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***Development CP

Development Aid CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should substantially increase developmental aid to Afghanistan and require audits on the use of this aid. The United States federal government should allocate a portion of this aid to increase electricity availability in Kabul, secure the Kandahar-to-Kabul road, finish building the Kajaki Dam, increase teacher wages and quality in Afghanistan, and improve overall infrastructure.

The CP stabilizes the government and wins hearts and minds - auditing use of aid solves corruption 
Bergen 8- Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (10/10/2008, Peter, “How Not to Lose Afghanistan (and Pakistan),” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/how_not_lose_afghanistan_and_pakistan)
The rising violence in Afghanistan is fed by the widespread feeling among Afghans that they haven't benefited from the billions of dollars of reconstruction aid that supposedly has been lavished on the country. Much of that money has been consumed by the various international organizations whose four-wheel drives clog the streets of Kabul. In March, the Agency Coordinating Body for Afghan Relief released findings showing that some 40 percent of aid to Afghanistan has been funneled back to donor countries. While the U.S. government has so far appropriated $45 billion for Iraqi reconstruction,[5] it has dispersed only $5 billion in aid to Afghanistan,[6] a country that has been utterly destroyed by two decades of war. To reverse Afghan resentment, the United States should focus on completing three high-profile projects that will have real benefits for the Afghan people. The first is to turn on the lights in Kabul, which receives on average only a few hours of electricity a day. The second is to secure the important Kandahar-to-Kabul road, which was opened as a blacktop freeway with much hoopla in 2003, but which is now a suicidal route for anyone driving it without a security detail. The third is to finish building the Kajaki Dam in southern Afghanistan, which will provide electricity to some 2 million Afghans, most of whom live deep in Taliban country. There is also the problem of the capacity of the Afghan government, which doesn't spend a good chunk of the money it is given. The only way the Afghan government can increase its capacity is if it is given the resources to attract the best and the brightest away from the NGOs operating in the country, which pay salaries the government has no way of matching. As the United States increases its direct aid to the Afghan government, it should combat corruption by requiring audits by a respected international accounting firm. And it should help fund and provide technical assistance for an Afghan governance academy that would teach best practice management to all levels of the Afghan government. Senator Obama has said that as president he will give an additional $1 billion in reconstruction aid to Afghanistan, but significantly more than that is required to meet the country's basic needs. The new president should solicit matching funds from the Gulf nations, which are now sitting on one of the largest wealth transfers in history in the form of windfall oil profits. Those countries have so far done almost nothing to help the poorest Muslim country in the world. In the 1980s, Saudi Arabia matched U.S. expenditures in Afghanistan dollar for dollar in the effort to defeat the Soviet occupiers. It should do at least as much today to help with reconstruction, as should its neighbors. After all, as the Gulf countries are belatedly beginning to realize, they are also threatened by the rise of global militant jihadists. Additional American aid should be tied in part to an Afghan public employment program similar to the Works Progress Administration program that President Roosevelt instituted during the Great Depression. Afghanistan has a chronic 40 percent official unemployment rate. It also has a desperate need for new roads and dams, and must repair the agricultural aqueducts destroyed by years of war. Meanwhile, Kabul and other major Afghan cities are awash in debris and trash. Cleaning up that rubbish would have a salutary effect on the residents of those cities. Much of the labor required to fix Afghanistan's problems does not require great skill, and millions of Afghans could be set to work rebuilding and cleaning up their country.
2nc Solvency General

Expanding development will cause the public to reject the Taliban

Garfield 9- Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute and Washington Director of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (November 2009, Andrew, “What Afghans Want,” FPRI, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200911.garfield.whatafghanswant.html) 
Some in the West ask, are the Afghans worth it? Do they really care? Do they actually want peace? The resounding answer to all of these questions is “yes.” The vast majority of Afghans including the Pashtun and many Talibs want peace and stability in Afghanistan. And they will reject the Taliban if they have a viable alternative that offers protection and quality of life. While they see little or no hope, while they perceive the Afghan Government to be corrupt and the Coalition to have a disregard for their safety, and while the Taliban remains menacingly in their midst, they will continue to sit on the fence or cooperate with the men with guns. It is up to us, and the Afghan Government, to offer them hope and the prospect of a better future. They will then come off the fence and support our collective efforts.

Summary — Back to the Future

The United States was instrumental in rebuilding a strong, prosperous, democratic and— most importantly— peaceful post-war Europe and it did so without losing the support of most Europeans. U.S. leaders at that time clearly understood what was needed to avoid the reemergence of dictators and extremism. America, therefore, made the commitment to assist the European nations and especially the defeated Axis powers. They committed to develop strong democratic institutions, robust successful economies, rebuild their shattered industry and infrastructure, and maintain the capacity to defend themselves against internal and external threats without posing a threat to others. This meant America needed to make an almost 50-year commitment to Europe and to expend vast amounts of national treasure to achieve a goal that brought the most benefit to the citizens of countries that were not always entirely grateful. As a result, Europe today is more integrated, prosperous and peaceful than at any time in its history, testimony to an American approach built on the pillars of democracy, development and security.

If we are to succeed in Afghanistan, both the United States and its European allies must heed the advice of the Afghans themselves and make a similar long-term commitment to rebuilding this failing State. We must deal with endemic corruption, which is a plague on Afghan society. We must encourage the Afghan Government to extend democracy down to the lowest levels and support the development of a viable party system. Impartial, timely and pious justice must be available to all Afghan to resolve disputes and reduce the many points of friction that exist in Afghan society. 

We must improve the quality of life of most Afghans by helping to develop and grow an economy that can provide legitimate sources of income for the majority of Afghans and fund essential improvements in basic infrastructure including more roads, irrigation, better sanitation, and access to electricity. It is essential that we invest in the future of Afghanistan by supporting a functioning and effective education system and we need to ensure that Afghans have access to at least rudimentary medical care. Furthermore, we must improve the capabilities of the Afghan National Army and the Afghan National Police and continue to assist them to protect the Afghan population from the Talban. We must do so without being suckered into collateral damage situations, thereby alienating the population we are supposed to protect.
2nc Solvency General

Expanding development assistance can win hearts and minds and defeat the Taliban – but not when it’s paired with withdraw
Corcoran, 9 - senior fellow at GlobalSecurity.org and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus. He was a strategic analyst at the U.S. Army War College, where he chaired studies for the Office of the Deputy Chief of Operations (Ed, “Why Afghanistan,” Foreign Policy In Focus, 10/1, http://www.fpif.org/articles/why_afghanistan)
In the coming decades, the United States faces an entirely new type of threat to its security and well being, namely that global turmoil will disrupt the economic network on which the U.S. economy, and ultimately its defense establishment, depends. The creation of a stable and prosperous world is the major challenge facing the nation in the 21st century. The United States may not be responsible for fixing the whole world, but if the whole world is not fixed, the United States will decline sharply. The United States obviously cannot do this alone, but there is no other nation capable of supplying the leadership needed to accomplish this. The task is to promote wide-ranging cooperative and intergovernmental programs that can provide rational approaches to existing problems of water and agriculture and a framework for addressing the more taxing problems that will surely arise. This will require an integrated application of the entire range of U.S. national assets and coordination of efforts by the entire global community. It means actively working with other governments, not just telling them what they should do. And it also means that the United States has to surge at home to improve its own society and set as attractive an example as possible to the world.

Global interdependence and cooperative development cannot take place if a major portion of the world remains alienated and disruptive. Yet, inept policies have widened the gulf between the West and the Muslim world. The United States spoke of democracy, yet supported tyrants; that was the core problem with Iran and underlies our present difficulties there. The Muslim world also feels exploited by the West; its ancient heritage of scientific and cultural achievements smothered under poverty and autocracy for the sake of oil. More recently, the obvious underclass status of Muslim immigrants in West Europe and U.S. military actions against Islamic elements in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Pakistan have further worsened Muslim perceptions. The information revolution has made this imbalance visible to all, naturally creating a sense of inferiority and frustration.
Radical fundamentalists have skillfully manipulated these perceptions by insisting that their Muslim brethren accept a medieval view of Islamic purity. At the same time, they thrive by exploiting globalization and modern information technology, which has lessened their dependence on physical havens. The fanatic dedication of the core cadre has inspired thousands to partake in holy war against the West. Suicide bombers vividly exemplify their willingness to die for their beliefs. Just as a lone serial killer can terrorize an entire metropolitan area, a handful of dedicated, brutal jihadists can terrorize an entire region. That is what we have in Afghanistan. It has become the center of gravity in the struggle with radical Islamic fundamentalists, a struggle pitting them not only against the West, but against a majority of Muslims who want to integrate their religion with the benefits of development; to see their societies prosper, their children learn, and Islamic culture once again flourish; to enjoy the benefits of the global economic system.

The Afghan Test Case

Afghanistan is now a test of our interest and capability to promote the development of a vibrant, prosperous, open Muslim society. Unfortunately, this test has evolved in one of the most backward Muslim areas in the entire world. But this also means that the opportunities are larger. Indeed, in 2002 when we had just ousted the Taliban, we had just such an opportunity. But we largely turned our back on Afghanistan to focus on Iraq. Developmental efforts in Afghanistan shriveled. There is now little to show for our efforts. And even the positive developments remain below the level of visibility, so we do not point to them.

We have moved the center of the struggle to rural Pashtunistan, where the people see no attractiveness of a central government and have an innate hostility to armed foreigners. This is the most fundamentalist section of the country. The population there is deeply skeptical of Western forces, intimidated by Taliban brutality, and determined to end up on the winning side — which they certainly do not see as NATO. There is zero potential for building up any local security force to protect against the Taliban. The locals are the Taliban, or at least the population that the Taliban arose from and that is supportive of them. The Taliban sees an inevitable victory on the ground and believes it can simply outwait U.S. forces. In the meantime, their visible ability to hold the United States at bay boosts their morale, strengthens their determination, and energizes their recruitment of new fighters. It is unrealistic to expect that the more moderate Taliban elements might negotiate agreement when they think the United States is about to pull up and leave. The military resources to pacify the area are clearly inadequate, and the civilian assets needed to help build it up are virtually nonexistent. An integrated civil-military approach there is simply not possible. We are struggling in the wrong place. We have bitten off too much.

In Afghanistan, we need to show real development in the areas we do control, particularly in the north and main cities. The Taliban has never controlled the northern areas, not even in the dismal 1990s. The populace there almost universally opposes the Taliban. Focused aid can develop local leaders who can gain the respect and dedication of the population and can build a very hostile environment for the Taliban. Aid can be based on the same criteria already developed by the World Bank and the Millennium Challenge Corporation, open criteria that give a true measure of local governance. A stable and prosperous Afghanistan can indeed be built, but only district by district, province by province. This does require a long-term U.S. commitment, not as a military occupier but rather transitioning to a development partner. The Taliban has a cohesive strategy; we need one also.

Looking North

Developing a vibrant presence in the north will not only reduce the need for military assets (and reduce resource requirements and casualties), but also disabuse the Taliban of any expectation that the United States will soon depart and leave the country to them. It can also serve as a vivid illustration of the difference between vibrant and developing areas supported by the United States and its allies and the stunted, miserable areas where the Taliban is dominant. This is a battle not only of ideas but of results, providing the essential government services the population needs: roads, electricity, clean water, health support, education, and effective courts. Local leaders need to develop the plans for this and support has to depend on development of good governance. Support to the central government has to be minimized until it too can demonstrate good governance. This requires focusing our limited civil support assets in areas where they really build rapport with the local population and can make the most difference.

Senator Feingold's critique had one glaring deficiency. "We've become embroiled in a nation-building experiment that may distract us from combating al Qaeda and its affiliates," he says of U.S. policy in Afghanistan. To the contrary, nation-building in Afghanistan is the central field of battle with Islamic radicalism. For better or worse, it is the battlefield we have. Developing Afghanistan resonates well with a longer-term, broader strategic objective of supporting global development; it plays an important role in an overall strategic objective of using development to build a stable and prosperous world. We need to broadly publicize the good news of what is happening in Afghanistan. We must show the entire Muslim world what U.S. support can mean to a Muslim area, that the United States stands with the people who have supported its efforts, and that the United States can indeed provide long-term commitments. This can support a vision not of an eventual Taliban victory, but of a Taliban shriveling in the light of true cultural and economic development.
Education Solvency
Expanding education aid increase effectiveness of the Afghani army, police, government, and solves corruption
Garfield 9- Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute and Washington Director of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (November 2009, Andrew, “What Afghans Want,” FPRI, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200911.garfield.whatafghanswant.html) 
Dealing With Illiteracy — Education, Education, Education
Most Afghans interviewed agree—illiteracy undermines almost every facet of public and private life in Afghanistan. They say it denies opportunities to those who cannot read or write. It diminishes the effectiveness of key institutions, such as the police and army, which are forced to recruit illiterate candidates. It seriously undermines government efficiency. It significantly reduces the intellectual capacity of the country, which is utterly inadequate already to support the development of a viable economy and modern society. It perpetuates the endemic corruption that plagues Afghan society and it fosters ignorance, intolerance, and superstition. Even some traditional and ultra-conservative tribal elders lament the high levels of female illiteracy, on one level, because it limits the availability of female doctors, midwives and nurses to reduce the appalling levels of female and child mortality. Perhaps most importantly of all, Afghans say, it reduces the availability of teachers who can break the country’s cycle of illiteracy.
What research shows most Afghans agree is desperately needed, to use an oft-quoted political mantra, is Education, Education, Education. When Afghans talk about education however, they do not mean schools. The Coalition loves to build schools. It is easy to do and there is a tangible result allowing them to “tick the box.”. However, it is not schools that provide education Afghans say, it is teachers and a functioning education system. Most Afghans interviewed consistently lament the inadequacy of the education system, not the lack of school buildings.
Afghans rail at the paucity of well-qualified teachers. They complain about the low wages of teachers or the fact that they are not paid at all. They report that many teachers are not qualified to fill their posts and have obtained their positions through corruption and nepotism. As a result, they demand fairly administered entrance exams and well funded teacher-training programs. They are indignant at the corruption in the education system, which Afghan SMEs estimates has led to as many as 14,000 phantom teachers on the books, drawing wages but not teaching. They discuss the lack of school supplies and books and occasionally they talk about the poor quality of maintenance and upkeep of school buildings— including the ones built by the Coalition. Interestingly, many Afghans, including conservative Pashtun, complain bitterly about the Taliban destruction of schools and even girls ‘schools. This is one tactic that most Afghans reject unreservedly.

What does this mean for the Afghan government and the international community? The answer is simple. We need to support with funds, expertise, oversight, and protection, a systematic and well-funded education program that quickly “grows” thousands of qualified teachers, who are given proper assignments and decent pay and who are supported by a reasonably honest and efficient education system that provides books, supplies and maintains buildings. And yes, we do need to build more schools. Unless we support such a long-term education program, Afghanistan will never escape this cycle of illiteracy, which as the Afghans themselves say, undermines everything else they do. We will also embolden the AGEs and allow them to continue to exploit resentment, and the ignorance and intolerance that can be ameliorated by education.

Infrastructure Solvency
Infrastructure aid solves security, economy, and terrorism
Garfield 9- Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute and Washington Director of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (November 2009, Andrew, “What Afghans Want,” FPRI, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200911.garfield.whatafghanswant.html) 
Infrastructure – Roads, Water and Electricity
Older Afghan SMEs say that Afghanistan had better infrastructure during the Soviet occupation than it does today after seven years of Western intervention. This is hard to argue against when you drive around Kabul and see the suburbs of communist era housing, drive on roads built by the Soviet army or fly over a city of four million inhabitants that is remarkable for the lack of illumination. Afghanistan’s infrastructure is woefully inadequate and it undermines good governance, sustainable development and effective security. It also dislocates the expectations of many Afghans who expected better after seven years of Western support.

Afghanistan urgently needs an effective road-building program. This is essential for a viable economy and in order to bring governance and services to remote areas. It is also essential to allow the Afghan Army and police to disperse their limited resources to protect as much of the population as possible. Even the Romans understood the importance of roads for security. Such roads need to be built by Afghans and they need to be properly maintained. Afghans also say that they desperately need improved sanitation in the cities and major irrigation projects in the rural areas to help develop the agricultural industry on which so many Afghans rely for their income and food. And all Afghans need access to electricity at least for part of each day. 

These are basic services that underpin any emerging society. It is, therefore, essential that the international community support the Afghan Government with a systematic well-funded and long-term program to build and restore services and infrastructure that primarily was built well before the Soviet withdrawal in 1989. Such a program will significantly enhance security and reduce the effectiveness of the Taliban.
Failure is not inevitable—investment in infrastructure can solve the violence

Allen, 10 *Senior News Editor for CNBC (“Hope For Afghanistan: Minerals and Economics”, 6/24/10, CNBC, http://www.cnbc.com/id/37723927 )

As Washington discusses the dismissal of General Stanley McChrystal as the top military commander in Afghanistan and his replacement by General David Petraeus, one investor said there is at last hope for the war-torn country.

Douglas Hansen-Luke, the CEO of Robeco Middle East, just returned from Kabul where he met with members of Afghanistan’s mining and banking industries and said there is now a genuine alternative to war and the potential for a legitimate income.

“Opium is currently the major industry in the country and worth about $5 billion a year," Hansen-Luke said. "The violence in Helmand province is a battle between those in control of the opium trade, the Taliban, and the US led forces. What is needed is an alternative, legitimate income and mining offers that hope.”

There were reports earlier in June that the US government believes there is $1 trillion worth of mineral wealth in the mountains of Afghanistan. The Afghan government believes the figure could be three-times as high as that, while others put the figure well below even the US estimate.

His Excellency Wahidullah Shahrani, the Minister of Mines in Afghanistan, told CNBC that while mining capacity is currently very small, his government hopes to see significant production of copper within three years and of iron ore within five years.

“We are upgrading our knowledge of the mineral wealth of our country and tenders will be undertaken to the highest international standards,” Shahrani said.

The key to getting these resources out of the ground and onto international markets are threefold, Hansen-Luke said.

“Firstly soft infrastructure like the rule of law is needed," he said. "The chance of a legitimate income for Afghanistan could help end the violence. The country needs a credible alternative to violence and any investment needs to be seen to benefit Afghanistan, not the West or US.”

Follow Ghana?

“There are examples of mineral wealth taking a poor country and leading it towards prosperity," he added. "Take Ghana versus Nigeria. Ghana has huge hopes for its oil and gas wealth and the government plans to use the revenue to invest in the infrastructure and park some money oversees. In Nigeria the people see their oil wealth being wasted and believe the Western oil companies are benefiting at the expense of the people.”

What Afghanistan needs is to try and follow Ghana’s example but the challenges are immense.

The Afghan government is focusing on reverse corridors to get the resources out of the country, Shahrani said.

“We aim to make any contracts benefit the Afghan people via higher tax revenues and jobs and plan to make those tendering for contracts invest in road and rail infrastructure,” he said.

- Watch Douglas Hansen-Luke interviewed above.

Hansen-Luke says the two other factors are needed to help the Afghan people exploit its mineral wealth.

“Afghanistan needs investment in infrastructure," he said. "We have seen recent tenders for a $3 billion mining concession alongside a tender for a $3 billion rail link. One option for the link is to take it to Tajikistan from where minerals could be sent to Russia and western China. The other option is to Southern Pakistan and the port of Garada in Pakistan."

"Then you need to find the investment which is not easy," he added. "Putting money into the Afghanistan is for long-term strategic investors, not retail or even institutional investors.”

“The situation in Afghanistan is in many ways similar to that of Western Europe after the Second World War," he said. "The Marshall Plan worked for Europe and was about private investment. Whilst there are different challenges in Afghanistan and no tradition of law and order something on the same scale as the marshal plan could work”

AT: Permutation
CP solves and the permutation doesn’t - expanding developmental aid solves stability but not when paired with a withdraw

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

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

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

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

A scheduled U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would demonstrate the failure of our American ideals, validate Taliban ideology, and show the world the shallowness of American commitments. This would undermine our position not only in Afghanistan but also in Pakistan (which already regards us as a fickle partner) and the entire Muslim world, greatly complicating the core task of leading the development of a stable and prosperous world.

AT: Permutation
Troops are vital to maintaining security so that development can work

Kagan and Kagan, 9 - * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “In Afghanistan Real Leverage Starts with More Troops”, 11/27/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/101363)
The president will soon announce the deployment of additional U.S. forces to Afghanistan, in a speech likely to emphasize the importance of political progress there. Legitimacy is the most important outcome of a counterinsurgency strategy, not, as some have suggested, an input. It is unfortunate that much of the debate has ignored the role that additional military forces can play in building legitimacy and effective government in a counterinsurgency. Adding forces gives us leverage; military forces are vital to the success of any political strategy because they contribute directly to improving governance as well as to improving security.

The recent American experience in Iraq illustrates how U.S. forces and diplomacy helped correct the behaviors of a sometimes malign government in ways that helped neutralize insurgent groups. In early 2007, many Iraqi leaders were using instruments of state to support sectarian death squads. The dysfunctional government could not secure the population, pass laws or provide services to its people. The implementation of a fully resourced counterinsurgency strategy--enabled by the deployment of nearly six additional U.S. combat brigades--transformed Iraq's government within 18 months. Opponents of the surge argued that Iraqis would "step up" politically and militarily only if they knew that U.S. forces would leave. Instead, before committing to the fight, political leaders and populations throughout Iraq assessed whether U.S. forces would stay long enough to secure them. Iraqis stepped up precisely because of the absence of conditionality and time limits on U.S. force levels.

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

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

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

American military forces can also help restrain politicians' abuses of power. U.S. forces can develop a picture of local power structures, including those through which Afghan officials abuse their power and exacerbate the insurgency. American commanders can collect evidence on individual offenders that a reformed Afghan judicial system would one day be able to use. In the short term, such evidence can be published, embarrassing the official and others involved. Since much of the corruption involves narcotics, the United States and its partners can use international legal mechanisms to pursue Afghan officials in more reliable court systems. We can also threaten to add the worst offenders to our target lists when abuse of power directly supports the enemy. Used systematically, as happened in Iraq, this leverage can dramatically alter the behavior of networks of people misusing their power.
AT: Permutation
Security has to precede development – requires maintaining troop presence
West, 09 - former assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs (3/19/09, Bing, “Awakening Afghanistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21126)
 The United States has been at war in Afghanistan for seven years now. Whatever our strategy is, it has not worked. As the Obama team ratchets up its Afghanistan war effort, the situation remains bleak. It is clear we need more troops—actively engaged. It is also clear most of the burden will rest with the United States. A surge for Afghanistan is indeed in the cards. But increasing our forces will be no panacea. Local military and police forces have not been trained adequately, while the corruption attendant to opium tears apart the fabric of trust in Afghan society. Hence, Washington is reviewing its strategy.

The heart of the security problem is the sanctuary in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) in western Pakistan. To date, our approach has been containment—repulsing Taliban forces when they surge across the border into Afghanistan. This is playing defense against the Taliban, a second-tier enemy, while our mortal foe remains al-Qaeda. But the Pakistani army lacks the tactics, logistics and motivation to assert control in the FATA. So persuading Pakistan to take decisive action is unlikely to succeed. Of course, negotiating to lure some Taliban away from al-Qaeda is a reasonable option, although it won’t result in a marked turnaround.

A tough course is to slowly build up the size and intensity of American air and ground strikes inside the FATA, with the intent of destroying al-Qaeda as a distinct entity of Arab foreigners, separate from the Taliban. The gamble is that the Pakistani government and people will accept as a fact of life a gradual increase in strikes. Large raids merit serious consideration if the chances of inflicting major losses on al-Qaeda are high. But the downside risk is portentous. Such strikes may provoke riots that bring down the government. Hence covert actions against Osama bin Laden’s lair inside Pakistan remain the prudent course.

The Pentagon, however, must have ready a severe response if al-Qaeda succeeds in a second attack against American civilians. Assuming such a drastic action is not taken, it will be years before the tribes inside Pakistan are organized to reject the Taliban. Inside Afghanistan, U.S. troops may increase from thirty-two thousand to fifty thousand over the next year. But this surge can succeed only if the combat units live and fight alongside Afghan soldiers. Organizing and paying the tribes to contribute local militia, as was done in Vietnam with the Popular Forces and in Iraq with the Sunni neighborhood watches, will also enhance border defense. Iraq has demonstrated that the embedding of American small units among the population, partnered with indigenous forces, can bring about local security. Simultaneously, advisers must live in outposts with the local police.

Once security is provided at the village level in eastern Afghanistan, the issue is how to extract our troops. Currently, we’re still wrestling with this in Iraq, where the enemy is fragmented and enjoys scant sanctuary. The problem is the Baghdad government is loath to offer reasonable terms to the local Sunni militias. In Afghanistan, the gap between the local level and officials up the chain of command is even greater. The central government in Kabul is wracked by corruption, drug cartels, incompetence, indifference and tribal patronage. If a district remains neglected by the Kabul government, a local warlord is sure to emerge, regardless of American military effectiveness. The opium trade has corrupted all segments of Afghani leadership—from tribal and military rulers to the warlords.

And again, we are faced with unpalatable options to address this crisis. One is of course to maintain the status quo—a post-9/11 pledge by NATO to contribute the money and troops needed to create a twenty-first-century unified Afghanistan with a robust non-opium economy. Given the global financial breakdown, however, Europe and the United States are unlikely to provide that amount of resources.

The second option is to scale back our ambition, focusing on security conditions that prevent a sanctuary inside Afghanistan for the Taliban or al-Qaeda, and that includes smashing the drug networks that support the Taliban. Nearly three years ago, CENTCOM declared the drug trade to be “the number one threat” to Afghanistan’s democracy and freedom. If American units, living alongside Afghan soldiers, police and local tribal militias, are ordered to straighten out a corrupt mess, they have to be given the authority to arrest and to imprison. In essence, American units would be working against the interests of many in the Afghan government.

We have to face up to the reality of what it would take to achieve our goals, and to wrestle with our limitations. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen has said that Afghanistan needs highways, electricity, commerce, alternative crops to poppy, foreign investment, reliable provincial governors and a justice system based on the rule of law. “These are the keys to success in Afghanistan,” he said. “We can’t kill our way to victory.” 

It’s strange for a military commander to say he can’t kill his way to victory when he is fighting a war. The United States entered Afghanistan to wage war against the Taliban and al-Qaeda. A soldier is first and foremost a rifleman, not a construction worker. Security—achieved by killing the enemy until they desist from trying to kill you—must precede economic development. We’re not going to have the money to reconstruct Afghanistan to be the Sweden of the Indian subcontinent. The political pressures in the United States to reduce the defense budget will be intense. The global financial crisis will greatly constrict NATO funding for Afghanistan. Nation building in Afghanistan is distinct from the core mission of preventing the resurgence of al-Qaeda and its extremist affiliates.

The realistic response is to pare back our strategic goals and our rhetoric about the end-state in Afghanistan. The U.S. military should focus on security, with economic development downgraded from a mission to a tool, and more effort placed on training and advising the Afghan army and police, instead of doing the job for them.

Afghanistan Economy Impact

Afghan econ growth is key to solve terrorism, drug trade, and environmental disasters

Garfield 9- Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute and Washington Director of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (November 2009, Andrew, “What Afghans Want,” FPRI, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200911.garfield.whatafghanswant.html)

Afghanistan is without doubt one of the poorest countries on earth. One only has to spend a few days in Kabul— let alone in the remote districts of the border provinces—to encounter abject poverty and despair. For most Afghans surveyed, life is a daily struggle to survive. In survey after survey, Afghans report that securing jobs and/or an income is critically important to them and almost impossible to achieve. Yet, efforts to develop Afghanistan’s economy are woefully inadequate. Most Afghan respondents understand the direct link between their inability to find work and/or an income, and the increase in criminality and support for AGEs. Indeed, in one recent survey a majority of Afghans identified the lack of jobs as the second most likely cause of instability and the unemployed as the second most likely to cause a security problem. Ironically, in this survey the Government and the police were viewed as having created the most insecurity in the country.
The Taliban has sought to establish shadow government in many districts and to provide welfare programs and incomes for unemployed young men. Bored, disaffected, and angry unemployed young men offer ripe pickings for the AGE recruiters, who offer hope, honor and income to those without any. When this is combined with a coercive element and peer and community pressure, it is easy to see why the ranks of the Taliban are growing. Yet, many Afghans indicate that they would resist the AGE recruiters if they had alternatives—if they had jobs; if they could secure funds to expand farms and start businesses; if the Government would invest in roads and irrigation to help them prosper.

The inability of the Afghan government to provide for all its people (despite some successes with key development programs such as the National Solidarity Program) also encourages them to seek alternative often-criminal sources of income. The cultivation of drugs is the most obvious example. It also encourages others to exploit the country’s few natural resources leading to a potential environmental disaster in some areas. For example, in some districts respondents report that the only “export” is wood for fires. As there is no program of sustainable development, this leads to deforestation and erosion, new problems that Afghanistan can ill afford.

Whether the international community likes it or not, unless there is a coordinated, long term and well-funded program to develop the Afghan economy, providing jobs for a majority and at least a livable income for most, support for the Taliban will most likely grow. The insurgent enemy only has to promise that it will make things better for the majority and make only a marginal improvement in the quality of life for its supporters in order to prosper. The government has to make a real difference and improve the quality of life for a majority of it is citizens or it will fail.

Clearly, there are many obstacles to developing a viable economy in Afghanistan, not the least of which is rampant corruption, particularly in government. To secure improvement in all areas is impossible. However, until we start hearing what the Afghans are saying—that they need jobs and a minimum level of income—and we try to do something serious about it, we will remain at a huge disadvantage to the Taliban and other AGEs.

***Uniqueness CP / COIN
Uniqueness/COIN CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should publicly eliminate its withdraw deadline in Afghanistan and should comply with McChrystal’s requested troop increases.
The CP will win the war in Afghanistan – withdrawing undermines success 

Curtis 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal

(June 3, Lisa, “Kandahar Initiative Stands a Good Chance To Spell Beginning of The End for Taliban” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/06/Kandahar-initiative-stands-a-good-chance-to-spell-beginning-of-the-end-for-Taliban )

U.S. and NATO Commander in Afghanistan General Stanley McChrystal is implementing a new counterinsurgency strategy that emphasizes protection of the population, establishing good governance and uprooting the Taliban from their traditional strongholds.

McChrystal's strategy is sound. But it will require time - and adequate resources - to succeed. That's not an easy sell for an American public strapped by the worst economy since the Great Depression and weary from eight years of war in two countries. 

But there is no good alternative to McChrystal's approach. A victorious Taliban emboldened by a U.S. retreat would be more inclined than ever to support al-Qaida and its terrorist affiliates who remain intent on attacking our homeland.

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

President Obama should be commended for his December decision to send another 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. It will raise American troop levels there to nearly 100,000 by year's end. Yet the President has also sent mixed signals about a long-term commitment to the war, and that severely undermines U.S. ability to achieve success in Afghanistan.

By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban.

This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan's inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.

These mixed signals are found in the National Security Strategy released by the Obama Administration last week.

The document highlights the need to succeed in Afghanistan and to prevent the Taliban from overthrowing the Afghan government. But this resolute language is coupled with a reiteration of the President's promise to reduce troop levels beginning in mid-2011.

President Obama must understand that premature withdrawal of U.S. troops fuels the perception in the region that Taliban victory is inevitable. That can only undermine his own strategy.
Publicly announcing the CP solves US credibility
Rubin, 10 – resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute; senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School's Center for Civil-Military Relations; and a senior editor of the Middle East Quarterly. (Michael, Public Square, 3/8, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline,” http://www.michaelrubin.org/7033/afghanistan-withdrawal-deadline)

Obama's deadline for withdrawal snatches defeat from the jaws of victory. He emboldened Afghanistan's adversaries and undermined the chance for U.S. success. His advisers engaged in projection—assuming that adversaries' calculations and thought processes would mirror their own. Rather than pressure Karzai to embrace better governance, with one throw-away line, Obama did the opposite.

It is not too late for the President to recognize the psychological aspect of the surge and state clearly that he will settle for nothing less than victory. Unfortunately, until he does, U.S. servicemen on the frontlines will pay the price.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic
Obama’s watered down increase risks  instability and conflict - the CP is key to solve
Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, James, “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops )

President Obama's decision on how to proceed in Afghanistan is one of the most important he's likely to face in office. Unfortunately it appears that he will risk the success of his administration's new strategy for Afghanistan by providing less troop reinforcements than his military commanders have recommended.

The Obama administration deserved praise earlier this year for recognizing that Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources and U.S. troops. In March the president announced the adoption of a new counterinsurgency strategy to protect Afghan civilians, build up the Afghan army and police, provide more foreign aid and help Afghans build a more effective national government. He also dispatched 21,000 more U.S. troops to lay the foundation of the new strategy and selected Gen. Stanley McChrystal to lead the effort.

In late August McChrystal submitted a situation report that concluded that more U.S. troops were required to carry out the strategy. McChrystal reportedly requested about 40,000 more troops. But the White House apparently has gotten cold feet about implementing its own strategy, announced with much fanfare last March, opting for a commitment to provide 30,000 more troops for a period of three years.
This downsizing of urgently requested troop reinforcements could lead to a dangerous and tragic outcome. If Obama retreats to a "McChrystal Light" option that shortchanges his own hand-picked commander, it will greatly increase the risk of failure, not only in Afghanistan but in the struggle against Islamist radicals in neighboring Pakistan. It could result in a downward spiral of security in Afghanistan: a resurgent Taliban, eventual collapse of the Afghan government, an even bloodier civil war, renewed humanitarian crisis and a refugee exodus. Moreover, the Taliban will bring back not just their ally al-Qaida, but a rogues' gallery of almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today.

Resorting to half-measures would be courting disaster. Like it or not, Obama is a wartime president who must make timely decisions on difficult issues, sometimes with no guarantee of success. The United States needs a decisive commander in chief, not a professorial hair-splitter trying to transcend the differences of opinion of his staff.
Eliminating the withdrawal deadline is the only way peaceful withdrawal can be achieved
Nawaz, 10 - director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council (Shuja, “General Petraeus's reality,” 6/24, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/general_petraeuss_reality)

If Petraeus can persuade the president to delay or even eliminate the July 2011 deadline for the beginning of withdrawal, build a military-civilian partnership in Kabul that replicates his relationship with Ambassador Ryan Crocker in Baghdad, and cajole his Pakistani partners into denying the Taliban the freedom of movement they now possess in Baluchistan and parts of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, Petraeus may be able to effect an eventual U.S. withdrawal from fighting in Afghanistan. 

McChrystal had begun building a relationship of trust with Pakistan's Army chief, General Ashfaq Kayani. Petraeus already has a relationship there. Moreover, Petraeus had started studying the border region even before he took over Centcom, asking Arnaud de Borchgrave at CSIS to help him understand the FATA, an area that he considered the most important for his new command. As principal author of that study in 2008, I recall his rapt attention when I briefed him on FATA and Pakistan. Petraeus reads. More important, he understands. This will stand him in good stead as he takes on his new assignment. 

Afghanistan is not Iraq. That was Petraeus' mantra when he took over Centcom. He has had time to study the Afghan war from his vantage points in Tampa and Doha and from frequent visits to the region. So he will hit the ground running. 

At Centcom he continued to delve deep into the issues facing Afghanistan and Pakistan. If he can now separate the reality from the views of the hit-and-run experts that flood the airwaves and the blogosphere, he will be able to bring some order and cohesion to U.S. thinking and coalition actions in the region. 

Afghanistan's leadership needs U.S. support to own the war effort and to lead the charge on bringing Pashtun insurgents back into the fold. Ambassadors Karl Eikenberry and Richard Holbrooke can help by bringing the Afghan and Pakistani governments on board and working together. U.N. Secretary-General's Special Representative Staffan de Mistura's role will be critical in bringing the international community on board, including Europe, India, Iran, and other regional players. Petraeus could help expand de Mistura's mandate in that regard to fill the gap that was left by restricting Holbrooke's regional brief to Afghanistan and Pakistan alone. 

In the end, as the good general knows all too well, the military can only deliver so much. The war must be won by civilians and off the battlefield. Victory this time may well be an orderly disengagement for the United States and the prevention of the "descent into chaos" in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic
Obama only half heartedly adopted the proposal, the extra ones are key 

Curtis and Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka,  Bangladesh and Nepal AND* Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, Lisa and James, “President Obama's Afghanistan Speech: An Uncertain Message” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/President-Obamas-Afghanistan-Speech ) 

An Uncertain Strategy 

President Obama has adopted a "McChrystal Light" strategy that embraces the new counterinsurgency plan announced by the Administration last March but fails to give McChrystal all the troops that he deemed necessary to succeed with a low level of risk. It also remains to be seen whether the troop surge can be successful in such a short period of time.

To his credit, Obama avoided the even more unwelcome option of incrementally deploying troops over a long period of time, which would have been a recipe for disaster. He appears to have accepted McChrystal's warning that "failure to gain the initiative and reverse insurgent momentum in the near term (next 12 months)--while Afghan security capacity matures--risks an outcome where defeating the insurgency is no longer possible."[1]
Ground forces are key to keep peace 
Bergen and Teidemann,9 -   Peter Bergen, Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation, and Katherine Tiedemann,  Policy Analyst in the Counterterrorism Strategy Initiative (8/4/09, “More Troops Needed For Afghan War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/more_troops_needed_afghan_war_16469)
CNN's Barbara Starr reported last week that Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, is expected to ask the Obama administration for additional troops and equipment for conducting intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, as well as more military resources to deal with roadside bombs and explosives.

This impending request appears to conflict with a report earlier in July by The Washington Post'sBob Woodward who wrote that on a trip to Afghanistan, James L. Jones, national security adviser, personally told U.S. military commanders in the country that the Obama administration wants to hold troop levels flat for now.

But given the relatively small size of the Afghan army and police -- numbering some 170,000 men -- and with the total number of U.S./NATO troops numbering around 100,000, McChrystal's impending request makes a great deal of military sense. While the combined forces total 270,000, classic counterinsurgency doctrine indicates that Afghanistan needs as many as 600,000 soldiers and cops to protect its population of some 30 million.

An additional reason why more boots on the ground makes military sense is the large geographic scope of the Taliban insurgency. Estimates of the number of full-time fighters generally do not go above 20,000 men. But according to our analysis of an unpublished threat assessment map provided by the Afghan National Security Forces to the United Nations in April, 40 percent of Afghanistan was either under direct Taliban control or a high-risk area for insurgent attacks.

These high-risk and Taliban-controlled areas are located primarily in the troubled south and east of the country, along the 1,600-mile border with Pakistan.
Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solvency Generic

More troops will allow us to win

Cordesman, 9- Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS and also acts as a national security analyst for ABC News (9/15/9, Anthony, “Winning in Afghanistan: How the US will win or lose the war,” http://csis.org/files/publication/090915_afghan_win_or_lose_0.pdf)

Even when current reinforcement plans are fully executed, the US will need a major increase in brigade combat teams to provide the level of strength needed to seize the initiative and create the overall level of NATO/ISAF forces needed to win. At the same time, the new strategy of shape, clear, hold, and build involve new forms of war fighting which will reduce these force requirements. Past troop-to-task ratios would require far higher levels of US forces than the US is currently able to deploy, but such ratios ignore the impact of technology, new tactics, a civil-military approach to war, and the role of civilian partners. They also do not take account of the ability to build up major new ANSF reinforcements over the new two years. The end result is that the Afghan conflict does not require classic troop to task ratios but rather an adaptive and experimental approach to force requirements. However, it is clear that more forces will be needed to support the ―shape‖ and ―hold‖ phases of the fighting. A substantial number of troops will also be needed to train, mentor, and above all partner Afghan security forces. Other new troops will be needed for civil-military operations. There simply is no credible prospect that the US can avoid added dependence on the military by recruiting adequate numbers of civilians. Accordingly, the US must act now to meet Ambassador Eikenberry and General McChrystal’s immediate requirements and establish the contingency conditions to rapidly deploy additional troops and civilians if required. 
Increased troops are essential to Afghan stability 

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
The United States has two compelling interests at issue in the Afghan conflict. One is the ongoing, increasingly successful but incomplete effort to reduce the threat posed by Al Qaeda and related jihadi groups, and to finally eliminate the Al Qaeda leadership that carried out the 9/11 attacks. The second is the pursuit of a South and Central Asian region that is at least stable enough to ensure that Pakistan does not fail completely as a state or fall into the hands of Islamic extremists. More than that may well be achievable - in my view, most current American commentary underestimates the potential for transformational changes in South Asia over the next decade or two, spurred by economic progress and integration. But there is no question that the immediate policy choices facing the United States in Afghanistan are very difficult. All of the courses of action now under consideration by the Obama Administration and members of Congress carry with them risk and uncertainty. I would like to use the opportunity of this testimony to review and offer judgments about some of the arguments over U.S. policy choices in Afghanistan that are prominent around the deliberations of the Obama Administration and Congress. I would also like to highlight some serious risks to U.S. efforts in Afghanistan that are too often neglected in that discourse. Washington hardly needs another opinion about the troops-or-no-troops debate, but so that you can evaluate my analyses with the appropriate grains of salt, I should indicate where I stand. To protect the security of the American people and the interests of the United States and its allies, we should persist with the difficult effort to stabilize Afghanistan and reverse the Taliban's momentum. This will probably require additional troops for a period of several years, until Afghan forces can play the leading role. However, that would depend on the answer to the question General Colin Powell's reported question, "What will the troops do?" As General McChrystal wrote in his recent assessment, "Focusing on force or resource requirements misses the point entirely." Instead, after years of neglect of U.S. policy and resources in Afghanistan, and after a succession of failed strategies both in Afghanistan and Pakistan, the United States, as McChrystal put it, has an "urgent need for a significant change to our strategy and the way that we think and operate."1While I cannot endorse or oppose McChyrstal's specific prescriptions for the next phase of U.S. engagement in Afghanistan because I do not know what they are, I do endorse the starting point of his analysis, as well as his general emphases on partnering with Afghan forces and focusing on the needs of the Afghan population. I believe those emphases are necessary but insufficient.
Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Terror

Failure is not inevitable – reinforcement better ensures stability and prevention of a terrorist safe haven 

Biddle 09 – Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy, (July-August , Stephen, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan”
http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617 ) 
Managing this war will pose difficult problems both in Afghanistan and here at home. The strategic case for waging war is stronger than that for disengaging, but not by much: The war is a close call on the merits. The stakes for the United States are largely indirect; it will be an expensive war to wage; like most wars, its outcome is uncertain; even success is unlikely to yield a modern, prosperous Switzerland of the Hindu Kush; and as a counterinsurgency campaign its conduct is likely to increase losses and violence in the short term in exchange for a chance at stability in the longer term.
But failure is not inevitable. The U.S. military is now a far more capable counterinsurgency force than the Soviets who lost to the mujaheddin in the 1980s; the Obama Administration is committed to reforming a corrupt government in Kabul that the Bush Administration mostly accepted; and perhaps most important, the United States has the advantage of a deeply flawed enemy in the Taliban. The stakes, moreover, are important even though indirect: Failure could have grave consequences for the United States.

On balance, then, reinforcement is a better bet than withdrawal. But neither option is unassailable, and if presented with all costs and benefits appended, neither looks very appealing—and that will make for very contentious politics in the United States.

A war effort that is costly, risky and worth waging—but only barely so—will be hard to sustain politically; it would be just as hard to end. The Obama Administration wisely wants to avoid unrealistic overpromising or the hyping of threats, but for Afghanistan this means promising smaller benefits in exchange for greater exertions, yielding a net cost-benefit calculus perilously close to a wash. By ruling out clarion calls to great sacrifice for transcendent purpose, a sober approach to Afghanistan makes for a very hard sell and exposes the Administration to criticism from all sides. Yet disengagement, a weaker policy on the merits, courts blame, too, if circumstances in Afghanistan, abandoned to its fate, take a darker turn.
Public opinion is beginning to sour on the war, but for now most voters prefer reinforcement to withdrawal. As public attention shifts from Iraq, the domestic political salience of the Afghan war will grow, however, and public opinion could shift. Given that the rationale for war is such a close call, it will make for a daunting challenge in political management regardless of the Administration’s policy choice. There is no easy way out of Afghanistan, no clear light at either end of the tunnel, for President Obama.

Stakes, Costs and Prospects

Analytically, the merits of the Afghan war turn on three questions: What is really at stake? What will it cost to pursue those stakes? And what is the likelihood that the pursuit will succeed?

The Stakes: The United States has two primary national interests in this conflict: that Afghanistan never again become a haven for terrorism against the United States, and that chaos in Afghanistan not destabilize its neighbors, especially Pakistan. Neither interest can be dismissed, but both have limits as casus belli.
The first interest is the most discussed—and the weakest argument for waging the kind of war we are now waging. The United States invaded Afghanistan in the first place to destroy the al-Qaeda safe haven there—actions clearly justified by the 9/11 attacks. But al-Qaeda is no longer based in Afghanistan, nor has it been since early 2002. By all accounts, bin Laden and his core operation are now based across the border in Pakistan’s Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA). The Taliban movement in Afghanistan is clearly linked with al-Qaeda and sympathetic to it, but there is little evidence of al-Qaeda infrastructure within Afghanistan today that could directly threaten the U.S. homeland. If the current Afghan government collapsed and were replaced with a neo-Taliban regime, or if the Taliban were able to secure political control over some major contiguous fraction of Afghan territory, then perhaps al-Qaeda could re-establish a real haven there.
Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Terror

Only strong commitment to the war can stop global terrorism 

Curtis 09 – Senior Research Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, focusing on analyzing America's economic, security, and political relationships with India, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Sri Lanka, Bangladesh and Nepal ( September 23, Lisa, “Obama UN Speech Shows Wavering on Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/09/23/obama-un-speech-shows-wavering-on-afghanistan/
President Obama’s remarks on Afghanistan in today’s speech at the United Nations General Assembly reveal that he is beginning to second-guess U.S. strategy in the region. While he stated clearly that his administration would not allow al-Qaeda to find sanctuary in Afghanistan or “any other nation” (i.e. Pakistan), he did not so much as mention the Taliban insurgency that is threatening to engulf Afghanistan and the necessity of preventing such an outcome. His backtracking on Afghanistan also is evident in statements he made on this past Sunday’s morning talk shows in which he openly questioned whether the U.S. is pursuing the right strategy in Afghanistan and whether fighting the Taliban insurgency is necessary to stopping al-Qaeda.

For most Afghan watchers, this question has already been settled, and that’s why the Washington Post in its lead editorial yesterday gently reminded President Obama that he seems to have forgotten his own arguments for pursuing a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan. Obama rightly said on March 27 “…if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban – or allows al Qaeda to go unchallenged – that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can.” So why is he fumbling now?

The simple answer is the political heat may be getting too intense. Polls show for the first time a majority of Americans do not believe the war is worth fighting. Congressional Democratic leaders, including Senate Armed Services Committee Chairman Carl Levin, also are questioning whether the U.S. should send fresh U.S. troops as General McChrystal has called for in his recently-leaked Afghanistan assessment. Secondly, the flawed August 20th election in Afghanistan seems to have shaken President Obama and forced him to re-think U.S. strategy.

But what has not changed are the stakes for U.S. national security interests in Afghanistan and the reality that a failure to stabilize the country will translate into a greater chance for another 9/11-type of terrorist attack on American soil.

President Obama needs to demonstrate leadership on Afghanistan, repeating the truths he has spoken in his past speeches on March 27th and again to the Veterans of Foreign Wars on August 17th. He needs to demonstrate he is willing to properly resource the war in Afghanistan as he promised to do so many times during the presidential campaign last year. And he should realize that while the election outcome has not been ideal, it alone should not force the U.S. to pull up stakes in the country. Both the leading presidential candidates, President Hamid Karzai and Dr. Abdullah Abdullah, represent broad constituencies that vehemently oppose the Taliban. That is the key point. The U.S. can work with whichever candidate is finally named the winner.

Obama’s statements on Afghanistan at the UN today will likely be interpreted by our allies as a sign that he is beginning to waver in his commitment to finishing the job of stabilizing and securing Afghanistan and preventing it from returning to serving as a safe haven for international terrorists. This is highly unfortunate. Without American leadership on Afghanistan, the entire civilized world will remain hostage to international terrorists intent on attacking innocents at the times and places of their own choosing. 
Uniqueness/COIN CP: Solves Instability

CP would solve stability and allow Afghanistan to govern and make the war winnable 

Phillips 09 - Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation. He has written extensively on Middle Eastern issues and international terrorism since 1978 (December 2, James, “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops )

The basic concept of the McChrystal strategy is sound. U.S. troops must increase the focus on protecting Afghan civilians to reduce the space in which the Taliban can operate freely. A major part of this effort must be a "civilian surge" to help build the capacity of the Afghans to govern, fight corruption, restore the rule of law and revitalize the Afghan economy. But security must come first. There must be additional American "boots on the ground" to defend civilians -- and the sooner, the better.

To shore up waning popular support for the war, the president needs to be clear with the American people about what is at stake in Afghanistan and why the war is not only necessary but winnable. And he should stress that although the war in Afghanistan is costly in terms of casualties and defense spending, losing that war would be much more costly and dangerous for the future security of the U.S.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: AT: COIN Empirically Fails

Prior failures were only because of improper resourcing – counterinsurgency has empirically worked in some provinces

Kagan 09 - a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and co-author of "Ground Truth: The Future of U.S. Land Power" (AEI Press, 2008). (September 5, Frederick , “A Stable Pakistan Needs a Stable Afghanistan” http://defenddemocracy.org/index.php?option=com_acajoom&act=mailing&task=view&listid=5&mailingid=127&Itemid=99 )

Trying to win in Afghanistan is not a fool's errand, however. Where coalition forces have conducted properly resourced counterinsurgency operations in areas such as Khowst, Wardak, Lowgar, Konar and Nangarhar Provinces in the eastern part of the country, they have succeeded despite the legendary xenophobia of the Pashtuns. 

Poorly designed operations in Helmand Province have not led to success. Badly under-resourced efforts in other southern and western provinces, most notably Kandahar, have also failed. Can well-designed and properly-resourced operations succeed? There are no guarantees in war, but there is good reason to think they can. Given the importance of this theater to the stability of a critical and restive region, that is reason enough to try.

Uniqueness/COIN CP: Politics Net Benefits

The GOP loves the counterplan
Porter, 10 - investigative journalist and historian specializing in U.S. national security policy (Gareth, “Why Petraeus won't salvage this war,” 6/28, 

http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/28/why_petraeus_wont_salvage_this_war
Petraeus is not going to pledge in his confirmation hearings to achieve in 18 months what McChrystal has said cannot be achieved in the next six months. Pro-war Republicans, led by John McCain, are hoping that Petraeus will now insist that the July 2011 time frame be eliminated, creating an open-ended commitment to a high and perhaps even rising level of U.S. military presence in Afghanistan. 

But Petraeus is unlikely to let himself get sucked into such an open-ended war, whether accompanied by a new surge of troops or not. What distinguishes his approach to the daunting challenge he faced in Iraq from those of commanders in other major U.S. wars is the cold-eyed realism with which he approached the question of whether or not his counterinsurgency strategy would work. 
***Karzai conditions CP
Condition on Karzai Reform CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should condition continued troop presence in Afghanistan on the President Karzai taking significant steps to end corruption and increase efficiency in the government of Afghanistan.

The counterplan is vital to the counterinsurgency and stability missions
O’Hanlon and Solarz 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND Former Representative in Congress from New York (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Stephen, Former Representative in Congress for New York, “Make American Resources Conditional on Afghan Progress,” Brookings, October 19th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1019_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

Many ideas for "intermediate options" for Afghanistan are gaining momentum in the Washington debate. Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal's request for tens of thousands of additional NATO (meaning U.S.) troops stands at one extreme, and a return to the minimalist counterterrorism strategy associated with former Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld stands at the other. Those uncomfortable with both are proposing alternatives.

The motivations for such intermediate options are understandable. But in fact, most of the ideas are already inherent in the new concepts that Gen. McChrystal, supported by U.S. Ambassador Karl W. Eikenberry, have brought to the mission since their arrival in the spring. They are not alternatives to current strategy; they are elements of it.

One intermediate option is both promising and different from Gen. McChrystal's concept: the idea of tying our future increases in American resources for Afghanistan to reciprocating measures by the Afghan government. This conditionality approach, if successful, ultimately will lead us toward the path favored by the existing U.S. command, but only if Afghans do their part and only over time.
First, a few clarifications on what Gen. McChrystal is proposing – or, in many cases, already doing – require emphasis. The general is receiving a bit of an unfair rap in Washington. Leave aside the brouhaha over his Oct. 1 comment in London that a minimalist U.S. approach to the war likely would lead to chaos in the country.

Negotiating with insurgents. The surge-based Iraq strategy of Gen. David H. Petraeus emphasized the need to split the enemy and reconcile with as much of it as possible. The Sunni Awakening and Muqtada al-Sadr's cease-fire were two of the more important results of this philosophy (some of which predated Gen. Petraeus and the surge).

No one understands the appeal of such an approach better than a Central Command operation in Afghanistan run by Gens. Petraeus, McChrystal and Douglas Stone, who has overseen detainee operations in both places, and other key veterans of the Iraq war.

An apparent difference of approach admittedly is emerging. Gens. Petraeus and McChrystal, while emphasizing the kind treatment of prisoners as well as outreach efforts to current resistance leaders, also seem to believe that reconciliation efforts work best from a position of strength.

If we have battlefield momentum, we make resistance leaders worry that to fight us is to perish and we also persuade more local fence-sitters to side with us rather than the Taliban and associated groups.

Accelerating training of the Afghan security forces. Rather than have NATO do more fighting, some would have the Afghans domost of it and orient NATO's mission more toward training of indigenous forces. This is a time-tested and sound concept. Gen. McChrystal is already applying it. He envisions going well beyond the embedded mentors we used in modest numbers with Iraqi and Afghan army and police units in the past, also pairing up Afghan and NATO units so that each Afghan army or police formation has a "sister unit" of foreign forces. The pairs would live, train, plan, patrol, deploy and fight together.

There is, however, one matter the Obama administration must address, on which Gen. McChrystal generally has been silent. It concerns the Afghan government. For counterinsurgency and stabilization missions to work, we need a strong and legitimate indigenous partner government.
This also is an issue on which President Obama can play good cop to Congress' bad cop in trying to persuade the Karzai government to improve its performance. He can point out that, while we are indeed in this war together, his fellow Democrats and his fellow Americans more generally are very concerned about our prospects for success in this war – with or without a troop increase – unless Afghan government integrity improves.
He even might wink at congressional efforts to introduce a form of conditionality on future support for war funding: The American taxpayer will increase its support for this war only if the Afghan government cleans up its act.
The specifics of an anti-corruption agenda are not hard to write down, even if they are difficult to implement: sharing of intelligence with President Hamid Karzai on the corrupt practices of some of his supporters and Cabinet ministers and governors, so he can fire the worst of the worst if they do not improve; creation of independent ombudsman positions at the national and local levels to allow for citizen complaints; creation of an informal form of dispute-resolution mechanisms to complement formal courts for citizens who are victims of corruption; and so on.

We will have to settle for imperfect and halting half-steps rather than a complete housecleaning. If Mr. Karzai improves his performance only slowly, we may have to add troops and resources incrementally rather than all at once – despite the potential downsides of this approach on the battlefield. But despite the huge differences, there is one way in which Afghanistan and Vietnam are similar: We cannot succeed without a viable domestic partner. Right now Mr. Karzai's government is not measuring up, and so we must use every tool at our disposal to push, prod and cajole him to a higher standard of effectiveness.

Condition on Karzai Reform CP 1NC
Karzai will say yes - we hold extreme leverage over him 

Exum, 10- fellow at The Center For a New American Security (5/10, Andrew, “ Leverage: Designing a Political Campaign For Afghanistan http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Leverage_Exum_1.pdf)

II. The nature of U.S. and Allied Leverage in Afghanistan

Though the United States and its allies at times appear hostage to the whims of President Hamid Karzai and the government of Afghanistan, they do in fact possess significant leverage to influence the behavior of Afghanistan’s various political actors.

If we think of leverage in terms of incentives, the United States and its allies have both positive and negative incentives they can bring to bear. These sticks and carrots can roughly be divided into politi- cal, security-related and financial.

Political Incentives. Seymour Martin Lipset defined legitimacy as “the capacity of a political system to engender and maintain the belief that existing political institutions are the most appro- priate or proper ones for society.”10 Although we cannot accurately predict how much of the Karzai regime’s legitimacy would dissolve were the inter- national community to withdraw its support, much of the legitimacy the regime enjoys both domesti- cally and internationally stems from the support of the United States and its allies.

Domestically, although some Afghans consider Hamid Karzai to be a puppet of the United States and its allies, if the United States and its allies were to withdraw support for the Karzai regime, many Afghans, sensing a shift in fortunes, might then bet on competing actors.  Stathis Kalyvas, writing about political allegiance in civil wars, notes that we are better off measuring popular support in terms of behavior and actions than in terms of attitudes, preferences and allegiances. When we do so, we find that popular support depends, in large part, on which actor manages to exert more control over the population than competing actors.11 Without the support of the United States and its allies, the Karzai regime would be able to control much less of the Afghan population and would suf- fer a decline in popular support.
Internationally, much of the access to international institutions that the Karzai regime enjoys – especially to the international donor community – stems from the support of the United States and its allies. Were that support withdrawn, it would then become more difficult for the Afghan political class to raise funds for Afghanistan from other countries. The Democratic Republic of the Congo offers an example of a state where the United States and its allies appear all too ready to allow conflict to continue without any significant investment from the world’s most powerful states. This must be the nightmare scenario Afghan politicians worry about, even if it seems unlikely any time soon. On the other hand, the United States and its allies can do much to reassure Karzai that they stand by his side. The reforms and reconciliation process the United States and its allies would like to see do not come without a great deal of risk for the Karzai regime. Without a strong natural constituency or powerful military to call his own, President Karzai cannot afford to alienate many of his political partners. But as the United States and its allies ask him to make tough decisions, it can also seek ways to mitigate the risks he runs through pledges of continued support in the inter- national and domestic political spheres. 

Condition on Karzai Reform CP: Say Yes
U.S troops provide significant leverage over Karzai regime 

Exum, 10- fellow at The Center For a New American Security (5/10, Andrew, “ Leverage: Designing a Political Campaign For Afghanistan http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Leverage_Exum_1.pdf)

Security Incentives. Security incentives in Afghanistan, like political ones, can be either positive or negative. The presence of so many international forces in Afghanistan means the Karzai regime is in no danger of falling to the Quetta Shura Taliban, its allies, or other insurgent groups any time soon. Any threat to precipitously remove or withdraw those forces would affect Afghanistan’s political class, and diplomats already report that President Barack Obama’s 18-month timeline articulated in December 2009 is having a mostly positive effect as they address issues like corruption and reforms. But just as the threat to withdraw international troops is a negative incentive, the assurance that the United States and its allies will continue a significant troop presence dedicated to assisting Afghan security forces and fighting terrorism, provided that the Afghan government takes positive steps, should be considered a positive incentive. Likewise, the United States and its allies can pledge to sell or donate advanced weapons systems to the Afghan military – the kind of “prestige weapons” that may not be tremendously useful when fighting a low-tech insurgency but which politicians tend to desire as international status symbols.
Condition on Karzai Reform CP: General Solvency
Anti-corruption conditions are vital to creating strong Afghan governance and beating the insurgency
O’Hanlon and Harman 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings and Congresswoman (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Jane, Congresswoman, “Tie Troops to Progress on Afghanistan’s Corruption,” Brookings, September 23rd, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0923_afghanistan_metrics_ohanlon.aspx)

The list of metrics for Afghanistan delivered to Congress last week includes just one, out of 46, focused on government corruption. This badly understates the priority of the issue. An anti-corruption campaign has become the urgent overlooked priority in the west’s strategy to address the rapidly deteriorating situation in Afghanistan.

It is bad enough that the US has to consider further expanding its commitment to this war at precisely the moment when Afghan president Hamid Karzai, or his cronies, seem bent on stealing an election. More broadly, how can we ask our troops to risk their lives in the sands of Kandahar and Helmand provinces and the mountains of Paktia, Paktika and Khost while Mr Karzai cavorts with warlords and drug smugglers? With Afghans – or at least those Afghans in power – doing less and less, the US cannot easily contemplate doing more.
This dilemma cuts straight to the heart of the mission. Counterinsurgencies cannot be won by foreign powers alone, however noble their intentions, however excellent their armed forces and military leaders. They require viable partners from the host country. Without a constructive Afghan government role in this effort the US and Nato will be unable to achieve the minimal standard of success needed to help us prevent a resurgence of the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. We cannot win it on our own.

If the Afghan government is corrupt, and seen as corrupt by its people, the Taliban will continue to have a propaganda story; disadvantaged tribes will be more inclined to join the insurgency; the police, and some judges, will remain linked to the drug trade and continue to abuse their power; and the normal economy will fail to develop due to bribery and diversion of development funds.
All is not lost. In fact we are guarded optimists about Afghanistan’s future. There are some good people and reformers in place, such as Mohammad Hanif Atmar, interior minister, and Abdul Raheem Wardak, defence minister, both chosen by Mr Karzai. Army and police salaries have increased of late, reducing the temptation to demand bribes. The central government’s social outreach programme provides economic funds to villages once they choose their own priorities through community development councils, getting money directly into the people’s hands.

But we need to find a way to benefit from this moment of maximum US leverage. Barack Obama, US president, can tell Mr Karzai that Congress, facing $1,000bn (€677bn, £611bn) deficits and an American public souring on the war, will not fund additional troop deployments until it sees Afghans doing their part. This is a credible good-cop/bad-cop message that Mr Karzai, assuming he is ultimately re-elected, will ignore at his peril.
There are many lessons of Vietnam, most not relevant today in Afghanistan. But one that does apply is that we cannot succeed without a legitimate indigenous partner. There is no way around this.

What can we realistically expect of Mr Karzai and his government? Reform is not easy in a place that accounts for 90 per cent of the world’s opium production and that has a long history of warlordism. Moreover, Mr Karzai is right that a certain amount of reconciliation with somewhat unsavoury characters is needed. But at some point, association with blatantly corrupt individuals hurts Mr Karzai more than it helps him. Clearly that threshold has been reached.
Success in Afghanistan hinges in large part on the success of the anti-corruption effort. Serious anti-corruption plans have been in the works in recent months; now it is time to get one adopted and implemented.

Such a plan must include, first, greater use and co-ordination of American intelligence assets to develop portfolios on the illicit activities of key Afghan officials, which can then be shared with Mr Karzai.

Second, hardball tactics by the international community in dealing with corrupt officials – depriving them of some or all development funds and asking Afghan central authorities to do the same.
Third, ombudsmen at the district, provincial and national levels to handle citizen complaints against corrupt officials.

Fourth, police anti-corruption task forces with members paid directly by the interior ministry (to limit the ability of local chiefs to suppress results).

Fifth, an independent board to review the performance of provincial governors so that the Afghan president cannot fire them without cause.

The situation is enormously complicated by the unsettled presidential election. If that situation is not resolved in the coming weeks, it may be necessary to ask Mr Karzai and his main competitor, Abdullah Abdullah, to agree upon a plan so that whoever winds up president will follow it. Ashraf Ghani, who polled fourth in the presidential race, has good ideas of his own on such matters and could contribute too.

Setting up ombudsmen and review boards can be done now. The selective firing of corrupt officials by the president may have to await resolution of the presidential race, as a practical matter. But any plan for more US troops and resources will take several months to implement; Messrs Karzai and Abdullah should be told that it can be stopped at any point, should they fail to dismiss their most corrupt officials.

There are risks associated with this strategy, to be sure. But there are also huge risks in the current strategy. A revamped counterinsurgency strategy will not succeed if the Afghan government fails to improve its performance. It is time to play hardball with our Afghan friends; tough love has become our only realistic option.
AT: Permutation

The permutation forfeits US leverage with the coalition government – prevents solvency 

Coll, 09 (10/13/09, Steve, New America Foundation, “U.S. Interests and Policy Choice in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)
To improve its chances for success, the United States and the international community must bring all of their leverage to bear to ensure the formation of a coalition government in Kabul that incorporates all of the meaningful sources of non-Taliban opposition and sets Afghan political and tribal leaders on a sustained, Afghan-led program of political, constitutional and electoral reform.

Some analysts have suggested invoking the Afghan institution of a loya jirga to host some or all of this continuous reform process. Whether that specific institution is selected or not, the spirit of this suggestion is critical - Afghans have many difficult but important political and constitutional issues to negotiate, and political business-as-usual will not carry these negotiations forward adequately at a time when the United States is risking blood and treasure in support of Afghan stability. Issues that require discussion and negotiation among Afghan leaders, both formal and informal, include the future of the electoral system, to ensure fraud on the scale alleged in the most recent election cannot recur; political party formation and activity; constitutional issues such as the election of governors and the role of parliament; and issues of national integrity such as the access of different ethnic, tribal and identity groups to government employment and opportunity in the expanding security services.

Political reform and Afghan-led negotiations of this type must be seen as fundamental to American policy in Afghanistan no matter what choices are made about troop levels and deployments. Such a process would be part and parcel, too, of national program of reconciliation and reintegration designed to provide ways for Taliban foot soldiers to find jobs and for their leaders to forswear violence and enter politics.

***Other Counterplan Solvency Cards

Cultural Training CP Solvency
Expanding efforts to understand the local population and integrate the US military into a cultural training program build popular support for US presence
Garfield 9- Senior Fellow of the Foreign Policy Research Institute and Washington Director of the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security Studies (November 2009, Andrew, “What Afghans Want,” FPRI, http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200911.garfield.whatafghanswant.html) 

We have had the greatest success in Afghanistan ironically, on the front line. U.S. and Coalition brigades and battalions who live in the heart of Afghan communities have, for the most part, developed an intimate understanding of the communities they support. This has been achieved through their direct engagement with the local population. U.S. forces, in particular, have engaged in formal cultural education with the support of social scientists in the often maligned but essential Human Terrain Teams. Armed with this crucial cultural knowledge, the grunts have cemented many successful relationships with local leaders and ordinary Afghans alike. With their Afghan Army colleagues, they have used this knowledge to pacify successfully those few areas where they have a sustained presence. However, this localized tactical success is not matched sufficiently by carefully targeted regional and national programs designed to address the numerous problems facing Afghans today. These programs must consolidate the hard won tactical success of the brigades and battalions, supporting Provisional Reconstruction Teams, and a few stalwart NGOs.

Human Terrain Research

If the key to success in Afghanistan is listening to and understanding the local population, how is this achieved, particularly at the operational and strategic levels? It is certainly not achieved through relying on a few cultural advisors with limited connections to the communities with whom we are engaging. It is also not achieved through the random use of opinion surveys developed by planners and staff officers permanently stationed in larger bases and embassies.

“All generalizations are dangerous, even this one” Alexandre Dumas
Without understanding the human terrain, one can only make sweeping generalizations about Afghanistan based on superficial learning, which can have deadly consequences at the tactical level and undermine national objectives at the strategic level. Critical socio-cultural factors that need to be fully understood include ethnicity, 

tribal structures, social status, education, gender, affluence, age, religion, politics, sources of power

authority, belief systems, personal preferences, affiliations, inter and intra-community relationships, macro and micro economics, industry and business, and of course security and the insurgency.

The key to determining all Afghans’ identities and to finding out what ordinary Afghans think, is to undertake a coordinated program designed to elicit the views of all segments of Afghan society, both the elites and ordinary citizens. Such a program must utilize a carefully coordinated combination of polls, focus groups, depth interviews, field research, observations, and the insights of Afghan Subject Matter Experts combined with unit insights secured through direct engagement in order to build up a sophisticated picture of what we need to do to prevail in Afghanistan.

To provide these critical cultural insights, the US Army’s Human Terrain System has developed the Social Science Research and Analysis (SSRA) program, in conjunction with a contractor. The SSRA program utilizes a combination of social science-based qualitative and quantitative research and analysis techniques, to include the extensive use of polls, focus groups and interviews. This research is combined with insights provided by a talented pool of Afghan Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to provide a comprehensive overview of Afghan society and Afghan needs and wants. This research is then fused with the insights provided by the deployed Human Terrain Teams and Regional Reach Back Centers to provide a comprehensive picture of the Afghan population. 
Although funding for this program is limited it has provided the type of critical insights that should inform all Afghan Government and Coalition plans and actions. The irony of this research is that it identifies several simple, mundane, and understandable problems that are undermining everything that the Afghan Government and Coalition is trying to achieve in Afghanistan. However, these problems require costly solutions to overcome them. 

What Afghans Want

Cultural training increases the effectiveness of counterinsurgency operations

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/13/9, Steven, “US Interests and Policy Choices in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/us_interests_and_policy_choices_in_afghanistan)

To succeed, counterinsurgency approaches require deep, supple, and adaptive understanding of local conditions. And yet, as General McChrystal pointed out in his assessment, since 2001, international forces operating in Afghanistan have "not sufficiently studied Afghanistan's peoples, whose needs, identities and grievances vary from province to province and from valley to valley." To succeed, the United States must "redouble efforts to understand the social and political dynamics of...all regions of the country and take action that meets the needs of the people, and insist that [Afghan government] officials do the same." 4
This will be difficult at best, but it is not impossible. The international effort to stabilize Afghanistan and protect it from coercive revolution by the Taliban still enjoys broad support from a pragmatic and resilient Afghan population. Nor does the project of an adequately in tact, if weak and decentralized, Afghan state, require the imposition of Western imagination. Afghanistan between the late 18th century and the First World War was a troubled but coherent and often peaceful independent state. Although very poor, after the 1920s it enjoyed a long period of continuous peace with its neighbors, secured by a multi-ethnic Afghan National Army and unified by a national culture. That state and that culture were badly damaged - almost destroyed - by the wars ignited by the Soviet invasion of 1979 - wars to which we in the United States contributed destructively. But this vision and memory of Afghan statehood and national identity has hardly disappeared. After 2001, Afghans returned to their country from refugee camps and far flung exile to reclaim their state - not to invent a brand new Western-designed one, as our overpriced consultants sometimes advised, but to reclaim their own decentralized but nonetheless unified and even modernizing country.

Despite the manifold errors of U.S. and international policy since the Taliban's overthrow in 2001, a strong plurality of Afghans still want to pursue that work - and they want the international community to stay and to correct its errors.
Containment CP Solvency
Consolidating forces to control stable areas creates a sustainable counter-insurgency mission without risking Taliban takeover
Kupchan and Simon, 9 - *Senior Fellow for Europe Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations AND **Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Charles and Steven, Financial Times, 11/3, “Pull the Plug on the Afghan Surge,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20671/pull_the_plug_on_the_afghan_surge.html?breadcrumb=%2Fbios%2F1374%2F%3Fgroupby%3D0%26amp%253Bhide%3D1%26amp%253Bid%3D1374%26filter%3D280)
Instead, Mr Obama should decisively scale back the mission in Afghanistan. He should do so by focusing coalition operations on consolidating control in strategically important locations as well as more stable areas in the centre and north of the country. From these secure and defensible zones, the coalition would focus on three tasks.

First, it would build up the political and economic infrastructure of a rump Afghanistan, with the aim of establishing the robust institutions and markets essential to a functioning state. This effort is a critical priority: without a viable Afghan government, even successful efforts at counterinsurgency would be little more than an expensive palliative. Second, the coalition would carry out counterterrorism operations throughout those parts of Afghanistan and Pakistan where coalition forces would not regularly be deployed, seizing opportunities to strike at militant Taliban and al-Qaeda targets. Third, it would ramp up training of the Afghan army and police, building an indigenous force that would eventually undertake the countrywide counterinsurgency mission that Gen McChrystal now envisages for coalition forces - but without the nationalist backlash inevitably invited by foreign troops.

This three-pronged strategy has marked advantages over more ambitious as well as less demanding alternatives. Rather than spreading itself too thin, the coalition would focus its effort where it is most needed: on creating a capable and legitimate Afghan state that can gradually assume responsibility for governance and security throughout the country. It would also contain the scope of the US and European commitment without risking a Taliban takeover of Afghanistan - a major downside of rapid withdrawal or an exclusive focus on counterterrorism.

At the same time, the US would maintain access to bases needed to carry out counterterrorism operations and collect intelligence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Coalition forces rather than the Taliban would be adopting hit-and-run tactics, striking against militant cells that would be likely to seek to reconstitute themselves in areas from which coalition forces had retrenched. By taking the initiative on the battlefield, US and Nato troops would keep the Taliban and al-Qaeda on the defensive and deny them the ability to construct training camps and operational bases of the sort that existed prior to the US invasion in 2001.
A strategy to stabilize the core areas of Afghanistan will also stabilize Pakistan
Kupchan and Simon, 9 - *Senior Fellow for Europe Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations AND **Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Charles and Steven, Financial Times, 11/3, “Pull the Plug on the Afghan Surge,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20671/pull_the_plug_on_the_afghan_surge.html?breadcrumb=%2Fbios%2F1374%2F%3Fgroupby%3D0%26amp%253Bhide%3D1%26amp%253Bid%3D1374%26filter%3D280)

This revamped strategy would also yield benefits in Pakistan. Coalition operations in Afghanistan have pushed the region's most dangerous and hardened fighters into Pakistan, contributing to increasing levels of insurgent violence and destabilising the nuclear-armed country. These militants are also largely outside the reach of coalition forces; Islamabad does not permit foreign troops to operate in Pakistan, leaving the US to rely on missile strikes from drones operating only in border areas.

Should coalition forces redeploy primarily to core regions in Afghanistan, some of the militants who fled to Pakistan would be likely to return, if only to escape Pakistan's ongoing offensive in Waziristan. If they did, the threat to Pakistan would diminish and coalition forces could pursue the militants in Afghanistan without the restrictions they face in Pakistan.

The US cannot afford to let Afghanistan again fall under the sway of parties with terrorist designs against the west. Neither can it afford, however, to put additional resources behind a strategy that risks drawing Nato into an ever-deepening quagmire. By pursuing a strategy that combines counterterrorism with a focus on building a functioning Afghan state and army, the US may well succeed in keeping its means and ends in balance. Only then will Mr Obama be able to sustain the steady US commitment needed finally to bring peace to Afghanistan.

Local Government CP Solvency
Focusing on local governments instead of the central government is vital to stabilizing Afghanistan
Jaffe & DeYoung 10 (05/12/2010, Greg Jaffe and Karen DeYoung, The Washington Post, “ Afghanistan’s Karzai to Urge Caution as U.S. Pushed to Empower Local Leaders, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/11/AR2010051105114_pf.html) 


For years, the U.S. governance strategy in Afghanistan focused almost entirely on Kabul, which despite its relative lack of control over vast stretches of the country remains one of the most centralized governments in the world. "We spent nine years dealing only with Karzai," said one Western diplomat. The approach created local governments disconnected from their constituents and fed allegations of corruption. It also meant that U.S. officials lacked reliable interlocutors outside Kabul. "The answer to this problem does not rest in Kabul," said a senior U.S. official in Afghanistan. "It rests with empowering those at the provincial and district level." Karzai presides over a fragile coalition made up of various ethnic groups and divisions within those groups. He is a Pashtun, as are most members of the Taliban, but he leads a government in which many of the most powerful players are from the Tajik-led Northern Alliance, the group that overthrew the Taliban with U.S. assistance in 2001.

Since Obama's pledge to begin withdrawing U.S. troops in mid-2011, some factional leaders inside the national and local governments and the insurgents themselves have begun maneuvering for a post-U.S. future. The maneuvering has only intensified Karzai's fears of American abandonment.

Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton sought to allay such concerns Tuesday at a day-long State Department conference attended by Karzai and more than a dozen of his leading cabinet ministers, saying: "We will not abandon the Afghan people."

Karzai responded that any U.S.-Afghan tensions are "the sign of a matured relationship" between partners who "have joined hands to bring security to Afghanistan and by extension to the United States and the rest of the world." The shift in U.S. policy toward local governance is especially true in Kandahar, where U.S.-led forces are scheduled to begin a major offensive this summer. One of the main goals of the operation is to build up local officials' and tribal leaders' control in the country's second-largest city. The operation is "going to be focused as much on governance as on military operations," said Lt. Gen. David Barno, who served as the top officer in Afghanistan in the early years of the war. The planned offensive has already drawn some criticism from Karzai. Recently, he bristled at suggestions by U.S. officials that one of the operation's major goals should be to dilute the influence of his brother, Ahmed Wali Karzai, who is one of the most powerful figures in the city and is seen by many Afghans as corrupt. Other efforts to build up local power have also been slowed by Afghanistan's sclerotic bureaucracy. In late March, the Afghan government approved a long-overdue mechanism for allocating money to district governors, who have had virtually no funds to initiate development projects or even hire staffs. But a U.S. official said that it could take as long as two years to implement the new policy and actually deliver the money to the district governments.
"If you ask Afghans or U.S. military commanders what matters most to them, the answer is almost always local governance," said Andrew Exum, an analyst at the Center for a New American Security who has served as an adviser to the U.S. military in Afghanistan. "But the truth is that the government is going to be more centralized than would be ideal for Afghanistan."

Regional Diplomacy CP Solvency
Focusing on regional diplomacy for Afghanistan is vital to stabilizing the country and alleviating concerns over U.S. presence

Kissinger, 10 – former Secretary of State (6/24/10, Henry, The Washington Post, “America Needs an Afghan Strategy, Not an Alibi,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/23/AR2010062302193.html)
Afghan strategy needs to be modified in four ways. The military effort should be conducted substantially on a provincial basis rather than in pursuit of a Western-style central government. The time scale for a political effort exceeds by a wide margin that available for military operations. We need a regional diplomatic framework for the next stage of Afghan strategy, whatever the military outcome. Artificial deadlines should be abandoned.

A regional diplomacy is desirable because our interests coincide substantially with those of many of the regional powers. All of them, from a strategic perspective, are more threatened than is the United States by an Afghanistan hospitable to terrorism. China in Sinkiang, Russia in its southern regions, India with respect to its Muslim minority of 160 million, Pakistan as to its political structure and the smaller states in the region would face a major threat from an Afghanistan encouraging, or even tolerating, centers of terrorism. Regional diplomacy becomes all the more necessary to forestall a neo-colonial struggle if reports about the prevalence of natural resources in Afghanistan prove accurate.

Afghanistan becomes an international issue whenever an outside power seeks to achieve unilateral dominance. Inevitably, this draws in other parties to establish a countervailing influence, driving events beyond rational calculation. A regional diplomacy should seek to establish a framework to insulate Afghanistan from the storms raging around it rather than allow the country to serve as their epicenter. It would also try to build Afghanistan into a regional development plan, perhaps encouraged by the Afghan economy's reported growth rate of 15 percent last year.

Military operations could be sustained and legitimized by such diplomacy. In evaluating our options, we must remember that every course will be difficult and painful and that whatever strategy we pursue should be a nonpartisan undertaking. Above all, we need to do justice to all those who have sacrificed in the region, particularly the long-suffering Afghan people. 

Taliban Condition CP Solvency

US should condition withdrawing  from Afghanistan on an agreement with the Taliban to not use Afghanistan territory for terrorism
Rubin and Rashid 8, PhD and MA from Chicago, BA from Yale, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation @ NYU (Barnett R. and Ahmed, “From Great Game to Grand Bargain,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Nov/Dec 2008. Vol. 87, Iss. 6; pg. 30-45)

RETHINKING U.S. and global objectives in the region will require acknowledging two distinctions: first, between ultimate goals and reasons to fight a war; and, second, among the time frames for different objectives. Preventing al Qaeda from regrouping so that it can organize terrorist attacks is an immediate goal that can justify war, to the extent that such war is proportionate and effective. Strengthening the state and the economy of Afghanistan is a medium- to long-term objective that cannot justify war except insofar as Afghanistan's weakness provides a haven for security threats.

This medium- to long-term objective would require reducing the level of armed conflict, including by seeking a political settlement with current insurgents. In discussions about the terms of such a settlement, leaders linked to both the Taliban and other parts of the insurgency have asked, What are the goals for which the United States and the international community are waging war in Afghanistan? Do they want to guarantee that Afghanistan's territory will not be used to attack them, impose a particular government in Kabul, or use the conflict to establish permanent military bases? These interlocutors oppose many U.S. policies toward the Muslim world, but they acknowledge that the United States and others have a legitimate interest in preventing Afghan territory from being used to launch attacks against them. They claim to be willing to support an Afghan government that would guarantee that its territory would not be used to launch terrorist attacks in the future-in return, they say, for the withdrawal of foreign troops.

The guarantees these interlocutors now envisage are far from those required, and Afghanistan will need international forces for security assistance even if the current war subsides. But such questions can provide a framework for discussion. To make such discussions credible, the United States must redefine its counterterrorist goals. It should seek to separate those Islamist movements with local or national objectives from those that, like al Qaeda, seek to attack the United States or its allies directly-instead of lumping them all together. Two Taliban spokespeople separately told The New York Times that their movement had broken with al Qaeda since 9/11. (Others linked to the insurgency have told us the same thing.) Such statements cannot simply be taken at face value, but that does not mean that they should not be explored further. An agreement in principle to prohibit the use of Afghan (or Pakistani) territory for international terrorism, plus an agreement from the United States and NATO that such a guarantee could be sufficient to end their hostile military action, could constitute a framework for negotiation. Any agreement in which the Taliban or other insurgents disavowed al Qaeda would constitute a strategic defeat for al Qaeda.

Political negotiations are the responsibility of the Afghan government, but to make such negotiations possible, the United States would have to alter its detention policy. Senior officials of the Afghan government say that at least through 2004 they repeatedly received overtures from senior Taliban leaders but that they could never guarantee that these leaders would not be captured by U.S. forces and detained at Guantanamo Bay or the U.S. air base at Bagram, in Afghanistan. Talking with Taliban fighters or other insurgents does not mean replacing Afghanistan's constitution with the Taliban's Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, closing girls' schools, or accepting other retrograde social policies. Whatever weaknesses the Afghan government and security forces may have, Afghan society-which has gone through two Loya Jirgas and two elections, possesses over five million cell phones, and has access to an explosion of new media-is incomparably stronger than it was seven years ago, and the Taliban know it. These potential interlocutors are most concerned with the presence of foreign troops, and some have advocated strengthening the current ANSF as a way to facilitate those troops' departure. In November 2006, one of the Taliban's leading supporters in Pakistan, Maulana Fazlur Rahman, publicly stated in Peshawar that the Taliban could participate as a party in elections in Afghanistan, just as his party did in Pakistan (where it recently lost overwhelmingly), so long as they were not labeled as terrorists.
Taliban Condition CP Solvency

Reconciliation must be conditioned on severing links with al Qaeda

Christia and Semple 9 Assistant Prof of Political Science @MIT and fellow at the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard's Kennedy School (Fotini and Michael, “Flipping the Taliban,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Jul/Aug 2009. Vol. 88, Iss. 4; pg. 34-47)
THE HEART of the reconciliation effort must first be a deal among Afghans. But now that the conflict has become internationalized, peace will also require international involvement. The core rationale for the current NATO mission in Afghanistan is to ensure that the Afghan authorities can prevent the Taliban's al Qaeda allies from exploiting Afghanistan as a base for terrorist operations. If they want to extricate themselves from the insurgency and become part of Afghanistan's new deal, Taliban commanders will have to demonstrate that they have broken with al Qaeda. They will have to exclude the global jihadists from their areas of influence. This is a message that Washington and its nato partners need to disseminate among the insurgents.

As a tradeoff and to create an incentive for the insurgents to cooperate, the U.S. government and its allies should gradually hand over responsibility for the country's security to the Afghan national forces. After the Saudi talks, several leaders of the insurgency, such as Aga Jan Mohtasim, who was once the Taliban's finance minister, various official Taliban spokesmen, and some commanders of Hezb-i-Islami, started taking more political stands. For example, invoking the specter of the Soviet Union's humiliating defeat two decades ago, they have bandied around ideas for a timetable for the departure of foreign troops. Given the current security situation, no such timetable is likely or desirable. Still, it would be helpful to point out to the insurgents that progress on reconciliation, including their cooperation on security, would be the best way to get the foreign troops out. That is, Washington should substitute the model of the British experience in Northern Ireland for the the Soviet one in Afghanistan.

The United States is rightly committed to ensuring that Afghan forces, principally the police and the army, take over responsibility for the country's security; any U.S. military surge is essentially a temporary fix. On this point, ironically, U.S. policy converges with the insurgents' goals. Although a grand bargain in which Mullah Omar and his followers sign on to a nation-building process supported by the United States is unlikely, miniature versions of such a deal are attainable. The "patriotic" Taliban must be allowed to claim some of the success for the Afghanization of the country's security. Commanders and fighters should be formally associated with or absorbed into the police or the army, for example, which would allow the foreign troops to slip into the background. The real test of the commanders' commitment will be whether they can end attacks in their home provinces, cut off logistical support from insurgent rear bases, and cooperate with civilian activities aimed at their and their fighters' reintegration into Afghan society.
Taliban Condition CP Solvency
Failure in Afghanistan inevitable with presence- withdrawal and negotiations are needed

Lodhi & Lieven, 09 - *Pakistan’s former ambassador in Washington AND **professor at King’s College London (10/5/09, Maleeha and Anatol, Financial Times, “How the West Can Leave Afghanistan,” http://www.the-peoples-forum.com/cgi-bin/readart.cgi?ArtNum=14771&Disp=4&Trace=on)

 The political half of America’s strategy in Afghanistan is now in ruins. This is not just due to the debacle of the Afghan presidential elections. Eight years after US troops arrived in the country, as General Stanley McChrystal conceded in his report to President Barack Obama, there is a “crisis of confidence” among the Afghan people in their government.

As a result of the collapse of the political strategy, Washington’s military mission now appears to have no goal beyond the avoidance of defeat. Asked to define victory, the US special envoy, Richard Holbrooke, could only say, “We’ll know it when we see it.” American and allied soldiers should not be asked to sacrifice their lives for such an unclear goal.

But the west should not simply leave. That would repeat the error of the 1990s when the US abandoned the region, contributing to the chaos that helped nurture the attacks of September 11 2001. The choice is not between scuttling away or deepening an open-ended military engagement. Neither is feasible.
The US and its allies need to recognise two facts and shape their strategy accordingly: successful “nation-building” in Afghanistan can only be undertaken by Afghanistan’s own people; and, above all, it is the western military presence in Afghanistan that is driving support for the Taliban both there and in Pakistan. Put these together and what results is the need for a carefully phased exit strategy combined with a military and diplomatic strategy vis-a-vis the Taliban.

This will involve talking to the Taliban leadership. The Taliban today probably does not enjoy the support of a majority of Pashtuns – but then, neither the IRA in Northern Ireland nor the FLN in Algeria were supported by a majority of their communities. To continue their fight indefinitely, such groups only need to be stronger than any other group in their community, and to appeal to one deeply felt idea. In the case of the Pashtuns of Afghanistan and Pakistan, that is a strong desire for the departure of western forces from Afghanistan. From this point of view, the notion that the western presence is protecting Pakistan from the Taliban misses the point completely.

The west should therefore pursue a political solution, open negotiations with the Taliban and offer a timetable for a phased withdrawal in return for a ceasefire. This should begin with the military pulling out of specific areas in return for Taliban guarantees not to attack western bases and Afghan authorities in those areas.

If the Taliban refuses such terms, then military pressure should continue. The point should not be to eliminate the Taliban – which is impossible – but to persuade it to agree to a deal. Similarly, a new approach to Pakistan should focus not on putting pressure on the Pakistani state to destroy the Afghan Taliban on its territory, but on persuading Islamabad to help bring the Taliban to the negotiating table. Meanwhile, Kabul should be secured as a neutral space by the establishment of a UN peacekeeping force from Muslim countries.

This approach should be combined with political reforms to decentralise the Afghan state and with a move from a presidential to a parliamentary form of government. In the parliamentary elections due next year political parties should be allowed to stand (at present this is banned). The Taliban should be encouraged to form a political party, which could take local power in many Pashtun areas through the political process and share in central government in Kabul. The west’s central condition must be that the Taliban pledge not to permit sanctuaries for terrorism in areas it may dominate. Indications that the Taliban’s alliance with al-Qaeda may be fraying need to be seriously tested.

Why should the Taliban agree to these terms if the west is leaving anyway? Because otherwise, after withdrawing ground forces, the US will give massive long-term military aid and air support to the anti-Taliban forces of non-Pashtun ethnicities, rekindling the civil wars of the 1990s, but on terms vastly disadvantageous to the Taliban and the Pashtuns.

This approach will not bring quick results. But the military-diplomatic strategy we have proposed offers a chance of a settlement and orderly withdrawal – whereas the present strategy offers only endless quagmire. 

EU CP Solvency
EU initiatives successfully reform the ANP 

Korski 9-Senior Policy Fellow at the European Council on Foreign Relations, deputy head of the UK’s Post-Conflict Reconstruction Unit, an adviser to the Afghan Minister for Counter-narcotics (March 2009, Daniel, “Shaping Europe’s Afghan Surge,” European Council of Foreign Affairs, http://ecfr.3cdn.net/4599862142844e090e_oum6bzv4y.pdf) 
A permanently militarised society will always be at risk of future autocracy. So while the Afghan army will be key to delivering security and defeating the insurgency, the country’s domestic security should ultimately be the responsibility of the police. There remain considerable problems with the Afghan National Police (ANP), which in many provinces is both corrupt and predatory. Nevertheless, 82% of Afghans say they have confidence in the ability of the police to do their jobs, and nearly half of crime victims say they reported the crimes to the police.19 President Karzai’s appointment of Hanif Atmar as interior minister last year is a further positive sign: through his work in other ministries, Atmar has shown himself to be serious and reform-minded. 
Until now, police reform has been divided between the US and the EU. EUPOL, the EU’s Afghan police training mission, was created in 2007 and has taken over from various bilateral programmes, while the European Commission manages a Rule of Law programme and funds the ANP through its Law and Order Trust Fund (LOTFA). Yet EUPOL has struggled to make any discernable difference to policing standards in Afghanistan over the past 18 months. Upon taking over as EUPOL’s head last October, Kai Vittrup called the assignment “his toughest job yet”. 
A major part of the problem is a lack of resources. No less than 14 calls by the EU Council Secretariat for contributions by EU states to EUPOL have fallen on deaf ears, and it took months to fill the mission’s second highest-ranking job. Only 15 EU states are contributing staff to the operation, and of these, only Germany, Italy and Britain have provided more than ten staff. France, for example, has only two people in the EUPOL mission, but has managed to find 18 for the equivalent mission in Bosnia, 43 for Georgia and 176 for Kosovo. Though Portugal has told the EU it has 481 police officers ready to be deployed on ESDP missions, it has sent none to EUPOL Afghanistan.20 Unsurprisingly, EUPOL’s contribution is dwarfed, both in terms of manpower and technical support, by the US police programme, CSTC-A, with which co-operation has been messy. And while EUPOL has struggled to get out into the provinces, in 2007 the US launched a basic training programme to train all Afghan police officers in more than 350 districts. Several European countries, such as Britain, the Netherlands and Germany, are participating in this programme, but not through the EUPOL mission. 
Even more worryingly, EUPOL’s aim – to become, in the words of its head, a “strategic advisory service” – is out of step with the wishes of the Afghan government. Speaking to European ambassadors in November 2008, the Afghan interior minister asked for EUPOL to “become operational rather than merely strategic”, and made it clear he needed “people who would be willing to get their hands dirty”. It is not even clear that EUPOL has a clear vision of its own mission. In a recent report,21 the International Crisis Group argued that a common “European vision that draws together Member States as well as EU institutions’ efforts in the field has yet to emerge”. The report also claimed that “EUPOL has tenuous links with the office of the European Union’s Special Representative for Afghanistan, which is tasked with promoting ‘overall EU political coordination’”. 
Part of the problem is that the EU’s approach is not suited to conditions in Afghanistan. Since deploying its first police mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 2003, the EU has aimed to train, mentor and advise indigenous personnel, usually at senior levels, while improving formal administrative, financial and legal frameworks. But this approach shows few results in places like Afghanistan, where legal and administrative traditions are limited, corruption pervasive, the skill base low and illiteracy high, even at senior levels. 
The EU should make a strategic choice to lead the international community’s police reforms, but at the same time it must change its approach to suit local circumstances. It should increase staff numbers, merge the EUPOL and EC programmes and allocate funding for technical improvement. In particular, the EUPOL mission should be expanded by a minimum of 500 officers, with police personnel hired on the open market and managed by seconded police officers, much as we have seen with the British-led police reforms in southern Iraq. The hiring could be done by the European Commission, which has authority to hire so-called “contract agents”, by the EU Council Secretariat or by the EUPOL mission itself. (Granting hiring powers to EUPOL would allow countries that have not previously supported the mission, including Austria, Belgium, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Malta, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia, to begin doing so.) Another option would be to contract a private company to supply the police officers. Increasing numbers would help EUPOL establish its reach across the country and unite national programmes, such as those run by the Spanish Guardias in Bagdis and the Italian Carabinieri in Herat. 
Greater diplomatic efforts should also be made to recruit police officers from European countries outside the EU, such as Ukraine, Moldova, Serbia, Morocco and Turkey (whose gendarmerie-style police may be useful for lower-level mentoring), and also from countries like Australia, New Zealand, Canada and Japan that are already committed to Afghanistan. It may even be worth studying how elements of the 800-strong European Gendarmerie Force, currently deployed in Bosnia-Herzegovina, could be used to help fill key posts in EUPOL. An overall goal for the EUPOL mission could be to manage all police training in the northern and western parts of the country. It could do so by emulating the OMLT model, fielding what could be called Police Operational Mentor and Liaison Teams (P-OMLTs), which would work closely with their Afghan counterparts, including on patrols, and improve cooperation with CSTC-A.
In addition, the EU should establish a European Police Capital Investment Fund of around €50 million, which would give the EUPOL head access to funds for technical improvements. The fund would function like the US Commanders Emergency Response Programme (CERP), which allows American military commanders to implement short-term programmes. Resources could come from European governments and the European Commission, which could second staff into EUPOL to manage the fund. 
European foreign ministers should signal their intention to establish a long-term training and mentoring relationship with the Afghan police. In particular, plans should also be put in place for a 20-year programme to support the Kabul Police Academy and its regional equivalent in Mazar-e Sharif. The academy could be twinned with European training centres like Britain’s National Policing Improvement Agency or the Centre of Excellence for Stability Police Units in Italy, creating a regular rotation of trainers. European governments should also support the UN-led Central Asian Regional Information and Coordination Centre (CARICC) – which assists law enforcement cooperation in the region – perhaps by offering to establish an affiliated, region-wide police and border academy.22
India CP Solvency
India can train Afghan security forces

TWINING 2009, is Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, [Daniel “What is Obamas real exit strategy for Afghanistan and Why if Matters to India” December 3rd, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/12/03/what_is_obamas_real_exit_strategy_for_afghanistan_and_why_it_matters_to_india] HURWITZ
Might there be more to the president's new strategy than meets the eye? Some Indian strategists hope so. K. Subrahmanyam, the dean of India's strategic community, asks in today's Indian Express how the United States can possibly hope to train sufficient Afghan security forces to begin drawing down in only 18 months. His answer is that Washington may look to New Delhi -- which has vital equities in preventing the return of the Taliban by strengthening the Afghan state -- to help train and equip Afghan security forces, just as India has been training Afghan civil servants, building roads, schools, hospitals, and other infrastructure as the country's fourth-largest bilateral donor.  

India is a natural ally of a non-Talibanized Afghanistan. It has as much to lose from the Taliban's resurgence -- and the clear and present danger it would pose both for destabilizing Pakistan and exporting terrorism into India -- as anyone. New Delhi has considerable influence in Afghanistan in both traditional hard-power and in soft-power terms: Afghanistan is a natural part of India's economic backyard, Afghan citizens can get Indian visas on demand, and Indian movies, music, and food are pervasive in Afghanistan, many of whose elites were educated in India. It would seem natural for India's armed forces to train Afghan counterparts -- were it not for Pakistani paranoia, real or imagined, about "encirclement" by their Indian adversary.  

That said, given the links between the Afghan and Pakistani Taliban and the resulting spread of violent extremism in Pakistan's heartland, at the end of the day a Talibanized Afghanistan would destabilize and endanger Pakistani security more than would a minimal Indian security presence that effectively expanded the capacity of the Afghan state to defend itself against Islamist insurgents. If President Obama is willing to gamble on a shortcut to exiting Afghanistan, he may indeed be tempted to turn to India for the assistance its government is all too keen to supply. 

Pakistan Cooperation CP Solvency
The counterplan solves Pakistan instability

Khokhar, 10 (6/21/10, Khalid, The International News, “Pathways to Reduce Insecurity Issues of Pakistan,” http://www.thenews.com.pk/daily_detail.asp?id=246312)
Yet, it would be wrong to negate the humanitarian aspect behind US assistance in times of desperation. How can Pakistan forget massive US assistance at the time of the Earthquake-2005, or to tsunami-affected countries in 2004? Despite of divergence in views on the both sides, Pakistan would feel far less secure if existing means of cooperation deteriorate. Both countries have to dig deeper to stabilize and improve mutual ties. Following are some of the factors that can help improve Pakistanís relation with America:- a. The first factor to increase the security problem is that the US should refrain from threatening to unilaterally attack al-Qaeda targets inside Pakistan. The use of pilot less drones attacks were called a part of the US’ “War on Terrorism” and sought to defeat the Taliban and al Qaeda militants who were thought to have found a safe haven in Pakistan. A study called ‘The Year of the Drone” published in February 2010 by New America Foundation found that in a total of 114 drone strikes in Pakistan between 2004 and early 2010 approximately between 834 and 1,216 individuals had been killed. Pakistan has lodged formal protests over the use of UAVs and warned that these are likely to affect the on-going military operation in Waziristan. In order to increase the security issue of Pakistan, US must stop drone attacks on hapless civilians. b. The second factor to reduce the insecurity of Pakistan is that the US must actively expand economic and military assistance to Pakistan, including supporting the reconstruction opportunity zones for tribal areas of Pakistan. Rapidly expand trading opportunities, including fast tracking a bilateral trade agreement between the U.S. and Pakistan. There is an expeditious need to increase the Coalition Support Funding to $2 billion a month to support the important role of Pakistan in fighting terrorism. It is important to note that the United States had 150,000 combat troops in Iraq, and was spending more than $12.5 billion a month to support them. c. The third aspect that can improve the insecurity is that Pakistan be offered a civilian nuclear agreement akin to the US-India civilian nuclear deal initiated in 2005. Although China has agreed to build two new civilian nuclear reactors, it is US assistance that will help Pakistan maintain conventional parity with its arch rival, India. Besides, Pakistanís energy needs are so pressing that less costly and time-consuming means to generate electricity deserve to be given priority. d. The fourth factor that can be instrumental in making Pakistan a secure country is that US should develop trust-based ìstrategic partnershipî with Pakistan. After Pakistan’s successful counter-insurgency operations in Swat, South Waziristan and throughout the country, the top US leadership and Nato military commanders in Afghanistan have started developing trust-specific ìstrategic partnershipî with Pakistan. Nevertheless, the layers of mistrust exposes on the slightest provocation on each side. The recurrent bouts of mistrust beguile the newly proposed strategic relationships because of America’s capricious tendency to link Pakistan with anything bad anywhere in the world. The story of Faisal Shahzad is a case in point. Although no easy solutions are available to the Pak-American problems but both the countries should put an end to ‘blame game’ and work earnestly to build durable mutual trust. e. The fifth component that could increase Pakistanís sense of security is a sensible resolution of the Kashmir dispute. Back channel talks between Islamabad and New Delhi can go close to reaching common elements for an equitable outcome. India is working on an agenda of portraying the Kashmiri freedom fighters as ìterroristî being supported by Pakistan. Kashmiris have started thinking that they cannot convince India through peaceful means and there seems to be an ultimate growing support for armed struggle in IOK. f. The sixth factor of achieving the security issue is to endorse security guarantee against India. The “Report on Progress toward Security and Stability in Afghanistan” said over 130,000 Pakistani troops were participating in the ongoing campaign against the Taliban in Pakistan’s tribal region. As Pakistan is facing threat of conventional war from the eastern borders, therefore, it cannot scale down the strength of the troops deployed on the eastern borders alongside India. At one point Indian troops deployed along Pakistani border reached 4 hundred thousand. This level of Armor and Mechanized Forces near Pakistani border made Pakistan alert. The US should provide security guarantee, if they want whole-hearted efforts from Pak Army. g. The seventh factor in the way of improving security situation of Pakistan to clean up religious seminaries from extremism. The westerners believe that Pakistan’s madrassas are feeder academies for terrorists. The centerpiece of our counterterrorism policies is to flush out these dangerous militant groups and to sever their links with the madrassas. At present over 1.5 million students are enrolled with 12,997 Madrassas in the country. Nevertheless, stiff rÈsistance posed by the hard-line administrators of 3683 seminaries, resulted in discontinuation of Madrassa Reforms Programme (MRP). Since the US is no more funding the project, the reform programme is now facing closure on June 30, 2010. Pakistan insists that the project must continue as madrassa students are getting real benefits out of it and are entering the field of formal education and computer technology. 
Pakistan Pressure CP

Pressuring Pakistan is key to successfully undermine the Taliban

Jones, 8 * political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service in Washington, D.C , expert on Afghanistan and US foreign policy  (Seth G., “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgency: State Failure and Jihad”, Spring 2008, International Secuirty, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/IS3204_pp007-040_Jones.pdf)
Third, success in Afghanistan will require a much more sustained effort by the Pakistani government to capture or kill jihadists and undermine their ideo- logical support base. U.S. policymakers should devise a much tougher policy that pressures Pakistan to curb public recruitment campaigns for the Taliban, close training camps, and conduct a sustained unconventional campaign that undermines popular support for Afghan insurgents in Pakistan and captures or kills leaders and guerrillas. Individuals within Pakistan’s intelligence appa- ratus and military must also end direct support to the Taliban and other insur- gent groups. Although these steps may take time, they are achievable. Pushing Pakistan’s leadership to conduct a sustained campaign against insurgents will require finding pressure points that raise the costs of failure. Perhaps the most significant is tying U.S. assistance to Pakistani cooperation. The United States gives Pakistan more than $1 billion in military and economic assistance each year. This covers such areas as economic development, law enforcement, and military assistance. The United States should tie assistance in some of these ar- eas, as well as implicit U.S. support in multilateral bodies such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, to Pakistan’s progress in defeating Afghan insurgents and their support network.
Pressure won’t destabilize Pakistan

Jones, 8 * political scientist at the RAND Corporation and adjunct professor at Georgetown University's Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service in Washington, D.C , expert on Afghanistan and US foreign policy  (Seth G., “The Rise of Afghanistan’s Insurgency: State Failure and Jihad”, Spring 2008, International Secuirty, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/IS3204_pp007-040_Jones.pdf)
Skeptics might argue that this strategy would be too costly. Such measures by Islamabad could cause signiacant bloodshed. Pakistan has a weak insti- tutional architecture, an underdeveloped economy, simmering internal ten- sions, and nuclear weapons. A sustained effort by Pakistani leaders to stop funding insurgents and to crack down on them in areas such as Baluchistan and the Federally Administered Tribal Areas could trigger major violence. Yet Pakistan’s military has conducted a number of large sweeps in North and South Waziristan against foreign fighters, without causing massive violence. In fact, the failure to counter militant groups operating in Pakistan is more likely to cause bloodshed, as the December 2007 assassination of Benazir Bhutto demonstrated. Concerns that an offensive by Pakistan would bring radical Islamist organizations such as the Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA) into power are also exaggerated. In the February 2008 Pakistani elections, the secu- lar Awami National Party handily defeated the MMA in the North West Fron- tier Province.
Pakistan Pressure CP
Only US pressure enforces Pakistani efforts to fight off Taliban overtake  
Hussein, et al, 9 (4/24/09, Zahid, Matthew Rosenberg, and Jay, Solomon,The Wall Street Journal, “US Urges Pakistan to Repel Taliban,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124049796262448143.html) 
The U.S. called on Pakistan's military to fight the Taliban forces who have taken over territory near the capital, as alarmed U.S. officials considered whether an Islamist-backed rival of Pakistan's president would defend the country more effectively from extremist forces. Pakistan's initial modest effort to resist the Taliban's expansion failed Thursday as a government militia of a few hundred troops tried to retake government buildings in the insurgent-controlled Buner district, 70 miles from Islamabad. The government force was beaten back in a firefight that left one local police officer dead and highlighted the government's lack of options in fighting a spreading militancy. A Taliban militant smiles as he holds his weapon outside the mosque where tribal elders and the Taliban met in Daggar on April 23. Taliban militants, who pushed President Asif Ali Zardari into accepting a truce by chasing government troops out of the Swat Valley and taking control, broke that newly signed peace accord by expanding into neighboring Buner. Land Grab The U.S. and other critics of the deal had warned against just such a scenario. But Pakistan's government and military appeared unable to quickly craft an effective plan to stop the Taliban's strategic land grab. "It is important they not only recognize it but take the appropriate actions to deal with it," Secretary of Defense Robert Gates told reporters Thursday. The developments have pushed the U.S. to contemplate a closer alliance with former Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif, who was ousted in a military coup that installed Mr. Zardari's predecessor as head of government, Gen. Pervez Musharraf. U.S. and European officials now believe Mr. Sharif's long ties to Islamist political parties and leaders could position him better to convince the Pakistani public of the need to confront the Taliban. For years, the U.S. had kept its distance from Mr. Sharif -- who was in exile in Saudi Arabia -- precisely because of those ties. "By and large, Sharif could be in a better position to deliver what the U.S. wants," said a U.S. official working on Pakistan policy. How the Pakistan government handles the growing Taliban threat affects the future not just of the nuclear-armed nation of 170 million, but of neighboring Afghanistan. President Barack Obama has placed a high U.S. priority on battling a rising Taliban insurgency on the Afghan side -- and is rapidly expanding U.S. forces there. U.S. military officials and policy makers say that the porous border with Pakistan is one of their chief obstacles to winning the Afghan war. They have criticized Pakistan for not doing enough to prevent insurgents crossing the border to attack U.S. troops. If the Taliban continue their march deeper into Pakistan, it could deflect government resources to preventing the overrunning of Pakistan itself. Police and security agencies have been put on high alert in two of Buner's neighboring districts, Mardan and Swabi, where Taliban activity is now reported to be rising. "If the Taliban continue their advances at the current pace they will soon be knocking at the doors of Islamabad," Fazl-ur-Rehman, who leads the country's largest Islamic party, told the parliament on Wednesday. Meeting With Obama U.S. and European officials' confidence in Mr. Zardari, who is scheduled to meet with Mr. Obama in Washington on May 6-7, is ebbing. U.S. officials say Mr. Zardari's government has been cooperative in U.S. efforts to increase the number of drone strikes against al Qaeda and Taliban targets in the tribal areas. But there's a growing sense that Mr. Zardari doesn't have the experience or the political support inside Islamabad to prosecute a successful war against the Taliban. U.S. officials note he appears isolated in his presidential office in Islamabad. Mr. Zardari is still the democratically elected president from a party that enjoys wide popularity in Pakistan. Some Pakistani leaders have talked of changing Pakistan's constitution to weaken the powers of the presidency. Such a move could serve as a democratic vehicle for Mr. Sharif to eventually emerge as Pakistan's prime minister, say these officials. Last month, U.S. special representative Richard Holbrooke helped broker a compromise allowing Mr. Sharif, who had been banned, back into the political system, though he holds no office now. Mr. Zardari had dispatched troops to confront Mr. Sharif's supporters. U.S. officials were concerned Mr. Zardari was seeking to wield too much personal power and that the Pakistani military would use the instability as a pretext for a coup. U.S. and British officials threatened Western aid would be cut if Mr. Zardari didn't back down. He did. The Pakistani government's ability to push back forcefully against the Taliban advance has been limited. A senior military officer said there was growing pressure from the army to renew the fight against the 6,000 to 8,000 militants who officials estimate are now in Swat and Buner. Fought to Standstill There is no guarantee the army would win if hostilities resumed. Though it has received huge financial backing from the U.S., Pakistan's 500,000-strong military remains geared toward the threat of conventional warfare with neighboring India rather than counterinsurgency. The militants in Swat fought the army to a standstill and the army has no soldiers in Buner. "We are fully aware of the present threat posed by terrorism and are taking all measures to counter it," said Maj. Gen. Athar Abbas, chief military spokesman. "Of course it requires more capacity building and better techniques to fight militancy." Any military response also would require the backing of Pakistan's citizenry. "We need public support to fight militants," Gen. Abbas said. So far, that has been lacking. The Swat peace deal won broad support in Pakistan's parliament and was signed last week by Mr. Zardari, a move that formalized the imposition of sharia law in the area. Many poorer Pakistanis find the Taliban's promises of speedy justice and equality attractive. Pakistan's populace also has railed against the strikes against militants in the mountains by the U.S. drones, viewed by many as an invasion of the nation's sovereignty. Pakistan's political elite, for its part, is often more focused on internal squabbles and power struggles, critics contend, and still hasn't come to appreciate the looming threat the Taliban pose as they move toward the capital. Thursday, the Taliban consolidated their control on Buner after taking over government buildings and the homes of wealthy landlords, setting up checkpoints and patrolling roads. Taliban spokesman Muslim Khan said the militants wouldn't interfere with Buner's administration. But local officials said courts shut down after Taliban representatives said Islamic courts would be established. The police, the officials added, have largely melted away. The force of a few hundred troops from the Frontier Corps -- an often underequipped and poorly paid force designed to police the country's border with Afghanistan -- was too small to seriously challenge the Taliban fighters. Authorities said the Frontier Corps forces were there only to protect government buildings and bridges. There was no sign Thursday of the corps in Buner's main town, Daggar, the Associated Press reported.

Iran Cooperation CP Solvency
Iran is willing to cooperate with Obama on Afghanistan
Afrasiabi, 9 - PhD, is the author of After Khomeini: New Directions in Iran's Foreign Policy (Kaveh, “Obama, Iran and Afghanistan”, Asia Times, 1/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KA29Ak01.html)

There is really no time to waste: Obama has already authorized the transfer of more US troops from Iraq to Afghanistan; Iran is increasingly disquieted by the corruption and impotence of the government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai; and the Taliban's sphere of influence is rapidly expanding across Afghanistan. By most accounts, the time for Tehran and Washington to begin earnest discussions on Afghanistan is now. 
An Afghanistan-centered dialogue may prove a productive first step on the complex path of US-Iran relations. In a way, this would be a back-to-the-past approach, with shades of how the US and Iran cooperated in the aftermath of 9/11 tragedy on a common anti-Taliban strategy. 
"The difference between then and now is that the US officials are now distinguishing between the 'good Taliban' versus the 'bad Taliban' and hoping to sow divisions between them and reach a compromise with the former, perhaps as part of an emerging post-Karzai scenario," said a Tehran University political scientist. The scholar added that he believes Iran does not like this "new approach" and finds it "simplistic and defeatist". 
In addition to the traditional reasons Tehran is opposed to the Taliban's resurgence is that the insurgents are involved in the opium business. The narcotics trade has skyrocketed in recent years, compared to the anti-drug stance during the era of Taliban rule. This is one of the key features of the "new Taliban" as far as Tehran is concerned, while partly blaming the rise on the British components of the coalition force put in charge of drug trafficking. 
Tehran is pleased with Obama's prioritization of the war in Afghanistan and may be willing to allow NATO to use the Iran corridor to transport its goods from Europe, particularly now that Russia is sending mixed signals about its permission for such a route. Still, this is a risky proposition for Tehran and could cause a backlash in the form of anti-Iran terrorism or require a NATO commitment to assist Iran with its porous borders with Afghanistan. 
On Tuesday, while testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee, US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates laid out the challenges facing the Pentagon. Gates put it simply: "The greatest military challenge right now is Afghanistan." He also said there was "no purely military solution in Afghanistan" and that the highest priority should be increasing the size and effectiveness of the Afghan army. 
Another reason why Tehran is alarmed about Afghanistan has to do with the negative security developments in neighboring Pakistan, where Sunni extremists have been making rapid progress. Tehran fears that a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would only be a prelude for more ominous developments in Pakistan, where the government has relocated some of its forces from the Afghanistan border to the India border in the aftermath of the Mumbai terrorist attacks. 


Cooperating with Iran over Afghanistan drugs is possible and spills over to create US-Iran peace – Iran has a genuine interest to intervene
Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

Afghanistan provides the United States and Iran an important opportunity to engage each other positively, given how much both countries have at stake in its future and paving the way for a broader working relationship. That was the central thrust of testimony to the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform by Karim Sadjadpour on Tuesday, March 31.

U.S. policy recommendations:

Given important overlapping interests between Washington and Tehran, engagement with Iran as a “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits.

With over 1.5 million Afghan refugees, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability in Afghanistan. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban, Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence. With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. Iran’s agricultural expertise should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers plant alternatives to opium poppies.

The Obama administration should make clear that it is not merely interested in isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but in overcoming past animosity and establishing a broad working relationship.

Direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces may be unrealistic in the short term, but Washington should encourage EU and NATO countries attempting to work with Iran on counternarcotics, infrastructure, and agricultural development.

U.S.–Iran tension over Hezbollah, Hamas, and uranium enrichment will not be resolved anytime soon but should not preclude U.S.–Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.

Designating the Islamic Revolutionary Guards (IRGC) as a terrorist entity will complicate any diplomatic initiatives, because Tehran’s policies in Afghanistan (as well as in Iraq and Lebanon) are executed by that organization. U.S. officials would effectively be prohibited from interacting with the Iranian actors who matter most.

Constructive discussion about Afghanistan could help set a new tone and context for the relationship, which could help allay Iranian insecurities vis-à-vis the United States and compel its leaders to reassess various aspects of their foreign policy, including their nuclear posture.
Iran Cooperation CP Solvency
Iran will act as  responsible stakeholder in Afghanistan – they don’t want it destabilized

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee,

Thank you for inviting me to testify on such a critical issue. I applaud the Obama administration’s commitment to stability and human rights in Afghanistan, a country that has endured immeasurable suffering as a result of a longstanding pattern of great power machinations followed by great power neglect. 

The administration correctly understands that lasting security in Afghanistan is an enormous challenge that cannot be achieved without the collective efforts and cooperation of neighboring countries. Pakistan, as President Obama recently said, is “inextricably linked” to Afghanistan’s future. Likewise, given their deep historical links and cultural and linguistic affinities, neighboring Iran stands to play a decisive role in Afghanistan’s future. Effective U.S. diplomacy can help ensure that Iranian influence is decisively positive, rather than decisively negative.          

Common interests, lingering enmities

Despite 30 years of hostilities, the United States has more overlapping interests with Iran in Afghanistan than it does with its allies Pakistan and Saudi Arabia (the Taliban’s chief patrons). Given their shared 580-mile border, and having accommodated over two million Afghan refugees over the last three decades, Iran does not stand to gain from continued instability and civil strife in Afghanistan. With one of the highest rates of drug addiction in the world, Iran has a strong interest in seeing narcotics production in Afghanistan eradicated. And given its violent history with the inherently anti-Shia Taliban (whom Iran has referred to in the past as “narco-terrorists”), Tehran has no interest in seeing their resurgence.

Indeed, Afghanistan is one of the very few positive examples of U.S.-Iran cooperation since the 1979 revolution. Tehran supported the opposition Northern Alliance long before September 11, 2001, and according to several 

senior U.S. officials played a critical role in helping to assemble the post-Taliban government. Like the United States, Iran has been a strong supporter of Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who has consistently praised Tehran for its support and cooperation.    

Yet Iranian activities in Afghanistan (and elsewhere) are often a byproduct of its relationship with the United States. Tehran felt humiliated after being labeled by President Bush as part of an “axis of evil” in January 2002, believing its initial cooperation in Afghanistan had gone for naught. Relations further deteriorated after Iran’s nuclear program was revealed to the public, and as a result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. Nefarious Iranian activities meant to counter U.S. influence became in part a self-fulfilling prophecy.  

While Iran’s strategic objectives in Afghanistan have not changed, efforts to undermine the United States has led Tehran to occasionally employ tactics that are gratuitously unhelpful—such as abruptly and forcefully repatriating Afghan refugees—and even inimical to its own strategic interests—such as providing arms to the Taliban. According to former U.S. officials with access to classified intelligence, Iranian aid to the Taliban was too insignificant to make a difference, but significant enough to send a signal to the United States not to take Iranian restraint for granted.  

The Bush administration’s decision to cast Iran as a source of the problem in Afghanistan, rather than a part of the solution, was met with chagrin by President Karzai and NATO allies. A senior European diplomat (and fluent Persian speaker) who spent several months in Afghanistan studying Iranian influence remarked to me upon his return that whereas Pakistan’s influence in Afghanistan was about “20 percent positive, 80 percent negative”, Iran’s was more like “80 percent positive, 20 percent negative…and much of their negative activities are a reaction to punitive measures by us.” In this context, focusing on Iran’s support for the Taliban appears akin to focusing on Canadian illegal immigration to the United States.   

Nonetheless, we should not exaggerate Iranian goodwill in Afghanistan. A government that is repressive and intolerant at home rarely seeks to export pluralism and Jeffersonian democracy abroad. Tehran will certainly seek to assert its influence in Afghanistan by supporting Afghan actors who are sympathetic to its worldview and interests. For the foreseeable future, however, Afghanistan’s immediate priorities will be far more rudimentary than the creation of a liberal democracy.

No nation has the luxury of choosing its neighbors, and a country as decimated, destitute, and desperate as Afghanistan certainly does not have the luxury of shunning their assistance. Given its previous efforts at promoting political reconciliation, and the fact that it is among the top ten country donors of economic aid to Afghanistan, Iran has shown that when it wants to it can play an important role in helping to develop and sustain a viable Afghan state.

Despite Afghanistan’s tremendous vulnerabilities, Iranian ambitions for hegemony in Afghanistan are tempered by historical experience and demographic realities. In contrast to Iraq, which is the cradle of Shiism—home to the faith’s most important shrines and seminaries in Najaf and Karbala—and also the country’s majority religion, the Shia in Afghanistan are a distinct minority, comprising less than 20 percent of the population. Moreover, Tehran saw in the early 1990s that a Tehran-centric, minority-led government in Kabul was simply not sustainable and led to more unrest. Experience has taught Tehran that its interests are better served with a stable, friendly, majority-led government, rather than a minority-led government subservient to Tehran but inherently unstable.           

How to engage Iran on Afghanistan

 Ultimately, U.S. engagement with Iran as a full partner and “responsible stakeholder” in Afghanistan has little cost and potentially enormous benefits. Though Tehran will express reluctance at working with Washington, and may couch its cooperation in critiques of U.S. policies, given its desire to be seen as the champions of the Muslim world’s downtrodden, it cannot give the appearance that its enmity toward the United States trumps its empathy for the Afghan people.         
Iran Cooperation CP Solvency
Iran can solve Afghan drug production with alternative crops

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

While direct cooperation between U.S. and Iranian forces in Afghanistan may not be immediately realistic, Washington should support and encourage EU and NATO countries that have attempted to work together with Iran on myriad issues ranging from counter-narcotics, infrastructure and agricultural development, and using Iranian ports and roads as a supply route for aid and NATO troops. Iranian agricultural expertise, in particular, should be enlisted to help Afghan farmers in planting alternative crops to the poppy.                     

Critics of engagement cite the fact that the Bush administration’s attempts to engage with Iran in Iraq did not bear any fruit. Despite several meetings between the U.S. and Iranian ambassadors in Baghdad, U.S. officials saw no improvement in Iranian policies in Iraq and in some cases even claimed that Tehran’s support for

militant groups opposed to the United States increased despite this engagement.

A fundamental shortcoming of the Bush administration’s approach, however, was that it gave Tehran no indication it was interested in a broader strategic cooperation. It simply implored Iran to facilitate America’s mission in Iraq because Iraqi stability was in Tehran’s own interests. As one Iranian diplomat told me at the time, “The U.S. consistently threatens us militarily, encourages our population to rise up, and does its utmost to punish us economically and isolate us politically. And then we’re expected to help them out in Iraq? We’re not going to be good Samaritans for the sake of being good Samaritans.”

The Obama administration should continue to make it clear to Tehran that it is not merely interested in tactical or isolated engagement with Iran in Afghanistan, but is genuinely interested in overcoming the animosity of the last three decades and establishing a broad working relationship.     

While it’s important to understand Iran’s sizable influence on other issues of critical importance to the U.S.—Iraq, the Arab-Israeli conflict, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, and energy—and the linkages between then, it’s also important to disaggregate Iran policies. In other words, while U.S.–Iran tension over Hezbollah or Hamas will not be resolved anytime soon, this should not preclude U.S.–Iran cooperation in Afghanistan.   

Cooperation on Afghanistan spills over to the US-Iran relationship

Sadjadpour 9 - Associate @ Carnegie Endowment (Karim, Associate @ Carnegie Endowment, “Afghanistan and Pakistan: Understanding and Engaging Regional Stakeholders,” March 31st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22913&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

Ultimately, the underlying source of tension in the U.S.-Iran relationship is mistrust. Washington does not trust that Iran’s nuclear intentions are peaceful, and does not believe that Iran can play a cooperative role in bringing peace and stability to the Middle East. Iran’s leadership, on the other hand, believes that Washington’s ultimate goal is not to change Iranian behavior, but the regime itself. 

For this reason, President Obama, Secretary of State Clinton, and Ambassador Holbrooke are wise to temper expectations of a diplomatic breakthrough with Tehran. Given three decades of compounded mistrust and ill will, the results of any engagement process will not be quick, and antagonism will not melt away after one, two, or perhaps even many meetings.

That said, we should be aware of the possibilities. Constructive discussions about Afghanistan could have a positive spillover on the nuclear dispute, which is a symptom of U.S.-Iranian mistrust, not the underlying cause of tension. If indeed Iran’s nuclear ambitions reflect a sense of insecurity vis-à-vis the United States, building cooperation and goodwill in Afghanistan could set a new tone and context for the relationship, which could allay Tehran’s threat perception and compel its leaders to reassess various aspects of their foreign policy, including their nuclear disposition.

A win-win-win is not often in international relations. U.S.-Iran cooperation in Afghanistan would be to the benefit of all three countries, just as U.S.-Iran antagonism the last several years has been to the detriment of all three.

Iran has a direct stake in Afghan stability

Ridge, 10 – staff writer (Mian, Christian Science Monitor, “Q&A: Who else could help in Afghanistan?”, 2/1, lexis)

Iran: The US says Iran, which shares a common language and historic ties with Afghanistan, could play a key role, despite concerns over its nuclear program and allegations it has provided arms to terrorists in the region. Analysts say that a stronger Taliban could benefit Iran, an avowed enemy of the US, by keeping US forces busy.

Iran, however, wants stability in Afghanistan so it can increase trade and stem the flow of opiates across its borders. Few believe that Iran really wants to strengthen the Taliban, which Iran's supreme leader declared in 1996 was an affront to Islam. Iran helped to train and arm many of the fighters of the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance, but relations soured after President George W. Bush included Iran in his famous "axis of evil."

World Bank CP Solvency

US support of World Bank aid initiatives are key to Afghani stability
Rubin 7, PhD and MA from Chicago, BA from Yale, Director of Studies and Senior Fellow at the Center on International Cooperation @ NYU (Barnett R, “Saving Afghanistan,” Foreign Affairs. New York: Jan/Feb 2007. Vol. 86, Iss. 1; pg. 57)

Attempts to inject aid into the government have hit a major bottleneck: in 2005 and 2006, the government spent only 44 percent of the money it received for development projects. Meanwhile, according to the Ministry of Finance, donor countries spent about $500 million on poorly designed and uncoordinated technical assistance. The World Bank is devising a program that will enable the government to hire the technical advisers it needs, rather than trying to coordinate advisers sent by donors in accord with their own priorities and domestic constituencies. The United States should support this initiative, along with a major crash program to increase the implementation capacity of the ministries. 

As numerous studies have documented over the years, Afghanistan has not received the resources needed to stabilize it. International military commanders, who confront the results of this poverty every day, estimate that Washington must double the resources it devotes to Afghanistan. Major needs include accelerated road building, the purchase of diesel for immediate power production, the expansion of cross-border electricity purchases, investment in water projects to improve the productivity of agriculture, the development of infrastructure for mineral exploitation, and a massive program of skill building for the public and private sectors.

Afghanistan also needs to confront the threat from its drug economy in a way that does not undermine its overall struggle for security and stability. At first, U.S. policy after the fall of the Taliban consisted of aiding all commanders who had fought on the U.S. side, regardless of their involvement in drug trafficking. Then, when the "war on drugs" lobby raised the issue, Washington began pressuring the Afghan government to engage in crop eradication. To Afghans, this policy has looked like a way of rewarding rich drug dealers while punishing poor farmers. 
Negotiated withdrawal counterplan

Text:  The United States should expand military presence in Afghanistan but negotiate a formal agreement with the Afghan parliament to drawdown troops upon meeting targets for training Afghan security forces.

Continued presence is key to successful withdrawal- the US needs troops for a stabilization period

McGurk, 9 – fellow at Harvard’s Institute of Politics (11/8/09, Brian, Boston Globe, “A Surge to Sovereignty in Afghanistan,” http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2009/11/08/a_surge_to_sovereignty_in_afghanistan/)
Today’s debate about Afghanistan - to surge or not to surge - risks repeating our worst mistakes from the early days of Iraq. The Afghan government is weak, so we publicly berate its president and weaken it further. The Afghan forces lack capacity to battle the Taliban on their own, so we question their ability to ever hold the line as we draw down our forces. A surge is discredited as putting good money after bad, with no exit strategy and tens of thousands of US troops contributing to a status quo.

But the lesson of Iraq is that a short-term investment focused on regaining momentum can strengthen our allies and set the conditions for our ultimate withdrawal. As in Iraq, a surge is probably necessary to reset the trajectory of the war. But the surge needs a bookend: an agreement approved by the Afghan Parliament (probably by the end of 2011) that sets the terms and conditions for any longer-term US military presence.

This formula - a surge to a negotiated agreement - can serve over the next two years to strengthen both the capacity and the legitimacy of the Afghan government and its security forces. It is a coherent multiyear policy, with an exit strategy, leaving behind a stable and truly sovereign government, partnered with the United States under a negotiated road map. And it allows, through structured high-level talks, and behind closed doors, to have frank discussions with Afghan leaders about what they need to do in exchange for a longer-term US commitment.

There are no shortcuts to solidifying sovereign governance in Kabul or Baghdad. But by boosting resources in the short term, and negotiating the basis of our presence over the longer-term, we can best defeat our enemies by strengthening our friends. 

Ext – Negotiated withdrawal solves

A negotiated withdrawal timetable solves

Leaver 09- Policy Outreach Director for Foreign Policy In Focus and is a Research Fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies (10/2/09, Erik, “How To Exit Afghanistan,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/how_to_exit_afghanistan) 

The inertia of the last eight years is hard to overcome. In some sense, it's more difficult with Democrats both in the White House and running Congress. If Obama were to withdraw from Afghanistan and an attack occurred against the United States, the party fears that it would stand accused of being weak on defense for another 40 years. On the other side of the coin, doubling down on George Bush's war by sending more troops and resources has little chance of success. Even if it did succeed, such a strategy would likely further damage the U.S. economy, military, and our standing in the world in the process.

Another option is needed on the table — a clear and measurable timetable for withdrawal.

Avoiding the Graveyard of Empires

Afghanistan has been far too often called the "Graveyard of Empires." Although the reference applies to a much different time in the world, it may be applicable once again since the only two options under discussion would not likely bring a successful conclusion to the war. General McChrystal's plan offers no timetable or exit strategy, beyond warning that the next 12-18 months are critical—a timeframe that New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman bandied about so freely in Iraq that estimates like McChrystal's became known as "Friedman Units." And Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has rejected outright a timetable for withdrawal. But with NATO partners Britain, France, and Germany calling for a timeline, this option should be examined more closely.

The timetable that was set in Iraq indicates that such an approach can be useful in extricating the United States from a bad position. Most importantly, it begins to disarm the Taliban’s argument that the "occupiers" will never leave. Calling for a timetable for withdrawal also recognizes that at some point Afghanistan, like Iraq and almost all other wars, will end with a negotiated peace treaty.

Figuring out what that treaty should say and constructing a timetable to meet those conditions should be the next step in Afghanistan. Given the lack of legitimacy for the Karzai government and the relative political strength of the Taliban, negotiations must include a wide range of Afghans. Key principles for a treaty should include:

Deny al-Qaeda Safe Haven. Most analysts would argue that keeping Afghanistan (and other countries across the globe) free of al-Qaeda and terrorist networks should be a primary objective for global security. But the manner in which this can be achieved is under fierce debate. Occupation and options for open invasion whenever deemed necessary should be off the table. Instead, relying on the power in the United Nations Security Council and the provisions of Chapter VII provide nation states the opportunity to adequately protect themselves from imminent attack. Coupled with an international effort to track and capture members of terrorist networks, this should provide the United States and the international community with the strongest response possible. One primary example of this was the capture of Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, who was not nabbed in a military raid but by combined police work.

Too much of the debate has focused on who rules Afghanistan and not on our goal of isolating al-Qaeda. The United States shouldn’t try to determine who can be in the government, how it is chosen, or how it rules, so long as that government abides by an agreement not to harbor al-Qaeda, and to work with the international community to enforce that agreement. The Taliban itself is not a threat to the United States.

Commit to Development. Afghanistan is one of the most underdeveloped nations in the world. Funding for development so far has been far below needed levels. The country urgently needs basic infrastructure. Without roads, access to markets, better agricultural inputs, and available credit, local businesses can't start up or thrive. Such levels of commerce are needed to help combat the lucrative drug trade and raise the population out of poverty.

With few natural resources and a government highly dependent on international contributions, dedicated funding from the international community is needed. However, aid provided so far has not been successful. Too many projects are planned, designed, and implemented with far too little involvement from Afghans. Failure to learn from Greg Mortenson's book, Three Cups of Tea, where the success of Mortenson's development projects are dependent on working hand-in-hand with the local population, has doomed many of these projects. Aid should go directly to Afghan led organizations, coupled with strong auditing by international agencies.
Withdraw all Combat Troops. Foreign troops on the ground (and drone attacks from the air) have been the biggest irritant to Afghan citizens and have been the most important tool for recruiting in terrorist networks. A commitment to withdrawing all combat troops will help deflate the recruitment for these groups. While growing the Afghan National Army is critical for the security of Afghanistan, the lack of human rights training, measures of accountability, and most important, a central government to report to, has severely undermined the legitimacy of these troops. Further training must be refocused and fall under a common set of guidelines, including oversight under the Leahy Law that suspends training funding for any groups involved in human rights abuses.
Ext – Negotiated withdrawal solves
The U.S. should negotiate a withdrawal timetable with the government of Afghanistan

Naiman, 9 - Policy Director of Just Foreign Policy (Robert, “Withdraw from Afghanistan with a Public, Negotiated Timetable,” Huffington Post, 9/15, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-naiman/withdraw-from-afghanistan_b_286866.html)

The United States should withdraw its military forces from Afghanistan. The safest, most feasible and most ethical way to bring this about is through the establishment of a public, negotiated timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. forces. Such a timetable should be a core provision of an agreement negotiated by the United States with the Afghan government and with international military partners of the United States in Afghanistan governing the presence of foreign military forces in the country. Such an agreement would bolster the legitimacy of the Afghan government, as well as the legitimacy of the foreign military presence; such an agreement would dramatically increase the patience of the Afghan public, and of Western publics, for the operations of foreign military forces while they remain. 

The lack of a negotiated force reduction agreement undermines Karzai’s legitimacy – a new U.S. negotiation for withdrawal will jumpstart a national unity government and promote reconciliation with the Taliban

Naiman, 9 - Policy Director of Just Foreign Policy (Robert, “Withdraw from Afghanistan with a Public, Negotiated Timetable,” Huffington Post, 9/15, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-naiman/withdraw-from-afghanistan_b_286866.html)

A key goal of the U.S. government is that the government of Afghanistan be perceived as legitimate. But one of the principal barriers to the perception of the Afghan government as legitimate is the indefinite military occupation of Afghanistan by the United States and its allies. From the point of view of an Afghan citizen, whether and how the war should continue, whether and how and with whom in the insurgency there should be negotiations, are, to say the least, among the most important questions of public policy that the country faces. But key decisions about these questions aren't being made in Kabul. President Karzai has asked for an agreement governing the conduct of foreign forces. The United States government ignores him. President Karzai says there should be negotiations with top leaders of the insurgency. The U.S. government says no. How can the Afghan government be perceived as legitimate, when it doesn't have effective input into key decisions affecting the country's welfare? 

It may seem anachronistic at this particular political moment to speak about the legitimacy of the Afghan government in the wake of the widespread allegations of fraud in the recent election. But this moment will pass. The United States has an urgent interest in working out a deal. Without a government perceived as legitimate to invite their presence, U.S. troops cannot remain in Afghanistan. After all, Soviet troops were also in Afghanistan at the request of an Afghan government, and the United States called that an occupation. 

The political crisis around the election will almost surely be resolved somehow, perhaps with a national unity government including Mr. Karzai and Mr. Abdullah. And the question of the perceived legitimacy of the Afghan government will remain a central problem of U.S. policy.

Indeed the political crisis around the election presents an opportunity to make a bold move to enhance the legitimacy of the Afghan government. Already before the election President Karzai announced he would invite the Taliban to a Loya Jirga, or grand tribal council, to try and restart stalled peace talks. The idea of a broad national reconciliation process in Afghanistan that includes tribes backing the Taliban and other insurgents has long been advocated by the top U.N. official for Afghanistan, Kai Eide. A new Loya Jirga could establish a new national unity government, certainly including Mr. Karzai and Mr. Abdullah, but also including leaders representative of Afghanistan's various insurgencies.

Admiral Mullen has spoken of starting over militarily in Afghanistan. If we can contemplate starting over militarily, we should be able to contemplate starting over politically. 

The conference in Bonn in 2001 that established the framework for the constitution and government of Afghanistan following the U.S. invasion had a fatal flaw. It excluded supporters of the Taliban. In this way it was similar to the post-invasion political arrangements in Iraq, in which supporters of the Baath Party were excluded. In both cases the decision created a class of people excluded from political participation who had the means and motive to create insurgencies, and insurgencies were the result.

The proposition that there will be negotiations with the Taliban and other insurgents in Afghanistan has been endorsed by General Petraeus and Admiral Mullen. The key points in dispute are when negotiations should begin and who they should include. The position of Admiral Mullen is that we can't go to talks yet because we'd be bargaining from a position of weakness. So the question is talk now and later or only talk later. We should start the talks now. Negotiations will surface the real issues in dispute. The process of negotiation will not be quick. All the more reason to start it now. 

It is commonly said by U.S. officials that Taliban leader Mullah Omar is "irreconcilable." This begs the question: "irreconcilable" to what? This is certainly not the opinion of people who have been involved in the talks that have taken place so far, according to the reports in the British press. 

The United States has one over-riding legitimate national security interest in Afghanistan: that the country not be a base for organizing attacks against the United States. If there are circumstances in which Mullah Omar and his men will sign and abide by an agreement that guarantees that Afghanistan will not be a base for organizing attacks on the United States, then Mullah Omar is "reconcilable" to the interests of the vast majority of Americans.

If the United States indicates its willingness to negotiate a timetable for the withdrawal of its military forces from Afghanistan with a national unity government, that will be a powerful incentive for the formation of such a government; because whoever participates in such a government will be "at the table" when the negotiation takes place.

Cooperate with Pakistan counterplan – 1nc

The United States should affirm a public commitment to political stability in Afghanistan and state that it has no intention of withdrawing.  The United States should consult the government of Pakistan and coordinate future Afghanistan policy decisions with it.
The plan’s substantial reduction in presence feeds Pakistani insecurity fears and will cause them to support the Pakistani Taliban, destabilizing the region.  The counterplan alone creates a framework for stability without angering Pakistan.
Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/1/9, Steven, “Afghanistan’s Impact on Pakistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/afghanistans_impact_on_pakistan)
This is the strategic prism through which U.S. policy choices in Afghanistan today should be evaluated. 

One obstacle to the achievement of these goals is the deeply held view within the Pakistani security services that the United States will abandon the region once it has defeated or disabled Al Qaeda. Pakistani generals correctly fear that a precipitous American withdrawal from Afghanistan would be destabilizing, and that it would strengthen Islamist radical networks, including but not limited to the Taliban, who are today destabilizing Pakistan as well as the wider region. 
Alternatively or concurrently, sections of the Pakistani military and civilian elite also fear that the United States may collaborate with India, naively or deliberately, to weaken Pakistan, by supporting governments in Kabul that at best are hostile to Pakistani interests or at worst facilitate Indian efforts to destabilize, disarm or even destroy the Pakistani state. 

The presence and depth of these fears among the Pakistani elites implies that the United States should avoid taking actions in Afghanistan that reinforce this debilitating, self-defeating belief system within the Pakistani security services. It implies that Washington should, on the other hand, embrace those policies that are most likely to ameliorate or subdue such policies within Pakistan over time. 

Pakistan's historical, self-defeating support for the Taliban and similar groups is rooted in the belief that Pakistan requires unconventional forces, as well as a nuclear deterrent, to offset India's conventional military and industrial might. This logic of existential insecurity has informed Pakistan's policies in Afghanistan because Pakistani generals have seen an Indian hand in Kabul since the days of the Soviet invasion. They interpret India's goals in Afghanistan as a strategy of encirclement of Pakistan, punctuated by the tactic of promoting instability among Pakistan's restive, independence-minded Pashtun, Baluch and Sindhi populations. 

Pakistan has countered this perceived Indian strategy by developing Islamist militias such as the predominantly Pashtun Taliban as proxies for Pakistan and as a means to destabilize India. As for the U.S. role, Pakistani generals see it as inconstant and unreliable, based on the pattern of here-and-gone U.S. engagement in the past, and they also tend to believe that the U.S. is today lashing itself, deliberately or naively, to Indian strategy in the region. 

This paranoid style in Pakistani security doctrine has been reinforced in several ways by U.S. actions in the region since 2001. As noted above, U.S. diplomacy has made an insufficient priority, until recently, of attempting to build constructive links between Kabul and Islamabad and to take pragmatic steps to persuade the Pakistani military that it has a stake in a stable Afghanistan free from the threat of Taliban rule. U.S. policy in Afghanistan has failed to develop a robust strategy of political negotiation, reconciliation, and national reintegration that would provide a platform for Pakistan's genuine security concerns. Then, too, the failure of the U.S. to invest deeply and broadly in Pakistani society, but to concentrate its aid in a narrowly based military government during the Musharraf period, only reinforced the assumption that the United States had once again hired out Pakistan as a regional "sherrif" and intended to disengage from South and Central Asia as soon as its mission against Al Qaeda was complete - just as the United States has done at comparable intersections in the past, including after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan. 

What does this analysis suggest about the specific policy choices facing the Obama Administration in Afghanistan today? 

If the United States signals to Pakistan's military command that it intends to abandon efforts to stabilize Afghanistan, or that it has set a short clock running on the project of pursuing Afghan stability, or that it intends to undertake its regional policy primarily through a strategic partnership with India, then it will only reinforce the beliefs of those in the Pakistani security establishment who argue that nursing the Taliban is in the country's national interests. 
To the extent that U.S. actions in Afghanistan reinforce this view within the Pakistani security services, it will contribute to instability in Pakistan and weaken the hand of Pakistani political parties and civil society in their long, unfinished struggle to build a more successful, more durable constitutional system, modeled on the power-sharing systems, formal and informal, that prevail today in previously coup-riddled or unstable countries such as Turkey, Indonesia, the Philippines, Argentina and Brazil. 

If the United States undertakes a heavily militarized, increasingly unilateral policy in Afghanistan, whether in the name of "counterinsurgency," "counterterrorism," or some other abstract Western doctrine, without also adopting an aggressive political, reconciliation and diplomatic strategy that more effectively incorporates Pakistan into efforts to stabilize Afghanistan, then it will also reinforce the beliefs of those in the Pakistani security establishment that they need the Taliban as a hedge against the U.S. and India. 

If the United States adopts a "counterterrorism-only" policy in Afghanistan and substantially withdraws from Afghanistan, it will risk deepening instability along the Pakistan-Afghan border, and it will reinforce the narrative of its failed, self-interested policies in Pakistan during the Musharraf period and in earlier periods, undermining the prospects for a Pakistan that evolves gradually toward internal stability and a constructive regional role. 

On the other hand, if the United States signals to Pakistan's military command that it intends to pursue very long-term policies designed to promote stability and prosperity in South Asia and Central Asia, and that it sees a responsible Pakistan as a decades-long strategic ally comparable to Turkey and Egypt, then it will have a reasonable if uncertain chance to persuade the Pakistani security establishment over time that the costs of succoring the Taliban and like groups outweigh the benefits. 
Between withdrawal signals and blind militarization there is a more sustainable strategy, one that I hope the Obama Administration is the in the process of defining. It would make clear that the Taliban will never be permitted to take power in Kabul or major cities. It would seek and enforce stability in Afghan population centers but emphasize politics over combat, urban stability over rural patrolling, Afghan solutions over Western ones, and it would incorporate Pakistan more directly into creative and persistent diplomatic efforts to stabilize Afghanistan and the region. 

That is the only plausible path to a modernizing, prosperous South Asia. It is a future within reach and it is a model for evolutionary political-military success already established in other regions of the world that recently suffered deep instability rooted in extremism, identity politics, and fractured civil-military relations, such as Southeast Asia and Latin America. 

Cooperate with Pakistan counterplan – politics net benefit

Congress supports the counterplan

Coll, 9-President of New American Foundation and staff writer of the New York Times (10/1/9, Steven, “Afghanistan’s Impact on Pakistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/afghanistans_impact_on_pakistan)
The Obama Administration needs to make an even greater effort than it already has to communicate publicly about its commitment to Pakistan and to the broader long-term goal of regional stability and economic integration. There is in an emerging, bipartisan consensus within the Congress on Pakistan policy, as evidenced by the Senate's unanimous endorsement of the critically important Kerry-Lugar legislation. At the Pentagon and within civilian U.S. policymaking circles there is a much deeper understanding than previously about the centrality of Pakistan to U.S. interests and regional strategy, and about the need to engage with Pakistan consistently over the long run, nurturing that country's economic growth, healthy civil-military relations, civil society, pluralism, constitutionalism, and normalization with India. On Pakistan policy, Washington is perhaps on the verge of proving Churchill's quip that the United States always does the right thing after first trying everything else. And yet Kerry-Lugar should be seen as only a beginning. It is essential that the U.S. national security bureaucracy find ways to act with a greater sense of urgency, creativity and unity on Pakistan policy. In Iraq and Afghanistan, because we are formally at war, American policy is often animated, appropriately, by a sense of urgency. Too often, this is not the case when it comes to Pakistan, even though Pakistan's stability and success is a central reason that the United States continues to invest blood and treasure in Afghanistan. As the Obama Administration and Congress refashion and reinvest in Afghan policy over the next weeks, there will be an important opportunity to address this imbalance, in the way that policy is conceived, funded and communicated. Thank you.
