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***AT: Withdrawal inevitable

AT: Withdrawal inevitable

The US won’t withdraw – they will stay until they can declare victory to avoid the appearance of defeat
Jay, 10 - CEO and Senior Editor, The Real News Network (Paul, Huffington Post, 6/25, “Alliance With Warlords Makes War Strategy Hopeless,”

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/paul-jay/alliance-with-warlords-ma_b_625088.html)

Now that we all know about the massive Afghan minerals find (the Saudi Arabia of lithium we are told), the Pentagon has found a reason to stay in Afghanistan long after the date for the draw down. Gen. David Petraeus testified in the Senate that one role of the US armed forces is to create a "foundation of security" so that the minerals can be exploited. That's clearly not happening within a year. But it's unlikely that lithium is what's driving Petraeus.

The US army will not have it seen that they lost this war. They will not allow another Vietnam, a defeat that made it almost impossible to launch major wars for decades. They will insist on staying until, like the sham success in Iraq, they can declare a victory no matter the reality.

Why? Because the projection of US power around the world rests on a global belief in US military supremacy. It's the critical glue that holds an entire jigsaw puzzle of regimes in power; it protects a system that favors the wealthy powers over the poorer ones. This is what makes Republican Senator Lindsey Graham literally shake whenever he contemplates "defeat". For such leaders it's worth thousands of lives and billions of dollars to avoid the US being seen as strategically weak .

Can Obama risk being known as the President who lost the Afghan war? Not likely before the election of 2012. And then, Presidents do like their place in history. As unpopular as this war gets, Obama has shown himself to be far more afraid of his right flank than his left. That is, unless Americans rise up against this war in a way that is yet to be seen.

Petraeus will prevent withdrawal and manage public expectations

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
Rather than renounce the Obama July 2011 timeline for beginning the transfer of security responsibility to the Afghan government, Petraeus may wish to take advantage of that date as well as the full evaluation scheduled for December 2010.  He could use those dates as the basis for a new variant of his early 2007 vow to determine whether the strategy he adopts is working and to convey his assessment to the president. 

Meanwhile, he will certainly wish to begin the process of managing public expectations about progress by providing a more sobering analysis of the magnitude of the problems he will face in Afghanistan than has been heard publicly from McChrystal thus far. 

One of the purposes of the reassessment of strategy will presumably be to identify objectives that need to modified or dropped because they cannot be achieved. Petraeus may abandon McChrystal's plan to expel the Taliban from key districts in Helmand and Kandahar provinces as a metric of success, because it has proven to be beyond the capabilities of the coalition forces and the Afghan government. 

Obama won’t be able to withdraw – election politics
Menon, 10 (Rajan,  Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, January/February 2010, Boston Review, “Afghanistan’s travails cannot be separated from circumstances in Pakistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/menon.php)

The president and his advisers seek to reassure Americans that we will not be trapped in an Afghan quagmire, that there is an “exit strategy,” and that the troop increase is laying the groundwork for it. This is wishful thinking. The current Afghan surge is in fact a prelude to a larger surge, not, in any reasonable stretch of time anyway, a withdrawal. It is hard to believe that this keenly intelligent president does not see this pitfall, and even harder to discern why he is deepening the military commitment in Afghanistan if he does.

Obama is no doubt sincere about the arguments he has provided on behalf of the surge. If it fails, he will not be able to claim that the conditions necessitating a counterinsurgency (COIN) campaign have disappeared. The military brass and the political right (in both parties) will, as they always do, ask for more troops. With an election looming it will be hard for the President to say no. Those who call for an even bigger effort will insist that, if we are not succeeding, it is because we are not trying hard enough, and they will deploy the imagery of 9/11 to press the case that there is no choice but to persist. Count on it.

AT: Withdrawal inevitable
The US won’t withdraw without reconciliation

Chellaney, 10 - professor of strategic studies at the privately funded Center for Policy Research in New Delhi. (Brahma, Washington Times, “Surge, bribe and run; Washington has learned nothing from past policies,” 2/16, lexis)

What President Obama's administration has been pursuing in Afghanistan for the past year has received international imprimatur, thanks to last month's well-scripted London Conference. Four words sum up that strategy: Surge, bribe and run. Mr. Obama has designed his twin troop surges not to rout the Afghan Taliban militarily but to strike a political deal with the enemy from a position of strength. As his top commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, has admitted, the aim of such troop increases is to bring the Taliban to the negotiating table, not to beat back the insurgency. Without a deal with Taliban commanders, the U.S. cannot execute the "run" part. 
Petraeus will prevent withdrawal

Petraeus as commander guarantees continued U.S. involvement – Obama’s hands are tied 

Podhoretz 6-24, B.A. from the University of Chicago , columnist for the New York Post, editor of Commentary magazine, and the author of several books on politics, and a former presidential speechwriter. (2010, John “A shrewd but costly move” http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/shrewd_but_costly_move_SN5O6Dv738wOImMMKBFNJN
Yet the decision will not be free of cost for Obama. "It is a change in personnel," he said of the Petraeus appointment, "but it is not a change in policy." That may not actually be the case. 

For. in tapping Petraeus, the president may have lost something precious to him and even more precious to his base -- the substantial withdrawal of US forces from Iraq and Afghanistan next year. 

Only last week, Petraeus told Congress that as the head of US Central Command, if he felt it necessary, he'd recommend against starting the withdrawal from Afghanistan in July 2011. After he said this, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel insisted the July 2011 date was firm. 

Here we see the crux of a powerful potential conflict. For Emanuel and Obama, following the tortuous decision-making last year that finally left troops in Iraq and sent 30,000 more to Afghanistan, the commitment of forces in both countries is at least as much a political issue as it is a war-winning issue. 

The withdrawal timetables were clearly designed to give Obama the ability to trumpet his conclusion of the conflicts during his run for re-election. But that does not speak to the proper goal of our efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

If the goal is something more vague, akin to "giving Afghanis and Iraqis the space they need to build the society they should have," then, what the hell, 2011 is as good a year as any. But if the goal is unquestioned victory, setting a firm date in the near future is a preposterous means of achieving it. 

Now that he has sent Petraeus to take direct charge of the fight in Afghanistan, Obama has tied his own hands. Having successively relieved two commanders in Afghanistan (first Gen. David McKiernan, and now McChrystal), and having given the reins to the signal US general of the last two generations, the president has little choice but to accept the recommendations Petraeus makes to him -- and not just about Afghanistan but about Iraq as well. 

If Petraeus departs, his own conduct throughout his career and his own carefully chosen words over the past few years ensure it won't happen because he foolishly cooperated with a reporter. It will happen because Petraeus will have lost the surety that his commander in chief is committed to the victory he wishes to secure for the United States. And that will be the greatest political disaster of all for Obama. 

Petraeus Will Delay Withdrawal

Petraeus empirically favors counterinsurgency  

Mont 10 – (June 25, Mike, “With Petraeus comes a change in leadership from McChrystal, but a similarity in style” http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/06/25/with-petraeus-comes-a-change-in-leadership-from-mcchrystal-but-a-similarity-in-style/ )

The two, Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. Stanley McChrystal, had enjoyed success because of their military minds. Ask around the Pentagon and the phrase most often used in connection with both is "brilliant."

While coming from different paths, both generals have a good deal of similarities. After the now-infamous Rolling Stone article, however, it is clear that Petraeus alone has the savvy to survive in Washington.

An academic with political deftness, Petraeus approaches combat with a mix of military and diplomacy, the essence of counterinsurgency.

Petraeus made his first big mark with a successful air assault in northern Iraq in 2003 and kept the region U.S.-friendly while the rest of the country spiraled into chaos. He then used the counterinsurgency strategy to help bolster the U.S. war effort in Iraq for President George W. Bush.

Petraeus pick ensures future counterinsurgency strategies and no withdrawal 

Kaplan 6/23 – (2010, Fred, “McChrystal: Gone and Soon Forgotten Naming Petraeus in his place is a stroke of personnel genius”  http://www.slate.com/id/2257956 )

Gen. Stanley McChrystalPresident Barack Obama has accomplished what many might have thought impossible just a few hours earlier. He has fired Gen. Stanley McChrystal, his combat commander in Afghanistan, in such a way that not only will the general go unmissed but his name will likely soon be forgotten.

Obama's decision to replace McChrystal with Gen. David Petraeus is a stroke of brilliance, an unassailable move, politically and strategically.

On a political level, McChrystal has many fans inside Congress and the military, but Petraeus has orders of magnitude more. No one could accuse Obama of compromising the war effort, knowing that Petraeus is stepping in.

On a strategic level, while McChrystal designed the U.S. military policy in Afghanistan, Petraeus is its ur-architect. Petraeus literally wrote the book on counterinsurgency strategy while McChrystal was still running the black-bag hunter-killers of the special-ops command.

Petraeus has also spent the last year and a half as head of U.S. Central Command, supervising military operations throughout the Persian Gulf and central Asia, including Afghanistan. McChrystal has built relations with political and military leaders in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Petraeus has been building the same relations, plus some.

Those who might have expected a scaling back in the U.S. commitment to Afghanistan will, and should, be disappointed. In his Rose Garden speech this afternoon, Obama made the point explicitly: "This is a change in personnel," he said, "but it is not a change in policy."

Petraeus opposes withdrawal - at worst plans to delay it further 

Loven and Gearan 6-24  -  an American journalist and a White House press correspondent for the Associated Press, contributes regularly via AP press releases related to the White House *and diplomatic correspondent for the The Associated Press  (2010, Jennifer and Anne “McChrystal Out, Petraeus In: Senseless War Goes On” http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/06/23-7
Petraeus is the nation's best-known military man, having risen to prominence as the commander who turned around the Iraq war in 2007. The Afghanistan job is actually a step down from his current post.

Petraeus has a reputation for rigorous discipline and careful attention to his image. He keeps a punishing pace - spending more than 300 days on the road last year.

Petraeus briefly collapsed during Senate testimony last week, apparently from dehydration. It was a rare glimpse of weakness for a man known as among the military's most driven.

He is also among the brightest, and rose to command through a mix of brains and now has been adapted for Afghanistan.

Petraeus has repeatedly denied that he plans to run for president in 2012, and is said to want only one job: chairman of the joint Chiefs of Staff.

In the hearing last week, Petraeus told Congress he would recommend delaying the pullout of U.S. forces from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 if need be, saying security and political conditions in Afghanistan must be ready to handle a U.S. drawdown.

That does not mean Petraeus is opposed to bringing some troops home, and he said repeatedly that he supports the new Afghanistan strategy that Obama announced in December. Petraeus' caution is rooted in the fact that the uniformed military - and counterinsurgency specialists in particular - have always been uncomfortable with fixed parameters. 

AT: July 2011 Withdrawal date

The withdrawal deadline was a political announcement – not US policy

Goldgeier, 10 - senior fellow, Council on Foreign Relations  (James, “Arena Digest: Will troops withdraw from Afghanistan before 2012?,” 6/22, Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38807.html)

The decision last fall to begin withdrawing troops in July 2011 was ambiguous from the start. In the aftermath of the West Point speech, those who supported sending more troops (such as Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton) stressed that any troop withdrawal would be slow and dependent on conditions on the ground. Meanwhile, the vice president was arguing that troops would come out as quickly as they had gone in. The fact that the principals have different understandings means that a real decision was put off. Presumably, as the end of 2010 approaches and the debate begins anew on what to do about Afghanistan, we will see a replay of the internal administration debate, and the president will have to make a decision about what will actually happen starting in July 2011. 

July 2011 is the beginning of a long withdrawal process—Obama and Petraeus claim

USA Today 6/25 (6/25/10, " Obama's big story a year from now: Afghanistan and withdrawal ", http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/post/2010/06/obamas-big-story-a-year-from-now-afghanistan-and-withdrawal/1)

July of 2011 is taking on iconic status as the date of troop withdrawal from Afghanistan -- or at least the start of troop withdrawal.

Obama administration officials have been ambiguous about the size and pace of this pullout. That question spiked up this week after the sacking of Gen. Stanley McChrystal and appointment of new Afghanistan commander David Petraeus.
Here's how Obama described the significance of the July 2011 date yesterday:

We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan. We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us. We said that we'd begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government is taking on more and more responsibility.
Critics of the war, many of them Obama's fellow Democrats, said the troubles in Afghanistan demand a definite timeline for withdrawal.

"I want to know when the last soldier is coming home," said Rep. Jim McGovern, D-Mass.

The selection of Petraeus further re-ignited the debate over July 2011. During a congressional hearing last week -- before release of the magazine article that cost McChrystal his job -- Petraeus made clear he sees next year as only the beginning of a withdrawal: "The date at which a responsible drawdown of the surge forces is scheduled to begin at a rate, again, to be determined by the conditions at the time.”

Gates admits the withdrawal will be slow—difficult ground conditions

Politico 6/21 (Carol E. Lee, 6/21/10, " Gates contradicts Biden on July 2011 ", http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38779.html)

Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Sunday contradicted Vice President Joe Biden’s prediction that “a whole lot” of U.S. forces will be leaving Afghanistan in July 2011. 

“That absolutely has not been decided,” Gates said on “Fox News Sunday,” adding: “I also haven’t heard Vice President Biden say that, so I’m not accepting at face value that he said those words.” 

Gates called July 2011 “a starting point” for a withdrawal that will be based on conditions on the ground. Just how many troops begin to pull out at that time will be determined by several parties, including Gen. Stanley McChrystal and the Afghan government, he said. 

Biden is quoted in “The Promise,” Jonathan Alter’s book on President Barack Obama’s first year in office, as saying, “In July of 2011, you’re going to see a whole lot of people moving out, bet on it.” 

The White House has not contradicted the report, but Gates said Sunday that he does not recall ever hearing Biden say those words himself. 

Gates, who declined to answer a question about how long he’ll stay in his job, expressed frustration over criticism of the surge effort in Afghanistan. 

“I’ve been here before — three years ago with Iraq,” he said, noting that the new Afghanistan strategy has been in place for only several months. “I think there’s a rush to judgment.” 

Gates tried to downplay trouble in Kandahar, Afghanistan, as well as McChrystal’s comments that the military operation in Marja is a “bleeding ulcer.” 

“Progress is being made,” Gates said, conceding that “it’s somewhat slower than has been anticipated.” 

“What is taking more time is the shaping of the environment,” he said. “It is a tough pull, and we are suffering significant casualties. We expected that. We warned everybody that that would be the case last winter.

AT: July 2011 Withdrawal date

July 2011 won’t happen--hasn’t been confirmed, conditions, and not enough time for COIN

NYT 6/14 (Peter Baker, Mark Landler, 6/14/10, " Setbacks Cloud US Plans to Get Out of Afghanistan ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/15/world/asia/15military.html)

WASHINGTON — Six months after President Obama decided to send more forces to Afghanistan, the halting progress in the war has crystallized longstanding tensions within the government over the viability of his plan to turn around the country and begin pulling out by July 2011. 

Within the administration, the troubles in clearing out the Taliban from a second-tier region and the elusive loyalties of the Afghan president have prompted anxious discussions about whether the policy can work on the timetable the president has set. Even before the recent setbacks, the military was highly skeptical of setting a date to start withdrawing, but Mr. Obama insisted on it as a way to bring to conclusion a war now in its ninth year. 

For now, the White House has decided to wait until a review, already scheduled for December, to assess whether the target date can still work. But officials are emphasizing that the July 2011 withdrawal start will be based on conditions in the country, and that the president has yet to decide how quickly troops will be pulled out. 

Even if some troops do begin coming home then, the officials said that it may be a small number at first. Given that he has tripled the overall force since taking office, Mr. Obama could still end his term with more forces in Afghanistan than when he began it. 

“Things are not looking good,” said Bruce O. Riedel, a regional specialist at the Brookings Institution who helped formulate the administration’s first Afghan strategy in early 2009. “There’s not much sign of the turnaround that people were hoping for.” 

Persistent violence in the southern area around Marja, which was supposed to be an early showcase of the new counterinsurgency operation, has reinforced doubts in Washington about the current approach — doubts only fueled by President Hamid Karzai’s abrupt dismissal of two security officials widely trusted by the Americans. 

As he manages that situation, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the commander in Afghanistan, said last week that operations in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar “will happen more slowly than we originally anticipated.” 

Other military officers, were more pessimistic. “If anybody thinks Kandahar will be solved this year,” a senior military officer said, “they are kidding themselves.” 

As a result, some inside the administration are already looking ahead to next year. “There are people who always want to rethink the strategy,” said a senior administration official. He, like others interviewed for this article, spoke on the condition of anonymity to discuss internal conversations. 

The official said that skeptics like Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr., who opposed a new commitment of troops during last fall’s strategy review, favor rethinking the approach, while others who supported more troops, like Gen. David H. Petraeus, want to stay the course. 

Other officials said there is no debate for the moment about stepping up the December review and that Mr. Biden, among others, was comfortable with waiting until then for a formal reassessment. But they acknowledged the uncertain trend lines, calling it a glass-half-full or half-empty situation, as one put it. 

“There’s some evidence that reminds us that this is not going to be a straight line of progress,” said a senior official, reflecting the White House view. “It’s probably best described as zigs and zags. Some days, it’s two steps forward, one step back, or one step forward, two steps back.” 

The strategy faces scrutiny in Washington in coming days. General Petraeus and Michèle Flournoy, the under secretary of defense for policy, are scheduled to testify Tuesday before the Senate Armed Services Committee and Wednesday before the House Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. Obama next week will hold a regularly scheduled video conference with his senior civilian and military officials in the region, including General Petraeus and General McChrystal. 

Administration officials will use the opportunities to argue that there is mixed progress and that it is too early to draw firm conclusions. They note that not all of the 30,000 additional troops sent by Mr. Obama in December have arrived yet. 

Pentagon officials said Monday that there were now 93,000 American troops in Afghanistan, going up to 105,000 by the end of summer. 

While acknowledging setbacks, administration officials point to positive signs, including Mr. Karzai’s recent peace conference intended to lure Taliban figures out of the war and his trip to the volatile south last weekend. They also expressed satisfaction that the Afghan 
military and the police have stepped up recruitment and retention to meet their 2010 goals, an achievement they attributed to the urgency produced by Mr. Obama’s July 2011 target date. 

AT: July 2011 Withdrawal Date
Troop withdrawal won’t withdraw more than the surge—July 2011 is purely political

CBS News 6/24 (Brian Montopoli, 6/24/10, " July 2011 Deadline for Afghanistan Troop Withdrawal: Politics Over Policy? ", http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20008781-503544.html)

When President Obama announced late last year he was deploying 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, he said the troop surge would "allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011." 

But it's become increasingly clear that the July 2011 deadline is more about politics than policy.

That's true for a few reasons. First off, the president said from the beginning that July 2011 was only when forces would begin to be brought home - which means he could conceivably bring back just a few thousand troops and still technically meet the deadline.

But more importantly, the White House and military have made clear the deadline can simply be changed depending on conditions on the ground. Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, said Thursday that if the strategy doesn't look like it's working at the end of the year, the military may recommend that the timeline be altered. 

Defense Secretary Robert Gates, meanwhile, stressed that the drawdown plan is "conditions-based," and said while General David Petraeus agrees with the president's overall strategy, "when he gets on the ground, he will assess the situation for himself." 

"And at some point, he will make recommendations to the president," Gates said. "And that's what any military commander should do. And the president will welcome those recommendations. But at the end of the day, the president will decide whether changes are to be made in the strategy."

Mr. Obama, for his part, maintained today that the current plan still stands - but he made clear that there would not be a mass exodus of U.S. forces from Afghanistan. 

"We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us," the president said. "We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility." 

That's a very different message than the one heard from Vice President Joe Biden, who has been quoted as saying, "In July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it."

There are, of course, political considerations at play - while Republicans like Sens. Lindsey Graham and John McCain have expressed concerns about setting a deadline, liberals (including House Democrats who hold the purse strings for war funding) are increasingly unwilling to continue pouring money into a conflict without a clear and defined endpoint. 

"We cannot tell the enemy when you are leaving in warfare and expect your strategy to be able to prevail," McCain argues. "That's just a fundamental of warfare." 

The vagueness of the message coming out of the White House - we have a deadline, only we don't have a deadline, we'll be withdrawing lots of troops, only we might not - is meant to try to placate both sides of the debate as the battle continues. 

Members of the military stress that they are on board with a strategy they helped craft, and say there are benefits to a deadline - it conveys a sense of urgency for Afghan leaders to take greater responsibility, as Petraeus argues. But they also don't want to be boxed in: "In a perfect world," Petraeus said last week, "...we have to be very careful with timelines."  What appears most likely to happen in July 2011 is a drawdown of some and perhaps all of the 30,000 troops that were part of the surge - political pressure from the left may simply be too significant for the White House not to make at least some concessions to their deadline.

But with the counterinsurgency strategy that the president is adamantly standing by not showing significant dividends - Gates said today the fight is "slower and harder than we anticipated" - a significant troop withdrawal next July looks relatively unlikely. 

***Impact defense

AT: Terrorism impacts

No impact to al-Qaeda

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Finally, it is important to recognize that people in Washington tend to exaggerate the specter of the al Qaeda threat. “We must see jihadists for the small, lethal, disjointed and miserable opponents that they are,” says Glenn Carle, a 23-year veteran of the Central Intelligence Agency who served as deputy national intelligence officer for transnational threats. “Al Qaeda,” Carle argued in the op-ed pages of the Washington Post, “has only a handful of individuals capable of planning, organizing, and leading a terrorist operation . . . Its capabilities are far inferior to its desires.”17

Al Qaeda is not an existential threat to the United States. It is increasingly unlikely that the group could mount another attack on the scale of 9/11, much less anything larger. All of al Qaeda’s attacks since 9/11 have been more modest, and they have grown more infrequent. In fact, Washington’s continued fixation on the group presents a bigger threat to genuine American interests than the group itself can pose. Alarmism increases the group’s credibility while diverting finite economic and military resources away from increased domestic security. And, as John Mueller, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at Ohio State University argues, a national predisposition to overreact to terrorism can make the United States a more appealing terrorist target.18 Though the United States should continue to monitor al Qaeda carefully and carry out operations against it as opportunities arise, it does not merit the strategic obsession that it currently receives.

Acts of terrorism will remain small scale

Simon and Stevenson, 10 - * senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations AND ** professor of strategic studies at the U.S. Naval War College (Steven and Jonathan, “Focus on thwarting 'simpler' attacks,” 5/4, http://www.statesman.com/opinion/simon-stevenson-focus-on-thwarting-simpler-attacks-669676.html)
But the attempt to bring a less destructive terrorist technique to bear in New York may put the lie to that explanation. While we have not seen a single attack as horrific as the collapse of the twin towers, al Qaeda and its followers have killed far more people — Americans and other nationalities — using various forms of improvised explosive devices in war zones and ostensibly peaceful locales. Some 65 percent of the military casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan have been from improvised explosive devices, the Army Times reported last year. Many of them, like the Times Square device, are activated by or packed in vehicles; several of al Qaeda's most devastating attacks since 2001 — such as bombings that killed 202 people, mainly tourists, in Bali in 2002 — involved such devices.

Terrorist tactics spread by virtue of success. Consider the number of airline hijackings in the 1960s and 1970s. These days, vehicle-borne IEDs are suited to urban spaces, in which cars are commonplace and inconspicuous and dense populations mean relatively high numbers of casualties. These points would not be lost on jihadist leaders and aspiring acolytes, who tend to be students of their craft.

While many questions remain about the bombing attempt — though U.S. officials have deemed it terrorist activity, and a key leader of the Taliban in Pakistan has claimed credit — we do know that al Qaeda is pragmatic and adaptive. However precious al Qaeda may deem the "stun value" of the next big attack on America, the effectiveness of U.S. actions to thwart such an incident was eventually likely to compel it to downgrade expectations. Now, perhaps, al Qaeda has. The attempted Christmas bombing on a U.S. airliner was certainly a less complex and ambitious operation than Sept. 11 — or, for that matter, the 2004 Madrid attacks, the 2005 London subway bombings or the 2006 Heathrow plot. Even if the core group has not given up on the grand apocalyptic attack, anti-terrorist activity in Pakistan has compelled it to devolve operational authority to regional affiliates and homegrown terrorist aspirants who are free — if not encouraged — to use less operationally demanding methods. And that sort of urban warfare was long ago introduced and developed in places such as Belfast and Bilbao, then refined and expanded in Iraq and Afghanistan, with the advent of explosively formed penetrators (EFPs) and "sticky bombs," which are smaller and more precise than car bombs and may be harder to detect.

It would be a mistake for al Qaeda's targets to regard that tactical adjustment as any kind of victory. Old techniques such as car and bus bombs, though not as massively lethal as the new ones — such as turning a hijacked airplane into a guided missile, or detonating a "dirty bomb" or even a small atomic device — would signify mainly that jihadists are starting to consider more frequent terrorist attacks that are far easier to execute and get away with. That kind of approach won favor with Northern Ireland's Provisional Irish Republican Army in its drive to unite Ireland, and with the Basque separatist group Euskadi ta Askatasuna (ETA) in Spain. These groups, which evolved into highly capable and professional organizations, challenged civil order and palsied society for decades, claiming roughly 2,200 and 1,000 lives, respectively.
AT: Terrorism impacts

No impact to Al-Qaeda--- not seen as a threat and no spillover
Boyle, 10 - 1 Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)
This description of the interlinked threats between terrorists and insurgents in theatre wars like Afghanistan is descriptively accurate, as recent accounts of the ideology of the Taleban indicate.24 Moreover, the idea that the global war against Al-Qaeda can be conceptualized as an insurgency has merit as long as it is seen for what it is: a metaphor designed to help policy-makers to avoid overreaction and thoughtless mistakes that may alienate the Muslim world or drive its population into the hands of extremists. But—as Kilcullen realizes—in both descriptive and prescriptive terms this fusion of threats between terrorism and insurgency has its limits. First, such arguments (especially at the international level) give Al-Qaeda too much credit. The Al-Qaeda organization is neither an insurgency against a US hegemonic order nor the vanguard of a global Islamic resistance to globalization or westernization. It is a resilient and highly lethal terrorist organization with a fanciful political programme and relatively little popular support in the Muslim world.25 It has killed thousands of people, but it has not articulated a vision of political life that has proved attractive to potential followers. It does not pose a threat to the existing global order, nor does it provide an ideological model that has purchase in the Muslim world. For that reason, no global ‘hearts and minds’ approach to the Muslim world is likely to prove necessary to defeat Al-Qaeda, which is more like a parasite on the Muslim world than its representative. Moreover, its highly committed adherents are unlikely to be swayed by public diplomacy campaigns launched by the US. Quite the contrary: adherents of Al-Qaeda are more likely to see efforts to engage the Muslim world as a sinister front to mask a continuing US attempt at domination in the region.26
No Threat From Middle East Terrorism 

Berrigan, 9 - Senior Program Associate of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation.(8/26/10, Frida, “Afghanistan War Trumps Elections,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/afghanistan_war_trumps_elections_11782) 

Being effective means beginning from a different position. We need to start by saying that the Taliban and al-Qaeda do not represent an existential threat to the United States. They are not large, they are not powerful, and they are not unified in anything except their opposition to the intervention of the United States and NATO. These adversaries need to be isolated, delegitimized, and undermined, not confronted as an equal on the battlefield.

"Al-Qaeda consists of a few hundred people running around Pakistan, seeking to avoid detection and helping the Taliban when possible. It also has a disjointed network of fellow travelers around the globe who communicate over the internet," writes John Mueller, a professor at Ohio State University and author of Overblown. "No convincing evidence has been offered publicly to show that al-Qaeda Central has put together a single full operation anywhere in the world since 9/11. And, outside of warzones, the violence perpetrated by al-Qaeda affiliates, wannabes and lookalikes combined has resulted in the deaths of some 200 to 300 people per year and may be declining. That is 200 to 300 too many, of course, but is scarcely suggests that 'the safety of the people around the world is at stake,' as Obama dramatically puts it."

AT: Pakistani terrorism impacts

Military presence in Afghanistan causing terrorism in Pakistan is empirically denied
Bruno 4/9 (4/9/10, “ Miscalculations in U.S. Afghan Offensive,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/21863/miscalculations_in_us_afghan_offensive.html)
The Pakistani government's argument that somehow U.S. military operations in Afghanistan are driving militants into Pakistan is a false one. The real problem has been the Pakistani government's systematic support of militant groups. First in the 1980s, along with the United States to fight the Soviets, but most importantly in the 1990s, various groups were created to fight Indian forces in Kashmir. Throughout the 1990s, various groups were created and the Pakistani government fully supported and trained and armed them. Pakistan has now lost control. Many of them have joined the Tehrik-e Taliban, the Pakistani Taliban movement, and these same groups that were once their proxies are now carrying out attacks on the Pakistani military and the ISI [Inter-Services Intelligence]. I think most Pakistanis have realized this, including Pakistanis in the army, that these militant groups have gone out of control and that they can no longer support militant groups inside of Pakistan itself and think they can simply channel them to fighting India. They can't. They've become a Frankenstein that Pakistan can't control.
AT: Pakistan Gives Nukes to Taliban

The Pakistan army won’t allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban

Simon, and Stevenson, 9 * adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,  AND **Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College, (Steven and Jonathan, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, 51:5, 47 – 67, October 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=7132409)

The United States' next logical move would be to intensify pressure, raising civilian casualties, increasing political pressure on the Kabul and Islamabad regimes, and ultimately weakening them, which would only help al-Qaeda and the Taliban. In fact, some evidence of this dynamic has already materialised, as the Pakistani government has faced difficulties in dealing with hundreds of thousands of Pakistanis displaced by the military campaign, undertaken at Washington's behest, in the Swat Valley. Certainly worries about Islamabad's ability to handle the Taliban on its own are justi fied. Some Taliban members are no doubt keen on regime change in favour of jihadists, as noted by Bruce Riedel, who headed up the Obama administration's 60-day policy review.29 But Pakistan's military capabilities should not be given short shrift. The Pakistani army, however preoccupied by India, is seasoned and capable, and able to respond decisively to the Taliban should its activities reach a critical level of destabilisation. Inter-Services Intelligence, devious though it may be, would be loath to allow the transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban.

AT: Loose Nukes in Pakistan
No risk that Pakistani nukes are stolen
Innocent, 10 - foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute (Malou, “Away from McChrystal and Back to the Basics,” Huffington Post, 6/28, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11934)

Pakistan has an elaborate command and control system in place that complies with strict Western standards, and the country's warheads, detonators, and missiles are not stored fully-assembled, but are scattered and physically separated throughout the country. In short, the danger of militants seizing Pakistan's nuclear weapons in some Rambo-like scenario remains highly unlikely.

AT: Pakistan collapse impacts

No chance that Pakistan will collapse

Bandow 09- Senior Fellow @ Cato, former special assistant to Reagan (11/31/09, Doug, “Recognizing the Limits of American Power in Afghanistan,” Huffington Post, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10924)

From Pakistan's perspective, limiting the war on almost any terms would be better than prosecuting it for years, even to "victory," whatever that would mean. In fact, the least likely outcome is a takeover by widely unpopular Pakistani militants. The Pakistan military is the nation's strongest institution; while the army might not be able to rule alone, it can prevent any other force from ruling.

Indeed, Bennett Ramberg made the important point: "Pakistan, Iran and the former Soviet republics to the north have demonstrated a brutal capacity to suppress political violence to ensure survival. This suggests that even were Afghanistan to become a terrorist haven, the neighborhood can adapt and resist." The results might not be pretty, but the region would not descend into chaos. In contrast, warned Bacevich: "To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghanistan would be a terrible mistake."
Pakistan working towards stability 
Dawn.com, 10  (6/12/10, “Zadari Calls for Regional Cooperation for Stability,”

http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/front-page/zardari-calls-for-regional-cooperation-against-extremism,-terrorism-260
TASHKENT: President Asif Ali Zardari has called for regional cooperation against extremism and terrorism and said Pakistan would continue to play its key role for greater peace and stability. Addressing the 10th summit of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation here on Friday, President Zardari said countries in the region must also jointly address the root causes that led to acts of violence and terrorism. He said that terrorism stemmed from abject poverty and it was imperative to address it by creating economic activity and generating employment so that people on the fringes of extremism were lured to productive tasks. President Zardari said Pakistan’s contribution to counter-terrorism was unmatched. He pointed out that narco-money was being used to fund terrorist activities and called for greater collaboration to stem it. “We are determined to reinforce regional efforts to deal with the menace of illegal drugs and trafficking in narcotics.” The president said Pakistan was confronting terrorism with a resolve to rid its soil of extremism. He called for increased collaboration between Pakistan and the SCO’s Business Council and Inter Bank Consortium to boost trade and commercial ties. He said it would make way for further development and progress and greater economic stability. He said that Pakistan, owing to its strategic position, provided the shortest and fastest trade corridors between the Central Asian Republics and the rest of the world. President Zardari said increased trade and commercial activities in the region could bring about a positive change in the lives of its people. “We also look forward to joining the planned SCO information superhighway,” he said. He said the law and order situation in Afghanistan was having a negative impact on the entire region and Pakistan would continue to assist the government of Afghanistan in its efforts for national reconstruction and development. The President supported the SCO stance on Afghanistan and Kyrgyzstan. President Zardari pleaded for inclusion of Pakistan into the SCO fold and said Pakistan was the gateway to the landlocked Central Asian Republics with historical and cultural links spanning centuries. “Pakistan’s strategic priority is development. We seek regional peace and stability and desires friendly, cooperative and good neighbourly relations with all states.” President Zardari and Chinese President Hu Jintao met here on Friday and exchanged views on matters of mutual interest, situation in the region and issues of international importance. There was commonality of views on various issues of regional and international importance. The president also met his Uzbek counterpart Islam Karimov and discussed the threats posed to region by the menace of terrorism and extremism. President Karimov appreciated Pakistan’s contribution and sacrifices as a front-line state in the war against terrorism and assured full support and cooperation of his country in combating the menace which threatened peace in the whole region. On Thursday, President Zardari met his Russian counterpart Dmitry Medvedev. They expressed satisfaction over the current level of engagement between Pakistan and Russia and hoped that cooperation between the two countries in various fields would gain further strength. —APP

AT: Afghan collapse impacts

No impact to Afghan collapse- US safeguards and alliances with neighbors prevent spillover

Silverman, 09 - PhD in international relations-government and, as a Ford Foundation Project Specialist (11/19/09, Jerry Mark, The National Interest, “Sturdy Dominoes,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22512)
 Many advocates of continuing or racheting up our presence in Afghanistan are cut from the same domino-theory cloth as those of the Vietnam era. They posit that losing in Afghanistan would almost certainly lead to the further “loss” of the entire South and central Asian region. Although avoiding explicit reference to “falling dominos,” recent examples include S. Frederick Starr (School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University); Sir David Richards (the UK’s relatively new Chief of the General Staff); and, in The National Interest, Ahmed Rashid.

The fear that Pakistan and central Asian governments are too weak to withstand the Taliban leads logically to the proposition—just as it did forty years ago—that only the United States can defend the region from its own extremist groups and, therefore, that any loss of faith in America will result in a net gain for pan-Islamist movements in a zero-sum global competition for power. Unfortunately, the resurrection of “falling dominos” as a metaphor for predicted consequences of an American military withdrawal reflects a profound inability to re-envision the nature of today’s global political environment and America’s place in it.

The current worry is that Pakistan will revive support for the Taliban and return to its historically rooted policy of noninterference in local governance or security arrangements along the frontier. This fear is compounded by a vision of radical Islamists gaining access to Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. Those concerns are fueled by the judgment that Pakistan’s new democratically elected civilian government is too weak to withstand pressures by its most senior military officers to keep its pro-Afghan Taliban option open. From that perspective, any sign of American “dithering” would reinforce that historically-rooted preference, even as the imperative would remain to separate the Pakistani-Taliban from the Afghan insurgents. Further, any significant increase in terrorist violence, especially within major Pakistani urban centers, would likely lead to the imposition of martial law and return to an authoritarian military regime, weakening American influence even further. At its most extreme, that scenario ends with the most frightening outcome of all—the overthrow of relatively secular senior Pakistani generals by a pro-Islamist and anti-Western group of second-tier officers with access to that country’s nuclear weapons.

Beyond Pakistan, advocates of today’s domino theory point to the Taliban’s links to both the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan and the Islamic Jihad Union, and conclude that a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would encourage similar radical Islamist movements in Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan. In the face of a scenario of increasing radicalization along Russia’s relatively new, southern borders, domino theorists argue that a NATO retreat from Afghanistan would spur the projection of its own military and political power into the resulting “vacuum” there.

The primary problem with the worst-case scenarios predicted by the domino theorists is that no analyst is really prescient enough to accurately predict how decisions made by the United States today will affect future outcomes in the South and central Asian region. Their forecasts might occur whether or not the United States withdraws or, alternatively, increases its forces in Afghanistan. Worse, it is entirely possible that the most dreaded consequences will occur only as the result of a decision to stay.
With the benefit of hindsight, we know that the earlier domino theory falsely represented interstate and domestic political realities throughout most of Southeast Asia in 1975. Although it is true that American influence throughout much of Southeast Asia suffered for a few years following Communist victories in Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam, we now know that while we viewed the Vietnam War as part of a larger conflict, our opponent’s focus was limited to the unification of their own country. Although border disputes erupted between Vietnam and Cambodia, China and the Philippines, actual military conflicts occurred only between the supposedly fraternal Communist governments of Vietnam, China and Cambodia. Neither of the two competing Communist regimes in Cambodia survived. Further, no serious threats to install Communist regimes were initiated outside of Indochina, and, most importantly, the current political situation in Southeast Asia now conforms closely to what Washington had hoped to achieve in the first place. It is, of course, unfortunate that the transition from military conflict in Vietnam to the welcome situation in Southeast Asia today was initially violent, messy, bloody, and fraught with revenge and violations of human rights. But as the perpetrators, magnitude, and victims of violence changed, the level of violence eventually declined.

Regional cooperation will prevent escalation

Innocent and Carpenter, 9 - *foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan AND **vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato (Malou and Ted, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”  http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf)

Additionally, regional stakeholders, especially Russia and Iran, have an interest in a stable Afghanistan. Both countries possess the capacity to facilitate development in the country and may even be willing to assist Western forces. In July, leaders in Moscow allowed the United States to use Russian airspace to transport troops and lethal military equipment into Afghanistan. Yet another relevant regional player is the Collective Security Treaty Organization, made up of Russia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Armenia, and Belarus. At the moment, CSTO appears amenable to forging a security partnership with NATO. CSTO secretary general Nikolai Bordyuzha told journalists in March 2009 of his bloc’s intention to cooperate. “The united position of the CSTO is that we should give every kind of aid to the anti-terror coalition operating in Afghanistan. . . . The interests of NATO and the CSTO countries regarding Afghanistan conform unequivocally.”83

Mutual interests between Western forces and Afghanistan’s surrounding neighbors can converge on issues of transnational terrorism, the Caspian and Central Asia region’s abundant energy resources, cross-border organized crime, and weapons smuggling. Enhanced cooperation alone will not stabilize Afghanistan, but engaging stakeholders may lead to tighter regional security.

AT: Failed States 

No impact to failed states – not all of them are national security threats 

Finel 09 - a Contributing Editor at the Atlantic Council, is a Senior Fellow at the American Security Project (ASP) where he directs research on counter-terrorism and defense policy ( April 27, Bernand “Afghanistan is Irrelevant”  http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/afghanistan-irrelevant
Second, there is no straight-line between state failure and threats to the United States. Indeed, the problem with Afghanistan was not that it failed but rather that it “unfailed” and becameruled by the Taliban. Congo/Zaire is a failed state. Somalia is a failed state. There are many parts of the globe that are essentially ungoverned. Clearly criminality, human rights abuses, and other global ills flourish in these spaces. But the notion that any and all ungoverned space represents a core national security threat to the United States is simply unsustainable.

AT: Afghan Quagmire Kills Hegemony

Historically – the graveyard of empires metaphor is empirically false

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)
Objections to Obama's ramp-up in Afghanistan begin with the observation that Afghanistan has long been the "graveyard of empires"--as went the disastrous British expedition there in 1842 and the Soviet invasion in 1979, so too the current American occupation is doomed to follow. In fact, any number of empire builders, from Alexander the Great to the Mogul emperor Babur in the sixteenth century to the British in the Second Afghan War three decades after their infamous defeat, have won military victories in Afghanistan. The graveyard of empires metaphor belongs in the graveyard of clichés.

The Soviets, of course, spent almost a decade waging war in Afghanistan, only to retreat ignominiously in 1989, an important factor in their own empire's consignment to history's dustbin. But today's American-led intervention in Afghanistan is quite different from the Communist occupation. The Soviet army killed more than a million Afghans and forced some five million more to flee the country, creating what was then the world's largest refugee population. The Soviets also sowed millions of  mines (including some that resembled toys), making Afghanistan one of the most heavily mined countries in the world. And Soviet soldiers were a largely unprofessional rabble of conscripts who drank heavily, used drugs, and consistently engaged in looting. The Soviets' strategy, tactics, and behavior were, in short, the exact opposite of those used in successful counterinsurgency campaigns.

Unsurprisingly, the brutal Soviet occupation provoked a countrywide insurrection that drew from a wide array of ethnic groups--Tajiks, Uzbeks, Pashtuns, and Hazaras--and every class in Afghan society, from mullahs to urban professionals to peasants. By contrast, the insurgents in Afghanistan today are overwhelmingly rural Pashtuns with negligible support in urban areas and among other ethnic groups.

That makes quite a difference to the scale of today's insurgency. Even the most generous estimates of the size of the Taliban force hold it to be no more than 20,000 men, while authoritative estimates of the numbers of Afghans on the battlefield at any given moment in the war against the Soviets range up to 250,000. The Taliban insurgency today is only around 10 percent the size of what the Soviets faced.

And while today's Afghan insurgents are well financed, in part by the drug trade, this backing is not on the scale of the financial and military support that the anti-Communist guerrillas enjoyed in the 1980s. The mujahideen were the recipients of billions of dollars of American and Saudi aid, large-scale Pakistani training, and sophisticated U.S. military hardware such as highly effective anti-aircraft Stinger missiles, which ended the Soviets' command of the air.

AT: Domino Effect
The domino theory is false for Afghanistan

Silverman, 09 - PhD in international relations-government and, as a Ford Foundation Project Specialist (11/19/09, Jerry Mark, The National Interest, “Sturdy Dominoes,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22512)
This time around, there are at least two questionable assumptions underlying the resurrection of the domino theory. First, the Taliban is no longer the unified group that emerged during 1994. Instead, the term “Taliban” is applied to several groups engaged in the current insurgency against the Karzai government and NATO forces. Those groups collaborate through a complex set of shifting alliances that extend across the disputed Afghanistan/Pakistan border. Second, given that local Taliban have demonstrated their capacity to effectively engage NATO forces without the equivalent of NATO military and civilian trainers or logistical support, other indigenous groups opposed to the Taliban and/or al-Qaeda are also likely to be stronger than domino theorists assume and are likely to proactively defend themselves against radical Islamists once we are no longer there to do it for them.

A retrospective view of America’s involvement in Vietnam and its ultimate consequences for U.S. interests reinforces the aphorism that all politics are local. That truism seems lost on American foreign-policy decision makers who tend to see international threats in global rather than local terms. Further, the danger remains that the metaphor of falling dominos might resonate with governments in the region that face their own increasingly radical domestic opposition. Our fears of regional collapse might also speak to Russian and Chinese policy makers fearful of potentially greater instability along their borders. But such regional threats, even if they do arise, do not threaten the core national interests of the United States—the substantially exaggerated fears of terrorist “safe-havens” notwithstanding. Those worries simply do not justify the overwhelmingly disproportionate and financially ruinous military response that has characterized our involvement there.

The domino theory can’t predict international relations

Silverman, 09 - PhD in international relations-government and, as a Ford Foundation Project Specialist (11/19/09, Jerry Mark, The National Interest, “Sturdy Dominoes,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22512)
The “fall of dominos” is no more inevitable in South and central Asia now than it was in Southeast Asia more than a half century ago. True, the earlier circumstances in Vietnam and Southeast Asia are not, in most respects, similar to the current situation in Afghanistan, Pakistan, or the remainder of South and central Asia. Nonetheless, the emphasis in both cases on external interstate threats—rather than on autonomous non-state actors—has been a mistake because it does not reflect the actual source of most violent conflicts since the 1960s. In an exponentially complex world characterized by multiple actors, the domino theory does not help predict the future course of political relations in the region—nor would any other simplistic metaphor. Despite the view that the alliance between various Taliban and al-Qaeda factions is both strategic and long-term, a consensus is forming that most Taliban groups are either nationalists who want to seize formal authority within recognized sovereign-states, or more localized groups that merely want to be left alone by any pretenders to centralized state-authority. Perversely, the desire of nationalist Taliban to seize sovereign-state power represents an acceptance of a largely secular European system of interstate relations. In that conversion will likely be found the seeds of their eventual undoing—as local community-based groups continue to oppose any attempts, whether sponsored by Americans or Islamic radicals, to establish centralized state authority there.

***Reconciliation solvency
Karzai pushing reconciliation

Karzai is pursuing reconciliation but it will be a fight

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
In any case, do the progovernment forces want to reconcile with the Taliban? Karzai, who sees his future and his legacy hinging on a political settlement, has been a strong advocate for such efforts, and he is using his executive power and personal prestige in support of them. He is backed by large segments of an Afghan society that is bone-tired of war and is likely willing to accept significant compromises in exchange for stability.

Many, however, including some close to Karzai, may be much more ambivalent. Assume for a moment that a deal means conceding to the Taliban control over some part of southern Afghanistan. The people around Karzai who govern these provinces, who operate construction and road-building enterprises, and who profit from the drug trade would under such a settlement lose their power and their cash cows.

Two of the enterprises that generate the most profit are transport—essential for supplying international forces—and private security, in the form of companies that guard convoys, bases, and reconstruction projects. These multibilliondollar industries would wither rapidly if stability were established and international forces withdrew. Other Karzai allies—such as his two warlord-cum vice presidents from the Northern Alliance, Muhammad Fahim and Karim Khalili— represent constituencies that have fought the Taliban since 1994 and are not keen to see them gain any power.

Reconciliation Not Happening Now
Taliban not willing to negotiate – they’re biding time
Mackenzie 2010, director of the institute for war and peace, [Jean “Could Helmand Be the Dubai of Afghanistan?” 3/19 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/19/could_helmand_be_the_dubai_of_afghanistan] HURWITZ

"The former Taliban are now participating in cash-for-work programs, cleaning out ditches, and cleaning their shops," Mangal said. "This shows they have reintegrated back into society." 

It's probably not accurate to say that the Taliban have reintegrated back into society. Instead, they know they are outnumbered, and they are biding their time. They may have removed their black pajj -- the typical Taliban headgear -- and replaced them with more neutrally colored lunghi, or turbans, but they have not changed their strategy, or their determination. 

"The Taliban are building their nests again, [in Marjah]," Mohammad Ilyas Dayee, a prominent local journalist, told me recently. He thinks that insurgents are just lying low, waiting for a chance to show their power once the foreigners have moved on. " "They are lying in wait in houses, with their guns and their explosives. They go out at night to shoot foreign forces and plant mines, then they are quiet during the day," he said. "Marjah is not secure." 

Part of Gen. Stanley McChrystal's revised counterinsurgency strategy is designed to cement military gains with a charm offensive to win hearts and minds. Night raids have been almost abandoned and house searches greatly reduced in frequency. But this also gives the insurgents the time and space they need to regroup, even within Marjah. 

Withdraw Kills Reconciliation

The withdrawal deadline prevents reconciliation

Chorev and Sherman, 10 * Executive Director of the Future of National Security Project at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School ** Associate Director at the Center for International Cooperation @ NYU (Matan,  Jake, “The Prospects for Security and Political Reconciliation in Afghanistan: Local, National, and Regional Perspectives”, May 2010, belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/reconciliation-afghanistan.pdf)
Furthermore, the Obama administration’s eighteen-month time line for the beginning of troop withdrawal risks incentivizing counterproductive behavior among elements of both the leadership and the population. Although the declaration of a specific date for the transitioning of authority

to the Afghan government was intended to “focus minds,” the leadership in Kabul might conclude that President Obama cannot afford to begin significant withdrawal of forces in such a short time frame and will therefore not pursue reforms with sufficient vigor. In contrast, the population might conclude that the United States is determined to leave and will hedge its bets appropriately.

Negotiations fail if the US withdraws 

D’Souza,9 - Associate Fellow at IDSA ( March 2009 ,Shanthie, Strategic Analysis, “Taliking to the Taliban: Will it Ensure ‘Peace’ in Afghanistan?” Vol. 33, No. 2, March 2009, 254-272)
Is the time 'ripe' for talks?

While calls for negotiations evoke optimism, they also generate strong cautionary voices, on two conditions. First, though negotiation may almost be appropriate in principle, such talks need to be carried out under conditions where insurgents have real incentives to consider accommodation and compromise, i.e., the conflict must be 'ripe'. Second, the need for insurgents to come to the table is provided by adequate military pressure, i.e., from a position of strength. A call for negotiations is therefore said to be incompatible with parallel calls for military withdrawal. The question is, are these conditions applicable to the current Afghan situation?
Remaining in Afghanistan is the best way to get Taliban reconciliation

Felbab-Brown 9 - Fellow of Foreign Policy @ 21st Century Defense Initiative (Vanda, “President Obama’s New Strategy in Afghanistan: Questions and Answers,” The Brookings Institute, December 2nd, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1202_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx)

Q. Is military force effective on its own as a means of counterinsurgency? 

A. Counterinsurgency situations are ones where military force is only one component of the strategy. Since in a counterinsurgency effort, the population is the center of gravity, other tools of statecraft are equally important. These include economic development, public diplomacy, strategic communication, and most importantly, the delivery of the necessary public goods. Public safety, rule of law, and economic conditions enabling job generation are also critical. Yet many insurgencies around the world were defeated or severely weakened by military means alone, without the state ever addressing the root causes of violence. This is, appropriately, not the strategy President Obama outlined. Nonetheless, even though military power is far from the sole means to defeat the Taliban insurgency and al Qaeda efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is a critical ingredient. Without changing the Taliban's calculus and taking the momentum away from it, the Taliban will not participate in any serious reconciliation effort, nor will the Afghan people risk their lives to resist the Taliban and rebuild their country.
Withdraw Kills Reconciliation

Withdraw only weakens our chances at successful reconciliation
Khalilzad 10 - Former US Ambassador to the UN (Zalmay, “The Taliban and Reconciliation,” February 18th, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/19/opinion/19iht-edkhalilzad.html)

Reconciliation and reintegration have lately become catch-phrases in regard to Afghanistan.

Proponents of reconciliation hope that an agreement can be brokered between the Afghan government and the Taliban political leadership. Reintegration would then allow the coalition and Afghan security forces to stop fighting against local Taliban commanders by bringing them back into Afghan society.

Those are potentially good outcomes. But they can only be achieved if certain necessary conditions are in place, and at present this is not the case.

National reconciliation is a well-established concept. It is generally understood to mean that the insurgents accept the new order in exchange for amnesty, the right to participate in the political process and physical security. President Karzai has actually sought reconciliation with the Taliban for years.

Recently, efforts devoted to this goal have increased. Mr. Karzai is even planning to convene a Peace Loya Jirga to facilitate reconciliation.

The meaning of the capture of Mullah Abdul Ghani Barader, the chief of the Taliban’s military operations, amid speculation that he had engaged the U.S. or Afghan authorities in negotiations, is unclear. If it reflects a change in Pakistan’s policy of giving the Taliban sanctuary on its territory and if it now will push Taliban leaders to stop fighting against the coalition and Mr. Karzai’s government, this could be a major positive development.

History indicates that successful reconciliation is possible when the government and its outside supporters are doing well militarily against insurgents and providing security and improved living conditions for the population in areas cleared of insurgents. The insurgents have to conclude that time is not on their side, and that their best interests are served by striking a deal while they still have some bargaining chips in hand.

Unfortunately, this is not the situation in Afghanistan right now. Militarily, the insurgency has grown stronger in recent years while popular support for the government and the coalition has declined in areas where the insurgents are strong. The Taliban also enjoy external support and sanctuaries. Not surprisingly, its leadership has so far rejected reconciliation.

To expect the Taliban to reconcile on our terms in these circumstances is wishful thinking. First, conditions on the ground need to be changed.
To date, what the Taliban have wanted is negotiations with the United States. But negotiations are fundamentally different from reconciliation. What the Taliban have in mind is negotiating a timetable for withdrawal of coalition forces and a new transitional government as steps toward their ultimate goal of retaking Afghanistan.

It is possible that they might pretend to distance themselves from Al Qaeda, but we should recognize that the partnership with Al Qaeda has been part of their formula of success.

According to Pakistani leaders, in their meetings with U.S. military leaders, the Pakistanis have offered to arrange meetings with the Taliban. But it is important to recognize that senior-level meetings and negotiations with the Taliban would enhance the legitimacy of the movement and similar movements across the region, thus strengthening Islamic radicals. If such meetings took place without coordinating with the Karzai government, they could undermine it and would represent a significant setback.

To achieve reconciliation, the coalition and the Karzai government have to change conditions on the ground:

1) The coalition surge and the expansion of Afghan forces must change the balance of power against the insurgents, confronting them with prospects for defeat; 2) The Karzai government must become more effective; 3) A regional solution must be found for South Asia to induce Pakistan to stop allowing its territory to be used as a sanctuary by the Taliban; and 4) The Obama administration must change the regional perception that it intends to begin disengaging from Afghanistan after 18 months.
The administration appears to have a plan for the first of these points, increasing security, and this is important. But it appears not to have plans for the other three.

Reintegration has its own requirements for success. Locally, the incentive for local leaders to side with the Kabul government and the coalition will increase once an area has been militarily secured through the formula of “clear, hold, build.”

If an area is not secure, the local insurgent leaders will be afraid to change sides. Money and political incentives can play a positive role, but any shift that takes place through these motivators will not be reliable or enduring.

Reconciliation and reintegration are both necessary and desirable. To achieve them, conditions must change in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Without such change success is unlikely. Rather than pursuing illusory hopes, we should do what is necessary for real success.
Reconciliation long way off- military presence there until job done

Shah & Gannon, 10 (4/6/10, Amir and Kathy, The Associated Press, “Afghan Peace Conference backs Karzai Plan to Approach Taliban for Talks,” http://news.sympatico.ctv.ca/world/afghan_peace_conference_calls_for_negotiating_with_militants_in_boost_for_karzai/7cf83011)
The Obama administration was quick to praise the efforts of the jirga.

"We will continue to support the Afghan-led efforts on reconciliation and reintegration. We thought that the peace jirga accomplished its objectives and has provided a national consensus to pursue a political strategy to reduce the danger posed by the insurgency," State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said. "We will continue to support Afghanistan as it moves forward."

But any reconciliation talks will likely remain a long way off.

The Taliban rejected the jirga before it started, and their suicide attackers attempted to disrupt the opening of the conference Wednesday by firing rockets at the tent. The Taliban's governing council would presumably have to approve any change of policy.

Reconciliation Bad – Rivaling Insurgents
Reconciliation is bad – a deal with one faction causes other groups to fight back

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
And what about the insurgents? The three major groupings—Mullah Omar’s Taliban, directed from sites in Pakistan; the Haqqani network; and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hezb-e-Islami—are not a monolith, and may treat the prospect of negotiations differently. This differentiation is often seen as a good thing, because parts of the insurgency might split off from the rest. But recalcitrant actors might also try to sabotage the process. Also, even a successful settlement with one group will not under these circumstances end the insurgency.

The harder question, though, is why the insurgency would sue for peace if it believes it is winning and the Americans are preparing to leave. Considering the Karzai government’s continued loss of moral authority, the insurgency’s still largely safe haven in Pakistan, and an ongoing decline in public support for the war in NATO countries, the insurgents might easily decide to wait out the next few years, meanwhile waging a very effective guerrilla campaign.

Reconciliation is bad- destroys anti-Taliban motivation to fix government

Phares, 09 (10/27/09, Walid, Word Press, “The Taliban’s War on Pakistan,” http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3443.cfm)
The present Pakistani government, in fighting the Taliban, is trying to find a strategy that will dismantle the Taliban enclaves in the Northwest provinces. If this government fails, such an opportunity will not happen again soon. All of these factors indicate that this is the last card to be played, in this generation, against the jihadists of Pakistan.

The Taliban war on the secular government in Pakistan shows a determination to take over the country. It also shows that the notion of a "moderate Taliban" has no connection to reality. Otherwise the Pakistani Muslim government would have found these alleged "moderate Taliban" and mobilized them against the bad guys. It didn't happen and it won't.

As Pakistan's armed forces and its government are waging a counter-campaign on the Taliban, Washington must refrain from regurgitating the myth of "cutting deals with the good Taliban" as an exit strategy for Afghanistan. Such a hallucination would crumble the determination of anti-Taliban forces in Afghanistan and would weaken the resolve of the Pakistanis engaged in their own national counter-terrorism campaign against the Taliban.
Reconciliation Bad – Empowers Taliban
Negotiation with the Taliban are bad – Taliban becomes empowered and reorganizes
O’Hanlon and Sherjan 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND President of Aid Afghanistan for Education (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Hassina, President of Aid Afghanistan for Education, “Five Myths About Afghanistan,” Brookings, March 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0314_afghanistan_myths_ohanlon.aspx)

But a major compromise with the central Taliban leadership is not only unlikely -- it's a bad idea. The Taliban is not interested in negotiation and is not the sort of organization with which the Afghan government or the United Sates should ever compromise. Its extremist ideology is misogynous and intolerant, and its history in Afghanistan has been barbaric. Most important, the Taliban is extremely unpopular among Afghans.

President Hamid Karzai has repeatedly stated his willingness to negotiate with Taliban leaders willing to renounce insurgency, while British Foreign Secretary David Miliband has called for some form of political settlement with the Taliban and other insurgent groups provided that our core interests are protected. But in general, NATO and Afghan forces will have to establish more battlefield momentum before widespread negotiations become plausible. Any talks must be pursued from a position of strength, so that deals will involve convincing the Taliban to lay down arms rather than pretending that it could share power while clinging to its current ideology.

Reconciliation now empowers the Taliban

Kagan and Kagan, 10- * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “Why Negotiate with the Taliban?”, 3/17/2010, American Enterprise Institute, http://www.aei.org/article/101793)
Do America and its allies seek enduring stability in Afghanistan or a temporary resolution of the conflict? The current pressure for an Afghan government-led "reconciliation" process with the Taliban is much more likely to lead to the latter.
While such reconciliation talks may provide a "decent interval" for the withdrawal of international forces, they are unlikely to achieve the long-term strategic objective of denying sanctuary to violent Isnlamist groups. At worst, this approach could result in renewed civil war. Reconciliation with the Taliban is only one part of a lasting settlement to this conflict, and it must be combined with an effort to redress the grievances of local Pashtun communities.

Yet the international community has already defined the major outlines of a reconciliation plan. It did so in the communique that came out of a major conference in London this past January. First, negotiations must be "Afghan-led." This means that the current Afghan government has the power to make all the key decisions about who to negotiate with and what deals to make. Second, the talks should focus exclusively on the Taliban, rather than on the broader Pashtun community.

Enduring stability can result only from the redress of local grievances. International forces can and must play a mediating role between local communities and the Afghan government.

The presumed need to negotiate with Taliban senior leadership requires giving Pakistan a major voice in the internal Afghan negotiations. The international community has offered a billion dollars to support this effort, creating a significant new source of patronage for Afghan President Hamid Karzai and his associates.

Any reconciliation must satisfy the most important Afghan constituencies, and this certainly includes the government. But the interests of America and its allies diverge from those of the current Afghan government. President Karzai is primarily interested in consolidating his hold on power. American interests require creating conditions that will prevent the recurrence of insurgency and the consequent re-emergence of terrorist safe-havens. These goals do not necessarily align.

More specifically, the current reconciliation process empowers the Taliban while denying a voice to the much larger population of alienated Pashtuns who do not identify with the Taliban.

Who speaks for disaffected Pashtuns? Mr. Karzai does not. Many Pashtuns see the Karzai government as unjust. Grievances against the government include its corruption and the imposition of sometimes predatory government officials on communities. These grievances fuel passive support for the insurgency and sometimes direct action against the government and the foreign forces supporting it. Such complaints must be identified and redressed as part of any enduring peace process. As of now, the international community is ignoring the issue by empowering the Taliban as the only interlocutor for these Pashtuns.

Worse still, the current process encourages Pakistan to continue to see the Taliban as its principal leverage to achieve its objectives in Afghanistan. The emphasis on negotiating with senior Taliban leaders whom Pakistan funds, equips and protects means that these individuals will continue to be Islamabad's most important strategic assets in the negotiation process. The international community should instead be working to marginalize Taliban senior leaders and persuade Pakistan to abandon its support of these proxies.

Giving Mr. Karzai and his associates another billion dollars with which to control this process only increases the grievances of non-Taliban Pashtuns who resent the patronage networks that exclude them. It also encourages every aggrieved Pashtun to identify himself as a Talib in order to get a share of the loot. Finally, it undermines leverage the international community might have had to push Mr. Karzai to renegotiate the power-sharing arrangements that are now driving violence in Afghanistan.

Fortunately, another approach is starting to emerge on the ground in Afghanistan. The new strategy and the surge of forces to support it have begun to turn the tide on the battlefield by moving into enemy strongholds, partnering with Afghan Security Forces, and expanding operations across the country.

The Taliban and its allies, who seemed to have the initiative when Gen. Stanley McChrystal took command in June 2009, are now on the defensive. A few Pashtun tribes, sensing a possible change in the wind, have begun to reach out to coalition forces. In January, for example, elders of the Shinwari Tribe in Southern Nangarhar Province submitted a written declaration to U.S. forces of their determination to fight against the Taliban. Tribes in Lowgar Province and elsewhere in Eastern Afghanistan have made similar approaches.

The Afghan government has shown discomfort with these approaches. Nangarhar Governor Gul Agha Sherzai has opposed what he calls "cash payments" to the tribes. Of course he does: Agreements between local tribes, coalition forces, and even Afghan National Army forces circumvent local power-brokers and undermine their ability to control.

We should not expect an "Anbar Awakening" in Afghanistan that mirrors the tribal rejection of al Qaeda in Iraq in 2007. Conflict resolution in each tribal area and village will be unique. And we must resist the temptation to try to develop a national program to bypass these local initiatives in search of some elusive "grand bargain."

Enduring stability can result only from the redress of local grievances. International forces can and must play a mediating role between local communities and the Afghan government.

Military progress is steadily improving dynamics on the ground. The U.S. and its allies are well-placed to help Mr. Karzai in constructive ways, as long as we abandon the search for a magic bullet and work instead to achieve an enduring peace.  
Reconciliation Bad – Empowers Taliban

Negotiating with the Taliban will cause most Afghans to join the Taliban and will undermine the government

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 - (October 5, 2009, Lisa and James, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems
If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies. 

Reconciliation will fail – citizens loyal to Taliban will stay 

Ruttig 2010, Co-director of the Aghan Analysts Network [Thomas, “Behind the Lines: Thomas Ruttig” 6/14 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/14/afpak_behind_the_lines_thomas_ruttig] HURWITZ
2. There has been a lot of discussion about how and whether to negotiate with militant leadership at the top, and how to reconcile Taliban footsoldiers at the bottom. What, if any, efforts are being made to reach out to which mid-level commanders, and how is the Afghan government approaching different factions of insurgents across the country? 
I find the differentiation into "reintegration" (of low and mid-level Taliban) and "reconciliation" (talk to leaders who break their ties with al-Qaida) is artificial and not up to the realities. The Taliban have proven much more cohesive and more able to convey a political message than most other movements in Afghanistan's last 30 years. That will make major breakaways very difficult. (And there never has been one.) A number of fighters might have joined for the money that is in it. But this is neither their only nor generally the major motive of the Taliban. They reject the current corrupt and inefficient government and fight what they see as a foreign occupation. This is shared by many Afghans, even those who do not sympathize with the Taliban. (Many of them are not so much against the presence of foreign troops and advisors but against how they dominate decision-making.) We should not believe our anti-terrorism psy-ops and understand that the Taliban are a political movement with political aims. Such a movement will compromise when serious talks are held. Some Taliban know that they cannot rule Afghanistan on their own. We heard this discussion amongst Taliban in 2008 and 2009, but the surge closed their ranks again.
Reconciliation Bad – Perception of US weakness

Negotiations are impossible – The tie between the Taliban and Al Qaeda are stronger than ever, and anti-west extremism is growing , attempts will only make the U.S. look weak 

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 - (October 5, 2009, Lisa and James, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems
Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender

There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement.

After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters.

Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda.

Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process.

A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded.

Reconciliation Fails – Demands Too High
Negotiations will fail --- multiple prerequistes to discussion with Taliban 

D’Souza,9 - Associate Fellow at IDSA ( March 2009 ,Shanthie, Strategic Analysis, “Taliking to the Taliban: Will it Ensure ‘Peace’ in Afghanistan?” Vol. 33, No. 2, March 2009, 254-272)
Constraints and prospects for talks and negotiations in the peace-building process Despite calls and attempts at various levels by different actors, these efforts at recon​ciliations and negotiations, are not adequate to address the challenges of instability and insecurity posed by the Taliban-led insurgency. To engage with the Taliban and their affiliates in an effective reconciliation process, some of the following challenges and constraints need to be addressed. Sanctuary in Pakistan Al Qaida and the Taliban, with the command and support structure in Pakistani tribal areas, are able to carry out systematic campaigns of terror and violence in Afghanistan. There is little likelihood that Al Qaida, foreign fighters with extreme jihadi ideology, will give up on their agendas. They would increasingly target and eliminate the mod​erate tribal leaders, viewed as government collaborators and infidels, as is witnessed in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) and Southern Afghanistan. The existence of a terrorist infrastructure, capitulation through 'peace deals', and the sup​port provided by the Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) to the insurgents calls for greater international scrutiny of Pakistan's role in the war on terror. At the same time, to advance towards a meaningful reconciliation process, the cooperation of Pakistan is essential. Given the cross-border ethnic and tribal ties, a coordinated regional approach to address the challenge posed by the rising insurgency is essential. Need for a network-centric approach The present reconciliation policy, so far, has focused on 'reconciled' individuals, not whole networks which provide the support base. For example, Abdul Wahid Baghrani, one high-profile Taliban leader in Helmand who reconciled in April 2005 without a formal deal, did not deliver any of the political or military capital, valuable intelli​gence, and access to other insurgents. This serves little purpose as far as weakening the insurgency is concerned. If a commander has sufficient clout and is convinced, he could bring his fighters and supporters in. This would help erode the support base for the insurgents. Beyond using wedge tactics to foster divisions, there is a need to have strategic talks with the Taliban leadership. This could be done in a phased manner of first reconciling with local commanders and then 'bringing in' the leadership. Public perception management The international community and the Afghan Government need to explain to the pub​lic the rationale behind negotiations. It is important to counter the local perception that negotiations with the Taliban do not mean acquiescence to the demands of the Taliban, nor does it imply waning or withdrawal of the international commitment. An effort should also be made to ensure that the Northern Alliance members do not feel that national reconciliation with the Taliban will result in a shift of power or compromise their position. Neither should it be perceived as a sign of weakness for the Afghan Government or the international community. Rather, it needs to be viewed as an attempt at building a politically inclusive order with active Afghan participation and leadership. Lack of incentives and guarantees One of the important reasons that most of the Taliban are apprehensive to reconcile is the lack of assurance that they will be treated fairly on return. Many of those who attempted to join the reconciliation process have either been kept in Pakistani prisons or were handed over to the United States before they could reach the Afghan Government mediators. For any effective reconciliation process, it is essential that they be given security guarantees, incentives, and assurance of their safety and fair treatment. Presently, such international guarantees are non-existent. Apart from guarantees at the local, shura and tribal levels, there is a need for international guarantees that they would not be sent to detention centres and that they would have incentives such as re-education programmes, employment opportunities, and financial support for reintegration (R of the DDR). The minimal role for the International Committee of the Red Cross or the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees in this programme needs to be enhanced. Some of the reconciled Taliban, including the former Taliban ministers, have complained of harassment even after their safety is guaranteed. This is not an encouraging example for others to follow. Lack of attention towards institution-building Any long-term policy of transforming conflict-ridden Afghanistan from being a 'failed state' to a 'functioning state' is not a mere declaration of the end of hostilities, but the presence of credible political and social institutions capable of mediating con​flict. Establishing long-lasting and participatory institutions that address a wide range of governance issues, security sector reform, anti-corruption measures, and reconcili​ation imperatives needs to be the focus of the international community. Need for 'unity of effort' For an effective, comprehensive reconciliation process to emerge, it is pertinent to close the gap between different categorizations (extreme versus moderate Taliban) and different approaches between the Afghan Government (inclusion) and the interna​tional community co-option (British), or political outreach (United Nations). A well-coordinated inclusive 'Afghan-led' strategy based on uncompromising principles and an effective reintegration programme is essential to build legitimacy and trust around such a process. Afghanistan needs a UN-supported, broad-based political dialogue, one that reaches out to all alienated and marginalized sections of Afghan society.

Reconciliation Fails – Demands too High
Taliban demands are too high – reconciliation impossible

Giustozzi 10, Research Fellow at the Crisis States Research Center (Antonio, Century Foundation, “Negotiating with the Taliban: Issues and Prospects,” http://www.tcf.org/publications/internationalaffairs/Giustozzi.pdf)

The Taliban seem immovable with regard to at least a symbolic gesture toward a withdrawal of foreign troops as a precondition for the opening of any serious negotiations. This is also what they demand in public: chasing foreign troops out of the country is the main motive of their propaganda. Another foremost precondition that they are imposing is some kind of recognition of the Taliban as a legitimate interlocutor (hence dropping the “terrorist” label). In practice, it is unlikely that they would be satisfied with only those preconditions. Some constitutional rearrangement and some form of power-sharing also would rank high among their demands, as well as the integration of their armed force within the national armed forces. The Taliban do not appear likely to accept the current Afghan constitution, even in a revised form; certainly they would demand a greater role for Islamic law in legislation, and a consequent Islamization of the judiciary. In terms of power-sharing, Afghan government officials have been hinting that President Karzai is ready to offer a number of governorships and ministerial position to the Taliban in the event of a reconciliation, but the Taliban do not seem to be interested in joining Karzai’s system. In the existing presidential system, Karzai could undo any appointment as he wishes, offering no guarantee to the Taliban that a deal would be respected in the medium and long-term. The Taliban also are very worried about the attitude of the Afghan security forces, mostly staffed with bitter enemies of the Taliban. In the absence of a thorough purge and reform of the existing security forces, the Taliban would not want to disarm, but would insist on maintaining their armed force as mobilized, either openly or in some disguised form.

A financial package also might emerge as essential to a political settlement, particularly if the Taliban had to renounce to at least some of the revenue they currently gather. The Taliban leadership would insist on a financial scheme benefiting the movement as a whole, as opposed to or in combination with individual packages.25
Political reconciliation with the Taliban fails- Taliban thinks they have the upper hand
Biddle 9, Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Stephen, 3/30/09, “Obama's Afghanistan-Pakistan Strategy: 'A Reasonable First Step,'” http://www.cfr.org/publication/18982/obamas_afghanistanpakistan_strategy.html)

Obama and some experts have talked about the possibility--thinking of the example in Iraq---of wooing elements of the Taliban over to the government's side. Do you think there's an analogous situation here? 
You have to change the underlying military dynamics in the country before you can make very much headway with appealing to individual warlords.

The literal analogy to Iraq isn't going to work because the way that process of wooing the enemy over to our side worked in Iraq required the Sunnis' prior defeat at the hands of the Shiites. The surge had a lot to do with it too, but the Sunni defeat was necessary to cause it. The problem in Afghanistan at the moment is that no major elements of the Taliban have been militarily defeated either by indigenous opponents within Afghanistan or anybody else. One way it might happen in Afghanistan is if we manage to peel off particular warlord factions within the polyglot, disunified militia that is the Taliban. That's kind of a leadership-oriented approach. You convince the warlord at the top to change sides. The other method is if we can wean Taliban foot soldiers away, with or without a decision by their leaders. The argument there is that there are lots of low-ranking Taliban foot soldiers within Afghanistan who are doing this essentially for the money that really don't care about the ideologies. If we can change their incentives, there's no reason why they're going to be committed unto death for the Taliban, per se.

There are opportunities and serious problems associated with both of those approaches. On weaning- the-foot-soldiers approach, in principle, we could outbid the Taliban and pay them more to provide local security than the Taliban is providing them to plant roadside bombs. But the trouble is that if this happens without serious government security present, the Taliban are going to return and cut off the hands of people who take that money. The Taliban are going to retaliate and counterattack and probably very brutally. So to persuade poor soldiers that they should side with us and not with them, we also have to persuade them that they'll survive the exercise. This kind of approach will work best if there is a general increase in government security forces to provide protection for people realigning and at the moment, we don't have that.

The problem with the leaders approach is that right now the Taliban thinks it's going to win. And if the Taliban and its constituent warlord parts think they're going to win, they're not going to switch sides and go with the loser, because that means they'll be swinging at the end of the noose when the Taliban finally takes over. You have to change the underlying military dynamics in the country before you can make very much headway with appealing to individual warlords.

Reconciliation Fails – No Enforcement

Reconciliation fails- lack of enforcement and clarity
Macdonald 2010, Foreign Policy, [Norine “The Devil is in the details: dissecting karzais plan to fix afghanistan” 2/02 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/02/the_devil_is_in_the_details_dissecting_karzais_plan_to_fix_afghanistan] HURWITZ

President Karzai announced the Taliban Reintegration Plan, with the stated aim to "offer an honorable place in society" to those insurgents willing to renounce al-Qaeda, abandon violence and pursue their political goals peacefully and in accordance with the Afghan Constitution. 

This plan seems hastily pulled together to attempt to give the London Conference a focal point. There was mechanical support for the initiative and very little genuine political enthusiasm from Western leaders: just $140 million has been pledged for the first year. 

This is surely a case of "the devil is in the details." There have been mentions of paying Taliban a flat fee to switch sides (later denied by Interior Minister Mohammed Atmar), or offering socio-economic opportunities such as jobs or training. There is no clarity and so far only confusion. 

What jobs are these reformist Taliban to be offered? Unemployment levels in Afghanistan run at around 40 percent. Since neither the Afghan government nor the international community have yet been capable of providing enough jobs for law-abiding young men in Afghanistan, how can a Reintegration Fund suddenly create sustainable employment for tens of thousands of former insurgents? Or would they be welcomed where there are job opportunities: in the Afghan National Police or Afghan National Army? Surely, this would be a formula for infiltration of the ANA and ANP by the Taliban, especially given the existing problems with vetting recruits. 

As for paying the Taliban to switch, the figures provided so far are not significant: $140 million for the first year will not achieve much. Current U.S. military intelligence estimates indicate that there are around 30,000 Taliban fighters across Afghanistan. Even if the Reintegration Fund was only able to reach half of these insurgents, there would be at most $1,000 paid to each Taliban member who switched. Once administrative costs, are factored in, this figure will drop even further. What is to stop a Taliban fighter from taking the money and then "relapsing," and returning to violence? 
Legal framework disempowers government—undermines reconciliation 

Chorev and Sherman, 10 * Executive Director of the Future of National Security Project at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School ** Associate Director at the Center for International Cooperation @ NYU (Matan,  Jake, “The Prospects for Security and Political Reconciliation in Afghanistan: Local, National, and Regional Perspectives”, May 2010, belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/reconciliation-afghanistan.pdf)

National versus local authority. The 2004 Afghan constitution created the legal basis for a strong, centralized Afghan government. Although intended to counter regional fragmentation under local powerholders, the legal framework disempowered tribal authorities. As the insurgency has grown, the decentralization of authority to sub national institutions has increasingly been viewed by policymakers as a solution to the corruption of central government institutions and the inad- equacy of national security forces. This emerging approach was highlighted in dramatic fashion by the direct deal between the U.S. military and Shinwari tribal leadership in January 2010, but similar changes have occurred in different parts of the country. The coalition’s effort to correct for over centralization in state-building efforts is driven in part by hard-earned lessons, the necessity of reversing the deterioration of security conditions as quickly as possible, and the weakness of the Kabul government. This recognition and the potential benefits of local deals should be bal- anced by the risk that devolution of authority might undermine the Kabul government to the point where it is no longer capable of leading the R&R process. Specifically, decisions at the local level about governance of security forces should resonate with national imperatives (such as a balance among the country’s ethnic groups and a clear strategic communications campaign; arm- ing “pro-Karzai” Pashtuns in the South while disarming non-Pashtun militias in the North sends a mixed message) in support of R&R. In the effort to devolve authority, the Afghan government and the coalition must guard against the risk of creating more potential spoilers.
Reconciliation Fails – Weak Afghan Institutions

Reconciliation will fail – Afghan institutions are too weak
Ruttig 2010, Co-director of the Aghan Analysts Network [Thomas, “Behind the Lines: Thomas Ruttig” 6/14 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/14/afpak_behind_the_lines_thomas_ruttig] HURWITZ
3. In other conflicts, former insurgents have been integrated into "legitimate" security services after peace negotiations. Is there any discussion now of integrating Taliban fighters into Afghanistan's police or army, and if so, do you think this kind of integration is feasible or desirable? What would need to happen in terms of reconciliation before a potential integration of Taliban into the armed services could take place? 
Generally, it is good to integrate former insurgent fighters into the armed forced of the particular state. Afghanistan's institutions, however, are weak. The Afghan National Police is full of former militia structures. This has never been understood (or had been neglected) by those in the West who designed police reform. But it was obvious: if a local police chief was sent to another duty station, he very often took "his" cars, "his" computers and "his" fighters with him. Those fighters are not loyal to Afghanistan, but to their commander whom they now since the anti-Soviet "jihad." If you integrate the Taliban -- another militia -- into such a police, more harm is added. Required are real reforms. But the international community has lost precious years and now also much of its influence on the Afghan leadership. There is a big question mark whether this still can be turned around. The minimum requirement is that we give a commitment to the Afghans that we stay -- and also pay -- for radical institutional reform but also change our attitudes. Many Afghans would support reforms, but not necessarily those in government. 

Corrupt government in the status quo undermines the reconciliation effort

Chorev and Sherman, 10 * Executive Director of the Future of National Security Project at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard Kennedy School ** Associate Director at the Center for International Cooperation @ NYU (Matan,  Jake, “The Prospects for Security and Political Reconciliation in Afghanistan: Local, National, and Regional Perspectives”, May 2010, belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/reconciliation-afghanistan.pdf)

More broadly, donors should transition away from a transactional aid approach to a demand- driven model. Aid programs should prioritize local ownership and responsibility so that Afghans reclaim ownership of their economic and political development.

The government’s role in of the opium economy. Targeting traffickers, while effectively ignoring the substantial role of key government officials’ participation in the industry and interest in main- taining the insecurity status quo, is counterproductive: it empowers the most corrupt elements of the government, weakens population support for Kabul, and thereby undercuts the political legitimacy of the R&R effort.

Withdrawal After Reconciliation
Withdrawal can occur after negotiations
Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
The United States, despite some hedging, seems to view an Afghan political settlement that includes the Taliban as a possible element of its plan to draw down US forces. In early 2009, the Obama administration’s focus was almost exclusively on “reintegration,” or coaxing insurgents off the battlefield, rather than “reconciliation,” which implies a broader political settlement with insurgent leaders. According to a March 2009 statement of Obama’s new Afghanistan and Pakistan strategy: “Mullah Omar and the Taliban’s hard core that have aligned themselves with Al Qaeda are not reconcilable and we cannot make a deal that includes them.”

It appears that eight months of bad news from Afghanistan, along with declining support for the war among the US public and some soulsearching deliberations, softened the administration’s stance toward the prospect of negotiations. In his December West Point address, Obama said, “We will support efforts by the Afghan government to open the door to those Taliban who abandon violence and respect the human rights of their fellow citizens.” And in January of this year, just days before the London conference, General Stanley McChrystal, Obama’s handpicked commander of the ISAF, said, “I believe that a political solution to all conflicts is the inevitable outcome.”

***Counterterrorism shift solvency

Counterterrorism shift bad 1nc

1. Shifting to a counterterrorism strategy prevents intelligence gathering and increases terrorism
Riedel and O’Hanlon 9 - Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Saban Center for Middle East Policy and Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Bruce, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” Brookings, September 24th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

The fundamental reason that a counterterrorism-focused strategy fails is that it cannot generate good intelligence. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban know not to use their cellphones and satellite phones today, so our spy satellites are of little use in finding extremists. We need information from unmanned low-altitude aircraft and, even more, from people on the ground who speak the language and know the comings and goings of locals. But our Afghan friends who might be inclined to help us with such information would be intimidated by insurgent and terrorist forces into silence — or killed if they cooperated — because we would lack the ability to protect them under a counterterrorism approach.

Afghan forces simply do not have the capacity to do the protecting themselves at this point and, given the challenges of building up new institutions in Afghanistan after decades of war, will not have the ability until at least 2012. Even that distant date will be postponed further if we do not deploy enough forces to mentor and partner with Afghans as they build up an army and police force largely from scratch. This adds up to a prescription for a drying up of intelligence.
The second reason a counterterrorism-oriented strategy would fail is that, if we tried it, we would likely lose our ability to operate unmanned aircraft where the Taliban and al-Qaeda prefer to hide. Why? If we pulled out, the Afghan government would likely collapse. The secure bases near the mountains of the Afghan-Pakistan border, and thus our ability to operate aircraft from them, would be lost. Our ability to go after Afghan resistance fighters would deteriorate. And the recent momentum we have established in going after Pakistani extremists would be lost.

For those who have forgotten the realities of the 1990s — when we tried to go after Osama bin Laden without access to nearby bases by using ships based in the Indian Ocean — the two- to four-hour flight times of drones and cruise missiles operating off such ships made prompt action to real-time intelligence impractical.

Third, we would likely lose our allies with this approach. A limited mission offers nothing to the Afghans, whose country is essentially abandoned to the Taliban, or to the Pakistanis, who would similarly see this as the first step toward cut and run. The NATO allies would also smell in a "reduced" mission the beginning of withdrawal; some if not most might try to beat us to the exit.
Once the Taliban is back in power in Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will not be far behind. Our top nemesis will be able to salvage a victory in the very place from which it launched the 9/11 attacks eight years ago. Al-Qaeda will have its favorite bases and sanctuaries back, as well as a major propaganda win.
A major setback, a major danger

Given how badly the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated since 2001, we might ultimately have to fall back on a narrow counterterrorism option. But that would be a major setback, and a major danger, for the United States — not a clever, lower-cost alternative strategy to what we are pursuing in Afghanistan today.

Some say that the stakes aren't that high because al-Qaeda doesn't really need a sanctuary to do its dirty work. But this misses the point and fails to distinguish between the bad and the worse. Having a physical sanctuary, in addition to being able to claim victory against the United States and its allies, would make organization, training and communication far easier for bin Laden and his cronies.

The right path remains what President Obama proposed in March — working to protect the Afghan population while building up Afghan state institutions such as the army and police. This approach will take time and perhaps more resources. But alas, in this kind of war, there is little choice.

Government collapse means we’ll lose mountain bases – makes the plan the equivalent of full withdrawal
Riedel and O’Hanlon, 9 - *Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy AND ** Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy  at Brookings (Bruce and Michael, USA Today, 9/24, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

The second reason a counterterrorism-oriented strategy would fail is that, if we tried it, we would likely lose our ability to operate unmanned aircraft where the Taliban and al-Qaeda prefer to hide. Why? If we pulled out, the Afghan government would likely collapse. The secure bases near the mountains of the Afghan-Pakistan border, and thus our ability to operate aircraft from them, would be lost. Our ability to go after Afghan resistance fighters would deteriorate. And the recent momentum we have established in going after Pakistani extremists would be lost.

For those who have forgotten the realities of the 1990s — when we tried to go after Osama bin Laden without access to nearby bases by using ships based in the Indian Ocean — the two- to four-hour flight times of drones and cruise missiles operating off such ships made prompt action to real-time intelligence impractical.

Counterterrorism shift bad 1nc
3.  A shift to a counterterrorism strategy cedes Afghanistan to Al Qaeda and The Taliban – focus diversions allows Taliban to take over which creates terrorists safe havens – the two are explicitly linked 

Roggio 09 - an American commentator on military affairs, managing editor of The Long War Journal, published the online weblog The Fourth Rail, was an active duty soldier in the United States Army in the 1990 -  (September 24, Bill “Counterterrorism at the expense of counterinsurgency will doom Afghanistan and Pakistan: US officials” http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2009/09/reliance_of_countert.php )

This alternative strategy, which was proposed by Vice President Joe Biden and reported in The New York Times, calls for reducing the US military mission in Afghanistan and ramping up airstrikes and covert raids against the al Qaeda in Pakistan’s tribal areas. 

"Rather than trying to protect the Afghan population from the Taliban, American forces would concentrate on strikes against Qaeda cells, primarily in Pakistan, using special forces, Predator missile attacks and other surgical tactics," The New York Times reported. "The Americans would accelerate training of Afghan forces and provide support as they took the lead against the Taliban. But the emphasis would shift to Pakistan."

But US military and intelligence officials contacted by The Long War Journal warned that a strict focus on a counterterrorism mission concentrating on al Qaeda's leaders in Pakistan would cede the ground in Afghanistan to both the Taliban and al Qaeda and would have only a limited impact on al Qaeda's leadership. 

A ramped up program of cross-border strikes into Pakistan would also likely lead to the destabilization of Pakistan's government and a possible revolt within the Pakistani military and intelligence services. And, a strategy that focuses heavily on counterterrorism tactics such as unmanned strikes and night raids would only play into the propaganda message of al Qaeda and the Taliban.

Strong links between al Qaeda and the Taliban will provide safe havens
US officials have warned that focusing on al Qaeda while ignoring the Taliban in both Pakistan and Afghanistan underestimates the close relationships between the groups.

"The theory that al Qaeda will not seek shelter with the Afghan Taliban ignores the very lessons we have learned since the Sept. 11 attacks," a US military intelligence official who focuses on al Qaeda and the Taliban told The Long War Journal. "If anything, the relationship between the Taliban and al Qaeda has strengthened, not weakened, over the past few years."

The relationship between the Haqqani Network and al Qaeda is cited as the prime example of the increased linkage between the Taliban and al Qaeda. Siraj Haqqani, the military commander of the Haqqani Network, which operates in eastern Afghanistan and in Pakistan's tribal agency of North Waziristan, has close ties to both Mullah Omar and Osama bin Laden. He has recruited both foreign and local fighters to serve as suicide bombers and has employed them against Afghan and Coalition forces. 

Mullah Sangeen Zadran, a senior Haqqani Network military commander, recently said the relationship between al Qaeda and the Taliban is strong. Sangeen made the statement in an interview with As Sahab, al Qaeda's propaganda arm. According to Sangeen: 

"All praise is for Allah, Al-Qaeda and Taliban all are Muslims and we are united by the brotherhood of Islam. We do not see any difference between Taliban and Al Qaeda, for we all belong to the religion of Islam. Sheikh Osama has pledged allegiance to Amir Al-Mumineen (Mullah Muhammad Omar) and has reassured his leadership again and again. There is no difference between us, for we are united by Islam and the Sharia governs us. Just as the infidels are one people, so are the Muslims, and they will never succeed in disuniting the Mujahideen, saying that there is Al- Qaeda and Taliban, and that Al-Qaeda are terrorists and extremists. They use many such words, but by the Grace of Allah, it will not affect our brotherly relationship. Now they are also trying to disunite the Taliban, saying that there are two wings, one extremist and another moderate. However, the truth is that we are all one and are united by Islam."
The close ties between the Haqqani Network and al Qaeda were highlighted in General Stanley McChrystal's assessment on Afghanistan, which was leaked to The Washington Post. According to McChrystal, the Haqqanis' territories in Khost, Paktika, and Paktia provinces are ripe for al Qaeda camps.

"Al Qaeda's links with HQN [Haqqani Network] have grown, suggesting that expanded HQN control could create a favorable environment for AQAM [al Qaeda and allied movements] to re-establish safe-havens in Afghanistan," according to the McChrystal assessment. 

Withdrawing into bases to conduct raids and Predator/Reaper airstrikes in Pakistan would only allow al Qaeda to prosper in Afghanistan.

"If we pull back, the Afghan military will not be able to hold ground, and the Taliban, the Haqqanis, HIG [Gulbuddin Hekmartyr's Hizb-i-Islami faction], and smaller groups will take the ground in much of the South and East, and even in areas in the West and North," a senior US military intelligence official told The Long War Journal. 

"Once we lose that ground, our access to local intel is hampered," the official said. "We have no doubt al Qaeda and the Taliban will reestablish dominance in short order. The very security of the bases used to conduct the strikes in Pakistan would be in jeopardy.”

"There are already Taliban safe havens in many areas in Afghanistan, and al Qaeda trainers and advisers, and even some paramilitary units from Brigade 055 are in Afghanistan," the official continued, referring to one of the brigades of al Qaeda's paramilitary Shadow Army based along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border.

Counterterrorism shift bad 1nc

4. Withdrawing from Afghanistan guarantees perpetual drone strikes and raids which would breed terrorism 

Nagl 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's closing remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/21, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/518)

There are no guarantees in war, and this scenario depends upon significant improvements in Afghan government performance along with a continuation of the resolve demonstrated by both the Pakistani and American governments during 2009. It is possible that many or all of these conditions will not be met, making a partial international troop withdrawal more likely. However, this does not mean that the war will end; Peter Galbraith argues that international forces would still be necessary to continue "protecting the non-Pashtun areas from Taliban infiltration … keeping Kabul relatively secure and striking at terrorists". He does not make clear exactly how "just a small fraction of the troops now committed to the war" could accomplish these missions, or when they would be able to stop doing so.

This is the critical flaw in Mr Galbraith's argument, and that of anyone who believes that a counterinsurgency strategy cannot succeed in Afghanistan. We cannot simply take our ball and go home; there is a clear and present danger that emanates from the Afghan border region with Pakistan—what the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Michael Mullen, calls "the epicentre of global terrorism". The alternative to a counterinsurgency strategy is an endless counterterrorism campaign against the Taliban's homeland in the Pashtun areas of Afghanistan and Pakistan. This truly would be an unwinnable war: perpetual drone strikes and special operations raids to kill or capture terrorists with no effort to build local security forces or improve local governance to change the dynamics on the ground that breed terror in the first place.

5. That  further destabilizes Afghanistan and South Asia causing nuclear war 
Bergen 9- senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “Two Arguments for What to Do in Afghanistan,” October 1st, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/01/two_arguments_for_what_to_do_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

These flawed assumptions underlie the misguided argument that the war in Afghanistan is unwinnable. Some voices have begun to advocate a much smaller mission in Afghanistan, fewer troops and a decapitation strategy aimed at militant leaders carried out by special forces and drone attacks. Superficially, this sounds reasonable. But it has a back-to-the-future flavor because it is more or less the exact same policy that the Bush Administration followed in the first years of the occupation: a light footprint of several thousand U.S. soldiers who were confined to counterterrorism missions. That approach helped foster the resurgence of the Taliban, which continues to receive material support from elements in Pakistan. If a pared-down counterterrorism strategy works no better the second time around, will we have to invade Afghanistan all over again in the event of a spectacular Taliban comeback? 

Having overthrown the ruling government in 2001, the U.S. has an obligation to leave to Afghans a country that is somewhat stable. And a stabilized Afghanistan is a necessary precondition for a peaceful South Asia, which is today the epicenter of global terrorism and the most likely setting of a nuclear war. Obamas Af-Pak plan has a real chance to achieve a stable Afghanistan if it is given some time to work.

XT 1: Intelligence will dry up

The strategy fails - can’t get intelligence 
Riedel and O’Hanlon, 9 - *Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy AND ** Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy  at Brookings (Bruce and Michael, USA Today, 9/24, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

Those who favor the counterterrorism option – as opposed to deeper engagement – imply that we can destroy al-Qaeda's core with a few U.S. special forces teams, modern intelligence fusion centers, cruise-missile-carrying ships and unmanned aerial vehicles of the type that recently killed Pakistani extremist leader Baitullah Mehsud. Some advocates of this kind of plan would continue our intense efforts to train Afghan security forces. Others would not. But all envision a dramatically reduced U.S. role.

Pretty good – if it would work.

Alas, it would not. In fact, we have seen this movie before. In the early years after the Taliban fell in 2001, the main American presence in Afghanistan consisted precisely of the above kinds of assets and attempted precisely what counterterrorism advocates now favor as though they are coming up with something new. That was Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's "light footprint" strategy.

It's the intelligence, stupid 

The fundamental reason that a counterterrorism-focused strategy fails is that it cannot generate good intelligence. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban know not to use their cellphones and satellite phones today, so our spy satellites are of little use in finding extremists. We need information from unmanned low-altitude aircraft and, even more, from people on the ground who speak the language and know the comings and goings of locals. But our Afghan friends who might be inclined to help us with such information would be intimidated by insurgent and terrorist forces into silence — or killed if they cooperated — because we would lack the ability to protect them under a counterterrorism approach.

Afghan forces simply do not have the capacity to do the protecting themselves at this point and, given the challenges of building up new institutions in Afghanistan after decades of war, will not have the ability until at least 2012. Even that distant date will be postponed further if we do not deploy enough forces to mentor and partner with Afghans as they build up an army and police force largely from scratch. This adds up to a prescription for a drying up of intelligence.

Fewer Troops Sparks Antiamericanism – It Decreases Intelligence

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ
Moreover, the surgical strikes would not be that surgical. A significantly smaller U.S. ground presence is likely to produce less good human intelligence, because it will be harder to protect informants. This will increase the risk of hitting, for example, wedding parties. 
In addition, fewer strikes means that each individual operation is more visible. This mitigates the problem of information saturation which currently frustrates jihadi propagandists. In war, many bad things happen, but individual incidents drown in the noise of the conflict. This may explain why interest in the Iraqi insurgency on jihadi forums has decreased steadily since 2005; there was so much going on that even jihadis were desensitized. A related dynamic may be behind the paradox that in Pakistan, public outrage over CIA drone strikes seems to have decreased in 2008 and 2009 as the frequency of strikes has gone up. For al Qaeda's propagandists, less can be more.
Last but not least, the Taliban will be better placed to exploit the attacks politically. Surgical strikes can work, provided the government on whose territory they occur is a relatively friendly one. The killing of al Qaeda operative Abu Ali al-Harithi by a CIA drone in Yemen in 2002 was certainly controversial, but it did not become a major symbol of Muslim suffering, because there was no civilian collateral damage and no images of the incident. Likewise, drone strikes in Pakistan have been unpopular, but Islamabad's complicity gives Pakistani officials an incentive to keep photographers away from the aftermath. 

XT 2: Counterterrorism switch destabilizes the government
Counterterrorism will lead to Taliban takeover and terrorism – Pakistan will refuse to cooperate 
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)

One is the argument that a heavy U.S. military presence in Afghanistan focused on population security is not the best way to defeat Al Qaeda and may even be counterproductive. Counter-terrorism is "still Washington's most pressing task," write Steven Simon and Jonathan Stevenson in the current issue of Survival, but "the question is whether counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan are the best means of executing it. The mere fact that the core threat to U.S. interests now resides in Pakistan rather than Afghanistan casts considerable doubt on the proposition....The realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralizing the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that Al Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners." 5

Apparently like some in the Obama Administration, they recommend a policy concentrated on targeted killing of Al Qaeda leaders by aerial drones and other means. They acknowledge that a Taliban takeover of Afghanistan might aid Al Qaeda but argue that greater risks would flow from the failure or a U.S.-led counterinsurgency strategy.

This argument misreads the dynamics within Pakistan that will shape the course of U.S. efforts to destroy Al Qaeda's headquarters and networks there. Simon and Stevenson, for example, fear that the provocative aura of U.S. domination in Afghanistan would "intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan" and by doing so ensure that the Pakistan Army would refuse to cooperate with American efforts to root out Islamic extremists previously cultivated by the Army and its intelligence wing, the Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, or I.S.I. There are certainly risks along the lines they describe, but something like the opposite is more likely to be true.

The relationship between the Pakistani security services and Islamist extremist groups - Al Qaeda, the Taliban, sectarian groups, Kashmiri groups, and their many splinters - is not static or preordained. Pakistani public opinion, while it remains hostile to the United States, has of late turned sharply and intensely against violent Islamist militant groups. The Pakistan Army, itself reeling as an institution from deep public skepticism, is proving to be responsive to this change of public opinion. Moreover, the Army, civilian political leaders, landlords, business leaders and Pakistani civil society have entered into a period of competition and freewheeling discourse over how to think about the country's national interests and how to extricate their country from the Frankenstein-like problem of Islamic radicalism created by the Army's historical security policies. There is a growing recognition in this discourse among Pakistani elites that the country must find a new national security doctrine that does not fuel internal revolution and impede economic and social progress. The purpose of American policy should be to create conditions within and around Pakistan for the progressive side of this argument among Pakistani elites to prevail over time.

American policy over the next five or ten years must proceed from the understanding that the ultimate exit strategy for international forces from South Asia is Pakistan's economic success and political normalization, manifested in an Army that shares power with civilian leaders in a reasonably stable constitutional bargain, and in the increasing integration of Pakistan's economy with regional economies, including India's. Such an evolution will likely consolidate the emerging view within Pakistan's elites that the country requires a new and less self-defeating national security doctrine. As in the Philippines, Colombia, and Indonesia, the pursuit of a more balanced, less coup-ridden, more modern political-military order in Pakistan need not be complete or confused with perfection for it to gradually pinch the space in which Al Qaeda, the Taliban and related groups now operate. Moreover, in South Asia, outsiders need not construct or impose this modernizing pathway as a neo-imperial project; the hope for durable change lies first of all in the potential for normalizing relations between Pakistan and India, a negotiation between elites in those two countries that is already well under way, without Western mediation, and is much more advanced than is typically appreciated. Its success is hardly assured, but because of the transformational effect such normalization would create, the effects of American policies in the region on its prospects should be carefully assessed.

Against this backdrop, a Taliban insurgency that increasingly destabilizes both Afghanistan and the border region with Pakistan would make such regional normalization very difficult, if not impossible, in the foreseeable future. Among other things, it would reinforce the sense of siege and encirclement that has shaped the Pakistan Army's self-defeating policies of support for Islamist militias that provide, along with a nuclear deterrent, asymmetrical balance against a (perceived) hegemonic India.

Conversely, a reasonably stable Afghan state supported by the international community, increasingly defended by its own Army, and no longer under threat of coercive revolution by the Taliban could create conditions for Pakistan's government to negotiate and participate in political arrangements in Afghanistan and the Central Asian region that would address Pakistan's legitimate security needs, break the Army's dominating mindset of encirclement, and advance the country's economic interests.

American and international success in Afghanistan could also enhance the space for civilians in Pakistan who seek to persuade the Pakistan Army to accommodate their views about national security; for the United States to insist that Pakistani interests be accommodated in a pluralistic, non-revolutionary Afghanistan; and for Pakistani elites, including the Army, to have adequate confidence to take on the risks associated with a negotiated peace or normalization with India. Conversely, yielding unnecessarily to an indefinite period of violence and chaos in Afghanistan, one in which the Taliban may seek to take power in Kabul while continuing to operate across the border in Pakistan, will all but guarantee failure along all of these strategic lines.

There are narrower objections that should be registered about the "counterterrorism-only" or "counterterrorism-mainly" argument. It is probably impractical over a long period of time to wage an intelligence-derived counterterrorism campaign along the Pakistan-Afghan border if a cooperating Afghan 
government does not have access to the local population; if American forces are not present; and if the Pakistani state has no incentive to cooperate. This is exactly the narrative that unfolded during the 1990s and led to failure on 9/11 for the United States. Recent improvements in targeting Al Qaeda leaders in Pakistan seem to be a function, at least in part, of changing attitudes toward cooperation by the Pakistani civilian government and security services. These changes in turn are a function of the dynamic, complex internal Pakistani discourse sketched above. It is unlikely that an American willingness to allow Taliban hegemony in Afghanistan will result in greater cooperation from Pakistani intelligence; in fact, the opposite is more likely because, as in the past, some in the Pakistani security services seek such hegemony for ideological reasons, while others will likely see a need to protect their position with Islamist militias in order to defend against India in a volatile, heavily contested regional environment.

XT 2: Counterterrorism causes government collapse
Taliban takeover will undermine a us small footprint approach

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ

By contrast, a future Taliban-dominated government would do everything in its power to amplify the visual impact and exaggerate the collateral damage of American operations. It would use diplomatic and other channels to build international political pressure on the U.S. stop its attacks. There would be calls on Washington to offer concrete evidence and justification for each major attack, which would be hard to do without sharing sensitive intelligence. Meanwhile, al Qaeda would hide among civilians. For the Taliban, plausible deniability would be easy to establish: after all, Kabul cannot prevent Arab tourists, charity workers and preachers from entering the country. With the small footprint approach, al Qaeda will have a safe haven in Afghanistan, albeit a somewhat less open one than in the late 1990s. 


Its empirical
Bergen 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ 
The implication of Walt's objection to the ramped-up Obama strategy in Afghanistan is that the U.S. should either do less in Afghanistan, or even just get out altogether. But America has already gone down this road. Twice. In 1989 the U.S. closed its embassy in Kabul and then effectively zeroed out aid to one of the poorest countries in the world; meanwhile Afghanistan was racked by a civil war, which spawned the Taliban who then gave safe haven to al Qaeda. 

Then in the winter of 2001 the Bush administration overthrew the Taliban, and because of its aversion to nation-building rebuilt the country on the cheap and quickly got distracted by the war in Iraq. Into the resulting vacuum stepped a resurgent Taliban. This time the movement of religious warriors was much more closely aligned with al Qaeda.

So the U.S. has already tried the Do Nothing approach and the Do It Light approach in Afghanistan, the results of which are well known. The Obama administration is now attempting a Do It Seriously approach, which has a real chance of success. 

XT 3: Counterterrorism shift increases terrorism

A limited footprint fails – increases terrorism and allows al qaeda to take over afghanistan
Williams 2009, associate professor of Islamic history at Dartmouth, [Brian Glyn “Three Reasons for Democrats to Support More Troops in Afghanistan, October 16th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/16/three_reasons_for_democrats_to_support_more_troops_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

1. Al Qaeda and the Taliban are one. 

In the past few weeks Vice President Joe Biden has offered an alternative plan for Afghanistan that could be summarized as "fight terrorists not insurgents." Instead of sending McChrystal the 40,000 troops he has reportedly requested to wage a full blown counterinsurgency against the Taliban, this "limited" strategy calls for waging a counterterrorism campaign against al Qaeda. Rather than slug it out with the local Taliban, we should focus on the al Qaeda terrorists who attacked the U.S. on 9/11, and since al Qaeda is in Pakistan, American forces should simply rely on unmanned aerial drones to kill them there, according to this argument.

Republican writer and strategist George Will summed up this strategy by stating American forces should be "substantially reduced to serve a comprehensively revised policy: America should do only what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, air strikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters."

Putting aside the absurd assertion that Afghanistan somehow does not "matter," this call for monitoring a 1,500 mile "porous" border using fewer than 200 Predator and Reaper drones overlooks the logistical limitations of such a campaign. If America cannot stop Mexicans from entering America in the millions, how can it monitor the mountainous border between Afghanistan and Pakistan from afar ... using only drones? Most importantly, how can we look the Pakistanis in the eye after calling on them to go after the Taliban and al Qaeda on their own side of the border when we talk of withdrawing "offshore" to fight them on our side of the border? For the hammer (the U.S. in Afghanistan) and anvil (the Pakistani army) approach to work to prevent cross border raids the U.S.-led coalition needs to hit the Taliban from the Afghan side of the border while our Pakistani allies pressure them from the other side.

But the biggest flaw with calls for waging a more limited counterterrorism campaign (as opposed to a counterinsurgency), is that is rests upon the flawed assertion that there is somehow daylight between the Taliban and al Qaeda. Those in support of the limited approach have begun to retroactively argue that the Taliban are a local outfit that we should not be fighting since they did not attack America on 9/11. This theory posits that the Taliban are unlikely to stand by the al Qaeda lightning rod which caused the overthrow of their regime in 2001. 

But that is exactly what the Taliban have done so far. When President Bush called upon the Taliban to turn over Bin Laden and dismantle al Qaeda's terrorist camps in Afghanistan after 9/11, Taliban leader Mullah Omar drew a line in the sand and dared the Americans to come and meet their fate in the killing mountains of Afghanistan. Did the Taliban learn their lesson and subsequently break their ties with their dangerous allies?  

On the contrary. In 2001 al Qaeda fled to the Pashtun-dominated tribal provinces of Pakistan and there they were offered sanctuary by the Taliban. A series of Taliban commanders such as Nek Muhammad, Mullah Dadullah, Baitullah Mehsud, Jalaluddin Haqqani, and Hakimullah Mehsud not only protected al Qaeda but actively worked to disseminate their brand of terrorism throughout Pakistan and Afghanistan. Under al Qaeda's influence, the down-but-not-out Taliban began to radicalize. By 2006 the Taliban had become the world's second most pervasive users of suicide terrorism after the Iraqis. They had also begun to behead their victims on video and to assassinate their enemies. It was the Taliban that were blamed for killing former Pakistani Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto and who tried killing Afghan President Hamid Karzai and Pakistani leader Pervez Musharraf. Al Qaeda amirs (commanders) sit in on the Taliban shuras (councils) in Quetta and Waziristan, they fight alongside the Taliban insurgents, and they fund and train their Taliban allies. The Taliban and al Qaeda have essentially morphed into one since 2001. Under al Qaeda influence the Taliban have threatened to attack the West on numerous occasions.

XT 3: Counterterrorism increases terrorism

Limited withdrawal boosts global terrorism – al qaeda and the taliban work together

Williams 2009, associate professor of Islamic history at Dartmouth, [Brian Glyn “Three Reasons for Democrats to Support More Troops in Afghanistan, October 16th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/16/three_reasons_for_democrats_to_support_more_troops_in_afghanistan] 
For those who seek to de-link the Taliban from Al Qaeda in order to rationalize a more limited war, al Qaeda has a response. In a recent al Qaeda internet posting, a spokesman emphatically states: 

All praise is for Allah, al Qaeda and Taliban all are Muslims and we are united by the brotherhood of Islam. We do not see any difference between Taliban and al Qaeda, for we all belong to the religion of Islam. Sheikh Osama has pledged allegiance to Amir Al-Mumineen (Mullah Muhammad Omar) and has reassured his leadership again and again. There is no difference between us, for we are united by Islam and the Shari'a governs us. Just as the infidels are one people, so are the Muslims, and they will never succeed in disuniting the Mujahideen, saying that there is al Qaeda and Taliban, and that al Qaeda are terrorists and extremists. They use many such words, but by the Grace of Allah, it will not affect our brotherly relationship. 

There is a reason why no one has been able to get the $25 million bounties on Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda number two Ayman al Zawahiri, and that is because the Taliban protect them. There is nothing to indicate that this would change if the Americans withdrew from the counterinsurgency and let the Taliban sweep back across southern Afghanistan. Far from it. Recent history would indicate that the Taliban would continue to offer sanctuary to the terrorists who attacked London, Madrid, Istanbul, New York, Bali and Washington from their Taliban-protected bases in Pakistan and Afghanistan. If the Taliban are allowed to regroup they will be more radical than they were in 2001, more distrustful of the Americans who toppled them, and filled with arrogance over their perceived victory. From such a position of strength, why would they suddenly change and turn on their al Qaeda allies/sponsors?  

Successful counterinsurgency operations are a prerequisite to successful counterterrorism

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “Planning Victory in Afghanistan”, 2/9/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100020)

Perhaps the most important lesson of Iraq that is transportable to Afghanistan is this: It is impossible to conduct effective counterterrorism operations (i.e., targeting terrorist networks with precise attacks on key leadership nodes) in a fragile state without conducting effective counterinsurgency operations (i.e., protecting the population and using economic and political programs to build support for the government and resistance to insurgents and terrorists). We will never have a better scenario in which to test the limitations of the counterterrorism model than we had in Iraq in 2006. U.S. Special Forces teams had complete freedom to act against al-Qaeda in Iraq, supported by around 150,000 regular U.S. troops, Iraqi military and police forces of several hundred thousand, and liberal airpower. We killed scores of key terrorist leaders, including the head of al-Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Musab al Zarqawi, in June 2006. But terrorist strength, violence, and control only increased over the course of that year. It was not until units already on the ground applied a new approach--a counterinsurgency approach--and received reinforcements that we were able to defeat al-Qaeda in Iraq (even without killing its new leader).

In Afghanistan, we have nothing like the freedom of movement we had in Iraq in 2006, and nothing like the force levels. We have, furthermore, been targeting leadership nodes within terrorist networks in Afghanistan and Pakistan for seven years now, yet the groups are not defeated. Absent a counterinsurgency and nation-building strategy that leads the population to reject the terrorists, killing bad guys will not defeat well-organized and determined terrorist networks.

Xt 4 – Drone shift 2NC Link Extensions
Withdrawal increases reliance on Predator strikes
Zachary 9 -  member of the In These Times Board of Editors, author,  teacher of journalism at Stanford University and fellow at the German Marshall Fund (G. Pascal, “Op-Ed: The Case for Withdrawal from Afghanistan War”, Veterans for Common Sense, 10/15/09, http://www.veteransforcommonsense.org/index.ph p/national-security/1428-g-pascal-zachary)

Under this scenario, withdrawal of American troops would not mean the end of military actions on Afghan soil. As advocates of "limited" war argue, attacks could still be made from Predator drones based elsewhere. But air strikes and attacks by U.S. "special forces" on Afghan soil risk undermining any government of national unity and the pretense that the United States has halted its war on the Taliban.
Withdrawal increases the use of drone strikes – boosts terrorism

Hegghammer 9- senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment (Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints]HURWITZ

It is ironic that many proponents of troop reduction in Afghanistan are also critical of drone strikes in Pakistan. What they do not seem to realize is that the small footprint approach will increase our reliance on drone strikes in Afghanistan. Without a major ground presence, airstrikes will be our principal tool for keeping al Qaeda on the run and deterring the Taliban from hosting them. Such intermittent strikes may well create more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan than the current occupation.

For these reasons, the small footprint approach will almost certainly produce more terrorism in the West. However, this argument should not end the discussion. Given the enormous cost of the alternative strategies (status quo, a moderate troop reduction, or a surge), the small footprint approach is worth considering. How we weigh the cost of war in Afghanistan against the cost terrorism at home is a political question. Unfortunately, however, we cannot have it both ways.
XT 5 - 2NC Drones --> Terrorism Ext

Drone strikes create terrorists- those affected sympathize with the Taliban
Khattak 9- correspondent for the Pakistani newspaper The News International, [Daud “Does Airpower Help or Hurt Al Qaeda?” 9/11 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/11/does_airpower_help_or_hurt_al_qaeda] HURWITZ

However, we must also recognize that many al Qaeda supporters, if not active members, have been created by some of the coalition's misguided policies in the past eight years. 

One such example is the use of airpower in Afghanistan and Pakistan. In Pakistan, U.S.-operated drone strikes have taken out several al Qaeda leaders, but often go astray and kill civilians. Similarly in Afghanistan, airstrikes like the one in Kunduz last week that killed up to 125 create and enlarge the support base for al Qaeda in the countries, which were once already mostly purged of those elements. These airstrikes, under the new leadership of top NATO commander in Afghanistan Gen. Stanley McChrystal, have dropped by almost half -- a trend that should be continued.

By the same token, dealing with the extremist problem by using only military might is not going to eliminate the scourge of militant violence. To root it out, the international community should focus on areas like Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan and the border regions of Afghanistan, to root out poverty, promote education, ensure health and civic facilities. Educating one tribesman is worth spending $100,000 on pity projects which often end soon after inauguration (see the large number of such projects in Helmand, Zabul, Uruzgan and southeastern Afghanistan). Hence, alongside the military action, the human side of the issue should also be addressed to ensure success against not only al Qaeda, but all sorts of militancies and insurgencies.

2NC Drones/Raids---> Pak Instability

Raids and drone attacks cause a public backlash and destabilize Pakistan

Boyle 10 -  Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)
Similarly, in 2008 the US expanded the target list for Predator drone strikes to include Taleban officials and related hostile Islamist networks (such as the Haqqani network) operating across the Pakistani border. In summer 2009, concerned over growing threats to the stability of Pakistan, the US began to direct strikes against factions of the Tehrik-i-Taleban in Pakistan (TTP) and eventually killed its leader, Baitullah Mehsud.65 From 2007 to 2009, the change in the number of strikes and the target set has been dramatic. According to an analysis by Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedmann, in 2007 the US launched only five drone strikes, three against Taleban targets and two against Al-Qaeda. By contrast, in the first ten months of 2009 it launched 43 strikes against a variety of targets, including 18 against the Taleban, 16 against Baitullah Mehsud, seven against Al-Qaeda and four against the Haqqani network.66 Under the Obama administration, the number of Predator strikes and the diversification of the targets has actually increased.67 There is considerable evidence that these raids and drone strikes have been successful in degrading Al-Qaeda’s capabilities.68 Obama administration officials believe that they have eliminated more than half of the top Al-Qaeda targets over the last year.69 There are numerous anecdotal reports that Al-Qaeda has been demoralized by the strikes, which they see as causing disarray in their ranks.70 But the blowback effects have been significant. The immediate reaction to the drone strikes and commando raids in Pakistan has been public outrage. A recent Pew study revealed that 58 per cent of Pakistanis did not believe that missile strikes were necessary, and 93 per cent believed that they killed too many civilians.71 Even though the Pakistani government approves some drone strikes, approximately 58 per cent of Pakistanis now believe that the US conducts them without the authorization of the government in Islamabad.72 What influence the US has is now seen as negative: 64 per cent of Pakistanis now believe the US is their country’s enemy.73 The commando and Predator drone operations have reinforced a perception that the government is weak and cannot say no to the US even when the latter conducts unsanctioned air strikes and ground incursions on Pakistani territory.74 The growing sense that the Pakistani government is paralysed in the face of US intervention has contributed to the countermobilization of militant networks.75 This was precisely the fear of the Pakistani military, who warned after the first major US commando raid that ‘such action[s] are completely counterproductive and can result in huge losses because it gives the civilians a cause to rise against the Pakistani military’.76 At present, there is only anecdotal evidence to suggest that recruitment into militant networks has increased out of a desire for revenge for commando raids and drone strikes.77 Since no reliable data on the supply of militant recruits to Pakistani Islamist networks exist, no one knows whether the use of commando raids and drones creates more enemies than it kills.78 But it is clear that the expansion of these strikes has accelerated the radicalization of existing militant groups and encouraged them to make common cause with jihadi groups. The result has been a political realignment among existing militant groups in opposition to the US and its alleged puppet government in Pakistan. The TTP, formed out of a coalition of disparate militant networks in December 2007, now comprises more than 40 militant groups, and has developed operational links with long standing Kashmiri and Punjabi groups, which themselves are showing increasing susceptibility to jihadi ideologies. The use of commando raids and Predator drone strikes has pushed the TTP closer to Al-Qaeda, the Haqqani network and its counterpart in the Afghan Taleban. Together, these groups now form an inchoate insurgency against the Zadari government. These strikes have also transformed the priorities of the Pakistani networks and turned some that were exclusively focused on challenging or overthrowing the incumbent regime in Islamabad towards actively countering the US and NATO in Afghanistan. Worse still, Al-Qaeda appears to gain from this dynamic: Hakimullah Mehsud, the former leader of the TTP, stated unequivocally in October 2009 that ‘we have respect for Al-Qaeda and the jihadist organizations—we are with them’.79 He also declared his allegiance to Afghan Taleban leader Mullah Omar as the ‘amir’ of his movement. The use of commando raids and drone strikes against militant networks in Pakistan has furthered the radicalization of existing groups and expanded the international horizons of militant groups whose focus was previously the Pakistani government or Kashmir. Ironically, the result of the expansion of strikes into Pakistan may be to encourage the process of fusion that Kilcullen described and to pull these groups even closer to Al-Qaeda.
2NC Raids --> Human Rights Violations
Raids guarantee human rights atrocities
Gaston 2010, Human Rights Lawyer [Erica “The Problems of Night Raids,” 4/8 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/08/the_problems_of_night_raids] HURWITZ
This week, International Security Assistance Force-Afghanistan (ISAF) admitted that U.S. and Afghan Special Forces killed two pregnant women, a teenage girl, a police officer and his brother during a February 12, 2010 raid in Gardez. The incident raises serious questions about whether the recent policy changes on night raids will meaningfully reduce the harm they cause, or improve oversight of them, as was intended. 

A bare three weeks before this raid took place, ISAF issued a new tactical directive specific to night raids. The new tactical directive was intended to reduce the risk of these incidents happening by setting a higher threshold for night raids to be authorized and encouraging troops to only use the amount of force necessary when authorized. The new directive also was intended to improve some of the issues of oversight and accountability for these raids by improving coordination between the units carrying out the raids and the commanders in the area of operations, creating mechanisms for affected families to find out what happened to those who were detained, and reinforcing to ISAF command the need for transparency and accountability on these incidents. 

What happened on February 12, and in the weeks that followed, appears to break not only the letter but the spirit of this new directive. A raid was authorized against what all sides now agree was an innocent family, raising a question as to how this raid met the supposedly high threshold for carrying out such actions in the first place. While it's hard to second-guess what levels of force are "necessary" in any situation, what is clear is that here the level of force used against a social gathering left five dead and caused significant property damage. No one at the scene was left with any means to find out what happened or why they were targeted. 
2NC Drones/Night Raids --> Anti-Americanism
Night raids destroy US credibility in Afghanistan 

Gaston 10 -Human rights lawyer for the Open Society Institute, (Erica “No More Night Terrors,” 2/23 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/02/23/no_more_night_terrors) HURWITZ

An airstrike in Uruzgan province, Afghanistan, yesterday is estimated to have killed as many as 27 civilians. The news of this airstrike has yet again stoked questions of whether a counterinsurgency strategy can be effectively carried out in Afghanistan, and if not, what the overall prospects of success in Afghanistan really are. Reducing airstrikes is key: these are the most visible and publicly inflammatory tactics that international forces use. But airstrikes, or the conduct of the coalition forces operating in Marjah, are only part of the picture; other practices that are equally important in terms of rebuilding Afghan trust and moving toward stability in Afghanistan have been routinely ignored and not seriously addressed. 

The most serious outstanding example of this is the continued reliance on night raids, which my organization, the Open Society Institute, explores in a recently released report. Night raids are when military forces, usually a mixed group of internationals and Afghans, force entry into an Afghan home in the middle of the night, search the premises and usually detain one or more men of the family. Reports of abuse -- punching, slapping, or other mistreatment -- during these raids are frequent. According to the UN, at least 98 civilians were killed in these incidents in 2009. 

Though night raids do not result in as many deaths as airstrikes, they can be as lethal to public opinion, if not more so. In terms of creating enemies, it's hard to do worse than breaking into someone's house at night, taking actions that are viewed as violating the women of the household, and hauling family members to unknown detention sites for weeks to months. 

I was recently speaking to a group of Afghan National Army commanders who had just been trained in new counterinsurgency strategy about the importance of protecting and respecting civilians. He told me I should save my lessons for international forces. "Just last week they raided my house and three members of my family were taken away," he shouted, obviously enraged. "If they continue like this, soon I will become an insurgent rather than a counterinsurgent!" 

Our research showed that even if the number of airstrikes decreases, night raids perpetuate Afghan impressions that international forces are abusive outsiders who wantonly or purposefully kill Afghans with no accountability to the law. These practices contradict international forces' public promises of population protection, and make it harder for international forces to speak credibly when incidents like the airstrike in Uruzgan do happen.
Night raids further destabilize Afghanistan – US support impossible

Gaston 2010, human rights lawyer, [Erica “Breaking Down Doors in Afghanistan” 3/05 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/03/05/breaking_down_doors_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

My organization, the Open Society Institute, recently released a report on night raids, based on research we conducted in the southeast of Afghanistan. We found that despite significant policy changes by international forces to reduce harm to civilians -- reductions in airstrikes, for example -- the lack of any real movement on night raids leaves a gaping hole in the new counterinsurgency strategy. Night raids can generate enormous hostility among local populations, in one stroke undoing months of goodwill. From a human rights and civil society perspective, their persistent use over the last eight years raises serious concerns about how much progress authorities in Afghanistan are making in providing basic fair treatment. 

The new directive recognizes the importance of this issue for Afghan communities: "Despite their effectiveness and operational value, night raids come at a steep cost in terms of the perceptions of the Afghan people." It also noted that even where there is no damage or direct injury to affected families, "Afghans can feel deeply violated and dishonored, making winning their support that much more difficult." 
Drone Attacks Fail

Drone attacks fail to deter terrorism- evolving procedures
Cruickshank 2010 -Alumni Fellow at the NYU center on Law and security, [Paul, “Al Qaeda’s Ground Zero”, 4/01 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/01/al_qaedas_ground_zero] HURWITZ
Any obituaries written about the operations of "core" al Qaeda in Pakistan are premature. Al Qaeda retains the capability to orchestrate plots against the West from North Waziristan. The interrogation reports, trial testimony, and statements of Western recruits who traveled to train in the tribal areas of Pakistan as recently as 2008 suggest that al Qaeda has to a significant degree successfully adapted its organizational structures in the wake of a greatly intensified drone campaign. It has done this by spreading its fighters around the tribal areas, lodging them in small groups in mountain shacks, and mandating that training take place mostly indoors. This has allowed al Qaeda to continue to offer recruits from the West sophisticated bomb-making instruction. Najibullah Zazi, for instance was instructed in how to make hydrogen peroxide-TATP devices by al Qaeda instructors in the FATA in the fall of 2008. Zazi recently pleaded guilty to plotting to attack New York subways in September 2009. 

Although there are few eyewitness accounts about the status of al Qaeda's safe haven in the 2009 to 2010 period, al Qaeda bomb-makers are likely still operating in the area. According to a New America Foundation count only a half-dozen al Qaeda operatives were killed by drone strikes in the tribal areas in 2009, half the number of the previous year, suggesting that al Qaeda operatives may have become better at avoiding the unmanned aircraft. 

Despite the fact that recent weeks have seen a surge in the number of drone strikes in North Waziristan, increasing the pressure on al-Qaeda and its allies and making it more difficult for the terrorist groups to plot attacks in the West, missile strikes alone will never force them out of North Waziristan. 

Drone strike fail- Pakistani operations

Cruickshank 2010, Alumni Fellow at the NYU center on Law and security, [Paul, “Al Qaeda’s Ground Zero”, 4/01 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/01/al_qaedas_ground_zero] HURWITZ
In recent years the area in and around Mir Ali in particular, the second largest town in North Waziristan, has emerged as an epicenter for Western militants training in Pakistan. For example, the 2006 airline plotters, the Danish al Qaeda recruit Hammad Khurshid, the German al Qaeda recruit Aleem Nasir, a group of German plotters who targeted U.S. servicemen in Germany in 2007, a group of Belgian militants now on trial in Belgium, and the American al Qaeda recruit Bryant Neal Vinas, all trained or spent time in the area. And new waves of Western recruits are traveling to North Waziristan. In August 2009, four Swedes were arrested trying to cross into North Waziristan. In total up to 150 militants from the West are thought to have travelled to the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region in 2009, a greater number than in previous years. 

A rare recent glimpse into conditions in North Waziristan came from an e-mail sent by David Headley, the Chicago-based Lashkar-e-Taiba operative, to several associates in May 2009, shortly after he traveled to the area. Headley described how, despite the intensification of drone strikes, the local tribes in North Waziristan were still offering sanctuary to foreign fighters and their families, who he said made up a little less than a third of the population in the area. "Just walk around the bazaar in Miranshah [Miram Shah, the capital of North Waziristan]. This bazaar is bustling with Chechens, Uzbeks, Tajiks, Russians, Bosnians, some from EU countries and of course our Arab brothers," he wrote. "Any Waziri or Mehsud I spoke to seemed grateful to God for the privilege of being able to host the ‘Foreign Mujahedeen.'" 
Drones don’t solve- irritates Pakistanis and prevents coop

Menon, 10 (Rajan,  Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, January/February 2010, Boston Review, “Afghanistan’s travails cannot be separated from circumstances in Pakistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/menon.php)
Second, the idea that increasing the number of attacks by American unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) against Taliban and al Qaeda centers will stanch the traffic is misguided. What such attacks will do—and are doing—is make Pakistanis irate at what they see as American disregard for the lives of noncombatants and for their country’s sovereignty. The United States is very unpopular in Pakistan, and Obama, who nonetheless has stepped up the UAV attacks, will not be able to achieve what he seeks in Afghanistan if the antagonism deepens.
Drone Attacks Fail
Reverting to just drone attacks and special operations won’t solve terrorism

Hoffman, 09 - professor in Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program (10/8/09, Bruce, The National Interest, “How to Win Afghanistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22272)
Which approach—counterterrorism or counterinsurgency—can best protect the United States from future terrorist attack and assure to the greatest extent possible the safety and security of the American people? The answer lies in understanding the continuing threat from al-Qaeda along with the realization that terrorists cannot be defeated, and the threat they pose contained, by a decapitation strategy alone.

The success of U.S. unmanned drone attacks in killing at least thirteen senior al-Qaeda operatives over the past fifteen months has raised expectations that this tactic—coupled with rapidly deployable special operations forces—are sufficient to deal with any continuing threat from al-Qaeda and thus forestall the need for additional U.S. ground forces in Afghanistan. It is worth recalling that for the past century similarly extravagant claims about the efficacy of airpower—not least in obviating the need for large numbers of ground forces—have often been made. And, just as frequently these claims have proven more complicated by on-the-ground realities, if not, unfounded. This is not to argue that the drone program has not been effective in making the lives of al-Qaeda’s leaders far more difficult by forcing them to pay ever more attention to their own security and survival. Rather, it is to note that decapitation on its own has rarely proven successful in defeating a terrorist organization.
Night Raids Fail 
Night raids fail- lack of transparency 

Gaston 10 - Human Rights Lawyer [4/8/10, Erica, “The Problems of Night Raids,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/08/the_problems_of_night_raids] HURWITZ
The ISAF after-report of the incident erroneously claimed that only insurgents had been killed in the raid. ISAF personnel later told journalists and independent monitors that the women "found" dead were killed in an honor killing by the family. If this family had not been well connected enough to raise a complaint, and if one journalist had not taken an interest in investigating the incident, this story might never have been contradicted. 

It is troubling that a raid took place so soon after the new restrictions were released when all forces, and particularly the Special Operations Forces (SOF) most involved in these raids, should have been paying the most attention. The incident also underlines one of the more serious issues that the directive overlooked: concerns about misinformation. As noted earlier in this blog, my organization, the Open Society Institute, recently carried out a study on concerns with the practice of night raids. Throughout our research, we persistently heard complaints of families who had been targeted, men of the household arrested, and then released, without any evidence of why they were held. Several of the families we interviewed said their houses were raided not just once but two, three, four, and in one case, seven times. In each case, they said, they were released either without explanation or with regrets that, "Sorry, we got the wrong guy." When we have tried to raise these issues with ISAF the standard response has been an outright denial: when a night raid is conducted, they claim, there's no mistaken identity. We always get our guy. The lack of transparency over these raids and any evidence against the targets has made it hard to rebut such assertions. But the few well documented cases that have been exposed, like this one, beg the question of how many other innocent families are attacked in these raids. Without any meaningful process or accountability, there's no way to know.
AT: Offshore basing solves terrorism

Offshore capabilities won’t be able to solve 

De borchrave 09 - a member of the Atlantic Council, is a senior fellow at CSIS and  Editor-at-Large at UPI, wards include Best Magazine Reporting from Abroad and Best Magazine Interpretation of Foreign Affairs. In 1981, he received the World Business Council’s Medal of Honor, and in 1985 he was awarded the George Washington Medal of Honor for Excellence in Published Works. In 2007, the Phillips Foundation honored him with its Lifetime Achievement Award (September 2, Arnaud “Afghanistan: Strategic Retreat?” http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/afghanistan-strategic-retreat )

Instead, Will advocates a drastically revised strategy, focused on only "what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters."

Unfortunately, little can be done from offshore, at least on the scale mentioned by Will. People-based intelligence needs onshore base facilities. Frequent raids against al-Qaida bases in Pakistan's Federally Administered Tribal Areas can be done by drones and other unmanned aircraft, but these should be launched from and returned to a base in Afghanistan (as Pakistan, now stamping out Taliban insurgents at home, will eventually learn to live with a Taliban regime in Afghanistan, as it did from 1996 to 2001).

Obama's target in pursuing the Afghan war is al-Qaida. But Osama bin Laden's terrorist organization decamped Afghanistan after the battle of Tora Bora in December 2001. They are now somewhere in FATA and in Baluchistan, one of Pakistan's four provinces that border both Iran and Afghanistan. Baluchis staged three insurrections since independence, and Quetta, the provincial capital, has little use for Pakistan's federal government. If the allies decided to pack it in across the border in Afghanistan and leave a vacuum, al-Qaida would be back in a flash. Hence, Obama's keen interest in the Taliban this week. 
Counterterrorism destroys US-Pakistani relations

Counterterrorism shift kills Pakistani relations, and leads to massive pakistani instability 

Roggio 09 - an American commentator on military affairs, managing editor of The Long War Journal, published the online weblog The Fourth Rail, was an active duty soldier in the United States Army in the 1990 -  (September 24, Bill “Counterterrorism at the expense of counterinsurgency will doom Afghanistan and Pakistan: US officials” http://www.longwarjournal.org/archives/2009/09/reliance_of_countert.php )
A pullback of Coalition forces would also create an incentive for the Pakistani military and intelligence services to revitalize their support for the Taliban, officials say.

"The Pakistanis have long believed we will pull back, that our will to ride out the storm in Afghanistan is weak, and they've kept some Taliban groups in reserve for just that day," one official said. 

"Pakistan will want to fill the political and security vacuum in Afghanistan with its historic allies: the Taliban," an official said.

"The concept of strategic depth has not been tossed aside by the Pakistanis; it has merely been shelved until we in the US and NATO lose our will," a military officer said, referring to Pakistan's strategy to back the Taliban as a reserve force against its traditional enemy, India, as well as a way to keep India from exercising influence in Afghanistan.

Destabilization in Pakistan
An increase in Predator and Reaper strikes in Pakistan's border areas will also have a negative impact on relations with Pakistan, and might potentially destabilize the Pakistani government.

"Powerful, anti-American elements within the Pakistani military and intelligence establishment may revolt against an increase in US strikes inside Pakistan," a senior intelligence official said. "There is much distaste for the strikes as is, and increasing the frequency of strikes while putting US troops on the ground inside Pakistan would be a red line for some."

"The Pakistani military might be able to look the other way from the unmanned strikes, as they currently do, but drastically increasing the strikes along with the addition of US Special Operations Forces regularly entering the country would not be accepted for long," the official continued. "Just look at the uproar last September's raid in South Waziristan caused. The Pakistanis closed the Khyber Pass in protest."

The Pakistani government has played a double game when it comes to US airstrikes in the tribal areas, which highlights the political sensitivities over the issue. The government officially condemns the strikes while privately approving them, and has tasked the military to provide intelligence on terror groups in the tribal areas. At least one US Predator base has been identified in Pakistan's southwestern province of Baluchistan. But to this day, US intelligence officials believe powerful elements within Pakistan’s Inter Service Intelligence agency are tipping off al Qaeda and the Taliban on strikes when they are able to.

US officials are also certain that a stepped up US ground campaign in Pakistan's tribal areas will force al Qaeda and allied groups to disperse to other areas in Pakistan, including in Baluchistan, Punjab, the Northwest Frontier Province, and Kashmir, all with the aid of elements within the military and intelligence services. 

"This would be their revenge," one official said. "And what next? Would we launch airstrikes in the heart of the Punjab, or against Muridke?" the official continued, referring to the vast Lashkar-e-Taiba complex near Lahore. Al Qaeda and the Lashkar-e-Taiba are closely allied in Pakistan.

Over-reliance on cross border strikes aids Taliban propaganda

An over-reliance on airstrikes and covert raids would also play into the Taliban and al Qaeda's propaganda message, officials say.

"Look at how airstrikes in Afghanistan are used against us; we'd only feed that machine," a military intelligence official said.

"Not only does al Qaeda and the Taliban use the attacks to falsely claim we intentionally target civilians, they say the US is too afraid to match them on the ground," the official continued, noting that a pullback would only help fortify this propaganda message.

***Winning the war
1NC Winning Now

1. The US will win - multiple reasons

O’Hanlon 9 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

We face huge challenges in Afghanistan, to be sure. No one watching the news, or hearing President Barack Obama’s sober tone on Dec. 1 at West Point, or listening to testimony from Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Ambassador Karl Eikenberry last week, could doubt that basic reality. But in these serious, difficult times, it is worth remembering all the things that actually are working in our favor in Afghanistan now. First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways. Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes). The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. Yes, it has achieved impressive discipline in its ranks in some ways, and battlefield momentum as well, but it has no positive vision for the country — and Afghans know it. There are also many good and committed “average citizens” in the country today. In Kandahar City citizens are telling authorities about the locations of up to 80 percent of all improvised explosive devices before they go off, allowing security forces to defuse them. This high percentage, higher than ever witnessed in Iraq, further suggests that our efforts to quell the Taliban may have found unexpected support from the general population in one of the Taliban strongholds, support that a counterinsurgency can build upon. Progress is apparent in other places too. In the town of Nawa in Helmand Province, for example, an infusion of U.S. forces in 2009 has turned a previously lawless area held by the Taliban into a relatively secure area where ordinary people can begin to get back to their daily lives. Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate. Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless. Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset. Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations. To predict success outright would be to go too far. But I honestly believe that, setting our sights at a reasonable level, the odds are with us in this important mission.

1NC Winning Now

2. The war is winnable – larger numbers of troops, decreased civilian casualties and growing Afghan security forces will cause a peace deal

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
But several factors could conspire to change their calculus. The first is the war itself. Obama’s deployment decisions will essentially double the number of forces in the country this year. The Afghan security forces are also growing—and some are getting better at their jobs. The bigger force numbers, moreover, are accompanied by a new counterinsurgency strategy, one that looks likely to produce effects more lasting than those generated by the Bush administration’s “economy of force” strategy, which involved too few troops to secure territory won through battle.

NATO also seems finally to have figured out how to reduce Afghan civilian casualties, depriving the insurgency of a key propaganda asset at a moment when militants are killing more civilians than ever. The United Nations estimates that in 2008 the Afghan and international military forces killed 828 civilians, and the insurgents killed 1,160. In 2009, the numbers were 596 and 1,630 respectively.

The war on the Pakistani side of the border, involving drone aircraft, has also been stepped up, and both the Pakistani Taliban’s top leader and his replacement have been picked off in such strikes in recent months. It is unclear whether guided missile attacks have been used against Afghan insurgent targets in Pakistan as yet, but certainly the capability exists.

If all this adds up to a change in military momentum, popular attitudes might change, costing the Taliban support and increasing the number of people willing to inform or even fight against them.
3. Pakistan crackdown spilling over to Afghanistan

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

Because many of these threats of terrorist sanctuary and regional instability emanate from territory inside Pakistan, that country must confront terrorism within its borders and curtail its clandestine support for extremist factions if the coalition is to succeed in Afghanistan. Fortunately, during 2009 there were dramatic changes in the Pakistani government's willingness to wage war against insurgents, who increasingly threaten its survival. Militants' attacks into heartland provinces like Swat and Buner galvanised a previously indifferent Pakistani public and military to stand up to the militants and drive them back. A pending attack on North Waziristan—the stronghold of the Pakistani Taliban and the last significant remaining safe area for insurgents—promises to put further pressure on the enemy.

4. Troops forcing Taliban to crumble

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

We waited until 2009 to give the Afghan conflict the resources that success will require. While we focused on Iraq, the Taliban regained strength and reinstituted its previous reign of terror in much of southern and eastern Afghanistan. But with the war in Iraq winding down and a determined international focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan, it is possible over the next five years to build an Afghan government that can outperform the Taliban and an Afghan army that can outfight it, especially with the support of a Pakistani government that continues its own efforts on its side of the Durand Line. During his visit to Washington, President Karzai discussed with President Barack Obama how the political and military efforts are faring and what endstate America will be willing to accept from Taliban negotiators, who are beginning to seek reconciliation with the Afghan government. The fact that elements of the Taliban are contemplating reconciliation is the single best piece of evidence that a successful outcome is possible in an Afghanistan that will require long-term security assistance from the West, but that with that assistance can achieve a reasonable degree of stability.

1NC Winning Now
5.The Afghan economy is improving and the population supports the U.S.

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)
Why should we believe that the alternative offered by the Obama administration--committing large numbers of boots on the ground and significant sums of money to Afghanistan--has a better chance of success? In part, because the Afghan people themselves, the center of gravity in a counterinsurgency, are rooting for us to win. BBC/ABC polling found that 58 percent of Afghans named the Taliban--who only 7 percent of Afghans view favorably--as the greatest threat to their nation; only 8 percent said it was the United States. There are other positive indices. Refugees don't return to places they don't think have a future, and more than four million Afghan refugees have returned home since the fall of the Taliban. (By contrast, about the same number of Iraqi refugees fled their homes after the American-led invasion of their country in 2003, and few have returned.) There are also more than two million Afghan kids in schools, including, of course, many girls. Music, kites, movies, independent newspapers, and TV stations--all of which were banned under the Taliban--are now ubiquitous. One in six Afghans now has a cell phone, in a country that didn't have a phone system under the Taliban. And, according to the World Bank, the 2007 GDP growth rate for Afghanistan was 14 percent. Under Taliban rule the country was so poor that the World Bank didn't even bother to measure its economic indicators. Today 40 percent of Afghans say their country is going in the right direction (only 17 percent of Americans felt the same way in the waning months of the Bush administration). Considering Afghanistan's rampant drug trade, pervasive corruption, and rising violence, this may seem counterintuitive--until you recall that no country in the world has ever suffered Afghanistan's combination of an invasion and occupation by a totalitarian regime followed by a civil war, with subsequent "government" by warlords and then the neo-medieval misrule of the Taliban. In other words, the bar is pretty low. No Afghan is expecting that the country will turn into, say, Belgium, but there is an expectation that Afghanistan can be returned to the somewhat secure condition it enjoyed in the 1970s before the Soviet invasion, and that the country will be able to grow its way out of being simply a subsistence agricultural economy. Obama's Afghanistan strategy is well poised to deliver on these expectations because it primarily emphasizes increased security for the Afghan people--the first public good that Afghans want. In the south of Afghanistan, where the insurgency is the most intense, the U.S. is deploying two Marine brigades and a Stryker brigade, 17,000 soldiers in all, to supplement the thinly stretched British, Dutch, and Canadian forces in the region. These are not the kind of units that do peacekeeping; they will go in and clear areas of the Taliban and, most crucially, hold them. This will be a major improvement in a region where NATO forces have often had enough manpower to clear areas but not to hold them. One Western diplomat in Kabul joked grimly to me that every year in the south NATO soldiers have gone in to "mow the lawn." This time the idea is not to let the grass grow back.
6. Increasing civilian aid to Afghanistan will stop the insurgency

Their, 10 - director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the US Institute of Peace (J. Alexander, “Afghanistan’s Rocky Path to Peace,” Current History, April, 

http://www.usip.org/files/afghanistan/Thier%20-%20Path%20to%20Peace%20-%20Current%20History.pdf
Increased credibility of Afghan and international civilian efforts also could have an impact on public opinion. While most Afghans do not support the Taliban, they have had little incentive to risk their necks for a government widely viewed as corrupt and ineffective. If the Afghan government and its international partners can present a compelling, plausible alternative to the Taliban, backed by significant new investments in delivery of services and good governance, the environment will become less hospitable for the insurgents. The Afghan government and NATO have also launched a massive new reintegration effort intended to lure insurgent soldiers and low-level commanders off the battlefield. If this program succeeds in demobilizing combatants and safely reintegrating them into society, prospects for defeating the rebels would brighten.
1NC Winning Now

7. New mineral discoveries in Afghanistan solve instability - multiple warrants
O’Hanlon 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy @ Brookings (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy @ Brookings, "Deposits Could Aid Ailing Afghanistan,” Brookings, June 16th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0616_afghanistan_minerals_ohanlon.aspx)

Second, the mineral deposits: The Defense Department’s office for economic investment activities in war zones, headed by the formidable Paul Brinkley, has concluded that Afghanistan may, in fact, be rich. Not just in its poppies, or its ability to attract foreign aid, but in actual resource wealth buried in the ground. Its iron, copper, lithium and other deposits may be worth more than $1 trillion. If they can generate even $10 billion a year for the Afghan state, that would nearly double the nation’s gross national product. This could also provide a long-term funding source for Afghan security forces and other major national needs. Critics and skeptics point out that resource wealth is often corrupting, especially in developing countries. Some of the world’s biggest producers of key minerals, gems and oil, for example, are among the world’s most kleptocratic economies. For such income streams often benefit only a narrow stratum of society rather than the population as a whole. They can also skew exchange rates, in what is known as “Dutch disease” — making it harder for farmers and small businessmen to sell goods abroad. Such concerns are real, and Afghans have to be attentive to this risk as they design contracts for the mining work. But mineral wealth will hardly introduce corruption, which is already well established in the country. Indeed, mineral wealth could provide the Afghan government and international community with opportunities to tackle some key economic problems that have long plagued the country. With the right strategy, it could even help reduce corruption. First, it could provide a long-term funding source that could gradually replace foreign aid. It could pay for Afghanistan’s army and police force, schools, health clinics and infrastructure, like the irrigation systems and roads needed by farmers. Lack of such prospective funding is partly why Afghanistan’s government has not been able to build adequate security forces or infrastructure. Second, with the money from natural wealth, Kabul could increase salaries of key ministers and other government employees. This would, in turn, deprive these officials of the excuse to take bribes to compensate for unacceptably low paychecks. Combined with improved means of ferreting out corrupt officials — which has already led to arrest or indictment of as many as 20 officials this year — the new funding source could help address corruption over the long term.Claiming a big turnaround from this recent news would go too far. The Taliban and Haqqani network still need to be weakened on the battlefield, and Afghan governance needs to improve quite a bit. But there is indeed reason for hope in Afghanistan. 

2NC XT—Winning Laundry List

The tides have turned - we’re making headway in Afghanistan and will win the war

O’Hanlon and Sherjan 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND President of Aid Afghanistan for Education (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Hassina, President of Aid Afghanistan for Education, “The Tide May Be Turning In Afghanistan,” Brookings, February 16th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0216_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

For Americans weary of bad news, Afghanistan has not been a place of refuge. U.S. casualties. Political troubles in Kabul. A fresh offensive in the works in Helmand province, with the attendant risk of higher casualties. The ever-present question: When will it end?

Indeed, there is a long way to go. President Hamid Karzai's second term is off to a slow start, and U.S. Gen. Stanley McChrystal's additional military resources are only beginning to flow into the combat theater. But there is reason for hope.
Our optimism begins with personal experience.

One of us (Sherjan) helped start girls education programs in Afghanistan even before the 2001 war, when the Taliban largely banned them. Even then, Afghans were yearning to move forward into the 21st century. Today, with the support of allied forces, they have a chance. She knows that much of the world sees the Afghan people as backward and wanting to reject those beyond its borders. Her experience, however, shows that this isn't the case.

For the other (O'Hanlon), observing Afghans voting last August was inspirational. True, the threat of violence kept turnout quite low, but those who did vote were proud to do so. The defiant election workers and even the oft-criticized Afghan police showed the world that the government can function competently despite decades of civil war and weak state rule before 2001.
Yet it is not simply our personal opinions or experiences that give us hope. Two new and encouraging polls that have received little attention to date in the U.S. back us up. They are important to bear in mind — not least for the U.S. Congress, which will soon be called upon to consider additional funding for Afghanistan. While polling is always inexact and potentially misleading, these surveys were done by professional organizations that in fact had found less positive trends before in earlier polls — bolstering their credibility now. Something about Afghanistan is again showing promise.
Promising polls

Start with the resilience and hopefulness of the people. A major poll conducted late last year by the BBC, ABC and German TV company ARD showed that 71% of Afghans believe life will get better. Similarly, a poll in November by the International Republican Institute, which promotes political party building and democracy abroad, shows that 56% of Afghans believe the country is headed in the right direction; only 27% believe it is headed downward. By contrast, just 30% were optimistic last spring.
These numbers have significance beyond reflecting a temporary improvement in the Afghan mood. They suggest a renewed sense that the Taliban — which remains extremely unpopular, with favorability ratings of less than 10% — will be defeated. The Afghan people are not ambiguous on this score, reflecting a feeling that the current Afghan government and the international community can prevail in this epic battle.
Belief in the government is important because Afghans like to go with a winner, or front-runner. Such support can snowball as people begin to gain confidence that the Taliban is not, in fact, coming back. Reversing this psychological trend is critical.
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Counterinsurgency requires time and effort – were only at the beginning 

Nagl and Bacevich 10 ( Margert Warner,Rahiv Chandrasekaran- Washington post Lt. Col. John Nagl- president of CNAS, Col. Andrew Bacevich- professor at Boston University, The Newshour with Jim Lehrer, “ Afghan Violence Ignites New Concerns about U.S. Military Strategy http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/asia/jan-june10/afghan2_06-15.html) 

MARGARET WARNER: John Nagl, as we said, you were an early advocate for this surge strategy. Do you think it's in trouble now? Or are these just growing pains? LT. COL. JOHN NAGL, president, Center for a New American Security: I think we're seeing just how long and how hard this campaign is going to be. Counterinsurgency campaigns are messy and slow. The one in Afghanistan will be no different. And, in fact, we are still at the beginnings of this process. There are still another 10,000 U.S. troops moving into Southern Afghanistan. They won't be on the ground until the end of August. The Afghan government is still trying to find its feet. It's wavering a little bit, trying to decide just how committed we are to this fight. And -- and, perhaps most importantly, we're just now starting to see the fruits of our efforts to train and equip more Afghan forces, both army and police, starting to bear fruit. So, I think what you're seeing is the start of what's still going to be a very long effort to create an Afghanistan that can hold and build on its own. MARGARET WARNER: So, Andrew Bacevich, do you see it that way, that it's really too soon to make a judgment; we're really just at the beginning? COL. ANDREW BACEVICH, Boston University: Well, yes, it's going to be a long project. The problem is that I don't think General McChrystal or President Obama really has the time available to let the thing spin out. The point made early on, I think, deserves emphasis. The events of the first five or six months of this calendar year were intended to demonstrate the feasibility of the McChrystal strategy. Marjah was the place where that strategy was going to be rolled out and was going to provide a demonstration of how we're going to go forward. General McChrystal himself recently called Marjah a bleeding ulcer. So, it seems to me the issue here is not simply one of -- of time and how much time is available, but there -- there -- we should be asking very serious questions about whether the strategy devised by General McChrystal and approved by the president actually can work.
Counterinsurgency missions are still possible even through conflict 
Nagl 10- *ex US military officer, expert in counterinsurgency, fellow at Center For a New American Security * (6/20/10, John, New York Daily News, “ We Can Still Win the War: Things are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight, http://cnas.org/node/4603)
Recent reports from Afghanistan paint a dark picture of the counterinsurgency efforts in the Taliban-infected south and east of the country. This spring's operation in Marja, initially proclaimed a military success, sputtered when the Afghan "government in a box" failed to show up.
Afghan President Hamid Karzai, after a positive visit to Washington, has demonstrated erratic behavior, including forcing the resignation of two of his best ministers. And the critical offensive in Kandahar, Afghanistan's second-largest city and the historical cradle of the Taliban, has been postponed by Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the commander of our efforts there. Some are suggesting that the "Afghan surge" announced by President Obama in December at West Point has failed even before all of the planned 30,000 reinforcements have arrived in the country. Those skeptics may have forgotten that counterinsurgency is always slow and grinding - "like eating soup with a knife", in the words of T.E. Lawrence (of Arabia), a man who knew something of this most challenging kind of war. Defeating an insurgency requires the patience to implement the classic "clear-hold-build-transition" counterinsurgency strategy. Efforts to clear the enemy from an area require large numbers of well-trained and usually foreign troops; hard as it is, clearing is the easy part. Success requires local troops to hold the area so that the insurgents cannot return to disrupt the process of building a better life for the population in the cleared area, which can then be transitioned to local control. Setbacks are likely at each stage of the process, but there are no shortcuts; defeating insurgents is hard, slow work. Gen. David Petraeus, a man with some personal experience in counterinsurgency and the architect of our strategy in Afghanistan, testified during the darkest hours of our counterinsurgency campaign in Iraq that "hard is not hopeless." Hard is not hopeless in Afghanistan, either. Success there - defined as an Afghanistan that does not provide a haven for terror or destabilize the region and is able to secure itself with minimal outside assistance - remains a vital national interest of the United States. And although winning in Afghanistan would not by itself defeat Al Qaeda and associated terror movements, it would strike a hard blow against our enemies, while losing the war there would be cataclysmic: It would strengthen our enemies and lead to the loss of many more innocent lives around the globe. Most importantly, despite the gloom that hovers over Washington discussions of Afghanistan policy, the war is still winnable, given the right decisions here, in Afghanistan itself and in Pakistan. The war in Afghanistan is winnable for three reasons: because for the first time the coalition fighting there has the right strategy and the resources to begin to implement it, because the Taliban are losing their sanctuaries in Pakistan and because the Afghan government and the security forces are growing in capability and numbers. None of these trends is irreversible, and they are not in themselves determinants of victory. But they demonstrate that the war can be won if we display the kind of determination that defeating an insurgency requires.
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The counterinsurgency is beginning to work – it is pressuring foot soldiers into the political process

Nagl 10 *ex US military officer, expert in counterinsurgency, fellow at Center For a New American Security *(6/20/10, John, New York Daily News, “ We Can Still Win the War: Things are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight, http://cnas.org/node/4603)

The first reason that success is possible in Afghanistan is that the counterinsurgency strategy that the Obama administration adopted last year is beginning to take hold. This strategy, like the one adopted in Iraq in 2007, is much more than an additional commitment of troops and civilian experts. It focuses on providing security so that political progress can occur.

Counterinsurgency campaigns are not won by killing every insurgent and terrorist. The most committed terrorists have to be killed or captured, but many of the foot soldiers and even the midlevel leaders can eventually be convinced through a combination of carrots and sticks that renouncing violence and becoming part of the political process offer a better chance for success than continuing to fight. American troop reinforcements in southern and eastern Afghanistan, where the insurgency is strongest, along with more effective drone strikes and an increasing Pakistani commitment to counterinsurgency, are putting more pressure on the Taliban and giving the Afghan government an opportunity to outgovern its enemies.
US Winning COIN--will win hearts and minds and coopt rank and file insurgents

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

The counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan that the Obama administration adopted after two policy reviews in 2009 is beginning to take hold. This strategy, like the one adopted in Iraq in 2007, is much more than an additional commitment of troops and civilian experts. It focuses on protecting the local population in order to provide a secure space within which political solutions to the underlying problems driving the insurgency can develop. Counterinsurgency campaigns are not won by killing every insurgent and terrorist. The most committed ideologues have to be killed or captured, but many of the foot soldiers and even the mid-level leaders can eventually be convinced through a combination of incentives and coercive pressure that renouncing violence and becoming part of the political process offer a better chance for success than continuing to fight. American troop reinforcements in south and east Afghanistan, where the insurgency is strongest, along with more effective drone strikes and an increasing Pakistani commitment to counterinsurgency, are putting more pressure on the Taliban and giving the Afghan government an opportunity to outgovern its enemies.

Counterinsurgency operations empirically work

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “Afghanistan Is Not Vietnam”, 2/11/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100130)
There is considerable evidence, however, that effective counterinsurgency operations can render large areas extremely inhospitable to terrorist networks, destroying some and forcing others to leave. That was the result of the surge strategy implemented in Iraq in 2007 and 2008. Targeted attacks against key terrorist leaders continued throughout the surge and played an extremely important role in its success. But we were able to inflict enormous damage on Al Qaeda in Iraq and numerous other insurgent and terrorist groups by complementing this skillful counterterrorism method with concerted efforts to provide security to the population, improve the provision of services and work toward political resolutions of disputes that had been generating support for, or at least tolerance of, the terrorists' presence. In the areas of Afghanistan where similar approaches have been used, the results have been comparable.
The task of applying counterinsurgency lessons learned in Iraq and elsewhere to Afghanistan is not straightforward. Afghanistan, particularly the Pashtun areas where the insurgency is concentrated, has its own very distinctive culture and even way of fighting. Whereas Iraqis accept the movement of fighters through cities and villages, and even fighting within settled areas, as a regrettable but normal part of warfare, many Afghans do not. From the days of the Soviet invasion, Afghan armed conflicts have been primarily rural. The Soviets occupied all of Afghanistan's major cities rapidly, and the enemy never really contested them. The mujahedin instead concentrated on attacking the roads connecting key population centers, isolated Soviet outposts and Soviet convoys. The Taliban uses similar methods against us today. "Living among the people" and "protecting the population," key elements of our success in Iraq and key tenets of successful counterinsurgency anywhere, must be appropriately adapted to the cultural environment of Afghanistan. Our skillful battalion and brigade commanders have developed an understanding of how to do this in some areas. What we must do now is build a flexible and comprehensive approach suitably tailored to the variations among Afghanistan's various regions.
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The Taliban is collapsing now

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's rebuttal remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/19, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/520)

The Taliban are not only inept at governing; the movement itself is also under enormous and growing pressure. The most important factor in determining the success or failure of insurgencies is the presence of external sanctuaries for the insurgents. The Taliban took advantage of safe havens in Pakistan until 2009, rebuilding their strength and creating training camps and logistics bases across the Durand Line. Those camps and bases are under attack from a Pakistani army that is now conducting a much more vigorous counterinsurgency campaign against almost all of them, and from drone strikes in North Waziristan, their one remaining sanctuary. Should Pakistan yield to the intense American pressure to conduct operations to clear North Waziristan—reputed training site of the Times Square bomber—the Afghan Taliban would truly have no place to run to and no place to hide.
The Taliban is collapsing now because of U.S. military pressure – the U.S. will be able to withdraw in July 2011

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's closing remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/21, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/518)

Most insurgencies lose. Strong, well-governed states rarely suffer from insurgencies; they are maladies that afflict weak states, almost by definition. But many weak and corrupt states have improved their patterns of governance and won counterinsurgency campaigns. Governments that win—as, historically, about 60% do—succeed because their opponents fail to earn the support of the population and eventually lose the safe havens in which they originated and grew.
It is an enormous advantage in a counterinsurgency campaign to fight against an unpopular enemy that has no sanctuary, and Afghanistan is fortunate in this regard. The Afghan people have lived under Taliban rule, and fewer than 7% of them would choose to do so again. The Taliban have recently come under enormous pressure in their safe havens in Pakistan and on the ground in Afghanistan; that pressure will only increase with the upcoming offensive in their home base of Kandahar. Seeing the writing on the wall, elements of the Taliban have begun negotiations with the Karzai government, and a number of low-level Taliban fighters and supporters have already been reconciled with the government.

It is likely that more mid-level members of the Taliban will seek reconciliation over the course of the coming year and that more of its significant leaders will be captured or killed. The Karzai government will perform better than it has to date (admittedly a low bar), the Afghan army will continue to improve, and there will even be signs of progress in the police. By July 2011, the Taliban will not have been defeated as a coherent fighting force, but they will be showing the strain of being caught between the rock of a Pakistani offensive in North Waziristan and the hard place for insurgents that Kandahar will have become. In short, there is likely to be enough progress for President Barack Obama to begin a gradual withdrawal of American combat troops with the objective of moving the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) to a purely advisory role by 2015.
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Winning in Afghanistan now – the Taliban will enter politics
Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's closing remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/21, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/518)


The alternative is the hard, grinding work of counterinsurgency: growing better governance and local security forces, one governor and one policeman at a time; putting pressure on insurgents through the targeted use of force; building the economy to provide alternatives to fighting. This carrot and stick approach encourages insurgents to renounce violence and reconcile with the government. In Iraq, insurgents who three years ago were fighting their government recently won a plurality in a free and fair election, having decided after years of fighting that the ballot box offered them more than did a life of bullets. Some Taliban insurgents have already made this choice, and more will do so after President Hamid Karzai's peace jirga later this year. This is how insurgencies end: when enough fighters recognise that they cannot succeed through violence but may be able to change the system through peaceful means.
Over the course of 2009, it became far more likely that the war in Afghanistan would be won. The ISAF and the Pakistani government adopted comprehensive counterinsurgency strategies, the Taliban starting losing their sanctuaries in Pakistan and in Afghanistan, and the Afghan government and security forces began improving in both numbers and capability. None of these trends are irreversible, and there is likely to be a long, slow struggle before Afghanistan can secure itself without substantial external assistance. But the war can be won if the Afghans, the Pakistanis and their strategic partners all do their part to implement this least bad alternative to a perpetual and unwinnable war in Afghanistan—a comprehensive and well-resourced counterinsurgency strategy.

The US can win – the Taliban lacks domestic support

Carroll 09 - is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog ( October 2, Conn “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ 
19. The Taliban is largely unpopular and can be defeated.
While the Taliban have some following among their Pashtun co-ethnics, especially in the southern part of the country, the Taliban are generally hated by the Uzbeks, Tajiks, Hazarra and other non-Pashtun groups that together make up a numerical majority in Afghanistan. The memory of Taliban persecution is fresh and motivational for all the non-Pashtun groups. Wherever they have gone since 2004, the Taliban have used barbaric tactics to win the obedience of the local populations.
They win “hearts and minds” by murder, violence and coercion. Nearly all opinion polls indicate very little support for the Taliban. The Taliban can be defeated and blocked by strategies that protect the population and build up the security capacity of the Afghan state, its provinces and its districts.
Counter-sanctuary activities by Pakistani forces could easily disrupt their base areas and training grounds. Better coordination with Persian Gulf allies and stronger counternarcotics efforts could dry up their financial base. The Taliban cannot win unless the West quits.

In Summary, multiple threats are being addressed by the U.S. presence in Afghanistan. They include: dealing with the primary threats of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, preparing for a destabilized Pakistan with nuclear weapons, posturing for a future hostile Iran, and reducing the long-term recruitment of radical Islamic terrorists from this region.
At the center of debate, however, is the question of whether the average U.S. voter truly believes that Al Qaeda and Taliban can seriously pose a threat to U.S. national security interests at home and abroad? If yes, then it becomes questionable for a decision to willfully deliver strategic victory to a weakened terrorist network by pulling out of Afghanistan.
There are significant ramifications for U.S. credibility abroad to our detriment. When the first nuclear device explodes in a heavily populated U.S. city, who will be held responsible for this incident?
The Taliban can be convinced to switch sides
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)

For all their reputed fanaticism, in other words, Taliban commanders will leave the movement and shift allegiances if the conditions are right. In December 2004, the senior Taliban commander Abdul Wahid announced that he had reconciled with the Afghan government. His move was justified, he argued, because he had essentially been released from any obligations to Mullah Omar in December 2001, after Mullah Omar asked him to lead the delegation that would surrender Kandahar to pro-coalition forces and thereby forsook his exalted position as "Commander of the Faitriful." This rationale allowed Wahid to keep affirming his commitment to building an Islamic state in Afghanistan even as he announced that the Afghan president, Hamid Karzai, was his new leader. There are plenty of similar examples of Taliban commanders who have turned: the Hotak brothers of Wardak Province, who had held senior positions in the Taliban; Nur Ali Haidery Ishaqzai, the director of Ariana Afghan Airlines under the Taliban; Abdul Salam Rocketi, once the Taliban corps commander in Jalalabad and now a member of parliament; and Arsala Rahmani, a deputy minister under the Taliban turned senator today.

But such cases are still too rare, and more Taliban leaders must be encouraged to defect. One way to achieve this is to make it easier for them to borrow Wahid's argument. This would mean portraying those who align with Kabul and the coalition forces as patriotic Taliban truly devoted to the causes of Islam and an independent Afghanistan and those who persist in opposing progress by the central government as unpatriotic. Reconciliation in Afghanistan requires distinguishing the "good" Taliban from the "bad."
2NC XT—Safer Now

Overall rates of violence in Afghanistan are low
Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)
A corollary to the argument that Afghanistan is unconquerable is the argument that it is ungovernable--that the country has never been a functioning nation-state, and that its people, mired in a culture of violence not amenable to Western fixes, have no interest in helping to build a more open and peaceful society. Certainly endemic low-level warfare is embedded in Pashtun society--the words for cousin and enemy in Pashtu, for instance, are the same. But the level of violence in Afghanistan is actually far lower than most Americans believe. In 2008 more than 2,000 Afghan civilians died at the hands of the Taliban or coalition forces; this is too many, but it is also less than a quarter of the deaths last year in Iraq, a country that is both more sparsely populated and often assumed to be easier to govern. (At the height of the violence in Iraq, 3,200 civilians were dying every month, making the country around twenty times more violent than Afghanistan is today.) Not only are Afghan civilians much safer under American occupation than Iraqis, they are also statistically less likely to be killed in the war than anyone living in the United States during the early 1990s, when the U.S. murder rate peaked at more than 24,000 killings a year.
2NC XT—Popular Support

The War in Afghanistan is Winnable – We’re Popular, It’s Unified, and Comparitively Little Violence
BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “Two Arguments for What to Do in Afghanistan,” October 1st, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/01/two_arguments_for_what_to_do_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

The objections to an increased U.S. military commitment in South Asia rest on a number of flawed assumptions. The first is that Afghans always treat foreign forces as antibodies. In fact, poll after poll since the fall of the Taliban has found that a majority of Afghans have a favorable view of the international forces in their country. A BBC/ABC News poll conducted this year, for instance, showed that 63% of Afghans have a favorable view of the U.S. military. To those who say you cant trust polls taken in Afghanistan, its worth noting that the same type of poll consistently finds neighboring Pakistan to be one of the most anti-American countries in the world.

Another common criticism is that Afghanistan is a cobbled-together agglomeration of warring tribes and ethnic factions that is not amenable to anything approaching nation-building. In fact, the first Afghan state emerged with the Durrani Empire in 1747, making it a nation older than the U.S. Afghans lack no sense of nationhood; rather, they have always been ruled by a weak central state.
A third critique is that Afghanistan is simply too violent for anything constituting success to happen there. This is highly misleading. While violence is on the rise, it is nothing on the scale of what occurred during the Iraq war — or even what happened in U.S. cities as recently as 1991, when an American was statistically more likely to be killed than an Afghan civilian was last year. Finally, critics of greater U.S. involvement suggest that there is no realistic model for a successful end state in Afghanistan. In fact, there is a good one relatively close at hand: Afghanistan as it was in the 1970s, a country at peace internally and with its neighbors, whose towering mountains and exotic peoples drew tourists from around the world.
2NC XT—Historical Examples

We Can Win Afghanistan - History is on Our Side

WILLIAMS 2009, associate professor of Islamic history at Dartmouth, [Brian Glyn “Three Reasons for Democrats to Support More Troops in Afghanistan, October 16th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/16/three_reasons_for_democrats_to_support_more_troops_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

2. History is not necessarily against us.
Over the summer Democrats began to turn against the war in Afghanistan. At the time it became conventional wisdom that history was not on the U.S.-led coalition's side. One such voice recently opined, "Afghanistan is a 40,000 rural, rugged village fortress and thus a graveyard of empires since Alexander the Great -- unconquered by Romans, Medians, Persians, Turks, Mongols, British, Soviets and our shrinking "coalition" forces." 

Overlooking the fact that the Romans never came anywhere near Afghanistan and that many village fortresses are pro-American, the truth is that all of the above people except for the Soviets actually succeeded in "conquering" the Afghans! A perusal of maps of bygone empires will show that Alexander, the Persians, the Turks, the Mongols, and even the British at times succeeded in "conquering" Afghanistan (the British absorbed the tribal territories of the North West Frontier Province from Afghanistan into their Indian empire).

As for the Soviets, their experience actually has very little in common with that of the U.S. The Soviets fought a mujahideen 'freedom fighter' army of 250,000 men. The Taliban insurgency by contrast is limited to 20,000 men. If this were not enough, the CIA funded the mujahideen insurgents and the Pakistanis, far from attacking them, actually provided training and equipment. 

And the Soviets were forced to fight all Afghanistan's ethnic groups to varying degrees. In particular, the Tajiks led by the indomitable Ahmad Shah Massoud, the Lion of Panjshir, killed two thirds of Soviet soldiers. Today the Tajiks are fully with the U.S. led coalition as are the Uzbeks, Turkmen, Aimaqs, and Hazaras. It is only the Pashtuns in Afghanistan that support the Taliban (and most of them are actually on the U.S. side, including the Pashtun president Hamid Karzai).

Additionally, the anti-Soviet freedom fighters were armed with Stinger ground-to-air missiles, something the Taliban today do not have. Plus, the Soviets were trying to bolster communism in this conservative land via a 100,000-man conscript army. The U.S. and its NATO allies are professionals who have total air superiority and the support of millions of Afghans. By contrast they are trying to support something the Afghans seem to genuinely want. 

As for those who make glib comparisons to the U.S. quagmire in Vietnam, the U.S. lost 58,000 troops in that war. In eight years of fighting in the Texas-sized country of Afghanistan the US has by contrast lost just over 800. The two wars are very different in scale and have even fewer points of comparison than the U.S.-Soviet experiences in Afghanistan. 

History would indicate that a war can be won in Afghanistan and that numerous empires such as the Persians, Medes, Alexander, Arabs, Turks, Mongols, Safavids, and Moghuls did control this land at times. The Cassandras who call Afghanistan the "Graveyard of Empires" prove the maxim that a little knowledge is worse than none. 

The claim that Afghanistan is ungovernable is ahistorical
Menon, 10 (Rajan,  Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, January/February 2010, Boston Review, “Afghanistan’s travails cannot be separated from circumstances in Pakistan,” http://www.bostonreview.net/BR35.1/menon.php)

Nir Rosen does challenge it, and he is right to be pessimistic about COIN’s prospects, though he makes some slips as he advances his argument. One, for which Alexander Thier rightly takes him to task, is the claim that Afghanistan has not had a functioning government for 129 years. The “ungovernable Afghanistan” canard is repeated without surcease, even though anyone with a basic knowledge of that country’s history knows that it is flat wrong. Take just the period between 1945 and 1978: there was a functioning regime under both King Zahir Shah and Sardar Mohammed Daoud (the king’s cousin and former prime minister, who deposed him in 1973 and proclaimed a “republic”). These governments held the country together, and bloodletting and zealotry did not define Afghanistan’s politics as they do today. Zahir and Daoud ran the country in the best and, in my view, only feasible way: by devolving power beyond Kabul, limiting the writ of the government, co-opting tribal chieftains, and ensuring that, while the Pashtuns ran the show, the Tajiks and Uzbeks (and to a degree the Hazara) were not dispossessed.

Was Afghanistan a prosperous democracy back then? Certainly not. But it is a safe bet that most Afghans would return to that halcyon era after the hell they have endured for three decades. The real trouble—the supposed ungovernability of Afghanistan—began in 1978 after the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) seized power following a coup by radical officers linked to the Party. In response, the mujahideen took up arms, and in December 1979 the Red Army marched in to save a communist regime that was at death’s door. Since 1978 Afghans have known nothing but war. By the time the Soviet army completed its withdrawal in 1989, some 1.5 million Afghans had been killed, and another five million refugees lived in squalor in Pakistan and Iran. But this nightmare must not be projected onto the country’s entire history.

2NC XT—Historical Examples
The Soviets and US are too different to make a credible comparison 

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)
By comparison to the challenges facing the Soviet Union after it began to "Afghan-ize" its strategy around 1985 and prepare for the withdrawal of its troops, the situation facing the United States and its allies today is much more favorable. Afghan public opinion remains much more favorably disposed toward international forces and cooperation with international governments than it ever was toward the Soviet Union. The presence of international forces in Afghanistan today is recognized as legitimate and even righteous, whereas the Soviets never enjoyed such support and were unable to draw funds and credibility from international institutions. China today wants a stable Afghanistan; in the Soviet era, it armed the Islamic rebels. The Pakistani Army today is divided and uncertain in its relations with the Taliban, and beginning to turn against them; during the Soviet period, the Army was united in its effort to support Islamist rebels. And even if the number of active Taliban fighters today is on the high side of published estimates, those numbers pale in comparison to the number of Islamic guerrillas fighting the Soviet forces and their Afghan clients.
2NC XT—Strategy Working

Obama’s Approach Shows Promising Signs of Success in Afghanistan 

Lynch 10 – Associate Professor of Political Science  and Director for Middle East Studies at Georfe Washington University Senior Fellow at Center for a New American Security( June 2010, Dr. Marc Lynch, “Rhetoric and Reality Countering Terroism in the Age of Obmama, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Rhetoric%20and%20Reality_Lynch.pdf” 
President Barack Obama took office determined to fight terrorist networks such as al Qaeda more effectively by moving away from the most visible symbols and rhetorical framework of former President George W. Bush’s “Global War on Terror.” The Obama administration seeks to rebuild relations with the Muslim mainstream, marginalize violent extremists and deprive them of popular support, strike hard at terrorist networks and their havens and undermine extremist narratives by restoring American adherence to the rule of law. It seeks to move away from the distorting lens of terrorism in its dealings with the Muslim communities of the world and to define the threat as violent extremism instead of radical Islam.

Though there are significant differences between this strategy and that of the Bush administration in the first half decade after the 9/11 attacks, there is also substantial continuity with the policies and philosophies adopted by the Bush administration in its final two years. The Obama administration built on those efforts, taking advantage of the opportunities offered by a presidential transition and increasing efforts in a range of key areas: engagement, outreach and a rhetorical commitment to restoring the rule of law on the one hand, and on the other, escalated (though not publicly acknowledged) drone strikes and counterterrorism partnerships in the ungoverned spaces where al Qaeda and its affiliated movements thrived.

Despite some potentially serious internal contradictions, this strategy is appropriate and already shows signs of success. While the recent wave of plots against the American homeland demonstrates that al Qaeda and its affiliated movements retain the ability to carry out terrorist acts, these terrorist networks have also faced major setbacks in their bid to attract widespread support and become a mainstream mass movement. They are under growing pressure. The administration’s strategy has put the challenges posed by al Qaeda and affiliated movements into proper perspective, both maintaining effective counterterrorism policies and making a major effort to engage with mainstream Muslim populations on issues that matter to them.

AT: Galbraith Evidence

Galbraith ignores popular opposition to the Taliban

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's rebuttal remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/19, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/520)

However, Mr Galbraith overreaches when he concludes from these points that "there is no prospect that Mr Karzai's corrupt, ineffective and illegitimate government can win the loyalty of the population" and therefore that "as long as victory is defined as the defeat of the Taliban insurgency, the war in Afghanistan is not winnable". It is, in fact, impossible to make these statements without discussing the strengths and weaknesses of the other major player in the fight—the Taliban. As bad as Mr Karzai's government is in many ways, the Taliban are worse—and the Afghan people know it. They have lived under their rule, and they don't want to do so again. They want the Afghan government to perform better than the Taliban, which is not a high bar to clear, even if it has not done so yet with any consistency.  

AT: Empirically can’t win  - Graveyard of Empires
The graveyard of empires belongs in the graveyard of cliches – it’s empirically false
Bergen 2009, Senior fellow at the new American Foundation, [Peter “Winning the Good War,” September 7th, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html]HURWITZ


Objections to Obama’s ramp-up in Afghanistan begin with the observation that Afghanistan has long been the "graveyard of empires"—as went the disastrous British expedition there in 1842 and the Soviet invasion in 1979, so too the current American occupation is doomed to follow. In fact, any number of empire builders, from Alexander the Great to the Mogul emperor Babur in the sixteenth century to the British in the Second Afghan War three decades after their infamous defeat, have won military victories in Afghanistan. The graveyard of empires metaphor belongs in the graveyard of clichés. 
The Soviets, of course, spent almost a decade waging war in Afghanistan, only to retreat ignominiously in 1989, an important factor in their own empire’s consignment to history’s dustbin. But today’s American-led intervention in Afghanistan is quite different from the Communist occupation. The Soviet army killed more than a million Afghans and forced some five million more to flee the country, creating what was then the world’s largest refugee population. The Soviets also sowed millions of mines (including some that resembled toys), making Afghanistan one of the most heavily mined countries in the world. And Soviet soldiers were a largely unprofessional rabble of conscripts who drank heavily, used drugs, and consistently engaged in looting. The Soviets’ strategy, tactics, and behavior were, in short, the exact opposite of those used in successful counterinsurgency campaigns. 

Unsurprisingly, the brutal Soviet occupation provoked a countrywide insurrection that drew from a wide array of ethnic groups—Tajiks, Uzbeks, Pashtuns, and Hazaras—and every class in Afghan society, from mullahs to urban professionals to peasants. By contrast, the insurgents in Afghanistan today are overwhelmingly rural Pashtuns with negligible support in urban areas and among other ethnic groups. 

That makes quite a difference to the scale of today’s insurgency. Even the most generous estimates of the size of the Taliban force hold it to be no more than 20,000 men, while authoritative estimates of the numbers of Afghans on the battlefield at any given moment in the war against the Soviets range up to 250,000. The Taliban insurgency today is only around 10 percent the size of what the Soviets faced. 

And while today’s Afghan insurgents are well financed, in part by the drug trade, this backing is not on the scale of the financial and military support that the anti-Communist guerrillas enjoyed in the 1980s. The mujahideen were the recipients of billions of dollars of American and Saudi aid, large-scale Pakistani training, and sophisticated U.S. military hardware such as highly effective anti-aircraft Stinger missiles, which ended the Soviets’ command of the air. 

AT: can’t win – Taliban adapts
The military challenge is winnable – the Taliban is comparatively weak

Grornov, 10 – governor of Moscow region (1/11/09, Boris, New York Times, “Russian Advice on Afghanistan,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/12/opinion/12iht-edrogozin.html)

Success is attainable: In Afghanistan, our goal is not ideal democracy but simply conditions that will be inhospitable to al Qaeda after we depart. The Taliban we face there are not the 250,000-man insurrection that defeated the Soviet Union. The Taliban's Afghan forces number only about 20,000, and most of those are mercenaries.

Those fighting for a wage or because of political alliances can be brought in from the battlefield. Those ideologically committed -- roughly 6,000 in Afghanistan -- can be defeated.

AT: Backlash against civilian deaths

Coalition forces are decreasing civilian deaths

The Economist, 10 (“More than a one-man problem; Afghanistan”, The Economist, 6/26/10, Lexis)
The coalition—a 46-nation mélange dominated by America, which will soon have 100,000 troops in Afghanistan—is meanwhile killing as many Taliban leaders as it can. American, British and other special-force soldiers are conducting over a dozen operations a night for this purpose—including one last month that accounted for Mullah Zergay, the Taliban "shadow" governor of Kandahar. This is part of a wider NATO effort to use violence more discriminately, in particular by limiting the aerial bombing that has killed hundreds of Afghan civilians. In the ten months to April NATO planes dropped 2,838 bombs, a 19% reduction on the previous ten months, despite an overall increase in fighting.

AT: Anti-Americanism undermines counterinsurgency

Afghans support US presence
BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism]HURWITZ 
Fifth, Walt invokes a version of the hoary ‘antibody' argument that the more American troops there are in Afghanistan the more they will be treated like a foreign bacillus and so help the Taliban to recruit and the like. Since 2005 BBC/ABC News have conducted yearly polls around the country that test this proposition and have found it wanting. 

Four years after the fall of the Taliban, eight out of ten Afghans expressed in the BBC/ABC poll a favorable opinion of the United States, and the same number supported foreign soldiers in their country. Today 63 % of Afghans continue to approve of the international forces in their country. And around half have a favorable view the U.S.; in the Muslim world only the Lebanese have a more rosy view of America.

Afghans don’t hate american troops

O’Hanlon and Sherjan 10 - Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings AND President of Aid Afghanistan for Education (Michael, Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, Hassina, President of Aid Afghanistan for Education, “Five Myths About Afghanistan,” Brookings, March 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0314_afghanistan_myths_ohanlon.aspx)

1. Afghans always hate and defeat their invaders.

The Afghans drove the British Empire out of their country in the 19th century and did the same to the Soviet Union in the 20th century. They do fight fiercely; many American troops who have been deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan in recent years have asserted that the Afghans are stronger natural fighters.

Yet, the people of Afghanistan do not despise foreigners. Despite downward trends in recent years, Afghans are far more accepting of an international presence in their country than are Iraqis, for example, who typically gave the U.S. presence approval ratings of 15 to 30 percent in the early years of the war in that country. Average U.S. favorability ratings in recent polls in Afghanistan are around 50 percent, and according to polls from ABC, the BBC and the International Republican Institute, about two-thirds of Afghans recognize that they still need foreign help.
And before we mythologize the Afghan insurgency, it is worth remembering some history. In the 1980s, the United States, Saudi Arabia and others gave enormous financial and military assistance to the Afghan resistance movement that eventually forced the Soviets out. That group grew to about 250,000 in strength in the mid-1980s. But today, the Taliban and other resistance groups receive substantial help only from some elements in Pakistan -- and diminishing help at that -- and collectively, they number about 25,000 fighters.

Finally, though U.S.-backed Afghan forces overthrew the Taliban after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, today's international presence there does not amount to an invasion. Foreign forces are present at the invitation of the host government, which two-thirds of Afghans consider legitimate, if somewhat corrupt.

AT: democracy/nation building impossible 

Afghan democracy is possible – lots of indigenous support

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “Afghanistan Is Not Vietnam”, 2/11/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100130)


Counterinsurgency also requires helping to establish adequate governmental structures that are seen as legitimate by the overwhelming majority of the population. So-called realists argue that the United States should not attempt to "impose" a "Jeffersonian democracy" on so benighted a land as Afghanistan (they said the same of Iraq as well). The reality is that no one is proposing to impose democracy on Afghans--Afghans want representative government. There is no significant movement within Afghanistan (other than by the Taliban and other extremist groups that can be collectively labeled "the enemy") to adopt any system other than representative government. And no one imagines that Afghan democracy will look like American democracy or even like Italian or Israeli democracy. Recognition of the uniqueness of democracy in Iraq led to the neologism "Iraqracy," which perfectly encapsulates Iraqi politics today. Afghanistan's name does not lend itself to the same sort of literary legerdemain, but the idea is the same. A multiethnic, multisectarian state can be stable only if it is ruled by a strongman willing and able to use force and brutality to suppress minorities or if it has a representative government. Considering that the Soviets killed hundreds of thousands of Afghans and generated more than 5 million refugees with a deliberate campaign aimed at dehousing large sections of the population but still lost, it is difficult to imagine an Afghan strongman succeeding in such a fashion. Even the brutal but indigenous Taliban were able only to create a weak state that was quickly toppled by a handful of CIA agents with bags of cash supported by American aviation. The options before us are therefore stark: we can proceed with efforts to build a stable, multiethnic, representative state; we can simply leave and hope that Afghanistan's internal power struggles play out differently from the way they have for the past 20 years; or we can pull back to a small-footprint posture focused on whacking bad guys, knowing that we won't be able to destroy their networks but that we will have to keep hitting them forever.

Afghanistan has a long history as a nation state

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)
An assertion that deserves a similarly hard look is the argument that nation building in Afghanistan is doomed because the country isn't a nation-state, but rather a jury-rigged patchwork of competing tribal groupings. In fact, Afghanistan is a much older nation-state than, say, Italy or Germany, both of which were only unified in the late nineteenth century. Modern Afghanistan is considered to have emerged with the first Afghan empire under Ahmad Shah Durrani in 1747, and so has been a nation for decades longer than the United States. Accordingly, Afghans have a strong sense of nationhood.

AT: Afghanistan is Vietnam

Afghanistan Will Not Be a Vietnam Rerun – No Similarities

BERGEN 2009, Senior fellow at the new American Foundation, [Peter “Winning the Good War,” September 7th, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html]HURWITZ

So if Afghanistan itself is not necessarily ungovernable, what of the other argument—that as far as the United States is concerned, the war there will be a rerun of Vietnam? Hardly. The similarities between the Taliban and the Vietcong end with their mutual hostility toward the U.S. military. The some 20,000 Taliban fighters are too few to hold even small Afghan towns, let alone mount a Tet-style offensive on Kabul. As a military force, they are armed lightly enough to constitute a tactical problem, not a strategic threat. By contrast, the Vietcong and the North Vietnamese Army at the height of the Vietnam War numbered more than half a million men who were equipped with artillery and tanks, and were well supplied by both the Soviet Union and Mao’s China. And the number of casualties is orders of magnitude smaller: in Afghanistan last year, 154 American soldiers died, the largest number since the fall of the Taliban; in 1968, the deadliest year of the Vietnam conflict, the same number of U.S. servicemen were dying every four days. Estimates of the total civilian death toll in Vietnam are in the low millions, while estimates of the total number of Afghan civilian casualties since the fall of the Taliban are in the thousands. 

Nor has the U.S. intervention in Afghanistan been anywhere near as expensive as Vietnam was—in fact, that’s in part why American efforts have not met with as much success as they could have. During the Vietnam War, the United States spent almost 10 percent of its GDP on military spending. Today’s military expenditures are somewhere between 4 and 5 percent of GDP, and of that, Afghanistan last year consumed only 6 percent of the total expenditure, while Iraq sucked up some five times that amount. And unlike the Vietnamese and Iraqis, Afghans have generally embraced international forces. In 2005, four years after the fall of the Taliban, eight out of ten Afghans expressed in a BBC/ABC poll a favorable opinion of the United States, and the same number supported foreign soldiers in their country. Contrast that with Iraq, where a BBC/ABC poll in 2005 found that only one in three Iraqis supported international forces in their country. While the same poll taken in Afghanistan this year reported, for the first time, that just under half of Afghans have a favorable view of the United States, that’s still a higher approval rating than the U.S. gets in any other Muslim-majority country save Lebanon. And a solid majority of Afghans continue to approve of the international forces in their country. What Afghans want is not for American and other foreign soldiers to leave, but for them to deliver on their promises of helping to midwife a more secure and prosperous country. 
Afghanistan isn’t analogous to Vietnam

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)

So if Afghanistan itself is not necessarily ungovernable, what of the other argument--that as far as the United States is concerned, the war there will be a rerun of Vietnam? Hardly. The similarities between the Taliban and the Vietcong end with their mutual hostility toward the U.S. military. The some 20,000 Taliban fighters are too few to hold even small Afghan towns, let alone mount a Tet-style offensive on Kabul. As a military force, they are armed lightly enough to constitute a tactical problem, not a strategic threat. By contrast, the Vietcong and the North Vietnamese Army at the height of the Vietnam War numbered more than half a million men who were equipped with artillery and tanks, and were well supplied by both the Soviet Union and Mao's China. And the number of casualties is orders of magnitude smaller: in Afghanistan last year, 154 American soldiers died, the largest number since the fall of the Taliban; in 1968, the deadliest year of the Vietnam conflict, the same number of U.S. servicemen were dying every four days. Estimates of the total civilian death toll in Vietnam are in the low millions, while estimates of the total number of Afghan civilian casualties since the fall of the Taliban are in the thousands.

AT: Not enough troops

The surge is sized appropriately – there are enough troops for counterinsurgency to work
Kagan, 9 (Fredrick W., director of the Critical Threats Project @ AEI,  “Why We Need More Troops in Afghanistan”,  August 16, 2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100905) 
President Obama has declared Afghanistan his national security priority. He has changed both the strategy there and the leadership. This spring he said that "for six years, Afghanistan has been denied the resources that it demands because of the war in Iraq. Now, we must make a commitment that can accomplish our goals." The new commander of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), Gen. Stanley McChrystal, is assessing the situation and the requirements for success. It is too soon to know what he might ask for, but any sound strategy to achieve the president's stated goals will require more forces.

I recently returned from second trip to Afghanistan. Having studied the demographics and potential effects of a surge in Iraq as well as here, I think those who resist sending more troops must answer a question: Why would counterinsurgency in Afghanistan be easier? It seems pretty hard. Afghanistan is significantly larger and more populous than Iraq, for example. Its compartmentalized terrain hinders the movement of forces and resources. The fragmented nature of Afghan society keeps "ink spots" of security success from spreading. The enemy's attacks are not as spectacular as they were in Iraq, but its operations are sophisticated and effective.

U.S. Army doctrine calls for one counterinsurgent for every 50 people. The Afghan insurgency is confined to the Pashtun and some mixed areas of the country--perhaps 16 million people requiring about 320,000 counterinsurgent troops. U.S., international and Afghan forces will total around 275,000 by the end of this year, or roughly 45,000 below the doctrinal norm. In reality, most of the Afghan police are ineffective at best, and several thousand coalition forces are legally prevented from fighting. The actual gap between the forces we have in Afghanistan and what doctrine recommends is significantly higher.

In fact, we may not need as many counterinsurgency troops in Afghanistan as doctrine would dictate, but we need more than we have. Almost certainly we do not need 45,000 more. Forces do not need to be everywhere. Counterinsurgency units must focus on areas critical to the enemy and to the host government. Sprinkling troops throughout the population (as the current ISAF deployment does) is bad strategy. But even reorienting those forces we have in Afghanistan will not permit decisive operations in important areas.
Yet the administration faces pressure not to send additional forces rapidly or in numbers that could be decisive. It is to be hoped that this administration will avoid the errors of the early Bush years and the tendency toward incrementalism and compromise. Military strategy is not about pleasing the most constituencies but, rather, doing what is necessary to defeat an uncompromising enemy. President Obama declared his commitment to do that in March. Now he must follow through.

***War on terrorism uniqueness

1NC--Winning war on terror

US Operations destroying terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Though their connection to trends in Islamist violence appears relatively slight when taken alone, developments in Afghanistan gain a much greater measure of importance when considered in conjunction with developments across the border in Pakistan. Over the past year we have seen Pakistani forces engage in a large scale, effective military effort aimed at dislodging radical Islamist insurgents inside Pakistan—including Pakistani Taliban and Afghan Taliban leaders.7 The Pakistanis have yet to move in force against terrorist networks operating in the tribal areas of North Waziristan—where Osama bin Laden is presumed to be hiding—but recent developments have made the Pakistani “safe haven” notably less safe for at least some radicals.

It is possible to overstate the impact of these developments. After all, Pakistan continues to pursue an amibivalent policy toward Islamist terrorist groups, continuing tacit support for the anti-Indian group Lashkar-e-Taiba for instance. Despite Pakistan’s recent aggressive moves against some Islamist elements, therefore, al Qaeda’s safe havens in Pakistan ultimately remain more at risk from U.S. drones and other air assets than from direct Pakistani intervention.

Ultimately, radical groups in South Asia are currently under more pressure than at any time since September 11, 2001. They are being squeezed by Pakistani and American military action, under siege from American aerial assault, facing a continued loss of popularity due to association with indiscriminate violence, and are hard-pressed to argue that their victory is inevitable. While we often overestimate the benefits of additional pressure and underestimate the ability of these groups to operate even in the face of active suppression, the trends are on the whole beneficial and perhaps self-reinforcing. 
2NC—Winning war on terror
The US is winning the war on terror now due to military pressure in Pakistan and Afghanistan

American Security Project, 10 (“New ASP Report Shows Declining Levels of Islamist Terrorism since July 2009,” 4/29, 

http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/media/press-releases/2010/new-asp-report-shows-declining-levels-of-islamist-terrorism-since-july-2009/)

Today, the American Security Project released the mid-year update to their annual “Are We Winning?” Report, which showed a marked decrease in Islamist terrorism in the last two quarters of 2009 outside of the on-going conflict theaters of Iraq and Afghanistan.  Even though Islamist terrorist incidents still remain at historically high levels, the decrease at the end of 2009 was the largest since 2004, when National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC) started tracking Islamist terrorist incidents.  The report, authored by ASP Senior Fellow Bernard Finel and Researcher Germain Difo measures America’s progress in the fight against terrorism according to metrics that are designed to be both reproducible and objective.

According to the report, much of the decline in Islamic terrorist incidents is due to decreasing terror incidents in Pakistan. Though there have been several high profile attacks in Pakistan, Islamist terrorism in that country is down 60% from the first six months of 2009.  This decline is likely due to increased military pressure by the Pakistani military on radicals within that country.  In addition, the report found that Al Qaeda is increasingly marginal to the broader radical Islamist movement, and remains under significant pressure due to drone strikes and other forms of military pressure.  This continues to demonstrate the tactical effectiveness of military counter-terrorism activities, though according to Senior Fellow and report author Bernard Finel, “it is unlikely that military pressure alone will provide a long-term solution to the terrorism challenge. We should be cautiously optimistic about the ability of military efforts in areas such as Pakistan and Afghanistan to dislodge some terrorist groups and keep them on the run.  But there is still a significant chance that terror groups may rebound.”

Global terrorist attacks have substantially decreased – proves the turning point in the war on the terror

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Since its inception in 2006, the American Security Project has relied heavily on a consistent metric in assessing the overall level of global Islamist violence: the number of Islamist terror attacks world-wide. Using data from the National Counter Terrorism Center (NCTC),1 we count only those attacks for which there is definitive evidence of an Islamist connection and we have consistently excluded attacks in the conflict zones of Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as those that are part of the Israeli-Palestinian dispute. In the 2009 report, we noted that Islamist attacks world-wide had leveled off, and we expressed cautious optimism that we were at a turning point regarding the overall strength of the movement. Six months of additional data seem to have borne out these assessments.

Incident rates had remained above 200 per quarter for four consecutive quarters from July 2008 to June 2009 before declining to 162 in the third quarter of 2009 and 181 in the fourth quarter of 2009. This is especially significant given that in every year since 2004, attacks have peaked in the second half of the year. 

Obviously, these overall numbers represent an aggregation of numerous positive and negative trends, but we have long argued that the threat to the United States is at least in part a function of the overall level of violence. The larger the pool of extremists, the larger the risk that some will choose to attack American interests or be recruited into groups like al Qaeda with global aspirations.

Much of this decline is due to decreasing violence in Pakistan. Though there have been several high profile attacks in Pakistan, Islamist violence in that country is down 60% from the first six months of 2009. There was also a marked decrease in Islamist violence in Russia in the last months of 2009, though several high-profile attacks in March 2010 call the durability of that change into question.2 Somalia remains the most significant hotspot, with Islamist violence there continuing to increase. The Somali challenge is especially threatening because of the large Somali-American population in the United States that is at-risk for radicalization.3

Military pressure is wrecking terrorists in Afghanistan and Pakistan

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
The last six month have seen a continued uptick in military pressure on Islamist groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan.4 Though the long-term consequences remain unclear, in the short-run, military pressure seems to be having a significant disruptive effect on terrorist groups based in both countries. This finding is demonstrated both by direct evidence of successful attacks on “jihadist” leaders and by indirect evidence such as reports that al Qaeda members are fleeing South Asia for safer areas.5 Al Qaeda’s diminished media presence and decreased capacity for initiating and executing significant terrorist attacks also illustrate its institutional weakness and eroded operational capability.
Afghanistan has not been home to a significant, globally-oriented extremist movement since the overthrow of the Taliban in 2001 and the flight of remaining al Qaeda elements in 2002.6 As a result,

it is unlikely that the American military escalation in that country announced by President Barack Obama in December 2009 will have a significant impact on the overall threat from Islamist groups in the near-term. Nevertheless, the increase in American forces and the U.S. military’s demonstrated capacity to “clear” insurgent areas quickly and at relatively low cost may have some secondary effects in turning the momentum. This escalation has certainly made it more difficult for radicals to claim they are moving toward an inevitable victory. While invalidating that claim might not be worth the costs associated with tripling America’s commitment to that country, the value of undermining extremist propaganda cannot be dismissed as wholly irrelevant either. We eagerly await data on the first quarter of 2010 with which to assess whether the American buildup is having a positive effect in terms of reducing terrorist violence in Afghanistan.

2NC—Winning war on terror

Pakistan is crushing the Pakistani and Afghan Taliban that’s operating out of Pakistan – it eliminates a possibility of terrorist safe havens

Finel and Difo, 10 - *Director of Research and Senior Fellow at the American Security Project AND **policy analyst for counterterrorism at ASP (Bernard and Germain, “Are We Winning? Mid-Year Update New Indications of Progress and Lingering Concerns in the Fight against al Qaeda,” http://www.americansecurityproject.org/content/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/AWW-Mid-Year-Update-FINAL.pdf
Though their connection to trends in Islamist violence appears relatively slight when taken alone, developments in Afghanistan gain a much greater measure of importance when considered in conjunction with developments across the border in Pakistan. Over the past year we have seen Pakistani forces engage in a large scale, effective military effort aimed at dislodging radical Islamist insurgents inside Pakistan—including Pakistani Taliban and Afghan Taliban leaders.7 The Pakistanis have yet to move in force against terrorist networks operating in the tribal areas of North Waziristan—where Osama bin Laden is presumed to be hiding—but recent developments have made the Pakistani “safe haven” notably less safe for at least some radicals.

It is possible to overstate the impact of these developments. After all, Pakistan continues to pursue an amibivalent policy toward Islamist terrorist groups, continuing tacit support for the anti-Indian group Lashkar-e-Taiba for instance. Despite Pakistan’s recent aggressive moves against some Islamist elements, therefore, al Qaeda’s safe havens in Pakistan ultimately remain more at risk from U.S. drones and other air assets than from direct Pakistani intervention.

Ultimately, radical groups in South Asia are currently under more pressure than at any time since September 11, 2001. They are being squeezed by Pakistani and American military action, under siege from American aerial assault, facing a continued loss of popularity due to association with indiscriminate violence, and are hard-pressed to argue that their victory is inevitable. While we often overestimate the benefits of additional pressure and underestimate the ability of these groups to operate even in the face of active suppression, the trends are on the whole beneficial and perhaps self-reinforcing. 

Status quo solves al-Qaeda terror—financial regulations

Bruno 10 (Greg, 2/1/10, “ Al-Qaeda's Financial Pressures,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/21347/alqaedas_financial_pressures.html.)

In addition to the ongoing military campaign against al-Qaeda, financial regulators are beefing up efforts to cut the terror group's lines of funding. These efforts are showing signs of progress. In Europe, al-Qaeda recruits complain of being forced to pay for their own training and supplies; affiliate cells are recording video and audio messages to solicit cash from supporters; and senior al-Qaeda leaders are calling on donors to ramp up illicit contributions. In mid-2009, al-Qaeda's commander of operations in Afghanistan, Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, complained of a shortage of food, weapons, and supplies (Reuters) brought about by a dearth of cash. 

Analysts are split on whether global financial woes or a weakened brand are responsible for al-Qaeda's declining reserves. And some analysts downplay the importance of any financial weakening of al-Qaeda. For one, terrorism is cheap: The London transit bombings on July 7, 2005, only cost about $15,000. As al-Qaeda increasingly connects to affiliates in Somalia, Yemen, and elsewhere, the wealth of al-Qaeda central may also be of less consequence. An increase in criminal activities like smuggling and drugs could easily turn around the group's fortunes, analysts say. Still, David S. Cohen, assistant secretary for terrorist financing at the U.S. Treasury Department, insists that targeted efforts to dampen al-Qaeda's finances are working. "We assess that al-Qaeda is in its weakest financial condition in several years," Cohen said in October 2009. "As a result, its influence is waning."

Al Qaeda is losing because of US presence in Afghanistan

Nagl, 10 – President of the Center for a New American Security, and Visiting Professor in the Department of War Studies at King’s College (John, “The proposer's opening remarks,” The Economist online debate, 5/17, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/516)

The attempted car bombing of Times Square by a militant trained in Pakistan, occurring just a week before this week's visit to America by Afghan President Hamid Karzai, has refocused the attention of America and the world on the border regions of Afghanistan and Pakistan where NATO is at war with militants associated with al-Qaeda. While winning in Afghanistan would not by itself defeat al-Qaeda and associated terror movements, losing in Afghanistan would materially strengthen them at the cost of many more innocent lives around the globe. And there are encouraging signs indicating that the war in Afghanistan can be won—if the international community remains committed to the fight.

The war in Afghanistan is winnable because for the first time the coalition fighting there has the right strategy and the resources to begin to implement it, because the Taliban is losing its sanctuaries in Pakistan, and because the Afghan government and the security forces are growing, respectively, in capability and numbers. None of these trends are irreversible, and they are not in themselves determinants of victory. But they demonstrate that the war can be won if NATO continues to dedicate itself to the effort.

***Pakistan uniqueness

1NC—Pakistan Stability Now
Pakistan stability increasing now – public support is strong for crushing the Pakistani Taliban
Fair, 10 - assistant professor at Georgetown University and a visiting scholar at the Lahore University of Management Science (Christine, “Is Pakistan a failed state? No.,” 6/24, 

http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/24/is_pakistan_a_failed_state_no
So, Pakistan faces severe challenges. But Pakistan has also made important strides which are not captured by this index. 

First, Pakistan has taken the challenge of defeating the Pakistani Taliban seriously. The excesses of the militants in Swat, their refusal to honor a controversial peace deal, a video revealing their beating a young woman and their subsequent public rejections of the Constitution and democracy hardened public opinion toward them. The public's resistance to military operations decreased, and support for the various peace deals declined. Pakistan's Army and Frontier Corps are taking up the fight and appear to have their citizenry with them. 

Unfortunately, the media tends to conflate all militants under the unhelpful rubric of "the Taliban": the "Afghan Taliban," "Pakistani Taliban," or the misnamed "Punjabi Taliban." Given the propensity to call these and other groups "extremists" or "insurgents," media reports deride the efforts of the Pakistan Army to defeat the TTP. 

This is unfair. The Pakistan Army and the Frontier Corps face a formidable foe. The Frontier Corps lacks basic equipment and training, including battlefield first aid. If they are injured, they often bleed out before they can get to a medical facility. Their lack of battlefield medical evacuation, smart artillery, and close air support makes their battle against the militants all the more sobering. Previous reports about Frontier Corps defection and even collaboration with the Afghan Taliban appear to be increasingly less relevant. 

Second, though it has a long way to go, Pakistan has made enormous investments in its internal security apparatus. The Pakistani Army now understands the need for competent police forces as well as an increasingly competent Frontier Corps as key elements in the "holding" phase after clearing militants of an area. The Army knows it can't sit in places like Swat indefinitely. 

Third, Pakistan continues to make strides with decreasing fertility and expanding educational opportunities. Although state-run institutions such as the public schools are a disaster, affordable private schools are spreading throughout Pakistan. 

Fourth, Pakistan continues to build its infrastructure. Pakistan is increasingly connected with improved roads. That said, Pakistan does face enormous electricity shortages due to Musharraf's failure to make a single investment in this sector during his 10-year tenure. 

Fifth, while the specter of A.Q. Khan's nuclear black market -- and his ties to the state -- haunt Pakistan, and while Pakistan has long conducted asymmetric warfare under its nuclear umbrella, Pakistan has made significant strides in securing its nuclear arsenal through the establishment of the National Command Authority and the Strategic Plans Directorate. It should be remembered that the U.S. Air Force "lost" several nuclear warheads for some 36 hours in August 2007. (The air chief was among some 70 people who were punished.) If the United States can have such a lapse after decades of investing in nuclear-security protocols, Pakistan's relatively nascent institutions may not be foolproof. 

Finally, throughout the 1990s, no democratically elected government served out its term, with the opposition colluding the military to prorogue the parliament and call fresh elections. In fact, the first parliament to serve out its complete term was that elected in the problematic 2002 elections. The election of 2008, despite a difficult start with voter registration and manipulation of electoral rules, was reasonably fair and peaceful, despite Taliban threats to disrupt the process. That election saw the peaceful and democratic transfer of power which brought President Asif Ali Zardari and Prime Minister Yousaf Raza Gilani into office. 

Despite the problems with President Zardari, who is widely viewed as corrupt, an important shift has taken place politically. Perhaps under Army pressure, Zardari began relinquishing the sweeping presidential powers he inherited from Musharraf. In April 2010, Zardari signed the 18th Amendment which returned Pakistan to a parliamentary democracy more in line with its 1973 Constitution, which remains the lodestone of democratic legitimacy in Pakistan. This is the first time in recent history when a president "willingly" ceded power to a prime minister. 

In short, the Failed States Index is clearly only one side of the die. While sitting at a computer crunching numbers, even with expert input as the index apparently uses, the larger story is missed. Pakistan has its problems and enormous challenges lay ahead, but it is far from a failed or even failing state. 

2NC—Pakistan Stability Now
Pakistan committed to stabilizing now—US aid prove

APP, 10 (Associated Press of Pakistan, “WE NEED MORE MARKET ACCESS, ZARDARI TELLS HOLBROOKE”, Business Recorder, 6/24/2010, Lexis)

President Asif Ali Zardari on Wednesday said the government looked forward to international assistance in facing challenges and called for trade and market access for its products to put its economy on the path of stability and prosperity. He was talking to Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, Ambassador Richard Holbrooke who called him here at the Aiwan-e-Sadr.

Ambassador Holbrooke was accompanied with Ms Anne W Patterson, US Ambassador and senior US officials. Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi, Secretary General to the President M Salman Faruqui, Ms Hina Rabbani Khar, Secretary to the President Salman Siddique, Malik Asif Hayat and Spokesperson to the President former Senator Farhatullah Babar were also present during the meeting.

that the legislation on ROZs, would be expedited and counter productive labour provision be softened. The President also emphasised on early reimbursement of arrears in Coalition Support Fund (CSF). President Asif Ali Zardari appreciating the US humanitarian assistance said that the people of Pakistan, especially the displaced persons, have paid a heavy price in terms of both human and material losses in fighting militancy.

He said the government owes its success to these people who not only supported efforts to root out militancy but also faced immense hardships for the peace of the region. The President said that overpowering and neutralising the extremist elements in affected areas must be accompanied with the creation of an environment so that extremism and militancy is not allowed to rear its head.

This, he said, can only be materialised through creation of opportunities for the people so that their energies could be utilised for creative and developmental purposes. He said that Pakistan had made huge human and material sacrifices to overcome the challenges of terrorism and militancy and its contribution towards counter terrorism is unmatched. "The government, security forces and our people are determined to eliminate this menace at any cost," the President emphasised.

Talking about the regional situation, the President said that Pakistan being a responsible country was aware of its obligations and responsibilities. "We are committed to the peace and stability of the region and we welcome efforts for promotion of peace and stability in the region," he said.
Pakistan-China relationship is stabilizing the region 
APP, 10 (Associated Press of Pakistan, “Pak-China friendship factor of peace, stability for region: PM”, 6/9/10, Lexis)

Prime Minister Syed Yusuf Raza Gilani said Pakistan values its relations with China based on complete trust, mutual understanding and convergence of views on all bilateral, regional and international issues. He further said Pakistan-China friendship is a factor of peace and stability for the region and welcomed the Chinese support for peace and stability in South Asia. During one-on-one meeting with the Chinese Vice Premier Mr. Zhang Dejiang prior to bilateral talks here this evening at PMs House, the Prime Minister thanked China for its stead fast support and solidarity.

The Prime Minister said Pakistan will never allow any extraneous factors to affect this vital relationship. He appreciated the Chinese assistance in construction of infrastructure projects particularly extension of credit in setting up of Chashma Nuclear Power Plants to overcome energy shortage. He hoped that this cooperation will further expand.
India-Pakistan relationship is increasing peace and stability in the region 

Right Vision News, 10 (“Pakistan: Peace, stability in region linked to good relations with India: Nawaz”, 6/2/10, Lexis)

Lahore, June 02 -- PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif has linked peace and stability in the region with good ties with India and termed resumption of composite dialogues between India and Pakistan as need of time in the longer interest of both the countries.

PML-N Chief Mian Nawaz Sharif held meeting with Indian High Commissioner in Pakistan Sharat Sabarwal in Raiwind House on Monday and pointed out that despite facing menace of terrorism from forefront Pakistan has been playing a key role for restoration of peace in the region.

He also emphasized that Pakistan has been committed to purge the region from the menaces of terrorism and extremism adding that for restoration of peace and stability in the region both India and Pakistan should resume composite dialogue process to address their prevailing controversies on Kashmir issue, Water and SirCreek.

PML-N Chief also hoped that the courage and persistence that Pakistani nation has been demonstrating against menace of terrorism, the day is not been far away when Pakistanis will emerge as developed and progressive nation of the world.

2NC—Pakistan Stability Now

US military presence is forcing a debate in Pakistan that will renounce the Taliban

Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )

The odds are, nevertheless, against the Taliban and their allies on both sides of the Afghan-Pakistani border. Unless Obama withdraws U.S. troops from Afghanistan, the Pakistani Army will be forced to keep fighting its own insurgents. Things were never going to get better in Pakistan before they got worse. The savagery of the Taliban in places like the Swat Valley has brought home what Islamic militants are capable of, as have their lethal attacks on Pakistani officials. We are beginning to see a great debate within Pakistan about jihad and Islamic ethics. Discussions of Pakistan's activities in Afghanistan and Kashmir are not yet what we might want, but Pakistan's chattering classes are serious (much more than those in most Arab lands). If they keep fighting their own demons, they may wind up asking themselves why their country's premier intelligence service has been implicated in so many ugly, bloody activities abroad.

Corrupt, mean-spirited, feudal in practice, and fragile, Pakistan's democracy has been far better at airing the country's dirty linen than was its military ruler, Pervez Musharraf. As the Pakistani military slowly makes headway against the radicals, civilian officials and officers have started sounding religiously more confident, going toe-to-toe with the radicals for the hearts and minds of Muslims. Government-supported anti-Taliban media campaigns in the contested northwest of the country have actually sounded sensible--something that cannot always be said for the American bankrolled and overseen efforts on Pakistani radio. U.S. officials should not try to veto Islamabad's hard-edged, very Muslim use of the Koran and the Prophet against radicals, preferring that the message echo Washington's favorite anodyne line that "Islam is a religion of peace." Political correctness hasn't yet come to the Swat Valley.

Pakistan is cracking down on insurgents now
Nagl 6/20 *ex US military officer, expert in counterinsurgency, fellow at Center For a New American Security * (6/20/10, John, New York Daily News, “ We Can Still Win the War: Things are Grim in Afghanistan, but Victory Remains in Sight, http://cnas.org/node/4603)

The second reason success is possible is that Pakistan began to take far more effective action against the Taliban over the course of 2009. Because many of the fighters in Afghanistan have in the past enjoyed sanctuary inside Pakistan, that country must confront terrorism within its borders and curtail its clandestine support for extremist factions if the coalition is to succeed. 
Fortunately, last year there were dramatic changes in the Pakistani government's willingness to wage war against insurgents who increasingly threaten its very survival. Militants' attacks into heartland provinces like Swat and Buner galvanized a previously indifferent Pakistani public and military to stand up to the militants and drive them back. The Pakistani Army suffered more than 2,000 casualties fighting against the Taliban last year and is now preparing to clear insurgents from North Waziristan - the last significant remaining safe area for insurgents who likely include Osama Bin Laden - which promises to put further pressure on the enemy.
1NC—US-Pak Relations Stable Now
US committed to a sustainable relationship with Pakistan
APP, 10 (Associated Press of Pakistan, “WE NEED MORE MARKET ACCESS, ZARDARI TELLS HOLBROOKE”, Business Recorder, 6/24/2010, Lexis)

Matters relating to Pak-US bilateral relations, security situation in the region, war against terror and Pak-US Strategic Dialogue were discussed in the meeting. Progress on sectoral track meetings that were recently held in Islamabad for the preparation of the Fifth Round of Pak-US Strategic Dialogue scheduled in the third week of July also came under discussion during the meeting, besides issues relating to regional situation and ongoing fight against militants.

Ambassador Holbrooke during the meeting reiterated US long-term commitment to the strategic partnership with Pakistan and said that the US administration was conscious of the need for creating opportunities for the people in the conflict areas in order to win battle of the hearts and minds.

He said that US administration was conscious of providing humanitarian assistance in areas of life-saving health services and relief to the displaced persons by assisting them in provision of food and essential household items. He reiterated the commitment of the US Government to help Pakistan in mitigating the losses suffered by it during war against militants.

Ambassador Richard Holbrooke said that the US was committed to help out and assist the people and the Government of Pakistan in all possible manners and is committed to build long-term, multidimensional and sustainable relationship with Pakistan and its people.

2NC XT—US-Pak Relations Stable Now

US cooperation with Pakistan is increasing 

National Security Network, 10 (“Gains and Mounting Challenges in Afghanistan,” April 22, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1579)
Today finds evidence that the U.S.-Pakistan operation that resulted in the capture of the Afghan Taliban's deputy commander has paid dividends.  According to Reuters, Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar's interrogation, conducted by both U.S. and Pakistani officials, has resulted in intelligence, which has "been verified and has been useful to U.S. commanders and intelligence officers and analysts in both Afghanistan and Washington."

The information benefitting U.S. operations in Afghanistan comes at a critical time, as recent developments have demonstrated that the international coalition continues to face a range of challenges as it labors to stabilize the country.  In news that undermines the NATO-ISAF Commander General Stanley McChrystal's emphasis on securing the population, USA Today reported last week that Afghan casualties caused by coalition forces have risen dramatically. In addition, the Afghan government continues to face serious difficulties building its capacity.  These challenges have compounded Afghans' fears that a military offensive in southern Afghanistan planned for later this year will prove destabilizing. Going forward, the Obama administration must attend to these challenges, tackling the areas where its strategy has not measured up and holding itself accountable for any missteps. Most importantly, it must deliver on the President's admonition to stay focused on the core objective of the United States: "to disrupt and dismantle, defeat and destroy al Qaeda and its extremist allies."

Joint U.S.-Pakistani interrogation of Afghan Taliban's No. 2 provides actionable intelligence on militant operations in Afghanistan.  The interrogation of Baradar has provided useful intelligence, benefitting U.S. operations in Afghanistan.  According to Reuters, "Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar was captured in the Pakistani port city of Karachi in late January in a joint operation by the CIA and Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) spy agency.  Some of the information given by Baradar, the Afghan Taliban's longtime military commander, has been verified and has been useful to U.S. commanders and intelligence officers and analysts in both Afghanistan and Washington, three U.S. officials involved in the matter said." The information gleaned from Mullah Baradar also vindicates the Obama administration's overall approach to counterterrorism, demonstrating the benefits of cooperation with international partners in confronting extremist activity.

With this good news comes a note of caution.  It remains clear that Pakistan sees its cooperation as a means of advancing its own interests.  Reuters continues, "Many questions about the capture and Pakistan's motivations remain a mystery months later, such as what intelligence led agents to Baradar's location and what prompted the ISI to act against long-time Taliban allies...A senior U.S. military official in Kabul described the arrest as part of a power play by Pakistan to ensure it has a major role in any Afghan reconciliation process."

***Withdrawal disad
US Withdrawal Disad 1NC
Ending counterinsurgency leads to Taliban takeover, risking Afghan and Pakistan Collapse, prolif, and nuclear war

Kagan and Kagan, 9 - * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian (Fredrick W., Kimberly, “Don't Go Wobbly on Afghanistan”, 10/12/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/101110)

It is very likely that the insurgency will grow in size and strength in 2010 faster than Afghan security forces can be developed without the addition of significant numbers of American combat troops.

If the United States should adopt a small-footprint counterterrorism strategy, Afghanistan would descend again into civil war. The Taliban group headed by Mullah Omar and operating in southern Afghanistan (including especially Helmand, Kandahar, and Oruzgan Provinces) is well positioned to take control of that area upon the withdrawal of American and allied combat forces. The remaining Afghan security forces would be unable to resist a Taliban offensive. They would be defeated and would disintegrate. The fear of renewed Taliban assaults would mobilize the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras in northern and central Afghanistan. The Taliban itself would certainly drive on Herat and Kabul, leading to war with northern militias. This conflict would collapse the Afghan state, mobilize the Afghan population, and cause many Afghans to flee into Pakistan and Iran.

Within Pakistan, the U.S. reversion to a counterterrorism strategy (from the counterinsurgency strategy for which Obama reaffirmed his support as recently as August) would disrupt the delicate balance that has made possible recent Pakistani progress against internal foes and al Qaeda.

Pakistani president Asif Ali Zardari, army chief of staff General Ashfaq Kayani, and others who have supported Pakistani operations against the Taliban are facing an entrenched resistance within the military and among retired officers. This resistance stems from the decades-long relationships nurtured between the Taliban and Pakistan, which started during the war to expel the Soviet Army. Advocates within Pakistan of continuing to support the Taliban argue that the United States will abandon Afghanistan as it did in 1989, creating chaos that only the Taliban will be able to fill in a manner that suits Pakistan.

Zardari and Kayani have been able to overcome this internal resistance sufficiently to mount major operations against Pakistani Taliban groups, in part because the rhetoric and actions of the Obama administration to date have seemed to prove the Taliban advocates wrong. The announcement of the withdrawal of U.S. combat forces would prove them right. Pakistani operations against their own insurgents--as well as against al Qaeda, which lives among those insurgents--would probably grind to a halt as Pakistan worked to reposition itself in support of a revived Taliban government in Afghanistan. And a renewed stream of Afghan refugees would likely overwhelm the Pakistani government and military, rendering coherent operations against insurgents and terrorists difficult or impossible.

The collapse of Pakistan, or even the revival of an aggressive and successful Islamist movement there, would be a calamity for the region and for the United States. It would significantly increase the risk that al Qaeda might obtain nuclear weapons from Pakistan's stockpile, as well as the risk that an Indo-Pakistani war might break out involving the use of nuclear weapons.
And, that occurs in 24 hours 
Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (8/1/09, Peter, “Two Arguments for What to Do in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/two_arguments_for_what_to_do_in_afghanistan_13510)
In August, President Obama laid out the rationale for stepping up the fight in Afghanistan: If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe haven from which al-Qaeda would plot to kill more Americans. So this is not only a war worth fighting. This is fundamental to the defense of our people. Obamas Af-Pak plan is, in essence, a countersanctuary strategy that denies safe havens to the Taliban and al-Qaeda, with the overriding goal of making America and its allies safer. Under Obama, the Pentagon has already sent a surge of 21,000 troops to Afghanistan, and the Administration is even weighing the possibility of deploying as many as 40,000 more.

This is a sound policy. If U.S. forces were not in Afghanistan, the Taliban, with its al-Qaeda allies in tow, would seize control of the country's south and east and might even take it over entirely. A senior Afghan politician told me that the Taliban would be in Kabul within 24 hours without the presence of international forces. This is not because the Taliban is so strong; generous estimates suggest it numbers no more than 20,000 fighters. It is because the Afghan government and the 90,000--man Afghan army are still so weak.

US Withdrawal Disad 1NC
It also destroys US leadership and conflict mediation capabilities globally
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)
Yet America needs a strategy, not an alibi. We have a basic national interest to prevent jihadist Islam from gaining additional momentum, which it will surely do if it can claim to have defeated the United States and its allies after overcoming the Soviet Union. A precipitate withdrawal would weaken governments in many countries with significant Islamic minorities. It would be seen in India as an abdication of the U.S. role in stabilizing the Middle East and South Asia and spur radical drift in Pakistan. It would, almost everywhere, raise questions about America's ability to define or execute its proclaimed goals. A militant Iran building its nuclear capacity would assess its new opportunities as the United States withdraws from both Iraq and Afghanistan and is unable to break the diplomatic stalemate over Iran's nuclear program. But an obtrusive presence would, in time, isolate us in Afghanistan as well as internationally.

Credible conflict resolution must be backed by the credible threat of US resolve – vital to preventing nuclear conflicts globally
Bosco, 06  (David, senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine, Los Angeles Times, “Could This Be the Start of World War III?”, 7/23, http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-op-bosco23jul23,0,7807202.story?coll=la-opinion-center)

IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.   The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite. 

Consider the following scenarios:

•  Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.

•  Missiles away: With the world's eyes on the Middle East, North Korea's Kim Jong Il decides to continue the fireworks show he began earlier this month. But this time his brinksmanship pushes events over the brink. A missile designed to fall into the sea near Japan goes astray and hits Tokyo, killing a dozen civilians. Incensed, the United States, Japan's treaty ally, bombs North Korean missile and nuclear sites. North Korean artillery batteries fire on Seoul, and South Korean and U.S. troops respond. Meanwhile, Chinese troops cross the border from the north to stem the flow of desperate refugees just as U.S. troops advance from the south. Suddenly, the world's superpower and the newest great power are nose to nose. 

•  Loose nukes: Al Qaeda has had Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf in its sights for years, and the organization finally gets its man. Pakistan descends into chaos as militants roam the streets and the army struggles to restore order. India decides to exploit the vacuum and punish the Kashmir-based militants it blames for the recent Mumbai railway bombings. Meanwhile, U.S. special operations forces sent to secure Pakistani nuclear facilities face off against an angry mob.

•  The empire strikes back: Pressure for democratic reform erupts in autocratic Belarus. As protesters mass outside the parliament in Minsk, president Alexander Lukashenko requests Russian support. After protesters are beaten and killed, they appeal for help, and neighboring Poland — a NATO member with bitter memories of Soviet repression — launches a humanitarian mission to shelter the regime's opponents. Polish and Russian troops clash, and a confrontation with NATO looms.

As in the run-up to other wars, there is today more than enough tinder lying around to spark a great power conflict. The critical question is how effective the major powers have become at managing regional conflicts and preventing them from escalating. After two world wars and the decades-long Cold War, what has the world learned about managing conflict?  The end of the Cold War had the salutary effect of dialing down many regional conflicts. In the 1960s and 1970s, every crisis in the Middle East had the potential to draw in the superpowers in defense of their respective client states. The rest of the world was also part of the Cold War chessboard. Compare the almost invisible U.N. peacekeeping mission in Congo today to the deeply controversial mission there in the early 1960s. (The Soviets were convinced that the U.N. mission was supporting a U.S. puppet, and Russian diplomats stormed out of several Security Council meetings in protest.) From Angola to Afghanistan, nearly every Cold War conflict was a proxy war. Now, many local crises can be handed off to the humanitarians or simply ignored.  But the end of the bipolar world has a downside. In the old days, the two competing superpowers sometimes reined in bellicose client states out of fear that regional conflicts would escalate. Which of the major powers today can claim to have such influence over Tehran or Pyongyang?  Today's world has one great advantage: None of the leading powers appears determined to reorder international affairs as Germany was before both world wars and as Japan was in the years before World War II.   True, China is a rapidly rising power — an often destabilizing phenomenon in international relations — but it appears inclined to focus on economic growth rather than military conquest (with the possible exception of Taiwan). Russia is resentful about its fall from superpower status, but it also seems reconciled to U.S. military dominance and more interested in tapping its massive oil and gas reserves than in rebuilding its decrepit military.  Indeed, U.S. military superiority seems to be a key to global stability. Some theories of international relations predict that other major powers will eventually band together to challenge American might, but it's hard to find much evidence of such behavior. The United States, after all, invaded Iraq without U.N. approval and yet there was not even a hint that France, Russia or China would respond militarily. 
AT: No link – we have a small aff

Any reduction is perceived as the beginning of a withdrawal strategy

Riedel and O’Hanlon, 9 - *Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy AND ** Director of Research and Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy  at Brookings (Bruce and Michael, USA Today, 9/24, “Why We Can't Go Small In Afghanistan,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0924_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx)

Third, we would likely lose our allies with this approach. A limited mission offers nothing to the Afghans, whose country is essentially abandoned to the Taliban, or to the Pakistanis, who would similarly see this as the first step toward cut and run. The NATO allies would also smell in a "reduced" mission the beginning of withdrawal; some if not most might try to beat us to the exit.

***US credibility impact

2NC Turns Case

Turns case--- increases terrorism, destabilizes Pakistan, and emboldens adversaries 
Javed, 10 –from a Pakistani Newspaper(3/5/10, Bassam, from BBC Monitoring International Reports “Pakistan article discusses implications of US withdrawal from Afghanistan,” Gale group)

The exasperated American surge-and-exit strategy reflects the increased frustration of the Western alliance, which has failed to bring about stability to Afghanistan. The exit part of any military strategy surly [as received] materializes successfully however, the stability part post withdrawal or exit of the affected country always remained dicey. Similarly, in case of Afghanistan, the case would not be any different as the exit would not yield any long term stability. To add to the frustration, the Dutch government's debacle over the issue of withdrawal of its forces from Afghanistan, indicates the mood of the Western public over the issue. Also, the fact that no other country has come forward to-date to replace the Dutch forces in Afghanistan makes it evident that the withdrawal will be there soon. The withdrawal though, may portray America as weak but it has no choice since prolonging the stay any more would still tantamount to weakness any way. The withdrawal of foreign forces may not be wholesome but in parts over five to six years. Still, one might see the presence of a few thousand of them at the end, typically on the lines of Iraqi withdrawal. However, in the time leading up to the phased withdrawal, there are more fervent public voices calling for immediate withdrawal of their respective forces from Afghanistan. Amongst the rising tide of like minded people in favour of withdrawal, there are some lonely voices too that are heard on and off calling for continuation of deployment of Western forces in Afghanistan. This segment of the society is skeptical of post withdrawal scenario in Afghanistan. The apprehensions on the withdrawal are many. The most important geopolitical repercussion of the withdrawal being cited would be the perception that America stands defeated in the long drawn Afghan war. The others include the perception that the withdrawal will lead to the Taleban returning to power in Afghanistan, the Taleban allowing Al-Qa'idah renewed access to the country, and Al-Qa'idah making use of Afghanistan to successfully attack the West again. The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article. The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns, who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under the US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further bloodshed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again, which would be detrimental to its overall security. Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the Afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium, which resultantly could prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foothold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan's interests. The withdrawal may also encourage fundamentalists and extremists the world over, who may be inspired by the resilience of Afghans and their success in forcing foreign military powers out of their lands and as such adopt as means of achieving victories. The perceptions amongst the Afghan Taleban that Pakistan has been siding with the Western forces against them may lead to their disenchantment with Pakistan and they may be inclined to work against its interests. Pakistan does not enjoy very good relations with the Northern Alliance. As such, it will be difficult for it to negotiate an ultimate power sharing deal between the Northern Alliance and the Taleban, if it may try to at some point of time.
Withdrawal leads to civil war – guarantees U.S draw in and turns the aff
 Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )

But there are many compelling reasons to keep fighting in Afghanistan. Most important among them is that an American withdrawal would return Afghanistan to civil war and reinforce frightful trends in Pakistan. In an Afghan civil conflict pitting the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Shiite Hazaras against the Pashtuns, the United States would have to choose the anti-Pashtun, anti-Pakistani side to protect against the possibility that the Taliban, a Pashtun-based movement, would again gain the upper hand. Remember Western insouciance about Afghanistan between 1994 and 1996, as the Taliban gradually gained ground? This time around, Washington would be obliged to intervene. It could not simply assume, as many suggest, that Pashtun jealousies, tribal differences, and powerful competing warlords would be enough to thwart a neo-Taliban advance. But successfully intervening in Pashtun politics from "over the horizon," with American troops no longer significantly deployed in Afghanistan, would be impossible. The Taliban currently have the offensive advantage throughout most of the Pashtun regions with U.S. forces active in the country; imagine U.S. forces gone.

Choosing sides would immediately thrust us into conflict with Islamabad, which remains a staunch and, at times, nefarious defender of Afghan Pashtun interests. Such a collision between Washington and Islamabad would be awful, fortifying Islamic militancy within Pakistan and placing al Qaeda and its allies, more clearly than ever before, on the same side as the Pakistani military establishment, which is only now getting serious about countering the radical Islamic threat at home.

Turns Case--- Terrorsm 

Troop deployments are a question of psychology – the signals  the plan sends undermine U.S. credibility and embolden the Taliban and global terrorism

Rubin, 9 (Michael, resident scholar at AEI, “Not Nearly Enough on Afghanistan”, 12/1/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/101375) 

McChrystal is a veteran counterinsurgency expert. He made his request based not on politics, but a calculation of what it would take to win in Afghanistan. Obama has however refused to separate politics from national security. The problem is not troop numbers. When he declared on Tuesday, "These additional American and international troops will allow us to accelerate handing over responsibility to Afghan forces, and allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011," the president has undercut the McChrystal plan and made success difficult to achieve.

What Obama fails to understand, however, is that the surge is not only a military strategy, but a psychological one as well.

There should be nothing wrong with an open-ended commitment to victory. In late 2006 and early 2007, when the Bush administration put the finishing touches on the strategy that would become the Iraq surge, Obama and many of his top aides questioned its wisdom. On July 19, 2007, for example, Obama declared, "Here's what we know. The surge has not worked." That a year later Obama scrubbed his criticism from his campaign website suggests that today he recognizes the positive impact of George W. Bush's decision. What Obama fails to understand, however, is that the surge is not only a military strategy, but a psychological one as well.

Iraq's surge succeeded because Bush convinced Iraqis that he would not subvert his commitment to victory to politics. Bush's actions showed insurgents had misjudged the U.S. and that Bin Laden was wrong: The U.S. was no paper tiger. Iraqis, no more attracted to al-Qaida's extreme vision than ordinary Afghans are to the Taliban, believed America to be strong. Rather than make accommodations to the terrorists, Iraqis could fight them. The Sunni tribesmen believed that the U.S. would guard their back, and let neither al-Qaida nor Iranian proxies run roughshod over them. For Iraqis and Afghans, it is an easy decision to ally with militarily superior forces led by a commander-in-chief with a clear and demonstrable will to victory.

Obama is not Bush. By declaring his commitment finite, he removes the psychological force from his surge. NATO allies, who, because of limits they place on their troops' activities, are hardly dependable on the best days, will understand that absent U.S. commitment, furthering their own commitments is silly. Pakistan will bolster its support for the Taliban. In Islamabad's calculation, militant Islam is a lesser evil than Pashtun nationalism. If Obama is preparing to cut-and-run--which, fairly or unfairly, is how Pakistani generals will read his speech--then strengthening links to the Taliban will make Pakistan the dominant player in post-surge, post-withdrawal Afghanistan. The Taliban, too, will understand that, at best, they need only lay low, perhaps bloodying U.S. troops enough to keep the Afghanistan war unpopular among the Hollywood, university and media sets Obama cares about.

Obama is also wrong to believe that his surge will buy enough time to inject stability into Afghanistan's state or society. His inability to commit to the country's future will lead President Hamid Karzai to resist U.S. demands for reform. Obama's civilian "dream team" has turned into a nightmare. Special Envoy Richard Holbrooke's longing for the spotlight--and desire to create a High Commissioner to administer the country--has made the mercurial Karzai even more resistant to advice.

Victory in Afghanistan is crucial. Those who say occupation sparks insurgency misunderstand what is at stake. Afghans dislike occupation, but they place a higher priority on security. Security brings tolerance of the U.S. presence, and stability and a responsive government enables withdrawal. To cede the Taliban a safe haven, either now or post-surge, is unacceptable. Absent a stable government and a more capable Afghan National Army, the Taliban will fill the vacuum as they did from 1994 to 2001. The Taliban and their al-Qaida allies remain ideologically committed to the destruction of Western society. Not only will failure in Afghanistan mean a renewed threat to Americans across the globe, but it will also enable Islamists to convince more and more people that, having defeated two superpowers, they are the wave of the future. Unless Obama convinces the Taliban that his commitment to victory is unwavering, prepare for a dozen new Afghanistans.

Withdrawal Decreases US Credibility 
Stopping the Taliban is vital to preventing it spreading throughout Central Asia – withdrawing US presence telegraphs weakness to Russia and Central Asian states

Rashid, 09 – former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist (10/27/09, Ahmed, The National Interest, “Trotsky in Baluchistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)
SOUTHERN REGIONS of Muslim central Asia are now at risk. The situation will only get worse if the Taliban offensives continue.

The regions bordering Afghanistan, including southern Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and eastern Turkmenistan, are facing pauperization of their populations, the collapse of Soviet-era services like health and education, and growing joblessness. Their regimes remain dictatorial, corrupt, and deny political or economic reforms. Vast numbers of poverty-stricken workers migrate to Russia looking for work.

Uzbekistan is the largest of these states with some 27 million people and a history of Islamic revolt. Harsh policies and vicious crackdowns against anyone overzealously practicing Islam have led to a strong Islamist underground. After the massacre in Andijan in May 2005, when security forces killed up to eight hundred protesting citizens, hundreds of young dissidents have fled to join the two major Islamic groups operating from Pakistan’s tribal areas—the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) and the Islamic Jihad Union (IJU). Both these groups fight for and model themselves on the Taliban, work closely with al-Qaeda and help fund the extremist terrorist network by transporting drugs through central Asia to Europe. Both the IMU and the IJU recruit widely from central Asia, the Caucasus, Russia, and most recently from Turkey and Turks living in Germany.

This summer, for the first time since 2001, allegedly under the auspices of al-Qaeda, the IMU and the IJU carried out suicide bombings and other small attacks against security forces in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. Such attacks will certainly increase; both the Taliban and al-Qaeda would like to see central Asia in turmoil, perhaps eventually offering a safe haven to their leaders.

Until recently, both Russia and the United States have ignored the impending crisis in the broader region. The United States thought of central Asia only in terms of the military bases the states there provided, while Russia put front and center maintaining a sphere of influence in its near abroad.

However in the past few months, for the first time, Russia has started pressing the United States to cooperate with it more closely on Afghan policy, and Moscow has given the United States and NATO permission to transport supplies to Afghanistan by land. Moscow finally appears to understand the threat of Islamic militancy radiating from Afghanistan into central Asia and perhaps even into Russia itself. Any U.S. retreat from Afghanistan at this moment would certainly send an overwhelming message of U.S. weakness to Russia and the central Asian states. It would encourage extremism to grow and persuade the Afghan Taliban to step up support for its allies in central Asia.

Failure decreases US/NATO Credibility
Western failure in Afghanistan will undermine a revolution in Iran and collapse NATO

Twining, 9 - Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (Dan, “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”,

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan
The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?
Russia appears to be quietly reveling in the prospect that NATO, which appeared so threatening to Russian eyes during its multiple rounds of enlargement during the 1990s, could be defeated in its first real out-of-area operation. A NATO defeat in Afghanistan would call into question the future of the alliance and the credibility of American leadership with it, possibly creating a new and lasting transatlantic breach and intensifying concerns about the alliance's ability to protect weak European states against a resurgent Russia. China has no interest in Afghanistan's collapse into a sanctuary for Islamist extremists, including Uighers who militate against China's rule in Xinjiang. But a Western defeat in Afghanistan, which if historical precedent holds would be followed by a bout of U.S. isolationism, would only create more space for China to pursue its (for now) peaceful rise.

COIN Increases US leadership
Committing to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy will boost US leadership globally

Twining, 9 - Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (Dan, “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”,

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan
And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other.

By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values.

Withdrawal Causes Afghanistan Civil War 
The plan leads to civil war, collapse of the government and a resurgent Taliban 

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 ) 

Given his clarity about the threat posed to U.S. national security by a Taliban-dominated Afghanistan, it is difficult to comprehend why Obama would have designated such an early date to begin withdrawing U.S. forces--particularly since most observers acknowledge that it will take at least three to four years to fully train and equip the Afghan National Army to a level sufficient to engage the Taliban. If the U.S. departs the region before the situation in Afghanistan is stabilized, it would likely result in a downward spiral of decreasing security in Afghanistan, including: 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 not only bring back their ally al-Qaeda, but it will also provide sanctuary to almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today: the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, the Pakistani Taliban, Chechen militants, etc. This would be a disastrous outcome not only for Americans and Afghans but for Pakistan, India, and the nations of Europe--all of whom are targets of Islamist terrorists.
Rapid withdrawal risks civil war in the middle-east

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Harlan Ullman, an adviser to the Atlantic Council think tank, described the situation as being "in extremis".

"If we begin a rapid withdrawal the situation will collapse with potentially catastrophic consequences that are difficult to predict. But I think we have to take a very, very harsh look about what can be done that is readily achievable." Some Western officials in Geneva privately said a premature Western military exit would be "disastrous". Some analysts say a rapid pullout would lead to a resurgent Taliban which could quickly retake Kabul. A civil war would ensue, with neighbouring countries backing rival local forces. The situation would have returned broadly to that of the 1990s, they say, but the Taliban would now enjoy the prestige of being seen as the force that defeated the Americans. It might seek to extend its writ across swathes of Pakistan. Afghans did not want "a new dark age", said Cowper-Coles. "We need an unshakeable long-term commitment to financing, training and mentoring the Afghan state, but that is very different from having our combat troops in action in the villages and valleys of the Pashtun belt indefinitely." As for U.S. resolve, a former senior U.S. intelligence official said there was no sign Obama was about to "wobble". "The president knows that whatever investment he has made is for the long term. Some may be reading "wobble" when in fact he just needs more time to evaluate options and courses of action." Former Pakistani Foreign Secretary Najmuddin Shaikh said the hasty withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan would "leave no country in the region or central Asia unaffected." Brzezinski welcomed a call by Britain, Germany and France for a conference that would set new targets for Afghanistan to take over its own security and let Western troops withdraw. Brzezinski said the West needed "a collective effort which over time involves less reliance on the military dimension." "Afghans have a well-established, historically-rooted attitude that does not look with favour upon foreigners with guns in their country. That is a reality we should not ignore."

***Taliban takover

Turns Case---Terrorism/Instability
Taliban controlled Afghan is likely after withdraw and risks terrorism and instability 

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 ) 
The Taliban’s weaknesses make it hard for them to overthrow a U.S.-supported government while large Western military forces defend it. But without those Western troops, the Afghan state would offer a much easier target. Even with more than 50,000 Western troops in its defense, the Karzai government has proven unable to contain Taliban influence and prevent insurgents from expanding their presence. If abandoned to its fate the government would almost surely fare much worse. Nor would an orphaned Karzai regime be in any position to negotiate a compromise settlement that could deny the Taliban full control. With outright victory in their grasp, it is hard to see why the Taliban would settle for anything less than a complete restoration.
A Taliban restoration, as noted, could restore to al-Qaeda a sanctuary for attacking the United States. And even if a Taliban 2.0 regime vetoed al-Qaeda attacks on the United States, it would almost certainly provide Pashtun militants and their allies in Pakistan a massive launching pad for efforts to destabilize the regime in Islamabad. Even without a haven in Afghanistan, Pakistani insurgents might ultimately topple the government, but that threat clearly grows with the additional resources of an openly sympathetic state across the Durand Line. And this raises the specter of Pakistani nuclear weapons falling into al-Qaeda’s hands in Pakistan.

Taliban controlled Afghanistan would doom the country to instability and 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, 2009 Lisa, “Scaling Back in Afghanistan Would Jeopardize Security of U.S. Homeland”  http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Scaling-Back-in-Afghanistan-Would-Jeopardize-Security-of-US-Homeland ) 
The Taliban and al-Qaeda have a symbiotic relationship, and they support each other's harsh Islamist, anti-West goals. It would be folly to think a Taliban-controlled Afghanistan would be anything but a deadly international terrorist safe haven.

Success in Afghanistan requires that those Taliban who support international terrorists are not in a position to threaten the stability of the government. This will ultimately require a strong, well-equipped, and well-trained Afghan national army and police force. But this will take time.

In the meantime, the U.S. must prevent the Taliban from regaining influence in Afghanistan, which requires increasing U.S. troop levels. Success in Afghanistan does not require the complete elimination of anyone who has ever associated with the Taliban. But it does require that the Taliban leaders still allied with al-Qaeda and supportive of its destructive global agenda do not have the ability to reassert power in Afghanistan.

Taliban victory increases terrorism

Dorronsoro 9 - Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie Endowment (Gilles, Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie Endowment, “The Afghanistan Decision,” December 1st, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24237&zoom_highlight=Afghanistan)

How does the war in Afghanistan relate to U.S. national security?

The war in Afghanistan is extremely difficult to explain to the public in Europe or the United States. It is related to U.S. national interest, but the relationship is very indirect. What we have now in Afghanistan is a civil war, plus an insurgency against foreigners. The Taliban have very local objectives. So in a way, a lot of people are saying, “If the Taliban are winning in Afghanistan what’s the problem if they are not going to invade New York or organize large-scale offensives against other countries?”  

But we still have two major problems. First, is a Taliban victory in Afghanistan going to impact Pakistan? The answer is yes. We risk the destabilization of Pakistan with a Taliban victory. That’s not the point of view of the Pakistani military who is supporting the Taliban; this is more of an outsider’s point of view. 

The second problem we have is that if there is a Taliban victory, al-Qaeda will probably use Afghanistan as a sanctuary. It will not use the countryside since the countryside is open to counterterrorism operations, but it will use the cities. It is difficult to pinpoint an al-Qaeda operative if the Taliban are in charge of a city.  

For these reasons, it seems that if the cost is reasonable—and that is a big if—it is better to secure the cities and secure an Afghan state that is able to survive after the coalition troops exit the country. 

Turns Case--- Pakistan Collapse 
Withdrawal risk Taliban restoration, and collapse of nuclear pakistan
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
The danger of a nuclear al-Qaeda should not be exaggerated, however. For a U.S. withdrawal to lead to that result would require a networked chain of multiple events: a Taliban restoration in Kabul, a collapse of secular government in Islamabad, and a loss of control over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal (or deliberate transfer of weapons by sympathetic Pakistanis). These events are far from certain, and the compound probability of all of them happening is inherently lower than the odds of any one step alone. But a U.S. withdrawal would increase all the probabilities at each stage, and the consequences for U.S. security if the chain did play itself out could be severe. During the Cold War, the United States devoted vast resources to diminishing an already-small risk that the USSR would launch a nuclear attack on America. Today, the odds of U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan yielding an al-Qaeda nuclear weapon next door in Pakistan may be relatively low, but the low risk of a grave result has been judged intolerable in the past and perhaps ought to be again. On balance, the gravity of the risks involved in withdrawal narrowly make a renewed effort in Afghanistan the least-bad option we have.

Taliban controlled Afghanistan hundredfolds their power and risk nuclear Pakistani chaos 

Gerson 09 - op-ed columnist for The Washington Post and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations.[1] He served as President George W. Bush's chief speechwriter from 2001 until June 2006, as a senior policy advisor from 2000 through June 2006, and was a member of the White House Iraq Group.[2] (September 4, Michael, “In Afghanistan, No Choice but to Try”

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/03/AR2009090302862.html 

On the left, some view every conceivable war as a "war of choice" that should never be chosen. With Iraq miraculously unscathed by the attentions of the antiwar movement -- whose success in encouraging untimely withdrawal might have sparked a genocide -- Afghanistan is the next obvious target of their idealism.

The strategic importance of Afghanistan is difficult for critics of the war to deny. The events of Sept. 11, 2001, which began in state-sponsored terror academies there, are not yet generally regarded as a myth. The spread of Taliban havens in Afghanistan would permit al-Qaeda to return to its historical operating areas. This would allow, according to one administration official to whom I spoke, "perhaps a hundredfold expansion of their geographic and demographic area of operation." And Taliban advances in Afghanistan could push a fragile, nuclear Pakistan toward chaos.

Taliban takeover of Afghanistan will incite Taliban resurgence in Pakistan

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)
It is true, in a sense, that not all Afghan stability projects are created equal, from the perspective of an American-led campaign against Al Qaeda. Aghanistan's mountainous, Shiite-influenced central Bamiyan province, to choose an exaggerated example, may always be of marginal importance to Al Qaeda, just as it has long been less than decisive to successive Kabul governments. But to extrapolate such observations to argue that Afghanistan's national stability is only tenuously connected to Pakistan's stability defies history, demography and observable current trends. More Pashtuns live in Pakistan than in Afghanistan. Their travel and connections to international finance, proselytizing, criminal, and diaspora networks overlap. If the Taliban captured Afghanistan, this would certainly destabilize Pakistan by strengthening Islamist networks there.

Turns Case---Pakistan Collapse 
Reduction in presence destabilizes Afghanistan- Pakistan will support a Taliban resurgence, there could be a coup and transfer of nuclear weapons to the Taliban

Rashid, 09 – former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist (10/27/09, Ahmed, The National Interest, “Trotsky in Baluchistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)
The threat the United States and the region face is that the Afghan insurgency will continue to grow and that if there is a Western withdrawal from Afghanistan, Pakistan will not allow a vacuum to develop in Afghanistan and instead will abet a Taliban victory. Pakistan has had a risky dual policy of supporting the Americans in combating al-Qaeda and the Pakistan Taliban, while also supporting the Afghan Taliban. This is because the Pakistani army’s national-security logic is dominated by the struggle to keep the Indians at bay. For the army, a Taliban regime in Kabul is preferable to any other warlord regime to guarantee that the Indians and their Afghan protégés (of which Karzai is considered one) are forever kept out of having a role—as they were when the Taliban ruled the lands of Afghanistan in the 1990s. Moreover, a pro-Pakistan Taliban regime in Kabul, possibly backed by Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states and China, would create a new Pakistan-led region of influence that would reduce the role of its two other main rivals—Iran and Russia. This strategy could become more imperative with talk of less U.S. support to Afghanistan, the collapse in credibility of the Karzai government and the growing perception in Pakistan that the Taliban is winning. Every sign of the United States or NATO dithering over strategy only convinces the Pakistani military about keeping its Taliban option open. Pakistan may well be prepared to take the risk of endangering its own stability by supporting a Taliban regime in Kabul, even as it will try unsuccessfully to separate the Pakistan Taliban from its Afghan brothers.

THIS IS why Pakistan is faced with a conundrum. Even as Islamabad tries to secure its interests in Afghanistan, it puts its own security at risk. Several American pundits have warned that any U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan would seriously destabilize Pakistan. That is true.

The Pakistan Taliban now threatens to overrun large parts of northern Pakistan. In the last two years, the Pakistan Taliban has increasingly turned its guns on the Pakistani army and state. Monster turns on creator.

This year the Pakistan Taliban’s capture of the Swat Valley north of Islamabad led to outrage from the Pakistani public and the international community. And the army was forced to take action, acknowledging for the first time that the Pakistan Taliban was now a dire threat. In recent months, the army has pushed the Taliban out of Swat and is fighting to regain control of the Khyber Pass where the Taliban has been attacking the hundreds of NATO supply containers that are trucked through to Afghanistan every day.

The army has also blocked off roads into South Waziristan, where the Pakistan Taliban is based, and is using long-distance shelling and bombing to destabilize the group. The United States has helped these efforts by killing Baitullah Mehsud, the leader of the Pakistan Taliban, in a drone strike. The army has recently said after much American pressure that it may soon attack South Waziristan.

And thus we come to the end of the good news. If the army is now acting responsibly in dealing with the Pakistan Taliban, such is not the case with the Afghan Taliban. Key networks, such as those of Haqqani and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, are based in North Waziristan, and they launch attacks into Afghanistan. For the past eight years they have never been bothered by the Pakistani army.

Neither have the main Afghan Taliban leaders who live in Quetta in Baluchistan province. From Quetta, the Taliban is able to resupply its forces in Afghanistan with money, ammunition, suicide bombers and materials to make bombs and mines—all under the watchful eye of the ISI. According to intelligence sources, the Taliban leader Mullah Omar is now in a safe house in Karachi because of the fear that the United States may start using drone attacks on Quetta.

Admiral Mullen and Richard Holbrooke have made major efforts to bring the army and Pakistan’s weak civilian leadership led by President Asif Ali Zardari onboard to help go after the Afghan Taliban and help stabilize rather than undermine Afghanistan. However, Pakistan’s civilian politicians are not strong enough to accept U.S. demands if it means contradicting the army’s policies. As the army takes on the Pakistan Taliban and clears Swat, its political influence and power has grown proportionally. The army still has to be won over to the simple and disturbing truth that a Taliban regime in Kabul would, through its Pakistani proxies, pose a major threat to the Pakistani state.

Worse, Pakistan is far less resilient than it was a few years ago. Even as Pakistani officials bluntly criticize Holbrooke for linking Afghanistan and Pakistan in his “AfPak” strategy, some Pakistanis already see a chronic “Afghanization” of their nation. Current realities include a collapse of law and order in parts of the country, state institutions riddled with corruption and ineffectiveness, a justice system that cannot deliver, a crashing economy with severe joblessness, increasing ethnic tensions and a strong separatist movement in Baluchistan province.

However, the real fear is that under such enormous external and internal pressures, there are no guarantees that the army will stay committed to a democratic system. More so, the military may not remain as united as it has been for the past six decades. What many Pakistanis fear and constantly talk about is not a traditional generals’ coup that may end democracy, but a colonels’ coup that could bring in a pro-Islamist and anti-Western coterie of officers linked to Islamic groups that would then negotiate a compromise with the Pakistan Taliban. That could put Pakistan’s nuclear weapons into the wrong hands. Neither a partial U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan nor a strategy of only using drones to target al-Qaeda could hope to handle such a regional catastrophe.

And a complete American departure would seal the region’s fate.

withdrawal Causes Taliban takeover
Immediate withdraw insures Taliban take over

Felbab-Brown 9 - Fellow of Foreign Policy @ 21st Century Defense Initiative (Vanda, “President Obama’s New Strategy in Afghanistan: Questions and Answers,” The Brookings Institute, December 2nd, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1202_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx)

Q. What about alternatives to the announced strategy, such as immediate withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan, or continuing with current troop deployments? 

A. If the United States withdrew today, significant portions of the country, especially in the south and east, would fall into the hands of the Taliban. Other parts would either become engulfed in Taliban-generated and other local conflicts, or splinter into fiefdoms. Civil war à la the 1990s could easily be envisioned under such circumstances. At the same time, continuing with the current troop deployments would at best mean a stalemate, or at worst, a deepening of a quagmire. 

The military and civilian surge that President Obama has decided to undertake is not a guarantee that such a highly dangerous outcome can be avoided. It is, however, the only possible strategy to reverse the momentum on the ground, and it is also the last chance the United States and the international community have to achieve such a strategic reversal. If this large military and civilian push does not work, if the government of Afghanistan does not live up to its commitments to significantly curtail corruption and improve governance, and if the hope of the Afghan people is not restored once more and their aspirations are not harnessed, the patience of the Afghan people will run out, and the U.S. effort in Afghanistan will become unsustainable. In that case, the only opportunity the United States will have to influence events in Afghanistan and Pakistan (including preventing al Qaeda and salafi safe havens in the area) and to influence developments in this region—vital from security, geostrategic, and counterterrorism perspectives—will be from the outside, with even far more limited leverage than the United States currently has.

Maintaining military presence is vital to preventing Taliban takeover of Afghanistan

WILLIAMS 2009, associate professor of Islamic history at Dartmouth, [Brian Glyn “Three Reasons for Democrats to Support More Troops in Afghanistan, October 16th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/10/16/three_reasons_for_democrats_to_support_more_troops_in_afghanistan] HURWITZ

This is because the insurgency is largely located in the tribal belt of the ethnic Pashtuns (the Taliban are almost all Pashtuns, though not all Pashtuns are Taliban of course). The other ethnic groups who make up the majority, such as the Hazaras, Uzbeks, Tajiks, Turkmen, and Aimaqs, belonged to the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance and want the United States there. Over and over again during my travels through their lands, and even in the Pashtun tribal lands, Afghans told me to tell my fellow Americans not to abandon Afghanistan. If we left, the Afghans I met feared the Taliban thugs would come back throwing acid in un-veiled women's faces, burning schools, amputating hands, and stoning women for adultery (i.e. being caught out on the street with a male who was not family or husband). All we have achieved at a cost in blood and gold would be overturned and the Afghans would be right where we left them back in 1991 when they fell prey to the extremists. The peace and stability that we have brought to some two-thirds of Afghanistan is fragile and takes a military presence to maintain. We need time to train the tens of thousands of Afghan police and military to keep the peace and fight the Taliban insurgents in the Pashtun south. The Afghans desperately need breathing room. Even in the tribal south the U.S. has kept the Taliban out of the Pashtuns' spiritual capital of Kandahar and prevented them from reestablishing their harsh laws in Afghanistan's second largest city. For this the Kandaharis are grateful. In fact repeated polls have shown that majority of Afghans want the U.S. and NATO there. As they watch Indian soap operas on televisions the Taliban once smashed, send their girls to school, and drive on newly paved roads, millions of Afghans are experiencing the direct benefits of the U.S. presence in their country. This is the work we could have been doing in 1991 and, for all its obvious flaws, it is a tentative sign of progress in the long journey to rebuild civil society in this long suffering land. In other words, compassionate, global-minded Democrats who supported President Bill Clinton's humanitarian interventions in places like Kosovo, Bosnia, Haiti and Somalia owe it to the Afghan people to be patient and do the same for Afghanistan.

Withdrawal causes Taliban takeover

Withdrawing forces will cause widespread Pashtun defections to the Taliban

Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )

Although there has been more ethnic cleansing in Afghanistan than has been reported in the mainstream press (mostly Pashtuns migrating, voluntarily or under duress, from predominantly Tajik and Uzbek areas), interethnic antipathy hasn't metastasized as it did in Iraq. Badly mauled, the idea of Afghan fraternity still exists. The widespread savagery that we saw between Iraqi Sunni and Shiite Arabs seems unlikely to happen in Afghanistan.

Some critics of Westerners in Afghanistan argue that U.S. and NATO forces, by their tactics if not their mere presence, are breathing life into the neo-Taliban, who would remain deeply unpopular among the Pashtuns if it were not for outsiders' mistakes. Although we can quickly concede that Western mistakes make the Taliban look better, Westerners in Afghanistan have actually generated much less village-level antipathy among the Pashtuns than might have been expected given the Pashtuns' reputation for xenophobia. We might yet see a Pashtun-only "national liberation" jihad develop in Afghanistan, but we are far from this now.

Even now, "our" Pashtuns probably represent a big majority of their brethren. If the Americans were to leave, however, it's highly unlikely these friendly Pashtuns could long hold the high ground against a resurgent neo-Taliban movement. The Taliban possess the most effective Pashtun fighting force. Many, perhaps most, Pashtuns dislike the Taliban's aggressively inflexible religion (it's Pashtun village faith on speed), but the Taliban do have an ideology, tested repeatedly on the battlefield. It isn't just money and intimidation that bring them recruits.

Empirically – withdrawal won’t stop the taliban – it supercharges it

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908) 
Skeptics of Obama's Afghanistan policy say that the right approach is to either reduce American commitments there or just get out entirely. The short explanation of why this won't work is that the United States has tried this already--twice. In 1989, after the most successful covert program in the history of the CIA helped to defeat the Soviets in Afghanistan, the George H. W. Bush administration closed the U.S. embassy in Kabul. The Clinton administration subsequently effectively zeroed out aid to the country, one of the poorest in the world. Out of the chaos of the Afghan civil war in the early 1990s emerged the Taliban, who then gave sanctuary to al Qaeda. In 2001, the next Bush administration returned to topple the Taliban, but because of its ideological aversion to nation building it ensured that Afghanistan was the least-resourced per capita reconstruction effort the United States has engaged in since World War II. An indication of how desultory those efforts were was the puny size of the Afghan army, which two years after the fall of the Taliban numbered only 5,000 men, around the same size as the police department of an American city like Houston. We got what we paid for with this on-the-cheap approach: since 2001 the Taliban has reemerged, and fused ideologically and tactically with al-Qaeda. The new Taliban has adopted wholesale al-Qaeda's Iraq playbook of suicide attacks, IED operations, hostage beheadings, and aggressive video-based information campaign

Perception Key to Prevent Insurgency 
The perception of U.S. commitment is vital to demobilizing the insurgency

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

4. COMMIT TO THE EFFORT

The consistent unwillingness of the U.S. government to commit to the success of its endeavors in Afghanistan (and Iraq) over the long term is a serious obstacle to progress. The Pakistani leadership appears convinced that America will abandon its efforts in South Asia sooner rather than later, and this conviction fuels Pakistan’s determination to retain support for (and therefore control of) Afghan Taliban groups based in its territory. It also contributes to instability within Pakistan, because Pakistani leaders are tentative about committing to the fight against their internal foes as long as they are unsure of our determination to do our part.

At the local level within Afghanistan, people who are not convinced that coalition forces will stay to support them if they oppose the terrorists are unlikely to risk retaliation by committing to us. When U.S. forces moved into insurgent strongholds in Iraq in 2007, the first thing they were asked was: “Are you going to stay this time?” When the answer was yes (and we proved it by really staying and living among them), the floodgates of local opposition to the insurgents opened. The people of Afghanistan need the same reassurance. Until it is widely believe that the U.S. will remain in the fight until the insurgency is defeated, doubt about our commitment will continue to fuel the insurgency. If we are going to fight this war, as our interests require, we must make it clear that we will do what it takes to win.

Our history is very much against us in this effort. Islamists point to our retreat following the Marine-barracks bombing in Lebanon in 1983, the “Blackhawk Down” incident in 1993, our abandonment of Afghanistan following the defeat of the Soviet Union in 1989, and our abandonment of Shiite and Kurdish Iraqis to Saddam Hussein’s retribution in 1991 and 1992. At the end of 2006, our enemies in Iraq were already declaring victory, convinced that the pattern would repeat itself. The question they are now asking is: Was the surge an aberration in U.S. policy or a new pattern?

Our friends have the same question. We are asking them to put their lives on the line in support of shared goals, and they need to know we will stand by them. More rides on the outcome of our effort in Afghanistan than the particular interests we have there. American security would benefit greatly if we changed the global perception that the U.S. does not have the stomach to finish what it starts.

Taliban Is Linked to Al Qaeda
Their assumption that the Taliban is distinct from Al Qaeda assumes it’s a monolithic entity – this ignores radical splinters

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

3. UNDERSTAND OUR ENEMIES AND FRIENDS

There is no such thing as “the Taliban” today. Many different groups with different leaders and aims call themselves “Taliban,” and many more are called “Taliban” by their enemies. In addition to Mullah Omar’s Taliban based in Pakistan and indigenous Taliban forces in Afghanistan, there is an indigenous Pakistani Taliban controlled by Baitullah Mehsud (this group is thought to have been responsible for assassinating Benazir Bhutto). Both are linked with al-Qaeda, and both are dangerous and determined. In other areas, however, “Taliban” groups are primarily disaffected tribesmen who find it more convenient to get help from the Taliban than from other sources.

In general terms, any group that calls itself “Taliban” is identifying itself as against the government in Kabul, the U.S., and U.S. allies. Our job is to understand which groups are truly dangerous, which are irreconcilable with our goals for Afghanistan—and which can be fractured or persuaded to rejoin the Afghan polity. We can’t fight them all, and we can’t negotiate with them all. Dropping the term “Taliban” and referring to specific groups instead would be a good way to start understanding who is really causing problems.

Al Qaeda and the Taliban are closely aligned

Reidel, 9 – Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, Brookings Institute (Bruce, interview with Bernard Gwertzman, 10/8, “The Danger of Delay in Afghan Policymaking,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20376/danger_of_delay_in_afghan_policymaking.html)

This is a fairy tale. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban have been closely aligned ever since Osama bin Laden came back to Afghanistan in the mid 1990s. The Taliban leadership under Mullah Omar has been unwilling to break with al-Qaeda for more than a decade. Ever since the two had their first meeting back in the nineties--which I would remind people was set up by the Pakistani intelligence service, the ISI--these two have been in a partnership. What is most remarkable about that partnership is that it has survived and endured when arguably the Taliban has been a big loser in this partnership. They lost the so-called Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. But at no point is there any serious evidence that Mullah Omar and the top Taliban leadership have been willing to give up Osama bin Laden and turn him over. And that really ought to be the bar on which we judge whether the Taliban is willing to enter into serious negotiations, not a promise that "if you leave, we'll be good boys," or that "we will break with al-Qaeda."

[O]ne of the most important things that the president and the administration have to do is convey seriousness, convey determination [in Afghanistan].

The other way to think about this is: We have a terrorist problem, al-Qaeda, which has become embedded in an insurgency, the Taliban. Of course, if we could somehow disembowel the terrorist problem from the insurgency, that would be a very good outcome. But there is nothing in the history of the relationship between these two movements over more than a decade now that suggests that is imminent, or likely.

Taliban Hosts Al Qaeda
Taliban takeover creates an Al Qaeda safe haven

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)
It would also be mistaken to believe, as some in the Obama Administration have apparently argued, that a future revolutionary Taliban government in Kabul, having seized power by force, might decide on its own or could be persuaded to forswear connections with Al Qaeda. Although the Taliban are an amalgamation of diverse groupings, some of which have little or no connection to Al Qaeda, the historical record of collaboration between the Haqqanni network and Al Qaeda, to choose one example, is all but certain to continue and probably would deepen during any future era of Taliban rule in Afghanistan. The benefits of a Taliban state to Al Qaeda are obvious: After 9/11, the United States gathered evidence that Al Qaeda used Afghan government institutions as cover for import of dual use items useful for its military projects. Reporters with the McClatchy newspaper group's Washington bureau recently quoted a senior U.S. intelligence official on this subject: "It is our belief that the primary focus of the Taliban is regional, that is Afghanistan and Pakistan. At the same time, there is no reason to believe that the Taliban are abandoning their connections to Al Qaeda...The two groups...maintain the kind of close relationship that - if the Taliban were able to take effective control over parts of Afghanistan - would probably give Al Qaeda expanded room to operate." 6 This assessment is consistent with recent history.

The United States and its allies can stabilize Afghanistan; they should try; but they may fail. To avoid failure, it will be important to account for some risks that are often underestimated in the current policy debate.

Taliban control will give Al Qaeda a stronghold in Afghanistan

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)
It would also be mistaken to believe, as some in the Obama Administration have apparently argued, that a future revolutionary Taliban government in Kabul, having seized power by force, might decide on its own or could be persuaded to forswear connections with Al Qaeda. Although the Taliban are an amalgamation of diverse groupings, some of which have little or no connection to Al Qaeda, the historical record of collaboration between the Haqqanni network and Al Qaeda, to choose one example, is all but certain to continue and probably would deepen during any future era of Taliban rule in Afghanistan. The benefits of a Taliban state to Al Qaeda are obvious: After 9/11, the United States gathered evidence that Al Qaeda used Afghan government institutions as cover for import of dual use items useful for its military projects. Reporters with the McClatchy newspaper group's Washington bureau recently quoted a senior U.S. intelligence official on this subject: "It is our belief that the primary focus of the Taliban is regional, that is Afghanistan and Pakistan. At the same time, there is no reason to believe that the Taliban are abandoning their connections to Al Qaeda...The two groups...maintain the kind of close relationship that - if the Taliban were able to take effective control over parts of Afghanistan - would probably give Al Qaeda expanded room to operate." 6 This assessment is consistent with recent history.

Taliban control will expand Al Qaeda
Nagl, 10 - president of the Center for a New American Security (2/25/10, John, The National Interest, “Debating Afghanistan: Is Afghanistan the Right War? Yes,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22916#Nagl)

Now, al-Qaeda has only a minimal presence in Afghanistan, perhaps one hundred or so fighters, which leads many to question why the United States needs to pour more money and more troops into this war effort. Indeed, it is the Taliban—which rose to power in Afghanistan in the late 1990s and provided the shelter from which bin Laden’s group planned and executed the September 11 attack—that is now America’s main adversary on the ground in Afghanistan. But were the Taliban to regain control of the country, al-Qaeda would simply have more room in which to entrench itself.

Unfortunately, being at war with a nonstate actor like al-Qaeda gives war fighting a whole new complexity for a great power like the United States. Al-Qaeda holds no permanent territory. Its soldiers do not wear uniforms or obey (or even acknowledge) the laws of war. And it specializes in attacking innocent civilians in spectacular displays that attempt to change our behavior through shock-and-awe tactics. It has found innovative means by which to extend its influence, enfranchising associated militant movements across the greater Middle East, and using the Internet to radicalize potential followers and attract recruits—even within America’s borders.

Taliban Hosts Al Qaeda

The Taliban Would Protect Al Qaeda – Empirically Proven
BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ

Second, if the Taliban did come back to power in Afghanistan, of course they would give safe haven to al Qaeda. Despite all the pressures military and otherwise exerted on them over the past decade, giving safe haven to al Qaeda has been at the heart of the Taliban project; first in the five years before 9/11 when they ran Afghanistan, and since then in the areas of Pakistan's tribal regions that they now control. 

Taliban leader Mullah Omar was prepared to lose everything on the point of principle that he would not give up Osama bin Laden after the 9/11 attacks. And he did lose everything: after 9/11, the Taliban were swiftly removed from power by U.S. forces. This does not suggest a Kissingerian talent for realpolitik. Professor Walt may be a foreign policy realist, but that doesn't make Mullah Omar one also.

The Taliban is The Ideal Place for Terrorists – Empirically Proven
BERGEN Peter, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, 2009 [“How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ

Third, the idea that Afghanistan is not an ideal place from which to launch anti-American attacks is simply absurd. The 1993 World Trade Center bombing, the first attack by Islamist terrorists against the United States, was led by Ramzi Yousef who trained in the Sadda training camp on the Afghan-Pakistan border. The bombings of two U.S. embassies in Africa in 1998 that killed more than 200 were coordinated and carried out by men who had trained in Afghanistan, as was the attack on the USS Cole two years later. 

And while, as Walt points out, elements of the 9/11 plot were coordinated in Hamburg -- where three of the pilots had lived in the run-up to the attacks -- the idea of attacking iconic targets in Washington and New York was first hatched in Afghanistan in 1996; the coordination of the attacks took place in Afghanistan over the next several years; the pilots were given their specific orders about target selection and their duties by the leaders of al Qaeda when they travelled to Afghanistan in 1999, and all 15 of the ‘muscle' hijackers passed through al Qaeda's Afghan training camps. 

And after the fall of the Taliban when al Qaeda was forced out of Afghanistan into the neighboring tribal regions of Pakistan -- where they were then given shelter by the Pakistani Taliban -- al Qaeda coordinated from there the largest terrorist attack in British history -- the four suicide bombings on London's transportation system on July 7, 2005 that killed 52 commuters.

The taliban is indistinguishable from al qaeda

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., director of the Critical Threats Project @ AEI, “The Two-Front War”, 11/9/09, American Enterprise Institution, http://www.aei.org/article/101250)

The Pakistani military has now deployed four regular army divisions and tens of thousands of Frontier Corps forces in a series of operations that have lasted for more than a year to defeat the Islamist groups that had taken control over large areas of Pakistan and threatened the survival of the Pakistani state. Still the United States is disappointed. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton just last week twitted Islamabad for failing to eliminate al Qaeda. American analysts and officials regularly complain that Pakistan is not "doing its part" by halting its support for Mullah Omar, Haqqani, and Hekmatyar. At the same time, people seeking to downplay the importance of defeating the Afghan Taliban increasingly argue that Mullah Omar's group has separated from al Qaeda and from Pakistani Taliban groups and even that it would not support them or permit them to establish sanctuaries in Afghanistan should it return to power. Above all, conventional wisdom now goes, we must understand that the Taliban of all stripes are local movements concerned with local power struggles and not a threat to the United States.

It is true that these groups do not have the capability or the intention at present to strike the American homeland directly. It does not follow, however, that they are not a threat to the United States except in this narrowest and most short-sighted sense. Their overall aims and ideologies are indistinguishable from al Qaeda's. They all--including al Qaeda--recognize Mullah Omar as "commander of the faithful" and an exemplar of right behavior both as an insurgent and as the leader of an Islamic state. They coordinate their activities at all levels and come to each other's assistance when attacked. They see the provision of sanctuary to their threatened comrades as a religious (as well as tribal) obligation.
The network of Islamist groups in South Asia, in other words, really is a network. We must not imagine that we can decide that the success of key elements of that network--especially Mullah Omar's group--would not strengthen the elements that are most dangerous to America and to stability in a nuclear-armed region.

Withdrawal Causes Afghanistan Instability 

Empirically – withdrawal will cause factional splits in the Afghan army, risking collapse

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)
Then, during the late nineteen-eighties, faced with a dilemma similar to that facing the United States, the Soviets tried to "Afghan-ize" their occupation, much as the U.S. proposes to do now. The built up Afghan forces, put them in the lead in combat, supplied them with sophisticated weapons, and, ultimately, decided to withdraw. This strategy actually worked reasonably well for a while, although the government only controlled the major cities, never the countryside. But the factional and tribal splits within the Army persisted, defections were chronic, and a civil war among the insurgents also played out within the Army, ensuring that when the Soviet Union fell apart, and supplies halted, the Army too would crack up and dissolve en masse. (I happened to be in Kabul when this happened, in 1992. On a single day, thousands and thousands of soldiers and policemen took off their uniforms, put on civilian clothes, and went home.)

Finally, during the mid-nineteen-nineties, a fragmented and internally feuding Kabul government, in which Karzai was a participant for a time, tried to build up national forces to hold off the Taliban, but splits within the Kabul coalitions caused important militias and sections of the security forces to defect to the Taliban. The Taliban took Kabul in 1996 as much by exploiting Kabul's political disarray as by military conquest. The history of the Afghan Army since 1970 is one in which the Army has never actually been defeated in the field, but has literally dissolved for lack of political glue on several occasions.
Withdrawing troops from Afghanistan too soon risks catastrophe

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Premature Western military disengagement from Afghanistan would risk catastrophic turmoil in the region, Western and Afghan officials say, responding to a rising tide of concern at the intensity of insurgent violence.

Such greater instability would end up requiring an even bigger Western involvement to resolve in an area including nuclear-armed Pakistan and al Qaeda's main bastions, they say.

The officials argue there is no substitute for a lasting commitment now that would permit a reduced military presence over time as the country stabilises.
With insurgent violence at its highest since the Taliban movement was ousted from power in late 2001, public support for the war is declining in America and has plummeted in Europe.

Former British High Commissioner in Pakistan Hilary Synnott, speaking at a weekend meeting of strategists in Geneva hosted by Britain's International Institute for Strategic Studies, said critics of Western strategy had to consider "the very great consequences of perceived American defeat".

"There is real concern about Pakistan, with five times the population of Afghanistan, which has nuclear weapons and which has a new Pakistani Taliban threatening the state itself," he said.

"Those who argue, as some do, that the smart thing is simply to walk away would destroy everything that has been achieved," Sherard Cowper-Coles, a British special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, told delegates.

Withdrawal of troops will empirically create a power vacuum

Maclean, 09, Staff Writer Reuters (William, “Afghan exit seen worsening risks to region, West,” September 14, http://www.iiss.org/whats-new/iiss-in-the-press/press-coverage-2009/september-2009/afghan-exit-seen-worsening-risks-to-region-west/)
Mohammad Masoom Stanekzai, Adviser to President Hamid Karzai for Home Security and Reconciliation, said the cost of a pullout "will be way higher than what you are spending right now."

A hasty withdrawal would be the "same mistake" as when Washington disengaged from the region in the 1990s after the Soviet withdrawal, when the resultant power vacuum allowed Osama bin Laden's al Qaeda and other groups to consolidate their presence on the mountainous Afghanistan-Pakistan border region.

Almost all NATO nations have been reluctant to send more troops to Afghanistan so any significant rise will have to come from the United States. President Barack Obama is expected to approve a further increase of troop levels of some sort.

In an echo of public disquiet, questions about the war's direction were raised repeatedly in Geneva.

"In my view we are running the risk of replicating, obviously unintentionally, what happened to the Soviets," former U.S. national security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski told delegates, referring to the Soviet Union's 1979-89 occupation.

"We are beginning to move to a level of military force which is beginning to approximate the Soviet engagement and already our top generals are saying we are not winning militarily."

"As brilliant as Obama is I don't think he thought this one through," said retired U.S. Rear Admiral Robert James. "Should the United States continue to be the world's policeman?"

Afghanistan Instability Causes arms race
Afghan instability spills over causing arms race 
Salam, 9- previously an associate editor at The Atlantic, a producer for NBC News, a junior editor and editorial researcher at The New York Times, a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, and a reporter-researcher at The New Republic (9/17/09, Reihan, “Don’t Short the Surge,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/dont_short_the_surge_12856)

It's impossible to tell what is going on in President Obama's head. His domestic priorities might lead him to "play it safe"--to short-change the war effort with a wait-and-see, halfway approach that will lead to higher casualties and an even stronger drive to withdraw from Afghanistan in six months. Or he might recognize that stabilizing Afghanistan could be his great contribution to America and the world. When the president recently argued that Afghanistan is a "war of necessity," he seemed to understand the threat posed by failure in Afghanistan. Afghanistan is a real domino--if it falls, Pakistan, a nuclear-armed nation of 180 million, risks falling with it, radiating instability across India and Iran and sparking a news arms race that the world can't afford.

Afghanistan Stability solves Pakistan economy and Indo/Pak War
Afghan stability is key to Pakistan stability--- solves Pakistan economy and nuclear deterrent against India 
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)
One is the argument that a heavy U.S. military presence in Afghanistan focused on population security is not the best way to defeat Al Qaeda and may even be counterproductive. Counter-terrorism is "still Washington's most pressing task," write Steven Simon and Jonathan Stevenson in the current issue of Survival, but "the question is whether counter-insurgency and state-building in Afghanistan are the best means of executing it. The mere fact that the core threat to U.S. interests now resides in Pakistan rather than Afghanistan casts considerable doubt on the proposition....The realistic American objective should not be to ensure Afghanistan's political integrity by neutralizing the Taliban and containing Pakistani radicalism, which is probably unachievable. Rather, its aim should be merely to ensure that Al Qaeda is denied both Afghanistan and Pakistan as operating bases for transnational attacks on the United States and its allies and partners." 5 Apparently like some in the Obama Administration, they recommend a policy concentrated on targeted killing of Al Qaeda leaders by aerial drones and other means. They acknowledge that a Taliban takeover of Afghanistan might aid Al Qaeda but argue that greater risks would flow from the failure or a U.S.-led counterinsurgency strategy. This argument misreads the dynamics within Pakistan that will shape the course of U.S. efforts to destroy Al Qaeda's headquarters and networks there. Simon and Stevenson, for example, fear that the provocative aura of U.S. domination in Afghanistan would "intensify anti-Americanism in Pakistan" and by doing so ensure that the Pakistan Army would refuse to cooperate with American efforts to root out Islamic extremists previously cultivated by the Army and its intelligence wing, the Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate, or I.S.I. There are certainly risks along the lines they describe, but something like the opposite is more likely to be true. The relationship between the Pakistani security services and Islamist extremist groups - Al Qaeda, the Taliban, sectarian groups, Kashmiri groups, and their many splinters - is not static or preordained. Pakistani public opinion, while it remains hostile to the United States, has of late turned sharply and intensely against violent Islamist militant groups. The Pakistan Army, itself reeling as an institution from deep public skepticism, is proving to be responsive to this change of public opinion. Moreover, the Army, civilian political leaders, landlords, business leaders and Pakistani civil society have entered into a period of competition and freewheeling discourse over how to think about the country's national interests and how to extricate their country from the Frankenstein-like problem of Islamic radicalism created by the Army's historical security policies. There is a growing recognition in this discourse among Pakistani elites that the country must find a new national security doctrine that does not fuel internal revolution and impede economic and social progress. The purpose of American policy should be to create conditions within and around Pakistan for the progressive side of this argument among Pakistani elites to prevail over time. American policy over the next five or ten years must proceed from the understanding that the ultimate exit strategy for international forces from South Asia is Pakistan's economic success and political normalization, manifested in an Army that shares power with civilian leaders in a reasonably stable constitutional bargain, and in the increasing integration of Pakistan's economy with regional economies, including India's. Such an evolution will likely consolidate the emerging view within Pakistan's elites that the country requires a new and less self-defeating national security doctrine. As in the Philippines, Colombia, and Indonesia, the pursuit of a more balanced, less coup-ridden, more modern political-military order in Pakistan need not be complete or confused with perfection for it to gradually pinch the space in which Al Qaeda, the Taliban and related groups now operate. Moreover, in South Asia, outsiders need not construct or impose this modernizing pathway as a neo-imperial project; the hope for durable change lies first of all in the potential for normalizing relations between Pakistan and India, a negotiation between elites in those two countries that is already well under way, without Western mediation, and is much more advanced than is typically appreciated. Its success is hardly assured, but because of the transformational effect such normalization would create, the effects of American policies in the region on its prospects should be carefully assessed. Against this backdrop, a Taliban insurgency that increasingly destabilizes both Afghanistan and the border region with Pakistan would make such regional normalization very difficult, if not impossible, in the foreseeable future. Among other things, it would reinforce the sense of siege and encirclement that has shaped the Pakistan Army's self-defeating policies of support for Islamist militias that provide, along with a nuclear deterrent, asymmetrical balance against a (perceived) hegemonic India. Conversely, a reasonably stable Afghan state supported by the international community, increasingly defended by its own Army, and no longer under threat of coercive revolution by the Taliban could create conditions for Pakistan's government to negotiate and participate in political arrangements in Afghanistan and the Central Asian region that would address Pakistan's legitimate security needs, break the Army's dominating mindset of encirclement, and advance the country's economic interests.
US Win In Afghanistan solves indo/pak war

US success in Afghanistan solves Indo-Pak conflict 

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)
American and international success in Afghanistan could also enhance the space for civilians in Pakistan who seek to persuade the Pakistan Army to accommodate their views about national security; for the United States to insist that Pakistani interests be accommodated in a pluralistic, non-revolutionary Afghanistan; and for Pakistani elites, including the Army, to have adequate confidence to take on the risks associated with a negotiated peace or normalization with India. Conversely, yielding unnecessarily to an indefinite period of violence and chaos in Afghanistan, one in which the Taliban may seek to take power in Kabul while continuing to operate across the border in Pakistan, will all but guarantee failure along all of these strategic lines.

There are narrower objections that should be registered about the "counterterrorism-only" or "counterterrorism-mainly" argument. It is probably impractical over a long period of time to wage an intelligence-derived counterterrorism campaign along the Pakistan-Afghan border if a cooperating Afghan government does not have access to the local population; if American forces are not present; and if the Pakistani state has no incentive to cooperate. This is exactly the narrative that unfolded during the 1990s and led to failure on 9/11 for the United States. Recent improvements in targeting Al Qaeda leaders in Pakistan seem to be a function, at least in part, of changing attitudes toward cooperation by the Pakistani civilian government and security services. These changes in turn are a function of the dynamic, complex internal Pakistani discourse sketched above. It is unlikely that an American willingness to allow Taliban hegemony in Afghanistan will result in greater cooperation from Pakistani intelligence; in fact, the opposite is more likely because, as in the past, some in the Pakistani security services seek such hegemony for ideological reasons, while others will likely see a need to protect their position with Islamist militias in order to defend against India in a volatile, heavily contested regional environment.

***Pakistan extensions
Turns Case--- Regional Security/Economy 
Withdrawal will send signals to Pakistan to cooperate with the Taliban – it will destabilize Pakistan and crush Indian hegemony

Twining, 9 - Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (Dan, “The Stakes of Afghanistan Go Well Beyond Afghanistan”,

http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan
The surreal belief in some quarters that abandoning Afghanistan -- described as a "graveyard of empires" with its complicated tribes, forbidding terrain, and peripheral strategic importance -- would not have direct and bloody consequences for the United States, never mind the Afghan people, can be answered with three numbers: 9-11. It is troubling that our political and foreign policy elites even need to engage this debate (including its more sophisticated but equally illusory variants like moving to an "over-the-horizon" strike-and-retreat strategy). At the same time, the experts (correctly) advocating a counterinsurgency strategy make the same mistake of framing their arguments purely with reference to Afghanistan's internal dynamics. As important as they are, they constitute only part of a wider strategic landscape that would be upended by a U.S. decision to reduce its political and military commitment to Afghanistan.

A recent trip to Islamabad and Lahore revealed to me that most Pakistani elites -- including the small minority that could credibly be described as sympathetic to Western goals in Afghanistan -- already believe that the game is up: the will of the transatlantic allies is broken, Obama doesn't have the courage or vision to see America's mission in Afghanistan through to victory, and the U.S. is well along the road to walking away from Afghanistan as it did after 1989. This widespread Pakistani belief has encouraged behavior deeply inimical to Washington's regional aims, with the effect that the American debate over whether Afghanistan is worth it is inspiring Pakistani actions that will make success all the harder to achieve.

After all, why shouldn't the Pakistani security services continue to invest in their friendly relations with the Taliban if Mullah Omar and company soon will take power in Afghanistan's Pashtun heartland? Why should the Pakistani military take on the militant groups that regularly launch cross-border attacks into Afghanistan when the NATO targets of those attacks will soon slink away in defeat? Why should the Pakistani government get serious about wrapping up the Quetta Shura when the Afghan Taliban appears to be ascendant in the face of Western weakness? Why should Pakistan's intelligence service break its ties to Lashkar-e-Taiba, one of the world's most potent terrorist groups, when it forms such a useful instrument with which to bleed U.S. ally India? And why should Pakistani civilian and military leaders overtly cooperate with the United States when it appears such a weak and unreliable ally of the Afghan people -- incapable, despite its singular wealth and resources, of defeating a 25,000-man insurgency in one of the poorest countries on Earth?

As Chris Brose and I recently argued, it is vital for the West to prevail in Afghanistan because of its effect in shaping Pakistan's strategic future. Proponents of drawing down in Afghanistan on the grounds that Pakistan is the more important strategic prize have it only half right: if Pakistan is the strategic prize, it should be unthinkable not to press for victory in Afghanistan given the spillover effects of a Western defeat there. All of Pakistan's pathologies -- from terrorist sanctuary in ungoverned spaces, to radicalized public opinion that creates an enabling environment for violent extremism, to lack of economic opportunity that incentivizes militancy, to the (in)security of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, to the military's oversized role in political life in ways that stunt the development of civilian institutions -- all of this will intensify should Afghanistan succumb to the Taliban as the West withdraws.These dynamics, in turn, will destabilize India in ways that could torpedo the country's rise to world power -- and the strategic dividends America would reap from India's success. New Delhi is now a truer proponent of Washington's original objectives in Afghanistan -- the Taliban's decisive defeat by military force rather than reconciliation and the construction of a capable Afghan democracy -- than some American leaders are now. Afghanistan is in India's backyard -- they shared a border until 1947 -- and the collapse of its government would destabilize Pakistan in ways that would quickly cost Indian dearly. Indian strategists fear that the spillover from a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would induce Pakistan's "Lebanonization," with the Pakistani Taliban becoming a kind of South Asian Hezbollah that would launch waves of crippling attacks against India. India cannot rise to be an Asian balancer, global security provider, and engine of the world economy if it is mired in interminable proxy conflict with terrorists emanating from a weak or collapsing state armed with nuclear weapons on its border.

Turns Case---Terrorism

The plan leads to terrorism and Pakistani destabilization 

Carafano 09 – one of the nation's leading experts in defense and homeland security, directs Heritage's Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies. ( December 1, James, “Reaction to the President’s Afghanistan Speech: A War to Be Won”

http://blog.heritage.org/2009/12/01/reaction-to-the-presidents-afghanistan-speech-a-war-to-be-won/ )

It has been widely reported that General McChrystal’s original assessment for the number of additional troops to achieve the maximum chance of success was between 60,000 and 80,000. The President’s decision, although certainly better than no new troops at all, falls short of that original assessment. We hope that the President’s plan will succeed, and should do everything in our power to ensure that it does. But if it does not, then we must remember the choices that were available to the President for this fateful decision. He had the chance to turn this war around; if he does not, the result will be his responsibility alone.

Some may argue that if the president does not fully resource his strategy, that “if we’re not in to win, then we should pull out now.” That is a false choice. We must be in to win and do whatever is necessary to win. This is not an “optional” war in which a pull out will be cost free. A pull out will be exceedingly dangerous to the nation, possibly leading not only to renewed terrorists attacks on the American mainland but also to the destabilization and the possible fall of Pakistan into the hands of extremists. We should never forget that Pakistan has nuclear weapons.

Withdrawing and Afghanistan instability spills over to Pakistan leading to terrorism and radicalism – only continued presence can solve 

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

1. UNDERSTAND WHY WE’RE THERE

Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it. Mullah Omar, the head of the Taliban government we removed in 2001, is alive and well in Pakistan. He maintains contacts with Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the other key al-Qaeda leaders, who are also based in Pakistan (although in a different area). Mullah Omar supports Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan from his Pakistani havens, while al-Qaeda and its affiliates support insurgents in eastern Afghanistan. Allowing Afghanistan to fail would mean allowing these determined enemies of the United States to regain the freedom they had before 9/11.
Pakistan itself is another reason Afghanistan is vitally important to America. It’s a country with 170 million people, nuclear weapons, and numerous terrorist groups. As long as Afghanistan is unstable, Pakistan will be unable to bring order to its own tribal areas, where many terrorist sanctuaries persist. It will also be distracted from addressing the more fundamental problems of Islamic radicalism that threaten its very survival as a state. Further, Afghan instability makes the U.S. dependent on Pakistan logistically—there is no way to replace completely the land route from Karachi with another route through Central Asia. This dependence in turn reduces our ability to influence Islamabad on other matters of great importance, such as stabilizing civilian rule in Pakistan and stopping support for terrorist groups like the one that attacked Bombay.

2. KNOW WHAT WE HAVE TO ACHIEVE

Success in Afghanistan does not require creating a paradise in one of the poorest countries on earth, but we cannot define victory down. Preventing Afghanistan from becoming a safe haven for terrorists again, helping Pakistan fight its own terrorist problems, and liberating ourselves from dependence on Pakistan will require building an Afghan state with a representative government.
Withdrawal Causes Pakistan Instability

Withdrawal creates a political vacuum in Pakistan subjecting the region to instability 

Berman, 9--- Foreign Policy Analyst Cato Institute (July, 2009, Ilan, “Pro/Con: Should the President announce an Afghanistan exit strategy?” http://library.cqpress.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre2009080700&type=hitlist&num=2) It has been called the “graveyard of empires,” a place that for thousands of years has stymied invading armies. Today, Afghanistan remains one of the West's most vexing international security conundrums — and a pressing foreign policy challenge for the Obama administration. Indeed, for almost as long as Obama has been in office, critics have counseled the new U.S. president to set a date certain for an American exit from Afghanistan. To his credit, Mr. Obama has done no such thing. To the contrary, through the “Af-Pak” strategy unveiled in March, the White House has effectively doubled down on the American investment in Afghanistan's security. It has done so for two principal reasons. The first has to do with Afghanistan's importance to the overall struggle against radical Islam. In the years before Sept. 11, Afghanistan became an incubator of international terrorism. And the sinister synergy created there between al Qaeda and the ruling Taliban movement was directly responsible for the most devastating terrorist attack in American history. Preventing a repeat occurrence remains an overriding priority, which is why Washington has committed to propping up the fragile government of Afghan President Hamid Karzai with the troops and training necessary to hold its ground. The second is an understanding that Afghanistan is essentially a derivative problem. Much of the instability that exists there today is a function of radicalism nurtured next door, in Pakistan. The Taliban, after all, was an invention of Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence back in the mid-1990s, and Islamabad's intelligence czars (as well as their military counterparts) remain heavily invested in its future. Today, the Taliban poses perhaps a greater threat to Pakistan's own stability than to that of Afghanistan. But a retraction of U.S. and allied forces from the latter is sure to create a political vacuum that Islamic radicals will be all too eager to exploit. These realities have defined the Obama administration's approach. Unlike previous foreign powers that have gotten involved in Afghanistan, the United States today is interested simply in what the military calls “area denial.” The goal is not to conquer and claim, but to deny the Taliban the necessary breathing room to regroup and re-entrench. Setting a firm date for an American withdrawal would fundamentally undermine that objective. It would also serve to provide regional radicals with far greater certainty that the U.S. investment in Afghanistan's stability is both limited and reversible.

Withdrawing from Afghanistan Risks Pakistani instability 

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)

Critics of the war have suggested we should draw down our troops and force Pakistan to play a larger role in eliminating radical extremists. American concerns about al Qaeda and Taliban operating from Pakistani bases have led to the conventional wisdom that Pakistan matters to the U.S. because of what it could do to help—or hurt—in Afghanistan. The conventional wisdom is wrong as usual. 

Pakistan is important because it is a country of 180 million Muslims with nuclear weapons and multiple terrorist groups engaged in a mini-arms race and periodic military encounters with India—the world's most populous state and one of America's most important economic and strategic partners. Pakistan has made remarkable progress over the last year in its efforts against Islamist insurgent groups that threatened to destroy it. But the fight against those groups takes place on both sides of the border. The debate over whether to commit the resources necessary to succeed in Afghanistan must recognize the extreme danger that a withdrawal or failure in Afghanistan would pose to the stability of Pakistan.
Pakistan's ambivalence toward militant Islamist groups goes back decades. The growth of radical Islamism in Pakistan dates to the 1970s and '80s when the government encouraged radicalism both for domestic political reasons and to combat Soviet encroachment. The Pakistani government, with U.S. support, established bases in its territory for Afghan mujahedeen (religious warriors) fighting the Red Army. 

Withdrawal Causes Pakistan Instability
Withdrawal leads to Pakistan instability

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “A Stable Pakistan Needs a Stable Afghanistan”, 9/5/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100986)

Winning the war in Afghanistan--creating a stable and legitimate Afghan state that can control its territory--will be difficult. The insurgency has grown in the past few years while the government's legitimacy has declined. It remains unclear how the recent presidential elections will affect this situation.

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.

Pakistan's stability cannot be secured solely within its borders any more than can Afghanistan's.

Critics of the war have suggested we should draw down our troops and force Pakistan to play a larger role in eliminating radical extremists. American concerns about al Qaeda and Taliban operating from Pakistani bases have led to the conventional wisdom that Pakistan matters to the U.S. because of what it could do to help--or hurt--in Afghanistan. The conventional wisdom is wrong as usual.

Pakistan is important because it is a country of 180 million Muslims with nuclear weapons and multiple terrorist groups engaged in a mini-arms race and periodic military encounters with India--the world's most populous state and one of America's most important economic and strategic partners. Pakistan has made remarkable progress over the last year in its efforts against Islamist insurgent groups that threatened to destroy it. But the fight against those groups takes place on both sides of the border. The debate over whether to commit the resources necessary to succeed in Afghanistan must recognize the extreme danger that a withdrawal or failure in Afghanistan would pose to the stability of Pakistan.

Pakistan's ambivalence toward militant Islamist groups goes back decades. The growth of radical Islamism in Pakistan dates to the 1970s and '80s when the government encouraged radicalism both for domestic political reasons and to combat Soviet encroachment. The Pakistani government, with U.S. support, established bases in its territory for Afghan mujahedeen (religious warriors) fighting the Red Army.

When Afghanistan descended into chaos in the '90s following the Soviet withdrawal, Pakistan intervened by building the Taliban into an organization strong enough to establish its writ at least throughout the Pashtun lands. Links forged in the anti-Soviet war between Pashtun mujahedeen and Arabs from the Persian Gulf remained strong enough to bring Osama bin Laden to the territory controlled by mujahedeen hero and Taliban leader Jalalluddin Haqqani. The 9/11 attacks were planned and organized from those bases.

The 9/11 attacks caught Pakistan by surprise and forced a radical, incoherent and unanticipated change in Pakistan's policies. Under intense pressure by the U.S., including an ultimatum from Secretary of State Colin Powell, Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf chose to ally with America against Pakistan's erstwhile Afghan and Arab partners. Mr. Musharraf long tried to channel his own and U.S operations narrowly against al Qaeda while diverting them from the remnants of the Taliban (whom elements of the Pakistani intelligence services continued to support).

But U.S. pressure to act in Pakistan's tribal areas and the inexorable logic of the conflict led Pakistan to take actions that brought it into open conflict with some insurgent groups. Those groups in turn came to see Pakistan itself as their main enemy. By 2004, Pakistan faced a serious and growing insurgency in its tribal areas. By 2008 that insurgency had spread beyond the tribal areas into more settled areas such as the Swat River Valley. By 2009 it had metastasized to the point where Punjabis and not just Pashtuns were fighting the Pakistani government.

Pakistan turned an important--and little noticed--corner in its fight against its own Islamist insurgents this summer. The Pakistani military drove the Pakistani Taliban out of Swat and the surrounding areas, including much of the northern part of the tribal areas. Most recently, Pakistani military operations (with covert American support) decapitated the most dangerous Pakistani Taliban group based in Waziristan by killing its leader, Beitullah Mehsud. He was thought to be responsible for the assassination of Benazir Bhutto.

In contrast with previous such efforts, the current Pakistani government has retained significant military force in all of these areas and so far appears to be continuing the fight even after these successes. Remarkably, the combat divisions now holding Swat and other areas in the northwest of Pakistan are among those most critical to Pakistan's strategy to defend against the always-feared Indian attack.

But as American and NATO forces in Afghanistan discovered, the fight against the Taliban must be pursued on both sides of the border. Pakistan's successes have been assisted by the deployment of American conventional forces along the Afghanistan border opposite the areas in which Pakistani forces were operating, particularly in Konar and Khowst Provinces.

Those forces have not so much interdicted the border crossings (almost impossible in such terrain) as they have created conditions unfavorable to the free movement of insurgents. They have conducted effective counterinsurgency operations in areas that might otherwise provide sanctuary to insurgents fleeing Pakistani operations (Nangarhar and Paktia provinces especially, in addition to Konar and Khowst). Without those operations, Pakistan's insurgents would likely have found new safe havens in those provinces, rendering the painful progress made by Pakistan's military irrelevant.

Withdrawal of US forces now leads to terrorism and instability in Pakistan

Kagan, Kagan, and Dubik, 9 - * former prof of military history @ West Point AND ** military historian AND *** former commander of Multi-National Security Transition Command-Iraq (Frederick W., Kimberly, Lt. Gen. James Dubik, “The Afghan Illusion: Kabul's Forces Aren't Yet a Substitute for Our Own”, 10/13/2009, American Enterprise Institute, http://www.aei.org/article/101022)

Withdrawal now would allow Afghanistan to again become a haven for terrorists. It would destabilize Pakistan by giving refuge to terrorist and insurgent groups attacking Islamabad and by strengthening the forces within the Pakistani government and security forces that continue to support the Taliban as a hedging strategy against precisely such an American retreat. Pursuing an offshore strategy of surgical strikes using aircraft and Special Forces units would destabilize Pakistan for the same reasons. Further, if such a strategy could work against al-Qaeda, the commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal--the most accomplished practitioner of Special Forces counterterrorism campaigns--would be advocating it. Instead, he is advocating counterinsurgency. Failing to act to reduce the insurgent threat while simply trying to expand the ANSF is precisely what the United States did in Iraq in 2005 and 2006, with well-known results. It will not succeed any better in Afghanistan. Inherent constraints on our ability to expand the Afghan army quickly make it extremely likely that the enemy will succeed before the necessary Afghan forces can take the field. We should commit to the most rapid possible growth of Afghanistan's national forces, and we can do more to speed up expansion. But an increase in U.S. forces will be needed in the interim.
Pakistan Stability Now---Plan Reverses It
Pakistan is gaining stability now - but the plan will reverse the progress and embolden extremism 

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 - (October 5, 2009, Lisa and James, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems
Voices in Pakistan

There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years.

But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border.

If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.

Withdrawal Causes Pakistan Civil War  

Withdrawal causes instability within Pakistan that will lead to a bloody civil war 

Gerecht 09 - contributing editor to The Weekly Standard and a senior fellow at the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies. (September 21, Reuel Marc,  “A not-so-great game, but one America can't give up.” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/948zygvj.asp?page=6&pg=2 )
Islamism and Afghanistan's deeply rooted tribal structure have often felicitously cohabited. (The same was true of Afghanistan's brutal strain of communism, which sometimes spared the lives of enemies from the right tribes.) But tension has been growing. Modern Islamism, which poured into Afghanistan from Pakistan and the Arab world in the 1980s, appeals to the historic, global mission of Islam and takes a dim view of local affections and social hierarchies that circumscribe the religious calling. The Afghans who grew up in the Pakistani refugee camps during the Soviet-Afghan war, and their philosophical descendants, aren't known for respecting the traditions of a lost world. Many of their elders were slaughtered by Afghan Communists or the Soviets. These men are modern in that their religious fundamentalism is stripped of the cultural and social complexities of age-old traditions and tribes. The enormous Saudi missionary influence on the practice of Islam among the Pashtuns has fortified this "purist" streak, nearly obliterating the more easygoing Hanafi and Sufi practices that softened Afghan village and especially urban culture. 
 Mullah Omar was ready for Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda's global holy war because he'd drunk deeply of fundamentalism, with its frenetic emphasis on extirpating insufficiently devout Muslims from the community. This aggressiveness--the desire to weed the Afghan garden of its imperfections--retains considerable appeal among devout young Afghans who feel their society, or their tribe, is rife with injustices. American and British intellectuals and soldiers may still be in love with the tribes of the Islamic Middle East and Central Asia (T.E. Lawrence is ever with us). But among the natives, tribal solidarity and respect for elders aren't nearly as powerful as they once were.

It's an excellent bet that if the Americans withdrew from Afghanistan, even the most secular Pakistanis, who finally recognize the threat that radical Islam poses to them, would be strongly tempted to try to make a deal with the Pakistani Taliban--a vastly worse deal than any they've made so far. The upper crust from the Punjab and the Sindh, who make up the bulk of Pakistan's civilian and military elite, normally find the folks in the northwest of their country and in Baluchistan to be almost beyond the pale of civilization. Giving Afghanistan back to them--a workshop for the rude and crude devout--would likely be enormously appealing. "Let's stop fighting each other," would be the opening line. "The Americans are dialing back the clock to pre-9/11. So can we." Most Pakistanis would no doubt be thrilled to have al Qaeda's headquarters return to Afghanistan. Osama bin Laden, who has long loved Afghanistan, might well oblige them.
It is the American presence in Afghanistan that keeps the Pakistani ruling class "honest." Islamabad appears to be slowly and bloodily winning the battle against its own militants, who want to push the country toward a religious civil war. The American army in Afghanistan is allowing the all-critical Afghan Pashtun community time to recover from the Taliban--giving it the chance to develop a competitive ideology that comprises Afghan nationalism, Pashtunism, and serious religion.

Pakistan Is a Pre Requisite To Afghanistan

It is essential to address Pakistani stability before Afghani stability 

Lalwani, 8- Research Fellow with American Strategy Program (11/17/08, Sameer, “Obama’s Task: Reprioritizing US Foreign Policy,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/obama_s_task_reprioritizing_u_s_foreign_policy_8446) 
As an aside, given Obama's previous statements, stability in Pakistan -- a nuclear power with more than five times the population of Afghanistan and a history of conflict with its nuclear neighbor -- is far more important than Afghanistan. Forcing concessions or cross-border incursions that weaken the Pakistani government's legitimacy or military control of their territory are simply not worth the few targets they yield. Investing in greater cooperation, joint training, and intelligence sharing would provide far greater returns to both countries.
Though both Obama and McCain both pledged greater support of the Darfur region and the issue is very dear to Obama and a number of his national security advisors, it is vital for the Obama administration to refrain from further engagements and not to get bogged down in Darfur. The political, military, financial, and reputational costs to the United States would be too great.

The US can’t win in Afghanistan without addressing Pakistani insurgents first
Chellaney, 9 - professor of strategic studies at the Centre for Policy Research in New Delhi (Brahma, “Last Exit from Kabul?,” 9/4, http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/chellaney2/English
NEW DELHI – America’s war in Afghanistan is approaching a tipping point, with doubts about President Barack Obama’s strategy growing. Yet, after dispatching 21,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, Obama is considering sending another 14,000. 

Let’s be clear: America’s Afghan war is not winnable, even though Obama has redefined American goals from defeating the Taliban to preventing Al Qaeda from using Afghanistan as a base to launch attacks on the United States. But Al Qaeda is no longer a serious factor in the Afghan war, where the principal combatants are now the American military and the Taliban, with its associated militias and private armies. Rather than seeking to defeat the Taliban, the US has encouraged the Pakistani, Afghan, and Saudi intelligence services to hold proxy negotiations with the Taliban’s top leadership, holed up in the Pakistani city of Quetta. 

The US is fighting the wrong war. After America’s invasion drove Al Qaeda’s leaders from Afghanistan, Pakistan emerged as the main base and sanctuary for transnational terrorists. Support and sustenance for the Taliban and many other Afghan militants also comes from inside Pakistan. Despite this, Obama is pursuing a military surge in Afghanistan but an aid surge to Pakistan, which is now the single largest recipient of US assistance in the world. 

Pakistan Is a Pre Requisite To Afghanistan

Pakistan will determine the outcome of Afghanistan 

Reidel, 10 – senior fellow in Foreign Policy at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy, former CIA officer and senior advisor to three American presidents on Middle East and South Asian issues (Bruce, “Featured guest”, The Economist,online debate, 5/19, http://www.economist.com/debate/days/view/521)
Rarely does a country fight the same war twice in one generation. Even rarer is to fight it twice from opposite sides. Yet that is in many ways what America is doing today in Afghanistan. In the 1980s the CIA engineered the largest covert operation in its history to defeat the Soviet army in Afghanistan working from a safe haven in Pakistan. Today America is fighting a Taliban-led insurgency in Afghanistan operating from a safe haven in Pakistan. Many suggest that the outcome will be the same for America and its NATO allies as it was for the Soviet Union—ultimate defeat at the hands of the insurgency. That analysis misses the many fundamental differences between the two wars. But it is also important to note the one major similarity between them: the key role played by Pakistan, which could again determine the outcome.

The most critical differences are goals and objectives. America intervened in Afghanistan in 2001 on the side of the Northern Alliance to topple the Taliban Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan only after it had been used as a base for the September 11th 2001 terrorist attacks in America. The American goal, endorsed by the UN and NATO, was self-defence against a government that had allowed its territory to be used for an act of war against another state. From the beginning, America has had no ambition to dominate or subjugate the Afghan people, or to stay in Afghanistan once the threat posed by al-Qaeda had been removed and the Taliban defeated. President Barack Obama said this again in his speech outlining his new policy for Afghanistan and Pakistan on March 27th 2009.

The Soviet invasion in 1979 was a different matter. Its goal was to shore up a communist regime that was on the brink of collapse. The Soviet leadership wanted an Afghanistan that would be like other Soviet satellite states, that is, under virtual Soviet imperial rule with only the façade of independence.

The Soviet invasion and the attempt to impose communism on a rural and largely illiterate Islamic country produced the predictable result: a mass national uprising. In contrast, polls show most Afghans have supported the coalition forces that overthrew the Taliban from 2001 onwards, although that support is now dwindling as the coalition has failed to provide law and order and reconstruction. The Taliban insurgency is very much restricted to the Pashtun community. It has little appeal to the almost 60% of Afghans who are not Pashtun. The Soviet Union's task was much more difficult than the one facing NATO today.

The Soviets responded with a ferocity and brutality that made the situation even worse. At least 1.5m Afghans were killed, another 5m or so fled the country to Iran and Pakistan, and millions more were displaced inside the country. A country that began the war as one of the poorest in the world was systemically impoverished and even emptied of its people. The Soviets carpet-bombed cities such as Kandahar, whose population fell from 250,000 to 25,000. Millions of land mines were planted all over the country, with no maps kept of where they had been laid. Nothing even approaching this level of horror is happening today in Afghanistan.

If the differences between the American and Soviet experience are significant, there is also at least one major similarity: the role played by Pakistan. In the 1980s, Pakistan was the base for the Saudi-American alliance behind the mujahideen. Today, Pakistan is the safe haven of the Taliban insurgency and its logistical supply line. Pakistan also serves as the major logistical line for the NATO forces in Afghanistan. Over 80% of the supplies coalition forces depend on to survive arrive via Pakistan from the port of Karachi. Geography effectively precludes an alternative, unless the alliance is willing to rely on either Russia or Iran for its logistics.

So Pakistan has unusually strong leverage on both sides of the war. This winter, Pakistani police for the first time began arresting senior Afghan Taliban leaders, but the campaign was not sustained and proved to be a one-off. It is widely assumed in Pakistan that American and European patience to fight it out in Afghanistan is eroding, an assumption reinforced by polls that show support for the conflict steady declining on both sides of the Atlantic. Mr Obama's mid-2011 deadline has been interpreted by many as signalling an early withdrawal, despite his aides' attempts to suggest otherwise.

Pakistan's passive support of the Taliban is thus a useful hedge against the day when NATO decides to start pulling out and gives up the struggle. Pakistan will then have a relationship with the Pashtun future of southern and eastern Afghanistan and will have an asset in the struggle for post-NATO Afghanistan. Thus it is crucial that the alliance makes it clear to Islamabad that the Taliban are not going to succeed on the battlefield and that Pakistan must aggressively weaken both the Afghan and the Pakistani Taliban.

There is no inherent reason for the NATO war in Afghanistan to follow the pattern of the Soviet war. The differences between the two outweigh the similarities, especially in what most Afghans want for their country. While pundits may find the cliché that Afghanistan is the graveyard of empire simplistically attractive, there is every reason to believe smart policies can avoid such an outcome—but much depends on Pakistan.

Pakistan Taliban Supplies Afghanistan Taliban

The Pakistan Taliban is supplying the Afghan Taliban and attacking coalition forces in Afghanistan

Zaidi, 10- Lecturer, Policing and Criminal Investigation, University of Central Lancashire (2010, Syed, “Negotiations and the anti-Taliban Insurgency in Pakistan” Asian Politics & Policy, v.2, n.2)
At the outset, it needs to be remembered that the Taliban in Pakistan, even though they operate more or less independently as a centralized body (the TTP) controlling other subgroups, are an integral part of the greater Taliban organization in Afghanistan. The Haqqani network is thought to provide the linchpin of the two organizational setups. During the Afghan jihad, Maulvi Jalaluddin Haqqani was a favorite commander of American and Pakistani intelligence agencies and Arab benefactors because of his organizational and leadership capabilities. He was once considered as a substitute for Mullah Omar but politely refused the position and retired to the mountains of Paktia, Paktika, and Khost to organize a guerrilla war against the Americans. Now, ostensibly based in Miranshah in northwestern Pakistan, the aging Haqqani and his son Sirajuddin Haqqani provide the critical linkage between the Taliban in Pakistan and their parent group in neighboring Afghanistan. The Haqqanis belong to the eastern Zadran tribe, as does the commander of the Taliban’s “eastern zone,” Maulvi Abdul Kabir, a veteran Taliban official and military commander closely associated with Mullah Omar. The United States suspects the Haqqanis of bringing foreign fighters from Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Chechnya, Turkey, and Middle Eastern countries into Afghanistan. The Haqqani network is suspected of a multipronged attack on the Serena Hotel in Kabul, as well as the assassination attempt on Hamid Karzai. The network is active in the Afghan provinces of Khost, Paktia, Paktika, Ghazni, Logar, Wardak, and Kabul and provides support to Taliban networks in Kunar, Nangarhar, Helmand, and Kandahar provinces. The Haqqanis hold major clout on both sides of the border; and through Siraj’s leadership, the group provides a “critical bridge to Pakistani Taliban groups and Al-Qaeda linked foreign fighters” (Dupee, 2008).

In March 2009, three rival Pakistani Taliban factions agreed to forget their differences and formed a coalition against international forces in Afghanistan. It seems that the Taliban across Afghanistan and Pakistan decided that it was time to forge a united front against U.S. President Barack Obama’s extra deployment of troops; arguably, the Taliban in Pakistan seem to reevaluate their policies in response to strategic changes in Afghanistan. The new Taliban alliance is called the Shura of Ittihad-ul-Mujahideen, or Council of United Holy Warriors (Shah, 2009). This alliance has raised fears that it will significantly increase the crossborder influx of fighters and suicide bombers to Afghanistan, which could undermine the American strategy in the region even as it is being implemented; it is also an indicator of the cross-border linkages that exist between the Taliban in Pakistan and Afghanistan. It has been reported that the call to unite against the common enemy (the United States) was initiated by the spiritual mentor of the Afghan and Pakistani Taliban, Mullah Omar. He has reportedly asked the Pakistani militants to stop fighting at home in order to join the battle to “liberate Afghanistan from the occupation forces” (Shah, 2009). Omar’s directive came in the wake of a serious split between the main faction led by Baitullah Mehsud and rival factions headed by Maulvi Nazir and Gul Bahadur. Mehsud had concentrated on targeting Pakistan, while Nazir and Bahadur had sent men to fight alongside other militants in Afghanistan; after Omar’s clarion call, it remains to be seen whether Mehsud’s successor will divert his attentions to Afghanistan. There are indications that he will; the Taliban in Swat under Fazlullah (and ultimately under Baitullah, since Fazlullah had professed allegiance to Baitullah) had agreed to a Sufi Muhammad-brokered cease-fire, which seemed to have come in the wake of Obama’s decision to put more “boots on the ground” in Afghanistan. This has brought into relief the primacy of jihad in Afghanistan as the primary objective of the Taliban: “If anybody really wants to wage jihad, he must fight the occupation forces inside Afghanistan,” Mullah Omar told Pakistani militants in a letter. “Attacks on the Pakistani security forces and killing of fellow Muslims by the militants in the tribal areas and elsewhere in Pakistan is bringing a bad name to mujahideen and harming the war against the U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan” (Shah, 2009).

The insurgency is particularly dangerous because it has sparked an identity crisis throughout the NWFP of Pakistan. The local population, although at varying levels of development ranging from the contemporary to the conservative, maintains a common heritage in Pashtunwali or the Pathan way of life. Depending on the perspective from which the problem is approached, the Pashtun way of life is under threat from extreme radicalism for modern Pashtuns, and from the satanic forces of modernism in the case of the conservative ones. Either way, a battle has commenced for cultural identity, causing a huge humanitarian disaster that is only just starting to be recognized.

Withdrawal Kills Pakistan Relations

Withdrawal kills US-Pak relations

Dawn, 2009 – (11/15/09, Dawn, Pakistan's oldest and most widely-read English-language newspaper, “US cautioned against hasty Afghan pullout,” Lexis)
Islamabad, 13 Nov: Pakistan has cautioned the United States against withdrawing from Afghanistan without putting in place a stable and broad-based government in the country.
According to sources, US National Security Adviser James Jones was unequivocally told that Pakistan was against a sudden withdrawal of allied troops from Afghanistan and that US must not repeat the mistake of past of disengaging from the region after the departure of Soviet troops from Afghanistan. The US adviser is here for discussions on the Af-Pak strategy review and to evaluate the role Pakistan could play under the revised policy to be unveiled soon by the Obama administration. "Pakistan believes that withdrawal at this stage can frustrate efforts for bringing peace and security to the region and have serious repercussions on its security," the sources said. During his meeting with Mr Jones, Foreign Minister Shah Mehmood Qureshi raised the issue of peace and security in Afghanistan and its repercussions on Pakistan. According to a statement issued by the Foreign Office, he emphasized the need for close coordination and consultation on all issues of importance. According to the sources, Pakistani leaders stressed the need for working for a broader reconciliation in Afghanistan, including engaging the Taleban. The US adviser told the civil and military leadership that the US did not plan to stay in Afghanistan for a long period and reconciliation efforts would be launched after President Hamid Karzai's inauguration later this month. "After the new government starts working in Kabul, we will take into account all options for bringing stability to the country, including reconciliation," the sources quoted him as saying at one of the meetings. He said the US would simultaneously tackle the issues of governance, economic development, national integration and counter-insurgency. With differences of opinion in Washington on the issue of deploying additional troops in Afghanistan, the security adviser appeared unclear about what would be the final decision. Pakistani leaders clarified that Islamabad was not opposed to additional US troops being dispatched to the region. Mr Jones was told that Pakistan's concerns primarily centred on implications of the deployment strategy for additional troops. The sources said that Mr Jones appeared keen to assess the health of the PPP-led government because of numerous challenges confronting it. He underscored the strategic importance of Pakistan for US plans in the region. Responding to concerns expressed over growing Indian role in Afghanistan, the adviser said the US understood Pakistan's sensitivities. Prime Minister Yusuf Raza Gillani told the US adviser that "Pakistan is fully committed to taking its ongoing operations for clearing its territory of terrorists and extremists to their logical conclusion, although its forces are overstretched because of continuous tension on the country's eastern border". Mr Gilani said it was imperative for the US to be sensitive about Pakistan's core interests - Kashmir, water, Indian military capability and the need for a balance of power in South Asia.

Withdrawal kills US-Pak relations. 

Travernise and Gall, 2009 – (12/4/09, Sabrina and Carlotta, International Herald Tribune, “Afghanistan and Pakistan cool on U.S. plans; Strategy for withdrawal prompts worry over life after Americans are gone,” Lexis)

President Barack Obama's timetable for American forces in Afghanistan has rattled nerves in that country and in Pakistan, as American diplomats work to convince the two countries at the center of the president's war strategy that the United States will not cut and run.
In Afghanistan, Foreign Minister Rangin Dadfar Spanta, the only minister who commented on the speech, said Wednesday that the announcement that American troops could begin leaving in 18 months served as a kind of shock therapy, but caused anxiety. ''Can we do it?'' he asked. ''That is the main question. This is not done in a moment. It is a process.'' In Pakistan, Mr. Obama's declaration fed longstanding fears that America would abruptly withdraw, leaving Pakistan to fend for itself. Many in Islamabad, Pakistan's capital, argued that the short timetable diminished any incentive for Pakistan to cut ties to Taliban militants who were its allies in the past, and whom Pakistan might want to use to shape a friendly government in Afghanistan after the American withdrawal. ''The most serious issue, as far as we see it, is the exit date,'' said a senior Pakistani security official who spoke anonymously because he was not allowed to speak publicly. ''It will have serious implications.''

US-Pakistani relations high

Pakistan and US cooperation high – terrorist crackdown proves

Gul 2010, heads the independent center for research and security studies, [Imtiez “Pakistan Plays Ball,” 2/24 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/24/pakistan_plays_ball] HURWITZ

Despite former President Pervez Musharraf's repeated public commitment to the war on terror, the U.S. intelligence community has remained wary of its Pakistani interlocutors -- the military and the mighty Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI), Pakistan's main spy agency -- because of their longstanding complicity with Afghanistan's Taliban factions. Its suspicions kept falling on the ISI for allegedly protecting Afghan Taliban leaders such as Mullah Omar, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, and Sirajuddin Haqqani, the eldest son of veteran jihadist leader Jalaluddin Haqqani. 

The arrest of Baradar, known as the Taliban's master strategist, might put an end to these rumors. This success was followed by a deluge of arrests of other Taliban and jihadi leaders, likely on evidence provided by Baradar. These include Ameer Muawiya, an associate of Osama bin Laden responsible for foreign al Qaeda militants in Pakistan's border areas, and Akhunzada Popalzai, also known as Mohammad Younis, a former Taliban shadow governor in Afghanistan's southern Zabul province and ex-police chief of Kabul. Earlier this week, the Pakistani police also picked up Maulvi Kabir, a former governor of Afghanistan's eastern Nangarhar province, from a town about 20 kilometers east of Peshawar. 

Pakistan also captured a number of other significant figures in the raid that netted it Baradar. Others captured in Karachi include Hamza, a former Afghan army commander in Helmand province during Taliban rule; Abu Riyad al-Zarqawi, a liaison with Chechen and Tajik militants in Pakistan's border area; and Mullah Abdul Salam and Mullah Mohammad, former shadow governors for Kunduz province and Baghlan province, respectively. 

The arrest of over a dozen key Taliban commanders amounts to a serious blow to the insurgency in Afghanistan. Intriguingly, while Pakistani officials claim Baradar was captured in Karachi, some sources insist the arrest took place several days earlier in Baluchistan, the Pakistani southwestern province along the border with Afghanistan. But regardless of where Baradar was picked up, the utility of the intelligence gained from his capture and the motives of Pakistan in going after the Afghan Taliban, this development is significant in many ways. 

First, Baradar has become the latest in a long string of Taliban stalwarts captured by Pakistani and U.S. authorities. The ISI, possibly working in conjunction with the CIA, was responsible for the killing of key Taliban commanders Mullah Dadullah and Akhtar Mohammad Osmani in 2006. The 2007 arrest of Mullah Obaidullah, the former Taliban defense minister and Baradar's predecessor, was also apparently the result of a joint operation -- not so different from the arrest, in 2003, of alleged 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammad. The expanding list of Pakistani successes underscores the ever-increasing army-to-army cooperation and intelligence sharing between the two countries. Intelligence officials in Islamabad also point to the Feb. 17 drone strike in North Waziristan as further evidence of growing intelligence cooperation between the United States and Pakistan. The attack killed Muhammad Haqqani, the 30-year-old son of Jalaluddin Haqqani and the younger brother of Sirajuddin Haqqani, who is leading the Haqqani network in the area. U.S. officials have long accused Pakistan of protecting the Haqqanis, and this strike could be proof that the two allies are increasingly on the same page on this issue. Perhaps the most important reason for the improved ties between these two allies is the personal rapport that the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen and Centcom chief Gen. David Petraeus have cultivated with Pakistani Chief of Army Staff Lt. Gen. Ashfaq Kayani and the head of the ISI, Gen. Ahmed Shuja Pasha. 

Pakistan is turning against extremism

BERGEN 2009, Senior fellow at the new American Foundation, [Peter “Winning the Good War,” September 7th, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2009/0907.bergen.html] HURWITZ

That said, there are some hopeful signs that the militants have shot themselves in the feet in Pakistan. There has been no single "9/11 moment," but the cumulative weight of a number of events—the Taliban’s assassination of Benazir Bhutto; al-Qaeda’s bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad; the attacks on the visiting Sri Lankan cricket team and the police academy in Lahore; the widely circulated video images of the Taliban flogging a seventeen-year-old girl; and the Taliban’s decision to move from Swat into Buner District, only sixty miles from Islamabad—has accomplished something similar. Each of these incidents has provoked revulsion and fear among the Pakistani public. Indicative of this, the alliance of pro-Taliban religious parties known as the MMA was annihilated in the 2008 election, earning just 2 percent of the vote. And support for suicide bombing among Pakistanis has cratered, from 33 percent in 2002 to 5 percent in 2008. 

Pakistan Relations Key to Antiterrorism

Pakistani Coop on Antiterrorism is Key - Geographical Location and They Aren’t Cooperating Now
Cruickshank 2010, Alumni Fellow at the NYU center on Law and security, [Paul, “Al Qaeda’s Ground Zero”, 4/01 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/01/al_qaedas_ground_zero] HURWITZ

Some of signals coming out of Islamabad have not been encouraging. Even though the mountainous North Waziristan has emerged as an even safer haven for pro-al Qaeda militants in recent years than South Waziristan, Pakistani officials have indicated that they will not conduct large-scale operations there of the type conducted in South Waziristan last fall. 

When it comes to the fight against al Qaeda no question is of greater importance than whether or not Pakistan acts decisively against terrorist safe havens in North Waziristan. As I outlined in a recent New America Foundation study in the past several years North Waziristan has emerged as ground zero for al Qaeda plots against the West. Underlining the threat from al Qaeda's safe haven in the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region, the study found that in a majority of the serious Islamist terrorist plots against the West between 2004 and 2009 plotters were either directed or trained by established jihadist groups in Pakistan. 

Anti-Terrorism Efforts by Pakistan are Difficult – It Necessitates Flip-Flops

Cruickshank 2010, Alumni Fellow at the NYU center on Law and security, [Paul, “Al Qaeda’s Ground Zero”, 4/01 http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/04/01/al_qaedas_ground_zero] HURWITZ

Clearing militants from the area will involve painful choices for the Pakistani military. The Haqqanis, an Afghan militant network which helps to protect al Qaeda and other foreign jihadist groups in North Waziristan, have long been clients of Pakistan's intelligence services, who see them as crucial in helping Pakistan influence outcomes on the other side of the Durand line. To a large extent the success or failure of the Pakistani drive to rid North Waziristan of pro-al Qaeda militants will depend on whether they are willing and able to persuade the Haqqani network to stop providing sanctuary to al Qaeda. 
Any continued vacillation over North Waziristan will be dangerous both to Pakistan and to its allies in the West. The arrest last Friday of Raja Lahrasib Khan, an American of Pakistani descent, after he allegedly spoke to undercover FBI agents about bombing stadiums in the United States, is yet another reminder of the threat posed by Westerners traveling to North Waziristan. Khan was able to travel freely around North Waziristan during the course of 2008 to meet with al Qaeda-linked operatives. Khan has been charged with providing material support to al Qaeda. 

In the summer of 2006 al Qaeda operatives in North Waziristan orchestrated a plot to bomb at least seven transatlantic airliners using British operatives they had trained in the area. Unfortunately al Qaeda militants in the area still have the opportunity to plot attacks of similar ambition. A great deal rides on what happens next in North Waziristan.

***Terrorism extensions
withdrawal Increases Terrorism 
Withdrawal will collapse Afghanistan and Pakistan – increasing global terrorism

Sestak, 09 - former 3-star admiral and Democratic congressman from Pennsylvania (12/8/09, Joe, The Washington Enquirer, “Afghanistan is a Difficult Yet Necessary Commitment,” http://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/columns/OpEd-Contributor/Afghanistan-is-a-difficult-but-necessary-commitment-8637545-78709477.html)
 I understand the concerns about sending more troops to Afghanistan. No one wants to put more of our service members in harm's way. No one wants to be spending more of our resources abroad when there is so much to be done at home.

After eight years and significant missteps, concern is justified. But the American people should be assured of three things:

This mission is necessary: If we were to leave now, Afghanistan would return to the conditions that allowed us to be struck on 9/11. More importantly, a failed Afghanistan would critically destabilize Pakistan, which currently faces an existential threat from al Qaeda and allied extremists.

If Pakistan collapses, we will face an unthinkable situation: a nuclear-armed failed state overrun by the most powerful and most radical jihadist groups in the world. Al Qaeda may organize elsewhere, but there is nowhere on the face of the planet more advantageous to it and more dangerous for the world than where it is right now.

Less ground troops do not prevent terror combat--- Af-Pak border proves
Salam, 9- previously an associate editor at The Atlantic, a producer for NBC News, a junior editor and editorial researcher at The New York Times, a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations, and a reporter-researcher at The New Republic (8/8/09, Reihan, “Why We Must Stay ,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/why_we_must_stay_13599)

Moreover, the leadership of Al Qaeda is now based in Pakistan's wild borderlands, and if crushing what is left of al Qaeda were our only goal, the United States could in theory focus its military efforts there. Indeed, U.S. forces have had tremendous success over the past year in thinning the ranks of Qaeda fighters in Pakistan despite the near absence of U.S. forces on the ground. If you believe that al Qaeda is the sole reason the United States should be involved in this miserably dangerous corner of the world, you might also believe that General McChrystal's strategy is overkill. The Taliban is best understood not as a single force but rather as as a series of overlapping insurgencies and criminal movements centered on Pashtun regions both in Afghanistan and Pakistan that are united only by a zealously misogynistic interpretation of Islam and psychotic xenophobia. Defeating it might will probably be much harder than defeating al Qaeda alone. So why bother? The simple answer is that our real goal ought to be a stable Pakistan.

Troop reduction generates more anti-americanism and increases global terrorism

Hegghammer, 9 *a senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs  (Thomas, “The big impact of small footprints”, 11/11/2009, Foreign Policy, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19691/big_impact_of_small_footprints.html)

A growing number of people, led by Vice President Joe Biden, are advocating a so-called "small footprint" approach to the U.S. military mission in Afghanistan. They propose a significantly reduced military presence that focuses more on destroying al Qaeda than on building Afghanistan, and relies more on airstrikes and special forces than on conventional tactics. America will get about as much security as before, the argument goes, but at a much lower price. A return of the Taliban to power is not necessarily a problem, small footprint proponents argue, because the regime can be deterred from hosting al Qaeda by the threat of U.S. airstrikes or another invasion.One of the many assumptions behind this tempting argument is that there is a certain level of proportionality between the amount of force we use and the level of resistance we encounter. If we stop occupying Afghanistan and limit violence to the really bad guys, al Qaeda will be unable, and other radicalized Muslims unwilling, to attack the United States. This may be true for local insurgencies such as the Taliban, but not for small transnational movements such as al Qaeda. In fact, a significantly smaller U.S. presence in Afghanistan may paradoxically generate more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan and ultimately more anti-Western terrorism than a more conventional military approach. This is because jihadi propaganda today relies on visually powerful symbols to mobilize people, and intermittent "surgical" strikes, and the casualties they cause, may create more such symbols than continuous conventional warfare.
The history of jihadism is full of examples of seemingly small incidents having a major effect on mobilization. In August 1998, the U.S. launched missiles on Afghanistan and Sudan in retaliation for al Qaeda attacks on U.S. embassies in East Africa. The strikes made Mullah Omar work more closely with Osama Bin Laden and were followed by an increase in recruitment to al Qaeda camps in Afghanistan. In April 2002, the Israeli military's incursion into Jenin caused a veritable political earthquake in the Muslim world, and demonstrably helped recruitment to al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere. This was despite the relatively few casualties (a U.N. report concluded 52 Palestinian were killed, half of them civilians). In Pakistan, a few failed U.S. airstrikes in the Tribal Areas in 2006 and 2007 caused public outrage.and dramatically increased anti-Americanism across the country.

withdrawal Increases Terrorism 
Withdrawal fuels the insurgency and creates safe havens for global terrorism

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “Planning Victory in Afghanistan”, 2/9/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100020)
President Obama has said many times that America must succeed in Afghanistan. He is right, and he deserves our full support in that effort.

Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it

Afghanistan is in many respects harder to understand than Iraq was. Even with a good strategy and sufficient resources, success will almost certainly come much more slowly. But as a great man said two years ago, hard is not hopeless.

The keys to finding the right approach lie in nine fundamental principles.

1. UNDERSTAND WHY WE'RE THERE
Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it. Mullah Omar, the head of the Taliban government we removed in 2001, is alive and well in Pakistan. He maintains contacts with Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the other key al-Qaeda leaders, who are also based in Pakistan (although in a different area). Mullah Omar supports Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan from his Pakistani havens, while al-Qaeda and its affiliates support insurgents in eastern Afghanistan. Allowing Afghanistan to fail would mean allowing these determined enemies of the United States to regain the freedom they had before 9/11.

Pakistan itself is another reason Afghanistan is vitally important to America. It's a country with 170 million people, nuclear weapons, and numerous terrorist groups. As long as Afghanistan is unstable, Pakistan will be unable to bring order to its own tribal areas, where many terrorist sanctuaries persist. It will also be distracted from addressing the more fundamental problems of Islamic radicalism that threaten its very survival as a state. Further, Afghan instability makes the U.S. dependent on Pakistan logistically--there is no way to replace completely the land route from Karachi with another route through Central Asia. This dependence in turn reduces our ability to influence Islamabad on other matters of great importance, such as stabilizing civilian rule in Pakistan and stopping support for terrorist groups like the one that attacked Bombay.

Pulling out of Afghanistan leads to international terrorism – and instability spills over 

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, 2009 Lisa, “Scaling Back in Afghanistan Would Jeopardize Security of U.S. Homeland”  http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Scaling-Back-in-Afghanistan-Would-Jeopardize-Security-of-US-Homeland ) 
The Taliban/al-Qaeda threat spans the border between Pakistan and Afghanistan; thus, failure in one country will contribute to failure in the other--just as success in one country will breed success in the other. By appointing Ambassador Richard Holbrooke as the Senior Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan earlier this year, President Obama signaled that he understood this reality.

The imperfect elections in Afghanistan should not deter the Obama Administration from providing the resources necessary to achieve stability in Afghanistan. To be sure, the outcome of the election was certainly less than ideal. But pulling back from Afghanistan would be devastating, as it would embolden a generation of international terrorists who would then be able to strike at will whenever and wherever they choose.
Withdrawal means instability and international terrorism 

Volker 09 – an Atlantic Council senior advisor and member of the Strategic Advisors Group  He is a former U.S. Ambassador to NATO and senior State Department official and is now Managing Director of the Center on Transatlantic Relations at Johns Hopkins University’s School of Advanced International Studies.   (December 3, Kurt “Behind Obama's Afghanistan Decision” http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/behind-obamas-afghanistan-decision )

A second observation, though, is that despite all of this, Afghanistan still matters.  There is no turning back.  As unpopular as the war has become, the direct connection to the September 11 attacks on New York and Washington means that no U.S. President can afford to be labeled “the President who lost Afghanistan.”  The international and domestic consequences would be enormous.  And this, ultimately, is why President Obama is quite rightly re-committing America to the effort.

The international consequences of a failure in Afghanistan would be dire.  It would usher in a humanitarian disaster for the Afghan people – especially its women and children.  With extremists able to make use of Afghan territory, it would directly increase the threat to Pakistan, precisely at a time when Pakistani forces are making strides against insurgents in the northwest of that country.  It would give a boost to violent Islamist extremists globally, affecting the security of every NATO ally, and countries from Morocco to the Philippines.

withdrawal Increases Terrorism 

Withdrawal destroys hardline on terrorists and emboldens efforts to “wait it out”

Musharraf, 09 – former prime minister of Pakistan (12/1/09, Pervez, The Wall Street Journal, “The Afghanistan-Pakistan Solution,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704107104574569751126911522.html)
 My recent trip to the United States has been an enriching experience, during which I had a very healthy discourse with the American public and an opportunity to understand their concerns about the war in Afghanistan. One question I was asked almost everywhere I went was, "How can we stop losing?"

The answer is a political surge, in conjunction with the additional troops requested by Gen. Stanley McChrystal. Quitting is not an option.

A military solution alone cannot guarantee success. Armies can only win sometimes, and at best, create an environment for the political process to work. At the end of the day, it is civilians, not soldiers, who have to take charge of their country.

After decades of civil war and anarchy, the Taliban established control over 95% of Afghanistan in 1996. Unfortunately, the Taliban imposed their strict interpretation of Islam on the country. Nevertheless, I proposed to recognize the Taliban regime, in the hope of transforming them from within. Had my strategy been enacted, we might have persuaded the Taliban to deny a safe haven to al Qaeda and avoided the tragic 9/11 attacks.

Another golden opportunity to rescue the Afghan people emerged after the United Nations sanctioned international military operation launched after 9/11. Having liberated Afghanistan from the tyranny of al Qaeda and Taliban, the U.S. had the unequivocal support of the majority of Afghans. The establishment of a truly representative national government which gave proportional representation to all ethnic groups—including the majority Pashtuns—would have brought peace to Afghanistan and ousted al Qaeda once and for all. Unfortunately this did not happen.

The political instability and ethnic imbalance in Afghanistan after 9/11 marginalized the majority Pashtuns and pushed them into the Taliban fold, even though they were not ideological supporters of the Taliban. The blunder of inducting 80,000 troops of Tajiks into the Afghan national army further alienated the Pashtuns.

Meanwhile, Pakistan forcefully tackled the influx of al Qaeda into our tribal areas, capturing over 600 al Qaeda and Afghan Taliban leaders, some of them of very high value. We established 1,000 border checkposts and even offered to mine or fence off the Afghanistan-Pakistan border, but this never came to pass. The Afghan government, led by President Hamid Karzai, had no writ outside of Kabul, and the insufficient ground troops of the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) allowed the Taliban to regroup. The 2004 invasion of Iraq shifted the focus and also contributed to the Taliban gaining ground in Afghanistan.

Al Qaeda terrorists who fled from Afghanistan came to Pakistan and settled initially in South Waziristan. Through successful intelligence and law-enforcement operations, we eliminated al Qaeda from our cities and destroyed their command, communication and propaganda centers. They fled to the adjoining North Waziristan, Bajur and Swat regions.

From 2004 onwards, we witnessed a gradual shift in the terrorist center of gravity. The Taliban started to re-emerge in Afghanistan and gradually gained a dominant role. They developed ties with the Taliban in Pakistan's tribal areas, especially in North and South Waziristan. With a grand strategy to destabilize the whole region, the Taliban and al Qaeda established links with extremists in Pakistani society on the one hand and with Muslim fundamentalists in India on the other. They pose a grave threat to South Asia and peace in the world.

We now have to deal with a complex situation. Casualties suffered by our soldiers in the line of duty will not go wasted only if we are able to fully secure our next generations from the menace of terrorism. The exit strategy from Afghanistan must not and cannot be time related. It has to ask, "What effect do we want to create on the ground?" We must eliminate al Qaeda, dominate the Taliban militarily, and establish a representative, legitimate government in Afghanistan.

The military must ensure that we deal with insurgents from a position of strength. The dwindling number of al Qaeda elements must be totally eliminated, and the Taliban have to be dominated militarily. We must strengthen border-control measures with all possible means to isolate the militants on the Afghanistan and Pakistan sides.

Withdrawal creates momentum for al-Qaeda attacks- less risk of capture

Hoffman, 09 – professor in Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program (9/25/09, Bruce, The National Interest, “Why We Can’t Leave,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22224)

Clearly, defending Afghanistan will not eradicate a terrorist network based in Pakistan. But failing to defend Afghanistan will almost certainly give al-Qaeda new momentum and greater freedom of action. Sanctuary—and in the form of something larger than an apartment’s confines and in the kind of permissive environment that the border straddling Afghanistan and Pakistan currently affords—appears to be quite important to al-Qaeda and its allies. It is certainly one of the main reasons that the authorities are taking Najibullah Zazi’s case as seriously as they are. 

AT: Withdrawal Solves Terrorism 
Troops deter Al Qaeda---distracts from U.S. targeted attacks, denies sanctuaries, and lowers recruiting 

Carroll 09 - is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog ( October 2, Conn “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ 
3. U.S. Presence in Afghanistan has served as a proximity deterrent for Al Qaeda.
From a severely weakened position, Al Qaeda has been forced to accept the condition of awaiting more opportune circumstances before relaunching its campaign against the U.S. Having U.S. soldiers on the border of Waziristan, is a realistic deterrent from initiating offense operations that are so close to cross-border retaliation. Crossing the border into Pakistan is only one nuclear incident away. If, on the other hand, U.S. soldiers are ordered to abandoned Afghanistan, Al Qaeda will then have the freedom of action to recommence operations.
4. Counterterrorist campaigns cannot be waged from a distance.
Critics of the U.S. force presence claim that there are alternatives to holding Al Qaeda at bay such as intensive intelligence, Predator drones, cruise missiles, Special Operations raids, and monetary payments to Warlords to deny safe havens. However, most specialists on counterinsurgency and counterterrorism claim terrorists cannot be confronted at a distance.
5. Abandoning Afghanistan will move the War’s Frontline from Overseas to the Homeland.
U.S. military forces in Afghanistan are essentially hardened targets that can easily kill far more Taliban than can be similarly inflicted on U.S. troops. Moving the frontlines from overseas to CONUS will expose the soft underbelly of the U.S. civilian population to potentially horrific casualties. While one American casualty is too many; the scope and scale of potential casualties would remain far less in relative comparison by continuing the fight overseas.
6. Cost-Benefit Analysis favors Forward Presence.
Alan Greenspan recently claimed that the long term repercussions of the 9/11 attack contributed to the making of the 2008 global economic crisis, large federal government deficit spending, and the current recession.
Greenspan indicated that to stimulate the economy immediately after the
9/11 attack the Federal Reserve needed to cut interest rates dramatically to spur domestic spending. Rates quickly moved from 3.5% to 1%. This reduced Federal Reserve rate helped to fuel speculative borrowing to homeowners who would not normally qualify for home mortgages. Post 9/11 interest rates were also a contributing factor leading to the real estate bubble that burst in 2007. The recent economic crisis has cost the global economy over $11.9 trillion dollars.
Can the U.S. taxpayer afford another 9/11 type of attack, which coupled with nuclear devices, could have far worse second and third order effects? Spending $60 billion annually is a far less expense than a potential $11.9 trillion dollar impact related to another 9/11 incident.

7. President Obama and GEN Stanley McChrystal have both claimed that the fight to stabilize Afghanistan is winnable.
http://www.swamppolitics.com/news/politics/blog/2009/02/obama_afghanistan_still_winnab.html;
http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/08/31/afghanistan.mcchrystal/index.html;
http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/09/03/27/A-New-Strategy-for-Afghanistan-and-Pakistan/
8. Today’s U.S. All Volunteer force is qualitatively a more capable military force than Vietnam predecessor.
Despite the challenges of facing multiple deployments to both Iraq and Afghanistan, the All Volunteer force still retains advantages in education, training, hard-won experience, superior leadership and proven equipment compared to its Vietnam counterparts. Joint, Interagency and multi-national coordination has improved.

9. U.S. Precedent for Bringing Stability in Iraq and Kosovo.
The U.S. government has experienced recent successes against hostile adversaries during transition phase of war. Although skeptics denounced the potential for U.S. success in these recent conflicts, the track record for success resides with the U.S. government.

10. Afghanistan provides the venue to Learn about the Long Term Adversary.
If observers believe that Al Qaeda is a long term enemy of the United States, where is the best location to study the threat than in the actual region? Residing in Afghanistan provides the opportunity to develop language skills, foster culture apperception, discern tribal networks, study vulnerabilities, learn weaknesses, and to recruit the next generation of informants to eventually penetrate Islamic networks. The intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) begins with cultural appreciation that can be gained first-hand by living in the region.

11. U.S. Presence Denies Sanctuary of the Adversary within Ungoverned Spaces.
The Al Qaeda selection of Afghanistan is no accident. Terrorist networks have managed to find the ungoverned spaces in Somalia and Afghanistan to construct training camps for future terrorists. Remaining in Afghanistan denies this remote country from becoming a host for terrorist training activities.

12. U.S. Presence, if managed properly, can serve to Drain the Terrorist Recruitment Swamp.
This is a delicate balance. Merely occupying a country, does not guaranteed setting the conditions to diminish hostile recruitment. Nonetheless, if presence can be performed in a manner which engenders hope, fosters rule of law, exhibits benefits of governance and development, then the seeds of peace can be sown into a war torn region.
Troops key to prevent terrorist reestablishment- able to neutralize sanctuaries

Hoffman, 09 – professor in Georgetown University’s Security Studies Program (9/25/09, Bruce, The National Interest, “Why We Can’t Leave,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22224)

 The arrest of Najibullah Zazi shatters the conventional wisdom that al-Qaeda no longer needs a sanctuary from which to plan and plot terrorist attacks. It thus strengthens President Obama’s core argument that al-Qaeda must be prevented from re-establishing havens in Afghanistan and General Stanley McChrystal’s request for additional U.S. forces there.

Zazi, an Afghan-born U.S. resident, has reportedly admitted to FBI agents that he was trained in bomb making at an al-Qaeda camp in Pakistan. Authorities believe that this training made Zazi’s plan more likely to succeed than those of other plotters arrested in the United States in recent years—including four men who attempted to attack two Bronx synagogues last May.

It further underscores the central lesson from the September 11, 2001 attacks: that al-Qaeda is most dangerous when it has a sanctuary from which to organize attacks and provide critical training.

AT: Withdrawal Solves Terrorism 
Withdrawal fails to solve the broader agenda of terrorists 
Hoodbhoy 09 –  well-known Pakistani nuclear physicist, essayist and political-defence analyst. He is the professor of nuclear and high-energy physics, and the head of the Physics Department at Quaid-e-Azam University, Islamabad, Pakistan. He graduated and also received PhD from MIT and continues to do research in Particle physics. (December 1, Pervez, “Pakistan and India: Common Threat Needs Common Defense”

http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/pakistan-and-india-common-threat-needs-common-defense )

And yet, the imperative of mutual survival makes a common defence inevitable. Given the rapidly rising threat within Pakistan, the day for joint action may not be very far away.

Today Pakistan is bearing the brunt. Its people, government and armed forces are under unrelenting attack. South Waziristan, a war of necessity rather than of choice, will certainly not be the last one. A victory there will not end terrorism, although a stalemate will embolden the jihadists in south Punjab, including the Lashkar-e-Taiba and the Jaish-e-Muhammed. The cancer of religious militancy has spread across Pakistan, and it will take decades to defeat.

This militancy does not exist merely because America occupies Afghanistan. A U.S. withdrawal, while welcome, will not end Pakistan’s problems. As an ideological movement, the jihadists want to transform society as part of their wider agenda. They ride on the backs of their partners, the mainstream religious political parties like the Jamat-e-Islami and the Jamiat-e-Ulema-Pakistan. None of these has condemned the suicide bombings in Pakistani universities, schools, markets, mosques, and police and army facilities.

Pakistan’s political leadership and army must not muddy the waters, especially now that public sanction has finally been obtained for fighting extremism in Swat and Waziristan. Self-deception weakens, and enormously increases vulnerability. Wars can only be won if nations have a clear rallying slogan. Therefore, the battle against religious extremism will require identifying it -- by name -- as the enemy.

Cyberspace is a safe haven for terrorist activity 
Hegghammer, 9 *a senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs  (Thomas, “The big impact of small footprints”, 11/11/2009, Foreign Policy, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19691/big_impact_of_small_footprints.html)
So what if al Qaeda has a few more safe houses? Hasn't the Internet rendered physical safe havens less important? Actually, no. This is a misconception based on inverse technological optimism and a superficial understanding of online jihadism today. Cyberspace can admittedly be a place to meet, indoctrinate, and teach weapons techniques. But websites do not allow organizations to desensitize recruits and break down their natural human barriers to the use of violence. It is one thing to rant online about killing infidels, it is something else to slit their throats (which is why the 9/11 operatives practiced on sheep and camels in the camps). Moreover, websites cannot build deep personal trust between recruits in the same way camp life does. A strong esprit de corps dramatically increases a group's fighting capability (which is why our own militaries spend so much time cultivating it). 
Moreover, the Internet has recently become much less hospitable to individuals wishing to do more than access jihadi propaganda. Advances in intelligence gathering have increased the risk of detection for inexperienced internet users. Around the world, hundreds of people have been arrested for terrorism-related online activities. During the eight years that I have followed the jihadi Internet, forum participants have become much more paranoid and considerably less likely to volunteer personal information. The Internet is a formidable propaganda tool, but no safe haven.
Taliban is not only influenced by  US action--- other ideological agendas influence their actions 
Zaidi, 10- Lecturer, Policing and Criminal Investigation, University of Central Lancashire (2010, Syed, “Negotiations and the anti-Taliban Insurgency in Pakistan” Asian Politics & Policy, v.2, n.2)
The Taliban in Pakistan are not just a reaction to American or Pakistani policies; this view will be empirical and simplistic, leading to all the wrong conclusions. They are political Islamists, with a definite ideological agenda that is furthered by intolerant orthodoxy and violence. As with political Islam, the notion of primacy of power is a central theme in their philosophy; this is in direct opposition to the concept of primacy of state power, and this violence will continue to be used in opposition to the Pakistani state until one opponent overwhelms the other. This makes the Taliban in Pakistan a more serious threat than any ethnic or separatist challenge Pakistan has faced, since this movement is ideological rather than ethno-nationalist, which tends to subside with healing touches of socioeconomic improvement and antidiscrimination frameworks. In a way, the Taliban are anarchist in their disposition, since they are going all out to destroy an established state infrastructure without presenting a viable alternative. This makes COIN all the more urgent because such guerilla movements benefit most from time lags and accommodative deals, which enable them to entrench their footholds among swathes of civilian territory.
AT: Withdrawal Solves Anti-Americanism
Anti- Americanism is inevitable 

Hegghammer, 9 *a senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment (FFI) and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs  (Thomas, “The big impact of small footprints”, 11/11/2009, Foreign Policy, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19691/big_impact_of_small_footprints.html)
The power of small incidents has increased in the past decade thanks to the Internet. Increasing bandwidth, cheaper digital cameras and fast-learning activists have turned the world wide web into a giant propaganda tool which can generate powerful visual messages and project them instantly to a global audience. The smallest detail can be dramatically enlarged and turned into a symbol of "Muslim suffering at the hands of non-Muslims." On jihadi discussion forums such as Faloja (named after the Iraqi city whose 2004 battles between jihadis and U.S. forces made it an icon of Muslim suffering), high-quality video productions appear on a daily basis. The relationship between objective physical destruction and jihadi mobilization has never been less linear. (Of course, the non-linearity works both ways; more conventional power does not necessarily generate less powerful propaganda.)

Why, then, would a small footprint approach in Afghanistan create more visual symbols of Muslim suffering? For a start, a troop reduction would not take away the occupation, at least not in the eyes of non-Afghan Islamists. Al Qaeda has a very wide definition of occupation and would frame any U.S. military presence in the region as such. 

Moreover, the surgical strikes would not be that surgical. A significantly smaller U.S. ground presence is likely to produce less good human intelligence, because it will be harder to protect informants. This will increase the risk of hitting, for example, wedding parties. In addition, fewer strikes means that each individual operation is more visible. This mitigates the problem of information saturation which currently frustrates jihadi propagandists. In war, many bad things happen, but individual incidents drown in the noise of the conflict. This may explain why interest in the Iraqi insurgency on jihadi forums has decreased steadily since 2005; there was so much going on that even jihadis were desensitized. A related dynamic may be behind the paradox that in Pakistan, public outrage over CIA drone strikes seems to have decreased in 2008 and 2009 as the frequency of strikes has gone up. For al Qaeda's propagandists, less can be more.


Anti-Americanism is increasing 
BERGEN 2009, senior fellow at the New America Foundation, [Peter “How Realistic is Walt’s Realism?” 8/19, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/19/how_realistic_is_walt_s_realism] HURWITZ

First, while it's true that there are many jihadist groups in South Asia with differing goals; increasingly these groups have defined themselves by their anti-Western agendas. The Taliban were a quite provincial group before 9/11 but since then they have adopted al Qaeda's world view and tactics and see themselves as part of a supposedly global jihadist movement. The late and unlamented leader of the Pakistani Taliban, Baitullah Mehsud, for instance, dispatched suicide bombers to Barcelona in January 2008, according to Spanish prosecutors.

And nearly a year later the Kashmiri militant group Lashkar-e-Taiba launched attacks in Mumbai, specifically targeting Westerners and a Jewish-American religious center there. Taliban suicide bombers have repeatedly targeted U.S. soldiers and civilians in Afghanistan and American diplomats and commercial interests in Pakistan.
AT: Withdrawal Solves Anti-Americanism
Withdrawal increases anti Americanism 

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ

This may be true for local insurgencies such as the Taliban, but not for small transnational movements such as al Qaeda. In fact, a significantly smaller U.S. presence in Afghanistan may paradoxically generate more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan and ultimately more anti-Western terrorism than a more conventional military approach. This is because jihadi propaganda today relies on visually powerful symbols to mobilize people, and intermittent "surgical" strikes, and the casualties they cause, may create more such symbols than continuous conventional warfare.
The history of jihadism is full of examples of seemingly small incidents having a major effect on mobilization. In August 1998, the U.S. launched missiles on Afghanistan and Sudan in retaliation for al Qaeda attacks on U.S. embassies in East Africa. The strikes made Mullah Omar work more closely with Osama Bin Laden and were followed by an increase in recruitment to al Qaeda camps in Afghanistan. In April 2002, the Israeli military's incursion into Jenin caused a veritable political earthquake in the Muslim world, and demonstrably helped recruitment to al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere. This was despite the relatively few casualties (a U.N. report concluded 52 Palestinian were killed, half of them civilians). In Pakistan, a few failed U.S. airstrikes in the Tribal Areas in 2006 and 2007 caused public outrage.and dramatically increased anti-Americanism across the country.The power of small incidents has increased in the past decade thanks to the Internet. Increasing bandwidth, cheaper digital cameras and fast-learning activists have turned the world wide web into a giant propaganda tool which can generate powerful visual messages and project them instantly to a global audience. The smallest detail can be dramatically enlarged and turned into a symbol of "Muslim suffering at the hands of non-Muslims." On jihadi discussion forums such as Faloja (named after the Iraqi city whose 2004 battles between jihadis and U.S. forces made it an icon of Muslim suffering), high-quality video productions appear on a daily basis. The relationship between objective physical destruction and jihadi mobilization has never been less linear. (Of course, the non-linearity works both ways; more conventional power does not necessarily generate less powerful propaganda.) Why, then, would a small footprint approach in Afghanistan create more visual symbols of Muslim suffering? For a start, a troop reduction would not take away the occupation, at least not in the eyes of non-Afghan Islamists. Al Qaeda has a very wide definition of occupation and would frame any U.S. military presence in the region as such. 
Withdrawal will embolden recruitment and anti-american adversaries 

Carroll 09 - is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog ( October 2, Conn “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan” http://blog.heritage.org/2009/10/02/19-reasons-to-win-in-afghanistan/ 
1. Afghanistan and Pakistan – This Region is Ground Zero for Anti-U.S.Radical Islamic Violence. As the host nations for the primary terrorist organization that successfully conducted multiple attacks against the U.S. personnel and facilities, this region, by definition, is important to U.S. national security interests. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, the preponderance of radical Islamic combatants, their recruitment base, and Al Qaeda central headquarters are current adversaries. Allowing the Taliban and Al Qaeda to return to power in Afghanistan, without their proper acceptance of a clear political defeat, can only:

1) embolden other U.S. adversaries, 2) increase radical Islamic recruitment, 3) undermine those Afghan civilians who supported the U.S., and 4) set back the notion of moderate Muslim governance for decades to come. This is not just a conflict to terminate Bin Laden but to ultimately diminish the future recruiting base of radical Islam. With realistic projections for a significant youth bulge Afghanistan and Pakistan, the potential for future violence is high for the near future.

2. U.S. Credibility is at stake.
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations support the U.S.-led war effort in Afghanistan. Over 500 coalition soldiers from countries other than the U.S. have died in Afghanistan. Abandoning Afghanistan could lead to significant weakening of NATO cohesion/structure and undermine potential future requests for security assistance. The Fallout from a Afghanistan withdrawal can potentially be far worse than remaining. Following the Fall of Vietnam, U.S. experienced setbacks in Cambodia, Philippines, Fall of Iran, Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, Egypt-Israeli conflict, Angola, Lebanon, Libya, El Salvador, Colombia, and Nicaragua due to the loss of U.S. credibility. 

Withdrawal Decreases Local Interaction
Troops are key to interact with Afghani leaders which is key for success 

Kagan, 9 *former prof of military history @ West Point (Fredrick W., “Planning Victory in Afghanistan”, 2/9/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100020)
Understanding this principle is vital, because if we misinterpret the nature of the "footprint" problem we might come to the erroneous conclusion that success requires fewer forces rather than more--or, as some senior leaders are increasingly suggesting, that our presence is the problem. In fact, to solve the problems in Afghanistan we must have a deep understanding of local dynamics in many different areas. In the current security environment, only American and allied military forces can understand those dynamics, and they can do so only by living among the people in a way that is mutually acceptable to our forces and the Afghans. Pulling back to bases may reduce local resentment of us, but it will also deprive us of any ability to interact with Afghans and their leaders at the level necessary for success. As General Petraeus is fond of saying, you can't kill your way out of an insurgency. Neither can you defeat one long-distance. Success in Iraq required finding the right way to deploy American forces among the Iraqi population. Success in Afghanistan will require finding the right way for Afghanistan, which will almost certainly be different from the right way in Iraq.

Large presence is vital to military interactions with local populations and intelligence gathering

Kagan 09 –  an American resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), and a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. He earned a B.A. in Soviet and East European studies and a Ph.D. in Russian and Soviet military history, both from Yale University.  (February 9, Frederick, “Planning Victory in Afghanistan: Nine principles the Obama administration should follow.” http://article.nationalreview.com/385240/planning-victory-in-afghanistan/frederick-w-kagan?page=6  

Today’s situation is similar. The major urban centers are not insurgent sanctuaries, and most insurgent attacks occur not only beyond the city limits but outside of the villages as well. American troops accustomed to setting up positions within Iraqi cities and towns may find that the same procedures in Afghanistan incense the population rather than reassure it. That does not mean the problem lies with our overall “footprint” in Afghanistan, but rather that we should rethink where to put our feet. We must also remember that Afghan tolerance for attacks within villages and cities is much lower than Iraqi tolerance, which is why complaints about collateral damage in Afghanistan are much louder than Iraqi complaints were, even though the damage is milder.

Understanding this principle is vital, because if we misinterpret the nature of the “footprint” problem we might come to the erroneous conclusion that success requires fewer forces rather than more—or, as some senior leaders are increasingly suggesting, that our presence is the problem. In fact, to solve the problems in Afghanistan we must have a deep understanding of local dynamics in many different areas. In the current security environment, only American and allied military forces can understand those dynamics, and they can do so only by living among the people in a way that is mutually acceptable to our forces and the Afghans. Pulling back to bases may reduce local resentment of us, but it will also deprive us of any ability to interact with Afghans and their leaders at the level necessary for success. As General Petraeus is fond of saying, you can’t kill your way out of an insurgency. Neither can you defeat one long-distance. Success in Iraq required finding the right way to deploy American forces among the Iraqi population. Success in Afghanistan will require finding the right way for Afghanistan, which will almost certainly be different from the right way in Iraq.

Destroying Al Qaeda Preserves Peace

Winning against Al Qaeda is essential to peace 
Alam, 10 – secretary general of South Asian Free Media Association (4/21/10, Imtiaz, the New Nation, “America’s Exit Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://www.ittefaq.com/issues/2010/04/21/news0161.htm)
 SUCCESS in fight against Al-Qaeda and Taliban is considered critical to the peace of the World. It seems that there is a Global consensus that these organisations have to be militarily destroyed. Their resilience and ability to survive against all odds is certainly a source of concern for the developed world. With the capitalist mind set it is indeed difficult to understand why these of fully poor people having no food security, education and health facilities don't succumb to the physical needs. After having spent eight years without any success in this rugged and mostly desolated country now the patience of US led collation forces is running out. Economic cost is having telling effects, public opinion is rapidly changing so there is no other option except to windup the whole campaign on a favourable note. Under the circumstances there can't be anything more compelling than to be able to solve the Afghan puzzle. Pakistan-Afghanistan co-operation to fight Taliban and Al-Qaeda was one of the obvious topics to be discussed during in Worldwide Security Conference held at Brussels on February 18, 2010 organised by a top American think tank "East-West Institute". 

Withdrawal Risk Nuclear War

Fewer troops risk terror and nuclear war 

Bergen,9 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (8/1/09, Peter, “Two Arguments for What to Do in Afghanistan,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/two_arguments_for_what_to_do_in_afghanistan_13510)

The objections to an increased U.S. military commitment in South Asia rest on a number of flawed assumptions. The first is that Afghans always treat foreign forces as antibodies. In fact, poll after poll since the fall of the Taliban has found that a majority of Afghans have a favorable view of the international forces in their country. A BBC/ABC News poll conducted this year, for instance, showed that 63% of Afghans have a favorable view of the U.S. military. To those who say you cant trust polls taken in Afghanistan, its worth noting that the same type of poll consistently finds neighboring Pakistan to be one of the most anti-American countries in the world.

Another common criticism is that Afghanistan is a cobbled-together agglomeration of warring tribes and ethnic factions that is not amenable to anything approaching nation-building. In fact, the first Afghan state emerged with the Durrani Empire in 1747, making it a nation older than the U.S. Afghans lack no sense of nationhood; rather, they have always been ruled by a weak central state.

A third critique is that Afghanistan is simply too violent for anything constituting success to happen there. This is highly misleading. While violence is on the rise, it is nothing on the scale of what occurred during the Iraq war -- or even what happened in U.S. cities as recently as 1991, when an American was statistically more likely to be killed than an Afghan civilian was last year. Finally, critics of greater U.S. involvement suggest that there is no realistic model for a successful end state in Afghanistan. In fact, there is a good one relatively close at hand: Afghanistan as it was in the 1970s, a country at peace internally and with its neighbors, whose towering mountains and exotic peoples drew tourists from around the world.

These flawed assumptions underlie the misguided argument that the war in Afghanistan is unwinnable. Some voices have begun to advocate a much smaller mission in Afghanistan, fewer troops and a decapitation strategy aimed at militant leaders carried out by special forces and drone attacks. Superficially, this sounds reasonable. But it has a back-to-the-future flavor because it is more or less the exact same policy that the Bush Administration followed in the first years of the occupation: a light footprint of several thousand U.S. soldiers who were confined to counterterrorism missions. That approach helped foster the resurgence of the Taliban, which continues to receive material support from elements in Pakistan. If a pared-down counterterrorism strategy works no better the second time around, will we have to invade Afghanistan all over again in the event of a spectacular Taliban comeback?

Having overthrown the ruling government in 2001, the U.S. has an obligation to leave to Afghans a country that is somewhat stable. And a stabilized Afghanistan is a necessary precondition for a peaceful South Asia, which is today the epicenter of global terrorism and the most likely setting of a nuclear war. Obamas Af-Pak plan has a real chance to achieve a stable Afghanistan if it is given some time to work.

Withdrawal Decreases Pakistan Counterterrorism Operations 
Withdrawal complicates Pakistan’s counterterrorism operations  

WSJ 09 – (September 3, “The Afghanistan Panic” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204731804574388483528948634.html?mod=djemEditorialPage
The Afghan army will eventually have to do most of the fighting, but for now it remains too small at 173,000 army and police to do so. If the U.S. were to depart, the Taliban would soon control at least the southern and eastern parts of the country. Kandahar would probably fall, too. Al Qaeda could re-establish itself in this territory, as opposed to being confined as it is now to the mountainous border regions. If Generals McChrystal and Petraeus believe they can successfully defeat al Qaeda in such a vast area from offshore, they should say so. But we haven't heard that so far. 

A U.S. withdrawal would also complicate Pakistan's anti-jihadist task, undermining the progress of recent months. The Pakistan military has long believed the U.S. to be an unreliable ally, flooding them with cash and ultimatums in a crisis, only to leave or lose interest when the threat recedes or the going gets tough. Would Pakistan's military, in particular, stay on offense against the Taliban in Waziristan if its officers see the U.S. walking away next door? More likely, they will reach their own accommodation with the Taliban, as they did during the 1990s. This, too, would only help al Qaeda. 
We haven't seen General McChrystal's new strategy, but by all accounts it is rooted in winning the support of the Afghan people by better protecting them. This is one of the lessons we learned from the Iraq surge, which also showed that protecting population centers requires more troops. Presumably this is what the generals will ask for, and it is what Mr. Obama should give them. Another lesson of Iraq is that local tribal leaders aren't likely to side with us until they are confident we intend to stay. 

Afghanistan is bigger and more primitive than Iraq, but the U.S. and NATO are also much more popular than they were in 2007 in Iraq's Anbar province. Very few Afghans want the Taliban back in power. If foreign forces can provide enough security in the near term while we build Afghanistan's army and police forces, another counterinsurgency success should be possible. The worst choice Mr. Obama could make would be to repeat Mr. Bush's errors in Iraq in 2005 and 2006, when he talked about "clear, hold and build" without enough troops to do the job. Better to start with enough force, rather than having to ask for more every six months. 

As for the recent elections, the allegations of fraud seem widespread and blatant enough to be credible. The Afghan electoral commission will have to decide if the cheating warrants a new election, but clearly it would be better for the victor's legitimacy if there were a runoff that was handled with better supervision. Mr. Karzai should understand that a tainted victory will only complicate his task of organizing a more effective government, which is also essential to winning a counterinsurgency. 

In any case, the fight in Afghanistan is not about nation building or turning a tribal state into Westminster. The goal is to provide enough stability and Afghan support to prevent the country from once again becoming a sanctuary for terrorists who could attack the U.S. In short, this is a fight in our strategic interests. Leaving Afghanistan in its current state would be a defeat in the larger war on terror, which would encourage jihadists everywhere.

President Obama may not want to spend any political capital on Afghanistan, but he has no choice. The main job of his generals should be to win the war, not also to have to sell it, especially when the main opposition so far is emerging from the President's own left-flank. The opposition will also grow on the right if Americans conclude he isn't providing the forces or personal leadership needed to win. Now is the time for Mr. Obama to give his generals everything they need to defeat the Taliban, or leave and explain why he's concluded that Afghanistan is no longer worth the fight. 

Afghanistan Failure Causes Laundry List Of Impacts

Failure in Afghanistan Leads to Afghan Civil War, Pakistan Instability, Indo-Pak War, and terrorism

Coll 2009, President of the New America Foundation, staff writer at The New Yorker, [Steve “What if We Fail in Afghanistan?” November 16th, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html]HURWITZ, Italics in original
The Nineties Afghan Civil War on Steroids: Even if the international community gave up on Afghanistan and withdrew, as it did from Somalia during the early nineties, it is inconceivable that the Taliban could triumph in the country completely and provide a regime (however perverse) of stability. About half of Afghanistan’s population is Pashtun, from which the Taliban draw their strength. Much of the country’s non-Pashtun population ardently opposes the Taliban. In the humiliating circumstances that would attend American failure, those in the West who now promote “counterterrorism,” “realist,” and “cost-effective” strategies in the region would probably endorse, in effect, a nineties redux—which would amount to a prescription for more Afghan civil war. A rump “legitimate” Afghan government dominated by ethnic Tajiks and Uzbeks would find arms and money from India, Iran, and perhaps Russia, Europe and the United States. This would likely produce a long-running civil war between northern, Tajik-dominated ethnic militias and the Pashtun-dominated Taliban. Tens of thousands of Afghans would likely perish in this conflict and from the pervasive poverty it would produce; many more Afghans would return as refugees to Pakistan, contributing to that country’s instability. Momentum for a Taliban Revolution in Pakistan: If the Quetta Shura (Mullah Omar’s outfit, the former Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, now in exile in Pakistan) regained power in Kandahar or Kabul, it would undoubtedly interpret its triumph as a ticket to further ambition in Pakistan. Al Qaeda’s leaders, if they survived American drone attacks, would encourage this narrative and support it as best they could. The Pakistani Taliban would likely be energized, armed and financed by the Afghan Taliban as they pursued their own revolutionary ambitions in Islamabad. In response, the international community would undoubtedly fall back in defense of the Pakistani constitutional state, such as it is. However, the West would find the Pakistan Army and its allies in Riyadh and perhaps even Beijing even more skeptical than they are now about the American-led agenda. In this scenario, as in the past, Pakistan’s generals would be tempted to negotiate an accommodation with the Taliban, Afghan and Pakistani alike, to the greatest possible extent, in defiance of Washington’s preferences. The net result might well be an increase in Islamist influence over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal, if not an outright loss of control. Increased Islamist Violence Against India, Increasing the Likelihood of Indo-Pakistani War: The Taliban and Al Qaeda are anti-American, yes. But they are equally determined to wage war against India’s secular, Hindu-dominated democracy. The Pakistani Taliban, whose momentum would be increased by Taliban success in Afghanistan, consist in part of Punjab-based, ardently anti-Indian Islamist groups, such as Lashkar-e-Taiba, which carried out the spectacular raid on Mumbai a year ago. The probable knock-on effect of a second Taliban revolution Afghanistan would be to increase the likelihood of irregular Islamist attacks from Pakistan against Indian targets—not only the traditional target set in Indian-held Kashmir, but in New Delhi, Mumbai, and other cities, as has occurred periodically during the last decade. In time, democratic Indian governments would be pressed by their electorates to respond with military force. This in turn would present, repetitively, the problem of managing the role of nuclear weapons in a prospective fourth Indo-Pakistani war. Increased Al Qaeda Ambitions Against Britain and the United States: Deliberately, I would list this problem as fourth in severity in my initial straw-man forecast. Al Qaeda’s current capability to carry out disruptive attacks on American soil is very low. Still, it is absurd to think, as some in the Obama Adminsitration apparently have argued, that Al Qaeda would not be strengthened by a Taliban revolution in Afghanistan. Of course it would. Whether this strengthening would directly or quickly threaten the security of American civilians is another question. London might well be more vulnerable than New York during the ensuing five or ten years after an Afghan Taliban revolution. The Afghan Taliban are essentially inseparable from the Pakistani Taliban. Because of the size and character of the Pakistani diaspora in Britain, currently, there are about six hundred thousand annual visits by civilians between the two countries, a flow of individuals that is almost impossible to police effectively. Therefore, as recent terrorist-criminal cases in Britain document, bad guys periodically get through the border. By comparison, the post-9/11 American border is much harder for Pakistani- or Afghanistan-originated terrorists to penetrate. Still, in a civil war-ridden, Taliban-influenced Afghan state Al Qaeda’s playbook against the United States would expand. As 9/11 and the current creativity of the regionally focussed Taliban amply demonstrate, their potential should not be complacently underestimated. If they did get through and score another lucky goal, it is easy to imagine the prospective consequences for American politics and for the constitution. 
AT: Terrorists will go elsewhere / Afghanistan not key

Sanctuaries in Afghanistan are uniquely dangerous staging grounds for terrorism that can’t be replicated elsewhere

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)
Another objection to the U.S. investments in Afghan stability and population protection is that Al Qaeda is not in Afghanistan at all, or at least not meaningfully. A related argument is that it is pointless to take risks and make new investments to prevent Afghanistan from becoming a prospective A.Q. sanctuary because Al Qaeda can easily find other sanctuaries, such as in Somalia and Yemen, where no American counterinsurgency or stabilization project is realistic. Bin Laden's presumed current base in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan, near the Afghan border, according to Stephen Biddle, has no "intrinsic importance...no greater than many other potential havens - and probably smaller than many." 6 It is also argued by some that Al Qaeda is best understood as an organization, network or movement in which physical geography such as the F.A.T.A. is not a defining feature - in this view, hotel rooms in Hamburg, Germany, or rental houses near pilot training facilities in Florida are as fundamental to Al Qaeda's operational footprint as its headquarters and training camps along the Pakistan-Afghanistan frontier.

These are credible, serious arguments that accurately describe some of Al Qaeda's character as a stateless, millenarian terrorist group. But they misunderstand the history of Al Qaeda's birth and growth alongside specific Pashtun Islamist militias on the Afghan-Pakistan border. It is simply not true that all potential Al Qaeda sanctuaries are of the same importance, now or potentially. Osama Bin Laden and Ayman Al-Zawahiri have a thirty-year unique history of trust and collaboration with the Pashtun Islamist networks located in North Waziristan, Bajaur, and the Northwest Frontier Province of Pakistan. It is not surprising, given this distinctive history, that Al Qaeda's presumed protectors - perhaps the Haqqanni network, which provided the territory in which Al Qaeda constructed its first training camps in the summer of 1988 - have never betrayed their Arab guests. These networks have fought alongside Al Qaeda since the mid-1980s and have raised vast sums of money in Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states through their A.Q. connections. These Pashtun Islamist networks possess infrastructure - religious institutions, trucking firms, criminal networks, preaching networks, housing networks - from Kandahar and Khost Province, from Quetta to Karachi's exurban Pashtun neighborhoods, that is either impervious to penetration by the Pakistani state or has coopted those in the Pakistani security services who might prove disruptive. It is mistaken to assume that Bin Laden, Zawahiri or other Arab leaders would enjoy similar sanctuary anywhere else. In Somalia they would almost certainly be betrayed for money; in Yemen, they would be much more susceptible to detection by the country's police network. The United States should welcome the migration of Al Qaeda's leadership to such countries.

AT: Terrorist sanctuaries irrelevant – the internet

The internet doesn’t help terrorists adapt

Hegghammer 2009, senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defense Research Establishment, [Thomas “The Big Impact of Small Footprints,” November 11th, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints] HURWITZ
So what if al Qaeda has a few more safe houses? Hasn't the Internet rendered physical safe havens less important? Actually, no. This is a misconception based on inverse technological optimism and a superficial understanding of online jihadism today. Cyberspace can admittedly be a place to meet, indoctrinate, and teach weapons techniques. But websites do not allow organizations to desensitize recruits and break down their natural human barriers to the use of violence. It is one thing to rant online about killing infidels, it is something else to slit their throats (which is why the 9/11 operatives practiced on sheep and camels in the camps). Moreover, websites cannot build deep personal trust between recruits in the same way camp life does. A strong esprit de corps dramatically increases a group's fighting capability (which is why our own militaries spend so much time cultivating it). 
Moreover, the Internet has recently become much less hospitable to individuals wishing to do more than access jihadi propaganda. Advances in intelligence gathering have increased the risk of detection for inexperienced internet users. Around the world, hundreds of people have been arrested for terrorism-related online activities. During the eight years that I have followed the jihadi Internet, forum participants have become much more paranoid and considerably less likely to volunteer personal information. The Internet is a formidable propaganda tool, but no safe haven.
***Politics
1nc – Reducing presence in Afghanistan kills the agenda
Reversal on Afghanistan will destroy Obama – on balance its politically worse than staying the course
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
However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Counterterrorism strategy controversial 

Plan is extremely devisive – Republicans and Democrats are split 

Newton-Small 09 - congressional correspondent for TIME. Born in New York, she spent time growing up in Asia, Australia and Europe following her vagabond United Nations parents. A graduate of Tufts University and Columbia’s Graduate School of Journalism, Jay previously covered politics for Bloomberg News (Sep 29. Jay, “Congress Tackles Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1926578,00.html) 

President Barack Obama is taking out a blank sheet of paper this week as he weighs his options in Afghanistan, and Congress stands more than willing to fill it in. The Senate on Sept. 29 is expected to debate amendments to the 2010 defense appropriations bill that are likely to include everything from timelines for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan to proposals to send upwards of 40,000 more. But, unlike health-care reform, this isn't a decision Obama can leave in the hands of the Legislative Branch — however undecided he remains today.

Six months ago Obama called for a new strategy in Afghanistan, but the President now appears to be wavering in the wake of a report by his top commander there, General Stanley McChrystal, that says 10,000 to 40,000 more troops are needed or the mission "will likely result in failure." With his advisers split between advocating a full-scale counterinsurgency, which some Democrats say amounts to nation-building, and a more limited counterterrorism approach against the Taliban and al-Qaeda, Obama will now hold five more meetings of the National Security Council on the issue before making up his mind, National Security Adviser James Jones told the Washington Post. Jones emphasized there's no set deadline and that the President will "encourage freewheeling discussion" and "nothing is off the table." (See pictures of the U.S. Marines new offensive in Afghanistan.)
The Administration spent much of last week distancing itself from McChrystal's recommendation. "There are other assessments from very expert military analysts that have worked on counterinsurgencies that are the exact opposite," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told PBS's NewsHour. But with Centcom commander General David Petraeus and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen lining up behind McChrystal, some Republicans are accusing the President of risking the lives of the nearly 68,000 troops already in Afghanistan by "dithering," as the top Republican on the Intelligence Committee, Kit Bond, put it on Fox News Sunday. And there are inherent political dangers for Obama if he chooses to buck the advice of his military commanders. Fox News Sunday's host, Chris Wallace, went so far as to ask his guests if Obama could follow the Harry Truman mold that led to the firing of General Douglas MacArthur. "A half measure does not do justice," Senator John McCain said on ABC's This Week. "And time is important, because there's 68,000 Americans already there. And casualties will go up." (See TIME's photo-essay "A Photographer's Personal Journey Through War.")
Along those lines, Republicans are expected to introduce a spate of amendments to this week's fiscal 2010 Defense Appropriations Act in the Senate. One will probably be a demand to have McChrystal testify before Congress — a move the Defense Department has so far resisted until after the Administration sets its policy. Other potential amendments include one to increase funding for troop training, an amendment expressing the sense of the Senate in support of troop increases and maybe even one expressly supporting McChrystal's recommendations. On the Democratic side, an amendment is expected, perhaps from Wisconsin Democrat Russ Feingold, that would set a timeline for withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. (See pictures of the battle in Afghanistan's Kunar province.)
"Many Democrats will say that we need to wait for the President to submit a plan," said a Democratic leadership aide. "Republicans will say, 'You didn't mind second-guessing George Bush on Iraq.' " Obama's dilemma is this: If he chooses to send more troops, he will have near united Republican support but will divide his own party; if he decides against a counterinsurgency strategy, he will be reversing a campaign promise uniting Democrats, the majority of whom are opposed to an expanded U.S. footprint in Afghanistan. (Read "Afghanistan: Looking for the Way Ahead.")
Counterterrorism strategy controversial
The Strategy debate is extremely partisan – party lines and public are split 

Wilson 09 – Washington staff post writer, (Oct 7, Scott “Afghan Strategy Divides Lawmakers” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/06/AR2009100603817.html

Congressional leaders left a rare bipartisan meeting with President Obama on Tuesday divided over what strategy the administration should adopt to fight an increasingly unpopular war in Afghanistan and how quickly it must do so to protect U.S. forces already on the ground. 

Obama called congressional leaders to the White House at a key moment in his Afghanistan policy review, which will determine whether the United States pushes deeper into a war that military officials have warned will probably be won or lost over the next 12 months. 

Congress must approve any additional resources that Obama would need if he accepts the recommendations of Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, who favors a broad expansion of the effort on the battlefield and the push to build a stable national government. But much of the president's party is resisting calls for more combat troops after eight years of war, forcing him to seek support from Republicans who favor McChrystal's strategy. 

"I think a lot of senators and congressmen need to ask themselves how much money they are willing to put on the table, for how long and for what strategy," said Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass.), chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, who attended Tuesday's meeting. "This is a tough set of interrelated questions. And I think there have been some unfortunate straw men set up." 

Obama told congressional leaders that he is not contemplating reducing troop levels in the near term under any scenario, according to several participants, and White House press secretary Robert Gibbs reiterated Tuesday that withdrawing from Afghanistan is "not an option." A complete U.S. troop withdrawal is one of the straw men to which Kerry -- and the president, in the meeting -- referred. 

The partisan split evident after the meeting, which 30 lawmakers attended, illustrated the political challenge Obama faces in Congress over this conflict. Opinion polls show that only a minority of Americans believe the battle is worth fighting, and much of that opposition is rooted in the Democratic Party. 

Although lawmakers sought after the meeting to express bipartisan support for Obama as he makes the most far-reaching foreign policy decision of his tenure, Democrats questioned whether the Afghan government remains a viable political partner after the flawed Aug. 20 presidential election, and Republicans challenged the administration's determination to defeat the Taliban. 

In recent weeks, Obama has made clear that defeating al-Qaeda is the goal of his policy in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where the group's leadership is believed to be operating in the largely ungoverned tribal areas. His national security team will assemble Wednesday at the White House for a meeting focused on Pakistan, whose nuclear-armed government has shown more willingness recently to take on the Taliban within its borders. 

In a speech at the National Counterterrorism Center in McLean earlier Tuesday, Obama said: "We will target al-Qaeda wherever they take root. We will not yield in our pursuit, and we are developing the capacity and the cooperation to deny a safe haven to any who threaten America and its allies." 

The president completed an initial Afghan strategy review in March by deploying 21,000 additional troops to the country. By the end of the year, 68,000 U.S. soldiers and Marines are scheduled to be on the ground there. 

Obama also named McChrystal as the commander of U.S. and international forces in Afghanistan, now numbering about 100,000. In his recent assessment of the war, McChrystal said the next 12 months would probably determine whether U.S. and NATO forces could regain the initiative from the Taliban. Although he has yet to submit a specific request, he is expected soon to ask for as many as 40,000 more troops. 

Senate Majority Leader Harry M. Reid (D-Nev.) predicted that Obama's review would last "weeks, not months." But Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said, "It's pretty clear that time is not on our side," and he recommended that Obama give "great weight" to recommendations by McChrystal and Gen. David H. Petraeus, the regional commander. 

"The president has made clear that no one has a greater sense of urgency about this than he does, and he underscored that in the meeting," said a senior administration official who participated in the session and discussed it on the condition of anonymity. "But that's not going to get in the way of the due diligence that he needs to do. The urgency is not to make a decision, but to make the right decision." 

According to participants, Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) asked whether the administration believed that a return of the Taliban to power in Afghanistan would translate into a new sanctuary for al-Qaeda, as the country was before the 2001 U.S. invasion toppled the Taliban government. 

Senior White House officials raised the same question last week in the first of several meetings planned to discuss McChrystal's assessment. Those officials are building a case internally for a narrower counterterrorism strategy in Afghanistan that would maintain roughly the current troop level and rely on expedited training of Afghan troops, stepped-up Predator drone strikes against al-Qaeda operatives and support for Pakistan's government in its fight against the Taliban. 

"We all know that if the Taliban comes back, then al-Qaeda will come back," McCain said after the meeting Tuesday. 

McCain said that Iraq, not Vietnam, should be the model for how to proceed in Afghanistan. He said "half-measures" would fail in Afghanistan as they did in Iraq, until Petraeus argued successfully for additional combat forces and a counterinsurgency strategy. Petraeus has endorsed McChrystal's plan. 

But Democratic leaders raised questions that may help determine what course Obama will choose. House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (Calif.) asked whether "we have an able partner in President [Hamid] Karzai." Karzai's legitimacy is important because McChrystal's strategy relies in part on a national government that is more popular than the Taliban. 

"There are areas that must be addressed as this decision" is made, Pelosi said. "Whether we agree with it or vote for it remains to be seen, depending on what the president puts forward." 
Withdrawal unpopular in Congress 

Withdrawal plans causes massive infighting

Karl and wolf 09 – senior congressional correspondent in November 2008. In this role, he is responsible for covering Capitol Hill AND reporter who covers the U.S. Senate, ( Sept 11, Jonoathan and Z. Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress” http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 

The looming battle in Congress over the Afghan War may prove to be as tough and consequential -- perhaps tougher and more consequential -- for President Obama than the battle over health care reform. 

Sen. Carl Levin says no to sending more US combat troops to Afghanistan
Sen. Carl Levin's announcement today that he opposes sending more U.S. combat troops to Afghanistan is a big deal, but President Obama's Afghan policy faces even greater challenges in Congress, where there is growing group of Democrats who aren't just opposed to sending more troops but would like to reduce the amount already there. 

Levin's position is more nuanced. The Michigan Democrat said he opposes more combat troops but is open to sending more U.S. trainers. 

And he doesn't rule out send more combat troops in the future -- after first increasing the size of the Afghanistan security forces. But if you look at Levin's reasoning, he is ultimately making a case of shrinking the U.S. military presence because, he argues, it is counterproductive. 

"The larger our own military footprint there, the more our enemies can seek to drive a wedge between us and the Afghan population, spreading the falsehood that we seek to dominate a Muslim nation," Levin said, echoing the case he and others made against the surge in Iraq. 

Growing Sentiment Among Democrats to Force Withdrawal Timetable

Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi of California was more unequivocal when she ruled out sending more troops -- not just more combat troops -- on Thursday, saying, "I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan -- in the country or the Congress." 

She was actually understating the political sentiment among House Democrats. There is growing sentiment among the liberals -- who are both Pelosi's and Obama's base of support -- to force on Obama something he tried to force on President Bush in Iraq: a timetable for withdrawal. 

The last battle over war funding was a tough one. After some hard lobbying by liberal Democrats, the House narrowly approved more funding for the war in June. At the time, 32 Democrats voted no, but many of those who voted yes suggested they wouldn't support the war for long. As Rep. Anthony Weiner D-N.Y., put it at the time, "We are in the process of wrapping up the wars. The president needed our support, but the substance still sucks." 

You can expect liberals in the House to argue for timetable that isn't flexible. 

Obama can count on Republican support and may need it. Senate Republican leader Mitch McConnell, R-Ky., has gone out of his way to praise Obama's handling of Afghanistan, calling it a continuation of the Bush policy. This, of course, only further infuriates liberal Democrats. 

Obama's former rival in the presidential race, Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., also expressed his support for troop increase. 

"I believe it is a false choice to try to grow the Afghan national army while holding back on any additional U.S. combat troops," McCain said on the Senate floor today, reminding his colleagues about "the lesson of Iraq." 

"It's mentorship at every level ring including partnership in joint operations with U.S. forces that will build a robust and capable Afghan military and pave the way for our eventual successful exit from Afghanistan. And to do this, we need more U.S. combat troops in Afghanistan," McCain said. 

Withdrawal causes a political firestorm

Pena 09 - Senior Fellow, The Independent Institute (December 9, Charles, “Can the U.S. Withdraw from Afghanistan and Iraq?” http://www.independent.org/events/transcript.asp?eventID=145 )

To sort of answer part of the first question the President doesn’t need to guild a political coalition to decide to withdraw. He can just decide as long as he’s willing to weather the political storm that ensues, and that’s the problem. The problem is that the President does not want to weather the political storm, and so he is trying to find some sort of consensus on withdrawal. Since we don’t need congressional approval any more to go to war and you don’t need funding so much to withdraw as much as you need funding to keep troops deployed, he can make the decision. It’s all about politics.

Withdrawal unpopular in Congress  

Pullout requires political capital- Obama doesn’t want to anger pro-war conservatives

Abramowitz, 10 - senior fellow at the Century Foundation (6/23/10, Morton, The National Interest, “Salvaging Afghanistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23610)
To be sure, answering these questions is not as easy as it sounds. In considering what we do in Afghanistan, we have to factor in not only a much diminished al-Qaeda as the administration claims, but also the instability in Pakistan, the limitations and durability of the Afghan government, the Taliban’s prospects, the dangerous emergence of full-fledged rivalry between India and Pakistan in Afghanistan, and the like. Much also depends on when we leave and what we leave behind. It is no wonder that given the difficulties of sorting out these uncertainties one can easily fall back on “staying the course,” or looking for a negotiated solution with the Taliban. Finding a different approach is too hard and almost certainly politically costly for the administration. (Ironically, during the campaign, Mr. Obama cast the more winnable war in Iraq as the bad war, so to speak, and the likely unwinnable Afghan war the good one, to show he was tough on national security.)

Military views, of course, count for a lot. Indeed, they appear now to be decisive with the president, no matter how hard he pushes them, and they color the politics of the issue. The national-security apparatus is no easy foe. Quite understandably, most senior military officials want combat forces to remain in Afghanistan until the task of building a working Afghan state has significantly advanced. They will be finding every reason for staying. They won much respect with the surge in Iraq, although there are other ways of explaining the improvement there than the surge. Nor does that success mean that the surge in Afghanistan led by the same military men in Iraq will work. The sad fact is that we don’t know what it will take, how long it will take, and what it will cost “to win” in Afghanistan, no matter what our government or military say. That the promised end of the year will bring a conclusive judgment of our prospects is illusory. The Taliban can always decide to fight another day in places and times of their choosing.

There are obviously downsides to ending our ground combat role in Afghanistan and they will be heard incessantly—they range from the immeasurable, like the loss of wider credibility, and the concrete in its impact on many Afghans. The certainty of success is also not measurable and rarely set forth. It is not surprising that governments opt for waiting for something to turn up.

In the end, one has to make some assessment about our prospects in Afghanistan. Judgments will wildly differ. The basic issues for decision, are how long our ground forces stay and what they can accomplish. The longer we stay, the more likely we will stay longer in the hopes that something good will happen. The administration thus also avoids a fight with the Right, whose hold on the public discourse cannot be believed given their record this past decade. Nor will the American public necessarily tune out on Afghanistan, although polls show them increasingly uncertain about what the administration is doing. Colin Powell was clearly wrong in asserting that the American public could not fight a long war and needed an exit strategy for any future wars. The United States has now fought two bloody wars for over five years with monumental damage to the U.S. economy. And the fighting may well continue with public support or acquiescence. 

Public supports the war
The public supports the war in Afghanistan

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
For now, the public still supports both the war and the Obama Administration’s approach to it: A February 20–22 Gallup poll found 65 percent of respondents favoring the President’s decision to send an additional 17,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, with only 17 percent favoring a total withdrawal. But that support is fragile. Indeed, a nascent Afghan antiwar movement is already visible, and it includes both Democrats and Republicans. It is small now, but if history is any guide, it will grow as losses do, which they surely will. Even a successful counterinsurgency campaign looks bad in the early going. Classical COIN trades higher losses early on for lower casualties later, which will make the coming year in Afghanistan a hard one, regardless of the strategy’s ultimate merits. Many of the announced reinforcements will be used to clear areas now held by the Taliban and hold them against counterattack, both of which will increase near-term casualty rates. As the U.S. troop count increases, so will the violence, and many will associate the former with the latter. Expect the calls for withdrawal to grow apace with the body count. 

GOP supports counterinsurgency
The GOP supports maintaining a counterinsurgency strategy

Dreyfuss, 10 – independent journalist, contributing editor to the Nation (Robert, “Obama risks all on flip of a COIN,” Asia Times, 6/29, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LF29Df02.html)

That seems unequivocal, doesn't it? Vice President Joe Biden, famously dissed as Joe Bite-Me by one of the now-disgraced aides of General Stanley McChrystal in the Rolling Stone profile that got him fired, seems to think so. Said Biden, again according to Alter: “In July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it.” 
In the Alice-in-Wonderland world of the US military, however, things are rarely what they seem. Petraeus, the Central Command chief "demoted" in order to replace McChrystal as US war commander in Afghanistan, seems to be having second thoughts about what will happen next July - and those second thoughts are being echoed and amplified by a phalanx of hawks, neo-conservatives, and spokesmen for the counter-insurgency (COIN) cult, including Henry Kissinger, the Heritage Foundation and the editorial pages of the Washington Post. Chiming in, too, are the lock-step members of the Republican caucus on Capitol Hill, led by Senator John McCain. 



Presence key to bipartisanship

Afghan presence key to bipartisanship- neocons support Obama’s aggressive foreign policy

Heilbrunn, 09 (4/3/09, Jacob, The National Interest, “The Obama Concensus,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21204)
 President Obama, who pledged to bring bipartisanship to Washington, appears to have found one new ally on the Right: neoconservatives. On Tuesday, at the Mayflower Hotel, William Kristol and Robert Kagan held a maiden conference on Afghanistan to announce the formation of a new organization called the Foreign Policy Initiative. Speakers included John McCain and Jane Harman. Washington Post deputy editorial page editor Jackson Diehl moderated one session. The thrust of the conference was to support Obama’s pledge to ramp up the fight in Afghanistan—according to Fred Kagan, he, Obama, is sure to come under fire in the future for doing so—and to suppress any latent isolationist impulses that might manifest themselves in coming months and years.

Kristol’s latest foray into foreign policy has excited much comment. It was first reported by Laura Rozen of Foreign Policy. Since then, Matthew Yglesias has cogently observed that it points to the sway neoconservatives continue to hold in Washington—the Council on Foreign Relations, for example, has added Elliot Abrams to its roster—and that it’s mistaken to regard them as either a spent or a trivial force. Stephen Walt, in his blog on Foreign Policy, has bemoaned a lack of accountability among foreign-policy elites, likening the neocons to doctors who are never held responsible for the outcome of their bungled surgical interventions.

But the latest neocon move really shouldn’t come as a surprise. Neoconservatism began as a movement within the Democratic Party. Jeane Kirkpatrick remained a Democrat during Reagan’s first term. It was only with Reagan that other neocons signed on to the GOP. With the younger generation of neocons, such as Kristol, matters were a little different. They were never Democrats. Nevertheless, they occupied a somewhat ambiguous position in the party. In the 1990s, Kagan was closer to Bill Clinton’s foreign policy of intervention in the Balkans than he was to anti-interventionists among the Republicans in Congress. Ditto for Kristol.

What’s more, the Iraq War saw the formation of a de facto alliance between liberal hawks, on the one side, and neocons, on the other. They are conjoined twins. Might that alliance, then, be replicated in the Obama administration? Certainly Secretary of State Hillary Clinton won the battle over Afghanistan, championing an increased force. Other strong liberal-hawk voices include Anne-Marie Slaughter, head of the policy-planning staff, and Russia hand Michael McFaul. It would be an interesting development if the State Department turns into the locus of arguments for humanitarian intervention, while the Defense Department and National Security Council oppose them.

The truth, as I was reminded in attending a “Historical Retrospectives Symposium” held by Nicholas X. Rizopoulos at the Carnegie Council in New York on April 1, is that these arguments between realists and neoconservatives never go away. At the Council, the historian John Lukacs bracingly expounded upon his belief that Winston Churchill had consistently taken a realist view towards Russia. Lukacs was arguing, in essence, that Churchill was not an early neocon (as many neocons argue). He was someone who recognized that Stalin was a canny adversary, but not a crusading Bolshevik. He had more in common with Ivan the Terrible than with Lenin.

Whereupon military historian and neocon Max Boot countered that this was nonsense. Churchill, Boot argued, had it right early on in 1919 when he declared that Bolshevism needed to be strangled in its cradle. Think, Boot suggested, of the tragedies—the rise of Nazism, the subjugation of Eastern Europe, Mao’s brutal rule—that would have been avoided had Churchill’s admonitions been heeded. In essence, Boot was arguing that a military surge should have taken place—the Western allies should have gone all-out to assist Lenin’s opponents during the Russian Civil War—the Whites, the Greens, and so on—and extirpate communism.

Lukacs listened to Boot in disbelief. He snorted that he had always disagreed with William F. Buckley, Jr. and James Burnham who believed that history had “changed gears” in 1917. “History is not an automobile,” said Lukacs. Lukacs thundered that he, not Buckley, was a true conservative.

In my view, Lukacs was wrong. The Bolshevik revolution may have been a product of World War I, but it was a hinge-point in history. Lukacs wants to write ideology out of history, turning Stalin into a mere Russian nationalist. Boot had it right in maintaining that the Western democracies would have been far better off if they could have crushed Bolshevism. No Lenin, no Hitler. But the real question is: could they have? Had Woodrow Wilson sent even more troops into Siberia, would the allies have successfully stopped Trotsky and Co.? Or would America and the British, not to mention the Czechs, who fought their way out of Russia, been dragged into a morass they could never escape?

This is the same conundrum that Obama confronts in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Does realism dictate bailing out of Afghanistan or upping the ante?

Obama has chosen the latter, which is why neoconservatives are, for the moment, backing him. But dissenting voices can be heard, both inside and outside the Democratic Party. Thus, in his perspicacious new book Power Rules, Leslie H. Gelb suggests that a more restrained approach may preserve American preeminence. He has little patience for what he sees as the flights of fancy by neoconservatives and liberal internationalists who have joined, in his words,

to form a new group that advocates a concert of democracies or some kind of institutional alliance to consolidate like-minded democracies. . . . they make little room in their concert for Russia and China, which aren’t democracies but matter more than almost all those other democracies put together when it comes to diplomatic coalitions and power.

But perhaps Obama, in his quest for unity at home and abroad, will prove a foreign policy alchemist who can transcend these eternal debates, amalgamating realism, liberal internationalism and neoconservatism into one potent strategy that leaves everybody feeling wonderful. Obama doesn’t believe in chest-thumping, but seduction and reassurance. Just look at the way he’s wooing the Queen of England. His gift to her at Buckingham Palace was an iPod and a signed Richard Rodgers songbook. Maybe the iPod even included the lyrics to Rodger’s tunes, “Can’t You Do A Friend A Favor?” as well as “We’re Going to Balance the Budget.” 

***Politics – plan popular
Withdrawal popular – public 

Withdrawal popular- Americans no longer endorse deployment in Afghanistan

Leaver, 09 -  research fellow with the peace and security program at the Institute for Policy Studies (10/2/09, Erik, IPS, “How to Exit Afghanistan,” http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/how_to_exit_afghanistan)

The divide over the next steps in Afghanistan extends outside of Washington as well with a new USA Today poll indicating that 50% of Americans oppose sending more troops to Afghanistan, a 15% drop in support from March, when Obama ordered more troops. And where perhaps it matters most, in Afghanistan, support is even lower. A February 2009 ABC/BBC/ARD poll found that only 18%of Afghans support increasing the number of U.S. troops in their country.

Withdrawal popular with public- Americans and analysts are war-weary

Usborne & Starkley, 09 (3/27/09, David and Jerome, The Independent, “Obama’s Exit Strategy for Afghanistan,” http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/asia/obamas-exit-strategy-for-afghanistan-1655347.html)
Obama has to explain why beefing up US commitments remains crucial to root out the al-Qa'ida threat while simultaneously trying to lower expectations about what constitutes "victory". Notably absent will be expressions of the utopian goals favoured by his predecessor, George Bush, about forging a Western-style democracy.

The decision to take a firmer grip of the tiller in Afghanistan will meet mixed reactions from other troop contributors, including Britain. It reflects American frustration both with the reluctance expressed by Nato allies to maintain troop numbers as well the shortcomings in coordination between the Nato contingents on the ground. The war is now in its seventh year and recent polls have shown fast-shrinking American support for it.

Public supports pullout, despite GOP’s support for Obama’s Afghan policy

Rashid, 09 – former Pakistani revolutionary and journalist (10/27/09, Ahmed, The National Interest, “Trotsky in Baluchistan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22352)
Lawmakers have begun to compare Afghanistan to the U.S. debacle in South Vietnam and to the Soviet defeat in Afghanistan. An ABC poll said that 51 percent of Americans want U.S. troops out of Afghanistan. The most bizarre turnaround has come from right-wing Republicans who now back Obama and urge more troops, while left-wing Democrats from Obama’s own party are pushing for a pullout.

Public supports withdrawal 

Karl and wolf 09 – senior congressional correspondent in November 2008. In this role, he is responsible for covering Capitol Hill AND reporter who covers the U.S. Senate, ( Sept 11, Jonoathan and Z. Bryon, “War in Afghanistan Faces Looming Political Battle in Congress” http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-war-faces-battle-congress-democrats-pushing-withdrawal/story?id=8547211&page=1 ) 
As for public opinion, the latest ABC News poll on the question suggests that Pelosi is correct and that Obama will have to work hard to build public support for the war effort. In the poll, released Aug. 17, 51 percent said the war wasn't worth fighting. And those favoring reducing troop levels (45 percent) far outnumbered those favoring an increase (24 percent). 

Counterterrorism popular

Maintaining the policy of killing al-Qaeda’s leadership is vital to sustaining domestic support if the U.S. withdraws

Simon, and Stevenson, 9 * adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations,  AND **Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College, (Steven and Jonathan, “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?” Survival, 51:5, 47 – 67, October 2009 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a915362559&fulltext=7132409)

Given the tenuous relationship between instability in Afghanistan and the graver threat posed by instability in Pakistan, the typically long duration of insurgencies and infrequency of indecisive outcomes, and the daunting list of prerequisites to US counter-insurgency success in Afghanistan, Washington should quietly develop a fallback strategy. Such a strategy should play to demonstrated US strengths. From the standpoint of the US domestic constituency to which American policymakers are ultimately answerable, the core concerns are still al-Qaeda and allied militants and the threats they pose to Americans.

Accordingly, Washington might continue its current policy of eliminating al-Qaeda's leadership through targeted killing. Although it is a controversial policy, the Obama administration's position in the freighted domestic policy debate on the nature of counter-terrorism is entirely consistent with it. Despite its declared post-11 September national security policy, which acknowledged roles for both law enforcement and military force in combating terrorism, in practice the Bush administration gave short shrift to law enforcement and strongly favoured military measures. Obama, both during the presidential campaign and after assuming office, decried what he and others viewed as the excessive militarisation of counter-terrorism in practice, and endorsed a more fluid, open-minded and pragmatic approach. While he would prefer to fight transnational terrorists with law-enforcement tools, he understood that that could not always be done effectively. In particular, he realised that the United States could not, practically speaking, dispatch FBI special agents to Pakistan's anarchical tribal areas and other ungoverned spaces in an unmarked Ford Crown Victoria to arrest al-Qaeda suspects and bring them back to federal district court in Washington for trial, so measures like targeted killing from drones were needed. Thus, Obama continued and in fact ramped up the targetedkilling policy when he became president.

Counterterrorism popular – bipartisan 

Bipartisan support for counterterrorism and reduction in presence

Littlepage, 09 - (Dec 3, Mary“Bipartisan Group of Legislators Opposes Increasing Troops in Afghanistan” http://www.truth-out.org/1203099)
A bipartisan group of legislators wrote a letter to President Barack Obama to oppose his call to increase the number of US troops in Afghanistan. The group consists of Sen. Russ Feingold (D-Wis.), Rep. Jim McGovern (D-Mass.) and Rep. Walter Jones (R-N.C.).
Feingold, McGovern and Jones said they think that Congress should debate and vote on an increase in troops for the eight-year war in Afghanistan. The bipartisan group also opposes the increase because the three men said they think it could undermine the United States' ability to address the global threat posed by al Qaeda, and they expressed concern for the loss in lives and resources from the war, as well as concern that the war creates many mental health troubles such as post-traumatic stress disorder and suicide among many soldiers.
In the letter, the members wrote,"Congress should vote on whether to continue an armed nation-building campaign in Afghanistan that has already cost the lives of over eight hundred brave American men and women and hundreds of billions of dollars."
When President Obama gave his presidential address on Tuesday night, he said that we owe our people and troops a complete review of the war in Afghanistan and that it is a vital necessity to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, starting in early 2010, to target the insurgency and secure key population centers. "I do not make this decision lightly," Obama said.
Obama estimated that $30 billion would be spent this year on the war in Afghanistan, and he said the security of not only Americans but also people in Afghanistan and Pakistan is at stake. He said he aims for the troops to disrupt and dismantle al Qaeda and to deny al Qaeda a safe haven for violent extremism in Afghanistan. Obama also said he aims to start sending troops home after 18 months and hopes for a "responsible transition of our forces out of Afghanistan."
Feingold, McGovern and Jones wrote the president, "We appreciate your thoughtful deliberation on this topic and commend you for saying when you will begin to reduce our large-scale military presence in Afghanistan.†But we cannot support your decision to prolong and expand a risky and unsustainable strategy in the region.
"While we support ongoing civilian engagement in Afghanistan and counterterrorism efforts in the region, we do not believe more American lives should be risked to support an illegitimate, corrupt government fighting what is largely a civil war."
Obama said that extra troops in Afghanistan would increase the United States' ability to train competent Afghan security forces and to partner with them so that more Afghanis can get into the fight and so that the troops will help create the conditions for the US to transfer responsibility to the people in Afghanistan.
The three congressmen said that sending more troops to Afghanistan is "unlikely to help, and could hurt, our efforts to address al Qaeda's safe haven in Pakistan."Also, they said al Qaeda and its affiliates are also located in Yemen, Somalia, North Africa and other places around the world."Rather than investing so many of our resources in Afghanistan, we should pursue a comprehensive, global counterterrorism strategy," they said.
Feingold, McGovern and Jones expressed doubt that the US military objectives that the Obama administration has identified may not be achievable and that a troop buildup could be counterproductive. "There is a serious danger that the ongoing, large-scale US military presence will continue to provoke greater militancy in the region and further destabilize both Afghanistan and nuclear-armed Pakistan," they said. "The pursuit of unrealistic nation-building goals is making it harder to isolate members of al Qaeda from those who do not have an international terrorist agenda."
The group of congressmen also expressed concern for the strain that sending extra troops to Afghanistan would put on people in the military and their communities.

Counterterrorism popular/Biden 

The plan has Biden’s and other high-level support

Bailey 09 - former White House Correspondent for Newsweek, (October 10, Holly, “An Inconvenient Truth Teller” http://www.newsweek.com/2009/10/09/an-inconvenient-truth-teller.html
Back in March, Biden stood alone. When Obama announced that he was launching a counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan—to develop the country and make its civilians safe from the Taliban—Biden was the only one of the president's top advisers to seriously question the wisdom of this course. The vice president even authored a short paper, called "Counterterrorism-Plus," outlining his case for a better-defined, more limited mission. The president listened but promised to review his policy again only after the Afghan election in August. Biden "didn't get a lot of traction internally," says a White House staffer familiar with the debate who did not want to be named discussing internal deliberations.

In the early days of the administration, Biden was a bit of a joke in some quarters of the White House. He was never the buffoonish character portrayed by late-night comics, but his off-message blurts were the source of eye-rolling and some irritation among the president's men and women. None of the gaffes was particularly damaging, but aides who'd been with Obama through the campaign knew that the president valued very tight control. Biden himself seemed wounded by the sniggering. Asked about his gaffes by a NEWSWEEK reporter last spring, he responded a little defensively, "A gaffe in Washington is someone telling the truth, and telling the truth has never hurt me."

Biden can still be irrepressible and long-winded. But in the Oval Office he has learned to be more disciplined without losing his edge. His persistence and truth telling have paid off, and he's found a role for himself. On Afghanistan in particular, the vice president's once lonesome position now has high-level support. The president himself seems to be looking for a middle way—not pulling out of Afghanistan, but at the same time not sending in the more than 40,000 troops requested by the U.S. ground commander, Gen. Stanley McChrystal. Biden has also played the gadfly on health care. He hasn't advocated a particular course of action, but rather has challenged the assumptions of others. "He says the things that others at the table don't want to talk about, or which they find uncomfortable," says White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel. 

Biden key to agenda
Biden is key to the agenda 

Bailey 09 - former White House Correspondent for Newsweek, (October 10, Holly, “An Inconvenient Truth Teller” http://www.newsweek.com/2009/10/09/an-inconvenient-truth-teller.html ) 

Across the board, Biden's real value to the president is not really his specific advice. It's his ability to stir things up. Senior government officials who have participated in small meetings with the president and vice president have noticed Obama and Biden engaged in a duet. "The president will lean over, and they will quietly talk to each other. Biden will then question someone, make comments, and the president just leans back and seems to be taking it all in before he speaks," Attorney General Eric Holder tells NEWSWEEK. Ron Klain, Biden's chief of staff, describes the interaction like this: "President Obama is one of the world's greatest listeners; you can't tell what he is thinking. He's able to watch the VP ask tough questions and doesn't have to do that himself. [In that way] he doesn't have to reveal what he's thinking. That's very valuable."

After the election, Obama spoke of wanting a "team of rivals" in the White House. That sounds very Lincolnesque, but in the wired world of cable and bloggers, rivals (or, more typically, their staffers) can quickly become leakers and troublemakers. Presidents can soon come to feel embattled and besieged; the natural inclination is to surround the presidency with yes men and true believers. Biden is a truth teller, almost congenitally so, but he is no backstabber. There is an appealing, slightly vulnerable quality about his eagerness to please. He may run off at the mouth, but he is known for his loyalty. "If there were no gaffes, there'd be no Joe. He's someone you can't help but like," says Sen. Lindsey Graham, Republican of South Carolina. It is significant that when Biden dissented on Afghanistan policy in the spring, he did not go running to the press with his opinions, and he quickly got on board with administration policy.

Biden and Obama did not instantly bond. As a junior senator, Obama was not an intimate of Biden, a six-term veteran and committee chairman. The two men were rivals for the Democratic nomination until Biden dropped out in the early primaries, and Obama chose Biden as his running mate partly because he was a safe political choice, reassuring to Joe Six-Pack voters who might find Obama a little haughty. But Obama knew that Biden could be a shrewd and pointed questioner, particularly on foreign policy. In the spring of 2008, when candidate Obama was regarded as a greenhorn on foreign policy, he surprised and impressed the pundits by deftly probing Gen. David Petraeus on Iraq policy at a congressional hearing. No one but Obama knew at the time that Biden had advised him on his line of questioning.

Offered the No. 2 spot on the Democratic ticket that August, Biden hesitated before saying yes. He was well aware of the professional dangers of the office—from the pronouncement of John Nance Garner, FDR's first vice president, that the job was "not worth a bucket of warm piss" to Dick Cheney's attempts to run a kind of shadow presidency. Neither prospect beckoned to Biden.

That fall he told The New Yorker that his model was Lyndon Johnson, who wanted to help the young John F. Kennedy navigate the shoals of Congress. It was an odd choice: LBJ was miserable, mocked by the Kennedys as "Uncle Cornpone," and Biden risked repeating his fate with the ambitious, smart guys around Obama. More wisely, Biden consulted Walter Mondale, the former senator who became Jimmy Carter's veep and was the first to insist on an office inside the White House, near the Oval Office. Mondale advised Biden to stake out his claim, to decide what he really wanted.

The answer was access. Biden did not want an agenda or an assigned policy task or a big staff. But he did want to be in the room when the decisions were made. Obama agreed and told him he wanted Biden's "unvarnished opinion." Recounting this moment to a NEWSWEEK reporter, Biden opened his arms wide and mock-bellowed, "You've got it!"

At first Obama may have felt that he'd gotten more than he bargained for. The two men are Mutt and Jeff, warm and a little verbose versus precise and a little too cool. After serving as a committee chairman, wielding his own gavel, Biden had trouble adjusting to the bureaucratic strictures of the vice presidency. "This is the first time I've had a boss in 37 years," he told NEWSWEEK in May. To his staff, he would sometimes confess that he had talked too long or said the wrong thing at a meeting with the president—that he had to sharpen his approach.

Less than a month into the Obama presidency, Biden forthrightly, if unwisely, declared that the new administration's economic plan had a "30 percent chance" of failure. Asked about this at a press conference, Obama smiled thinly and answered, "You know, I don't remember what Joe was referring to, not surprisingly." Obama's staffers, who were lined up along the back wall at the presser, snickered along with the press.

Biden felt insulted. Through staffers, Obama apologized, protesting that he had meant no disrespect. But at one of their regularly scheduled weekly lunches, Biden directly raised the incident with the president. The veep said he was trying to be more disciplined about his own remarks, but he asked that in return the president refrain from making fun (and require his staff to do likewise). He made the point that even the impression that the president was dissing him was not only bad for Biden, but bad for the administration. The conversation cleared the air, according to White House aides who did not want to be identified discussing a private -conversation.

To demonstrate their palship (and dampen the rumors of disaffection between them), the president and vice president were photographed at one point, sleeves rolled up, eating hamburgers together. Biden worked on discretion. Asked by NEWSWEEK as he flew on Air Force Two in the spring if he could describe any moments when he had influenced the president's thinking, Biden stared down at his hands for a few seconds. "I think I should let him tell you that," he finally said. "Good answer!" exclaimed his relieved communications director, Jay Carney.

Biden can get carried away gushing on about all the time he spends with the president ("Four hours a day!") and his close relations in the administration. ("Hillary Clinton!" Biden exclaims, throwing an arm in the air. "We've been friends for 20 years! Confidants!") But in fact his many friendships forged over the years are highly useful to Obama, who had spent just four years in Washington before becoming president, and half of that on the road campaigning. Biden "knows all the players," says Emanuel. On a trip to Europe and the Middle East this summer, Biden joked and guffawed with political leaders across two continents. He was also able to privately deliver bad news and the occasional scolding in a way the president never could. With the Russians in particular, the president and vice president played good cop–bad cop. Obama publicly declared that he wanted to establish a new era of good feeling with the Kremlin while Biden reminded the Russians that Washington was watching their territorial ambitions and human-rights record.

Biden is especially useful with his former colleagues in the Senate, where he showed an unusual willingness to reach across the aisle. He is still a regular in the Senate gym and dining room. "I've seen him so much, it's like he never left," says Sen. Arlen Specter, Democrat of Pennsylvania. Though Biden initially suggested that Obama might not want to try for health-care reform in his first year in office, the veep has been conscientiously rounding up votes for months. He also brought a dose of reality to the internal discussions over how far the administration could go. "He's been asking, 'What are the trade-offs here?'" says Emanuel. "Early on in the administration everyone thinks you can do everything everywhere. He was the one saying you need to make choices—choices within the health-care system and choices between that and other initiatives. By stating the uncomfortable—or stating the obvious if you've spent time in Congress—he helped people see with better clarity what the choices were, and the consequences of those choices." Emanuel likes to say that government is often a choice between bad and worse, and suggests Biden understands that as well as anyone in the administration.

That description perfectly captures the president's options on Afghanistan. In March, when Obama made his decision to back a counterinsurgency strategy, there was not a searching examination in the White House over the potential cost—in bodies, money, or political capital—or the real prospects for success. During the presidential campaign, Obama had declared that Afghanistan, not Iraq, was the right war, and so the assumption at the White House was that the president would have to make good on his words. He had a request for at least 30,000 more troops on his desk, and he wanted to get enough of them to Afghanistan in time to be of use for the August election. (He ultimately approved a troop increase of 21,000, to a total of 68,000.) Only Biden vigorously questioned whether America would have the patience or resources for a full-scale counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan over the long run. Obama said he'd review the situation again after the election.

In June, Obama appointed General McChrystal commander of U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan (relieving Gen. David McKiernan, who was deemed to be insufficiently creative and forward-leaning by the Pentagon high command). The general was given 60 days to make a recommendation on how to implement the counterinsurgency strategy. McChrystal wrote a classified 66-page report (later leaked to Bob Woodward of The Washington Post) calling for more than 40,000 additional troops and a rigorous attempt to cut down on civilian casualties. McChrystal warned that the situation was "deteriorating" and that, without reinforcements, "failure" was a real possibility.

In Washington, Biden "appeared to grow uncomfortable with the administration rushing to double down without thinking it through," says Richard N. Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations, who served both Presidents Bush. Haass, who had opposed the invasion of Iraq in 2003, had written an op-ed in The New York Times on Aug. 20 arguing that Afghanistan was a "war of choice," not a "war of necessity"—refuting Obama's characterization in a speech to the Veterans of Foreign Wars that same week. Biden called Haass and began quizzing him, later inviting him down to dinner in Washington. "By late August, early September," says Haass, "Biden was pressing his case with the president and the other principals."

Biden has been incorrectly characterized as a dove who wants to pull out of Afghanistan. In fact, according to his "Counterterrorism-Plus" paper, he wants to maintain a large troop presence. He also favors a greater emphasis on training Afghan troops—and defending Kabul and Kandahar—than on chasing the Taliban around the countryside, and he wants more diplomatic efforts to try to peel away those Taliban who can be bought with money or other inducements (like political power). He is leery of massive attempts at nation building and more hopeful that the United States can work with local warlords than with the corrupt and inept central government in Kabul. On a grander strategic level, he wants to tilt the administration's efforts more toward Pakistan (to "make the problem PakAf, not AfPak"), reasoning that Al Qaeda—the real threat to the United States—is hiding out not in Afghanistan but in nuclear-armed -Pakistan.

Biden was once a liberal interventionist. During the 1990s he pushed to use force in the Balkans to stop Serb territorial aggression and genocide. But he has always been a member of the Vietnam generation, and, unlike some younger members of the administration, including the president, he has a firsthand memory of American defeat. "There are a lot of differences [between Vietnam and Afghanistan]," says Chuck Hagel, the former Republican senator from Nebraska and a Vietnam vet who often talks to Biden, "but one of the similarities is how easily and quickly a nation can get bogged down in a very dangerous part of the world. It's easy to get into but not easy to get out. The more troops you throw in places, the more difficult it is to work it out because you have an investment to protect."

Long Washington experience has made Biden a political realist, if not a bit of a cynic. Shortly after 9/11, he described to NEWSWEEK's Michael Hirsh how he had been summoned to the White House for a heart-to-heart with George W. Bush. Bush reassured him that the United States would not abandon Afghanistan after routing Al Qaeda and the Taliban. Bush 43 even indirectly criticized Bush 41, who had turned away from the Afghans in 1989—after the United States had covertly helped the mujahedin rout the Soviet invaders. Biden warned Bush that the commitment would cost billions and take years and a large multinational force, but he was encouraged by the president's enthusiasm. As Biden was leaving the White House, Press Secretary Ari Fleischer asked him to stop outside at the press stakeout to show that Bush's policies had bipartisan support. Biden agreed, but then Fleischer hesitated. "You're not going to say anything about 'nation building,' are you?" he asked. Biden dryly retorted, "You mean, what the president talked about for the last hour?" For Biden, the story encapsulated all the "phoniness" of the endless debate of America's role overseas. The Republicans had slammed Bill Clinton for years over nation building, but now that they were engaging in some of it themselves, they wanted to do it by another name.

On trips to Afghanistan with congressional delegations, Biden gradually grew disillusioned with President Hamid Karzai, who had seemed like such a heroic and hopeful figure in 2002. At a dinner Biden attended with Karzai and several other senators in early 2008, Karzai obstinately refused to concede that his government was riddled with corruption. Exasperated, Biden threw down his napkin and walked out.

Obama also had doubts, dating back to when he met Karzai during the campaign. But this August, as it appeared that Karzai or his followers had committed vast fraud in the election, other Obama administration officials also began to seriously doubt whether Karzai was worth the candle. Biden's earlier warnings began to take on more resonance in the White House war councils.

Biden, it should be noted, has not always showed the most clear-eyed judgment. In 1990 he voted against American involvement in the first Gulf war, which turned out to be a relatively low-cost success, whereas he voted for the invasion of Iraq, which turned into a near fiasco. He opposed the 2007 Iraq surge, which rescued the American effort from near defeat.

The president relies on Biden's judgment, but he may be more interested in having his veep play the devil's advocate. One senses, from both his track record and his recent remarks, that Obama is comfortable with having Biden push from one side and General McChrystal push from the other. Last week the president told congressional leaders that he did not plan on drawing down troops in Afghanistan, but by the same token he was rethinking the full-scale counterinsurgency strategy proposed by McChrystal. Obama has shown a penchant for splitting the difference, for finding the middle way on tough policy issues.

Some administration officials, led by Biden, appear to hope that American forces can rely more on counterterrorism operations—attacks by Predator drones and small elite units on terrorist hiding places—to hold Afghanistan together and defeat Al Qaeda. But critics call this "splitting the baby" and say it'll never work. As a senior civilian Pentagon official points out, "No one has more experience with counterterrorism than McChrystal," who ran black ops in Iraq and Afghanistan for five years. "If there was an easier, better way, he'd be pushing for it," says this official, who would not be quoted discussing internal deliberations. Opinions within the intelligence community are split, according to current and former operatives. Some back McChrystal's view that the only way to obtain the intelligence necessary to conduct counterterror operations is by a counterinsurgency campaign that protects civilians. Yet a significant minority of intelligence officials, at the CIA and elsewhere, doubt that more troops will make much difference; some think the additional forces could be counterproductive.

Senior military officials backing Mc-Chrystal have not given up hope that Obama will fully support the general, not Biden, and order tens of thousands more troops to Afghanistan. It is impossible to know with certainty where Obama will come out on this; the strategy meetings will go on until atleast next week. But the presidentwill have confidence that whatever he decides, he will have challenged all assumptions and thrashed out all views. He can also be confident that he won't be second-guessed by his vice president. Biden is determined to be a "team player," says a close friend who asked for anonymity while commenting on Biden's motivations. "He wants to help the president. Joe is someone who is probably not going to run again. This is the apex of his career, and there is no separate agenda. There are people close to the president who are driven crazy by Joe's candor," says the friend. "But that's what you get with Joe."

AT: Drawdown controversial
No link – current political climate means move from COIN strategy will not be as vulnerable to backlash 

IISS 10 – International Institute for Strategic Studies, (April, “Obama's presidency bolstered by political success” http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-comments/past-issues/volume-16-2010/april/obamas-presidency-bolstered-by-political-success/ )

As a consequence, the US has adopted a policy of qualified escalation, seeking to pacify Afghanistan through coercive and expansive counter-insurgency (‘clear, hold, build’) operations and a concerted state-building effort to bring order to its politics, contain regional militancy and ensure stability in Pakistan. The US plans to bring the American troop presence in Afghanistan to a peak of 100,000 by late summer 2010, which would represent an increase of nearly a third over the mid-2009 number. Obama’s intention is to begin drawing down the American presence in Afghanistan in July 2011. 

Yet the coalition effort in Afghanistan appears increasingly problematic. Despite effective US-led offensives in early 2010 – notably in Marja, in Helmand Province – the Taliban is proving to be resilient. Afghan President Hamid Karzai has resisted US pressure to root out corruption, and is growing more distant from Washington, but his authority remains hard to sidestep. US-led training programmes for the Afghan army and especially the national police have been revealed as flawed, wasteful and ineffectual. At the same time, the ‘drone war’ against al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders in the tribal areas of Pakistan has continued to be highly effective, and a stepped-up effort over the past three months appears to have discouraged them from building up operational bases. 

Accordingly, it may transpire that the full-blooded counter-insurgency and state-building effort embodied by Obama’s current Afghanistan policy is not, in fact, necessary to protect vital American interests in establishing sufficient regional stability and denying al-Qaeda a safe haven in Central and South Asia. In that case, after the health-care success, the Obama administration might judge that readjusting Afghanistan policy to set less ambitious goals might prove less vulnerable to conservative retaliation – particularly if the US public becomes uneasy with sustained American casualties and little progress to show for them. Given the central importance of an acceptable result in Afghanistan to Obama’s foreign policy, it is conceivable that he could again change course there. However, since he has already hedged the existing policy by building in the date of July 2011 for de-escalation to commence, he may wait until then to take stock.

 

No link uniqueness  - fighting 

[insert will delay] 

Delaying withdrawal will cost Obama capital

Goodman, 10 *former producer for NBC Nightly News author for The Washington Post, Los Angeles Times and the Columbia Journalism Review (Sandy, “From McChrystal to Petraeus: From Fry Pan To Fire?”, Huffington Post, 6/24/10, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sandy-goodman/from-mcchrystal-to-petrae_b_623846.html)

However, delaying that timeline would surely have political consequences, as well as miring us more deeply in a bottomless pit. One would be to outrage Obama's base and anyone else who doesn't believe the war can be won, just 15 months before the president runs for re-election. But if Obama is still determined to hold to his timeline, I doubt he can expect much help from the new general he's put in charge, a man even more popular with Republicans than with Democrats, a man who could just end up running against him in 2012. 

No link uniqueness – agenda 

Afghanistan will inevitably tank Obama’s agenda

Boyle, 10 - 1 Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews (3/10/10, Michael, International Affairs, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/123318677/abstract)

On the other side of the Atlantic, however, the debate was framed differently. In September 2009, General Stanley McChrystal delivered a classified report to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates which stated that without a comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy and an additional 40,000 troops for Afghanistan the mission would ‘likely result in failure’.4 This call for additional troops to salvage a military campaign that was not going well—and the memories of Vietnam that it evoked—rattled the war-weary American public and caused unease in Washington. Aware that escalating the war in Afghanistan could lead to a quagmire and derail his domestic agenda, President Obama called for a full review of his options before making a decision on troop deployment. Almost immediately, his critics attacked him for dithering and portrayed the decision facing him as a stark choice between counterterrorism and counterinsurgency.5 His administration was also divided on this issue. While Robert Gates and the Secretary of State, Hillary Clinton, were reportedly in favour of General McChrystal’s expanded counterinsurgency plan, the US ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl W. Eikenberry, expressed reservations about deploying more troops in such a capacity.6 VicePresident Joe Biden was even more sceptical about a renewed counterinsurgency campaign and authored a proposal called ‘Counterterrorism Plus’ to convince President Obama that the mission should be limited to targeting Al-Qaeda operatives in Afghanistan.7 Those advocating a counterterrorism approach pointed out that since the US had no legitimate local partner after the flawed elections which returned Hamid Karzai to power, no comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy could be implemented.

Staying the course in Afghanistan will cost political capital

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
Obama, by contrast, heads a Democratic Party that is already divided on the Afghan war and likely to grow more so over time. He also faces a series of domestic crises that will require him to spend political capital in order to win support for his governing agenda. Republicans have shown little willingness to cooperate on anything else, and the Administration’s new ownership of the Afghanistan war gives the GOP another opportunity to retreat into opposition as the news from the front gets worse. Obama could face a situation in which a bipartisan antiwar coalition threatens the majority he will need to maintain funding for an increasingly unpopular war. His ability to impose party discipline could be limited by competing priorities, depending in part on how long and how deep the economic crisis turns out to be.

***Midterms
Current Afghanistan strategy will cause Democrats to lose midterms
Obama’s current strategy will destroy Democrats in the midterms
Bergen 09 - Senior Fellow and the co-director of the Counterterrorism and Counterinsurgency Initiative at the New America Foundation (7/1/09, Peter, “Winning the Good War,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2009/winning_good_war_15908)

Throughout his campaign last year, President Barack Obama said repeatedly that the real central front of the war against terrorists was on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. And now he is living up to his campaign promise to roll back the Taliban and al-Qaeda with significant resources. By the end of the year there will be some 70,000 American soldiers in Afghanistan, and the Obama administration is pushing for billions of dollars in additional aid to both Afghanistan and Pakistan.

This has caused consternation among some in the Democratic Party. In May, fifty-one House Democrats voted against continued funding for the Afghan war. And David Obey, the chairman of the powerful House Appropriations Committee, which controls federal spending, says the White House must show concrete results in Afghanistan within a year--implying that if it doesn't do so, he will move to turn off the money spigot. If this is the attitude of Obama's own party, one can imagine what the Republicans will be saying if his "Af-Pak" strategy doesn't start yielding results as they gear up for the 2010 midterm elections.

