-insurgency to counter-terrorism. Even if bolstering the Karzai government is feasible, doing so will be a costly and lengthy process, one for which popular support already has largely dissipated in America and among its allies. It makes no sense to embark on a lengthy campaign for which popular patience is likely to be quickly exhausted. As a state senator, Obama warned against "a US occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, and with unintended consequences" in Iraq. Unfortunately, that looks like his policy for Afghanistan. War is sometimes an ugly necessity. But most of America's recent wars have turned out to be matters of foolish choice. Going into Afghanistan was necessary initially, but staying there today is not. The US and its allies should work to bring the conflict to a close.
Ext. - Solvency - Withdrawal = Stability

Reducing military efforts solves instability

Burkhart ’09 – writer (10/9/09, Dick,  “Peace – Not Troop – Surge”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/northwestvoices/2010027064_troopsinafghanistan.html) 
Many observers of daily life in Afghanistan now agree that the presence of foreign troops is the most important element driving the resurgence of the Taliban [“Military split on Afghan troop plan,” News, Sept. 27]. After all, who would like to be occupied by soldiers so clueless that they end up massacring wedding parties? The U.S. needs to downsize its provocative military presence. At the same time, it must sponsor creative civilian personnel to work in Afghanistan, to learn about its people and culture, and to find ways to support their desire for a more secure, prosperous and democratic country. Instead of going it alone, look for help in this endeavor from neighboring countries, such as India, Pakistan and Iran. In other words, be a team player and take the time to learn. Work simultaneously toward regional peace and rebuilding a badly torn society and economy. The military solution is not a solution, because it fails address the underlying trauma. It only breeds resentment and resistance.
Withdrawing troops is the only solution- this strategy would allow Afghanistan to get their government working well. 

Cicilline, 6/28/10-served as a public defender in the District of Columbia before returning to Rhode Island to open a practice in civil rights law and criminal defense,  began his career in public service in the Rhode Island House of Representatives, earned a reputation as a champion of political reform and is now a Democratic candidate for U.S. Congress. (David, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/david-cicilline/weve-changed-our-general_b_627677.html) RR
 
The evidence confirms that our inefficient spending just isn't working. Compared to the same time last year, the first four months of 2010 saw incidents involving improvised explosive devices surge 94%, assassinations of civilian officials rise 45% and three times as many suicide bombings. Of course, we have no more precious resource in Afghanistan than the members of our Armed Forces who continue to serve there. And for all the selfless bravery and heroism they have shown, we owe it to them to bring them home and out of harm's way as quickly and responsibly as we can. That's why I believe that the President should begin the withdrawal of American forces sooner than the July 2011 timetable he has set. By commencing and committing to the scaling down of American involvement early next year, we can put the Afghan people on a path to a brighter future and protect American interests. Rather than abandon the country to the type of power vacuum and ensuing chaos that we overlooked in the 1990s, and realized so tragically in 2001, America should reduce its footprint and replace it with a smaller, more strategic and targeted counterinsurgency operation that would be better equipped to build a successful democracy and protect the long-term security interests of America. Ultimately, the solution must be political, not military. In the interim, this approach is a sound and responsible way forward. This strategy would be based on three pillars of maintaining security, reducing cost and building a significant and lasting relationship with Afghan leaders. By reducing the visibility of the American troop presence, we are likely to lessen the level of violence dramatically. At the same time, the remaining American troop level would preclude a resurgence of the Taliban and al Qaeda, enabling the fledgling Afghan democracy to better find its footing. A smaller American involvement also would mean that a significant amount of the $100 billion spent on the conflict this year could be redirected towards other priorities, such as putting our economy back on track, repairing our infrastructure and making sure we meet our commitment to provide quality, affordable access to health care in the future. Lastly, this new policy would help us create a real partnership with the Afghan government -- enabling us to find the political solution we're still searching for. With a smaller footprint would come an increased demand for the Afghans to assume more responsibility for their own nation. In turn, a real partnership would develop between our two countries, as a legitimate Afghan democracy establishes itself, ultimately allowing the United States to withdraw its forces completely in a safe and timely manner. After nearly a decade spent securing Afghanistan, from the streets of Kabul to the mountains of Kandahar, it's time for a new plan -- a plan that will finally bring our troops home. Americans should not be asked to continue to fund this endless and expensive war while so much remains to be done here at home.
Ext. - Solvency - Reconciliation 

Only Reconciliation solves - cannot manufacture effective regimes

Metz, ‘8 - Chairman of the Regional Strategy and Planning Department and a research professor at the U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute (Steven, ½, “Three Years and Your Out,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=16536 CT)
Rather than solely working through regimes and seeking decisive “victory” over insurgents, we should strive toward reconciliation, attempting to dampen, contain and resolve complex conflicts as rapidly as possible. And we must be prepared to return when a dampened conflict reemerges. The U.S. role might be that of mediator, peacekeeper or even supporter of non-insurgent militias rather than simply the backer of the regime. This may mean accepting the insurgents as legitimate representatives of at least some segment of a nation’s people and buying them off, whether economically or politically. This is a bitter pill to swallow for a nation that deifies “victory” and demonizes insurgents like the Taliban and Al-Qaeda—one does not share power with or meet the demands of the devil. But these polarized views are impediments to conflict resolution. Effective state-building requires strong, insightful and reflective national leaders who understand what makes their nations susceptible to conflict and are willing and able to address it. Simply strengthening a regime and hoping that it eventually exercises full control over all of its territory is unrealistic in most parts of the world today, particularly those prone to insurgency. “Ungoverned spaces” and ineffective governments are the norm. Visionaries are rare, and the United States cannot manufacture them or assure that they hold power. We should thus pick our fights more carefully, not simply based on the ideology of the insurgents, but on the nature of the regime and the nature of the system. Some regimes, even ones fighting horrible enemies, may not be redeemable. The cost of fixing deeply flawed systems may be greater than the benefits.

***A2: DA’s***

A2: Contain China
 

Non-unique – Prior Central Asian base closings prove China won’t perceive 

USA Today, ‘7 (12/15, “New 'Great Game' for Central Asia riches” http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2007-12-15-450909435_x.htm AZ)
 

China's growing clout makes many Central Asians anxious. "Sometimes, it feels uneasy to be next to such a mighty neighbor," said Anastasiya Zhukova, a 24-year-old ethnic Russian and Kazakh citizen who works as a linguist for Chinese companies. No one expects China to try to conquer Central Asia by military might. But some fear China may transform these countries into "vassal states" with little power to resist Beijing in conflicts over trade or foreign policy. After Sept. 11, the United States seemed poised to vastly expand its influence here. But after establishing two military bases, it lost ground. It has been forced to close its base in Uzbekistan, and the other, in Kyrgyzstan, is under pressure. Experts say the U.S. has retreated partly because of pressure from Russia and China, partly for a lack of interest: some American officials see Central Asia's oil and gas fields as too remote to meet U.S. energy needs. Washington has alienated the region's authoritarian governments by criticizing human rights abuses. The Iraq war, meanwhile, raised concerns that the U.S. will push regime change to secure oil supplies -- a fear the Chinese have exploited. "China does not pursue a policy of waging wars for energy resources, unlike the United States in Iraq," Dong Xiaoyang, a Chinese diplomat, told a September conference of scholars and diplomats in Almaty.

 

 
No China war – defensive military, economic interdependence, strong relations, joint military actions

People’s Daily Online, No Date  (China poses no threat in Post-Cold War world, http://202.99.23.198/200706/05/print20070605_380950.html)  

 

China's military development and its defense modernization drive, which are tuned to a moderate pace, are defensive in nature.   China does not challenge anyone, nor does its military strength pose a threat to anyone. In the nuclear era, it is impossible to imagine that any country could rise by resorting to military means.   A wide gap exists between Chinese and US military strength. China is not foolish enough to challenge the position of Uncle Sam by using force. So, the theory that China's military power constitutes a threat to the US is at the very least based on ignorance, if not on ill intent.   It is also impossible to imagine that the US could get away with using force to rob China of its right to peaceful development without paying a price in the nuclear era.   In the Cold War era, the United States and the Soviet Union maintained a balance of terror based on nuclear parity.   In the Post-Cold War period, nuclear parity has lost its significance in the face of the overkill power of over-stockpiled nuclear weapons.   As a result, the balance of nuclear strike effects is replacing the equilibrium of nuclear strength. So, no country can emerge a victor from a nuclear confrontation.   China and the US have no reason to be locked in confrontation, let alone nuclear confrontation. We should be on the alert against those with ulterior motives who are trying to lure the two countries into confrontation   US Defense Secretary Robert Gates stated clearly at a news briefing on March 7 that he did not regard China as the United States' strategic foe and that engagement with China in various areas was very important.   General Pace remarked, in his meeting with the leaders of China's Nanjing Military Command on March 23, that the US and China both had strong military strength but neither party wanted to go to war with the other.   He went on to say that he did not see any threat from China. He also remarked that the two countries should not focus on how to fight a war but should focus on how to prevent war. This is quite to the point.   Pushed by far-sighted Chinese and American politicians and military leaders, Sino-US military ties are showing signs of strong momentum. Apart from that, military leaders from both countries maintain ever closer liaison; recently high-level military visits have been frequent; and the Chinese and US navies have staged a joint maritime search-and-rescue exercise. The Chinese and US military are discussing establishing a hotline.  

A2: Spending/Economy

 

Turn—Maintaining troops in Afghanistan hurts US econ

Wolf 10-  journalist, MSNBC commentator, and author of the Barack Obama book Renegade: The Making of a President (Crown, June 2009). (Richard,5/13/2010, USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2010-05-12-afghan_N.htm AZ)
WASHINGTON — The monthly cost of the war in Afghanistan, driven by troop increases and fighting on difficult terrain, has topped Iraq costs for the first time since 2003 and shows no sign of letting up. Pentagon spending in February, the most recent month available, was $6.7 billion in Afghanistan compared with $5.5 billion in Iraq. As recently as fiscal year 2008, Iraq was three times as expensive; in 2009, it was twice as costly. The shift is occurring because the Pentagon is adding troops in Afghanistan and withdrawing them from Iraq. And it's happening as the cumulative cost of the two wars surpasses $1 trillion, including spending for veterans and foreign aid. Those costs could put increased pressure on President Obama and Congress, given the nation's $12.9 trillion debt. 

A2: Politics - Withdrawal popular (Public)

Afghan war unpopular in US

SMH ’09 – (8/16/2009, Syndey Morning Herald, “US Support for Afghan war at 39%: poll”, http://news.smh.com.au/breaking-news-world/us-support-for-afghan-war-at-39-poll-20090916-fpzx.html) HG
US support for the war in Afghanistan has hit a new low, according to a poll released on Tuesday. The CNN Opinion Research poll showed record levels of opposition to the eight-year-old conflict, with 58 per cent of respondents saying they opposed the conflict, while 39 per cent were in favour. The poll surveyed 1,012 Americans on September 11-13 and had a three per cent margin of error. A previous CNN poll released two weeks ago showed 57 per cent of Americans opposed to the war in Afghanistan. In July, 54 per cent of those polled said they were against the war, already steeply up from 46 per cent in April. Two years ago, the US public was more evenly divided on the conflict, with 50 per cent in favour and 48 per cent opposed, CNN polls showed. 

Obama is losing more credibility every moment he lets combat troops stay in Afghanistan- Democrats strongly oppose. 

Hadar, 09- research fellow in foreign policy studies, specializing in foreign policy, international trade, the Middle East, and South and East Asia. (Leon T., October 2, 2009 “Obama Should Adopt the "Public Option" in Afghanistan” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10602&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+CatoRecentOpeds+(Cato+Recent+Op-eds) RR

But now it looks as though President Obama could have difficulties in pursuing this delicate foreign policy act. The majority of Americans now see the war in Afghanistan as not worth fighting, according to a recent Washington Post-ABC News poll, and just a quarter say more U.S. troops should be sent to the country. In fact, by a large majority, Democrats and Independents, those Americans who had voted for Obama last November, are opposed to increasing the number of U.S. troops and support the gradual withdrawal of American forces from that country. The only support for expanding the U.S. involvement in Afghanistan comes from Republican and conservative voters. So Obama, not unlike his predecessor in 2006, is now coming under enormous public pressure to bring an end to a costly U.S. intervention in a bloody war in the Great Middle East, and not unlike in 2006, the elites in Washington — ranging from U.S. General Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, to the editorial page of the Washington Post, backed by many of the experts in both Republican and Democratic leaning think tanks — are providing him with the same gadget they had handed to Bush in 2006 — a military "surge" — that would allow Washington to continue fighting in the mountains of Hindu-Kush for many years to come. 

A2: Politics - Withdrawal popular (Public)
Public supports withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan- money and time

 

Innocent, 09 -foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute (Malou, September 16, 2009, Huffington Post, “No More Troops for Afghanistan” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10550) RR

 

As public support for the war in Afghanistan hits an all-time low, Joint Chiefs Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen has endorsed an increase in U.S. forces there. But President Obama should strongly resist any calls to add more troops. The U.S. and NATO military presence of roughly 110,000 troops is more than enough to carry out the focused mission of training Afghan forces. Committing still more troops would only weaken the authority of Afghan leaders and undermine the U.S.'s ability to deal with security challenges elsewhere in the world. The Senate hearings this week on Afghanistan are displaying the increased skepticism among many top lawmakers toward a war that is rapidly losing public support. At a Senate Armed Service Committee hearing, Senator Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) asked Mullen, "Do you understand you've got one more shot back home?" alluding to polls showing most Americans oppose the war and oppose sending more troops. "Do you understand that?Sadly, a common view among policymakers and defense officials is that if America pours in enough time and resources--possibly hundreds of thousands of troops for another 12 to 14 years--Washington could really turn Afghanistan around. But while military leaders like Gen. Stanley McChrystal say a new strategy must be forged to "earn the support of the [Afghan] people," Washington does not even have the support of the American people. The U.S. does not have the patience, cultural knowledge or legitimacy to transform what is a deeply divided, poverty-stricken, tribal-based society into a self-sufficient, non-corrupt, and stable electoral democracy. And even if Americans did commit several hundred thousand troops and pursued decades of armed nation-building--in the middle of an economic downturn, no less--success would hardly be guaranteed, especially in a country notoriously suspicious of outsiders and largely devoid of central authority. The U.S. and its allies must instead narrow their objectives. A long-term, large-scale presence is not necessary to disrupt al Qaeda, and going after the group does not require Washington to pacify the entire country. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the U.S. can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with countries in the region. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America's reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal. 
A2: Politics - Bipart

Both Democrats and Republicans support troop Afghan withdrawal

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

 

Barack Obama has apparently been waiting for a resolution of the Afghan election fiasco before announcing the result of his review of U.S. policy toward Afghanistan. In the next few days or weeks, he is likely to endorse the recommendations of his hand-picked Afghan commander, General Stanley McChrystal, who has called for a shift in NATO's strategy toward the kind of counterinsurgency approach that worked in Iraq – one that prioritizes the protection of the Afghan population over the killing of insurgents. Mr. Obama probably will also deploy more U.S. troops, although perhaps not the full 40,000 additional forces that Gen. McChrystal has reportedly requested. As the White House studied its options, more Americans have called for the withdrawal of U.S. ground troops from Afghanistan. These calls have come not only from the Democrats' liberal base but also from conservative foreign-policy “realists” such as columnist George Will, Harvard's Stephen Walt and the University of Chicago's Robert Pape, who argue that al-Qaeda can be battled from a distance using U.S. commandos, cruise missiles and armed drones.

A2: Midterms

Afghanistan not perceived - will not have an effect on the Congressional elections.

Zelizer, 10 - Professor of History and Public Affairs at Princeton University, one of the leading figures in the field of American political history, the author and editor of numerous books that examine U.S. political leaders, policies, and institutions since the New Deal (Julian E., June 28, “How Afghanistan became the ignored war” http://www.cnn.com/2010/OPINION/06/28/zelizer.afghanistan.ignored.war/) RR

 

If the Korean War, which began 60 years ago this past weekend, was America's forgotten war, Afghanistan has been America's ignored war. Since President Obama authorized a surge of troops in Afghanistan in December 2009, there has been a notable absence of public debate or interest about this conflict. Although the media has tracked conditions on the ground and more recently has examined the rapid deterioration of U.S. military strategy, Afghanistan has not elicited the same kind of civic dialogue that surrounded President George W. Bush's war in Iraq and certainly nothing like President Johnson's war in Vietnam. Indeed, when the controversy over Gen. Stanley McChrystal's comments in Rolling Stone magazine erupted in the past week, one of the most surprising aspects of the story was that, for a brief moment, Americans were actually talking about Afghanistan once again. Our nation is in the middle of a war that has gone on for over nine years, but many people have not been paying attention. Afghanistan cannot be ignored. The war, which started in the aftermath of 9/11, costs the federal government about $6.7 billion a month. That's more than the monthly cost of Iraq. June 2010 marked one of the deadliest months in this war. Since the war began, more than 1,000 American servicemen and women have died. The government of Afghanistan, our ally, remains mired in corruption and teeters on instability. Gen. David Petraeus' counterinsurgency strategy is apparently not working its magic. Many experts doubt that the president can abide by the July 2011 timetable that he set to begin withdrawal. The end is not in sight, and it is unclear whether policymakers even know what the end is. According to Newsweek, one expert working with the Pentagon commented, "We could sink in billions more dollars for another 10 to 20 years, and if we're lucky, we'll get Haiti ..." What accounts for the utter lack of attention to this war? The first factor has been the fragile state of the economy within the U.S. The severity of economic conditions since the financial crash in the fall of 2008 has naturally led citizens to focus on the health of their pocketbooks and the stability of their mortgage payments rather than on war and peace. The listless recovery that has left high rates of unemployment has means many families don't have the time or energy to pay attention to events overseas. The second factor has to do with the political incentives that inhibit liberals and conservatives from making too much of an issue of this war. Many liberal Democrats have been either angry or quietly uneasy with Obama's decision to escalate troop levels in Afghanistan. Yet they have generally remained silent since the surge began, fearing they could undercut Obama as he moved forward with health care, a high priority for Democrats. They were also in a bind since they had based much of their criticism of President Bush on the claim that he had diverted resources from the war in Afghanistan, where the terrorists who perpetrated 9/11 had been given shelter by the Taliban, and used them for the war in Iraq, which they said was not essential to the war on terrorism. At the same time, conservatives have not made much noise either. Although there are many conservatives who support President Obama's strategy, there are also political factors at work. Talking too much about Afghanistan cuts against a central argument that they want to make about this administration: that Democrats are weak on defense. 
***A2: CP’s***

A2: Consult NATO

NATO alliance collapsed now – political battles  

 

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

 

Text of editorial headlined "NATO, collapsing from within" published by Iranian newspaper Jomhuri-ye Eslami on 26 October General Rick Hillier, the former chief of staff of the Canadian armed forces, unveiled the vast dimensions of internal differences within NATO over the crisis in Afghanistan and said that the war in Afghanistan had transformed the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) into a "decomposing corpse" [punctuation as published here and throughout] which was impossible to revive. The stance taken by the former head of the Canadian armed forces is one of complaint and objection, and reiterates Ottawa's views on the never-ending war whose future holds no bright prospects and which leaves new casualties in its wake every day. Other opinions of this prominent Canadian soldier are as follows: NATO is plagued by widespread and vicious political battles. The jealousies, which increase day by day, create discord amongst its members, and they are regularly tormented by a lack of clarity, cohesion and professionalism. The Canadian army sent 2700 troops to Afghanistan, most of who were stationed in dangerous and volatile regions, while other countries put their forces in safe, peaceful regions. This led to the death of 131 Canadian soldiers. From the time it first set foot in Afghanistan, NATO has lacked a clearly defined strategy. It did not know what it had to do and what its aims were. The war in Afghanistan demonstrated that NATO has reached the stage of instability and collapse; it has lost its credibility and has no way out. Although General Hillier's comments are surprising and unexpected, he is not the first person to talk about NATO's failure and defeat in Afghanistan. That which has made Hillier's comments novel is that he has gone further than pointing to the failure and has revealed NATO's instability, confusion and disintegration. In reality, everything goes back to "the philosophy of NATO's existence". NATO was initially formed to confront the "Warsaw" military pact, and for a few decades it acted as the West's collective military defence structure against the Eastern Bloc. Even though the Warsaw Pact was dismantled in 1369 [1991] with the dissolution of the Soviet Union, America has always prevented the dissolution of the NATO military alliance. In practice, the European side of NATO has repeatedly called for its opinions and stances to be separate from those of America, and it continues to do so. Washington, however, so as to preserve its military upper hand and, beyond that, its military dominance over Europe wants NATO's continuance and survival. It should not be forgotten that over the last decade, France and Germany attempted to form an "independent European army" in order to distance themselves from America and NATO. Washington objected to this idea using local tools; it even managed to foil the attempt. It is precisely for this reason that the "independent European army" is a lost dream which has troubled the minds and souls of the Europeans. They constantly lament the fact that in their policies they cannot diverge from Washington. The problem is that NATO's current philosophy is seen as a cover under which Washington implements its plans to "control Germany". In general, however, by raising marginal issues, America has tried to overshadow its main aims and plans by urgent, impromptu decisions. Attempting to attract new members from the Eastern European countries so as to "expand NATO" to the borders of Russia; "redefining" NATO's strategy with the aim of extending its realm of military interference beyond the geographical borders of those countries who are members of this treaty are the familiar policies that Washington constantly tries to justify. Perhaps it is for this reason that today, NATO's European members not only do not insist on the continuation of a military presence in Afghanistan, but they even count the minutes to the time that their troops are taken out of this country. A far more important matter, which has only added to the confusion of Washington's allies, concerns the highly contradictory policies, which reveal serious and tangible differences between what the officials in Washington say and what they actually do regarding Afghanistan. It is by reviewing these blatant contradictions that one is able to understand the position of Washington's allies. 1 - Washington claimed that through the creation of international unity to confront international terrorism it would uproot the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah in a short period of time. This claim was made with so much conviction that Bush Junior, the American president at the time, stated that other countries were either with America or with the terrorists! Later, however, it was revealed that America continues to be the main element of support for terrorists in Afghanistan and takes it upon itself to support and even transport terrorists by helicopter in Afghanistan.
2 - America maintained it wanted to get rid of the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah and would not be happy with anything less than the annihilation of these terrorist groups. But it became clear that while this is what it was saying, in practice it was holding talks and socialising with the Taleban. Basically, it actually benefited from the existence of the Taleban and their crimes because it could use them to justify its goals and plans.
3 - By maintaining that the only way to crush terrorists was through the military solution, Washington engaged the NATO army in Afghanistan. Now, however, the American army generals and former politicians are saying that the war in Afghanistan is futile and they should deal with the Taleban through political means.
4 - America says that in order to prevail over the Taleban, more forces should be sent to Afghanistan and more budgets earmarked for the war. So the main question is if they are meant to be negotiating and coming to a political understanding with the Taleban, then who should they be fighting in this country?
5 - Aside from the differences of opinion which set apart Washington's views from those of other NATO members, the European members of NATO feel with some bitterness that Washington is trying to change "NATO's existing philosophy" by getting it involved in areas outside Europe's security zone, and thus guarantee the continuation of NATO's military activities and its survival. 
The recent comments by General Rick Hillier, the former chief of staff of the Canadian armed forces, about the dissolution of NATO and it becoming a "decomposing corpse" which is impossible to revive, shows that NATO's members believe with all their heart that it has reached its lowest point and is collapsing from within. For two decades America has tried to keep NATO from breaking up at any cost through artificial ventilation and "political doping". But according to General Hillier's admission, it is impossible to revive that defective and unbalanced structure, and everyone should accept that NATO has reached the end of its life. 
