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U.S. ECONOMY FRONTLINE
Over 100,0o0 US troops will be in Afghanistan by August. Even if the US does withdraw troops by next July, the Afghan president is expecting financial support for the Afghan army for the next 10 to 15 years. 

Pop, ’10 (Valentina, European Affairs, journalist of “Romania Libera”, “World Leaders Agree on Afghan Timetable and Funding” http://euobserver.com/13/29370) 

Washington plans to start withdrawing American troops next July in case the current "surge" of 30,000 soldiers does not prove successful. By August, the total number of Western troops will have reached more than 100,000.
The Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, warned against a hasty withdrawal and said his country still needed financial support for its army for another 10-15 years.
The U.S. can afford the surge

Baker Spring, Heritage Foundation, December 8, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/wm2723.cfm
In 2010, President Obama's proposal to increase U.S. troop strength in Afghanistan will cost an estimated $30 billion. Designed to protect the lives and well-being of the American people, the President's proposal will defend the vital interests of the United States. To put this additional $30 billion in perspective, it amounts to roughly 0.2 percent of the estimated size of the economy in 2010. The defense budget as a whole, including this $30 billion increase, will amount to less than 5 percent of the economy. Clearly, defense spending is not a threat to the U.S. economy. Some Members of Congress want to pay for this troop increase by raising taxes. Specifically, they propose imposing a surtax on higher income taxpayers. First, this proposed surtax should be seen for what it really is: a means to defeat President Obama's planned troop increase, not a legitimate means of funding the President's plan. It is not a coincidence that the Members most opposed to the President's plan are those pressing for the tax increase. Second, the tax increase proposal is also misplaced in terms of overall fiscal policy. The budget deficit and debt problems facing the federal government are not the result of insufficient revenue rates but out-of-control domestic spending. A Little Perspective, Please It is also appropriate to compare the cost of military operations in Afghanistan with the estimated cost of the health care proposal now before Congress. The entire cost of the Afghan war, from fiscal year 2001 through fiscal year 2009, is $210 billion. This $210 billion is less than one-fifth of the $1.2 trillion projected cost of the health care bill in its first 10 years. Accordingly, the $30 billion incremental cost of strengthening U.S. forces in Afghanistan compares to favorably $120 billion average annual increase in spending stemming from the health care bill. Supplemental Appropriations In September 2008, Heritage Foundation defense and budget analysts proposed moving funding for the Iraq and Afghan military operations out of supplemental appropriations and into the regular budget.[1] The proposal, however, was qualified insofar as it acknowledged that a return to supplemental appropriations may be necessary "if circumstances require a significantly larger military engagement than what is now foreseen for either operation." Clearly, the President's proposed increase in troop strength in Afghanistan meets the requirements of this qualification. Therefore, it is appropriate, and Congress should expect, that the increase in the cost of the Afghan operation will be paid for out of a supplemental appropriations bill next year. The return to supplemental appropriations, however, should not be an excuse for fiscal excess. The supplemental appropriations bill should be limited to the President's expected $30 billion funding request for Afghanistan. Protecting the American People By any reasonable historical standard, defense spending is not the source of the federal government's fiscal woes. This is the case even when the increase in spending on Afghanistan operations is factored into the equation. Further, the increase in spending on the Afghan operation, as President Obama has stated clearly, is a necessity. Ultimately, operations in Afghanistan are about protecting and defending the American people against future terrorist attacks. There nothing inconsistent or unachievable in pursuing a policy that simultaneously funds the U.S. war effort and preserves a strong economy.

U.S. ECONOMY FRONTLINE
NO TERMINAL IMPACT:  NO WORLD WIDE COLLAPSE OF THE ECONOMY
AUTOMATIC STABILIZERS AND MONETARY POLICY WILL PREVENT WORLD DEPRESSION
Toronto Star 98
How likely is it that the world economy will slip into a deflationary spiral and economic depression? Improbable. The deflationary depression of the 1930s was deep, long and worldwide because leading economies didn't have effective tools of monetary policy or built-in stabilizers such as unemployment insurance to sustain spending in the presence of widespread joblessness. Today's governments in the leading industrialized countries have been trimming the welfare state but they haven't dismantled it. Automatic stabilizers are still in place to resist an economic free-fall into depression. States during the 1930s were committed to a gold standard and enjoyed little flexibility in monetary policy. Today's leading states, acting through central bankers, can try to counteract deflation by lowering interest rates and increasing money supplies. 

U.S. not key to world economy – prefer our evidence, it’s in the context of recovery.

The Economist, 5-21 (“Decoupling 2.0” May 21, 2009, http://www.economist.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm ?story_id=13697292)

REMEMBER the debate about decoupling? A year ago, many commentators—including this newspaper—argued that emerging economies had become more resilient to an American recession, thanks to their strong domestic markets and prudent macroeconomic policies. Naysayers claimed America’s weakness would fell the emerging world. Over the past six months the global slump seemed to prove the sceptics right. Emerging economies reeled and decoupling was ridiculed.  Yet perhaps the idea was dismissed too soon. Even if America’s output remains weak, there are signs that some of the larger emerging economies could see a decent rebound. China is exhibit A of this new decoupling: its economy began to accelerate again in the first four months of this year. Fixed investment is growing at its fastest pace since 2006 and consumption is holding up well. Despite debate over the accuracy of China’s GDP figures (see article), most economists agree that output will grow faster than seemed plausible only a few months ago. Growth this year could be close to 8%. Such optimism has fuelled commodity prices which have, in turn, brightened the outlook for Brazil and other commodity exporters.  That said, even the best performing countries will grow more slowly than they did between 2004 and 2007. Nor will the resilience be universal: eastern Europe’s indebted economies will suffer as global banks cut back, and emerging economies intertwined with America, such as Mexico, will continue to be hit hard. So will smaller, more trade-dependent countries. Decoupling 2.0 is a narrower phenomenon, confined to a few of the biggest, and least indebted, emerging economies.  It is based on two under-appreciated facts: the biggest emerging economies are less dependent on American spending than commonly believed; and they have proven more able and willing to respond to economic weakness than many feared. Economies such as China or Brazil were walloped late last year not only, or even mainly, because American demand plunged. (Over half of China’s exports go to other emerging economies, and China recently overtook the United States as Brazil’s biggest export market.) They were hit hard by the near-collapse of global credit markets and the dramatic destocking by shell-shocked firms. In addition, many emerging countries had been aggressively tightening monetary policy to fight inflation just before these shocks hit. The result was that domestic demand slumped even as exports fell.

U.S. ECONOMY FRONTLINE
US Econ resilient.

Sehgal, 4-17 (Rohit- chief investment strategist for Dynamic Funds, The Globe and Mail, “Optimism reigns, even after the humble pie” Lexis-Nexis Academic, April 17, 2009, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/search/homesubmitForm.do)
We follow two economies very closely, China and the U.S. In China, the numbers look very encouraging. They also have a fairly aggressive stimulus plan that seems to be sticking. Car sales in China, for instance, in March were more than 12 million [at an annual pace] so they are already exceeding U.S. car sales.  In the U.S., we are still in a crisis mode. You have to look very closely at housing because that's where the whole trouble started. If you're looking at affordability, it's improving pretty dramatically. You're seeing mortgage applications, the numbers are beginning to improve. The retail data in the U.S. are not as bad, durables numbers are not as bad. Not as bad to me is a good sign.  And if you look at inventories, they're scraping the bottom right now so you could have a pretty fast recovery there, because industrial production came to a screeching halt. When you look at all this anecdotal evidence, you can make a case that maybe things are improving a bit.  The bears say that things may get better, but not for long and then they will get worse. What do you say to that?  But maybe it will not get worse again. Look at the amount of stimulus, and look at the valuations in equity markets. They're at historically low levels. If you look at the last 10 years, equity returns are zero. That's a very rare occurrence. It doesn't mean we won't have setbacks. I think we will have setbacks. I don't believe we are in a great depression. I think we have a problem that started in the housing sector with subprime, and it's going to take a long time to clean it up.  The U.S. economy is very resilient. This is one area where the bears don't want to give too much credit. Unlike Japan and Europe, it's adaptive. They go and blow their brains out once every five or six years because of excesses, but they learn their lessons and they do adapt very well and it's still a very productive economy. It will take time, certainly. 

U.S. ECONOMY 2NC/1NR (AFGHAN CAN’T FUND)
Afghanistan can’t fund its own security forces

The Associated Press, December 8, 2009, p. online

Karzai also said it will be at least 15 years before his government can bankroll a security force strong enough to protect the country from the threat of insurgency.  Karzai's statements, along with Gates' agreement that the U.S. drawdown starting in July 2011 would be "a several-year process," appeared to firm up growing evidence that President Barack Obama's proposed troop pullout would be a slow-motion reverse of the rapid escalation of 30,000 troops carried out over the next six months.

Metro News, December 8, 2009,
 http://www.metronews.ca/edmonton/world/article/390978--gates-reaffirms-us-commitment-to-afghanistan-pushes-need-for-increased-recruiting
Afghan President Hamid Karzai said Tuesday it will be at least 15 years before his government can bankroll a security force strong enough to protect the country from the threat of insurgency. Speaking at a news conference with U.S. Defence Secretary Robert Gates, Karzai repeated his claim that Afghan security forces would take the lead in securing the nation within five years, but said his country would need financial help to pay the salaries and equip the growing army and police force.

U.S. ECONOMY 2NC/1NR (NO U.S. ECON COLLAPSE)
AUTOMATIC STABILIZERS WOULD PREVENT A GLOBAL DEPRESSION
Kuttner, co-editor, American Prospect, ’97 [BOSTON GLOBE, Robert, Nov. 2]
Ever since the 1930s, economist have insisted that a financial crash could never again turn into a mass depression because the modern economy had automatic stabilizers – unemployment compensation, Social Security, union contracts, defense spending. If a stock market panic caused a temporary fall in private purchasing power, economic demand would be maintained by these other sources.

Automatic stabilizers prevent depression
Manikiw, Harvard economics professor, 2000
[Gregory, Fortune, February 21, Proquest]
The U.S. government today is, as a percentage of GDP, about seven times its size at the turn of the last century. One byproduct of big government is economic stability. Whenever the economy slows, income taxes fall and spending on unemployment insurance and antipoverty programs rises--even without any deliberate policy change. This automatic fiscal stimulus mitigates the downturn.

U.S. ECONOMY 2NC/1NR (U.S. NOT KEY TO WORLD)
And, American economic slowdown won’t bring down the rest of the globe

The Economist, 2-4-06 (“Testing all engines,” http://cms.cass.cn/show_News_e.asp?id=9302)

Alongside stronger domestic demand in Europe and Japan, emerging economies are also tipped to remain robust. These economies are popularly perceived as excessively export-dependent, flooding the world with cheap goods, but doing little to boost demand. Yet calculations by Goldman Sachs show that Brazil, Russia, India and China combined have in recent years contributed more to the world’s domestic demand than to its GDP growth. They have chipped in almost as much to global domestic demand as America has.If this picture endures, a moderate slowdown in America need not halt the expansion in the rest of the world. Europe and Japan together account for a bigger slice of global GDP than the United States, so faster growth there will help to keep the global economy flying. A rebalancing of demand away from America to the rest of the world would also help to shrink its huge current-account deficit. This all assumes that America’s economy slows, rather than sinks into recession. The world is undoubtedly better placed to cope with a slowdown in the United States than it was a few years ago. That said, in those same few years America’s imbalances have become larger, with the risk that the eventual correction will be more painful. A deep downturn in America would be felt all around the globe.

And, US isn’t key to the world economy

Wolf, associate editor and chief economics commentator at the Financial Times, 2000 (Marin, Foreign Policy, “After the Crash,” September-October, http://www.jstor.org/pss/1149711)

The notion that the strong U.S. economy “saved” the rest of the world during the global financial turmoil of the late 1990s has become increasingly fashionable. Even U.S. Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers recently referred to the United States as “the main engine of global growth.” However, this proposition is not strictly true. Since the United States accounts for slightly more than a quarter of global economic activity, it certainly exerts a powerful influence. But positive correlations between U.S. business cycles and those of other countries have not, historically, been that high. Among leading industrial countries, only the United Kingdom and Canada have displayed business cycles that move together with those of the United States. Indeed, if the U.S. economy helped prevent a global recession following the financial crises of 1997 and 1998, it was precisely because its business cycle was not closely synchronized with many other economies. Otherwise the United States would have fallen into a recession along with the crisis-ridden regions.

U.S. ECONOMY 2NC/1NR (U.S. ECON RESILIENT)
U.S. Econ resilient.

Reuters Mar 16, 2008 “Treasury's Paulson says U.S. economy resilient” http://www.reuters.com/article/businessNews/idUSN1648658420080316
In an interview with "Fox News Sunday" Paulson said U.S. markets were "resilient" and that he felt the $152 billion economic stimulus plan would help lift the economy.  Paulson said the Bush administration continued to believe that "long-term economic strength is going to be reflected in the dollar."  Paulson also said the Federal Reserve made the right decision on Friday to come to the rescue of Bear Stearns,  BSC.N, the fifth largest investment bank. Paulson said it was important to minimize market disruptions and enhance confidence in the U.S. economy.  "I've got great confidence in our financial institutions," Paulson said. "Our markets are resilient."  He added that he had confidence U.S economy would work it way through the current crises that began with a sharp downturn in the U.S. housing market leading to a full-blown credit crisis. (Reporting by Donna Smith; Editing by Jackie Frank)

US market flexibility makes the economy resilient – per capita income and position in the global economy prove

Info-Prod Research, 9 (Info-Prod Research (Middle East), ProQuest SuperText, “Info-Prod Strategic Business Information”, May 31, Lexis)
Even with a significant deterioration in the US government's debt position, its rating has a stable outlook and demonstrates the attributes of a Aaa sovereign, says Moody's Investors Service in its annual report on the United States. These attributes include a diverse and resilient economy, strong government institutions, high per capita income, and a central position in the global economy. "Moody's expects that, because of these factors, US economic strength will emerge after the crisis without major impairment," said Moody's Vice President Steven Hess, author of the report. "The global role of the US currency also contributes to the ability of the economy and government finances to rebound." He said the government balance sheet has been weakened by the combination of efforts to stabilize the financial system, the effects of the sharp economic recession on federal finance, and the $787 billion federal stimulus package passed earlier this year. The result has been much higher debt ratios that may persist for some years to come. While these ratios are deteriorating in the US, they are also doing so in most other advanced economies due to the global recession. Furthermore, the level of debt is less important than the government's balance sheet flexibility, which Moody's believes is still high in the case of the US. Despite a worsening government balance sheet, Moody's cites other factors in support of the Aaa rating. "The current economic downturn has only temporarily altered America's productivity dynamic, and productivity has risen in the recession period, as is typical," said Hess. "US labor market flexibility has been a key factor in this trend." A higher rate of US population growth through 2025 relative to other advanced economies will also contribute to continued economic growth --and government revenues. "While our outlook for the US rating is stable, a reassessment of the long-term growth prospects of the economy and the ability of the government to return to a sustainable debt trajectory could put negative pressure on the rating in the future. How the economy and fiscal policy fare after the recession will be key," said Hess. He added that, over the longer term, contingent liabilities related to Social Security and Medicare programs could also pressure the rating.
AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY FRONTLINE
WE ARE WINNING THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN

Surge is turning the tide against the Taliban now

Australian Broadcasting Corporation, January 12, 2010, p. online

The top United States general in Afghanistan says a surge in American troops has started to turn the tide against the Taliban.  US President Barack Obama last month ordered an extra 30,000 American troops to Afghanistan and the top US commander there, General Stanley McChrystal, says the troops are shifting the momentum against the Taliban. "I believe we're doing that now, I believe we have changed the way we operate in Afghanistan, we've changed some of our structures and I believe we are on the way to convincing the Afghan people that we are here to protect them," he said.

TURN:  U.S. PULLOUT WOULD DESTABILIZE AFGHANISTAN

KHALILZAD US Ambassador to the UN 2k5
Zalmay-; “How to Nation-Build,” Summer 2005, The National Interest, Lexis

Second, to effect this shift in the calculations of regional powers, we need to persuade their leaders that the United States is unalterably committed to success in Afghanistan. If the leaders of these countries are uncertain about the strength of our commitment to stay the course, they are likely to hedge against the possibility that we will pull out. In Afghanistan, this means that they will maintain relations with clients or factions that would give them an instrument for violent proxy competition after an American disengagement. Their support for these groups can hamper our effort to enable the Afghans to stabilize and rebuild their country. The challenge is finding ways to effectively signal our commitment, through both words and deeds, to leaders who are convinced of our short attention span.

Afghanistan civil war leads to massive foreign intervention by other powers 

Lawrence Sellin, Ph.D., is a colonel in the U.S. Army Reserve and a veteran of the conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq, UPI, December 18, 2009, p. online

Pakistan's plan will not play out in isolation. Others will have a vote, in particular the non-Pashtun Afghan Tajiks, Uzbeks, Turkmen and Hazaras, the so-called partners in the Northern Alliance, groups long-supported by India and traditionally resisting Pashtun dominance in Afghanistan. Iran has been a longtime meddler in Afghan affairs, especially among the Farsi-speaking population and the Shiite Hazara. Iranian agents have consistently smuggled weapons to forces fighting the United States in both Afghanistan and Iraq.

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY FRONTLINE
Lack of troops forces bombing tactics – double the current strength is needed to stabilize Afghanistan

Senlis Afghanistan “Stumbling into Chaos: Afghanistan on the Brink” November 2007
The greatest barrier to the military’s capacity to undertake its core stabilisation role  in Afghanistan is a lack of forces on-the-ground. This has led to an over-reliance  upon destructive air strikes, leading to increased civilian casualties and lower levels  of support for the Karzai Government and the West’s presence in the country. The  Taliban are increasingly able to fill the political space, and once rooted within the  new community, are proving impossible to remove.    With approximately 40,000 soldiers in Afghanistan, NATO-ISAF still lacks a  substantial number of the troops necessary to be able to successfully fulfil its  mandate. This figure is equivalent to less than a quarter of the deployment of  international troops to Iraq, whereas the rugged terrain of Afghanistan is more  populated, and has a total area almost 50 per cent larger than Iraq.    To prevent NATO’s defeat at the hands of the Taliban, a rejuvenated ‘Coalition of the  Willing’ (‘NATO Plus’) is needed for Afghanistan. A ‘NATO Plus’ force should be formed  along the following lines:    i. Every NATO state is mandated to contribute to this new force, with a firm  level of commitment that will provide a total force size of 80,000. In order  to help achieve this goal, each state must contribute at least 2 per cent of  their total annual GDP towards defence as a baseline of NATO membership,  and also make a troop commitment that is proportionate to their overall  economic capacity.    ii. Contributions should represent 2.3 soldiers per USD1 billion (GBP0.5 billion)  of GDP. If all NATO member states adhered to this basic formula (or retained  present levels when already higher), the total number would increase to around 71,000 troops. 

TURN:  Failure in Afghanistan will collapse the European alliance

ABSHIRE Co-founder of the Center for Strategic and International Studies 2k9
David M. -was the US ambassador to NATO from 1983-1987; Christian Science Monitor; 12/17/2009, p1-1, 1
 “In Afghanistan, NATO is fighting for its life”
In the United States, there is a growing perception that our European allies are becoming security consumers and not security providers. Waiting for the release of the strategic concept will undermine any immediate reform. Failure in Afghanistan will break the transatlantic alliance, hastening the rise of "the Pacific century" and the inevitable shift of US attention toward Asia. 

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY FRONTLINE
NO TERMINAL IMPACT:  India and Pakistan will cooperate on Afghanistan now

Wall Street Journal, 1-11, 10, Mr. Mehta is a retired general of the Indian Army and convenor of the Friedrich Ebert Stiftung-sponsored India-Pakistan bilateral dialogue since 2003.

Cooperation was first discussed at an India-Pakistan conference in Singapore in 2007. Last year, Afghanistan joined the discussions to form a trialogue and more three-way conferences are on the way.

Shifting Pakistani attitudes toward the Taliban have partially facilitated the cooperation. Most Pakistanis now admit there is no such thing as "good Taliban," a significant change from the past. Two events catalyzed this change—the Taliban's April flogging of a young girl in Swat and the December attack on the Army General Headquarters mosque in Rawalpindi. Indians have always rejected the idea of a "good Taliban," and more and more people in Pakistan have begun to agree with their neighbors.
Cooperation won't come naturally though. Both India and Afghanistan have serious issues with Pakistan. The history of terrorist attacks against India that are sourced in Pakistan has strained Delhi's relations with its neighbor. And Afghans take serious issue with Taliban sanctuaries on Pakistani soil and the illegal Durand Line, which demarcates the boundary between Afghanistan and Pakistan. They believe India and Pakistan should cooperate for the peace of the region, rather than negate each other's efforts.

For their part, Pakistanis believe that Indians and Afghans, who share excellent relations, have a mutual interest against them and see India's presence in Afghanistan as a threat. Reconciling conflicts of interests between India and Pakistan in Afghanistan is crucial to relaxing tensions.
There's plenty of room for expansion. At present, India is only involved in socio-economic development in Afghanistan. The Afghans want India to do more, including helping train the Afghan Army. The Afghan army chief, General Bismillah Khan, is keen on sending combat units for training in India's counterinsurgency schools. The Afghan government has suggested that Delhi and Islamabad could undertake joint projects in technology, health, education, power and communications. In 2007, Afghanistan, Pakistan and India cooperated to renovate the memorial in Jalalabad to Badshah Khan, one of the most important Frontier leaders during the Partition struggle.

Overall, the strategic focus has shifted from East to West in Pakistan, making the Taliban, not India, their primary enemy. At the trilateral conference in Kabul, the Pakistanis openly admitted the country was in deep trouble—and that the trouble would spread. The Indians have suggested that Pakistan could expand and intensify its war on the West by relocating troops deployed against India in the East and assured that Delhi would take no advantage of the military voids. At least six to eight combat brigades have been moved from Pakistan's eastern border to the west, according to Indian military intelligence. Indian officials say that talks between military and intelligence officials to work on military cooperation could start as soon as March or April.
Pakistan-India relations are on the uptick in other areas too. Both sides came close to a settlement of the 2007 Kashmir dispute, and other disputes in areas such as Siachen, Sir Creek and Tulbul are only a whisker away from resolution. Mr. Khattak, the Pakistani senator, has already urged at the Kabul conference for an immediate revival of the India-Pakistan dialogue so that Islamabad could be more focused in its fight against the Taliban. In India, Prime Minister Manmohan Singh is keen to restart talks early this year, despite opposition in his own party. Both Presidents Asif Ali Zardari and Hamid Karzai committed to President Barack Obama last May to conclude an agreement on trade and transit by the end of 2009. Those talks are still in progress.
Trilateral cooperation has never appeared as urgent and as likely as now. It was in this spirit that Afghanistan Foreign Minister Rangeen Dafdar Spanta made a proposal in early December to establish a trilateral commission of foreign ministers to develop some of these ideas for collaboration. That would be the first step in realizing the collective dream of breakfast in Kabul, lunch in Islamabad and dinner in Delhi.
AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY FRONTLINE
Turn – Power Projection:

Low level Afghan instability allows the US to maintain its current power projection in the region, which prevents Indo-Pak conflict and creates regional instability

Riemer, 2k3 (Matthew, written for years about philosophy, religion, psychology, culture, and politics, studied Russian language and culture for five years, “Prioritizing Pakistan at the Expense of Afghanistan”, Power and Interest News Report, 11/4)

<The greatest appeal of a continually destabilized Afghanistan for the United States is ease of navigation. The U.S. may be fairly reluctant to put its troops in harms way -- frequently using proxy armies and security forces they've trained -- but Washington has no problem remaining in the area militarily with airbases in range of Russia, Iran, China, and North Korea. A weak and unstable Afghanistan is also more beholden to Washington, at least with Hamid Karzai leading the government in Kabul. One of the reasons for this is that the stronger Afghanistan becomes the more independent of the U.S. it becomes, which would facilitate more intimate relationships -- ranging from economic to military to infrastructural arrangements --with many of its neighbors and regional powers such as Russia, Iran, and India. Washington tried for years to build pipelines in Afghanistan and heavily lobbied the first incarnation of the Taliban, so it's unlikely that the U.S. will allow future projects to go to foreign investors in the context of a modernized and independent Afghanistan.  Specifically, a reemerging Taliban alongside reports of al-Qaeda activity also gives the United States the perfect pretext to remain active in the region. This affords the U.S. the luxury of being able to closely watch the Pakistan-India conflict and to follow the political destinies of Uzbekistan, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Kazakhstan.  So the United States has many reasons to maintain a significant and long-term presence in Afghanistan and Central Asia, and the instability that the former has displayed for the last two years and seems likely to display for some time to come cannot be seen as a wholly undesirable situation by policymakers in Washington.>

Troop surge makes diplomacy possible

Guardian 1/25 (1/25/10, " US commander says troop surge has made talks possible over Afghanistan ", http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jan/25/stanley-mcchrystal-afghanistan-taliban-talks)


The US military's surge in Afghanistan could counter a resurgent Taliban and pave the conditions for a political deal that could end the war, Nato's commander in the country said today, ahead of a flurry of diplomatic activity to find a way out of the eight-year long conflict. The comments by General Stanley McChrystal indicate that Thursday's international conference in London will concentrate on ways to reach a political settlement with the Taliban. "It's not my job to extend olive branches, but it is my job to help set conditions where people in the right positions can have options on the way forward," McChrystal . "I think any Afghans can play a role if they focus on the future, and not the past," he said when asked whether he would be content to see Taliban leaders in a future Afghan government. Robert Gates, the US defence secretary, last week also held out the possibility of a deal with the Taliban when he described them as part of Afghanistan's "political fabric".

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (U.S. CAN WIN)
U.S. can still win if it adopts Obama’s new strategy

Anthony Cordesman, CSIS Chair in Strategy, January 4, 2010, http://csis.org/files/publication/100104_afghan_war_at_end_09.pdf “The Afghan War at the End of 2009:  A Crisis and a New Realism”

This is a key point. The grim story told in the graphics in this analysis does not reflect the impact of any solid strength or popularity on the part of the Taliban or other insurgents. A future analysis will show that is the product of some eight years of failing to provide the proper military resources, of failing to deal with Afghan power brokers and corruption, and of focusing aid efforts focused far more on donor goals and mid to long term development than the realities of a steadily intensifying war. The Taliban have reached their present level of success largely through strategic neglect that created a virtual power vacuum in much of the country. Accordingly, none of these data indicate that the war is lost. The strategy President Obama has set forth in broad terms can still win if the Afghan government and Afghan forces become more effective, if NATO/ISAF national contingents provide more unity of effort, if aid donors focus on the fact that development cannot succeed unless the Afghan people see real progress where they live in the near future, and if the United States shows strategic patience and finally provides the resources necessary to win.

A new strategy and more troops will solve

Frederick W. Kagan and William Kristol, The Weekly Standard, December 14, 2009,Support the President; Beyond the squabbling and behind the mission,” p. 13

  The bottom line: Our very capable field commander, General Stanley McChrystal, will have 100,000 American troops by the middle of next year to take the fight to the enemy and regain the initiative in the war. General McChrystal has expressed confidence in his ability to execute his strategy with these resources. He and his superior in the chain of command, General David Petraeus, have earned the right to the nation's confidence in their judgment. It's also important to note that General McChrystal and his forces have not stood still for the last four months, as the president pondered his options. They have moved rapidly to set the conditions to take advantage of the surge of forces, accomplishing a number of important tasks that will make the job of taking the fight to the enemy in 2010 much easier. Problems of command-and-control in particular have bedeviled our efforts in Afghanistan, especially in the south where the fight is the most important right now. British forces have been focused on Helmand and Canadian on Kandahar--such that the regions were often called "Helmandshire" and "Canadahar"--but there was no unified approach even within Regional Command South (commanded until recently by a Dutch general without a full staff working for him), let alone between the south and the U.S.-controlled Regional Command East. There was also no operational command in Afghanistan equivalent to the Multinational Corps-Iraq structure. The effort to train Afghan security forces was run from a headquarters that was not part of the same command structure as the U.S. and allied troops on the ground fighting. These deficiencies made the development and execution of a coherent, theater-wide strategy for fighting the insurgency and building up Afghan forces almost impossible. They generated friction between allies and between the coalition and the Afghans. They played an important role in the deterioration of the situation to this point. All have now been corrected. Lieutenant-General David Rodriguez (who previously commanded a division in Afghanistan) heads a newly created joint command similar to the Multinational Corps-Iraq headed so successfully by General Ray Odierno during the 2007 surge. Lieutenant-General William Caldwell heads the new NATO training command. The British have deployed a full division headquarters to take control in Regional Command South and enact a coherent plan for the entire region that fits perfectly with McChrystal's overall theater strategy.
AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (U.S. CAN WIN)
New partnership with Afghan forces solves

Frederick W. Kagan and William Kristol, The Weekly Standard, December 14, 2009,Support the President; Beyond the squabbling and behind the mission,” p. 13

Another major flaw in the U.S. and NATO approach to the Afghan conflict was the failure to understand the full nature and scale of the challenge. Some NATO countries did not want to admit that they were fighting a war or a counterinsurgency and such language was avoided. The mission was understood to be supporting the Afghan government without addressing its endemic corruption and abuse of power. Economic activities focused on development--as though what mattered about Afghanistan was its poverty rather than the insurgency. Additional NATO forces arriving in Afghanistan now know that they are going to fight a counterinsurgency war. General McChrystal's assessment noted that the failings of the Afghan government are as much of a challenge as the enemy's capabilities. The commanders are well aware that they must do more than "connect the government with the people" (the previous mantra), but must also reform and restrain the government while strengthening it. The American aid community and parts of the international aid community are also changing their approaches to recognize that defeating the insurgency and providing security are the pre-requisites to development and anti-poverty efforts. General McChrystal has in addition improved the effectiveness of the forces he has under his command today. He pulled U.S. troops out of isolated and remote outposts where they were in some cases more targets for the enemy than components of a coherent offensive strategy. He has also taken steps to reduce Afghan civilian casualties. Perhaps most important, he has transformed the way allied forces work to build the capacity of Afghan Security Forces, importing critical lessons from our experience in Iraq. In addition to mentoring and advising Afghan units with small numbers of embedded trainers, General McChrystal has ordered American combat units to partner with their Afghan counterparts. They plan and conduct operations together as units, share intelligence, and fight together. As we saw in Iraq, a partnership at all levels is the fastest and most effective way to build indigenous combat forces, and it will be the model for U.S. and allied training efforts in Afghanistan from now on. All of these changes create the conditions in which the deployment of additional American combat forces may be able to achieve decisive results over the next 18 months. This would be even easier if our civilian leadership in the country integrated their efforts with the military's as was done in Iraq in 2007. Ambassador Ryan Crocker and his team were almost as crucial to our success in Iraq as General David Petraeus. And the fact that Crocker and Petraeus worked hand-in-glove was of inestimable value. President Obama owes it to our troops--and to the American people--to try to replicate that happy conjunction of civilian and military effort in Afghanistan.

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (U.S. CAN WIN)
Marines making progress now

Max Boot, senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, December 8, 2009, Is Obama's troop surge the right policy in Afghanistan?, “ p. A27
President Barack Obama's Afghanistan policy raises some serious questions, but to see why it has a decent chance of working, it helps to visit the town of Nawa in southern Afghanistan. I was there in October and found that 1,000 Marines who had arrived during the summer already had made substantial strides. When the Marines got there, Nawa was a ghost town. "It was strangled by the Taliban," Lt. Col. William McCollough, the boyish commander of the 1st Battalion, 5th Marines, told me. "Anyone who was here was beaten, taxed, intimidated."  The Marines provided security, and the town sprang back to life, with schools opening, shops doing a bustling business and trucks bringing in goods. The residents of Nawa, like most Afghans, were happy to be free of the Taliban and their theocratic decrees. But McCollough cautioned that the progress was as fragile as an eggshell. In particular, he worried about the dark pull exerted by Marjah, less than 10 miles away. A city of 50,000 people, Marjah has long been a haven of opium smugglers and insurgents who terrorize the surrounding area. Commanders at Camp Leatherneck, the headquarters of 10,000 Marines operating in Helmand province, realize that it is essential to take Marjah, just as it was essential to take Fallujah and Ramadi in Iraq. But they also know --- or rather they knew when I visited --- that they didn't have enough infantry to achieve that objective. They were spread thin just trying to consolidate gains in towns such as Nawa. Obama's decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan changes the equation. The first reinforcements will be Marines headed for Helmand --- and a likely showdown in Marjah. There will be hard fighting ahead, just as there was last summer when Marines entered Nawa and other Taliban strongholds. But with enough resources and enough patience, there is little doubt that American troops and their Afghan allies will be able to secure key areas of southern Afghanistan that have slipped out of the government's grasp. 

Special Operations Forces (SOFs) are making progress against the Taliban 

Los Angeles Times, December 16, 2009, Elite troops shift focus to Taliban; 

In Afghanistan, the U.S. strategy has led to more raids by special units, whose priority had been Al Qaeda., p. 1

"What I have come to believe is you take the middle of the network," McChrystal said. "You attack them, you capture, you kill and you turn as many of them as you can and you cause the network to collapse on itself." The senior official said the special operations attacks on the Taliban would help show that the U.S. is serious about preventing intimidation campaigns by militant groups. The senior military official said the increased number of raids was having an effect. The number of Taliban leaders interested in laying down arms has begun to rise, officials said. Intelligence intercepts have also shown that the stepped-up attacks are beginning to erode the morale of some Taliban factions in Afghanistan.

"The [special operations forces] are arresting the momentum of the Taliban," the senior military official said. "The SOF guys can go against the networks. They are losing their leaders." Despite stepping up attacks on the Taliban, the special operations teams have not halted all efforts to pursue Al Qaeda, officials said.

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (U.S. CAN WIN)
CANNOT MEASURE SUCCESS IN AFGHANISTAN ON THE CASULTIES

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR  2k9
12/18;  p1-1, 1p, “30,000 more troops to Afghanistan – but how to get them there?”

Counting casualties in Afghanistan or Iraq is an "idiotic" measure of success or failure, said James Carafano, a military analyst at the Heritage Foundation. Success in Afghanistan will be judged by how much of the population is safe from the Taliban and how Pakistan deals with havens for insurgents on its side of the border. "Casualties in Afghanistan are likely to go way up at least initially," he said. "That's because we will be taking the fight to the enemy. I don't think that's necessarily a bad thing."

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (PAKISTAN V. TALIBAN)
Pakistan cracking down on the Taliban


UPI, December 18, 2009, p. online

Pakistan's military is focusing its attention on subduing the Pakistan Taliban mainly in South Waziristan. The Pakistani leadership sees these groups as a direct threat to the stability of Pakistan, while viewing the Afghan Taliban as a means to counter moves by other countries, particularly India, from gaining influence on its western border. 

TURN:  Pakistan fears increased Indian influence in Afghanistan if the U.S. withdraws

The New York Times, December 15, 2009, p. 1

 Pakistan is particularly eager to counter the growing influence of its archenemy, India, which is pouring $1.2 billion in aid into Afghanistan. ''If America walks away, Pakistan is very worried that it will have India on its eastern border and India on its western border in Afghanistan,'' said Tariq Fatemi, a former Pakistani ambassador to the United States who is pro-American in his views. 

AFGHANISTAN INSTABILITY 2NC/1NR (INTEGRATION T/OUT)
A new element of Obama’s Afghanistan strategy includes a plan to integrate the Taliban

Asian News International (ANI), January 28, 2010 , US would back Afghanistan's Taliban reintegration policy: Holbrooke,” http://news.oneindia.in/2010/01/28/uswould-back-afghanistans-taliban-reintegration-policyho.html
President Obama's Special Envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke has said that the US would back Afghan President Hamid Karzai's  plans to reintegrate the Taliban extremists. Karzai is likely to table a blue print of a policy to convince low-level and midlevel Taliban fighters who don't back Al Qaeda and are ready to lay down arms during an international conference on Afghanistan here today (Thursday, January 28).

This reintegration will succeed

AFP 1/28 (1/28/10, " Afghan plan will see Taliban leave the battlefield: Clinton ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iqJ4s_DIVcGuDx0mZ7t4jdrr-eSQ)

LONDON — US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said Thursday she expected Taliban foot soldiers to leave the battlefield as a result of reconciliation plans endorsed at a conference on Afghanistan here.

"We expect a lot of the foot soldiers on the battlefield will be leaving the Taliban because many of them have wanted to leave, many of them are tired of fighting," she said after 70-nation talks on Afghanistan in London.
"We believe the tide has turned against them, and we need incentives in order to both protect them and provide alternatives to them to replace the payment they received as Taliban fighters.

"This is similar to what the American military did in Iraq."

The conference backed the Afghan government's plans to woo moderate Taliban fighters away from violence with promises of jobs and a new start, and offered a fund -- believed to be worth 500 million dollars (360 million euros) -- to help pay for it.

A2:  ISRAEL ADD-ON

U.S. WILL REMAIN COMMITTED TO ISRAELI RELATIONS

Vital to U.S. national security strategy in the Middle East

CANTOR leading Republican official U.S. House of Representatives 2k9

Eric-; The U.S. and Israel Remain United; HAARETZ.com; March 8,2009;

http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/opinion/the-united-states-and-israel-remain-united-1.281276
As relations between Washington and Jerusalem veer onto unusually rocky terrain, two separate delegations of Congressional Democrats and Republicans will visit Israel in the next couple of weeks bearing a crucial message to the Israeli people: Congress' commitment to the U.S.-Israel relationship remains steadfast. 

America stands with Israel for both moral and strategic reasons. Israel is not only a democratic ally and our only true friend in the Middle East; it is also a vital pillar of U.S. national security strategy. When it is strong - its borders secure, its people free from the threat of Iran and its terrorist proxies - the Middle East is a much more stable and peaceful place. 

DESPITE DISAGREEMENT OVER ISRAELI GROWTH, CONGRESS DETERMINED TO PRESERVE A VIBRANT U.S.-ISRAELI RELATIONSHIP

CANTOR leading Republican official U.S. House of Representatives 2k9

Eric-; The U.S. and Israel Remain United; HAARETZ.com; March 8,2009;

http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/opinion/the-united-states-and-israel-remain-united-1.281276
But this year the public disagreement between the governments of the United States and Israel over "natural growth" in neighborhoods of Jerusalem and the West Bank has given renewed urgency to our mission. Rumors of a potential aid cutoff or the imposition of other sanctions from the U.S. Defense Department and State Department may not even be true, but they have succeeded in rattling the Israeli people. 

Some of my colleagues in Congress do not agree with me that Israel has a right to accommodate the natural growth of its population in its settlements. But nearly all of us are united in our determination to preserve the vibrant U.S.-Israel relationship. We flatly reject the notion of putting sanctions on Israel. 

There are two critical reasons why, especially at this time, we oppose applying undue pressure on Israel. 

A2:  ISRAEL ADD-ON

U.S. COMMITMENT TO ISRAELI SECURITY IS STRONG

CONDON cbs news correspondent online 2k10

Stephanie-; OBAMA:  Relationship with Israel Important for U.S. Security; CBS NEWS.com; January 28th;

http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-6152042-503544.html
President Obama today defended the United States' alliance with Israel, refusing to condemn the country's actions against Palestinians when prompted by a question at a town hall meeting in Tampa, Fla.. 
A young woman asked the president why, after speaking about the importance of human rights in his State of the Union address, the United States continues to send billions in tax dollars to Israel. Her question was met with a chorus of boos from the audience. 
Mr. Obama responded by saying that he would talk about the "Middle East generally." 
"Israel is one of our strongest allies," Mr. Obama said "It is a vibrant democracy. It shares links with us in all sorts of ways. It is critical for us and I will never waver from ensuring Israel's security and helping them secure themselves in what is a very hostile region... So I make no apologies for that."
He added that the United States' relationship to Israel and the Palestinian territories was a matter of security.
"It is not good for our security, and it is not good for Israel's security if you've got millions of individuals who feel hopeless, who don't have an opportunity to get an education or get a job or what have you," he said. 
Both sides are going to have to make compromises to resolve the conflict, he said. 
"As a first step, the Palestinians have to unequivocally renounce violence and recognize Israel," Mr. Obama said. "And Israel has to acknowledge legitimate grievances and interests of the Palestinians."
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