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***1ac – hegemony advantage rework
1ac – plan

The United States federal government should substantially reduce military presence assigned to the counterinsurgency mission in Afghanistan.
1ac – Hegemony

Advantage I: Hegemony

The war in Afghanistan will collapse American primacy – 2 internal links:

First – credibility.  Obama announced a July 2011 withdrawal date, but it is based on the conditional success of the counterinsurgency mission.  This deadline is perceived as unconditional withdrawal and has created global confusion
Rogin, 10 - staff writer for Foreign Policy, Prior to that, Josh covered defense and foreign policy for Congressional Quarterly. Josh has also worked at the House International Relations Committee, and the Brookings Institution (Josh, “Petraeus: Withdrawal timeline does not mean "switching off the lights",” The Cable, 6/29, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/petraeus_withdrawal_timeline_does_not_mean_switching_off_the_lights)

When General David Petraeus testifies today on Capitol Hill, his main job will be to carefully define the timeline for the beginning of America's exit from Afghanistan, a timeline that has stakeholders in Washington and throughout the region confused and concerned. 

"As the President has stated, July 2011 is the point at which we will begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government will take more and more responsibility for its own security," Petraeus wrote in his advanced questions submitted to the Senate Armed Services Committee and obtained by The Cable. "As the President has also indicated, July 2011 is not a date when we will be rapidly withdrawing our forces and -switching off the lights and closing the door behind us." 

His job will also be to defend President Obama's decision to set a public date for the beginning of the withdrawal in the first place, by arguing that having a time line in the public discussion helps pressure the Afghans to move faster toward being able to govern and secure their country on their own. 

"I believe there was value in sending a message of urgency -- July 2011... But it is important that July 2011 be seen for what it is:  the date when a process begins, in which the reduction of US forces must be based on the conditions at the time, and not a date when the U.S. heads for the exits," he wrote to the committee. He stressed that multiple times that the pace of the drawdown would be "conditions based." 

But even in his own writing to the committee, Petraeus acknowledged that the enemy, the Taliban and other insurgents in Afghanistan, are waiting out the coalition and biding their time until foreign forces decide to leave. 

"Insurgent leaders view their tactical and operational losses in 2010 as inevitable and acceptable.  The Taliban believe they can outlast the Coalition's will to fight and believe this strategy will be effective despite short-term losses.  The Taliban also believe they can sustain momentum and maintain operational capacity," he wrote. 

One of the main enablers of any U.S. exit is the development of the Afghan National Security Forces, which has not gone at the pace the coalition had hoped. Petraeus wrote that he would review the situation of the ANSF within four months of assuming command, if confirmed. 

As of the latest review, only 5 out of 19 Afghan National Army brigades can function without a majority of their functions supported by the U.S., according to Petraeus, and only 2 out of 7 major headquarters can function properly without significant coalition support. As of June 27, there are 7,261 ANA troops in the city of Kandahar and 6,794 Afghan soldiers in Helmand province, Petraeus wrote. 

He also said that a comprehensive plan to reintegrate some Taliban fighters is under final review with President Hamid Karzai and "offers the potential to reduce violence and provide realistic avenues to assimilate Pashtun insurgents back into Afghanistan society." 

Petraeus promised to take a look at the rules of engagement that U.S. soldiers in Afghanistan feel are tying their hands in the fight, but he didn't say whether he was leaning toward changing them or not. 

Meanwhile, confusion over the president's timeline persists both in Washington and abroad as interested parties try to interpret the July 2011 date in a way that serves their own political interests. 

 House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-CA, said Monday that there would be "a serious drawdown" next summer, seemingly getting ahead of the administration in an effort to appease the liberal wing of her caucus, which is threatening to not support more funding for the war. 

Two of the committee members Petraeus will face today, Sens. John McCain, R-AZ, and Lindsey Graham, R-SC, held a press conference Thursday to announce their opposition to setting any public date, no matter what the caveats. 

Foreign leaders are especially confused, particularly the Afghan and Pakistani governments, who see a difference between public promises of drawdowns and private assurances from the administration that the July 2011 date would not precipitate large scale troop reductions. 

One high level diplomatic source said that Pakistani and Afghan leaders believe that they were told by National Security Advisor Jim Jones that there was not going to be a big withdrawal and the there would be "no reduction in commitment" in July 2011. 

But regardless of whether the administration sent mixed messages, the nuance of their time line policy has been misunderstood or ignored in the region, as various actors start to plan strategies with the expectation that U.S. troops are leaving. 

"In retrospect, despite all the caveats, it was a mistake to put such a date certain for the beginning of withdrawal," said Shuja Nawaz, director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council. "The word beginning was lost and it strengthens the ability of different interests to hedge, which is exactly what they've been doing." 

1ac – Hegemony

The counterinsurgency mission will fail for multiple reasons – there is no chance of meeting the deadline
Nelson, 9 – former director of a Joint Task Force in support of Operation Enduring Freedom, retired naval officer with assignments at the National Counterterrorism Center and National Security Council, and Senior Fellow at the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies  (Rick, “The Other Side of the COIN”, 10/1, http://csis.org/publication/other-side-coin)

Q1: General McChrystal is expected to request up to 40,000 additional troops and recommend a greater focus on counterinsurgency operations. Is this approach likely to succeed in strengthening the Afghan state, defeating the Taliban, and advancing America’s fight against terrorism?
A1: Probably not. Counterinsurgency doctrine, or COIN, has captured the hearts and minds of many in the D.C. policy community. Upon close inspection, however, it becomes clear that COIN, at least as applied to Afghanistan, is built on a number of shaky assumptions. Consider:
1. Even if General McChrystal gets all 40,000 troops he has requested, the combined International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), and Afghan contingent would still number less than 250,000—far fewer than the 670,000 troops the U.S. Army’s own Counterinsurgency Field Manual suggests is necessary to secure a state of Afghanistan’s size.
2. Widespread corruption in the August 20 election has widened the trust gap between the Karzai government and the Afghan people. Because successful counterinsurgency requires a government that is credible and responsive to its citizens, these developments threaten to derail the U.S. and NATO mission. And as our experience in South Vietnam made painfully clear, the White House is usually powerless to force any host nation to enact good-government reforms.

3. General McChrystal’s strategic review emphasizes “population protection” as the key to drying up support for the Taliban. The claim is based on the assumption that insurgencies require the backing, or at least acquiescence, of surrounding communities in order to function. But a recent article in the Washington Post noted that the Taliban rely primarily on foreign, rather than local, funding sources, a fact that suggests that population protection may ultimately do little to diminish the insurgency’s strength.
4. Public support for a counterinsurgency campaign of such massive proportions simply does not exist. Recent polls suggest that over 50 percent of Americans are against sending more troops to Afghanistan. And our European allies are even less enthusiastic about escalating the war.

5. Finally, the COIN framework is built on the larger assumption that eliminating the Taliban and stabilizing Afghanistan is the best use of American resources in the broader effort to combat terrorism. Al Qaeda’s presence in a pre-9/11, Taliban-controlled Afghanistan has convinced many officials that a Taliban takeover would result in al Qaeda’s inevitable return to the state. But al Qaeda already has established itself in Pakistan’s semi-governed spaces. Along with Taliban and other extremist militants, the group enjoys the relative safety of these territories, where Pakistani sovereignty precludes any substantive U.S. ground force. Even if al Qaeda were to reenter Afghanistan sometime in the future, the United States would face the same basic terrorist threats that it does today. Critics will argue that Afghanistan served as a base and planning center for 9/11. True enough; but al Qaeda, in establishing a presence in Pakistan, Somalia, and Yemen has already developed numerous “safe havens.” In short, our overwhelming focus on Afghanistan fails to serve a more nuanced counterterrorism strategy that acknowledges the many other areas in which al Qaeda operates.

Q2: So how should the United States approach the war?
A2: We need to reframe our thinking about U.S. goals and the means to achieve them. As outlined above, COIN in Afghanistan is only tenuously linked to counterterrorism, the original purpose of our efforts. The Obama administration should implement a more minimalist policy in the region, one that employs special operations forces and airstrikes to directly target terrorists, especially leaders of cells.

Critics charge that these operations are mere tactical successes, detached from any larger strategy. This is a disingenuous assessment. Targeted strikes do, in fact, serve the greater strategic purpose of disrupting the planning and execution of terrorist attacks. Unlike COIN—which seems to harbor the grandiose notion of eliminating terrorism by transforming societies, regardless of cost—counterterrorism acknowledges that radicalism will always exist and that policymakers should directly seek to contain it.
At the core of this shift is an acknowledgment that our best Afghanistan policy is no better than our best Pakistan policy. ISAF and Afghan forces can do everything imaginable to eliminate Taliban influence in the country, but any effort that does not address the presence of militants in Pakistan’s semi-governed spaces ultimately does little to reduce the threat posed by al Qaeda. At a most basic level, the Obama administration must change the calculus of the Pakistani military and Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) with regard to extremists in the country’s northwest. Doing so will force the United States to play a central role in rapprochement between Pakistan and India—and be a fair broker to both parties.

What about Afghanistan? Proponents of an “all-in” approach tend to misrepresent a minimalist strategy as complete withdrawal, arguing that the United States abandoned Afghanistan after the Soviet war and that doing so again would plunge the country into anarchy. But few serious analysts are talking about abandoning Afghanistan, and there is no reason to believe that a smaller, more specialized force would not be able to confront any resumption of al Qaeda activity in the country. As far as the Taliban are concerned, there is reason to believe that an ever-larger foreign troop presence simply swells the movement’s ranks (to wit: it has been dismaying to watch increased troop levels correlate with recent Taliban gains). Until the administration can convincingly demonstrate how additional troops will, in fact, support broader national security and counterterrorism goals, the United States is better served by a strategy that minimizes the loss of life and dizzying levels of expenditure that any “all-in” approach would entail.

1ac - Hegemony
Cross border sanctuaries, government corruption, ethnic tensions within the Afghan army and the utter failure of population protection makes failure inevitable
Dorronsoro, 10 - visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment, is an expert on Afghanistan, Turkey, and South Asia. Previously, Dorronsoro was a professor of political science at the Sorbonne, Paris and the Institute of Political Studies of Rennes (Gilles, “The Case for Negotiations,” In These Times, 5/24,  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40863 
The coalition's strategy in Afghanistan is at an impasse. The renewed efforts undertaken since the summer of 2009 have failed to temper the guerrilla war. A few tactical successes are possible, but this war cannot be won. The coalition cannot defeat the Taliban as long as Pakistan continues to offer them sanctuary. And increasing resources to wage the war is not an option. The costs of continuing the war--to use Ambassador Karl Eikenberry's expression in the leaked telegram to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton--are "astronomical."

The entire U.S. strategy revolves around a swift Afghanization of the conflict, yet the coalition's Afghan partner is weaker than it was a year ago. The state's presence in the provinces has declined sharply and the legitimacy of President Hamid Karzai's government is contested.

As a result of the massive fraud in the August 2009 presidential elections, the government has no popular legitimacy, and the legislative elections slated for fall 2010 will probably undermine the political system even further because fraud is inevitable. It is unlikely that the Afghan regime will ever be able to assume responsibility for its own security.

As a result, the coalition faces an endless war accompanied by an intolerable loss of life and treasure. A less costly alternative would be to negotiate a broad agreement with the Taliban leadership to form a national unity government, with guarantees against al Qaeda's return to Afghanistan. But even if such negotiations might occur, they hold no guarantee of success.

Yet the cost of their failure is negligible compared with the potential gain: a relatively swift way out of the crisis that preserves the coalition's essential interests. Time is not on the coalition's side. The United States should contact Taliban leaders as soon as possible rather than waiting for the situation to deteriorate further.

In pursuit of a losing strategy

The Taliban cannot be defeated militarily because the border with Pakistan is and will remain open for the insurgents. The Pakistani army, which refuses to launch an offensive against the Afghan Taliban, has never considered taking action against the Taliban leadership based in Pakistan. The February arrest of acting Taliban military commander Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar is probably a sign that the Pakistani military wants more control over the insurgency to prepare for the negotiation process.

What's more, the insurgency is now nationwide and cannot be contained by counterinsurgency (COIN) operations in two or three southern provinces. The COIN strategy cannot succeed because of the immense resources it requires. In a marginal, strategically unimportant district such as Marjah, the coalition would have to keep thousands of troops for years to prevent the Taliban's return. To replicate such strategy, even in one province, would overstretch the U.S. military.

In addition to COIN, military strategists think they can quickly weaken the Taliban through the creation of militias, the co-opting of Taliban groups and targeted assassinations. These policies will not strengthen the Afghan government's legitimacy or influence; to the contrary, they are destroying the Karzai government's credibility. The effects of this strategy are irreversible, and with the acceleration of political fragmentation, the coalition is faced with the prospect of a collapse of Afghan institutions.

The Karzai government is unlikely to engage in institutional reform, given that it is increasingly dependent on the networks that ensured its fraudulent re-election. Consequently, the coalition is having more and more trouble influencing Karzai. The weakness of the central political institutions means that the development of the army and the police force--the coalition's priorities--is occurring in a vacuum. Transferring security responsibilities to our Afghan partner will probably not be possible in the foreseeable future.

Afghans perceive their representative institutions as illegitimate. Between 10 percent and 15 percent of Afghan voters are believed to have supported Karzai during the 2009 presidential elections. All indications point to a high level of cynicism among the people and their rejection of the government; in fact, they massively refrained from voting even in places where security was reasonably good.

The legislative elections scheduled for September 2010 will further erode faith in the political system. The lack of security makes it impossible to hold credible elections in at least half of Afghanistan. And in February 2010, Karzai seized control of the ECC (Electoral Complaints Commission); there is no longer an independent institution to validate the process.

Aside from fraud and corruption, Karzai's lack of legitimacy is linked to his presumed lack of autonomy vis-à-vis the coalition. Internal U.S. Army studies, and the experiences of numerous journalists and researchers indicate that a majority of the population in combat zones now considers the foreign forces as occupiers. Military operations are polarizing the population against foreign forces and further weakening Karzai's regime, which appears irreparably unpopular and illegitimate. The coalition is perceived as the main provider of insecurity. Villagers do not want to see the establishment of coalition outposts that can bring only bombings and IEDs.

Furthermore, the coalition is hurt by the dependence of Karzai on his local allies, who generally oppose the coalition's objectives. The coalition is also undermined when the Afghan government aggressively distances itself from the coalition when civilians are killed by "friendly fire."

The failed Karzai government

The government in Kabul is now too weak to reassert control over the periphery of the country. As a result, the coalition is increasingly dependent on local strongmen who it helped put in place or with whom it has worked.

The weakening of the Afghan regime is very bad news for the coalition, which is promoting Afghanization in order to reduce its own investment. It is hard to build a military that is independent of the institutional network that constitutes the state. Problems such as ethnic tensions, local and national corruption, and the lack of a clear purpose make it hard to motivate soldiers and officers.

The coalition should recognize that an autonomous Afghan army is a very distant goal. The coalition's large offensive to "clear" Taliban territory will not work, because the Afghan army and the police are not ready. If the coalition tries to secure Taliban territory on a long-term basis, it will overstretch itself and casualties will increase significantly.

Modest objectives would be more realistic. Most observers recognize the impossibility of a military solution. Nonetheless, different arguments have been put forward to reject negotiations. First, the coalition needs more time. Reinforcements are not yet fully in place, so talk of failure is premature. Second, experts such as Pakistani journalist Ahmed Rashid explain that the Taliban have reached the height of their influence, implying that the coalition would be in a stronger position in the future.

One can counter that the coalition should begin negotiations now while it still has the means to exert military pressure. There is nothing to indicate that the Taliban are going to slow their advance. They are pursuing a strategy that includes expanding their influence in the cities. And nothing indicates that the Karzai regime won't be even weaker a year from now.

From this perspective, the Afghan surge will have had the same result as all troop increases since 2003: a deterioration of security. Consequently, marginal military gains for the coalition in the next 18 months are the exact equivalent of a strategic defeat. Hence the need for a negotiated settlement.
1ac - Hegemony
Security exists only in 5 of 116 areas in Afghanistan and the Taliban is spreading despite Obama’s surge – the problem is COIN itself

Hallinan, 10-columnist for foreign policy in focus (7/22/10, Conn, “The Great Myth: Counterinsurgency,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_great_myth_counterinsurgency)
When it was launched in March, the Marjah operation was billed as a “turning point” in the Afghan War, an acid test for the doctrine of counterinsurgency, or “COIN,” a carefully designed strategy to wrest a strategic area from insurgent forces, in this case the Taliban, and win the “hearts and minds” of the local people. In a sense Marjah has indeed defined COIN, just not quite in the way its advocates had hoped for.

The Missing Cornerstone
In his bible for counterinsurgency, Field Manual 3-24, General David Petraeus argues, “The cornerstone of any COIN effort is establishing security for the civilian populace.” As one village elder who attended the Holbrooke meeting — incognito for fear of being recognized by the Taliban — told Green, “There is no security in Marjah.”

Nor in much of the rest of the country. The latest United States assessment found only five out of 116 areas “secure,” and in 89 areas the government was “non-existent, dysfunctional or unproductive.”

That the war in Afghanistan is a failure will hardly come as news to most people. Our NATO allies are preparing to abandon the endeavor — the Dutch, Canadians and Poles have announced they are bailing — and the British, who have the second largest contingent in Afghanistan, are clamoring for peace talks. Opposition to the war in Britain is at 72 percent.

 But there is a tendency to blame the growing debacle on conditions peculiar to Afghanistan. There are certainly things about that country that have stymied foreign invaders: It is landlocked, filled with daunting terrain, and populated by people who don’t cotton to outsiders. But it would be a serious error to attribute the current crisis to Afghanistan’s well-earned reputation as the “graveyard of empires.”

A Failing Doctrine
The problem is not Afghanistan, but the entire concept of COIN, and the debate around it is hardly academic. Counterinsurgency has seized the high ground in the Pentagon and the halls of Washington, and there are other places in the world where it is being deployed, from the jungles of Columbia to the dry lands that border the Sahara. If the COIN doctrine is not challenged, people in the United States may well find themselves debating its merits in places like Somalia, Yemen, or Mauritania.  

“Counterinsurgency aims at reshaping a nation and its society over the long haul,” says military historian Frank Chadwick, and emphasizes “infrastructure improvements, ground-level security, and building a bond between the local population and the security forces.”

In theory, COIN sounds reasonable; in practice, it almost always fails. Where it has succeeded — the Philippines, Malaya, Bolivia, Sri Lanka, and the Boer War — the conditions were very special: island nations cut off from outside support (the Philippines and Sri Lanka), insurgencies that failed to develop a following (Bolivia) or were based in a minority ethnic community (Malaya, the Boer War).
COIN is always presented as politically neutral, a series of tactics aimed at winning hearts and minds. But in fact, COIN has always been part of a strategy of domination by a nation(s) and/or socioeconomic class.

The supposed threat of communism and its companion, domino theory, sent soldiers to countries from Grenada to Lebanon, and turned the Vietnamese civil war into a Cold War battleground. If we didn’t stop the communists in Vietnam, went the argument, eventually the Reds would storm the beaches at San Diego.

Replace communism with terrorism, and today’s rationales sound much the same. U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates described Afghanistan as “the fountainhead of terrorism.” And when asked to explain why Germany was sending troops to Afghanistan, then-German Defense Minister Peter Strock argued that Berlin’s security would be “defended in the Hindu Kush.” British Prime Ministers Tony Blair and Gordon Brown routinely said that confronting “terrorism” in Afghanistan would protect the home-front.

But, as counterterrorism expert Richard Barrett points out, the Afghan Taliban have never been a threat to the West, and the idea that fighting the Taliban would reduce the threat of terrorism is “complete rubbish.” In any case, the al-Qaeda operatives who pulled off the attack on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon got their training in Hamburg and south Florida, not Tora Bora.

Hearts, Minds, and Strategic Interests
The United States has strategic interests in Central Asia and the Middle East, and “terrorism” is a handy excuse to inject military power into these two energy-rich regions of the world. Whoever holds the energy high ground in the coming decades will exert enormous influence on world politics.

No, it is not all about oil and gas, but a lot of it is.

 Winning “hearts and minds” is just a tactic aimed at insuring our paramount interests and the interests of the “friendly” governments that we fight for. Be nice to the locals unless the locals decide that they don’t much like long-term occupation, don’t trust their government, and might have some ideas about how they should run their own affairs.

Then “hearts and minds” turns nasty. U.S. Special Operations Forces carry out as many as five “kill and capture” raids a day in Afghanistan, and have assassinated or jailed more than 500 Afghans who are alleged insurgents in the past few months. Thousands of others languish in prisons.

The core of COIN is coercion, whether it is carried out with a gun or truckloads of money. If the majority of people accept coercion — and the COIN supported government doesn’t highjack the trucks — then it may work.

Then again, maybe not. Tufts University recently researched the impact of COIN aid and found little evidence that such projects win locals over. According to Tufts professor Andrew Wilder, “Many of the Afghans interviewed for our study identified their corrupt and predatory government as the most important cause of insecurity, and perceived international aid security contracts as enriching a kleptocratic elite.”

This should hardly come as a surprise. Most regimes the United States ends up supporting against insurgents are composed of a narrow class of elites, who rule through military power and political monopoly. Our backing of the El Salvador and Guatemalan governments during the 1980s comes to mind. Both were essentially death squads with national anthems.

The United States doesn’t care if a government is authoritarian and corrupt, or democratic — if it did, would countries like Egypt and Honduras be recipients of U.S. aid, and would we be cuddling up with Saudi Arabia and Kuwait? The priority for the United States is whether the local elites will serve Washington’s interests by giving it bases, resources, or commercial access.

 Afghanistan is no different. The government of Hamid Karzai is a kleptocracy with little support or presence outside Kabul.

In many ways, COIN is the most destructive and self-defeating strategy a country can employ, and its toxicity is long-term. Take what didn’t get reported in the recent firing of former Afghan War commander General Stanley McChrystal.

1ac – Hegemony
Failure will spillover to the entirety of US foreign policy and prevent Obama from exercising leadership
Fernholz, 10 – writing fellow at the American Prospect and Research Fellow at the New America Foundation (Tim, The American Prospect, “The Ultimate Test Case,” March, 2010,  lexis) Katulis = security policy analyst at the Center for American Progress
Obama's final decision in December offered something for everyone, or tried to: The U.S. would deploy an additional 30,000 soldiers to Afghanistan, fewer than McChrystal requested but still a tripling of the troop commitment to the conflict since Obama's inauguration. The strategy was virtually unchanged from what Obama had offered in the spring. The goal also remained the same: "to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al-Qaeda in Pakistan and Afghanistan and to prevent their return to either country in the future." Obama's plan echoed the surge he opposed in Iraq: An escalation to protect civilians in population centers and train Afghan security forces that will, in theory, reverse the momentum of the insurgents and even co-opt those who are willing to lay down their arms. Along with aid from a "civilian surge" of U.S. officials and contractors with expertise in engineering, agriculture, justice, and local politics, the hope is that this will give the Afghan government time to recover from corruption and incompetence (the euphemism is "capacity building").

The one new development was a timeline: In July of 2011, the U.S. will start handing over responsibilities to the Afghans so that coalition forces can begin to withdraw. The president insisted on this timeline, and it remains the single most progressive aspect of the plan--a recognition that, in the greater scheme of things, the U.S. has better things to do for its national security than muck about in Afghanistan.

"Any American president has to think about the political sustainability of his policies, and an American president that launches into policies that he can't sustain politically isn't doing his job," Hurlburt says. "That's true of Obama, that's true of Bush, it's true of everybody. You look at some of the things that Bush started and couldn't sustain--that's the worst of all possible worlds."

OBAMA'S TINKERING AROUND THE EDGES--the timeline, the counterinsurgency strategy, the emphasis on development, the whole-of-government approach--marks a real departure from the previous administration's efforts. His rhetoric still holds the promise of the overhaul he campaigned on. But the president's failure to fundamentally reorient the Afghan conflict has broad ramifications for his promised foreign-policy reforms.
Perhaps the most significant loss is the big picture. Nearly 100,000 troops are committed to pursuing Obama's "narrow goal" of defeating al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. But is this extensive involvement in an Afghan civil war the best way to fight al-Qaeda and like-minded groups? After all, one of al-Qaeda leaders' stated goals is drawing the United States into expensive and intractable long-term conflicts. Even as we're leaving Iraq, doubling-down on Afghanistan plays into their hands.
"We did not ask for this fight," the president said in a major speech on Afghanistan in December. "On September 11, 2001, 19 men hijacked four airplanes and used them to murder nearly 3,000 people." It was an explanation straight out of the Bush era. Much of the 9-11 operation was carried out not in Afghanistan or Pakistan (or Iraq, for that matter) but in places like Germany and Florida. And terrorism experts warn that officials should not take for granted that al-Qaeda could re-establish a safe haven in Afghanistan, or that such safe havens are threats to the United States. The administration admits that fewer than 100 al-Qaeda terrorists remain in Afghanistan--and that many insurgents aren't ideological opponents of the United States. Some are petty criminals, some are simply armed local groups tired of being pushed around by the central government, and others fight merely for pay. (The U.S. was embarrassed to find out in December that the Taliban paid its fighters more than the Afghan National Army paid its soldiers.) Many of these insurgents are angry at the U.S. simply because we're there.

"The importance of a people not wanting to be occupied cannot be underestimated," says Matthew Hoh, a former Foreign Service officer who was the first person to resign a government post in protest of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan. "National will or ethnic will cannot be downplayed or misunderstood or denied."

Meanwhile, the transnational terrorists we're supposedly fighting don't need bases in Afghanistan and Pakistan to attack us. Officials concede that safe havens in other failed or failing states must be pressed as well. Just weeks after Obama announced his strategy, a Nigerian man obtained explosives from an al-Qaeda affiliate in Yemen--which, along with places like Pakistan, Algeria, and Somalia, provides a "safe haven" for the group--and attempted to destroy an international flight as it landed in Detroit. U.S. intelligence agencies, despite having some relevant information, didn't act in time to prevent the bomber from getting on the flight. Perhaps the billions of dollars dedicated to the new troops in Afghanistan would be better served fixing structural failures in intelligence-gathering.

Instead, we're seeing the considerable militarization of intelligence-gathering. After a suicide bomber killed seven Central Intelligence Agency employees in Afghanistan, CIA Director Leon Panetta wrote that "like our military, CIA officers are on the front lines against al-Qaeda and its violent allies." The officers were stationed there to manage a drone program that hunts terrorists in the mountains of Afghanistan and Pakistan. While fighting terrorists requires both intelligence-gathering and the kind of targeted strikes the CIA performs, there is a clear imbalance when a camp in Afghanistan has dozens of CIA employees but the National Counterterrorism Center has only eight or nine Middle East analysts.

The focus on troops has also hampered Obama's goal of placing equal emphasis on civilian and military aspects of our foreign policy. The military, which has increasingly become America's primary presence abroad, is resisting the attempt to narrow the focus of the war. Despite the White House's goal of training just over 200,000 Afghan soldiers and police, Pentagon officials plan to train 400,000. And Holbrooke, intended to be the civilian counterpart to Petraeus, has seen his influence diminish commensurate with his lack of resources. Though his office is still an important center of coordination, he plays a smaller-than-expected role in the White House-driven decision-making process.

Obama's foreign-policy vision professed a need to address the root causes of conflict by building up local infrastructure and actively fostering better lives for people in places like Afghanistan. Despite a consensus--which even includes Defense Secretary Robert Gates--that civilian development, medical access, and agricultural expertise are critical to counterinsurgency, the administration's budget request in March reflected a heavy emphasis on defense over development. Ambassador Eikenberry protested in a cable to Washington, asking for an additional $2.5 billion--60 percent more than he had been given. The military was receiving $68 billion.

Even if civilian efforts were given more resources, overhauling the State Department and the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to make them more effective remains a challenge--despite the fact that the State Department created a position to do just that. Although the administration expects to have 974 civilians on the ground by early 2010, beating a goal it set in March, this is a drop in the bucket: Afghanistan has a population of 28 million. Reports show a deep frustration from U.S. officials working on development projects, because they are almost entirely dependent on the military. Indeed, despite the growing acceptance of the need for civilian expertise, the military often finds itself trying to do the work of civilian agencies that aren't set up to operate in a war zone.

"We're in a 'build the airplane while you're flying it' kind of situation," Hurlburt says. "If the effort to produce a better, much more energetic and smartly focused civilian effort in Afghanistan succeeds, it will become the template for broader reform of the institutions." That template could be useful, Hurlburt adds, or it could be detrimental, since the lessons U.S. development officers learn in Afghanistan may not apply so well to countries that need U.S. help but aren't in the middle of a war.

This narrow focus on the military conflict also distracts from Pakistan, Afghanistan's nuclear neighbor, where an unstable government and the proliferation of extreme Islamist groups are of much more interest to the United States. "I am not sure what 40,000 additional troops in Afghanistan can do about the greater global security threat, instability in Pakistan," Katulis told me last fall. "You have nearly daily--and sometimes twice-a-day--attacks targeted inside of Pakistan, which is five times more populous and has nuclear weapons." Just consider the numbers: Obama is spending $1.5 billion a year on aid to Pakistan and over $68 billion fighting a war in Afghanistan.

With Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visiting Pakistan, the administration has had some success in navigating the nation's complex politics. Clinton is trying to broaden the U.S.-Pakistan relationship from working with the government on national-security issues toward a holistic engagement with the entire country. It's exactly the kind of approach that Obama promised, but it is undermined by the use of drone strikes on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border, which have increased anti-American sentiment.

The Obama team has set aside the Bush administration's end goal of installing a democracy and instead made a limited version of that aim the means to their central end: Everything comes down to eliminating the terrorist presence in Afghanistan. Vikram Singh, Holbrooke's defense adviser, says the region is the "epicenter" of al-Qaeda's action, which is why the administration has made preventing the group's re-establishment there a more pressing goal than dealing with al-Qaeda globally. With even John Kerry, now the chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, using the distinctly Bush-administration phrase "global counterinsurgency" in his speeches on Afghanistan, progressive attempts to change the way we think about terrorism threats have taken a step back.

THE PRESIDENT SEEMS TO HAVE settled into the Washington consensus that he criticized as an up-and-coming senator. His Afghanistan strategy buys into the idea that American troops can defeat tenacious insurgencies, that our officials have the ability to build even the most basic state from the ground up, and that terrorists represent a monolithic enemy around the world. The cocky senator of last spring has been replaced by a cautious and tightly controlled president. There was a time when Obama could flout conventional wisdom, but now he must accommodate it. It's true that Obama did not start this war, did not under-resource it for eight years, and did not fail to pursue Osama bin Laden at Tora Bora. The credit for those dubious achievements goes to George W. Bush. But the new president has missed opportunities to shift how our government approaches these problems.

Many of the campaign aides who helped craft Obama's forward-thinking foreign-policy vision remain in his inner circle, but are superseded by a group of veteran officials (Clinton, Gates, Petraeus, Holbrooke, National Security Adviser James Jones) whose commitment to new ideas varies. It remains to be seen how much they--and the responsibilities of being president--have shifted Obama's personal foreign-policy vision.

The stakes are high in Afghanistan not only on the merits but because success buys him the credibility to advance other foreign-policy initiatives that don't tend to go over well with domestic audiences: closing Guantanamo Bay, engaging Iran, pressuring Israel toward peace, reaching out to the Muslim community, and reducing nuclear weapons in America and the world. Even given the daunting odds, it is still possible that a new mode of foreign policy--one that is executed by civilians and soldiers equally--could spring from the crucible of Afghanistan.

The other scenario, though, is that using the military in Afghanistan as the central means of fighting terrorism leaves reform of law enforcement and intelligence out in the cold, hinders the transformation of the civilian agencies, and prevents Obama from spending resources on other projects. A failure in Afghanistan is a failure to change the way this country approaches foreign policy. Worse, if the next two years don't show an Afghan government that can handle basic governing and security, then all of Obama's ideas will be wrapped in that failure, hindering his ability to execute any of his other initiatives.
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The plan restores US credibility – ending the counterinsurgency mission will salvage Obama’s Afghanistan policy and allow a sustainable presence
Stewart, 10 - Professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard, studied at Oxford and served briefly in the British army before working in the diplomatic service in Indonesia and as British representative to Montenegro (Rory, “Afghanistan: What Could Work”, New York Review of Books, 1/14, http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2010/jan/14/afghanistan-what-could-work/?page=3)

But this moderate tone gains Obama the leverage that Bush lacked. As long as the US asserted that Afghanistan was an existential threat, the front line in the war on terror, and that, therefore, failure was not an option, the US had no leverage over Karzai. The worse Afghanistan behaved—the more drugs it grew and terrorists it fostered—the more money it received. If it sorted out its act, it risked being relegated to a minor charitable recipient like Tajikistan. A senior Afghan official warned me this year “to stop referring to us as a humanitarian crisis: we must be the number one terrorist threat in the world, because if we are not we won’t get any money.” By asserting convincingly that Afghanistan is not the be-all and end-all and that the US could always ultimately withdraw, Obama escapes this codependent trap and regains some leverage over the Afghan government. In his politer words: 

It must be clear that Afghans will have to take responsibility for their security, and that America has no interest in fighting an endless war in Afghanistan. 

But perhaps even more importantly, defining a more moderate and limited strategy gives him leverage over his own generals. By refusing to endorse or use the language of counterinsurgency in the speech, he escapes their doctrinal logic. By no longer committing the US to defeating the Taliban or state-building, he dramatically reduces the objectives and the costs of the mission. By talking about costs, the fragility of public support, and other priorities, he reminds the generals why this surge must be the last. All of this serves to “cap” the troop increases at current levels and provide the justification for beginning to reduce numbers in 2011. 

But the brilliance of its moderate arguments cannot overcome that statement about withdrawal. With seven words, “our troops will begin to come home,” he loses leverage over the Taliban, as well as leverage he had gained over Karzai and the generals. It is a cautious, lawyerly statement, expressed again as “[we will] begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011.” It sets no final exit date or numbers. But the Afghan students who were watching the speech with me ignored these nuances and saw it only as departure. 

This may be fatal for Obama’s ambition to “open the door” to the Taliban. The lighter, more political, and less but still robust militarized presence that his argument implies could facilitate a deal with the Taliban, if it appeared semi-permanent. As the President asserted, the Taliban are not that strong. They have nothing like the strength or appeal that they had in 1995. They cannot take the capital, let alone recapture the country. There is strong opposition to their presence, particularly in the center and the north of the country. Their only hope is to negotiate. But the Taliban need to acknowledge this. And the only way they will is if they believe that we are not going to allow the Kabul government to collapse. 

Afghanistan has been above all a project not of force but of patience. It would take decades before Afghanistan achieved the political cohesion, stability, wealth, government structures, or even basic education levels of Pakistan. A political settlement requires a reasonably strong permanent government. The best argument against the surge, therefore, was never that a US operation without an adequate Afghan government partner would be unable to defeat the Taliban—though it won’t. Nor that the attempt to strengthen the US campaign will intensify resistance, though it may. Nor because such a deployment of over 100,000 troops at a cost of perhaps $100 billion a year would be completely disproportional to the US’s limited strategic interests and moral obligation in Afghanistan—though that too is true. 

Instead, Obama should not have requested more troops because doing so intensifies opposition to the war in the US and Europe and accelerates the pace of withdrawal demanded by political pressures at home. To keep domestic consent for a long engagement we need to limit troop numbers and in particular limit our casualties. The surge is a Mephistophelian bargain, in which the President has gained force but lost time. 

What can now be done to salvage the administration’s position? Obama has acquired leverage over the generals and some support from the public by making it clear that he will not increase troop strength further. He has gained leverage over Karzai by showing that he has options other than investing in Afghanistan. Now he needs to regain leverage over the Taliban by showing them that he is not about to abandon Afghanistan and that their best option is to negotiate. In short, he needs to follow his argument for a call strategy to its conclusion. The date of withdrawal should be recast as a time for reduction to a lighter, more sustainable, and more permanent presence. This is what the administration began to do in the days following the speech. As National Security Adviser General James Jones said, “That date is a ‘ramp’ rather than a cliff.” And as Hillary Clinton said in her congressional testimony on December 3, their real aim should be to “develop a long-term sustainable relationship with Afghanistan and Pakistan so that we do not repeat the mistakes of the past, primarily our abandonment of that region.”

A more realistic, affordable, and therefore sustainable presence would not make Afghanistan stable or predictable. It would be merely a small if necessary part of an Afghan political strategy. The US and its allies would only moderate, influence, and fund a strategy shaped and led by Afghans themselves. The aim would be to knit together different Afghan interests and allegiances sensitively enough to avoid alienating independent local groups, consistently enough to regain their trust, and robustly enough to restore the security and justice that Afghans demand and deserve from a national government. 

What would this look like in practice? Probably a mess. It might involve a tricky coalition of people we refer to, respectively, as Islamists, progressive civil society, terrorists, warlords, learned technocrats, and village chiefs. Under a notionally democratic constitutional structure, it could be a rickety experiment with systems that might, like Afghanistan’s neighbors, include strong elements of religious or military rule. There is no way to predict what the Taliban might become or what authority a national government in Kabul could regain. Civil war would remain a possibility. But an intelligent, long-term, and tolerant partnership with the United States could reduce the likelihood of civil war and increase the likelihood of a political settlement. This is hardly the stuff of sound bites and political slogans. But it would be better for everyone than boom and bust, surge and flight. With the right patient leadership, a political strategy could leave Afghanistan in twenty years’ time more prosperous, stable, and humane than it is today. That would be excellent for Afghans and good for the world.

Meanwhile, Obama’s broader strategic argument must not be lost. He has grasped that the foreign policy of the president should not consist in a series of extravagant, brief, Manichaean battles, driven by exaggerated fears, grandiloquent promises, and fragile edifices of doctrine. Instead the foreign policy of a great power should be the responsible exercise of limited power and knowledge in concurrent situations of radical uncertainty. Obama, we may hope, will develop this elusive insight. And then it might become possible to find the right places in which to deploy the wealth, the courage, and the political capital of the United States. We might hope in South Asia, for example, for a lighter involvement in Afghanistan but a much greater focus on Kashmir.1 
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Second –overstretch
COIN is overstretching the US military and exhausting American leadership – withdrawing to a counterterrorism strategy is vital to preventing great power challengers

Kretkowski, 10 – Frequently assists think tank in conferences and other work products that aid DoD's long-term thinking about threats that may not be addressable via weapons platforms. Spent six months in Afghanistan working with Army public affairs. (Paul, “Against COIN, for CT in Afghanistan and Elsewhere”, 1/7, Beacon (a blog), http://softpowerbeacon.blogspot.com/2010/01/against-coin-for-ct-in-afghanistan-and.html)


Over the winter break I had an epiphany about the interrelation of U.S. hard and soft power: I now oppose a counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy in Afghanistan and advocate a purely counterterror (CT) strategy (PDF link) there instead.
Blame history—or histories—that I've read recently, starting with Livy's works on early Rome (books I-V) last spring and Donald Kagan's The Peloponnesian War at the end of 2009. I've taken occasional dips back into Robert Kaplan's Warrior Politics and his source materials (Churchill, the Federalists, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, and several others).
What I've taken from that reading is that the U.S. must pull back from its current efforts to remake Iraq and Afghanistan in the image of a Western democracy, or risk long-term political and economic exhaustion.
What follows is not an argument about morality, and readers may find much of it amoral. It is about making cold-blooded political and economic calculations about where U.S. national interests will lie in the next decade. They do not lie in an open-ended COIN mission.
The history of the Peloponnesian War is particularly relevant here. Athens began fighting Sparta with the resources of an empire and thousands of talents of silver in the bank—enough to fight expensive, far-flung naval and land campaigns for three years without lasting financial consequences.
Athens was rich, and if peace with Sparta had come by the end of the third year, Athens would have continued to prosper and rule over much of the Mediterranean. (Athens had a "hard"—conquered or cowed—empire as opposed to the "soft" empire of alliances and treaties the U.S. currently has.)
But the war with Sparta dragged on for decades, despite occasional peace overtures by both sides. By war's end—despite the spoils of battle and increased taxes and tribute extracted from its shrinking dominion—Athens was broke, depopulated by fighting and plague, bereft of its empire, and could no longer project power into the Mediterranean. Where its former interests ranged from Black Sea Turkey to southern Italy, it spent decades as a small-bore power and never regained its former strength or influence.
I worry that the U.S. is similarly locked into an open-ended commitment to democratize a nation that is of regional rather than global importance—a parallel to Athens convincing itself that it had to conquer distant, militarily insignificant Sicily.
"Winning" in Afghanistan
The U.S. could "win" in Afghanistan where victory is defined as a stable, legitimate central government that can project power within its own borders. I don't doubt that the U.S. and its allies could accomplish this given enough time and resources. But I think—as many COIN experts also do—that it will take at least another decade or more of blood and treasure to produce such a result, if ever.
Of course I'd like to see the results of a successful COIN campaign: a stable democracy, women's rights, and general prosperity for Afghans, who among all Asia's peoples surely deserve those things. I certainly want to end al-Qa'ida's ability to operate freely in South Asia and elsewhere.
The U.S. is the only country that would both conceive of these missions and attempt to carry them out. But goals beyond keeping al-Qa'ida on the run don't serve the long-term interests of the U.S., and I am more interested in regaining and preserving U.S. hard power than I am in the rewards that would come from "winning" a lengthy COIN war.
I fear the U.S. people and government becoming exhausted from the costs of a lengthy COIN effort, just as they are already exhausted from (and have largely forgotten about) the Iraq war. I worry that if this fatigue sits in, the U.S. will abandon foreign-policy leadership as it has done periodically throughout history.
This outcome would be worse than a resurgent Taliban, worse than Afghan women and men being further oppressed, and worse than al-Qa'ida having plentiful additional caves to plot in.
Here are some signs of an exhaustion of U.S. power: The U.S. is already overextended, with commitments in Iraq (shrinking for now), Afghanistan (expanding), Yemen (pending) and Iran (TBD). At home, the U.S. economy remains feeble and in the long term is increasingly hostage to other nations for goods and services it no longer produces (and increasingly, no longer can produce).
Even more worrisome is the U.S. credit situation. The wars, and much other U.S. government spending, are now heavily underwritten by other countries' purchases of debt the U.S. issues. It has borrowed trillions from foreign countries and especially China, which continues its steady, highly rational policy of promoting exports while freeriding under the American security umbrella (just as the U.S. once rode for free beneath Britain's).
Over time, those countries accrue enough debt to have a say in U.S. policies that may threaten the dollar's value, which is why you now see high U.S. officials flying to Beijing to soothe PRC nerves and explain why America keeps borrowing money.
At home, there are few resources to apply following a major disaster, such as a Katrina-style hurricane or a major earthquake.
The U.S. needs to start rebuilding its reserves—of capital, of credit, of political goodwill abroad, of military force—to be ready for these and more serious crises, for which we currently have few resources to spare. Such challenges may involve humanitarian crises (think Darfur, a Rwanda-style genocide, Indian Ocean tsunamis); Latin American instability (Mexico, Venezuela, post-Castro Cuba); rogue-state nuclear development (Iran, North Korea); or complex challenges from a rising power (China, a reinvigorated Russia).
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Afghanistan is a quagmire of attrition warfare that is destroying US morale and readiness.  
Kuhner, 9 - the president of the Edmund Burke Institute for American Renewal (Jeffrey, Washington Times, “Obama’s quagmire; US should look to its own interests,” 9/7,  Lexis Academic) 

America is losing the war in Afghanistan. Rather than change course, President Obama is sending 21,000 additional U.S. troops. This will bring the total to 68,000 American soldiers fighting in Afghanistan, bolstering coalition forces to 110,000.

The troop surge, however, will not work. Afghanistan has become Mr. Obama's Vietnam - a protracted quagmire draining precious American blood and treasure. August was the deadliest month for U.S. forces, with 47 soldiers killed by Taliban insurgents. More than 300 coalition troops have died in 2009. This is the highest toll since the war began in 2001, and there are still four months to go. 

The tide of battle has turned against the West. The Taliban is resurgent. It has reasserted control over its southern stronghold in Kandahar. The Taliban is launching devastating attacks in the western and northern parts of the country - formerly stable areas. U.S. casualties are soaring. The morale of coalition forces is plummeting. Most of our allies - with the exception of the Canadians and the British - are reluctant to engage the Islamist militants. American public support for the war is waning.
The conflict has dragged on for nearly eight years. (U.S. involvement in World War II was four years, World War I less than one.) Yet, America's strategic objectives remain incoherent and elusive.

The war's initial aim was to topple the Taliban and eradicate al Qaeda bases from Afghan territory. Those goals have been achieved. Washington should have declared victory and focused on the more important issue: preventing Islamic fundamentalists from seizing power in Pakistan, along with its nuclear arsenal.

Instead, America is engaged in futile nation-building. Mr. Obama, like President George W. Bush before him, believes Afghanistan must be transformed by erecting a strong central government, democracy and a modern economy. Washington argues this will prevent terrorism from taking root and bring about lasting "stability."

Hence, following a recent reassessment of the war by Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, U.S. commander in Afghanistan, the Obama administration is contemplating deploying 20,000 to 40,000 U.S. troops - on top of the 21,000 already pledged. Moreover, billions have been spent building irrigation canals, schools, hospitals and factories. Civilian advisers are being sent to encourage farmers to grow other cash crops besides opium poppies. Western aid money has been used to establish a massive Afghan army, a large police force and a swollen government bureaucracy.

Gen. McChrystal said this week that the situation is "serious," but not impossible. He still believes victory is within reach. His new strategy is to protect Afghan civilians from Taliban attacks. He also wants to create a lucrative jobs programs and improve local government services. The goal is to win the "hearts and minds" of the Afghan people. Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, says we must combat Afghanistan's "culture of poverty." Call it humanitarian war through social engineering.

Mr. Obama's policy will result in a major American defeat - one that will signal the end of America as a superpower and expose us to the world as a paper tiger. Afghanistan is the graveyard of empires. The mighty British and Russian armies were humiliated in drawn-out guerrilla campaigns. The country's mountainous geography and primitive tribal culture are ideally suited for insurgent warfare. By sending in more troops, Washington is playing right into the Taliban's hands: We are enabling the Taliban to pick off our forces one by one as they wage a campaign of attrition.

The Taliban blend with the local population, making it almost impossible for U.S. forces to distinguish combatants from civilians. American counterinsurgency efforts are thus alienating some of the locals. Initially welcomed as liberators, we are now viewed in some quarters as occupiers. Moreover, much of the West's aid money is siphoned off by greedy politicians in Kabul. 

President Hamid Karzai's government is corrupt, venal and ineffective. It barely controls one-third of the country. It is despised by many Afghans for its brutality and incompetence. In addition, Mr. Karzai's vice-presidential running mate is a drug trafficker.

The West's efforts to forge a cohesive national state based on federalism and economic reconstruction have failed. Warlords are increasingly asserting power in the provinces. The country is fractured along tribal and ethnic lines. The center cannot hold: Afghanistan remains mired in anarchy, blood feuds and weak, decentralized rule.

U.S. troops should be deployed to defend U.S. national interests. Their lives should never be squandered for an experiment in liberal internationalism. In fact, such a policy is morally grotesque and strategically reckless.

Mr. Obama should quickly withdraw most U.S. forces from Afghanistan. American air power and small, flexible Special Forces units are more than enough to wipe out al Qaeda terrorists. The Taliban is too hated to reoccupy the country - unless our huge military and economic footprint drives numerous Afghans into the evil, welcoming arms of extremists.
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This will obliterate American primacy
Pyne, 9 - Vice Chair of the Utah State Legislative Compensation Commission and Vice President of the Association of the United States Army's Utah chapter and a Vice President of the Salt Lake Total Force Chapter of the Military Officers Association of America (David, “Obama failing our troops in Afghanistan,” 11/7, http://westernfrontamerica.com/2009/11/07/obama-failing-troops-afghanistan/)

Since we invaded Iraq six and a half years ago and Afghanistan eight years ago, we have lost nearly 7,000 American soldiers and contractors killed in action with tens of thousands more severely wounded at the cost of a trillion dollars thus far. October has been the single deadliest month for US forces since the war began. It shouldn’t take a military strategist to realize that after fighting a war for over eight years without any real idea how to win, it might be time to consider a drastic change in strategy. This should include a sober assessment of the cost/benefit analysis of staying and fighting at a rising cost in American blood and treasure versus conserving our military strength and bringing our troops home to defend America from terrorist attack.

The Soviets fought an eight year long war in Afghanistan before finally realizing that victory was not a possibility in a conflict which some say began a chain of events that resulted in the collapse of the Evil Empire thanks to Reagan’s support of proxy forces against the Soviet invaders. If the Soviet Union could not win after eight years of fighting in Afghanistan, what makes our leaders think that we can? The longer we keep large numbers of our troops fighting no-win counterinsurgency wars of attrition in Iraq and Afghanistan, the weaker and more vulnerable we will become to the point where eventually the American Empire, as some call it, may decline precipitously or perhaps even collapse altogether. Worse yet, America’s increasing military weakness highlighted further by Obama’s ongoing demolition of our nuclear deterrent might invite a catastrophic attack from our from our Sino-Russian alliance enemies. Already some of our retired generals have stated that they believe our Army and Marine Corps ground forces have been broken by their over-deployment in the desert sands of Iraq and Afghanistan.

If the Soviet Union could not win after eight years of fighting in Afghanistan, what makes our leaders think that we can? The longer we keep large numbers of our troops bogged down fighting two no-win counterinsurgency wars of attrition in Iraq and Afghanistan, the weaker and more vulnerable we will become to the point where eventually the American Empire, as some call it, may decline precipitously or perhaps even collapse altogether. Worse yet, America’s increasing military weakness highlighted further by Obama’s ongoing demolition of our nuclear deterrent, might invite a catastrophic attack from our from our Sino-Russian alliance enemies.

Already some of our retired generals have stated that they believe our Army and Marine Corps ground forces have been broken by their over-deployment in the desert sands of Iraq and Afghanistan. This high tempo of deployments has resulted in much of our military equipment to break down while procurement and readiness are at their lowest levels over the past quarter century. Our national security always suffers when we get bogged down in wars where our troops are asked to bleed and die, but are not permitted by our political leaders to win. Our brave soldiers should never be allowed to sacrifice in this way without the hope of victory! The best way to support our troops is to bring them home to their families and make a commitment that we will not let a week go by without thanking a soldier for their willingness to risk life and limb to defend us all.

What is it going to take to get our political leaders to realize that the costs of staying and fighting the long war in Iraq and Afghanistan greatly outweigh the costs of redeploying out of theater? The same voices we hear calling for us to send another 40,000 to 100,000 troops to Afghanistan are the ones that would have called for us to keep surging and fighting in Vietnam in perpetuity at the cost of hundreds of thousands of our soldiers lives. It didn’t make sense to do that then and it doesn’t make sense to do so now. Ronald Reagan won the Cold War against the Evil Soviet Empire in part by employing proxies to fight and win our battles for us. We need to learn from Reagan and re-employ a strategy of arming and supporting proxies both states and insurgent movements to fight our wars so our troops don’t have to.

America needs to conserve its military strength for a time when we they may be called upon to fight great power enemies, not waste it bogged down fighting Vietnams in the desert as we have been doing the past several years. Until we do, we will remain in a state of imperial overstretch and strategic paralysis with no reserve forces to fight new hypothetical wars of necessity and with a continuing window of vulnerability which our enemies will undoubtedly continue to exploit. North Korea has already been exploiting our window of vulnerability with their ongoing nuclear missile buildup as has the Islamic Republic of Iran is doing with its near imminent development of weaponized nukes. Even Russia has done so with their invasion of US-ally Georgia this past year.
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American primacy is vital to accessing every major impact—the only threat to world peace is if we allow it to collapse

Thayer, 6 - professor of security studies at Missouri State (Bradley, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy”, November/December, p. 32-37)

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power‑the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, ei​ther because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of pri​macy and called for retrenchment.1  Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its in​terests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guis​es, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capa​bilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capa​bilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American pri​macy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action​ but they fall to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensur​ing American primacy takes as its starting point the protec​tion of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on re​trenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no mat​ter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington can​not call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terror​ists, rogue states or rising powers, his​tory shows that threats must be confront​ed. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvinc​ing half‑pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weak​ness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of interna​tional politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confront​ed, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from .American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is to attack terrorists far from America's shores and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. This requires a phys​ical, on‑the‑ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing.  Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global com​mon"‑‑the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space‑allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent ca​pabilities is increased.' This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today‑-in a world where Ameri​can primacy is clearly and unambiguous​ly on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes, ​their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America‑-their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements‑and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this coun​try, or any country, had so many allies.  U.S. primacy‑-and the bandwagon​ing effect‑has also given us extensive in​fluence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to cre​ate coalitions of like‑minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Pro​liferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the where it can be stymied by opponents. American‑led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effec​tiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.  You can count with one hand coun​tries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezeula. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington.  Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and ac​tions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, re​sort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communica​tion and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases‑‑Venezuela, Iran, Cuba‑it is an anti‑U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrin​sically anti‑American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. 

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power‑‑Rome, Britain or the United States today. Schol​ars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we con​sider the current international order‑free trade, a robust monetary regime, increas​ing respect for human rights, growing de​mocratization‑‑is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages fol​lowed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. With​out U.S. power, the liberal order cre​ated by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Rai Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washing​ton and the world. 

The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated rela​tionships aligned‑-between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war.  Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. 

Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread de​mocracy and other elements of its ideol​ogy of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing inter​ests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. lead​ership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Admin​istration for attempting to spread democ​racy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's crit​ics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or sta​bilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Per​haps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Af​ghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threat​ened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Wash​ington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western‑style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Ku​wait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. 

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the glob​al economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network character​ized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mo​bility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a glob​al public good from which all states ben​efit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well‑being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin‑offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his ca​reer confident in the socialist ideology of post‑independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recog​nizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globaliza​tion, which are facilitated through Amer​ican primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 
1ac – Hegemony

Withdrawal allows the US to replenish its strategic reserve

Friedman, 10 - American political scientist. He is the chief intelligence officer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor.  Prior to Stratfor, Friedman spent almost twenty years in academia, teaching political science at Dickinson College. During this time, he regularly briefed senior commanders in the armed services as well as the U.S. Army War College (George, “The 30-Year War in Afghanistan,” Stratfor, 6/29,
http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100628_30_year_war_afghanistan)
There is an anomaly in this strategy, however. Where the United States previously had devolved operational responsibility to allied groups, or simply hunkered down, this strategy tries to return to devolved responsibilities by first surging U.S. operations. The fourth phase actually increases U.S. operational responsibility in order to reduce it.

From the grand strategic point of view, the United States needs to withdraw from Afghanistan, a landlocked country where U.S. forces are dependent on tortuous supply lines. Whatever Afghanistan’s vast mineral riches, mining them in the midst of war is not going to happen. More important, the United States is overcommitted in the region and lacks a strategic reserve of ground forces. Afghanistan ultimately is not strategically essential, and this is why the United States has not historically used its own forces there.

Obama’s attempt to return to that track after first increasing U.S. forces to set the stage for the political settlement that will allow a U.S. withdrawal is hampered by the need to begin terminating the operation by 2011 (although there is no fixed termination date). It will be difficult to draw coalition partners into local structures when the foundation — U.S. protection — is withdrawing. Strengthening local forces by 2011 will be difficult. Moreover, the Taliban’s motivation to enter into talks is limited by the early withdrawal. At the same time, with no ground combat strategic reserve, the United States is vulnerable elsewhere in the world, and the longer the Afghan drawdown takes, the more vulnerable it becomes (hence the 2011 deadline in Obama’s war plan).

In sum, this is the quandary inherent in the strategy: It is necessary to withdraw as early as possible, but early withdrawal undermines both coalition building and negotiations. The recruitment and use of indigenous Afghan forces must move extremely rapidly to hit the deadline (though officially on track quantitatively, there are serious questions about qualitative measures) — hence, the aggressive operations that have been mounted over recent months. But the correlation of forces is such that the United States probably will not be able to impose an acceptable political reality in the time frame available. Thus, Afghan President Hamid Karzai is said to be opening channels directly to the Taliban, while the Pakistanis are increasing their presence. Where a vacuum is created, regardless of how much activity there is, someone will fill it.

Therefore, the problem is to define how important Afghanistan is to American global strategy, bearing in mind that the forces absorbed in Iraq and Afghanistan have left the United States vulnerable elsewhere in the world. The current strategy defines the Islamic world as the focus of all U.S. military attention. But the world has rarely been so considerate as to wait until the United States is finished with one war before starting another. Though unknowns remain unknowable, a principle of warfare is to never commit all of your reserves in a battle — one should always maintain a reserve for the unexpected. Strategically, it is imperative that the United States begin to free up forces and re-establish its ground reserves. 

1ac – Hegemony

Reducing presence to just counterterrorism creates sustainable presence, and prevents vacillations between engagement and isolationism

Stewart, 9- Ryan Family Professor of the Practice of Human Rights and Director of the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, studied at Oxford and served briefly in the British army before working in the diplomatic service in Indonesia and as British representative to Montenegro (9/16/09, Rory, “The Future of Afghanistan,” http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/testimonies/rory-stewart-on-afghanistan)
The best Afghan policy would be to reduce the number of foreign troops from the current level of 90,000 to far fewer – perhaps 20,000. In that case, two distinct objectives would remain for the international community: development and counter-terrorism. Neither would amount to the building of an Afghan state or winning a counter-insurgency campaign. A reduction in troop numbers and a turn away from state-building should not mean total withdrawal: good projects could continue to be undertaken in electricity, water, irrigation, health, education, agriculture, rural development and in other areas favoured by development agencies. Even a light US presence could continue to allow for aggressive operations against Al Qaeda terrorists, in Afghanistan, who plan to attack the United States. The US has successfully prevent Al Qaeda from re-establishing itself since 2001 (though the result has only been to move bin Laden across the border.). The US military could also (with other forms of assistance) support the Afghan military to prevent the Taliban from seizing a city or taking over the country.

These twin objectives will require a very long-term presence, as indeed is almost inevitable in a country which is as poor, as fragile and traumatized as Afghanistan (and which lacks the internal capacity at the moment to become independent of Foreign aid or control its territory). But a long-term presence will in turn mean a much lighter and more limited presence (if it is to retain US domestic support). We should not control and cannot predict the future of Afghanistan. It may in the future become more violent, or find a decentralised equilibrium or a new national unity, but if its communities continue to want to work with us, we can, over 30 years, encourage the more positive trends in Afghan society and help to contain the more negative.

Such a policy can seem strained, unrealistic, counter-intuitive and unappealing. They appear to betray the hopes of Afghans who trusted us and to allow the Taliban to abuse district towns. No politician wants to be perceived to have underestimated, or failed to address, a terrorist threat; or to write off the ‘blood and treasure’ that we have sunk into Afghanistan; or to admit defeat. Americans are particularly unwilling to believe that problems are insoluble; Obama’s motto is not ‘no we can’t’; soldiers are not trained to admit defeat or to say a mission is impossible. And to suggest that what worked in Iraq won’t work in Afghanistan requires a detailed knowledge of each country’s past, a bold analysis of the causes of development and a rigorous exposition of the differences, for which few have patience.

The greatest risk of our inflated ambitions and fears, encapsulated in the current surge is that it will achieve the exact opposite of its intentions and in fact precipitate a total withdrawal. The heavier our footprint, and the more costly, the less we are likely to be able to sustain it. Public opinion is already turning against it. Nato allies are mostly staying in Afghanistan simply to please the United States and have little confidence in our objectives or our reasons. Contemporary political culture tends to encourage black and white solutions: either we garrison or we abandon.
While, I strongly oppose troop increases, I equally strongly oppose a total flight. We are currently in danger of lurching from troop increases to withdrawal and from engagement to isolation. We are threatening to provide instant electro-shock therapy followed by abandonment. This is the last thing Afghanistan needs. The international community should aim to provide a patient, tolerant long-term relationship with a country as poor and traumatized as Afghanistan. Judging by comparable countries in the developing world (and Afghanistan is very near the bottom of the UN Human Development index), making Afghanistan more stable, prosperous and humane is a project which will take decades. It is a worthwhile project in the long-term for us and for Afghans but we will only be able to sustain our presence if we massively reduce our investment and our ambitions and begin to approach Afghanistan more as we do other poor countries in the developing world. The best way of avoiding the mistakes of the 1980s and 1990s – the familiar cycle of investment and abandonment which most Afghan expect and fear and which have contributed so much to instability and danger - is to husband and conserve our resources, limit our objectives to counter-terrorism and humanitarian assistance and work out how to work with fewer troops and less money over a longer period. In Afghanistan in the long-term, less will be more.
The plan causes a shift to selective engagement
Gventer, 9 - Senior Defense Analyst at the RAND Corporation and a former deputy assistant secretary of defense. She served two tours in Iraq, including a year as a senior adviser to General Peter Chiarelli, the operational commander in Iraq in 2006 (Celeste, “False Promise of 'Counterinsurgency'”, 12/1, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2009/12/01/NYT.html)

An effort to conduct "counterinsurgency" in Afghanistan is not just a costly business for still-unspecified strategic returns. It is likely to also prolong the U.S. defense establishment's preoccupation with military-led nation-building in unfamiliar cultures and perpetuate the deeply problematic assumption that chronic societal failure and social pathologies around the world are a form of warfare. This notion is built in part on what seems to be an oversimplified and glamorized—and thus dangerously misleading—pop history about the 'surge' in Iraq and the role it played in the still-unfolding outcomes there. 

The opportunity for the new strategy in Afghanistan was to form the beginning of a new era of American restraint in its foreign policy—one based on confidence in America's own values, protection of its borders, strong intelligence capabilities, and selective engagement of a strong, credible U.S. military capable of applying overwhelming force. 
1ac – solvency
Indicts of the counterterrorism option underestimate the size of what the plan leaves intact – it is sufficiently resourced to provide force protection, intelligence gathering, army training and will maintain the support of the local population
Long, 10 - assistant professor at Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs (Austin, “Small is Beautiful: The Counterterrorism Option in Afghanistan,” Orbis, Spring 2010, Science Direct)

This insoluble problem is why the counterterrorism option is important. If even a costly effort in Afghanistan cannot fully achieve the goal against al Qaeda, then it is crucial to determine whether a less costly effort can achieve a similar effect by keeping Afghanistan inhospitable to al Qaeda. This would be a clear and cost-effective alignment of resources with goals, the essence of strategy.

Determining the viability of the counterterrorism option requires detailing what it might look like. Most discussion of the counterterrorism option has been vague. Riedel and O’Hanlon sum it up as ‘‘a few U.S. special forces teams, modern intelligence fusion centers, cruise-missile-carrying ships and unmanned aerial vehicles...’’ But there has been little effort to put flesh on this skeleton in terms of numbers and locations of U.S. troops. The following section presents a possible counterterrorism force posture.

Possible Counterterrorism Force Posture

First, this posture would require maintaining bases in Afghanistan. Three airfields (see map below) would be sufficient: Bagram (about 50 kilometers north of Kabul), Jalalabad (in eastern Afghanistan) and Kandahar (in southern Afghanistan). This would enable forces to collect intelligence and rapidly target al Qaeda in the Pashtun regions where its allies would hold sway.

In terms of special operations forces, this posture would rely on two squadrons of so-called ‘‘Tier 1’’ operators, one at Jalabad Air Field (JAF) and one at Kandahar Air Field (KAF). These would be drawn from classified U.S. special mission units (SMUs) attached to Joint Special Operations Command (JSOC), U.S. Army Special Forces’ Combatant Commanders in Extremis Forces (CIFs), and allied units such as the British Special Air Service (SAS) or Canada’s Joint Task Force 2 (JTF2).9 In addition, the posture would require a battalion equivalent of U.S. Army Rangers, U.S. Navy SEALs, U.S. Marine Special Operations Companies (MSOCs), British Special Forces Support Group, or some mix, with basically a company with each Tier 1 squadron or equivalent and one in reserve at Bagram.10

These forces would work together as task forces, with the Tier 1 operators being tasked with executing direct action missions to kill or capture al Qaeda targets while the other units would serve as security and support for these missions. According to Sean Naylor’s reporting, these direct action task forces are structured like the regional task forces in Iraq in 2006 that were tasked to hunt al Qaeda in Iraq. Naylor also reports similar units are already in place in Afghanistan.11

In addition to these ground forces, a battalion task force from the 160th Special Operations Aviation Regiment (SOAR) would be used to provide helicopter transport, reconnaissance, and fire support for the task forces. The battalion would bring some mix of MH-47 heavy lift helicopters and MH60 medium lift helicopters, including the MH-60L gunship.12 The helicopters have a combat radius of at least 300 kilometers (km), giving the task forces operational reach to almost any part of the Pashtun region.13 This battalion could be supplemented with additional aviation assets from other units, such as CV-22 tilt rotor aircraft from the Air Force’s 8th Special Operations Squadron or AH-64 attack helicopters from any one of several Army aviation units.14

The JAF based task force would likely need to operate principally in the heartland of the Haqqani network (Khost, Paktia, and Paktika provinces) as this would be where al Qaeda’s principal ally in the east could best protect its members (who are not generally Pashtun). For similar reasons, the KAF based task force would principally operate against targets in Kandahar, the home of the Quetta Shura Taliban, and some of the surrounding provinces such as Helmand and Oruzgan. Both task forces would nonetheless be capable of acting against targets elsewhere in the Pashtun regions.

In addition to these two task forces, a counterterrorism option would retain the three Army Special Forces battalions and other elements that appear to be assigned to Combined Joint Special Operations Task Force Afghanistan (CJSOTF-A).15 This provides roughly 54 Special Forces Operational Detachment Alphas (ODAs), the basic unit of Army Special Forces. While the task forces would focus purely on direct action, ODAs would partner with local forces to collect intelligence and secure specific areas.16 Additionally, these ODAs would provide crucial support to critical Afghan allies and reassure them that the United States is not going to entirely abandon them. CJSOTF-A should, in addition, have a dedicated helicopter battalion for its own lift.

This reassurance and support of local allies is a crucial and underappreciated part of a counterterrorism option, though such support to local allies could also be part of a counterinsurgency campaign. Indeed, the recently launched Community Defense Initiative (CDI) seeks to use Special Forces troops to build effective tribal militias to fight the Taliban and other militants.17 With 54 ODAs, the United States could potentially support local allies in roughly 50 Afghan districts, assuming one ODA per district with a few deployed in other roles.18 Logistics might prevent this upper limit from being reached but at a minimum several dozen districts could be supported by CJSOTF-A’s ODAs. These local allies would in many cases be from non-Pashtun groups (Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras), which would limit their ability to be effective in Pashtun areas but would likely include at least a few other tribes that see more benefit working with the Afghan government and the United States than against them.

The non-Pashtun groups were the critical allies of the United States in 2001 and remain staunchly against the Taliban and other militants. The Tajiks of the Panjshir Valley, for example, are probably even more anti-Taliban than the United States and have made the province one of the most secure in the country.19 With U.S. support, these groups will be able to prevent the expansion of militants outside Pashtun areas.

Local allies in Pashtun areas will not only help contain militants but will also enable collection of intelligence to support the task force operations. One example is the Shinwari tribe in Nangarhar province, which has never valued the Taliban. Shinwari militias are reported to be working with Special Forces in the Achin district of Nangarhar.20 The Afghan Border Police commander on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border at Spin Boldak, General Abdul Razziq, also derives substantial revenue from cross-border trade and will likely continue to fight the Taliban to maintain this revenue, making him a probable local partner.21 Another potential ally is the Alokozai tribe in the Arghandab district of Kandahar province, which has a history of resisting the Taliban.22

Supporting local allies does not mean abandoning the Afghan government any more than supporting local allies in the Awakening movement in Iraq’s Anbar province meant abandoning the Iraq government. However, it does pose risks, as local allies interests may not always align with those of the central government.23 Balancing the two will require deftness which will be discussed later.

In addition to the two task forces and CJSOTF-A, a few more ‘‘enablers’’ would be required. First, this posture would need additional special operations personnel focused on intelligence collection, along with a substantial complement of intelligence community personnel to collect both human and signals intelligence.24 Second, it would require a significant complement of unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) including Predators, Reapers, and other specialized types along with their support personnel, equivalent to perhaps three squadrons. Third, an AC-130 gunship squadron for air support would be needed, along with combat search and rescue teams from Air Force Special Operations Command.

Clearly, ‘‘small’’ is a relative term. This special operations posture alone would be roughly five battalions of ground forces, eight aviation squadrons/ battalions, and a few odds and ends plus higher headquarters. This would be approximately 5,000 U.S. and Coalition troops.25

In addition, a conventional force component would be needed to serve as a quick reaction force, to provide security for the bases, and to protect convoys. A reasonable estimate for this force would be a brigade or regimental combat team, giving a battalion to each base with the higher headquarters at Bagram. This would add about another 3,500 troops.26 In addition, about 500 U.S. personnel would remain as advisers and liaisons to Afghan security forces, particularly the Afghan National Army where they would be attached at brigade and corps level.

Additional air support besides the UAVs and AC-130s would also be needed. Two squadrons of fighter-bombers (F-15E, A-10, etc.) likely would be sufficient, adding another 2,000 personnel or so.27 Finally, this posture would require additional staff, logistics, and support personnel (medical for instance), some but not all of which could be contractors, adding another 2,000 military personnel.28 This would be a total force of about 13,000 military personnel and some supporting intelligence community personnel and contractors. This is a high-end estimate and the counterterrorism option could potentially be done with fewer troops. Some military personnel with Afghanistan experience believe this mission could be undertaken with half this number of troops but the posture described above errs on the side of caution.29 This is small compared to the current posture in Afghanistan, smaller still than the forces implied in General McChrystal’s report, and tiny compared to the peak number of forces in Iraq. On the other hand, it is vastly larger than any other counterterrorism deployment.
***COIN fails
COIN fails – Northern Afghanistan

The Taliban is beginning to takeover northern Afghanistan
Badkhen, 10 – journalist, correspondent for the Center for Investigative Reporting (Anna, The New Republic, “Rescue the North”, 8/12, lexis)

This was a perspective I encountered frequently during my month-long journey this spring across northern Afghanistan. For years, the international focus has been on the southern part of the country--the Pashtun belt that constitutes the Taliban’s stronghold. The north was assumed to be reliably anti-Taliban, and so received neither the attention nor the resources granted to the south. The United States, which, until this summer, had few troops on the ground in the north, spends approximately six times more per capita in southern Helmand Province than in northern Takhar Province.

As a result, the people of northern Afghanistan--who, in 2001, abhorred the Taliban and embraced the U.S.-led war, expecting a new era of prosperity and peace--have seen little improvement in their lives. Now, they are welcoming the Taliban back to the region--if not with enthusiasm, then with resignation that their puritanical and cruel governance may be better than the kleptocracy and abandonment that followed their ouster. The Taliban control virtually all of Kunduz and Baghlan Provinces (combined population: as high as two million-plus--which would make the area more than twice as populous as Kandahar Province). They run several districts in Takhar Province--including one where, in 2001, I interviewed refugees who had found safety after fleeing Taliban-controlled territories. The Taliban are also present in Badakhshan, the remote redoubt of legendary Northern Alliance leader Ahmed Shah Massoud. Taliban fighters flag down traffic at impromptu checkpoints on the roads of Balkh Province. They terrorize travelers on the main route that connects Kabul and Shir Khan Bandar, a major port on the border with Tajikistan that nato uses to bring in supplies. In all these areas, the Taliban are virtually unchallenged.

COIN fails – population protection

The US pursues population protection now – and it increases the effectiveness of Taliban attacks

Etzioni, 10 - professor of international relations at George Washington University (Amitai, “Unshackle the Troops,” The New Republic, 8/12, lexis)

For the past year, U.S. troops in Afghanistan have been operating with such constricting rules of engagement. The idea, put forward by former American commander Stanley McChrystal, was that we could not wage a campaign for hearts and minds if we were killing many innocent Afghans. Under these rules, American soldiers have sometimes been ordered not to fire until they are fired upon, and it is harder for them to get permission for an airstrike. An officer of the Fifth Stryker Brigade explained to me that all the rules can be set aside if soldiers claim that they had to do so in self-defense. However, few are willing to risk being reprimanded, let alone court martialed, and all pay mind to the “climate” that the rules of engagement foster.

At some level, these measures have worked: Afghan civilian fatalities are down sharply, from 332 in the year before the rules were introduced to 197 in the year that followed. But American casualties have increased significantly over the same period. It is not known how many of these are due to the increased number of troops and intensified engagements, and how many are due to the new rules. But the troops themselves are troubled. “We can’t engage until fired upon,” Specialist Jeffrey Cole recently told NPR, “and it’s not really giving us a fair chance.”

Now, America’s new commander in Afghanistan, David Petraeus, is considering revising these rules. It’s a wise idea. Restrictive rules of engagement do little to win hearts and minds. And the key to minimizing casualties, Afghan as well as American, lies elsewhere: in finding a way to stop fighting this war.

The source of our dilemma surrounding the rules of engagement is not the way we fight but the way our opponents fight: Insurgents are violating the rules of war, while demanding to be protected by them. The rules and traditions of war directly address the issue at hand--by requiring those who engage in warfare to separate themselves from the civilian population. Fighters are to wear uniforms or some other insignia that clearly mark them (and, by the way, the authority, typically a national government, that is accountable for their acts). Their vehicles and bivouacs are also to be clearly separated from those of civilians. What is at issue here is not a small matter of a logo on one’s hat or sleeves. It is a matter of enabling adversaries to separate the fighters from the civilians and to spare the latter.

Insurgents and terrorists in many parts of the world have discovered that, by violating these rules of war, they gain major advantages. They fire on soldiers from residential areas, store ammunition in mosques, and employ ambulances to transport bombs and fighters--in all these instances, using civilians as human shields. Hamas, Hezbollah, and the insurgents in Iraq and Afghanistan are among the many who practice this form of warfare. Indeed, a recent report reveals that, as the Taliban learned about the new rules of engagement, they increased their use of civilian homes as posts from which to fire at our troops.

The main responsibility for causing civilian casualties, in short, is on the Taliban. Yet, for reasons I cannot fathom, instead of making this case whenever civilian casualties take place, American generals apologize time and again. I am not against expressing regret about the loss of life, any life, including those of the Taliban. However, in this context, the generals who speak for America, nay, for the free world, reinforce the precept that the casualties are our fault, period. We ought to be clearer in our own minds, and more articulate in addressing others, about why innocent civilians are killed and how such deaths can be minimized.

Moreover, even setting aside the use of human shields, the Taliban cause many more civilian casualties than the Americans because they often set out to deliberately kill innocent Afghans, attacking mosques, weddings, and funerals. If counterinsurgency theory were correct, and body counts made a significant difference in the competition for hearts and minds, then the Taliban would have no supporters left. The notion that what is at issue are statistics ignores other realities--especially the ethnic loyalties of the Pashtun, who are the Taliban’s kin and who live in Afghanistan’s most contested area. It also ignores, or at least underestimates, the role of communication. The Taliban have been astonishingly successful at escaping blame for the civilian deaths they cause. Like our generals’ repeated failure to forcefully point out that terrorists use human shields--and that accidental civilian deaths are, therefore, usually their responsibility--this problem can be countered not by changing the statistics, but by changing those in the Pentagon who are in charge of communication aimed at Afghans.

COIN fails – population protection

Population protection will inevitably fail--- soldiers are trained to kill 

Lemieux, 10 – Research intern for the Burke Chair in Strategy at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, serves in the US Marine Corps infantry 2001-2006 (7/29/10, Jason, “No, Really: Is the US Military Cut Out For Courageous Restraint?,” http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/journal/docs-temp/481-lemieux.pdf)
To make matters worse, recruit training in the Army and Marine Corps is purposefully designed to inculcate an unqualified desire in soldiers and Marines to violate powerful psychological and cultural taboos on killing. I don’t argue that boot camp should stop training soldiers to kill, but I do assert that conditioning humans to kill fundamentally changes their psyche in ways that cannot be switched off like a light switch when the time comes to perform counterinsurgency. Besides, some recruits join the military specifically because they want to kill people, even if that’s not the reason they give their families. 

Another reason, for which I have less direct proof but which seems nevertheless apparent, is that US culture is generally very individualistic. Like all militaries, the US military strives to foster a strongly collective orientation. It can’t be denied, though, that recruiting and incentives have been tailored to an individualistic population. The late Army of One campaign is the most obvious example. The Post 9/11 GI Bill, which offers the prospect of a full ride in college at the expense of a yet undetermined generation of taxpayers, is another. Self-denying ROEs are a major source of cognitive dissonance for the individually minded: 

"If we allow soldiers to die in Afghanistan at the hands of a leader who says, 'We're going to protect civilians rather than soldiers,' what's going to happen on the ground?” said a junior Army officer in southern Afghanistan. “The soldiers are not going to execute the mission to the best of their ability. They won't put their hearts into the mission. That's the kind of atmosphere we're building" (WaPo, July 9). 

There are, of course, some servicemembers who do get courageous restraint: 

"The guys down here get emotional because friends get hurt, and we see bad guys every day," said LTC Johnny Davis, commander of the 1st Battalion, 502nd Infantry Regiment, 2nd Brigade Combat Team of the 101st Airborne Division. "What you want to do is be patient. It doesn't have to be right now. If he is not a threat to you or not giving you effective fire, separate him from the people...Just yesterday we captured a three-man team, with the jugs, the command wire. So, that's how you do it. And you have to be patient, and take them out one cell at a time" (NPR, July 1). Nevertheless, this key tenet of counterinsurgency has not been internalized across the rank and file, even after all of our setbacks in Iraq, Afghanistan and Vietnam. It seems mighty unlikely that true understanding of courageous restraint will suddenly sink in anytime soon. If the mission is to go on unchanged, our military leadership needs to answer several lingering questions: 

 If we take Insurgent Math as a given, and even one soldier out of ten finds his way around the ROEs, will the other nine soldiers have a chance to destroy or neutralize more insurgents than he creates? 

 How should Afghans weigh the chance of being killed by us against the probability of enjoying a stable country when we’re through? 

 At what moral cost comes the eventual outcome of the war? If we take as a given the shaky assumption that the Afghanistan campaign prevents terrorist attacks on US soil, are American lives worth more than Afghan lives? 

Nor would institutionalizing restraint guarantee our success. McChrystal himself acknowledged that counterinsurgency is “easy to lose,” and locals can be annoyingly finicky when it comes to foreign occupations. What’s harder for many people to accept is that escalating force in a people’s war ultimately makes victory less likely, not more. The need for strict ROEs is “unfair” in the sense that heeding it will not necessarily endear the locals but dismissing it will probably convince them to support the insurgency. For example, the French in Algeria learned that victory derived from brutally wiping out the FLN was painfully short-lived. As an important mentor once related to me, "The French defeated the insurgency the first three times. It was the fourth time that was a problem.” In fact, RAND just released a study adding to the mountain of evidence that “repression wins phases, but usually not cases” of counterinsurgency in the last 30 years. Of course, force ceases to be futile at the genocidal level. 

ANA fails – Taliban infiltration

The Taliban has infiltrated the ANA
Hallinan, 10-columnist for foreign policy in focus (7/22/10, Conn, “The Great Myth: Counterinsurgency,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_great_myth_counterinsurgency)
The war in Afghanistan is first about U.S. interests in Central Asia. It is also about honing a military for future irregular wars and projecting NATO as a worldwide alliance. Once the United States endorsed Karzai’s fraudulent election late last year, the Afghans knew it wasn’t about democracy.

One of the key COIN ingredients is a reliable local army, but U.S. soldiers no longer trust the ANA because they correctly suspect it is a conduit to the Taliban. “American soldiers in Kandahar report that, for their own security, they don’t tell their ANA colleagues when and where they are going on patrol,” writes Jones. Somebody told those insurgents that Holbrooke and Eikenberry were coming to Marjah.

Afghanistan is ethnically divided, desperately poor, and finishing its fourth decade of war. Morale among U.S. troops is plummeting. A U.S. military intelligence officer told The Washington Times, “We are a battle-hardened force but eight years in Afghanistan has worn us down.” As one staff sergeant toldRolling Stone, “We’re losing this f---ing thing!”

The sergeant is right, though the Afghans are the big losers. But as bad as Afghanistan is, things will be considerably worse if the U.S. draws the conclusion that “special circumstances” in Afghanistan are to blame for failure, not the nature of COIN itself.
COIN fails – Wikileaks proves

Wikileaks re-enforce US failure in Afghanistan

Wadhams and Cookman, 10- Caroline Wadhams is Director for South Asia Security Studies and Colin Cookman is a Research Assistant at the Center for American Progress (7/26/10, “Wikileaks should push clarity on US strategy,” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/07/wikileaks.html)
The online organization WikiLeaks earlier this week released a massive collection of over 92,000 secret U.S. military Significant Action, or “SIGACT,” records from 2004-2009, in what appears to be the largest single breach of classified documents in U.S. history. The sheer volume of the leaked material and raw nature of much of the information presented makes it almost impossible to fully analyze and contextualize this flood of small events; we offer preliminary impressions only.

The public debate that this release has sparked offers the Obama administration an opportunity to provide greater clarity to the American public on its strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan at a time when public support for the war effort is declining.

Most of the documents released cover incidents from 2004-2008, when Afghanistan was the forgotten front in U.S. foreign policy and U.S. relations with Pakistan were narrowly transactional—deficiencies that the Obama administration has sought to correct since taking office, with mixed results.

Several reports expose concerns about the nature of our partnership with armed Afghan powerbrokers and the Kabul government—issues highlighted in recent CAPwork.

Much of the material presented in the WikiLeaks memos is familiar, but there may be a real security cost in its release, highlighted by National Security Advisor James Jones’sstatement condemning the release as a move that “put the lives of Americans and our partners at risk.”

The principal themes in the data identified by reporters scouring the documents thus farshould be old news to those following public reporting on the Afghan conflict over the past five to six years. There is active Pakistani support for the Taliban insurgency—or at least many U.S. troops in the field and many Afghans speak to that fact. The U.S. military has used covert Special Forces, CIA, and Predator drone teams to target mid-level Taliban leadership in Afghanistan—and have made occasionally fatal mistakes when conducting night raids. There is a proliferation of improvised exploding devices, or IEDs, and a deteriorating security situation for Afghan civilians across the country. Many Afghan police and army forces are inept and sometimes caught in firefights with each other or coalition forces. U.S. forces are struggling to provide development and reconstruction assistance and prop up the dysfunctional Afghan government system.

In one entry excerpted by The New York Times, members of the Paktia provincial council question the value of “democracy” under the current government setup, expressing their belief that corruption is at its worst levels in the country’s history and that positions and punishment are doled out by Kabul and based on bribes rather than merit or representation. Corruption by members of the police and justice sector appears to be a recurring theme, andone account finds that local Uruzgan commander Matiullah Khan, a security contractor for NATO logistics, held up another security convoy and demanded tolls for passage through his territory.
The release of these documents will complicate U.S. engagement efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan. WikiLeaks has redacted some but not all names from the records, and its files on over 3,000 meetings between coalition forces and a variety of Afghans from inside and outside the government have a potential to further expose those Afghans to a concerted Taliban campaign against those who collaborate with the international coalition. One former military intelligence officer describes the documents as “an [Al Qaeda]/Taliban execution team’s treasure trove.”

The tactical-level detail presented in the military’s incident reporting can make for alternatively fascinating, banal, and horrifying reading. The Obama administration has faced a relentlessly negative cycle of news and public debate on the conduct of the Afghanistan war for several months now, and the release of these records represents the latest challenge to its strategy towards the country.

Even as it works to contain the political and security fallout of the WikiLeaks breach, the administration must provide greater clarity on the end state it is hoping to achieve in Afghanistan and how it hopes to get there given the enormous challenges highlighted in the WikiLeaks documents.

COIN fails – Wikileaks proves
Wikileaks prove the MASSIVE failure of counterinsurgency in Afghanistan--- an endless commitment is not feasible nor desirable 

NSN,10 (7/26/10, National Security Network, “Making sense of the leaks,” http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1677) 

Wikileaks highlight difficulties in Afghanistan effort: civilian casualties, drone strikes, growing insurgent sophistication, the role of Pakistan.  The Washington Post summarizes: "Tens of thousands of classified documents related to the Afghan war released without authorization by the  group Wikileaks.org reveal in often excruciating detail the struggles U.S. troops have faced in battling an increasingly potent Taliban force and in working with Pakistani allies who also appear to be helping the Afghan insurgency."  Foreign Policy's AfPak Channel finds "new details about multiple aspects of the war, including civilian casualties caused by international forces, the increased use of sometimes unreliable armed drones, Pakistan's alleged role in supporting various Taliban and militant factions and suspicion of Iranian involvement as well, secret special operations task forces that hunt Taliban and al Qaeda leaders, formerly unrevealed reports that the Taliban may have used heat-seeking surface-to-air missiles against coalition helicopters, and increased evidence that Afghan government corruption is undermining efforts to win over the Afghan population. The collection also documents the alarming rise in Taliban use of improvised explosive devices (IEDs), noting that in the period in question that IEDs alone killed approximately 7,000 Afghans."  Former National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski notes that the documents reveal the complexity of the situation: "The problem with this war is that it is in a very complex setting in which there are no clear cut enemies, nor cut friends...Pakistan is not the enemy... There's going to be pressure to oversimplify what's going on in Pakistan, to portray Pakistan as our enemy, and if we do that then we doom ourselves to failure in Afghanistan because we cannot accomplish our objectives in Afghanistan without having Pakistan with us."

Ease of access, and public demand for openness, is by itself a challenge that 21st-century national security planners must now take into account. The Danger Room's Spencer Ackerman points out that, "In its granular, behind-the-scene details about the war, this has the potential to be Afghanistan's answer to the Pentagon Papers. Except in 2010, it comes as a database you can open in Excel, brought to you by the now-reopened-for-business WikiLeaks." [Washington Post,7/26/10. AfPak Channel, 7/26/10. Danger Room, 7/25/10. Zbigniew Brzezinski, MSNBC,7/26/10]  

Reports highlight Bush administration failings in Afghanistan, Pakistan.  The New York Times writes, "The archive is a vivid reminder that the Afghan conflict until recently was a second-class war, with money, troops and attention lavished on Iraq while soldiers and Marines lamented that the Afghans they were training were not being paid."  Indeed, from the beginning, the Bush underestimated the required force levels necessary to secure Afghanistan.  According to the New York Times, "[t]he problems began in early 2002... when the United States and its allies failed to take advantage of a sweeping desire among Afghans for help from foreign countries."   According to a Congressional Research Service report from 2008, while the war in Iraq received $608 billion over five years, Afghanistan received just $140 billion over Bush's term in office.  

The neglect was not limited to Afghanistan.  A 2008 GAO report titled The United States Lacks a Comprehensive Plan to Destroy the Terrorist Threat and Close the Safe Haven in Pakistan's Federally Administered Tribal Areas found that, "The United States has not met its national security goals to destroy the terrorist threat and close the safe haven in Pakistan..." and that, "No comprehensive plan for meeting U.S. national security goals in the FATA has been developed." From the beginning, President Bush adopted a personalist policy toward Pakistan, relying on military dictator Pervez Musharraf.  Teresita C. Schaffer, a Pakistan expert at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, said that the Bush administration's policy toward Pakistan has been "built around one person - and that is Musharraf." After the attacks on 9/11, the Bush administration gave more than $10 billion in assistance to help President Musharraf wage Pakistan's campaign against terrorism. However, Congressional auditors said Pakistan spent little to address the growing insurgent safe-havens in its autonomous tribal belt.  Pakistan expert Steven P. Cohen, said that the U.S. has "wasted several billions of dollars, becoming Musharraf's ATM machine, allowing him to build up a military establishment that was irrelevant to his (and our) real security threat."  [NY Times, 9/06/06. CRS, 2/08/08. GAO,4/08. NSN, 7/24/08. GAO, 4/17/08. NY Times, 8/18/08. Teresita C. Schaffer, 10/20/07]

Leaked material filled with reminders of why an endless military commitment in Afghanistan neither feasible nor desirable; conservatives ignore challenges.  The New York Times reported yesterday that the documents on WikiLeaks comes at a critical moment: "As the new American commander in Afghanistan, Gen. David H. Petraeus, tries to reverse the lagging war effort, the documents sketch a war hamstrung by an Afghan government, police force and army of questionable loyalty and competence, and by a Pakistani military that appears at best uncooperative and at worst to work from the shadows as an unspoken ally of the very insurgent forces the American-led coalition is trying to defeat.  The material comes to light as Congress and the public grow increasingly skeptical of the deepening involvement in Afghanistan and its chances for success as next year's deadline to begin withdrawing troops looms."  The administration and Gen. Petraeus have recognized the importance of establishing a deadline:  "[P]roductivity experts say that there's no greater productivity tool than a deadline...The message of urgency that the deadline conveyed ... was not just for domestic political purposes. It was for audiences in [the Afghan capital of] Kabul, who... needed to be reminded that we won't be there forever."  Conservatives, however, have ignored the realities on the ground and instead pushed for endless war.  [NY Times, 7/25/10. General David Petraeus, via American Forces Press Service, 6/29/10]

COIN Fails---Corruption

Corrupt government makes COIN failure inevitable 

Bandow 10- Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy(July 20, 2010, Doug, “Why are we in Afghanistan?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995)
Then there is the Afghan government. Contrary to Vice President Joe Biden's claim, the U.S. is involved in nation-building. In the 2007 counter-insurgency manual, Gen. David Petraeus wrote: "Soldiers and Mariners are expected to be nation-builders as well as warriors." Moreover, "They must be prepared to help re-establish institutions and local security forces and assist in rebuilding infrastructure and basic services. They must be able to facilitate establishing local governance and the rule of law."

All of these require a viable Afghan government. However, such a government does not exist.

The Taliban is not particularly popular. Rather, in many areas the government is less popular. Tom Ricks of the Washington Post notes: "Our biggest single problem in Afghanistan is not the Taliban. They are a consequence of our problem. Our problem in Afghanistan is the Kabul government."

The Karzai regime is noted more for corruption than competence. The Los Angeles Timeswrites of "a cabal of Afghan hustlers who have milked connections to high government officials to earn illicit fortunes." They have turned Afghanistan's capital into a vampire city, in which the elite live off of drug or Western money. I asked a long-time associate of President Karzai about allegations of corruption; he responded that no Afghan politician could long survive without "taking care of" his family and friends.

The Afghanistan Rights Monitor worries: "It will take a miracle to win the war against the insurgents and restore a viable peace in Afghanistan with the existing Afghan leadership and government." The country "lacks the basic prerequisites for a sustainable peace--a legitimate, competent and independent government and leadership."

The daunting challenge facing the U.S. is evident from operations in both Marja and Kandahar. The town of Marja was a Taliban sanctuary targeted by the U.S. military in February. TheWashington Post reported in June: "Firefights between insurgents and security forces occur daily, resulting in more Marine fatalities and casualties over the past month than in the first month of the operation." In May Gen. McChrystal complained of the perception that Marja had become "a bleeding ulcer." There simply is no "government-in-a-box" for Kabul to deliver as planned.

Even super-hawks Frederick and Kimberly Kagan acknowledge that Marja was "an area that supported insurgents precisely because it saw the central government as threatening and predatory." The allied operation has gone poorly because of "The incapacity of the Afghan government to deliver either justice or basic services to its people." The Kagans argue that U.S. forces have achieved more important military objectives. But those goals ultimately remain secondary to political progress.

There seems little reason to be optimistic about the chances of the far larger operation planned for Kandahar. The military campaign has been put off from June and support for the Taliban remains worrisomely strong. Moreover, the insurgents have been carrying out a campaign of assassination against Afghans friendly to the allies.

Again, success will depend on effective local governance. Yet Los Angeles Times reporter David Zucchino writes: "Development projects have been modest and plagued by insurgent attacks or threats against Afghan workers. Residents complain of shakedowns by Afghan police. Many U.S. troops say they don't fully trust their nominal allies in the Afghan police or army, who are scheduled to take responsibility for security by next summer." Brutal, corrupt, and inefficient government rule is worse than brutal, less corrupt, and less inefficient Taliban control for many Afghans. "If anybody thinks Kandahar will be solved this year," one top military officer told the New York Times, "they are kidding themselves."

President Obama appears ready to abandon his promise to begin troop withdrawals next July, but time is not on his side. A poll in May found that 52 percent of Americans did not believe the war was worth fighting. With the Europeans also looking for the exits, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates declared at the June NATO summit: "All of us, for our publics, are going to have to show by the end of the year that our strategy is on the track, making some headway."

Last December President Obama told West Point cadets "As your commander in chief, I owe you a mission that is clearly defined and worthy of your service." Alas, Washington is pursuing the wrong objective in the wrong place. America's critical interests are to prevent Afghanistan from again becoming an al-Qaeda training ground and avoid destabilizing next-door nuclear-armed Pakistan.

The first has been achieved, and could be maintained through a negotiated withdrawal with the Taliban — which likely would prefer not to be deposed again — backed by air/drone strikes and Special Forces intervention if necessary. The second would be best served by deescalating the conflict, which is a major source of instability in Pakistan.

Failing to "win" would be bad. But carrying on in a war not worth fighting would be worse. As Tony Blankley observes: "What is not inevitable is the number of American (and allied) troops who must die before failure becomes inevitable."

The Obama administration should focus on protecting Americans from terrorism. It should leave nation-building in Afghanistan to the Afghan people.

Losing the war
We’re losing the war now--- increased terror attacks, overstretch, ANA and lack of Pakistani Cooperation 

Bandow 10- Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy(July 20, 2010, Doug, “Why are we in Afghanistan?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995)
Taliban attacks are up. The Afghanistan Rights Monitor recorded 1200 violent incidents in June, the highest monthly total since early 2002. The group complained that "the insurgency has become more resilient, multi-structured and deadly." When I visited in May allied personnel warned that many of the areas in which they operated have become much more dangerous. A NATO spokesman recently admitted: "I don't think anyone would say we're winning."

Still, John Nagl of the Center for a New American Security contends that the conflict 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 are losing their sanctuaries in Pakistan and because the Afghan government and the security forces are growing in capability and numbers."

Yet there's less here than meets the eye. First, allied manpower remains inadequate. Traditional counter-insurgency doctrine suggests the necessity of deploying more than 600,000 troops, which would mean quintupling current force levels.

The answer won't come from Islamabad. John Bolton, for one, wishes Pakistan to take an active role in "the grim, relentless crushing of the Taliban and al-Qaeda." But the Pakistani military has no interest in participating in such a mission. Only at great cost has Islamabad managed to wrest some territory away from the Pakistani Taliban, and it has done so because these forces are seen as a threat to the Pakistani state.

Not so the Afghan Taliban, a tool of the Pakistani military for more than a decade. Islamabad has played a double game since America's intervention, aiding the Pashtun Taliban forces. Gen. McChrystal warned of Pakistan's failure "to curb insurgent support." One Westerner working with the Afghan government was even blunter, telling me: "Pakistan is in a state of undeclared war with NATO and Afghanistan. No one knows what to do."

Nor is salvation likely to come from an increasing number of Afghan security personnel. A recent report from the Office of the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction noted that the U.S. had spent $27 billion so far on training the Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP). Only 23 percent of the ANA and 12 percent of the ANP were rated in the top of four categories, meaning they were capable of independent action.

Even these numbers overstate the forces' capabilities. SIGAR cited "significant levels of regression, or backsliding, in the capability levels of fielded army and police units." Police instructors call them "illiterate, corrupt, and trigger-happy." On my recent trip one Afghan complained that sending in the ANP is the best way to turn people into Taliban.
***Solvency
Counterterrorism causes decentralization - solves

Shifting to a counterterrorism strategy and decentralized training solves
Haass, 10- president of the Council on Foreign Relations (7/18/10, Richard, Newsweek, “We’re not winning it’s not worth it,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/18/we-re-not-winning-it-s-not-worth-it.html) 
Today the counterinsurgency strategy that demanded all those troops is clearly not working. The August 2009 election that gave Karzai a second term as president was marred by pervasive fraud and left him with less legitimacy than ever. While the surge of U.S. forces has pushed back the Taliban in certain districts, the Karzai government has been unable to fill the vacuum with effective governance and security forces that could prevent the Taliban’s return. So far the Obama administration is sticking with its strategy; indeed, the president went to great lengths to underscore this when he turned to Petraeus to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal in Kabul. No course change is likely until at least December, when the president will find himself enmeshed in yet another review of his Afghan policy.

This will be Obama’s third chance to decide what kind of war he wants to fight in Afghanistan, and he will have several options to choose from, even if none is terribly promising. The first is to stay the course: to spend the next year attacking the Taliban and training the Afghan Army and police, and to begin reducing the number of U.S. troops in July 2011 only to the extent that conditions on the ground allow. Presumably, if conditions are not conducive, Petraeus will try to limit any reduction in the number of U.S. troops and their role to a minimum.

This approach is hugely expensive, however, and is highly unlikely to succeed. The Afghan government shows little sign of being prepared to deliver either clean administration or effective security at the local level. While a small number of Taliban might choose to “reintegrate”—i.e., opt out of the fight—the vast majority will not. And why should they? The Taliban are resilient and enjoy sanctuary in neighboring Pakistan, whose government tends to view the militants as an instrument for influencing Afghanistan’s future (something Pakistan cares a great deal about, given its fear of Indian designs there).

The economic costs to the United States of sticking to the current policy are on the order of $100 billion a year, a hefty price to pay when the pressure to cut federal spending is becoming acute. The military price is also great, not just in lives and matériel but also in distraction at a time when the United States could well face crises with Iran and North Korea. And the domestic political costs would be considerable if the president were seen as going back on the spirit if not the letter of his commitment to begin to bring troops home next year.

At the other end of the policy spectrum would be a decision to walk away from Afghanistan—to complete as quickly as possible a full U.S. military withdrawal. Doing so would almost certainly result in the collapse of the Karzai government and a Taliban takeover of much of the country. Afghanistan could become another Lebanon, where the civil war blends into a regional war involving multiple neighboring states. Such an outcome triggered by U.S. military withdrawal would be seen as a major strategic setback to the United States in its global struggle with terrorists. It would also be a disaster for NATO in what in many ways is its first attempt at being a global security organization.

There are, however, other options. One is reconciliation, a fancy word for negotiating a ceasefire with those Taliban leaders willing to stop fighting in exchange for the chance to join Afghanistan’s government. It is impossible, though, to be confident that many Taliban leaders would be prepared to reconcile; they might decide that time is on their side if they only wait and fight. Nor is it likely that the terms they would accept would in turn be acceptable to many Afghans, who remember all too well what it was like to live under the Taliban. A national-unity government is farfetched.

One new idea put forward by Robert Blackwill, a former U.S. ambassador to India, is for a de facto partition of Afghanistan. Under this approach, the United States would accept Taliban control of the Pashtun-dominated south so long as the Taliban did not welcome back Al Qaeda and did not seek to undermine stability in non-Pashtun areas of the country. If the Taliban violated these rules, the United States would attack them with bombers, drones, and Special Forces. U.S. economic and military support would continue to flow to non-Pashtun Afghans in the north and west of the country.

This idea has its drawbacks as well as appeal. A self-governing “Pashtunistan” inside Afghanistan could become a threat to the integrity of Pakistan, whose own 25 million Pashtuns might seek to break free to form a larger Pashtunistan. Any partition would also be resisted by many Afghans, including those Tajik, Baluchi, and Hazara minorities living in demographic “islands” within the mostly Pashtun south, as well as the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and others elsewhere in the country who want to keep Afghanistan free of Taliban influence. And even many Pashtuns would resist for fear of the harsh, intolerant rule the Taliban would impose if given the chance.

Another approach, best termed “decentralization,” bears resemblance to partition but also is different in important ways. Under this approach, the United States would provide arms and training to those local Afghan leaders throughout the country who reject Al Qaeda and who do not seek to undermine Pakistan. Economic aid could be provided to increase respect for human rights and to decrease poppy cultivation. There would be less emphasis on building up a national Army and police force.

The advantage of this option is that it works with and not against the Afghan tradition of a weak ruling center and a strong periphery. It would require revision of the Afghan Constitution, which as it stands places too much power in the hands of the president. The United States could leave it to local forces to prevent Taliban inroads, allowing most U.S. troops to return home. Leaders of non-Pashtun minorities (as well as anti-Taliban Pashtuns) would receive military aid and training. The result would be less a partition than a patchwork quilt. Petraeus took a step in this direction last week by gaining Karzai’s approval for the creation of new uniformed local security forces who will be paid to fight the insurgents in their communities.

Under this scenario, the Taliban would likely return to positions of power in a good many parts of the south. The Taliban would know, however, that they would be challenged by U.S. air power and Special Forces (and by U.S.-supported Afghans) if they attacked non-Pashtun areas, if they allowed the areas under their control to be used to supply antigovernment forces in Pakistan, or if they worked in any way with Al Qaeda. There is reason to believe that the Taliban might not repeat their historic error of inviting Al Qaeda back into areas under their control. Indeed, the United States should stop assuming that the two groups are one and the same and instead start talking to the Taliban to underscore how their interests differ from Al Qaeda’s.

Again, there are drawbacks. This approach would be resisted by some Afghans who fear giving away too much to the Taliban, and by some Taliban who don’t think it gives enough. The Karzai government would oppose any shift in U.S. support away from the central government and toward village and local leaders. Fighting would likely continue inside Afghanistan for years. And again, areas reclaimed by the Taliban would almost certainly reintroduce laws that would be antithetical to global norms for human rights.

So what should the president decide? The best way to answer this question is to return to what the United States seeks to accomplish in Afghanistan and why. The two main American goals are to prevent Al Qaeda from reestablishing a safe haven and to make sure that Afghanistan does not undermine the stability of Pakistan.

We are closer to accomplishing both goals than most people realize. CIA Director Leon Panetta recently estimated the number of Al Qaeda in Afghanistan to be “60 to 100, maybe less.” It makes no sense to maintain 100,000 troops to go after so small an adversary, especially when Al Qaeda operates on this scale in a number of countries. Such situations call for more modest and focused policies of counterterrorism along the lines of those being applied in Yemen and Somalia, rather than a full-fledged counterinsurgency effort.

Pakistan is much more important than Afghanistan given its nuclear arsenal, its much larger population, the many terrorists on its soil, and its history of wars with India. But Pakistan’s future will be determined far more by events within its borders than those to its west. The good news is that the Army shows some signs of understanding that Pakistan’s own Taliban are a danger to the country’s future, and has begun to take them on.

All this argues for reorienting U.S. Afghan policy toward decentralization—providing greater support for local leaders and establishing a new approach to the Taliban. The war the United States is now fighting in Afghanistan is not succeeding and is not worth waging in this way. The time has come to scale back U.S. objectives and sharply reduce U.S. involvement on the ground. Afghanistan is claiming too many American lives, requiring too much attention, and absorbing too many resources. The sooner we accept that Afghanistan is less a problem to be fixed than a situation to be managed, the better.
Counterterrorism causes decentralization – solves

Cutting the mission by half and focusing on decentralization solves
Sanger, 7/21/10 (David, New York Times, “Afghan Deadline is Cutting Two ways,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=3&hp) 

 “After nearly nine years of war,” Richard Haass, the president of the Council on Foreign Relations and a senior official in Mr. Bush’s State Department, wrote over the weekend inNewsweek, “continued or increased U.S. involvement in Afghanistan isn’t likely to yield lasting improvements that would be commensurate in any way with the investment of American blood and treasure. It is time to scale down our ambitions there and both reduce and redirect what we do.”

Mr. Haass is not recommending full withdrawal. Instead, he said in an interview, “I’m talking about reducing combat troops and operations and costs and casualties by more than half,” leaving mostly Special Forces, air power and trainers for Afghan troops in the region. In Kabul on Tuesday, President Karzai talked about having Afghan soldiers and the police taking responsibility for security by 2014. “Why should we be confident of that,” Mr. Haass asked, “given the history of Afghanistan?”

Solvency – counterterrorism solves Afghan collapse
Minimizing the US commitment but retaining some permanent presence is vital to preventing Afghanistan collapse
Joffe, 10 - a senior fellow at the Institute for International Studies, and an Abramowitz Fellow at the Hoover Institution (Josef, The New Republic, “Stay Forever,” 8/12, lexis)

They know that democracies fight wars of choice only if victory is swift, bloodless, and reasonably priced. They don’t like operations that are indecisive, and this one has lasted even longer than the war in Vietnam. The asymmetry has become crueler over time. Thirty-five years after the fall of Saigon, postmodern Western society is horrified even by blood we shed on the other side. This our enemies have learned as well, hence the tactics of Hamas, Hezbollah, and the Taliban, which lure our forces into killing (either real or make-believe) civilians. Nothing has soured Germans more on the war in Afghanistan than the scores of Afghans killed near Kunduz in a German-ordered bombing run by U.S. aircraft late last year. How many were civilians? We’ll never know.

Democracies will fight as fiercely as totalitarians when their own lands are at stake. But they won’t fight to the end in a difficult war of choice, as Afghanistan surely is. Yet the willingness to stay as long as it takes is the alpha and omega of any counterinsurgency strategy. If we go in, we have to be willing to stay sine die. We must not think like a traditional army that knocks out the enemy and then goes home. We have to think like a police force. The police stay on the beat forever. Only then can they tell the good guys from the bad guys. Only then can they gain vital intelligence from the locals. Only because they reliably serve and protect can they conquer “hearts and minds.”

But why would we stay where interests (remote) and costs (high) are so unbalanced? There are lots of good reasons. Our interests may be abstract, but they are not unreal. The greater Middle East, from the Levant to Kashmir, will be in the twenty-first century what Europe was in the twentieth: the arena where endless vicious conflict--strategic as well as ideological, within as well as between states--will come home to haunt us if it remains unchecked. Indeed, the Taliban pale against a failing, deeply anti-Western nuclear state like Pakistan or a revolutionary regime like Iran’s that believes it is on a mission from God.
Here, then, is our conundrum: We must never set an exit date, as we did not in Kosovo. But, for the last decade, Western forces have stayed in Kosovo only because nobody dies, neither “them” nor us. American troops are still in Germany because there are no IEDs on the autobahns. The only way, therefore, for us to stay in Afghanistan is to go with our advantages and dodge our weaknesses as democracies, which recoil sooner or later from the sight of blood--theirs and ours.

Our advantages are technology and training: skilled soldiers, “eyes in the sky,” information processing, and standoff weapons ranging from drones to aircraft carriers and long-range bombers. Civil War General Nathan Bedford Forrest is (erroneously) credited with the counsel to “git thar fustest with the mostest” as a guarantee of military success. Today, the key is to “git thar fustest with the bestest”--be swift and precise. Keep enemies off balance, exploit surprise, rely on air- and space-borne intelligence, disrupt their command and logistics networks (yes, even irregulars have supply lines), immobilize them, keep them from massing, avoid “collateral damage.” Deny them sanctuaries and stay away from the population, which also means: Forget nation-building. There is no nation in Afghanistan.

No, you can’t “win” that way--in the sense of enshrining a preferred political order or routing the enemy for good. But you can constrain and deter your foes by maximizing their costs and minimizing yours. Best of all, a combination of watchful presence and nimble offensive can be sustained indefinitely. And indefinite the twenty-first century’s “Great Game” will be. The tactical payoff is the enemy’s growing conviction that we won’t go home. The strategic benefit is that he might eventually reconsider and start talking in earnest. That’s the best we can do, and it is better than throwing in the towel in round six.

AT: CT approach causes Taliban takeover

The Taliban won’t be able to take over Afghanistan if the US ends COIN and a CT approach will prevent al Qaeda from having a sanctuary
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

a. The possibility of Afghan insurgents winning is not a sure thing. Twenty years ago, it took a far better armed and far more popular insurgency more than three years to take power after the complete withdrawal of Soviet forces from Afghanistan. Unlike 1996, when the Taliban captured Kabul, the label Taliban now includes a collection of local insurgencies with some attempts at coordination on a larger scale. The Taliban is deeply divided and there is no evidence that it is in the process of consolidating its forces for a push on Kabul. Local Taliban forces can prevent foreign forces from protecting the local population, through their time honored tactics of ambushes and raids. General McChrystal is right: the situation in the countryside is grim. But this local resistance does not translate into deeply divided Taliban forces being able to coalesce in the near future into an offensive force capable of marching on to Kabul. Command and control frictions and divergent goals hamper their planning and coordination of operations. They lack popular support and have not demonstrated ability to project beyond their immediate locality.
b. Taliban return to power will not mean an automatic new sanctuary for al-Qaeda. First, there is no reason for al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan. It seems safer in Pakistan at the moment. Indeed, al-Qaeda has so far not returned to Taliban controlled areas in Afghanistan. Al-Qaeda’s relationship with Taliban factions has never been very smooth, despite the past public display of Usama bin Laden’s pledge of bayat to Mullah Omar. Al-Qaeda leaders seem intimately involved in the Haqqani network in North Waziristan, less so with Mullah Omar’s Quetta Shura, and even less with Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s forces. Indeed, the presence of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan divided Taliban leaders before their downfall. Likewise, loyalty for Taliban leader Mullah Omar also divided al-Qaeda leadership. This complex relationship between al-Qaeda and Afghan Taliban factions opens up an opportunity for the U.S. Government to mobilize its deep understanding of local history, culture and politics to prevent the return of a significant al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan through exploitation of internal rivalries and judicious use of political and economic incentives [8].
c. Even if a triumphant Taliban invites al-Qaeda to return to Afghanistan, its presence there will look very similar to its presence in the FATA. Times have changed.  The presence of large sanctuaries in Afghanistan was predicated on Western not so benign neglect of the al-Qaeda funded camps there. This era is gone because Western powers will no longer tolerate them. There are many ways to prevent the return of al-Qaeda to Afghanistan besides a national counter-insurgency strategy. Vigilance through electronic monitoring, spatial surveillance, networks of informants in contested territory, exploitation of internal Afghan rivalries, combined with the nearby stationing of a small force dedicated to physically eradicate any visible al-Qaeda presence in Afghanistan will prevent the return of al-Qaeda in Afghanistan. The proper military mission in Afghanistan and elsewhere is sanctuary denial.

AT: Intelligence Turn

Intelligence gathering is shot in the status quo--- wikileaks 

Riedel, 10 Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy (7/28/10, Bruce, “WIkileaks  make intelligence gathering harder in Afghanistan harder,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0728_afghanistan_wikileaks_riedel.aspx)
In the wake of 9/11 there was an enormous shift in the way that counterterrorism intelligence was shared. No threat goes unreported now and intelligence goes to the maximum number of potential consumers because nobody wants to be blamed for a second 9/11; for having the piece of information about the guy who wanted to learn how to take off in an aeroplane but not how to land it.

But the Afghanistan leak is likely to lead to more controls to prevent self-proclaimed whistleblowers from gaining access to this kind of information. Things are unlikely to revert entirely to the way they were, but there will be an effort to groom distribution lists and to monitor consumers. WikiLeaks may find themselves having made such leaks less, rather than more, likely in the future. 
The second big ramification will be with friends and allies of the United States, particularly the Pakistanis, who are going to look at this and say: "We may be duplicitous, but at least we can keep a secret." 
On the ground in Afghanistan, the story is likely to be widely spread that if you tell the Americans anything, it will show up on a computer somewhere with your name on it and the Taliban can come after you. That's going to have a chilling effect on intelligence gathering in Afghanistan. It will make very tough intelligence channels even more difficult. It may also lead to less sharing with allies. 
Once you begin to protect the dissemination list, the first to fall off are foreigners. That makes the Afghan situation even more difficult for the 40 countries with troops on the ground. 
Intelligence sharing is absolutely critical, but if there are doubts as to who can keep a secret, there will be pressure to pool information more closely. The torture of detainees, the secret prison camps and the whole litany of assaults on civil liberties which followed 9/11 brought a predictable public backlash. 
People now don't trust their governments' handling of the whole "war on terror" and want to put a spotlight on intelligence communities which they think are out of control. 
That is understandable given the abuses that have taken place, but it's still not for individuals to decide on their own that they should be the ultimate declassifiers of secret information.
AT: Domestic terrorism is a greater threat

COIN increases domestic terrorism in the U.S.

Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)


8. The decrease of global neo-jihadi terrorism in the last five years is testimony to the effectiveness of international and domestic intelligence as well as good police work. The timeline analysis of global neo-jihadi terrorism shows that the major threat to Western homelands is al-Qaeda inspired homegrown networks. Disrupting such homegrown plots has always been a domestic counter-terrorism mission through domestic intelligence and law enforcement. Indeed, there is a strong probability that the proposed counter-insurgency military surge may result in moral outrage in young Muslims in the West, who would take it upon themselves to carry out terrorist operations at home in response to the surge – just as the invasion in Iraq resulted in a dramatic increase in terrorist operations in the West. So, far from protecting the homeland, the surge may actually endanger it in the short term. After going through a learning process, Western law enforcement agencies, in coordination with their foreign counterparts, have done an effective job in protecting the homeland.
Afghanistan key to US foreign policy credibility
Afghanistan is the litmus test of US foreign policy credibility
Fernholz, 10 – writing fellow at the American Prospect and Research Fellow at the New America Foundation (Tim, The American Prospect, “The Ultimate Test Case,” March, 2010,  lexis) Katulis = security policy analyst at the Center for American Progress
"If the administration really wants to demonstrate that their global vision, which emphasizes all components of American power, including diplomacy and development assistance, they're going to have to make that actually achieve results in both Afghanistan and Pakistan," Katulis says. "Afghanistan and Pakistan are the ultimate test case of everything the president has been talking about when he discusses his national-security strategy as smart power."

The Obama administration is finding all of its challenges in one country. Afghanistan combines the task of developing a corrupt, failed state; the scourge of extreme political Islam; the dangers of terrorism and insurgency; the threat of nuclear proliferation and destabilization in nearby Pakistan; and a delicate diplomatic portfolio as the U.S. seeks to balance power between everyone from local militias and a corrupt government to a belligerent, nuclear-weapon-seeking Iran, a shaky frenemy in Pakistan, and its rival, the emerging economic superpower of India.
Seven years of neglect under the Bush administration created a problem of such complexity that immediately imposing a clear vision for Afghanistan was nearly impossible. The situation was complicated by the domestic political debate in the U.S., which quickly settled into a familiar groove: How many troops would be sent to Afghanistan or taken away? Conservatives hammered Obama for not immediately acquiescing to McChrystal's troop request, and many on the left argued it was time for the U.S. to leave this expensive distraction behind altogether. Other experts, like Gilles Dorronsoro, who were echoed by Vice President Joe Biden, advocated for a reorientation of American forces in Afghanistan without an increase in troop levels, which would buy time to demonstrate a new approach. While the military pressured Obama for a larger commitment, U.S. Ambassador to Afghanistan Karl Eikenberry (himself the former coalition commander in Afghanistan) sent cables imploring Obama not to commit to troop increases in order to provide additional leverage over Karzai.

Withdrawal causes SCO cooperation
Withdrawal allows the Shanghai Cooperation Alliance to step up and stabilize Afghanistan, oust the Taliban, and prevent Indo Pak war

Prashad ’09, Chair of South Asian History and Director of International Studies at Trinity College, Hartford, CT (12/10/09, Vijay, “Afghanistan: The Regional Alternative to Escalation” http://www.apimovement.com/viewpoint/afghanistan-regional-alternative-escalation)
More US troops are being prepared for Afghanistan. The President charged them with (1) defeating or degrading the Taliban; (2) building the Afghan National Army. We have thrown in our lot with Hamid Karzai's government. Its association with warlords is uncontestable (his own brother is an opium kingpin). Our enemy is the Taliban, which recruits a family each time we accidentally kill one civilian. And we have offered the coldest shoulder to the forces of progress, like the former parliamentarian Malalai Joya (one of the first acts of the Karzai government in 2002 was to ban the communists, and he has himself refused to create the kind of political parties that might undermine warlordism). Obama's enunciated goals seem impossible. Departure in 2011 is a chimera; it is thrown like magic to assuage those with anxiety about a long-term commitment. Withdrawal will be silenced by the monstrous anger of guns.
 The United States-NATO Occupation has ill-defined signposts, and those that are defined will be difficult to reach. There is a better alternative to escalation, which is to make the stability of Afghanistan a regional responsibility, and to withdraw in a very timely fashion. The regional partners with the greatest stake in the stability of Afghanistan, such as Iran, India, Pakistan, China and the various Central Asian republics, will not begin a genuine process if the US-NATO Occupation persists. Why would the Chinese or the Iranians get their hands dirty if this means that their work will reward the US with military bases at Bagram and Kabul? A prerequisite for their entry into the process is the withdrawal of the US, and a pledge that no permanent military bases will remain in the region. This is not a marker that the US is willing to put on the table. It is committed to empire. Obama said at West Point, "We have no interest in occupying your country." That is true if the definition of occupation is a 19th century one. But a 21st century occupation is conducted via military bases and extra-territorial privileges, by free trade agreements and dispensations for certain corporations. The high walls of the bases and the hum of the drones is enough to distort the fine sentiments in Obama's phrase.
 When the Taliban was in power (1996-2001), the regional states formed the Shanghai Cooperation Alliance (it was the Shanghai Five in 1996, and by 2001, the SCO). The members included the various Central Asian states that border Afghanistan, Russia, and China with observer status for India, Iran, Pakistan and Mongolia. The SCO was formed to create trust on the borders of the new Republics, which were once part of the USSR, and China. In July 2001, the SCO acknowledged that the "cradle of terrorism, separatism and extremisms is the instability in Afghanistan." They pledged to work together to undermine the Taliban, and the various political Islamists in the region. It was to be a long process, but not one without possibility. None of the neighbors wanted to see the Taliban emirate exported; they had national interests at stake. And they had influence over a landlocked country whose only ally was Pakistan, itself beholden to China for diplomatic cover and much else. Pressure could have come, but time did not permit.
 A few days after 9/11, elements in the Taliban reached out to the US. They wanted political cover to turn over Osama Bin Laden, and to save their own emirate. This was an important opening, but the Bush administration decided to snub them. In mid-October, the Taliban's no. 3, Haji Abdul Kabir told reporters. "We would be ready to hand [Bin Laden] over to a third country" if the bombing ended. Once more, Bush demurred. It was not his style to negotiate. This is when the Afghan war was lost: not at Tora Bora but at a press conference at Jalalabad. If the US had taken the Taliban up on this offer, Bin Laden would have been in custody in a third country and tried in an international court. Instead, the US backed one group of nasty warlords (the Northern Alliance) against the Taliban, throwing to the wind the progressive forces within Afghan society. The SCO was also disregarded. This was a costly mistake.
 The SCO continues to have influence in the region. This summer, the Taliban leadership sent a letter to the SCO, asking it to intervene against the Occupation. These are the leaders of the insurgency on the ground, not the "moderates" who decamped to Saudi Arabia for a Mecca meeting with their funders and the Karzai government (as reported in Asharq al-Awsat in October 2008). Those who went to Mecca, such as Mullah Mohammed Tayeb Agha and Wakil Ahmad Mutawakkil, are not linked to the Taliban resurgence (indeed, its spokesperson, Zabihullah Mujahid, denied that they spoke for the Taliban). On the other hand, the letter to the SCO came from the Quetta Shura Taliban, the inner sanctum controlled by Mullah Omar. Since September 2009, the Quetta Shura has been trying to play up its "nationalist" credentials, including distancing itself from al-Qaeda, whose own regional leaders have continued their tirade against nationalism of all kinds. Mullah Omar's Eid message on September 19 called the Taliban "a robust Islamic and nationalist movement," a statement that earned a rebuke from the leading Salafi cleric, Abu Muhammad al-Maqdisi. The Salafis worry that the Taliban will go the way of Khalid Meshal's Hamas. No division of the umma, the Muslim nation, for the hard-core jihadis. There is daylight between the Taliban and al-Qaeda.
 Which is why it reached out to the SCO. Of course the SCO is sitting on its hands, but it is able. The regional solution will be difficult, given that it would have to scrub off the effects of thirty years of warfare. The SCO is not going to welcome the Taliban with open arms and hand over Kabul to Mullah Omar. After 2001, the US welcomed the warlords into Kabul, handed them the keys to the kingdom and gave them a tacit amnesty for their grievous crimes (even making Ahmed Shah Masood, a ghastly warlord, the nation's icon). Such a positive fate does not seem to be on the horizon for the Taliban. It will come above ground with much less fanfare. The Taliban and the warlords obviously command a following in Afghanistan (something that was not true in the 1970s). Thanks to US, Saudi and Pakistani funding and assistance, the warlords and the Taliban have become a social force and have to be combated politically. The US and the Saudis cannot broker their entry into the political process. But the SCO has a better chance.
 Right after the Taliban fled in 2001, the US convened a "donor's conference" in Bonn, where Europe, Japan and the US gathered to promise money for the reconstruction of the country. No one invited the SCO players. This has not changed. Europe, Japan and the US, the countries with the least legitimacy in Afghanistan are the ones calling the shots. Rather than conference calls with Brussels (the NATO headquarters), and Paris and London, and Kabul (with the shaky government of Karzai), the Obama administration should have called a political conference of the SCO, to see what it would have taken to hand over the Afghan imbroglio to them. The SCO met in Bishkek (capital of Kyrgyzstan) on November 24 to discuss the problem of the region, and made all kinds of suggestions. None of these are operational till the US-NATO withdraws from Kabul. China is the only power in the region with the wealth and expertise to genuinely rebuild Afghanistan (people might criticize its development policy in Africa, but mark this: Chinese investment enters countries in Africa without IMF-type conditionalities and Chinese engineers and managers live in modest conditions, not creating the kind of high-overhead NGO lifestyles of the European and US humanitarian workers).
 India and Pakistan have competing interests in Afghanistan. Their Cold War is fought between their Afghan proxies. If the SCO were responsible for the situation, India and Pakistan would be forced to work together. India's sober reaction to the Mumbai attacks of 2008, and to the two bombings of its Kabul embassy have shown the Pakistani civilian leadership that it is prepared to negotiate in a serious fashion. On December 2, the Indian government announced, for the first time in decades, that it would begin to withdraw troops from Jammu and Kashmir. The moment is nigh for the Pakistani civilian leadership to put itself at the center of diplomatic discussions in the region, to isolate the ISI and the Pakistani military who have otherwise defined Pakistan's Afghan policy. But an escalation is going to set this backwards: more bloodshed in the northern borderlands of Pakistan will inflame the population, and it might set in motion a forward policy not only into Afghanistan but also its twin, Kashmir. If all this happens, I fear for the future of South Asia. In a decade it will resemble West Asia. Both broken by empire.
 The US media has portrayed the escalation of the Occupation in a very simplistic fashion: either the US solves the problem, or the Taliban returns. This is a false choice, one that assumes that only the US can act, the White Knight riding in to save the world. America is not exceptional. Others are ready. But they don't want to act unless they have a commitment that the US is not going to use their blood and treasure to build its empire.

Withdrawal now is key to foster regional cooperation 

Katz ’09 ,- professor of government and politics at George Mason University (Mark, 9/9/09 “Assessing an Afghanistan Withdrawal” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=105801) 
The impact of a US/NATO withdrawal, then, could well be to make these neighboring and nearby governments feel more vulnerable, and thus more willing to increase or initiate cooperation with the US and NATO to contain al-Qaida and the Taliban within Afghanistan. 

This is not to say that the US and NATO will be better off after a complete withdrawal from Afghanistan or a partial one from the south. Withdrawal will surely have some negative consequences. But not withdrawing will also have negative consequences if the US/NATO intervention becomes even less popular in Afghanistan and the West than it is now.   Even if a withdrawal from Afghanistan results in the worst case scenario its opponents predict, this is highly likely to be mitigated by non-Pashtuns inside Afghanistan or the governments of neighboring and nearby countries acquiring the incentive to increase (or in some cases, initiate) security cooperation with the US and NATO against the common threat. Just as maintaining or increasing US/NATO military involvement in Afghanistan will not necessarily lead to victory, withdrawal will not necessarily lead to defeat there.

Withdrawal causes SCO cooperation
Failure encourages the SCO to step in

Afrasiabi ’09 ,- former political science professor at Tehran University (Kaveh, 3/18 “Unlikely bedfellows in Afghanistan” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KC18Df02.html) 
Due to their geographical proximity to Afghanistan and the threats of conflict spillover, the SCO members are naturally concerned about the security meltdown in Afghanistan. As a result, it is not far-fetched to anticipate a near-term breakthrough over SCO-NATO cooperation on Afghanistan. This would be despite lingering SCOsuspicions of NATO's "out of area" operations in their backyard. NATO's decision to put on hold the accession of Georgia and Ukraine dampens these suspicions. 
The key issue is the nature of any possible SCO-NATO cooperation. 
In 2005, the SCO and Afghanistan set up a liaison group based in Beijing to deal with drug trafficking, cross-border crime and intelligence-sharing. But not much has happened and then-president Vladimir Putin's 2004 call for a SCO "security belt" around Afghanistan to stop the drug trade has not materialized. 
This is partly because the SCO is still in the process of self-definition, and unlike NATO, or for that matter the Moscow-dominated Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), it lacks the identity of a military bloc. 
In a recent interview, the SCO secretary general, Bolat Nurgaliev, stated that "any physical involvement by the SCO in Afghanistan has not been contemplated so far". But with NATO admittedly failing to secure Afghanistan, the NATO leadership may now be amenable to the idea of a co-security partnership with SCO. This could begin with the low-security issues of drug trafficking and arms smuggling. This would parcel out a slice of the Afghansecurity pie to the SCO, traditionally viewed with suspicion in the US and European capitals as a potential rival to NATO. 
In a separate development, according to a source at the UN, China is leaning in favor of a UN peacekeeping force for Afghanistan to which it would contribute, this in contrast to Russia's cool reception of this option. At the UN's Department of Peacekeeping Operations, which is a major organizer of The Hague Afghan conference, the idea of sending blue helmets to guard Afghanistan's porous borders is under serious consideration. 
Whether or not the SCO and NATO can cooperate on low-security issues depends on each organization's sober "threat analysis" and NATO's firm conclusion that it cannot handle Afghanistan alone. But, perhaps more important than any decision by the SCO and NATO leaders is whether India and Pakistan can stop competing and begin to cooperate on Afghanistan. 

Withdrawal causes SCO cooperation
A shift to multipolarity is inevitable---withdrawal solves SCO cooperation which ensures a stable transition--- solves China-US conflict and resource competition 

Albright ’10 (Scott,- B.A. in Political Science, former Marine and author of the blog Iraqwarvets, current grad student in U.S.-Sino relations “Forging a NATO-SCO Relationship” http://www.chinausrelations.com/nato-sco-relationship.html)
Is the SCO trying to push NATO out of Afghanistan and Central Asia? Is the SCO and NATO at odds over security arrangements in the region, or are the two organizations cooperating in a joint effort to eliminate terrorism and extremism? Some scholars argue that Russia and China have cooperated through the SCO to not only counterbalance NATO, but to hedge the United States out of its role as world superpower. NATO and the SCO work under the auspices of the United Nations, which, if the two groups were to work more cooperatively, could become more effective in providing regional and global security. This cooperative approach will create a more multi-polar world, which can benefit China, Russia, the U.S. and the rest of the globe if careful attention is paid to how the evolution of such a relationship develops. A more multi-polar world will benefit the United States who has carried the burden of providing most of the costs for NATO operations in Afghanistan, and previously in Bosnia and Kosovo. By taking some of this burden off the U.S. in Afghanistan, the SCO could help to remove some of the risks the U.S. is taking when trying to resolve security issues, which both China and the U.S. understand to be of concern in Afghanistan. Tension over U.S. missile defense strategy in Eastern Europe and NATO’s expansionism eastward has alarmed Moscow who recently used military force in Georgia in defiance of NATO’s activities in Eastern Europe. Russia and China’s often bold stance against the U.S. and NATO make it difficult for tensions to ease, but cooperation on some levels have also provided beneficial outcomes for the world at large. A recent nuclear summit had all the nuclear powers promising to take measures that will prevent weapons grade uranium and plutonium from getting into the hands of terrorists. This type of cooperation is exactly the type that is needed for a peaceful multi-polar world to exist.   The SCO is not the only multinational organization in Central and Southwest Asia counter balancing the United States’ presence there. The goal of the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), which consists of Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan, is to preserve territorial integrity and seek closer cooperation with multilateral institutions such as the United Nations, the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), the SCO, and NATO (GlobalSecurity.org). Russia has stated that its goal is not to create a Warsaw Pact II through the CSTO; however Russia’s multilateral approach to extending its influence in the region has the potential to weaken American power, and even to strengthen Chinese influence by encouraging Central Asian states to not fully commit to American and NATO powers alone.  China and Russia share similar goals in weakening American hegemony, as both countries would benefit from a more multi-polar world by being able to better assert their own power in global affairs. This multi-polar world already exists to some degree however. China is re-writing the rules of western created international institutions through its growing power and economic strength. In Southeast Asia the Yuan is the common currency of exchange, and China’s technological advances may soon mean more Chinese control over the Internet. The current Internet Protocol version 4 system is running out of space for IP addresses, and China is betting that it will be able to host trillions of new addresses using IPv6, which links an IP address to a specific device. Because each computer, cell phone, or other Internet-using device will have its own unique address, the CCP will be able to easier monitor those who are using them all across the globe (Faroohar 36-39).  The United States’ power will be challenged by the economic growth of other nations as well. By 2050 it is estimated that the combined economies of Brazil, Russia, India, and China (BRIC) will be larger than the G6 in U.S. dollars (Wilson). By utilizing their new economic powers these countries will inevitably change the structure of international politics and will create a multi-polar world where the United States is no longer seen as a sole superpower. The new multi-polar world taking shape does not necessarily mean an increase in armed conflict in Central and Southwest Asia or any other part of the globe though.  Cooperation between the SCO and NATO in Afghanistan is the best option for resolving any conflict member states have regarding energy security and political stability in the region, and such cooperation will be a foundation to work from when resolving conflicts in other parts of the globe. By accepting some of the policies of the SCO and other multinational organizations in Afghanistan, the United States may lose whatever leverage it has in obtaining its own goals in the area, but resisting China and the SCO could be just as damaging. Because the United States has paved the way for economic growth in Afghanistan by providing the security necessary for Chinese and other foreign companies to operate there, its interests should also not be ignored by the SCO. But for the United States to truly benefit from its activities in Afghanistan and Central and Southwest Asia it must engage in bilateral discussions with China and other powers in the region. Such bilateral discussions will help to shape the direction of multilateral talks between SCO and NATO members and will provide guarantees about the future of Sino-American relations in regards to each country’s interests in Afghanistan and the surrounding regions.  NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer was invited to attend an SCO summit meeting in 2009, and during a June 25, 2009 press conference he was questioned about the level of cooperation with the SCO and CSTO. In response to these questions he said, “You saw the Secretary General of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization on one of the panels. . . I would qualify this as interaction we have with the SCO. 

We do not have that as we speak, as you know, with the CSTO, but the SCO, you have seen here represented in the person of the Secretary General.” NATO and SCO officials should attend each other’s meetings to help gain a better understanding of what their goals are and how they can cooperate better. There has been plenty of time for both organizations to improve their relationships, but both have been hesitant to take the appropriate steps toward cooperation. Stephen Blank, professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, argues that NATO officials should not attend SCO meetings because NATO cannot “legitimately accept the CSTO and SCO as authoritative security providers without denying the sovereign right of Central Asian states to make their own defense arrangements as they see fit. That is a clearly unacceptable position. While the severity and the urgency of the Afghan crisis is obvious to all; there are several good reasons why it would be a mistake to attend the SCO meeting and to recognize the CSTO. These are no ordinary security organizations” (Blank 15). I completely disagree with this argument and believe that the U.S. and China should take the lead in pushing NATO and the SCO closer together for the mutual benefits they can both receive.  The Future of Sino-American Relations A 2005 International Security journal article by Aaron L. Friedberg asks if conflict between China and the U.S. is inevitable. Friedberg explains how China’s new rise in global power may threaten the interests of the United States, but that the west should not worry too much because of China’s eagerness to participate in international institutions. Friedberg says that “the more deeply embedded China becomes in the web of regional and global institutions, the more the beliefs and expectations of its leaders will come to conform to the merging universal consensus that those institutions embody” (Friedberg 36). But the SCO is not a western produced global institution, and the beliefs and expectations of China’s leaders do not have to conform to those of the western world when they have their own institutions to make others conform to. That is why I believe that western institutions such as NATO should actively engage the SCO so that a universal consensus over global security issues can emerge. So how are the relationships of SCO and NATO member states affected by the situation in Afghanistan, and what does all this mean for the future of Sino-American relations? Perhaps cooperative agreements can be worked out that will improve the situation in Afghanistan, or maybe the SCO and NATO will bump heads on issues in the region for years to come. The future depends on the actions taken by officials within these organizations. Questions regarding the future of the SCO-NATO relationship are not easy to answer, but they must be addressed because people across the globe are affected by the decisions of NATO and SCO members whose actions in Afghanistan and Central and Southwest Asia could bring war, or peace and stability, not just to Afghanistan, but to people across the planet. Cooperation, understanding, open dialogue, and clear objectives are vital to the development of a peaceful SCO-NATO relationship, which is driven by the economies and political motives of China and the United States more so than any other members. Bilateral and multilateral security policies in both the United States and China will set the tone for the future of the SCO-NATO relationship and more direct dialogue between China and the United States can only benefit both countries.  Conclusion 
By looking at the past one can see that China and the United States have never attacked the other’s territory by conventional military means. One can also see that the two countries relationships have been slippery at times, and that indirect armed conflict has occurred. Both the United States and China have had rocky relationships with Russia in the past, and all three have had different alliances that have had different interests in Central and Southwest Asia. The domestic affairs of each country have shaped foreign policy at times, and at other times foreign policy did not reflect domestic affairs at all. Currently the United States and China have leading roles in NATO and the SCO which are both pursuing similar interests in Afghanistan and its neighbors. Because the interests have similar themes, they also can cause conflict if the appropriate steps toward cooperation are not taken. The U.S. and China’s competition for natural resources poses a danger if either country becomes too aggressive in their efforts to obtain these resources.  Cooperation and dialogue between NATO and the SCO can prevent future conflict from occurring, but it is also important for the United States and China to engage in high level bilateral talks with each other and other countries in Central and Southwest Asia. By focusing on this area, and particularly Afghanistan, the two countries and their multinational counterparts can benefit tremendously. Joint ventures between American and Chinese companies in Afghanistan can help to create a more secure Sino-American-Afghan relationship. Such a venture requires a multinational security force to ensure these companies can operate safely until Afghanistan is capable of providing its own security. Joint security and anti-terrorist operations between China and the United States, along with their multinational counterparts, in Afghanistan and other nearby places could foster a cooperative relationship that could bring stability to the region. Such cooperation should not endanger the sovereignty of Afghanistan or any neighboring country however, and the United Nations should take the necessary steps to ensure neither the SCO nor NATO become too aggressive or more powerful than the international community they represent within the United Nations. 
SCO can work with counterterrorism forces to solve Afghan stability 

Khan, 09- Policy Analyst from the Institute of Strategic Studies, Islamabad, Pakistan (2009, Simbal, “STABILIZATION OF AFGHANISTAN: U.S.-NATO REGIONAL STRATEGY & THE ROLE OF SCO,” http://www.issi.org.pk/photos/STABILIZATION_OF_AFGHANISTAN.pdf)
Since its inception eight years ago, the SCO has risen in stature and has become one of the most dynamic regional organizations. It comprises six full members: China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, and four observers: India, Pakistan, Iran and Mongolia. It was initially formed as a confidence-building mechanism to resolve border disputes. Over the past few years, the organization’s activities have expanded to include increased military cooperation, intelligence-sharing, 

and counterterrorism drills. The SCO has also intensified its focus on Afghanistan, and it appears likely that the SCO is poised to play a greater role in international efforts there in the near future. 

The rising focus on SCO as a likely multilateral forum for broad cooperation on Afghanistan is a testament to the great transformational changes within the regional security environment over the last eight years. At the time of its formation, the SCO was perceived to be a reactive response of the two regional great powers, China and Russia, to the military intervention in Afghanistan by the U.S. and NATO. However, this growing and sustained military intervention has unleashed certain disruptive forces which are reacting either defensively to survive, or offensively, to maximize the opportunities created by the continued instability. The trans-border nature of these threats which include, terrorism, Islamic militancy, organized crime and narcotic networks, is creating serious security challenges as well as certain opportunities for the SCO for cooperation with the U.S. and NATO in stabilizing Afghanistan. 

Yet, the space created for the SCO to operate in Afghanistan’s stabilization is limited in scope due to the U.S./NATO military presence inside Afghanistan as well as certain inherent organizational limitations. It is important to analyze and unravel the Afghanistan Action Plan announced at the SCO Special Conference on Afghanistan and to see how well it ties in with the broad regional objectives set out by the new U.S./NATO regional strategy.
***Disad answers
AT: Withdraw disad

Withdrawal spurs regional cooperation to stabilize the region and sustains US credibility 

Hadar, 10 - research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy, international trade, the Middle East, and South and East Asia. (7/28/10, Leon, “What happens if US troops leave Afghanistan? Not the end of the world as we know it,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12011)

As the members of War Party and its political-media echo chamber continue recycling their spin on WeakiLeaks-Afghanistan — hey-there-is-no-big-news-here-like-we-didn't-know — that-let's-stay-the-course — Washington — as opposed to the Rest of the Country — remains chained to the conventional wisdom (CW) that, well, even if things in Afghanistan are not working as planned and may be heading toward F-U Territory, the alternative — getting out of Hindu-Kush — would spell U-S D-E-F-E-A-T, helicopters on the American embassy's roof, the Barbarians at the Gate, the Fall of the Roman Empire, the End of the World as We Know it. Even the less hysterical types among us warn of the possible loss of American "credibility" around the world, of the potential threat to the Afghani secularists, women, religious minorities, and of the realistic scenario under which the failed state of Afghanistan degenerates into a total anarchy and is engulfed in a bloody civil war between ethnic and tribal groups that could draw in foreign powers and ignite a regional (nuclear?) war between India and Pakistan.

The Financial Times' foreign affairs analyst, Gideon Rachman — more incisive and much less pompous than you-know-who — responds to this scary CW that seems to suggest that we will be there — yesterday, today, tomorrow — "To prevent Afghanistan becoming a failed state and a haven for terrorists," by asking, "If we are in Afghanistan, why are we not also in Somalia, Yemen or Pakistan?" Rachman point out that these countries (one could add Kashmir and some of our beloved Central Asia's "Stans" to the list) have become centers of operations for mishmash of radical Islamist terrorist groups — al Qaeda franchises or "al Qaeda @" — that (try) to impose their control over some people and some territory and (try) to export their brand of terrorism to other countries in the geographical neighborhood.

Here is Rachman's main point: The U.S. and its allies have been dealing with this threat (notice I did not put quotation mark here) in Somalia (and in Yemen and Pakistan) through a combination of whatcha call "over the horizon" counterterrorism strategy or the "Somali Model," to use Rachman's term. "Monitor potential terrorist activity in Somalia from a distance, using a mixture of satellite and human intelligence. And, where possible and necessary, intervene with targeted military strikes," he recommends.

The arm-chair strategists in the Washington Postdo not like the idea, arguing that "over the horizon" strategy does nothing "to change the conditions under which al-Qaeda finds refuge and recruits." They continue to support whatcha call "counterinsurgency strategy" or COIN, by "providing security for the civilian population, economic reconstruction and the brokering of political accords — in other words, nation-building." That is as true in Somalia as it is in Iraq, the happy warrior and nation builders in the Post suggest.

But the COIN strategy that General Petraeus and his Australian mate and their disciples in Washington think tanks which the U.S. failed to implement in Vietnam will certainly not work in Afghanistan. Indeed, the notion that the U.S. has the power and the will — not to mention the interest — to engage in a long and costly process of building a nation-state in Afghanistan — — rebuilding, remaking, restructuring, reconstructing, and reforming this failed state and its mishmash of ethnic, religious, and tribal groups — the Pashtun and Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara, and the Aimak and the Turkmen and the Baloch people, its underdeveloped economy, nonexistent military, and "civil society" — is nothing more than a fantasy. In reality, it could create — it is creating! — a series of "blowbacks" that could end-up igniting more and not less anti-American terrorism. And let's face it: What Petraeus has achieved in Iraq is a temporary cease-fire between the Shiites, Sunnis, Kurds and the many other religious sects and tribes, that may — like in maybe — provide for a "decent interval" during which the U.S. could pull-out its troops from Mesopotamia. If anything, the American invasion or Iraq has interrupted a very bloody and horrific "nation building" process by Saddam Hussein and resulted in a civil war that will probably continue in one form or another for many years to come.

My guess is that a U.S. military disengagement would probably ignite a similar kind of civil war in Afghanistan as the largest ethnic group, the Pashtun fight with the Tajiks, Uzbeks and Hazaras (the three groups that dominated the victorious Northern Alliance) as outside regional powers led by Pakistan, India, Russia and China providing support for their clients.

Contrary to the dire warnings of members of Washington's War Party such a process could actually help create some level of stability in Afghanistan as Pakistan and India help establish sphere of influence there: Pakistan will maintain its influence in the so-called Pashtun-belt in the south where a the Taliban could emerge as the major local player, while India exert its own influence in the north of Afghanistan.

In fact, the expectation for U.S. military pull-out from Iraq has helped produce similar incentives for regional powers like Turkey, Iran and the Sunni Arab states to establish a certain balance of power in that country, with Turkey establishing friendly ties with the Kurds in the North while cooperating with Iran to prevent the emergence of an independent Kurdish state. Similarly, Iran and the Saudis have a common interest in averting a full-blown military confrontation between the Shiites and the Sunnis. There is no reason why India and Pakistan would not cooperate in controlling their clients in Afghanistan in order to avoid a regional military conflagration.

In any case, outside global powers, including the U.S. are constrained in their ability to shape the political realities in Afghanistan, and they have no moral obligation to do that. That does not mean that Washington should not use its diplomatic and economic power — and in some cases, limited military assistance — to help those players that share its interests and values. And it certainly should continue applying an effective counter-terrorism strategy to deal with the concrete threat of al-Qaeda @.

As I have written two years ago, the Obama Administration needed to modify its "belief about the moral benefit and policy utility of nation-building" which amounted to nothing more than mumbo-jumbo rhetoric. It should "abandon these fantasies and instead embrace a realist policy of working with regional powers to secure the limited but actual U.S. interests in Afghanistan and the rest of South and Central Asia — weakening the influence of radical Islam; damaging the infrastructure of terrorist groups; preventing unstable regimes and terrorist organizations from gaining access to weapons of mass destruction." You do not have to engage in the grandiose project of nation-building in order to achieve these limited goals.
AT: Withdraw disad
A counterterrorism approach preserves U.S. credibility

Rachman, 10 (Gideon, Financial Times, “Somali lessons for Afghanistan”, 7/26, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/1e1b3764-98b1-11df-a0b7-00144feab49a.html)
The lesson of Somalia and Pakistan is that counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency are different things. It is possible to combat terrorist groups without getting sucked into a major war and state-building exercise of the sort that the west has committed itself to in Afghanistan. That, in turn, suggests that Nato should look to withdraw troops from Afghanistan much faster than currently envisaged – and to refocus the mission much more tightly on counter-terrorism.

There are good and bad arguments that will be deployed against this course of action. The best argument is that, having 

Afghanistan - Behind the front line" 
committed to building a decent state
 in Afghanistan, the west has a moral obligation to keep going. It is true that there are many brave and decent Afghans who have put a lot of faith in the Nato-led war. But it is surely now apparent that the protection of human rights in Afghanistan cannot ultimately be secured at the point of a foreign gun. Only the internal evolution of Afghan society can provide any long-term guarantees of good government.

The other main argument against pulling back from Afghanistan is that western credibility is at stake. If we fail in Afghanistan, Nato might fall apart and America’s enemies across the world will be emboldened. Picture the fall of Saigon in 1975 – now replay that event, with the Taliban entering Kabul.

But this argument is also over-stated. A seriously reduced foreign force could help the Afghan government maintain control of Kabul – much as the African Union force has, so far, kept the Islamists from seizing Mogadishu. Even the fall of Saigon was not the catastrophic blow to the US that it felt like, at the time. Just 16 years later, the Soviet Union collapsed – helped on its way by a draining war in Afghanistan.
The credibility argument is an empirically false scare tactic

Bonner, 10 - a former foreign correspondent and investigative reporter for the New York Times, (Raymond, The Altantic, “On Afghanistan, Asking the Wrong Question,” 7/30,  http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2010/07/on-afghanistan-asking-the-wrong-question/60646/
It was a compelling argument, made at a conference in London co-sponsored by The New York Review of Books and The Guardian. But there was something disquieting about it. First, is it in America's interest, or its duty or obligation, to prevent a civil war in Afghanistan? Second, isn't it Foreign Policy 101 that a country decide whether or not it has security interests before making a decision about going to war? Third, during Vietnam, when all was going from bad to worse, over and over, we were told that America's "credibility" was at stake. We eventually withdrew, most ignominiously, and Vietnam became Communist. If America's credibility suffered, it wasn't for long: when Europe was troubled by the turmoil in its own Balkans neighborhood, it begged the United States to come to the rescue. No one questions that America is the most powerful nation in the world, with the most credible military.
AT: Withdraw disad
The credibility argument is empirically false

Englehardt, 10 - Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley  and Fellow at the Nation Institute (Tom, “Yes, We Could... Get Out!”, 4/26, Antiwar.com, lexis)

It's worth remembering that, in 1975, when the South Vietnamese Army collapsed and we essentially fled the country, we abandoned staggering amounts of equipment there. Helicopters were pushed over the sides of aircraft carriers to make space; barrels of money were burned at the U.S. embassy in Saigon; military bases as large as anything we've built in Iraq or Afghanistan fell into North Vietnamese hands; and South Vietnamese allies were deserted in the panic of the moment. Nonetheless, when there was no choice, we got out. Not elegantly, not nicely, not thoughtfully, not helpfully, but out.
Keep in mind that, then too, disaster was predicted for the planet, should we withdraw precipitously ?" including rolling communist takeovers of country after country, the loss of "credibility" for the American superpower, and a murderous bloodbath in Vietnam itself. All were not only predicted by Washington's Cassandras, but endlessly cited in the war years as reasons not to leave. And yet here was the shock that somehow never registered among all the so-called lessons of Vietnam: nothing of that sort happened afterward.
Today, Vietnam is a reasonably prosperous land with friendly relations with its former enemy, the United States. After Vietnam, no other "dominos" fell and there was no bloodbath in that country. Of course, it could have been different ?" and elsewhere, sometimes, it has been. But even when local skies darken, the world doesn't end.
And here's the truth of the matter: the world won't end, not in Iraq, not in Afghanistan, not in the United States, if we end our wars and withdraw. The sky won't fall, even if the U.S. gets out reasonably quickly, even if subsequently blood is spilled and things don't go well in either country.


Plan popular in Congress

Withdrawal popular – Congressional opposition is escalating now
Sanger, 7/21/10 (David, New York Times, “Afghan Deadline is Cutting Two ways,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=3&hp) 
Mr. Obama has begun losing critical political figures and strategists who are increasingly vocal in arguing that the benefits of continuing on the current course for at least another year, and probably longer, are greatly outweighed by the escalating price.

For two months, Democrats in Congress have been holding up billions of dollars in additional financing for the war, longer than they ever delayed similar requests from President George W. Bush. Most Republican leaders have largely backed a continued commitment, but the White House was surprised the other day when one of Mr. Obama’s mentors on foreign policy issues in the Senate,Richard G. Lugar of Indiana, argued that “the lack of clarity in Afghanistan does not end with the president’s timetable,” and that both the military and civilian missions were “proceeding without a clear definition of success.”

“We could make progress for decades on security, on employment, good governance, women’s rights,” he said, without ever reaching “a satisfying conclusion.”
NATO withdrawal now
NATO withdrawal coming now

Sanger, 7/21/10 (David, New York Times, “Afghan Deadline is Cutting Two ways,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/22/world/asia/22assess.html?_r=3&hp) 
The allies, voicing similar concerns, have abandoned most talk of a conditions-based withdrawal in favor of harder timetables. Britain’s new prime minister, David Cameron, did his best to sound as though he and Mr. Obama were on the same page during his first visit to the White House on Tuesday, but he also told a BBC interviewer while in Washington, “We’re not going to be there in five years’ time.”

The Dutch leave this fall, and the Canadians say they intend to follow suit by the end of 2011.

As one of Mr. Obama’s top strategists said this week, with some understatement, “There are signs that the durability of this mission has to be attended to.”

All this has made it harder than ever for Mr. Obama to convince the Afghans and the Pakistanis that the West’s commitment is enduring. “Politically, the support is absolutely crumbling,” said David Gordon, a former top official on the National Intelligence Council and at the State Department who is now at the Eurasia Group. “You can’t hide that from the players in the region, and when they see it, it makes them hedge even more, preparing for the post-American era.”

Iran prolif advantage / addon
Withdrawing from Afghanistan is vital to credible deterrence to denuclearize Iran – prevents proliferation and nuclear war
Garfinkle, 9 – editor of The American Interest, former professor of Middle East Politics at the University of Pennsylvania and at the School of Advanced International Studies of The Johns Hopkins University (Adam, “

and Iran" 
The real linkage: Afghanistan and Iran
,” 11/4, http://blogs.law.harvard.edu/mesh/2009/11/the-real-linkage-afghanistan-and-iran/)
As President Obama decides how to proceed in the Afghan war, he needs to add one more variable that is rarely mentioned: Iranian determination to acquire nuclear weapons. An ongoing Afghanistan campaign means that resort to force against Iran would be tantamount to starting a second war. The politics being what they are, that will knock the military option against Iran off the table, with negative implications for an empowered diplomacy toward Iran.

Consider the timelines of the Afghan and Iranian policy portfolios, as President Obama must. Whether or not Iran parts with some of its fissile material in coming months in accord with the recent Geneva deal, it will still have enough nuclear “stuff” for one at least bomb within 18 months. (It may have more than that if, as looks increasingly likely, the recent Qom revelation displayed the tail end of a significant and protracted effort.) It will probably have overcome its weaponization and delivery-system challenges within 36-48 months. In 36-48 months U.S. and NATO forces will probably still be fighting in Afghanistan, whether Obama decides on a minimalist, counterterrorism-plus approach or General Stanley McChrystal’s counterinsurgency-minus one.

The logic and overlapping timetables of the Afghan-Iran linkage suggest a need to choose. How should we think about that choice?

Both problems are consequential, but an Iranian nuclear breakout poses more serious long-term security dangers to the region and to the United States than any likely fallout from the Afghan war. Losing in Afghanistan could boost the morale of Islamist extremists worldwide, harm NATO and possibly exacerbate the situation in Pakistan. But acquiescing to an Iranian nuclear capability would spell the collapse of the Non-Proliferation Treaty regime and likely set off a proliferation race in and around the region that could catalyze a regional nuclear war. Unlike the Cold War deterrence relationship many of us remember, which involved just two sides with mostly secure weapons and command-and-control systems, a multifaceted nuclear Middle East without stable second-strike arsenals would be extremely crisis unstable and accident-prone, and could “leak” dangerous materiel to terrorists, as well. It is facile to assert that a deterrence relationship which worked in one context will also work in others; that assumption with respect to Iran is a textbook example of the “lesser-included case” fallacy.

If American interests require the prevention of an Iranian bomb, then major combat operations in Afghanistan must end before the moment to decide on Iran is at hand. That’s not the track we’re now on. General McChrystal’s plan is a stop-loss effort that cannot achieve a level playing field upon which to drive a new Afghan diplomacy, let alone achieve anything remotely resembling victory in three years or less.

There are only two alternatives to preserve a credible military option, and hence a credible diplomacy, with regard to Iran: accept defeat in Afghanistan, whatever we may call it, and leave; or surge militarily to reverse the perception of Taliban ascendancy, and then drive a new political arrangement there to end the war within the next 18-24 months.

Either option is preferable to a protracted and inconclusive bloodletting, but the latter option—depending more on air power and avoiding the massive (and counterproductive) garrisoning of the country with foreign forces—is preferable. It would avoid the optic of defeat. A new Afghan coalition government, blessed by a Loya Jirga within and supported by high-level contact-group diplomacy from without, would have at least a chance of creating a stable environment over the longer run—something that cannot reliably be said about the current regime in Kabul.

A success in Afghanistan also would lift the admittedly modest prospects that diplomacy can persuade the Iranians to step back from the nuclear precipice, just as failure to turn the tide would likely tempt them forward. And if the Iranians do not step back, a success in Afghanistan will better undergird the diplomacy that must accompany any military operation directed toward them.

Clearly, however, no McChrystal-plus option is on the table. This suggests that, barring some major out-of-the-blue event, like the collapse of the Iranian regime, the administration will be unable to consider using force against Iran when the time comes to decide, even if it might wish to do so. And Tehran’s knowledge that all U.S. military options are off the table is not liable to be helpful.

US spends 7 billion a month on Afghanistan
The U.S. spends 7 billion a month in Afghanistan

Hallinan, 10-columnist for foreign policy in focus (7/22/10, Conn, “The Great Myth: Counterinsurgency,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_great_myth_counterinsurgency)
There was a time when the old imperial powers and the United States could wage war without having to bank their home-fires. No longer. The United States has spent over $300 billion on the Afghan War, and is currently shelling out about $7 billion a month. In the meantime, 31 states are sliding toward insolvency, and 15 million people have lost their jobs. As House Speaker Nancy Pelosi told theHuffington Post, “It just can’t be that we have a domestic agenda that is half the size of the defense budget.”

US-Russian nuclear war outweighs India-Pakistan nuclear war
A large nuclear war outweighs an India-Pakistan nuclear war

MacQuarrie, 10 – staff writer, Boston Globe (Brian, “Clear and present nuclear threats,” Boston Globe, 7/25,
http://www.boston.com/ae/movies/articles/2010/07/25/countdown_to_zero_examines_two_dangers_nuclear_threats_and_public_complacency/?page=1
According to Dr. Ira Helfand of Northampton, former president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, even a relatively small nuclear exchange between, for example, India and Pakistan would have serious global repercussions. Temperatures across the planet would drop about 1.3 degrees centigrade, Helfand said, and lead to mass starvation.

In a large-scale nuclear war, temperatures would drop 8 to 10 degrees centigrade, agriculture would be devastated, and “the likelihood is that the entire human race would starve to death,’’ Helfand said during a panel discussion after a recent screening at the Coolidge Corner Theatre in Brookline.

Al Qaeda nuclear terror threat high

The risk of nuclear terrorism from al Qaeda is high
MacQuarrie, 10 – staff writer, Boston Globe (Brian, “Clear and present nuclear threats,” Boston Globe, 7/25,
http://www.boston.com/ae/movies/articles/2010/07/25/countdown_to_zero_examines_two_dangers_nuclear_threats_and_public_complacency/?page=1
“The likelihood of a single nuclear bomb exploding in a single city somewhere, maybe even Boston, has increased,’’ said Graham Allison, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University. Allison is one of several talking heads featured in the documentary.
The technology is spreading, terrorists have an appetite for the arms, and the security of nuclear bombs, particularly in Pakistan and the countries of the former Soviet Union, is a constant worry for US and allied defense officials.
But to people worried more about mortgage payments than nuclear holocaust, the danger can seem as dated as fallout shelters and “Dr. Strangelove.’’ Because of that sense of complacency, an area network of clergy, academics, and scientists is spreading the word that this issue must not be overlooked.
“Nuclear weapons were so much the story line of the Cold War,’’ said Allison, who served as assistant defense secretary under President Clinton and a special defense adviser under President Reagan. “If you’re only following the headlines — ‘The Cold War’s Over’ — it must have gone away.’’
Instead, Allison said, an apocalyptic danger is clear and present.
“The objective of Al Qaeda is to ‘kill 4 million Americans, including 2 million children,’ ’’ Allison says during the 90-minute film. “You’re not going to get to kill 4 million people by hijacking airplanes and crashing them into buildings.’’
The quickest way to reach that goal is through the cataclysm of a nuclear explosion, which Valerie Plame Wilson, the former CIA officer whose identity was leaked by aides under President George W. Bush, said Al Qaeda is eager to accomplish.
“Al Qaeda is determined to acquire nuclear weapons and to use them if they get them,’’ Wilson says in the film. “In the early ’90s, they tried to buy highly enriched uranium in the Sudan. They got scammed. Just prior to the 9/11 attacks, we do know that Osama bin Laden and his lieutenant, Zawahiri, sat down with two Pakistani nuclear scientists and discussed nuclear weapons.’’
“Countdown to Zero’’ was produced by Lawrence Bender, who brought the issue of global warming to a mass audience through “An Inconvenient Truth,’’ the Academy Award-winning documentary. In Allison’s view, nuclear proliferation is a much more immediate danger.

In addition to showing the history of the atomic bomb, the film includes interviews of world figures such as Mikhail Gorbachev, Tony Blair, and Pervez Musharraf; nuclear scientists; and intelligence officials such as former CIA operative Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, a current fellow at the Belfer Center.

“Countdown to Zero’’ includes the troubling and well-known development of Iran’s nuclear program, but its writer and director, Lucy Walker, also chronicles little-publicized thefts of enriched uranium that show this fear has been more reality than rumor.

As Mowatt-Larssen says in the film: “There are three ways to acquire a nuclear weapon: You can steal a bomb. You can buy a bomb. And you can build a bomb.’’ Walker shows that all three options are very much in play.

According to Dr. Ira Helfand of Northampton, former president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, even a relatively small nuclear exchange between, for example, India and Pakistan would have serious global repercussions. Temperatures across the planet would drop about 1.3 degrees centigrade, Helfand said, and lead to mass starvation.

In a large-scale nuclear war, temperatures would drop 8 to 10 degrees centigrade, agriculture would be devastated, and “the likelihood is that the entire human race would starve to death,’’ Helfand said during a panel discussion after a recent screening at the Coolidge Corner Theatre in Brookline.

“Countdown to Zero,’’ developed by Participant Media in conjunction with the World Security Institute and Magnolia Pictures, has been shown at the Cannes and Sundance film festivals. However, the sparse turnout at the Brookline screening underscored the difficulties that the documentary faces in attracting a large, paying audience.

“We have kind of an issue fatigue that all of us understandably experience,’’ said the Rev. Jim Antal, president of the Massachusetts Conference of the United Church of Christ, who also spoke after the screening. To help counter that fatigue, Antal plans to send an alert to all of the 400 churches and clergy in his jurisdiction.

“This problem has not gone away,’’ Antal said.

The issue of complacency or unawareness might be even more acute among younger people who have no recollection of the Cold War and its hair-trigger threat of nuclear annihilation.

Ryan Scott McDonnell, executive director of the Boston Faith & Justice Network, said the group will be encouraging its 5,000 young men and women to watch the film.

“This is a first step to convince people that this is an issue that you at least need to learn about even before you care about it,’’ McDonnell said. “But that’s just the starting point.’’

Despite the seemingly increasing nuclear threat posed by terrorists and rogue organizations, some activists see more opportunities for large-scale disarmament. The United States and Russia already have dramatically reduced their nuclear arsenals, and Presidents Obama and Dmitry Medvedev have pledged to eliminate even more weapons.

The Nobel Peace Prize committee made Obama its 2009 recipient partly because of his support for universal nuclear disarmament. And that effort, by the leader of one of the world’s two nuclear giants, is an important reason for hope, Antal said.

“This is an unprecedented opportunity for humanity to put the genie back in the bottle,’’ Antal said. “To have a person of Obama’s values in his position, and his relations with the Russians, I just think this is something that can give the world hope.’’

Time, however, might be running short.

Allison said that while the threat of all-out nuclear war has declined, the rise of terrorism continues to make the intersection of motive and materials a wildly unpredictable one.

Indeed, Allison said in a phone interview, the findings of a congressionally appointed committee on weapons of mass destruction and terrorism underscored the dangers. Allison, who was a member of that committee, recounted its conclusions from 2008.

“We said that, unless there’s some significant change from the current trend lines, we believed it was more likely than not that there would be a successful nuclear or biological attack somewhere in the world before the end of 2013,’’ Allison said.

“I subscribe to that.’’

***Counterplan answers

AT: Silk Road CP 

The Silk Road fails--- stability and uncooperative states 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)
The first is the need for security in Afghanistan. Without stability in Afghanistan, the investments required to transform this landlocked country into a major trans-regional transportation hub will simply not materialize because the risks to all assets created, from whatever source, would be extraordinarily high. In other words, the means required— investible resources—to produce the goal desired—Afghanistan as a nucleus of regional cooperation—cannot be secured without that end existing to begin with. This persistent conundrum has continually frustrated all efforts to realize the otherwise laudable objective of regional integration.

The second obstacle is just as significant as the first. The unspoken assumption that underlies the regional approach based on economic integration is that all states, no matter what their political differences, can profit from the gains from trade. A steady accumulation of such gains would provide enough incentives for all the warring competitors to mute their rivalries or at least to hold them in sufficient check to avoid disrupting the benefits accruing from trade and transit. In other words, regional competitors would value the absolute gains arising from economic intercourse over and above the relative gains associated with their political rivalries.

Unfortunately, this assumption is both heroic and untrue. The evidence thus far suggests that at least one critical state, Pakistan, has consistently valued its security-driven relative gains far more than any absolute gains emerging from enhanced regional trade. Consequently, here too, the desired goal of regional integration has been unfailingly stymied because Islamabad’s fears about its political interests being subverted as a result of the increased prosperity accruing to others— even if Pakistan itself flourishes in the process—have prevented it from cooperating in the manner that the votaries of economic integration imagine it should.
Pakistan prevents a successful trade route 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)
The discrepancy between Pakistani and American goals in Afghanistan continues in the realm of economics as well: while Washington has a strong interest in ensuring the viability of the fledging Afghan state by restoring it to its historical position as a trade and transit corridor between Central and South Asia, Pakistan’s fear of becoming merely an appendage in the process, mainly supporting the growth of other major powers such as India, has led it to obstruct all worthwhile proposals relating to the expansion of economic intercourse across the greater South Asian region.

AT: Regional Cooperation Counterplan (this is also neg vs. SCO advantage)
Bilateral relations are impossible--- competing interests 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)
While the logic of Petraeus’ argument is unassailable, the “cooperative security” that this third approach embodies runs into many problems. In large part, this is because many regional states have competing—and often non-negotiable—national goals in Afghanistan, even if they otherwise stand to benefit from the success of American actions focused on eliminating transnational terrorist groups based there or in its environs. Equally importantly, the United States too often has competing interests with respect to many of the regional states—interests that prevent Washington from making cooperation in Afghanistan, however desirable, the first order of business in America’s bilateral relations with these countries. For these reasons and others explored below, the kind of partnership that the third version of the regional approach demands has proved thus far beyond reach.

Pakistan’s conflicting goals prevent successful regional cooperation 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)
Pakistan, the most critical U.S. ally in the war in Afghanistan and one of Afghanistan’s most important direct neighbors, pursues far more divergent aims relative to Washington (and Kabul) than the high American dependence on Pakistan would lead one to assume. Although both Washington and Islamabad have gone to great lengths to publicly emphasize their shared goals in Afghanistan since 2001, a close analysis reveals deep and perhaps unbridgeable gulfs between the two countries, at least in the near term. These chasms are manifested most clearly on the core issues of high politics: defeating the Afghan Taliban and preventing its return to power in Kabul by force, and constructing a minimally effective central state in Afghanistan.

On both these counts, Pakistan’s interests differ from those of the United States. Where the first is concerned, Islamabad—or more precisely, the Pakistani military, which dominates national security decision making—views protecting the Afghan Taliban leadership and its core capabilities as essential to shielding Pakistan’s westward flanks against India. Although Pakistani policy makers certainly do not prefer to see the Taliban ensconced in Kabul, as they did before—in part because the events leading up to this outcome would be quite dangerous to their own country—they nonetheless seek a government in Afghanistan that has sufficient Taliban representation because of their conviction that such a regime alone would be capable of reversing India’s current influence and denying it any significant role in that country. Islamabad also rejects the goal of building an effective central state in Afghanistan, because it fears that if such an entity comes to be dominated by secular Pashtuns, they would stymie Pakistan’s goal of preventing Afghan territorial claims on its Pashtun-dominated lands. Were a competent central authority in Afghanistan to be controlled by nonPashtun ethnic groups, the disenfranchisement of Pakistan’s closest tribal allies in Afghanistan could, it is feared, leave Islamabad at a conclusive disadvantage vis-à-vis India. For these reasons, Pakistan’s commitment to supporting the U.S. objective of raising a minimally effective central state in Afghanistan is suspect. The erection of an effective central state in Afghanistan would also undermine Pakistan’s long-term goal of becoming the principal foreign adjudicator of Kabul’s strategic choices, which— whatever its justification—ends up placing Islamabad at odds not only with the United States, India, and Iran, but also with Afghanistan itself, when the interests of the Karzai regime, the northern regions, and the non-Taliban Pashtuns are taken into account.

AT: Regional Cooperation Counterplan (this is also neg vs. SCO advantage)
Even if the US and Pakistan cooperate on counter terrorism other converging goals prevent broader cooperation 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)

The foregoing summary does not by any means suggest that Pakistan and the United States are hopelessly divided on all issues: the partnership between the two countries has been particularly close on counterterrorism operations against al-Qaeda and the indigenous rebellion mounted by the Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan. The United States also continues to rely heavily on Pakistan for the transport of dry cargo for coalition military operations in Afghanistan. But, on balance, the tension between U.S. and Pakistani goals is so acute on some critical issues that it could make the difference not only to the success of U.S. operations in Afghanistan but also to the viability of any regional approach intended to induce greater cooperation within the region.
Regional cooperation fails--- multiple reasons 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)

CAN THE REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN SUCCEED?

As the analysis of national aims in the previous section suggests, there is considerable disparity between regional interests and the objectives pursued by the United States in Afghanistan. If a deeper analysis of the convergence between U.S. and Afghan aims themselves were undertaken, the same conclusion would again obtain: the fact that there is a considerable diversity of opinion inside Afghanistan about the coalition, its presence, and its campaign; the fact that the Karzai regime seeks to protect its power over and above contributing to domestic stability; and the fact that different political factions within Afghanistan are aligned with different regional patrons, all contribute, among other things, to the inference that U.S. and Afghan objectives too may not be perfectly aligned. These factors all undermine a regional approach. This inference suggests that implementing a regional strategy on the presumption that there exists substantial convergence between U.S. and regional goals (even if the divergence between U.S. and Afghan goals themselves is disregarded) will prove to be extremely challenging. 
Competing goals prevent regional cooperation

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)

Second, the difficulties enveloping the core quadrangle of states— Afghanistan, Pakistan, India, and Iran—also implicate other countries that lie further afield, for different reasons. The U.S.–Pakistan relationship experiences significant stress with regard to the Afghan Taliban: Washington’s political and military strategy is directed at defeating the group, whereas Islamabad’s is oriented toward preserving it. The Taliban are also an opportunity for two different dyadic rivalries to play themselves out, albeit in conflicting ways: the intense ideological and geopolitical competition between Iran and Saudi Arabia, which manifests throughout the Middle East and the Persian Gulf, finds Iran strategically opposed to the Taliban in the face of Saudi sympathy for the group; but Iran’s truculence vis-à-vis the United States places it in the awkward situation of becoming a tactical supporter of the Taliban merely because the insurgency serves the useful purpose of ensnaring the United States. U.S.–Russian competition mercifully does not play out with the same intensity in Afghanistan, but it does prevent Russia from supporting the American military endeavor with the wholehearted support that might otherwise have materialized. Other latent rivalries that cannot be wished away include Russian and Central Asian discomfort with Pakistan, and Russian and Indian concerns about China. Although these mutual suspicions do not dominate the politics of cooperation in Afghanistan today, they dampen the prospects for meaningful cooperation.

AT: Regional Cooperation Counterplan (this is also neg vs. SCO advantage)
Any action a state takes has positive and negative effects on regional states-- regionalism is destined to fail 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)

The intense and cross-cutting nature of the security competition among various dyads, highlighted in Table 2, affirms the critical conclusion that while Afghanistan is important to many of its neighbors, its importance usually derives from how it impacts other strategic goals. Because these goals are often competitive, the success of a regional approach is inevitably impeded. This reality is manifested by the fact that any action undertaken either in or with respect to Afghanistan by one state ends up affecting many others positively or negatively because of its impact on their own interests or fortunes. Table 3 summarizes the character and intensity of the impact of various national actions on the relevant neighbors. Thus, Pakistan’s counterinsurgency operations against the Tehrik-e-Taliban Pakistan inside Pakistan yield important but moderate benefits for U.S. counterinsurgency operations inside Afghanistan. Pakistani support for other terrorist groups, such as the Haqqani network, the Hezb-i-Islami (Gulbuddin), the Afghan Taliban, and the Lashkar-e-Taiba, has a high negative impact on U.S., Afghan, Indian, and Iranian interests in different ways. Similarly, India’s investments in Afghan reconstruction significantly impact U.S. and Afghan national goals in positive ways, but these same actions, though consistently encouraged by Washington, unnerve Islamabad greatly and to that extent have a highly negative impact on Pakistan. Iran’s engagement with and aid to Afghanistan, currently standing at some $280 million in reconstruction projects, may be judged as having a significant positive impact on Kabul’s fortunes. Tehran’s willingness to oppose the Taliban’s return to power and its willingness to provide India with physical access to Afghanistan yields positive benefits to both Kabul and New Delhi. By that very measure, however, Iranian actions end up having a moderately negative impact on Pakistan. Similarly, its efforts to simultaneously support some Taliban military operations against the coalition have a moderately negative impact on the United States.

All the other states’ actions characterized in Table 3, insofar as they pertain directly to their other peers and to Afghanistan, amplify the general point: even if there is some disagreement about how precisely various national actions in Afghanistan are to be characterized, both in terms of their impact on others and the intensity of such impact, the fact remains that all national actions have diverse impacts on different stakeholders, some positive and others negative, with varying intensity. That the critical actions of key states happen to undermine, in many cases, the interests of other important partners—as reflected in this table—provides the final reason for skepticism that a regional approach to Afghanistan is likely to succeed in the near term.

AT: Regional Cooperation Counterplan (this is also neg vs. SCO advantage)
The withdrawal announcement gutted any chance of regional cooperation 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)
President Obama’s decision to identify a date for beginning the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Afghanistan has perhaps driven the final nail in the coffin of what were already, for all the structural reasons laid out here, debilitating infirmities in the regional strategy. Whatever the domestic political considerations that led up to it, all of Afghanistan’s neighbors, and many others, read the president’s November 25, 2009, speech—despite its subsequent qualifications—as signaling the beginning of an American exit from the region. Consequently, all of them have since begun preparations to protect their national interests in the aftermath of a U.S. military withdrawal. These actions, far from presaging the cooperation necessary for the success of a regional approach, could well prove its conclusive undoing. Thus, it is ironic that the Obama administration, which has been the biggest champion of the regional approach to resolving the conundrums in Afghanistan, has inadvertently done the most to undermine its prospects for accomplishment. Given that the auguries of the regional approach were never particularly encouraging to begin with—except at the purely operational level of war (the first conception of the regional approach discussed in the first section)—the incongruence of various national goals relative to those of the United States in Afghanistan, the existence of important cross-cutting rivalries among the regional influentials, and the corrosive impact of many national actions in Afghanistan all combine to undermine the regional approach, whether at the level of national policy or international diplomacy or economic integration. Given this reality, U.S. policy could move in the direction of either jettisoning the regional approach or continuing to hold on to it mainly as a slogan, while seeking to mitigate its deficiencies by encouraging limited economic integration wherever possible even as it pursues concerted bilateral engagement with the relevant states. The United States should invest resources in deepening regional economic integration, no matter how modest or partial the gains may be initially. There is in fact a strong case to be made for Washington using its significant assistance programs as well as the power of multilateral lending institutions to foster more intense trade and transit linkages between Central and South Asia—even against the opposition of recalcitrant states. Washington should approach the issue of bilateral engagement, however, more carefully. If this effort comes to focus on conflict resolution, it is unlikely to be any more successful in the future than it has been in the past. Failure in this instance is not because Washington has lacked the interest or attention, but rather because the strategic interests of Afghanistan’s key neighbors, especially Pakistan, are obdurate and beyond the capability of the United States to refashion, especially in circumstances where Washington is widely viewed as preparing to exit the region. Given such perceptions, attempting to recast the goals and strategies of Afghanistan’s neighbors by investing in resolving the major underlying conflicts between them is unlikely to pay off. While this approach would be consistent with the president’s early instincts and with the sentiments of many within his administration to this day, it would also be hazardous and uncertain—at least within the timelines that Obama himself has established for the realistic demonstration of success in Afghanistan. If the administration nonetheless chooses to embark upon this course, it would be gambling on the proposition that resolving the more intractable and vicious problem of regional conflict remains the best way to address the narrower challenge embodied by a Taliban insurgency that operates with Pakistani support. 

AT: Regional Cooperation Counterplan (this is also neg vs. SCO advantage)
Regional cooperation fails---conflicting interests and competition 

Tellis, 10 is a senior associate in Carnegie’s South Asia Program (2010, Ashley, Carnegie Endowment for Peace, “IMPLEMENTING A REGIONAL APPROACH TO AFGHANISTAN,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/regional_approach.pdf)

The logic of pursuing a regional approach in Afghanistan is faultless— in principle. If Afghanistan’s neighbors, both those that border it and those that directly impact its security, could collaborate to advance the international coalition’s core objectives in regard to counterterrorism, reconstruction, and state-building, the prospects for success would immeasurably increase. When the national aims, perceptions, and actions of Afghanistan’s many neighbors are carefully assessed, however, the effective consensus necessary to support the coalition’s larger political and military goals seems to lie beyond reach.

The conventional wisdom about why the regional approach in Afghanistan has not succeeded thus far attributes the failure mainly to the incompatible prioritization of various national goals that transcend Afghanistan. Thus, it is often argued that all the states in the greater South Asian region actually desire a stable and successful Afghanistan, but competing national priorities beyond Afghanistan usually get in the way. Consequently, Afghanistan, in effect, becomes a sideshow where, despite the general desire for cooperation, other bilateral disputes invariably take priority. This explanation for the ineffectiveness of the regional approach is not wrong but it is incomplete. As this essay suggests, the regional approach to Afghanistan— understood as an effort to incorporate all of Kabul’s major neighbors into a cooperative enterprise led by the United States, and aimed at stabilizing Afghanistan through successful counterterrorism, reconstruction, and state-building—is unlikely to succeed, first and foremost, because the key regional stakeholders have diverging objectives within Afghanistan. Thus, although these states claim to want success for Afghanistan, their specific goals often do not cohere either with U.S. and Afghan aims or the objectives sought by others within Afghanistan itself. This fundamental problem is exacerbated by the realities of local security competition, which then position other states as bigger challenges to be managed relative to securing what are notionally common goals in Afghanistan. Given these two sets of problems— the diverging national objectives within Afghanistan itself and, further, the competition between various states that takes priority over achieving common goals inside Afghanistan—it is not surprising to find a third tribulation that bedevils the regional approach: namely, that various national actions, even when well-intentioned, generate problematic consequences that only further deepen the extant regional rivalries. That the United States, too, pursues competing political interests vis-àvis these regional states, which has the effect of stymieing their cooperation on Afghanistan, does not help matters either. Altogether, these realities do not bode well for President Obama’s interest in regional engagement, particularly if the latter comes to dominate the imperatives of doing the right things within Afghanistan.
AT: Taliban Negotiations

Negotiations increase terrorism and would result in Pakistan collapse 

Moore, 10 - served with the US departments of Defence and State in the 1990s and worked in a number of humanitarian and development assistance roles in Afghanistan since 2002 (7/29/10, John, The Austrailian, “Taliban talks shoot allies in the foot,” lexis) 

A key factor in the Taliban resurgence is the failure of the international community and Afghan government to gain ground in the political battle for hearts and minds. When the local elite and broader population see a willingness of the Karzai administration and the international community to open talks with the Taliban, the message conveyed is that the Taliban has political momentum and Afghanistan is on the verge of being abandoned yet again by the West. Thus they are less willing to support military and civilian efforts and are increasingly susceptible to insurgent pressure.

This does not mean efforts to divide and fracture the Taliban and associated insurgent and terrorist networks should not continue, as such efforts are also critical. The issue is that treating the Taliban as being a legitimate, monolithic actor -- even if only rhetorically -- transfers to the insurgency a political power they have never actually held.

As the voices of those supporting discussions with the Taliban grow, there is an apparent move to cut deals at an individual and group level as they prepare for the eventual withdrawal of the West.

Even the likes of the eminent Pakistani scholar Ahmed Rashid seem to be calling for a default back to a Pakistani-dominated approach, given the apparent paucity of alternatives -- and political will -- remaining. Meanwhile, one can only assume that actors in the northern and western parts of Afghanistan are building new links to traditional external powers such as Russia and Iran in preparation for the perceived post-American period.

Talking with the Taliban with the intent to grant them political power would only accelerate further the legitimacy gap of the international community and Afghan government and open the door for a regression to 1990s-era dynamics, fraught with fragmentation and civil war.

As pointed out by the Australian thinker and Afghan specialist William Maley, there is a danger of creating a strategic cascade wherein deterioration occurs quickly -- potentially in days or weeks -- should the sense of Taliban momentum and combat prowess advance.

Another set of points is missing from the discussion. In engaging with the Taliban, the international community and Karzai government would give credibility to the claim of radicals within the Muslim world that, yet again, a group of mujaheddin has defeated a superpower. Such sentiment after the Soviet withdrawal of 1979 inspired the rise of al-Qa'ida and a network of affiliated terrorist organisations that continue to look for new recruits in a global jihad.

Also of key concern is that the legitimising of the Afghan Taliban would see a greater integration of them with their Pakistani kinsmen, thus creating the potential for further radicalisation of a nuclear-armed state and introducing new destabilising pressures throughout the region.
Taliban negotiations are impossible--- ideologies and unpopularity 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p.70-72)
CRITICISM 7: "We Should Negotiate with the Taliban" 

To be sure, we should negotiate with local affiliates of the Taliban. And as time goes on, if we gain battlefield momentum, we may even be able to persuade some of the Taliban leadership to negotiate-largely on our terms. But the notion of a compromise today with the central Taliban leadership is flawed for two reasons. 

First wars do not usually end through negotiation. They end when someone wins.14 Second, as argued earlier, the Taliban as such are not interested in negotiation and are not the sort of organization with whom we should want to negotiate-meaning compromise. Their extremist ideology is misogynous, intolerant, and ruthless. Their history in Afghanistan has been brutal and barbaric. They are extremely unpopular among Afghans, particularly in non-Pashtun areas, where their public support is virtually nil, but even in places like Kandahar, where despite recent strides, the Taliban garner only a 25 percent favorability rating 

 (compared with a 75 percent rating for the government, despite years of failed efforts there). The Taliban are on a roll, but their success is based more on a combination of intimidation and a general perception among Afghans that they are winning {"Nothing succeeds like success," as the saying goes, and Afghans know how to pick the winning side}. That momentum is not based on a fundamental appeal to most Afghans, however, and we should be able to reverse it with a more successful strategy. 

AT: Bilateral Defense CP---Commitment 

Bilateral defense treaties do not change the perception of commitment or alter the insurgency

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p.102-103)
Plan for an Alliance with Afghanistan 

Senator Joseph Lieberman, scholar Ashley Tellis, and others have argued that the United States should establish a formal alliance with Afghanistan to clarify the resoluteness of its security commitments. They believe such an alliance would take away any doubt-from tribal leaders in southern Afghanistan, from the lSI in Pakistan, and from others who continue to hedge their bets-about the country's long-term future. This could make them more inclined to support the central government in Kabul and the NATO security mission.23 
This argument is generally persuasive, though it is still a bit early to act on it. For one thing, the United States has had formal security commitments in this part of the world before, most notably to Pakistan through the CENTO (Central Treaty Organization) alliance early in the cold war era, and they turned out not to be particularly decisive commitments. The United States, for example, did not directly intervene militarily to support Pakistan in the 1971 war against India. We do not mean to criticize past U.S. policy here; rather, the point is to underscore that entering into a treaty does not automatically create a perception of complete and firm commitment by the United States. Second, at this point it is premature to ask the American citizen, taxpayer, and soldier to commit to the long-term security of a country that needs to prove its own steadfastness first. Afghanistan needs to improve its governance and its security forces and continue to establish order within its own state before a security accord makes sense. And formal alliances do not necessarily help much in defeating insurgencies; the Vietnam war is a case in point. As such, we would favor such an accord but only after the tide has begun to turn on the battlefield.

AT: Condition on the Taliban Not Housing Al Qaeda

CP fails--- threatens Pakistan and doesn’t win hearts and minds 

Haass, 10- president of the Council on Foreign Relations (7/18/10, Richard, Newsweek, “We’re not winning it’s not worth it,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/18/we-re-not-winning-it-s-not-worth-it.html) 
This idea has its drawbacks as well as appeal. A self-governing “Pashtunistan” inside Afghanistan could become a threat to the integrity of Pakistan, whose own 25 million Pashtuns might seek to break free to form a larger Pashtunistan. Any partition would also be resisted by many Afghans, including those Tajik, Baluchi, and Hazara minorities living in demographic “islands” within the mostly Pashtun south, as well as the Tajiks, Uzbeks, and others elsewhere in the country who want to keep Afghanistan free of Taliban influence. And even many Pashtuns would resist for fear of the harsh, intolerant rule the Taliban would impose if given the chance.

Another approach, best termed “decentralization,” bears resemblance to partition but also is different in important ways. Under this approach, the United States would provide arms and training to those local Afghan leaders throughout the country who reject Al Qaeda and who do not seek to undermine Pakistan. Economic aid could be provided to increase respect for human rights and to decrease poppy cultivation. There would be less 

emphasis on building up a national Army and police force.

***Counterplans

Bilateral Defense CP---Population Protection Key

Even if some casualties are inevitable---overall population protection is key  

Barker, 10- national security analyst based in Washington DC (7/12/10, Alec, “The Bogus Debate over Counterinsurgency,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/12/the_bogus_debate_over_counterinsurgency)

A war of restraint. The fourth fact means that protecting the people is much more than a tenet of counterinsurgency dogma, it is an inviolable pre-condition that facilitates our continued access to Afghanistan's territory, no matter the concept of our operations. True, doing no harm (or as little harm as possible) to civilians is an unavoidable and indisputable -- if occasionally inconvenient -- aspect of the conflict in Afghanistan, not to mention a norm worth upholding regardless. The suggestion that more liberal rules of engagement might lead to success is problematic because it implies that civilian casualties abroad should somehow become more tolerable to the U.S., its allies, and to the people of Afghanistan. Although there is a moral argument here, the practical and political reasons for protecting civilians in Afghanistan are also significant. Too many civilian casualties will drive non-combatants to support our opponents and jeopardize the relationship with the host government as described above. Even if the strategy were one of all-out pacification by force, civilian casualties would still be a central problem and source of criticism.

This is not an argument for the COINdistas. These facts hold true no matter what idea is implemented, counterinsurgency and counterterrorism-plus included, making this debate a bogus one. There are other knowledgeable people with similar opinions. Critics of the current concept rarely offer a cogent alternative (Austin Long being an important exception) and instead seem to snipe out of frustration or a desire to hedge. Coping with these realities creatively, directly, and effectively is now General Petraeus's challenge.

Bilateral Defense CP---ANA Solves Nationalism

Training the ANA solves nationalism 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p.90-96)
SECURITY POLICY PROPOSALS 

Some of the following ideas are already being actively debated by Afghan and NATO officials. Others should be. 

Further Enlarge and Properly Equip the Afghan Security Forces 
Recent NATO and Afghan strategy has emphasized increasing the size of available security forces of all major types. American forces now number 68,000 troops, headed toward a total of around 100,000 in 2010; all together international military personnel exceed 100,000 in all and will probably reach 140,000. Within another year, the Afghan army is projected to reach about 134,000 and the national police, 96,000, for a total security force of 230,000. But this leaves combined forces at just 60 percent or so of the totals recommended by counterinsurgency doctrine-admittedly a rough guide, but still an important one. 

Afghan officials themselves, including Defense Minister Wardak, have already argued for an Afghan national army of at least 200,000.2 The figures of 240,000 army and 160,000 police, as calculated by ISAF, make sense and should be adopted until the insurgency is defeated. Getting more southern Pashtun into the force is important, too.3 
Establishing force goals of this size would allow foreign countries to plan their security aid appropriately.4 General Petraeus estimates the cost of Afghan National Security Forces at $10 billion a year, so serious planning is needed. Setting such force goals also would allow recruiting efforts to be properly scaled within Afghanistan. If it is determined that necessary recruiting targets for a larger security force cannot be met, then the government can turn to consideration of military conscription instead. Proper force goals also send a message that we are collectively serious about this mission and doing all that it takes to succeed. 

Any increase in army (and police) personnel needs to be accompanied by a parallel effort to strengthen the ministries that oversee them. It is these ministries that monitor possible corruption, ensure prompt payment and other good treatment of personnel, create logistical support, and maintain the command chain. Strengthening these ministries will require embedding more mentors within them.s Whenever possible, the mentors should be Afghans themselves-perhaps from abroad where possiblealthough a certain number of properly chosen Western mentors may be useful too. (This is particularly so if committed individuals can he found who might be willing to do more than a single tour in Afghanistan, paralleling General McChrystal's emphasis on establishing dedicated country experts among his top advisers-individuals who remain focused on the mission even when on rotation back home, and who return to the same part of Afghanistan tour after tour when deployed abroad.) 

The quality of the Afghan police also matters. Many police today are illiterate, among their other weaknesses. As salaries and benefits are improved, making service in the army and police more appealing (with monthly pay starting around $240 in combat zones), demands can be increased too, so that a higher-quality force is built over time. Obligatory literacy training is one such requirement that should be introduced as soon as practicaL Indeed, emphasizing literacy would presumably have substantial appeal to many Afghans, giving them additional skills needed for the future. As such, it would represent an additional benefit as well as a quality enhancement tool. Ideas like this-which treat the security forces as an elite institution, the way some other nations in the region do, which take care of committed personnel for the duration of their careers and indeed their lives-can also help greatly with the quality of 

personnel who join and stay in the army and police. Improvements in the quality of the security forces can also be one example of a way in which Afghan national confidence, so damaged after thirty years of war and dependency, can be gradually restored-by giving the nation signature institutions that all can view with patriotic pride. 

Some scholars ask whether the U.S. political system is reliable enough to commit funds to an enlarged Afghan security force over an extended period. The answer is yes. The United States has proven as much over the years in funding Egypt, Greece, Israel, South Korea, Taiwan, and Turkey for multiple decades when core U.S. security interests dictated it. Certainly Afghanistan, where al Qaeda once had its main home, is worth 

a comparable financial investment.

Reform the National Police and the Justice Systems 

The police force is one of the key weaknesses of Afghanistan today, and one of the key sources of vulnerability in the current strategy for stabilizing the country. Some of the problems involve top-level policy. Others involve reforms and replacements of specific individuals. There are limits to what the international community can do in promoting reform in this, and other, Afghan institutions. Much must be done by Afghans themselves, and that represents a key vulnerability in our strategy, given the weaknesses of the Karzai regime. But there are some things we can do. 

Under the right circumstances, a national police force could avoid the kinds of corrupting influences that currently characterize most of the Afghan police today, where local police are often tied in with local drug runners and other illicit elements of the economy. But the only organization with such a role, the Afghan National Civil Order Police, with welltrained multiethnic units, had only 2,500 trained personnel as of early 2009. Citizens reportedly prefer to deal with this national force because it is not corrupt, but it is badly undersized and needs strengthening as well as enlarging. 6 
AT: Illiteracy

Illiteracy can be overcome – leaders and private companies

Ricks 9 – Senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Contributing editor for Foreign Policy, Special military correspondent for the Washington Post (9/16/2009, Thomas, “Afghanistan: Who’s stupid now?”, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/16/afghanistan_who_s_stupid_now) MGM
Stories like this from the Associated Press drive me nuts. The Afghan army is "hard to train." Why? Because the soldiers are illiterate. Pop quiz: How many of the Spartans at Thermopalye were literate? One reason armies have had officers is to ensure that for every 100 or so soldiers, there is someone who can decipher a map and read orders.
U.S. Maj. Gen. Richard Formica, who is in charge of training both soldiers and police, says the high illiteracy rate is not a "show-stopper."

However, he added that illiteracy "particularly becomes a challenge for those recruits that we want to advance to become noncommissioned officers, because the higher you get in rank and responsibility, the more expectation there is that you can read and write at some basic level."

... To overcome the problem for the Afghan army, a private company, Pulau Electronics of Orlando, Fla., has been hired to run a program that aims to make 50 percent of the troops "functionally literate," within the first year of the program.
"The target is for them to be able to write their name and their weapon's serial number," said Joe Meglan, 39, of Savannah, Ga., who works for Pulau.

The average private soldier in Afghanistan does not need to be literate. Nor does he need diversity training, by the way. (FWIW, he probably has a lot more liberated attitude toward gays than does the average Marine recruit.)

He only needs the sort of literacy classes described in the AP article if his American trainers lack the imagination and historical knowledge to train him to be an Afghan, instead of an imitation American, soldier. If we are going to make any progress in dealing with failed states, we are going to have to learn to train across cultures. I mean, Gurkhas became one of the most feared entities in the British military establishment.

I suspect that Americans tend to think people who are illiterate are stupid. They are not, especially in a country like Afghanistan.  
Maintaining a large footprint key to solving illiteracy

Abrashi 9 – Associated Press (9/14/2009, Fisnik, “Illiteracy undermines Afghan army”, http://www.navytimes.com/news/2009/09/ap_afghan_army_illiteracy_091409/) MGM
To overcome the problem for the Afghan army, a private company, Pulau Electronics of Orlando, Fla., has been hired to run a program that aims to make 50 percent of the troops “functionally literate,” within the first year of the program.
“The target is for them to be able to write their name and their weapon’s serial number,” said Joe Meglan, 39, of Savannah, Ga., who works for Pulau.
The main training effort takes place at the Kabul Military Training Center. The road to the training camp is littered with the rusting hulks of tanks destroyed during the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan in the 1980s, a reminder of the last superpower’s failure to tame this war-torn land.
Afghan trainers lead the effort with coalition teams mentoring them. After 10 weeks of training, regular soldiers are put into units before being sent to the battlefield.
There are 5,000 coalition trainers who work with both army and police. Some 256 teams work with the army and 85 with the police, according to Combined Security Transition Command Afghanistan.
President Barack Obama has ordered 4,000 additional U.S. military trainers as part of his surge of 21,000 new U.S. troops into the country. The training for recruits also has about half the number of mentors it needs from the coalition, said Lt. Col. Daniel Harmuth, 43, from Bakersfield, Ca., who runs the basic warrior training.
CP Solves – Liberia proves

Liberia proves the CP solves training and nationalism – focused efforts shore up public support and solve illiteracy
McFate 10 - fellow at the New America Foundation, helped raise security forces in Africa for the U.S. government (1/7/2010, Sean, “I built an African Army”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/01/07/i_built_an_african_army?page=full) MGM
When I arrived in Liberia in 2004, the country's army was, at best, a mess. After decades of civil war, soldiers' hands were as bloodied as any rebels'. The troops were undisciplined, unpaid, and undertrained. They were a motley crew that protected no one in a country where pretty much everyone was vulnerable to violence. And it was our job to turn them into a professional military.

Today, just five years later, Liberia's soldiers are among the best in the region. They have been vetted, trained, paid, and readied for action. The difference was the impact of that little-known U.S. initiative -- the first of its kind -- that literally rebuilt the Liberian army from scratch. Our goal was for the Liberian army to fill the role of U.N. peacekeepers as the latter were slowly phased out, and it worked astonishingly well.


Now that model might be of use again. President Barack Obama's strategy for Afghanistan is predicated on creating Afghan security forces to replace coalition soldiers. The idea of training local troops to replace U.S. or international ones is not a new one; the United States famously tried to do it and failed in Vietnam. More recently, in 2005, then-President George W. Bush outlined his plan for Iraq and the aim that "as the Iraqis stand up, we will stand down." Yet the United States' ability to raise foreign forces has been paltry. This is because raising an army is difficult and dangerous: Do it too well and it might turn into a Praetorian Guard or a vehicle for a coup d'état. Do the job poorly and it could terrorize the citizens it is sworn to protect and much worse.

Today the stage is Afghanistan -- a near-failed state controlled by a weak central government, essentially devoid of basic infrastructure. The lessons of Liberia may help. Both countries are relatively underdeveloped and have a war-ravaged modern history. What's more, Afghans and Liberians both lack a sense of national identity as such and often identify first by ethnic group and second as Afghan or Liberian. These factors are challenges for creating a national army in a place where the majority of the population is illiterate, tribal or local loyalties trump patriotic allegiance, and ethnic blood feuds are ancient and deep.

Here, then, is an account of some of the decisions and obstacles we wrestled with in Liberia -- an experience that taught me the challenges of creating soldiers and policemen whom children run toward for protection, rather than away from in fear.

Our starting point was to tackle the big-picture questions whose answers are far too often assumed: How big will the army be? What will it do? What are the threats? What should be done with the existing army, which was a perpetrator in the civil war? Few had ever disbanded a standing African army and lived to tell about it.

Understandably, American trainers tend to replicate the U.S. military model when they help train militaries abroad. But our team knew that the task would be less about "train and equip" than reimagine entirely. It meant transforming the security sector into a professional, effective, legitimate, and accountable pillar of society. It also meant creating civilian-led institutions to manage the soldiers, such as ministries of interior, defense, and justice. These forces and institutions had to be organized around a national security strategy that would address the root causes of conflict.

Our team also understood that the primary threats would not come from neighbors but from within. The country was less threatened by neighboring Sierra Leone blitzkrieging across the border than it was by domestic armed groups staging a coup, as occurred in 1980, 1989, and nearly again in 2003. Such armed groups had gained local support and legitimacy by capitalizing on public grievances: lack of social justice, political exclusion of minorities, economic hardship, unequal distribution of wealth, insecurity, and so forth. Accordingly, the primary role of the military we set out to build was not to repel foreign invaders but to develop and secure the country from within.

In Liberia, our team determined that protecting civilians was more important than protecting the state -- because that's where the threats aligned. Accordingly, we focused less on defending the borders and more on protecting civilian population areas. The army would be a simple, relatively small, and low-cost motorized infantry regiment. There would be no artillery, tanks, fighter or bomber aircraft, or navy ships, and limited special operations units. Few wanted a military so strong that it would provoke the neighbors, as West Africa is a tough geopolitical neighborhood.

Before the training even began, we knew we also had to find a way to pay the new Liberian forces because unpaid or underpaid troops are a recipe for pillaging and bribes. The military would have to shrink from its then-current size of 15,000 mostly unpaid soldiers to just 2,000 paid soldiers, as that was all the Defense Ministry could afford. And still, we ran into problems. When we tried to pay the first class of recruits, we discovered that the Finance Ministry was technically incapable of disbursing funds. It took patience and frantic effort to finally make those first payments.

Our force reimagined, we began to recruit for it.

First, we had to make sure that the new military did not end up like that last one: engaged in widespread human rights violations. This required extensive human rights vetting of each recruit, which is also mandated by the "Leahy Law," named after Vermont Senator Patrick Leahy, which prohibits U.S. assistance to foreign militaries that abuse human rights. Perhaps needless to say, meeting this requirement is hard to do in places like Afghanistan and Iraq, where it is difficult for U.S. troops to know who is shady and who is clean. In both countries, insurgents have infiltrated the police and military, committing atrocities in uniform that quickly discredit the new security force in the eyes of the populace. It's a reputation not easily undone.

To avoid standing up a military full of bad actors, we knew we needed to vet all our incoming recruits. We formed investigative teams composed of one international and one Liberian investigator. Together they handled individual cases, traveling to a recruit's home village to verify data and garner character references. We compiled and assessed existing public records for accuracy and volume and ran candidates' names through the limited records that we found credible. To our surprise, some of the best records came not from the government but from local NGOs such as the West African Examination Council, which had administered and kept records of high school achievement tests for decades.

Then we conducted "public vetting" of the recruits. As each class of new soldiers was vetted, their pictures and names (including noms de guerre) were printed in newspapers and on fliers distributed at markets, bus stops, churches, and other areas of mass congregation. We invited anyone with knowledge of a human rights violation or crime committed by a recruit to anonymously contact our office. We received many calls. And though many offered bogus information or seemed to be attempts to settle old personal grudges, we also gained critical information that disqualified some recruits, possibly averting misfortune later.

Finally, we had to go back to retooling the very basics of basic training. Such preparation usually involves lots of shooting, hand-to-hand combat, and explosives. After 14 years of civil war, many of our recruits had more than enough experience with killing, but they often lacked literacy and respect for the rule of law, human rights norms, and international humanitarian law. We replaced some weapons training with literacy and civics classes. These classes were conceived and taught by Liberians for Liberians, and included: Military Code of Conduct, Liberian History, the Soldier's Role in a Democratic State, and the Rights of Women and Children. (Exercising the mind is as important as the body because some of the best weapons in places like Liberia and Afghanistan don't fire bullets.)

A lot more work than many realize went into recruiting, paying, and training Liberia's new professional army. Here are a few lessons learned from Liberia that might help in Afghanistan:

    * It might be necessary to start over. Security forces that are distrusted and feared by the population can be worse than no security at all. Disband corrupt units completely and invite soldiers or policemen to reapply individually so that they can be vetted. Also, ensure the public is involved in the vetting to help re-establish the force's credibility.

    * All institutions must rise together. It is dangerous to raise a capable army that the Finance Ministry cannot pay. This is a coup d'état in the waiting.

    * Modern warfare is more than shooting. Incorporate literacy and respect for the rule of law and human rights directly into basic training. Also, take every training opportunity to imbue a sense of national identity into the force to overcome parochial tribal allegiances, and don't let any one ethnic group dominate the ranks.
Economic development counterplan solvency

Increasing economic aid to northern Afghanistan will reverse the insurgency

Badkhen, 10 – journalist, correspondent for the Center for Investigative Reporting (Anna, The New Republic, “Rescue the North”, 8/12, lexis)
The U.S. counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan, which was laid out last December, calls for an expanded nato presence in the country. As part of this surge, some 3,000 American troops will be deployed to northern Afghanistan this summer, joining the approximately 4,400 German troops already on the ground. But the opinion I kept hearing over and over this spring--from villagers, local and government officials, and international relief workers--was that bringing in more security forces will not help defeat the resurgent Taliban in the north. Aid will.

“Instead of spending money on the military, they should spend money on aid--for civilians, for jobs,” Ustad Atta Mohammad Noor, the influential governor of Balkh, told me. More than one million people live in Balkh; 90 percent are completely impoverished farmers, with no access to clean water, health care, or education. Jobs and infrastructure, the governor said, would translate into popular support for the counterinsurgency effort and for the Karzai government, which most Afghans I met in the north deride. “It’s not only the job of the Afghan government,” he argued. “It is also the job of the international community, especially of the United States.”

A clear connection exists in northern Afghanistan between the lack of aid and the rise of the insurgency. In Kunduz, the Taliban are strongest in two districts: Chardara and Gor Tepa. In Chardara, the Taliban infamously hijacked two nato fuel tankers last September, provoking a U.S. airstrike that killed up to 142 people, mostly civilians. In Gor Tepa, according to the provincial police chief, about two dozen “foreign fighters from Al Qaeda” have found refuge. Both districts also are home to thousands of former refugees who have returned from Pakistan after years of exile, only to find themselves without jobs, food, clean water, health care, or adequate shelter. The Taliban harvest the desperation of the poor, the governor of Kunduz told me. They provide the neediest with basic commodities, such as food, and then recruit from their ranks. Some foot soldiers are paid as much as $500 a month--twice the paycheck of an Afghan police officer.

The provincial head of the Afghan Ministry of Refugees and Repatriation said his office has received no budget at all this year to help the returning refugees. The refugees “call us liars,” he said. “They say, ‘You have betrayed us.’ ... For all we know, they have joined the Taliban.”
Withdraw to Northern Afghanistan CP (works with partition CP solvency / plan mechanism)

Withdrawal to the north solves your aff--- entirely 

Downing, 10 –political/military analyst (7/29/10, Brian, Asia Times, “Plan B for Afghanistan,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG29Df02.html)

The US would have strategic options and benefits that it does not have as long as it fights the war as it currently does. Perhaps most importantly, it would allow the US to reduce its bloody, expensive, and counter-productive presence in Central Asia. 
The US could hold out the carrot of economic aid to Taliban-controlled regions. There already is a great deal of US infrastructure there in the form of hydroelectric dams, irrigation systems and road networks. This could lead to moderation within the Taliban, a complete break with al-Qaeda (to include turning over its leadership), and perhaps someday even to reconciliation and reintegration of the two parts of the country, perhaps after an agreement hammered out by a loya jirga (grand council). 
Alternately, the US could pursue a stick policy. The US could support insurgencies in the south based on numerous Pashtun tribes which have longstanding hostility toward the Taliban. Further, Taliban behavior could be moderated by the threat of small-scale airstrikes from drones and fighter aircraft. 
In an even less accommodating form, the US could prevent the Taliban from ever occupying an administrative center and becoming a government. The Taliban would have to remain a ghost-like guerrilla movement, unable to govern, spouting slogans that no longer resonate in the hearts and minds of Pashtuns. 
It is particularly relevant to political considerations in the West that any of these policies could be pursued with a greatly reduced US/NATO troop presence. 
The US would realize other benefits from withdrawing to the north. Domestic support for the effort would firm as Americans saw themselves no longer backing an inept and corrupt government and as working with a credible coalition of northern leaders, perhaps led by Abdullah Abdullah, who finished second to Karzai in last year's fraud-ridden elections. 
Americans would see more political and economic development - signs of progress frustratingly absent today. Leaving the core insurgent areas and retrenching in other areas would greatly reduce US casualties and Afghan civilian casualties. Indeed, the US could greatly cut its troop levels, perhaps even reducing them by half in two years. 
Regional cooperation in North Afghanistan would have long-term positive influences on the geopolitics and economic development of the area and large parts of Central Asia as well. There would be a closer working relationship with Russia, which for all its wily moves along its expansive periphery has been helpful with US/NATO logistics into Afghanistan as it shares an opposition to Islamist terrorism. 
Other cooperative arrangements will present themselves. Iran has built up western Afghanistan as a glacis against the Taliban, which slaughtered its officials and cruelly oppressed its Shi'ite co-religionists, the Hazaras. India, too, shares a concern with terrorism in the region and has embarked on significant aid programs in the north. 
The US could rethink its uneasy and dubious partnership with Pakistan. Its assistance was critical in supplying the mujahideen bands during the Soviet war. It led to a Soviet exit but also to a hypertrophied military intelligence service that has become the hub of terrorist and insurgent groups in Afghanistan and India. Over the years, US policy has sought to detach Pakistan from such groups - to no avail. Pakistan is perhaps the strongest state sponsor of terrorism and yet enjoys generous aid packages and trade relations. 
Recognition of the two states' differing interests in Afghanistan would make US supply lines through Pakistan even less reliable than they are now. Presently, the Pakistani Taliban attack convoys on the roads between Peshawar and the Khyber Pass and the large Pashtun population in Karachi is poised to endanger logistical depots there. The reduction of US troop levels allowed by withdrawal from the south would make Pakistan less important logistically and also reduce its leverage in Washington. 
Russia has maneuvered about in Central Asia but has not sought to endanger Western supply lines into Afghanistan. It has used its influence along its periphery to facilitate supply lines from the Baltic to Kyrgyzstan and has recently authorized US polar flights to use Russian air space. Russia shares the US's concern with the Taliban and its support is more dependable than Pakistan's. 
A reduced presence in Afghanistan would enable the US to wage the "war on terror" in a less expensive, more adroit and perhaps more successful manner. The heavy US footprint from Iraq to Afghanistan has provided a rallying cause for jihadis throughout the Islamic world. The US could establish partnerships with local intelligence services and respond not with large operations but with rapid insertions and extractions of special forces or with the use of small-scale airstrikes. This would certainly be the case with any return of al-Qaeda bases to Pashtun parts of Afghanistan or even south of the frontier. 
Withdrawal from the Pashtun parts of Afghanistan would be seen by many as tantamount to defeat - "cutting and running" in American political discourse. Such claims would undoubtedly be made and would resonate strongly in the media and public, but they display little understanding of strategy or military history. 
In 1942, Colonel Dwight Eisenhower and General George Marshall determined that reinforcing the Philippines would be a misallocation of men and materiel and chose instead to fall back on Australia. Nine years later, their fellow five-star general Douglas MacArthur withdrew from positions near the Yalu River in Korea and consolidated to the south. None of these generals was thought unwise, craven or unpatriotic - and neither war ended in defeat. 
As noted, withdrawing from the south and east need not be a permanent state of affairs, diplomacy and unfolding events could bring the two parts of the country back together. But should the division stand, the line would better recognize the ethnic realities of the land far better than the one Mr Henry Durand drew between Pakistan and Afghanistan in 1893. 

Withdraw to Northern Afghanistan CP (works with partition CP solvency / plan mechanism)

Current strategy in Southern Afghanistan is failing--- Taliban, anti-Americanism, and intelligence 

Downing, 10 –political/military analyst (7/29/10, Brian, Asia Times, “Plan B for Afghanistan,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG29Df02.html)

It is becoming increasingly clear that US and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) efforts to develop a stable political system and growing economy in Afghanistan are failing. The government of President Hamid Karzai has little support in or out of the country. The Taliban have recovered from their sudden ouster in late 2001 and now control or have a strong presence in much of the Pashtun regions of the south and east. 
One option would be for the US and its allies to withdraw from the Pashtun regions and concentrate on political and economic development in the northern areas, where the insurgency is weak and anti-Taliban sentiment is strong. Retrenchment in the north would confer considerable flexibility and advantages. 
Immediate prospects 
At present, the Taliban are deeply embedded in many if not most parts of the Pashtun regions in the south and east. Through parley or threat, they have won local support and brought levies of local men into their forces. 
Western forces are unable to garner intelligence from locals or get them to serve effectively in militias; they are being attrited by roadside bombs; and they are operating in smaller and smaller enclaves in the south and east. Seeking to reverse this state of affairs will be painstakingly slow and will take many years and many hundreds of US casualties per year. 
The recent firing of General McChrystal as the top US commander in Afghanistan, though apparently unrelated to the conduct of the war, has emboldened insurgent groups. They see his departure as stemming from their successes over the years, especially in countering counter-insurgency (COIN) operations. Insurgents can look back on the past few years and feel justifiable confidence. 

Northern Afghanistan would support US troop presence--- common goals 
Downing, 10 –political/military analyst (7/29/10, Brian, Asia Times, “Plan B for Afghanistan,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG29Df02.html)


The war as it is being fought shows little promise. The Kabul government has no meaningful support. Support in the US and elsewhere is on the wane, yet no consensus on withdrawal is likely. Another way to fight the war is needed or the US faces a lengthy, inconclusive war lasting a decade or more with a likely disagreeable outcome. 
An alternative lies in recognizing and seizing on the geographical realities of the insurgency and withdrawing from the south and east - large portions of which have been left to insurgents already - and consolidating in the north and west. A diagonal line - based on centuries-old ethnic distributions, not drawn by an arbitrary outsider - could provide the basis for a more promising outcome. 
The Taliban insurgency is based almost exclusively around the Pashtun tribes in the south and east. Outside those areas, in the north and west, there are almost no Pashtuns - and almost no insurgency - save for a pocket of Pashtun in the north-central area near the border with Tajikistan. 
The north and west are inhabited chiefly by Tajiks, Uzbeks, Hazaras and a miscellany of other peoples who compose 45% to 50% of the Afghan population. Having suffered under Taliban rule and in cases endured massacres at their hands, they vehemently oppose the Taliban. It will be remembered that it was the Tajiks and Uzbeks who composed the bulk of the Northern Alliance, which held onto their redoubt throughout the Taliban period (1996-2001) and which with US help drive the Taliban into Pakistan in 2001. 
The northern peoples have maintained their own military formations which pose a serious deterrent to a Pashtun incursion into lands in which they have no indigenous support. These militaries are well-disciplined and well-armed - the legacies of Ahmad Shah Massoud's and Abdul Dostum's forces that fought the Russians in the 1980s and the Taliban. This is a welcome contrast to the Afghan National Army, which has demonstrated little fighting spirit. 
The people of the north and west, though divided on many matters, have a common heritage in opposing foreign invaders and overreaching rulers in Kabul as well. They have fought the Taliban and remained suspicious of the inept efforts of Karzai to form a polity, though they are granted symbolic positions as vice presidents in his government. The Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara peoples could form a more viable and effective government than the one ensconced in Kabul today. A "Northern Afghanistan" would enjoy a great deal of regional support in state-building, economic development, military training and generally in opposing the Taliban. Russia, Iran, India, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan all oppose Islamist militancy and are concerned by its growth in Afghanistan and spread into the Ferghana Valley that winds from eastern Afghanistan into Kyrgyzstan. 

Withdraw to Northern Afghanistan CP (works with partition CP solvency / plan mechanism)

No threat from Taliban control of the South and East 

Downing, 10 –political/military analyst (7/29/10, Brian, Asia Times, “Plan B for Afghanistan,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/LG29Df02.html)
Controlling the south and east would greatly alter the Taliban's political and military situation. No longer would it be the evasive guerrilla band that attacks police stations, sets up improvised explosive devices, and rallies support against corruption and foreign occupation before vanishing into the hills. It would have to maintain a presence and govern a large, disparate and war-shattered region populated by people who expect an age of renewal and growth to come their way. The Taliban would have to build popular support after the charges of corruption and occupation begin to ring hollow, or face eroding popular support and perhaps even an insurgency of its own. 
Further, the Taliban would have to be able to defend the south. Events of 2001 attest to the feebleness of the Taliban's political support and military prowess against a disciplined enemy with a modicum of airpower. 

Aid Pakistan COIN CP
Increasing aid for Pakistani COIN solves the war in Afghanistan
O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’Hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p. 99- 102)
Aid Pakistan's Counterinsurgency Efforts 

Current U.S. strategy focuses appropriately on the Afghanistan-Pakistan theater as an integrated, interlinked battle space and recognizes that we must work very hard to help the Pakistani government address its own terrorism and insurgency problem. But beyond sustaining the cooperation with Pakistan, and increasing aid as has already been proposed, additional steps and additional brainstorming may be needed. 

The Pakistan sanctuary problem is a serious challenge to Afghanistan. Seth Jones of RAND has tabulated a number of cases of past civil wars in which an insurgency had assistance from the outside. When it had direct help from a foreign government, insurgencies won fifteen out of twenty-nine wars and achieved partial success in another six. When an insurgency had substantial outside support from nonstate groups-and the Taliban and other Afghan militias certainly have at least that-insurgencies won eight of twenty-five campaigns and achieved some of their goals in another eight. (By comparison, governments won eleven out of eighteen wars that Jones studied when the insurgency did not have outside help.) 18 

In fact, the Taliban insurgents still appear to enjoy some direct help today from elements of the Inter-Services Intelligence Directorate of the Pakistani Army. The lSI may view the Taliban as a useful hedge in case the current war effort fails, allowing Pakistan to ensure a government friendly to its interests in Afghanistan at that time.19 
Part of this dynamic is the unfortunate legacy of a Pakistani state has long viewed insurgent groups, even those willing to use brutal and terrorist methods, as worthy partners. In addition to wanting to avoid an India-friendly government in Kabul, Pakistan has also used its proxies in Afghanistan to train extremist fighters intended ultimately for operations in Kashmir. To the extent that Pakistan is beginning to change its views toward terror as the essence of its own state is threatened by some of the movements, the situation may change. But that will surely take time. Even today, Pakistan is much more apt to target what it considers either Pakistani Taliban or Arab fighters in its midst and disinclined to attack Afghan Taliban or groups like Lashkar-e-Tayyiba (which are often asked to rename themselves, given a short period of penitence after a major attack against India, and then effectively rehabilitated).20 

Stanford professor Steve Stedman's important work on ending internal wars reaches conclusions similar to those of Jones. Overall his focus is more on conflicts ended by negotiated accords than on wars in process-but his work on why peace accords sometimes fail is still relevant, for it highlights the fault lines in these kinds of conflicts. He identifies three main sources of a renewal of warfare-spoils, spoilers, and hostile neighbors.21 Spoils are riches such as diamonds, of which Afghanistan has relatively modest amounts, although its capacity for opium production may play a similar destabilizing role in some ways. Spoilers of course are dedicated foes of any peace accord, and Afghanistan would seem to have those in spades. Finally, hostile neighbors are a major problem, and they are what is at issue here. If Pakistan does take its own insurgency problem, as well as Afghanistan's, seriously in the coming years, this concern will be mitigated. But again, Stedman's research highlights the inherent dangers to Afghanistan if that does not occur. Afghanistan has one huge advantage over most of the cases in Stedman's study-the large number of international resources being devoted to its problems. 

To address the sanctuary problem more effectively, three more initiatives may be useful to consider, beyond the welcome and overdue military operations that Pakistan has carried out in 2009. First, an "EZ pass" system could be created to facilitate and regulate movement of vehicles and people at main crossings along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. This would not stop all infiltration, but it would tend to facilitate legitimate flows and thereby free authorities to try to counter illicit flows, pushing more of them to remote regions where it would be harder to move weaponry as well as large numbers of fighters. Second, political reforms should be made in Pakistan's Federally Administered Tribal Areas-Seth Jones suggests lifting the strict regulations on political parties there (which effectively cede turf to extremist religion-based organizations) as well as possibly incorporating the region more formally and normally into Pakistan's polity.22 Third, greater economic development efforts should be made in the tribal areas-followed by tracking public opinion to know how the population feels about these kinds of efforts and their success. Such tracking can help identify those parts of a strategy that are working and those that are not and allow adjustment in policy as needed. 

Lobby Pakistan to Disband the Quetta Shura 

It remains a huge paradox that, even as Pakistan and the United States collaborate against some common enemies today, even as Pakistan allows American logistics operations to traverse its territory en route to Afghanistan, even as American aid to Pakistan grows rapidly from its typical recent levels of $1 billion or so a year, Pakistan continues to aid and abet enemy forces. The most blatant way in which this continues is through the country's ongoing tolerance of the so-called Quetta shura. This is the headquarters of the Afghan resistance, and much or even most of it resides, meets, and operates from within the capital of Pakistan's Baluchistan Province. 
The United States has been right to try to work with Pakistan despite such divided loyalties in Islamabad. Not all officials in Pakistan approve of support for the Quetta shura or other related activities that occur within their territory. In addition, Pakistan has felt betrayed by the United States itself in the past, going back to a cutoff of arms sales in both the 1970s and 1990s, and as a result it has felt it must hedge its strategic bets. The Taliban represent a pro-Pakistan group thatcould again seize power within Afghanistan, ensuring that a government relatively friendly to Islamabad would run that country if the NATO mission fails and the current Afghan government crumbles. Given Pakistan's worries about having two troubled fronts, one along the border with India and the other to its north and west, some of this tolerance for the Taliban was probably unavoidable-at least within elements of the lSI. This Pakistani interest in maintaining "strategic depth" in the direction of Afghanistan is militarily unnecessary. But it has had considerable sway in Pakistani strategic and political circles nonetheless. 

However, the situation can change with time. As the years pass, as U.S. aid to Pakistan increases and is sustained, as American unmanned aerial vehicles kill extremist Pakistani leaders like Beitullah Mehsud, as top American military officials and civilian leaders build up relationships with Pakistani counterparts, a truer security partnership becomes possible. It will not be realistic to expect that each and every pro-Taliban element of Pakistan's ISI will abandon support for that group. However, it may be possible to ask Pakistan to place the Quetta shura under a form of house arrest. By limiting the activities of this group, and perhaps dispersing its members throughout the country, Pakistan could save NATO and Afghan lives and give us a better chance to win the war. If the U.S. commitment to Afghanistan wavers in the future, Pakistan will always have the option of allowing the Quetta shura to reconstitute so that a friendly regime will again have the means to seize power in Kabul as well as southern and eastern parts of Afghanistan. Over time, this kind of deal should be increasingly reasonable to consider-or at least discuss-among American and Pakistani counterparts, and every effort should be made in that direction.

Aid Pakistan Counterplan
Pakistan cooperation is key to solve insurgency 

Massoud, 10 – part of the Afghan resistance, (7/30/10, Yahya, Foreign Policy  “Afghans can win this war,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/30/afghans_can_win_this_war?page=0,2) 
To reverse the Taliban's gains, the international community and the Afghan government must recognize that, in addition to following basic tenets of counterinsurgency doctrine, there are a number of unique aspects of Helmand and Kandahar that will affect the potential success or failure of their mission.

Most importantly, controlling the Pakistani border, which abuts long sections of Kandahar and Helmand, must be a top priority for international forces. The interlinking network of insurgent groups, from Mullah Omar's Quetta Shura to the forces led by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar and Jalaluddin Haqqani, sponsor attacks within Afghanistan and also play an important role linking al Qaeda to the Taliban. Diminishing their capabilities is a precondition for success in Afghanistan.

Striking a crucial blow against the insurgents can only take place with the cooperation of the Pakistani government. The international community must pressure Pakistan to deploy enough force on its side of the border to stop further cross-border movement of insurgents. Our sad experience over the last nine years has demonstrated how the Taliban used the undefended border with Pakistan to strike the Afghan people and international forces. Some pessimists have argued that securing the frontier with Pakistan is impossible, due to the mountainous terrain and vast 2,430-kilometer border. They cite the failures of the Soviet Army and previous Afghan governments, which were unable to exercise effective control of the region.
Iran cooperation counterplan
Iran supports US withdrawal 

Leverett 10-CEO of the political risk consultancy STRATEGA (7/6/10, Hilary Mann Leverett, “AfPak Behind the Lines: Iran in Afghanistan and Pakistan,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/06/afpak_behind_the_lines_iran_in_afghanistan_and_pakistan)
But, if Tehran perceives Washington as hostile to its interests -- which, unfortunately, is currently the case, given the Obama administration's drive to impose sanctions and continued use of covert operations to undermine the Islamic Republic -- then Iranian policymakers will regard the United States, along with America's Pakistani and Saudi allies, as part of the complex of anti-Iranian external players that Iran needs to balance against in Afghanistan. In this context, Iran has a strong interest in preventing U.S. troops in Afghanistan from being used to attack Iran directly, used as covert operatives to undermine the Iranian government, or used to strengthen Iran's regional rivals.

2. What is Iran's likely reaction to the expected U.S. drawdown in Afghanistan, scheduled to begin in July 2011? How might Iran react if the Taliban's influence across Afghanistan grew, particularly in Herat and other border provinces?
In contrast to the United States, which seems at least to be looking for a viable exit strategy from Afghanistan, there is no exit strategy for Iran. Iran publicly calls for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan, partly because U.S. forces there could be used against Iran. But Tehran also calls for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan because Iranian policymakers believe that the extended U.S. presence there is seen by much of the population as an occupation and that it is this occupation which is fueling an increasingly fierce cycle of violence and instability. From Tehran's perspective, this cycle of violence and instability empowers Iran's Afghan adversaries, principally the Taliban, and their external backers, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia, both of which are regional rivals to the Islamic Republic.

For an Iranian standpoint, the most constructive American strategy would have been for the United States to begin a gradual but steady withdrawal of troops a few years ago when that could have helped shape a political settlement based on power sharing among all of Afghanistan's major constituencies. From an Iranian perspective, such a settlement could have included the Pashtun, though, at least at the time, not necessarily the Taliban, and would have given Iran's Afghan allies -- who, at the time, were also America's allies -- the upper hand. Today, Iran is concerned that, as America belatedly positions itself to begin withdrawing forces from Afghanistan next year, the Obama administration still has no coherent strategy regarding President Karzai's drive for a political deal -- a deal which, because of mistakes made by Washington, must now include the Taliban and its chief external backers, Pakistan and Saudi Arabia.

In the political and security vacuum that is today's Afghanistan, Karzai's effort to engage the Taliban is generating deep unease among Iran's allies in Afghanistan's Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara communities. Already, the leadership of these non-Pashtun communities -- who also dominate the upper echelons of the Afghan military -- are organizing to resist, by force, any serious attempt at power-sharing between Karzai's government and the Taliban. If the Taliban's political influence across Afghanistan continues to grow -- particularly in an environment conditioned by what Tehran sees as America's strategic and tactical incompetence -- Iran will support its Afghan allies as they "push back" against a resurgent Taliban. 
Iran cooperation counterplan
Iran is key to Afghanistan stabilization--- US cooperation is key 

Leverett 10-CEO of the political risk consultancy STRATEGA (7/6/10, Hilary Mann Leverett, “AfPak Behind the Lines: Iran in Afghanistan and Pakistan,” http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/06/afpak_behind_the_lines_iran_in_afghanistan_and_pakistan)
4.   How would the ‘grand bargain' between the U.S. and Iran affect stability in Afghanistan and Pakistan?
Post-conflict stabilization in Afghanistan requires recognizing and working with the integral connections between Afghanistan's internal balance of power and the broader balance of power among major states in the Middle East, Central Asia, and South Asia. And that means cooperation with Iran is essential to stabilizing Afghanistan and, by extension, Pakistan.

Following 9/11, Iran worked with the United States on the short-term project of overthrowing the Taliban -- but with the long-term goal of prompting Washington to reconsider its hostile posture toward the Islamic Republic. In effect, the Iranians hoped that cooperation with the United States would facilitate a U.S.-Iranian "grand bargain" -- but this approach did not work, largely because of American resistance to a broader opening to Iran.  

Under current circumstances, Iran would need to be persuaded to cooperate once again with the United States in Afghanistan -- persuaded, in particular, that power-sharing could be done in a manner that addressed Tehran's longstanding concerns about the Taliban, the regional balance of power, and U.S. intentions toward the Islamic Republic. This cannot be done while Washington is pursuing sanctions against Iran -- however feckless they may be -- and offering progressively less veiled support for regime change in Tehran. Today, cooperation with Iran on post-conflict stabilization in Afghanistan has to be embedded in a broader strategic understanding between the United States and the Islamic Republic -- what my husband, Flynt Leverett, and I have described as a U.S.-Iranian "grand bargain".

So, in other words, a U.S.-Iranian grand bargain has become essential to avoiding something close to strategic failure in Afghanistan. The Islamic Republic will, as I described, continue supporting its longstanding Afghan allies in resisting a Taliban onslaught backed by Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. But, in the absence of a broader strategic understanding, those efforts will be seen, in Washington, and elsewhere, as undermining whatever political arrangements the Karzai government has reached with the Taliban. And that will fuel a regional proxy conflict with Afghanistan as the main battlefield, and with the United States drawn increasingly into supporting Pakistan and Saudi Arabia. That is a position the United States has been in before. We should not want to go there again.

***AT: Wikileaks reports
No Impact to Wikileaks

No effect of the wikileaks--- they don’t tell us anything we didn’t already know 

Dhume, 10 (7/29/10, Sadanand, The Austrailian, “Pakistan plays a double game,” lexis,)
PERHAPS the most surprising thing about the so-called Afghanistan war logs released by WikiLeaks is our continued capacity to be shocked.

That the war isn't going as well as advertised is already painfully evident. Allegations of Pakistani double-dealing -- of accepting a torrent of American dollars with one hand, while arming and sheltering the Taliban with the other -- are hardly new. Nor are revelations that the country's Directorate of Inter-Services Intelligence has apparently perfected its own version of don't ask, don't tell. Don't ask your clandestine operatives too many questions about their ties with Islamist militants, and don't tell the Americans more than the minimum required to keep the aid faucet open.

But the detail gives the leaked documents their punch. Even if some of their gaudier revelations -- say a plot to sell American troops poisoned alcohol -- need to be taken with a grain of salt, they nonetheless create a bleak picture of life on the ground for US troops. 

Wikileaks won’t have any effect on changing US policy in Afghanistan

Markey, 10- Senior Fellow for India, Pakistan, and South Asia (7/26/10, Daniel, “Wikileaks: The revelations that aren’t,” Council of Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22696/wikileaks.html)

The online release of a mountain of U.S. intelligence documents is tantalizing for being stamped "secret," sensational because of WikiLeaks'  impressive media strategy, and politically relevant because it arrives in an atmosphere of increasing disillusionment over prospects for victory in Afghanistan.

But very little in these documents is fundamentally new or different from what we've been hearing for years. Above all, anyone shocked to learn that the Taliban have supporters in Pakistan, including elements within the Pakistan intelligence services, has not been paying attention.

Some of the juicy rumors contained in the documents--of secret meetings between Taliban leaders and Pakistan's former Inter-Services Intelligence (ISI) chief, or the ISI training of suicide bombers--have circulated widely for some time. But after sifting through this small mountain of text, the New York Times and other media outlets still failed to find what would qualify as new "smoking gun" evidence of Pakistani ISI connections with terrorists operating in Afghanistan.

The reality is that they don't need any new information. On numerous occasions the U.S. government has publicly implicated the ISI in terrorist activities, notably in the attack on the Indian embassy in Kabul perpetrated by the Haqqani network of Afghan Taliban with ISI support. On August 1, 2008, two of the New York Times reporters who helped write today's WikiLeaks story had a lead story headlined: "Pakistanis Aided Attack in Kabul, U.S. Officials Say."

The United States and Pakistan do not have a normal alliance. The relationship is infused with deep contradictions, including the fact that Pakistan behaves in ways simultaneously helpful and harmful to U.S. interests.

Americans must come to understand that Pakistan is internally divided in a national debate over what direction the country should take regarding militancy and extremism and their role in the region. For decades--in many ways, since Pakistan's very founding--Islamabad has supported militant groups to pressure Afghanistan and India. That practice persists. The real question is what the United States ought to do about it.

The Obama administration is trying to build a stronger relationship with Pakistan's civilian and military leaders, hoping to coax them in a more positive direction. At the same time, armed U.S. drones patrol Pakistani airspace and launch missiles against al-Qaeda and Taliban leaders. U.S. diplomats, including Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, publicly praise Pakistan's military operations along the Afghan border and then--more often privately than in public--express concerns that Pakistan must do far more.

Critics of the U.S. war in Afghanistan and skeptics about the U.S. relationship with Pakistan will undoubtedly seize upon these leaked documents to advance their arguments. And some of these arguments have merit. But if WikiLeaks actually influences U.S. policy in Afghanistan or Pakistan, it will be because of the divisive policy debates already swirling in Washington today, not because there has been much in the way of significant new material evidence.

Wikileaks won’t change anyone’s opinions 

Zakheim, 10 (7/25/10, Dov, Foreign Policy “The Wikileaks document dump changes nothing,” http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/26/the_wikileaks_document_dump_changes_nothing
So what to make of the WikiLeaks story? First of all, it covers a period of several years; and there is no doubt that the United States and NATO didn't get everything right in all of those years, especially from 2004 to 2007. The two big stories -- ISI's fishing in troubled Afghan waters, and the deaths of civilians -- are not really news at all.

If the Department of Defense's leadership is to be believed -- and I for one, believe them -- Pakistan has put a lid on ISI. No doubt the Pakistani experience with its own Taliban gave the military and intelligence community something to think about. Equally, the Karzai government has gone out of its way to work with Islamabad, often to the chagrin of New Delhi. And no one denies that civilian loss of life, a by-product of every war ever fought, has diminished since General McChrystal issued new rules of engagement that themselves have frustrated many in the military (proving yet again that one cannot satisfy everyone -- would WikiLeaks have leaked disgruntlement with the new ROE's? I doubt it.)

The people behind WikiLeaks make no secret of their opposition to the Afghan war. Some would like to see American troops prosecuted as war criminals. WikiLeaks sees itself as providing the world with the Pentagon Papers Redux, though no one in his or her right mind could compare the Gulf of Tonkin incident that prompted the Vietnam War buildup with the destruction of the World Trade Center. That says more about the WikiLeaks crowd than about the sins their papers purport to reveal.

At the end of the day, the WikiLeaks papers will change few opinions. Those who want us out of Afghanistan will cite them ad nauseum; those who recognize the stakes for what they are -- the need to preclude that country from once again serving as a breeding ground for al Qaeda and their copycats -- will give them short shrift. What matters more is whether General Petraeus can affect the turnaround that made him a war hero in Iraq. If he does, the WikiLeaks papers will make good grist for historians' footnotes, and nothing more. 

No Impact to Wikileaks
None of the wikileaks assume the most recent shift in COIN strategy 

Norington, 10 (7/29/10, Brad, The Austrailian, “Afghan Bungles justify surge, claims Obama,” lexis)

BARACK Obama has declared that the blunders revealed in leaked US military documents about the Afghan war show why he backed a revised US strategy late last year.

In his first public comments after more than 91,000 documents were posted on the WikiLeaks website, the US President condemned the decision to release the files because of the risks to US troops. But Mr Obama used the content of the documents, which detail military errors and civilian casualties, to justify his December decision to send 30,000 more US troops to Afghanistan. 

Referring to the Bush administration's policy of focusing on Iraq, Mr Obama said: ``For seven years, we failed to implement a strategy for the region. That is why we have increased our commitment and developed a new strategy.''

The records, which show Pakistani intelligence officers served as double agents by helping the Taliban to plan attacks on US forces, cover the period from 2004 to the end of last year -- before Mr Obama's revised strategy.

The President made his comments yesterday before the US congress approved a further $US37 billion ($41bn) in military spending for the Afghanistan and Iraq wars. Legislation to approve the funding had been held up for two months, after being passed in the Senate, because of resistance in the House of Representatives.
There’s nothing new in the Wikileaks and they don’t assume Obama’s change in strategy in 2009

Macdonald, 10 (7/28/10, L. Ian, The Gazette “Leaked war papers reinforce what we already knew; Pakistani intelligence is in bed with the Taliban, and Karzai regime is corrupt,” lexis)
This is different. The 92,000 documents have been released to three publications, including the Times in the U.S., but have been posted by the whistle blowing website WikiLeaks (not to be confused with the mainstream online encyclopedia, Wikipedia). It's not known who leaked the documents to the website, but they are up there for anyone, including the Taliban and Al-Qa'ida, who wants to read them.

The field reports, covering a six-year period from 2004-2009, tell us what we already know -that the mission is not going very well for the U.S. and its NATO allies, including Canada.

There appear to be four main points, also well known.

First, that Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence agency has been sheltering, nurturing, and financing the Taliban insurgency in the wilds of western Pakistan, and neither the U.S. nor the Afghans, to say nothing of the Pakistani government, have been able to do much about it. And if NATO and Afghanistan can't secure the border with Pakistan, they can't secure the country.

Second, that the Karzai government in Kabul is systemically corrupt, which is not a good way to win the hearts and minds of its own people.

Third, that the Afghans have insufficient security forces, both military and police, to secure the country. And until they achieve wage parity with the Taliban, they won't develop enough security.

Fourth, stuff happens. Collateral damage, like the NATO air raid that went horribly wrong the other day, killing dozens of civilians. Another way not to win hearts and minds. Or friendly fire, like the 2006 incident in which it is alleged in the WikiLeaks that four Canadian soldiers were killed. In Ottawa, the government denies this, but there will certainly be calls for an inquiry (there are always calls for a public inquiry in Ottawa).

Then there is the question of whether detainees have been abused or tortured. Julian Assange, the Australianborn whistleblower behind WikiLeaks, alleges the field reports show evidence of unspecified war crimes. In Canada, we've already been through this in the argument over the release of documents pertaining to Afghan detainees.

To the extent that forward operations and ongoing strategy might be compromised by the WikiLeaks posting, that would be obvious cause for dismay in NATO countries, including Canada. With more than 150 deaths, mostly from roadside explosions and suicide bombers, Canadian forces have already paid a high price on the Afghan mission.

For the rest, the WikiLeaks archive is evidently posted without context or background, a very different situation from the Pentagon Papers, a coherent and comprehensive internal assessment of the Vietnam War.

And the timeline on the leaked documents expired last fall, taking no account of the U.S. troop surge since then. One of the reasons the mission had been going poorly for NATO is that the Americans were relatively under-strength and other countries had to bear a heavier burden, risking being spread too thin. Nowhere was this more apparent than in the Kandahar region, home of the Taliban, where Canadian soldiers have been posted for the last five years.

That has changed since Barack Obama's speech at West Point last December in which he announced a tripling of U.S. forces to 100,000 troops in 2010, followed by a drawdown beginning in mid-2011, the same time the Canadians are expected to end our combat role. That's a critical mass of sophisticated force.

Then there's the arrival of the new American commander, General David Petraeus, perhaps the most successful U.S. field general since the Second World War. He's also a very good politician, admired in Washington, Kabul and all the NATO capitals, including Ottawa. He's the architect of the successful U.S. surge in Iraq, and the principal author of the U.S. counterinsurgency manual, which he sums up in four words: "Clear, hold, and build."

***Hegemony advantage answers
Overstretch answers

No impact to overstretch – the U.S. will still retain primacy
Lieber, 8 - Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University (Robert, “The Declinists Are Wrong Again,” Perspectives Papers on Current Affairs, 7/30, http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/perspectives47.html)
The Declinists Are Back
Scarcely a day goes by without yet another book, article, speaker or report asserting that America is in trouble. We are told that the rise of China and India, the recovery of Putin’s Russia and the expansion of the European Union signal a profound shift in geopolitical power. War and insurgency in Iraq and the tenacity of the Taliban and al-Qaeda in Afghanistan are cited as evidence that military commitments are “breaking” the army. The leaders of Iran and North Korea vilify America and frustrate efforts to limit their nuclear programs. President Chavez of Venezuela, fortified by $130 per barrel oil, denounces Yankee imperialism and threatens to cut off oil shipments to the US. Meanwhile, opinion polls show widespread anti-American sentiment abroad.

On the domestic front, the subprime mortgage crisis, investment bank turmoil, a yawning balance of payments deficit, and the falling dollar lead to a warning that, “We are competing – and losing – in a global marketplace.” And America has become an “enfeebled” superpower, according to Fareed Zakaria, who adds that while the US will not be replaced in the foreseeable future, nevertheless, “Just as the rest of the world is opening up, America is closing down.”

The declinists’ central proposition holds that both the rise of other countries and an increasing degree of counterbalancing are transforming the international system and profoundly weakening the leading role of the United States in world affairs.

The new declinism rests not only on a global narrative, but it also makes an argument about fundamental domestic weaknesses. It points to the long-term burdens of entitlement programs, which will face large unfunded liabilities. Deficits in international trade and payments and the federal budget, a major credit crisis, collapse of the residential housing bubble and economic turbulence add to the list of troubles. Another clearly overdue task concerns the need to reduce dependence on imported oil and the resultant economic and security vulnerabilities. America’s infrastructure is aging and in need of repair and modernization. In addition, the effectiveness of government institutions may be less than optimal, as evident in the chaotic response to Hurricane Katrina, ongoing problems at the Department of Homeland Security, cumbersome interaction among intelligence agencies, and the need for more effective coordination of national security policy.

An Alternative Viewpoint
It is premature to write the epitaph for American power and leadership. In contrast to these arguments and analyses, America continues to maintain a position of relative predominance, and despite an increasing diffusion of power, no single country has emerged as a plausible counterpart or peer competitor. Apart from the long-term possibility of China, none is likely to do so. 

Similarly, without minimizing the impact of domestic problems, it would be wise not to overstate the likelihood of fundamental economic decline. Current challenges are ultimately manageable and are likely to prove less daunting than those that afflicted the US economy in the mid- to late-1970s and early 1980s. It is worth reminding ourselves that the overall size and dynamism of the economy remains unmatched. Consider that America continues to lead on comparative measures of competitiveness, technology and innovation, for example ranking first in information technology and second (after Finland) in overall competitiveness. The US even ranks first in “space competitiveness.” Higher education and science represent another huge asset. America’s major research universities are outstanding in their international stature and rankings, occupying 17 of the top 20 places and 35 of the top 50. Noteworthy, 70 percent of the world’s Nobel Prize winners work in US institutions.

Broad demographic trends also favor the United States, whereas countries that are possible peer competitors face much more adverse patterns of aging populations. This is not only true for Russia, Europe, and Japan, but even China is affected as a result of its long-standing one child policy. America’s birthrate is consistently higher than in those countries and its population continues to grow through natural increase as well as immigration. Population patterns thus contribute to the long-term persistence of American predominance.

Militarily, no other country possesses anything like the capacity of the United States to project power on a global basis. American military technology remains unmatched, and even when foreign countries may achieve comparable quality in producing an individual type of modern weapon, none come close to parity in the overall systems applicable to land, sea or air warfare. While military spending is enormous in real terms, the defense budget amounts to approximately 4.2 percent of GDP. That contrasts with 6.6 percent at the height of the Reagan buildup and double digit percentages during the early and middle years of the Cold War. In short, the costs of national defense do not by themselves pose an imminent danger of overstretch.

Overstretch answers

Recruitment and retention high now—solves overstretch 

Mooney 4/4 (Tom, staff writer Rhode Island News, "Poor economy boosts military recruiting in R.I., nationallyPoor economy boosts military recruiting in R.I., nationally", http://www.projo.com/news/content/MILITARY_RECRUITING_07-04-10_72J1TBS_v34.15a8043.html)
 With all military branches exceeding their recruiting goals these days, and the wait to report to boot camp often several months long, the Warwick Army recruiting office devised a way to keep its newly signed soldiers motivated until they ship out for real: Thursday-night platoon training. Three of the recruits practicing formation drills on this afternoon are over 21. At least that many attended college for a time. Two recruits are married, including 27-year-old Eric Priestley of Coventry, who graduated from the University of Rhode Island in 2005 with a degree in chemical engineering. Priestley lost his job a year ago, a victim of the recession. Despite a multi-state search, he couldn’t find another. His loss became the Army’s gain –– and part of a national story. “Job opportunities in the area definitely have declined,” says Maj. Andrew M. Henning, commander of Army recruiting in Rhode Island and southeastern Massachusetts. “Therefore, young kids coming out of high school and college are looking at other options. “That’s not to say the army or the military is any type of backup,” says Henning. “A lot of [new recruits] have sentimental desires or reasons to serve in the first place but looked for college-bound or career opportunities locally prior to considering the military. When those opportunities didn’t exist, their initial desires to serve in the military were still there and they followed up on them.” Daniel Goure is vice president of the Lexington Institute, a nonpartisan public policy research group in Virginia that tracks military trends. “Generally speaking, military recruiting is better when the economy is poorer,” he says. “You’re not competing as hard with the private sector.” The military branches, Goure says, “are getting more people to sign up, but more importantly they’re getting more better people to sign up.” In the federal fiscal year that ended Sept. 30, military branches not only reported record recruiting numbers but signed up the highest-quality recruits since the start of the volunteer force in 1973, according to the Department of Defense. Quality is based largely on the number of recruits holding high school diplomas. Studies show that 80 percent of service members with high school diplomas complete their initial term of service. And high school graduates do better on the military’s Armed Forces Qualification Test, which measures math and verbal ability and is used as an indicator of aptitude for military service. The Defense Department wants at least 90 percent of new recruits to have diplomas, a goal some military branches hadn’t met in the past. But in fiscal 2009, 96 percent of active-duty recruits and 95 percent of reserve recruits possessed a diploma, the Defense Department reported. Goure says the recruiting numbers aren’t good just because of the recession, though the Army’s pay and generous bonus programs appeal to many who sign up. “The military has been reaching both its recruitment and its retention goals. The Army in particular.… When it comes to retention, the economy doesn’t explain it.” People with skills are not running out of the military when their time is up, he says. “They are staying.”

Overstretch answers
Alt cause - Iraq

Belasco 9. Amy Belasco. Specialist in US Defense Policy and Budget. The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other

Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11. http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf
Estimates for Iraq and Afghanistan and Other Operations

How much has Congress provided for each of the three operations launched since the 9/11 attacks—Iraq, Afghanistan and other GWOT, and enhanced security? Relying primarily on DOD data, congressional reports and other methods, CRS estimated the distribution of war-related funds appropriated for defense, foreign operations, and VA medical costs from the 9/11 attacks through the FY2009 supplemental (see Table 3).

• $683 billion for Iraq (or 74%);

• $227 billion for Afghanistan (or 22%);

• $29 billion for enhanced security (3%); and

• $5 billion unallocated (1%) (see Table 3).

For FY2009, this includes appropriations from two acts—the FY2008/FY2009 Bridge Supplemental (H.R. 2642 /P.L. 110-252), and the FY2009 Supplemental (H.R. 2346 P.L. 111-32). Since the FY2003 invasion, DOD’s war costs have been dominated by Iraq. Costs for OEF have risen dramatically since FY2006 as troop levels and the intensity of conflict have grown. The cost of enhanced security in the United States has fallen off from the earlier years which included initial responses to the 9/11 attacks. Foreign and diplomatic operations costs peaked in FY2004 with the $20 billion appropriated for Iraq and Afghan reconstruction and since then run about $4 billion to $5 billion a year.
Dollar decline and overstretch don’t threaten hegemony

Levy and Brown 5.  David H. Levey and Stuart S. Brown. March/April 2005. The Overstretch Myth.

http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60615/david-h-levey-and-stuart-s-brown/the-overstretch-myth
Would-be Cassandras have been predicting the imminent downfall of the American imperium ever since its inception. First came Sputnik and "the missile gap," followed by Vietnam, Soviet nuclear parity, and the Japanese economic challenge--a cascade of decline encapsulated by Yale historian Paul Kennedy's 1987 "overstretch" thesis.

The resurgence of U.S. economic and political power in the 1990s momentarily put such fears to rest. But recently, a new threat to the sustainability of U.S. hegemony has emerged: excessive dependence on foreign capital and growing foreign debt. As former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers has said, "there is something odd about the world's greatest power being the world's greatest debtor."

The U.S. economy, according to doubters, rests on an unsustainable accumulation of foreign debt. Fueled by government profligacy and low private savings rates, the current account deficit--the difference between what U.S. residents spend abroad and what they earn abroad in a year--now stands at almost six percent of GDP; total net foreign liabilities are approaching a quarter of GDP. Sudden unwillingness by investors abroad to continue adding to their already large dollar assets, in this scenario, would set off a panic, causing the dollar to tank, interest rates to skyrocket, and the U.S. economy to descend into crisis, dragging the rest of the world down with it.

Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it.

***Terrorism advantage answers

AT: Terrorism advantage

Al Qaeda isn’t the vital internal link to terrorism
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

The above statistics are crystal clear: 78% of all global neo-jihadi terrorist plots in the West in the past five years came from autonomous homegrown groups without any connection, direction or control from al-Qaeda Core or its allies. The ‘resurgent al-Qaeda’ in the West argument has no empirical foundation. The paucity of actual al-Qaeda and other transnational terrorist organization plots compared to the number of autonomous plots refutes the claims by some heads of the Intelligence Community [4] that all Islamist plots in the West can be traced back to the Afghan Pakistani border. Far from being the “epicenter of terrorism,” this Pakistani region is more like the finishing school of global neo-jihadi terrorism, where a few amateur wannabes are transformed into dangerous terrorists.

Counterterrorism is working now – al Qaeda is almost completely dead because of drones
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)


5. Counter-terrorism is working. The escalation from a more limited and focused counter-terrorism strategy to a larger combined counter-terrorism and counter-insurgency strategy (in a country devoid of the al-Qaeda presence!) is predicated on the assumption that the terrorist threat is either stable or increasing – meaning that counter-terrorism has failed. The timeline graphs clearly show that the threat is fading, from its high water mark of 2004. There has been no global neo-jihadi terrorist casualty in the United States in the past eight years and none in the West in general in the past four years. Of course, al-Qaeda is not dead as long as its top leadership is still alive. This cannot be attributed to a loss of intent from al-Qaeda and its militant rivals. From all indications, including recent debriefs of terrorist wannabes captured in Pakistan and the West, the respective leaders of global neo-jihadi terrorism are still enthusiastically plotting to hit the West and do not hesitate to proclaim their desire on the Internet. Nor is this due to the counter-insurgency in Afghanistan because al-Qaeda and its allies all have their training facilities in Pakistan. It is due to effective counter-terrorism strategy, which is on the brink of completely eliminating al-Qaeda. A dead organization will not be able to return to Afghanistan.

6. The reasons for the effectiveness of the counter-terrorism strategy so far are multiple. First and foremost is al-Qaeda’s inability to grow. Unlike the pre-9/11/01 period, al-Qaeda leaders have generally not incorporated new recruits among its ranks. The leadership of al-Qaeda still harks back to the fight against the Soviets in the 1980s. Because he has been hiding full time, Osama bin Laden has not been able to appoint and train a new group of top leaders and there is no evidence that he trusts anyone whom he has not known from the anti-Soviet jihad. In the 1990s, al-Qaeda incorporated the brightest and most dedicated novices who came to train in its network of camps in Afghanistan. They became its cadres and trainers. In the past five years, al-Qaeda has not been able for the most part to incorporate new recruits among its ranks. Western novices traveling to Pakistan in the hope of making contact with al-Qaeda have been turned around and sent back to the West to carry out terrorist operations. Meanwhile, the success of the Predator drone strike campaign on the Pakistani border has dramatically thinned the ranks of both al-Qaeda leaders and cadres. Now it appears that these strikes are also targeting al-Qaeda allies with a transnational agenda.

AT: Terrorism advantage
Most terrorist recruits are incompetent idiots

Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

7. Protection of Western homeland involves an effective strategy of containment of the threat in the Afghan Pakistan area until it disappears for internal reasons. In the past five years, al-Qaeda or its transnational allies have not been able to infiltrate professional terrorists into the West, as Ramzi Youself did in New York in 1993 or the GIA did in France in 1995. None of the plots during that time involved any full time professional terrorist. This is probably due to good cooperation among intelligence agencies around the world, good intelligence databases and increased vigilance and security at airports around the world. To carry out operations in the West, these global neo-jihadi terrorist organizations are completely dependent on Western volunteers coming to the Pakistani border to meet terrorist groups or on inspiring young Western terrorist wannabes to carry out operations on their own without any guidance or training. These organizations are stuck with the people traveling to the border area to meet with them, mostly through chance encounters. These travelers are relatively few in number, totaling in the dozens at most. The emerging details from the terrorist trials and the interrogations of the Westerners captured in Pakistan are quite clear on this score. Terrorist organizations can no longer cherry pick the best candidates as they did in the 1990s. There is no al-Qaeda recruitment program: al-Qaeda and its allies are totally dependent on self-selected volunteers, who come to Pakistan. Global neo-jiahdi terrorism also has no control over the young people who wish to carry out operations in the West in its names. The result is a dramatic degradation of the caliber of terrorist wannabes, resulting in the decrease in success of terrorist operations in the West despite the increased number of attempts. Containing those who travel to Pakistan for terrorist training is a counter-terrorism problem and is much easier problem to solve than transforming an adjacent nation through a national counter-insurgency strategy. The West has been doing well in this strategy of containment with Pakistan’s active collaboration.
Afghanistan is no longer key to terrorism 

Bandow 10- Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute. He also is the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy(July 20, 2010, Doug, “Why are we in Afghanistan?” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11995)
Republican National Committee Chairman Michael Steele recently said the unthinkable: Afghanistan is "a war of Obama's choosing." Steele's remarks triggered a verbal slugfest between neocon proponents of endless war, such as William Kristol, and Iraq hawks turned Afghanistan doves, such as Ann Coulter.

Michael Steele was right. President Barack Obama could have started afresh in Afghanistan. But he chose to make the war his own, twice escalating the number of troops.

For what purpose? Baker Spring of the Heritage Foundation declared: to "defend the vital interests of the United States."

What vital interests?

The original justification for war long ago disappeared. Al-Qaeda has relocated to Pakistan. Today, says CIA Director Leon Panetta, "At most, we're looking at 50 to 100, maybe less" al-Qaeda operatives in Afghanistan.

Nevertheless, John Bolton argues that the Taliban and al-Qaeda must be defeated lest they "reconquer Afghanistan and make it a base for international terrorism." However, the Taliban leadership, which appeared unhappy that its guests brought the wrath of Washington down upon them back in 2001, likely would avoid a repeat performance.

In any case, al-Qaeda and other terrorists don't need Afghanistan to plan their operations. Pakistan's northwest has proved to be a hospitable home. Somalia and Yemen also offer sanctuaries. Other failed or semi-failed states could similarly host terrorists.
XT – Al Qaeda is dead

Al Qaeda is collapsing
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

Despite even recent claims that al-Qaeda is on the move, it is clear that al-Qaeda in the West has been on the decline since its apogee of 2001. When studying a phenomenon, it is important to count and look at the trend. When one relies on out of context anecdotal evidence, it is easy to make mistakes. I suspect that the recent advocates for a “resurgent” al-Qaeda were confused by the complexity of the 2006 London airplanes liquid bomb plot (Overt case) and mistook complexity for resurgence. The fact is clear that since its loss of sanctuary in Afghanistan in 2001, al-Qaeda proper has had trouble projecting to the West. It was able to operate locally in South Asia and Iraq, especially after al Zarqawi proclaimed a merger of his organization with al-Qaeda.

Most new terrorism will be from lone wolves – not al Qaeda
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

The dramatic increase in global neo-jihadi terrorism in the first decade of the 21st Century has come from al-Qaeda inspired autonomous groups with no link to formal transnational terrorist groups. This is especially true since the 2003 invasion of Iraq, which has inspired local young Muslims to strike out against the West. It seems clear that this invasion has created more terrorists in the West, refuting the thesis that “we are fighting them there, so we don’t have to fight them here.” The fact that these plots peaked in 2004, one year after the invasion of Iraq, provides empirical support linking the two events. These scattered plots, not coordinated by any central terrorist body and constituting almost 80% of the plots against the West in the past five years, illustrate how the threat against the West is degenerating into a “leaderless jihad.” [5] Far from being directed by a Comintern equivalent, global neo-jihadi terrorism is evolving to the structure of anarchist terrorism that prevailed over a century ago, when no such global coordinating committee was ever found despite contemporaneous belief in its existence.
Within this cluster of al-Qaeda inspired autonomous groups is a troubling emerging pattern of lone wolves, directly linked via the Internet to foreign al-Qaeda affiliated terrorist organizations: the 2004 Rotterdam Plot (Yehya Kadouri), the 2007 Nancy plot (Kamel Bouchentouf), the 2008 Exeter plot (Nicky Reilly) and the 2008 French Direction Centrale du Renseignement Interieur plot (Rany Arnaud) [6]. Although these young men are willing to sacrifice themselves for these affiliate terrorist groups, they have never met them face to face. This may become a trend that will increase in the future.

Afghanistan has no connection to al Qaeda

Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

The proposed counter-insurgency strategy in Afghanistan is at present irrelevant to the goal of disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaeda, which is located in Pakistan. None of the plots in the West has any connection to any Afghan insurgent group, labeled under the umbrella name “Afghan Taliban,” be it a part of Mullah Omar’s Quetta Shura Taliban, Jalaluddin Haqqani’s Haqqani Network, or Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hezb-e Islami. There has not been any Afghan in al-Qaeda in the past twenty years because of mutual resentment between al-Qaeda foreigners and Afghan locals. In the policy debate, there is an insidious confusion between Afghan Taliban and transnational terrorist organizations. Afghan fighters are parochial, have local goals and fight locally. They do not travel abroad and rarely within their own country. They are happy to kill Westerners in Afghanistan, but they are not a threat to Western homelands. Foreign presence is what has traditionally unified the usually fractious Afghan rivals against a common enemy. Their strategic interest is local, preserving their autonomy from what they perceive as a predatory corrupt unjust central government. They do not project to the West and do not share the internationalist agenda of al-Qaeda or its allied transnational terrorist organizations.

XT – Prefer Sageman evidence

Sageman has a superior data source – he did an exhaustive study of all open source information and corroborated it with classified US intelligence data
Sageman, 9 - adjunct Associate Professor at the School of International and Public Affairs and former case officer for the CIA (Marc, “Confronting al-Qaeda: Understanding the Threat in Afghanistan,” Perspectives on Terrorism, vol. 3 n.4, 

http://www.terrorismanalysts.com/pt/index.php?option=com_rokzine&view=article&id=92&Itemid=54)

Our ultimate goal of homeland security will be served through a better understanding of the threat confronting it in order to “disrupt, dismantle, and eventually defeat al-Qaeda and its allies.” Let me describe this global threat through a comprehensive survey that I conducted of all the al-Qaeda plots in the West, all the al-Qaeda affiliate plots in the West and all the plots done “in the name of al-Qaeda” in the West since the formation of al-Qaeda in August 1988. It is necessary to expand our inquiry because al-Qaeda is now only one of the many actors in this global neo-jihadi terrorist threat against the West. I call it neo-jihadi because the terrorists have appropriated this contested concept to themselves much to the protest of respected Islamic scholars and the mainstream Muslim communities worldwide [2]. Terrorism for the purpose of this project is the use of violence by non-state collective actors against non-combatants in the West in pursuit of a self-appointed global jihad.
I conducted this survey when I spent a year at the U.S. Secret Service and an additional year at the New York Police Department as its first scholar-in-residence. Although both organizations helped me immensely, the following remarks are my own and cannot be read as their position or opinions. Because homeland security in the West essentially means population protection in the West, I have limited the inquiry to violent plots to be executed in the geographical territory of the West. By the West, I mean North America, Australia and Western Europe, with the exception of the civil war in the Balkans since terrorism is often a tactic of war, but wartime terrorism may not teach us much about terrorism during peace time. To be included in the survey, each plot had to have some loose operational or inspirational link to al-Qaeda or its affiliates; it had to reach a certain level of maturity, characterized by overt acts in furtherance; it consisted of violent acts targeting people in the West, and therefore excluded cases of purely financial or material support for terrorist acts committed elsewhere; some planning had to be done in the West; and terrorists had to initiate the plot. To accurately evaluate the threat, I of course included both successful and unsuccessful plots, which are the true measure of the extent of the threat, rather than just the successful ones. The global neo-jihadi terrorist threat includes plots under the control of al-Qaeda core; al-Qaeda affiliates like the Algerian Groupe Islamique Armé (GIA), Pakistani Lashkar e-Toyba (LT), the Uzbek Islamic Jihad Union (IJU), the Pakistani Tehrik e-Taliban Pakistan (TTP) as well as threats by autonomous groups inspired by al-Qaeda like the Dutch Hofstad network. I excluded lone wolves, who were not physically or virtually connected to anyone in the global neo-jihad, for they often carry out their atrocities on the basis of delusion and mental disorder rather than for political reasons.
My sources of information were legal documents, trial transcripts, consultations with foreign and domestic intelligence and law enforcement agencies, to which my position gave me access. Although all these plots are within the open source domain, I did corroborate the validity of the data in the classified domain.


***COIN good / Winning now

Winning the war 

We’re going to win---Petraeus is changing mindsets---government cooperation 

Nagl, 10- president of the center for a new American security, (7/21/10, John, “Hard is not hopeless in Afghanistan,” http://www.cnas.org/node/4746) 
During the darkest hours of the counterinsurgency campaign in Iraq, Gen. David Petraeus testified before Congress that "hard is not hopeless." Those words ring true again today as he begins another turnaround attempt in Afghanistan—a war not going well, but not yet lost. If Gen. Petraeus again plays the cards that led to success in Iraq, an outcome favorable to U.S. interests is still possible.
In Iraq, Gen. Petraeus's efforts to build professional host-nation security and local protection forces, as well as advise political leadership, eventually paid off. It allowed the country to stand on its own against internal and external threats with only minimal outside assistance—the definition of victory in a counterinsurgency campaign. Several years from now, Afghanistan could be in similar condition, with al Qaeda defeated and Afghan security units protecting their own country with the help of U.S. advisers and air support. It’s getting there that’s the hard part.
Gen. Petraeus was tasked with building an Iraqi army in 2004 after we had demobilized Saddam Hussein’s forces. The assignment was enormously difficult, but he had good raw material to work with. The Iraqi population is literate and the Iraqi army had been very competent by regional standards. 
The Afghan population, meanwhile, is rich with combat experience but short on soldiers who have graduated from staff colleges. They know how to fight, but not how to read. NATO efforts to build up the Afghan army and police have suffered from a lack of resources until late in 2009, when Lieutenant General Bill Caldwell was ordered to bring them up to speed. Talented as LTG Caldwell is, he’s still short on trainers, and he has to teach his Afghan recruits to read for them to become effective counterinsurgents. That will take time.
Napoleon Bonaparte once said, “All my generals are good—I want generals who are lucky!” Gen. Petraeus was fortunate when he took command in Iraq that years of outreach to the Sunni tribes was beginning to bear fruit. Former insurgents decided to join the Awakening movement to fight against al Qaeda. He organized them into “Sons of Iraq” militias that served as community police and drastically reduced violence levels. Recently deposed Afghan commander General Stanley McChrystal tried to follow the same script and succeeded on a small scale, but was unable to win Afghan President Hamid Karzai’s approval to expand the program nationally. 
Yet within two weeks of taking charge in Afghanistan, Gen. Petraeus convinced President Karzai to back what a NATO official described as a “community watch on steroids.” While it is far too soon to predict whether this local security initiative might ultimately break the back of the Taliban, counterinsurgency efforts that employed such community militias have succeeded far more often than those that have failed to do so.
Gaining Mr. Karzai’s acceptance of the community security initiative—after he had resisted it for a year—may be just as important for Gen. Petraeus as are the militias themselves. One of the hardest parts of a counterinsurgency campaign is the need to work by, with and through the political leadership of the host country. A combination of carrots, sticks and cajoling is always required, but not always fruitful. 
Gen. Petraeus diligently mentored Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al Maliki, who was derided as weak and ineffective until he suddenly decided to send Iraqi Army units to clear insurgents from Basra, and personally took charge of the fighting there. Few signs suggest that Mr. Karzai will assume field command of the pending effort to squeeze the Taliban out of Kandahar. But Gen. Petraeus has already demonstrated the ability to get the Afghan president to do things that he would rather not. How well Gen. Petraeus is able to use that talent to improve the performance of Mr. Karzai’s government—and that of Pakistan’s—will likely prove decisive.
The other significant factor is the continuing support of the American people for the Afghan campaign, despite the increasing cost in blood and treasure of what is now America’s longest war. Gen. Petraeus was able to put more time on what he called “the Washington clock” by demonstrating clear progress in Iraq over the course of his first year in command. He will have to do so again, but the task will be made easier by the extraordinary public reputation he earned by turning Iraq around. 
The country is fortunate to have David Petraeus available to call upon again to fight a counterinsurgency campaign that will be messy and slow and hard—but not hopeless. 

Winning the war 
The war can be won--- success hinges on COIN in southern Afghanstan

Massoud, 10 – part of the Afghan resistance, (7/30/10, Yahya, Foreign Policy  “Afghans can win this war,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/30/afghans_can_win_this_war?page=0,2) 

There is a great potential in local, bottom-up action: No one should underestimate the commitment and power of ordinary Afghans. It was ordinary Afghans who successfully resisted 150,000 Soviet soldiers and won the war with far less international backing than the Afghan government receives today.

The impact of these missed opportunities is beginning to be felt by the Afghan government's international partners. War fatigue is beginning to grip Europe and the United States. Under public pressure, Canada has already announced its withdrawal from Kandahar, and the Netherlands is very likely to follow suit in the wake of the collapse of its cabinet over the issue of extending its mission in Uruzgan. Obama has also announced that the United States will commence a gradual troop withdrawal in 2011. It is clear that Afghanistan's allies face serious economic and political limitations at home and cannot function as an unending source of support.
The outcome of the operations in Kandahar and Helmand has the potential to reverse this gloomy state of affairs. A victory would be a boon to the counterinsurgency campaign, possibly even leading some governments to reconsider their planned troop withdrawals. Discernible progress would also allow NATO forces to begin the important task of transferring responsibility to the Afghan National Security Forces and the Afghan National Army, a crucial step for the Afghan government in reassuming control over its own security.

For these reasons, much hinges on the campaign currently being waged in Afghanistan's southern provinces. The Afghan government and its international partners must act jointly and swiftly for these operations to succeed. Only then can Afghans finally achieve the peace they have long strived for, and will U.S. and European leaders rest assured that this country will no longer act as an incubator for extremists who threaten not only Afghanistan's population, but the entire world. This war is tiresome, but it can be won.
2009 COIN Strategy Good 
No offense--- all their evidence assumes the first 7 years of COIN--- not the renewed COIN strategy of 2009

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p. 31-32)
In fact, we could lose in Afghanistan. Had we stayed with the strategy used during the war's first seven years, we probably would have lost. Had the strategy not changed, Afghanistan could have been torn apart, and NATO gradually demoralized to the point of giving up, by a combination of Afghan Taliban fighters; militia leaders like Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, Jalaluddin Haqqani, Anwar ul-Haq, Saifullah Mansoor, and Yunus Khalis; drug lords and other criminals; al Qaeda elements; corrupt officials; and angry Pashtun tribes. I These various militias and factions hardly agree on what should replace the current government, but most are agreed on the goal of defeating the new Afghan democracy and driving NATO away. They are relatively effective in cooperating, or just informally joining their efforts  (with the Taliban most active in the south, the Haqqani group in the center, and Hekmatyar's Hezb-i-Islami in the northern parts of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border regions).2 
Under the new strategy that has been taking shape since early 2009, the situation is beginning to improve. Using official documents, historical analogies, core principles of counterinsurgency, and our own analyses and observations, this chapter explains the current strategy of the foreign coalition and to a considerable extent at least of the Afghan government for trying to win this war. Most of that strategy is fairly sound, but to succeed, the strategy will have to improve further and evolve with the course of events.

COIN Wins Hearts and Minds 
Clear-hold-build is within reach---COIN wins over hearts and minds 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p.74-75)
CRITICISM 10: "We Can't Really Bring Afghanistan into the Twenty-First Century”
This critique alleges that Afghanistan is such a conservative, tribal, rural, and traditional land that any Western-led effort at democratization and modernization of the country is bound to fail. Some suggest that our efforts to promote the equality of women, integrate the country with the outside world, and strengthen the urban-based government of the country will simply inflame the anger and opposition of many Afghans, especially Pashtuns living in villages and towns in the south of the country, where the extremist message of the Taliban has the most resonance. This argument is wrong for two principal reasons. First, most Afghans do want to live in the twenty-first century. Their enthusiasm for the 2009 presidential election campaign-if not necessarily for its tainted outcome-demonstrated their interest in democratic elections, for example.ls Second, NATO will not force more change on them than they are ready to accept themselves. 

To be sure, elements of Afghanistan are quite conservative, and issues such as religious tolerance and gender equality will take time to address. But that is in pan what the normal peacetime development process in coming decades is for. The imperative now is to win the war and defeat the insurgency. Some reforms can be undertaken now, to the extent that Afghans themselves want them. In fact, they already are happening; I I some two million Afghan girls are in school, for example. Other changes . , can happen gradually. 

As for what Afghans want, just look at the polls. People consistently oppose the Taliban. This survey result cannot come from fear of the Taliban-if individuals were giving the answers they thought Taliban elements wanted them to give, they would be pro-Taliban rather than anti-Tali ban. And while many Afghans indicate dissatisfaction with the Afghan government and with the foreign presence, that dissatisfaction has so far not turned into any meaningful support for the Taliban. The surveys seem reasonably accurate, consistent from one to another, and reflective of a people's desire for a more modern and democratic life As for what NATO is after, it is trying primarily to provide security for the population, build up Afghan security forces, create roads and better utilities, improve health care and education, and provide the people with economic alternatives to opium. It is hard to fault these goals or to believe they run counter to Afghan culture or mores. For the most pan, Afghans have expressed anger with NATO because of its failure to deliver on such goals-not because of the goals themselves. And while the country may not reach desired levels of education, health care, and other quality of life indicators soon, simply getting on the right path will win over most Afghans-as was evident a few years back, when economic conditions were worse than they are now, but public opinion was much more favorable toward NATO because trends were generally in the right direction. 

AT: Nationalism means COIN will fail
COIN can win hearts and minds – Afghanistan’s history of repelling invaders ignores the development efforts of US forces
O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’Hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p. 61-62)
CRITICISM 1: Afghans Always Hate, and Defeat Invaders
This allegation is based largely on Afghanistan's long history of being at the crossroads of human movement and conflict and, more specifically, on its ability to defeat British forces in the nineteenth century and Soviet forces in the 1980s. To be sure, Afghans are worthy warriors; many Americans who have dealt with Iraqis and Afghans in recent years consider the latter to be better natural fighters. But today's international presence in Afghanistan does not amount to an invasion. In contrast to the invaders of the past, today's international effort seeks only to help get Afghans on their feet well enough so that NATO can responsibly leave. The difference between U.S.-NATO goals, and the size and strength of our international coalition, and those of past invaders is stark. This is not meant as a naIve-sounding expression of the goodness of American motives. It is, rather, a fact, documented among other things by the reality that some forty countries are part of the International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan today. 

Of course, not everyone believes what we say about our motives. Some think we intend to stay a long time; others believe we are not really trying hard to succeed. To the extent that we fail in the effort, our motives will surely continue to be doubted, and support for our presence will continue to weaken, as has been the case in recent times. But just as in Iraq, if we can successfully convey the sense that we are building up capability now so we can more rapidly and successfully build it down later, we have a chance to gain adequate Afghan support.2 Indeed, for all the reduction in our popularity this decade, the international community is still far more popular in Afghanistan than it was in Iraq when the surge began-and certainly more popular than the Soviets or other previous invaders ever were. 

Afghanis don’t dislike actual US military presence 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’Hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” P.62-63) 

This related charge, voiced in 2008 by none' other than the' British ambassador to Afghanistan himself, Sir Sherard Cowper Coles suggests that Afghans will do better if we leave them to their own devices-perhaps supplying some aid but otherwise strictly limiting our involvement. Cowper-Coles is highly regarded, and his observation must be taken seriously.4 The basis for his argument is that Afghans dislike foreigners enough that our very presence in Afghanistan weakens the Karzai government by association. Because NATO is fighting to help his government, so goes the reasoning, its unpopularity spills over onto him. NATO's reassuring presence may also discourage him from taking tough steps-firing corrupt officials, for example-needed to build a stable country. To be sure, popular anger at NATO has increased greatly over the years; eventually, we may reach a point of no return and no longer be able to win back the support of the Afghan people. But in fact, Afghans do not hate foreigners categorically. NATO was very popular in the war's early going, when it was seen as the agent that had driven the Taliban from power. Yes, we have squandered much of that good will, but by virtue of doing our job badly, not by virtue of our very presence. For all the unpopularity of the United States in Afghanistan, our popularity there is still better than it was in Iraq before the surge, as noted-and far better than it was among Iraqi Sunnis. Indeed, while only 32 percent of Afghans had a favorable opinion of NATO in early 2009, meaning that over 60 percent had a negative opinion, in Iraq only about 20 percent wanted coalition forces to remain in early 2007, and 61 percent of the population (and more than 90 percent of all Sunnis) thought it acceptable to attack NATO forces.' Yet Iraqi Sunnis-those most resistant to the coalition presence-nonetheless came to be our allies and partners in the past three years, as the Anbar Awakening aligned our interests, and more successful American tactics limited the degree of Sunni hatred the United States. This recent lesson suggests that it is often possible to rebuild even a severely strained relationship in a wartime setting-especially if the other party really needs the help. Moreover, July 2009 polls in Afghanistan indicated that U.S. and NATO popularity had returned, at least temporarily, to the 60 percent range, as had Afghans' optimism about the future and their favorability scores for their own president and army (actually the army scored even higher, in the 80 percent range). These numbers have probably sagged since then, because of the disputed presidential race among other problems, but they do suggest that Afghans are not fundamentally opposed to 'the international community's efforts to help them. Nor are they fundamentally pessimistic about the future; in fact, quirt, the contrary. When considering the idea that we simply must leave now, it is important to remember the real options. Afghan security forces are not up to the challenge of protecting their own country now; they are too small, too badly trained, and still too infested with incompetents as well as individuals playing both sides. 
Looking over the whole eight-year experience in Afghanistan to date, it would seem that the approach of minimizing the role of foreign forces has already been tried and found wanting. In the early years, foreign troops were based only in Kabul, then only in Kabul and the immediate vicinity-and the overall situation deteriorated. 
No Taliban Support

No support for the Taliban 

Massoud, 10 – part of the Afghan resistance, (7/30/10, Yahya, Foreign Policy  “Afghans can win this war,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/30/afghans_can_win_this_war?page=0,2) 
Contrary to conventional wisdom, there is virtually no popular enthusiasm for the Taliban in Afghanistan. Even in provinces like Helmand and Kandahar, the support is not genuine and largely comes from lack of a better option. The Afghan people have suffered at the Taliban's hands for more than 16 years. Afghans generally consider the Taliban as a foreign force, sponsored by Pakistan, which imposes its will through violence, terror, and fear. The Afghan government and its allies should exploit the Taliban's dismal reputation to their own advantage.

So far, the government has missed an opportunity to use the media to advertise the Taliban's shortcomings and rally its supporters in popular protests against the insurgency. The voice of the people must be heard on this matter. Media, civil society, and local leaders should open channels to express popular resentment against the Taliban -- and ISAF and the Afghan security forces should publicly commit to ensuring their safety when they undertake these efforts.
Afghanistan is Not Vietnam

Afghanistan is not analogous to Vietnam 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p. 76-78)
CRITICISM 11: "We Are Refighting Vietnam" 

The Afghan war is surpassing Vietnam as the country's longest war, so it is natural to draw the analogy. And, to be fair, there are echoes of Vietnam in Afghanistan, besides the obvious one of a long war-the gradual escalation of u.s. force totals with time under multiple presidents, the remoteness of the country and the culture from most Americans' experience, the vagueness with which the stakes are defined (given that neither Vietnam nor Afghanistan is at the center of world industry or commerce), and the high stakes attributed to both conflicts that make it very hard for supporters to imagine the possibility of defeat. 

But in most other ways, the wars could not be more different. Vietnam was part of a broader cold war struggle and was seen as a pawn or domino in that contest. Afghanistan is seen as linked to Pakistan, but not to many other countries, and important on its own terms given the presence of al Qaeda and other extremists in its part of the world. The Vietnam war typically caused more than 5,000 U.S. deaths a year, and over 100,000 Vietnamese deaths annually; the Afghan war, as terrible as it is, is far less deadly. In fact, NATO losses are measured in the hundreds per year; Afghan civilian fatalities are in the low thousands, and most of the latter are due to insurgent action. 

This is more than a statistical anomaly or a random factoid. It is crucial to understanding the war. Our struggle in Afghanistan has been handled, with all due respect to those brave Americans who served their country in Vietnam, with far more precision and discretion in the use of force. And as troubled as Afghanistan has been this decade, it is probably a better place to live than it was before-in contrast to what happened in Vietnam, where the war made things much worse than they had been (even if the war was not truly caused by the United States there either). 

There have been episodes of good American performance at counterinsurgency in the past. But they have been interludes, exceptions to the rule. The Marines did a good job with their Combined Action Program during part of the Vietnam war, for example. The U.S. armed forces performed reasonably well in the Philippines just over a century ago too. But these were clearly exceptions, not the rule. Most of the U.S. military overapplied firepower in Vietnam, for example. 

After Vietnam, the U.S. military reverted to training and equipping its units for traditional high-intensity maneuver operations rather than more complex missions. Occasional efforts to study "low-intensity operations"  that characterize counterinsurgency actions were focused on very specific parts of the armed forces, and greater efforts in the 1990s to prepare for peace operations were seen largely as distractions from true military missions. Only in the last three years has the core of the U.S. armed forces treated counterinsurgency missions as truly important. That too is a departure from Vietnam and, for that matter, from most other periods in American history.19 
Today, both our theory and our practice of counterinsurgency are sound. Commanders as well as troops have thought hard about how to fight these kinds of wars and put many principles into action. Consider some of the powerful, persuasive adages and rules of thumb that appear in the military's 2006 field manual and that are taught to troops and their commanders; these come from the section on "paradoxes" in counterinsurgency and reflect how nuanced American military understanding of such missions has become:2o 
Iraq Applies to Afghanistan 
The Iraq analogy does apply to Afghanistan

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p.64-65)
CRITICISM 3: "Afghanistan Is Much Harder than Iraq

Ironically, this argument is probably offered more by supporters of the current mission than by its opponents. Their intentions are understandable. Often it is U.S. officials, like Defense Secretary Gates, who make this point, seemingly to brace the American people for a tough road ahead.? 

To be sure, there are ways in which Afghanistan is more complicated Iraq. And in some specific ways, admittedly, it may be harder. The number of tribes is larger, the drug problem is worse, and the country is not blessed with the oil resources that Iraq has. The sanctuary for insurgent fighters available in Pakistan is even harder to control than, say, the Iraq-Syria border. The dearth of Afghan professionals after three decades of war-and an increasingly successful Taliban campaign of assassination and intimidation in recent years as well-poses a serious challenge to stable management of the government. 
But that same history of war makes the Afghan people realistic in their expectations about the future and grateful for even modest progress, as polls show. Afghans were overwhelmingly supportive of us in the early years and, as noted, remain far less hostile to foreigners even today than were Iraqis during most of the war there. The sanctuary in Pakistan is a very serious problem, but the flow of foreign fighters into Iraq (largely through Syria) and the flow of advanced weapons into Iraq from Iran were huge problems too. Drug production, trafficking, and use are a big problem in Afghanistan, but corruption, including corruption within the oil trade, has been extremely problematic in Iraq. While Afghanistan's relative lack of easily exploitable natural resources constitutes a challenge for the country, in the short term foreign resources can largely compensate, given the current commitment of the international community to this important mission. (Over time, of course, these natural resources will have to be better developed.) The levels of violence in Iraq in the middle of this decade, before the surge, were far worse than anything Afghanistan has experienced since 2001. For a three-to four-year period, about ten times as many Iraqi civilians were killed every year as were killed in Afghanistan in 2009. Only in the past two years have the rates of civilian casualties in Iraq dropped to anything close to those in Afghanistan. Tens of thousands of Iraqi professionals were driven out of the country or killed; whole communities were disrupted and displaced; and sectarian tensions were inflamed far more broadly in Iraq than they have been in Afghanistan. To be sure, Afghanistan is hard enough. But on balance, making major progress there should be as doable as it was in Iraq. All that said, we finish with a note of caution: in Iraq before the surge, the United States was extremely wary of the government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. Even during the first months of the surge, the type of top-down political compromise that was viewed as crucial did not occur very quickly. But then Maliki and other Iraqi leaders improved their performance-reaching some deals on matters like the annual budget and de-Baathification reform, challenging and when necessary attacking Shiite militias from Basra to Sadr City, and reforming institutions like the national police. In Afghanistan, despite a few hopeful signs here and there, the government has not yet proven itself a viable partner in fighting extremism and corruption. Until it does, the idea that the Afghanistan mission is just as "winnable" as Iraq will remain a theory, not a provable proposition.

***Counterterrorism fails
Counterterrorism Bad 

Counter terrorism fails---increases terrorism, Pakistan instability, causes intelligence failure and increases drones 

O’Hanlon and Shejan, 10- Michael O’Hanlon,  senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues, and Hassina Sherjan, president of Aid Afghanistan for education, (2010, “Toughening it out in Afghanistan,” p. 5-7)
The stakes, however, go beyond simply denying al Qaeda another sanctuary. Afghanistan has special importance in the minds of al Qaeda-and would-be recruits of al Qaeda-as a symbol of a successful attack against the West. Were we to lose there, al Qaeda would argue that its predictions about the West's weakness and lack of staying power were correct. It would claim momentum in its broader, global struggle against "infidels." That could help the terrorists find new followers who wanted to be on the winning side of history. It would also restore momentum to al Qaeda, momentum that it has lost across the globe from Iraq to Saudi Arabia to Indonesia and elsewhere. The head of the British armed forces, General Sir David Richards, stated that a NATO "failure [in Afghanistan] would have a catalytic effect on militant Islam around the world and in the region because the message would be that al-Qaeda and the Taliban have defeated the US and the British and NATO, the most powerful alliance in the world. So why wouldn't have an intoxicating effect on militants everywhere? The geo-strategic implications would be immense."8 Some say that the Taliban and other Afghan resistance movements are not our real enemies and that we should reach an accommodation with them. But many with firsthand experience of the Taliban in recent years would beg to differ. David Rohde of the New York Times, who was held captive in late 2008 and much of 2009 by the group, vividly described the extreme degrees of hatred for the United States, and support for al Qaeda's global agenda, among its members. As counterterrorism expert Bruce Riedel says, "Terrorists don't stay in their lanes." They tend to work together. That includes other groups in Afghanistan besides the Taliban, such as the Haqqani network.9 The goal of a large, growing fundamentalist movement that would attempt to create a caliphate throughout much of the Islamic world, and use extreme methods against American allies and interests as well as other dissenting groups and individuals in the process, is not confined to A1 Qaeda. A victory for the Afghan resistance is effectively  victory, and a major one at that, for al Qaeda and associated movements with a global and anti-Western agenda. Another crucial reason to prevail in Afghanistan is to prevent Pakistani extremists from using Afghanistan . AS a sanctuary and training ground for launching attacks against their own country. A destabilized, nuclear-armed Pakistan, with up to 100 nuclear weapons and thousands of extremist fighters including al Qaeda partisans, would be an even greater threat to the United States and other states than would a failed state in Afghanistan itself. Afghanistan is not very far from central Pakistan, and the border regions between the two countries are so hard to police that it would be highly undesirable to allow extremists such a safe haven so close to a strategically crucial state. At precisely the moment when Pakistan is finally committing more of its resources to going after extremists in its own tribal regions, it would be an unfortunate moment to give them a sanctuary within Afghanistan. Moreover, there are growing reasons to fear that Afghan Taliban, Pakistani Taliban, and al Qaeda have developed more links and more forms of cooperation in recent years. This is not a conclusive argument in favor of winning in Afghanistan at all costs, but it is an important reason why defeat would be worrisome. Some argue that our core goals can be achieved through a more narrow counterterrorism agenda, rather than a full-scale counterinsurgency approach. That is they favor "CT, not COIN," to use the acronyms commonly employed for each concept. They believe that another 9/11 could be prevented, and major disruption to Pakistan averted, by a more limited approach. Under this strategy, special forces would periodically attack any cells that coalesced within Afghanistan, even in the absence of a stable central government. Drones, cruise missiles, and other forms of standoff attack would contribute as well, carrying out strikes in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. In this way, these critics say, we would accomplish our core objectives without engaging in huge risks to American personnel or unrealistic aspirations about the possibility of helping. construct a functioning Afghan state. But it is the CT plan that is unrealistic. In essence, it is the plan that the Bush administration tried in its early years and that dearly failed, leaving us with the dilemma we have today . To be effective CT must have intelligence. but obtaining solid intelligence on the locations of terrorists is very difficult without a strong presence on the ground and the cooperation of friendly local actors. Such friendly local Afghans are much harder to find, and protect, in a chaotic, destabilized country. 10 At some point, if and when the Afghan resistance prevails in combat, as would likely happen under a CT approach, the air bases and other facilities we currently use to attack extremists in both Afghanistan and Pakistan could also be lost. Proponents of CT respond that the international community is trying a more minimal approach to countering al Qaeda in places such as Somalia and some of the tribal areas of Yemen-two additional places largely unpoliced by any effective government. If we can get by with such an approach in these places, why not Afghanistan too, one might ask? But Afghanistan is a more remote country than Somalia or Yemen, and a place with more tribal networks and political actors favorable to al Qaeda. As the Bush administration learned, air strikes and commando raids against suspected terror targets are much harder to pull off quickly and effectively in Afghanistan than they would be in other places. Afghanistan is therefore a safer, more convenient place for al Qaeda to operate. And al Qaeda has already proven its interest in operating from Afghanistan. Its leadership remains based nearby in the mountains of western Pakistan even today. There is currently considerable action against extremists in these regions, so we finally have a chance to execute a hammer and anvil approach against the major redoubts for al Qaeda and associated movements. To be sure, a CT approach may be our only fallback position if the counterinsurgency effort fails. But it is a poor substitute.

***Iran advantage answers

Plan => Iran Emboldenment
Their advantage is backwards – US presence makes Iran aggression impossible
Caroll, 9 – assistant director at the Heritage Foundation’s Strategic Communications, editor of The Foundry (12/2/2009, Conn, “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=16195)

Loss of Superior Force and Infrastructure Posture against Iran. If Iran is truly one of the most likely and most dangerous near-term adversaries of the United States, it makes little sense to abandon a mature base infrastructure and a means for a Second Front against a potential War with Iran. Multiple Lines of Communications complicates Iranian defense planning, splits their leadership focus, undermines soldier morale, and can lead to a much shorter Iran war with superior U.S. force posture. 15. Strategic rhetoric of an early withdrawal prolongs any conflict. During later phases of a war (Phases 4 and 5), one of the greatest challenges is to cause the mid-level managerial “fence sitters” to choose sides. The Fence sitters are the local leaders who will eventually make a support decision, encourage the reporting of concealed identification of Taliban adversaries, and buttress a regime when it becomes apparent that the presence is for the long term. The irony is that public indecision and senior official debate weakens the U.S. position. A firm strategic communications plan to express long-term presence will speed the commitment of mid-level managerial fence-sitters to align with U.S. supporters. 16

Empirically, Iran is threatening and aggressive – only sustained positive influence in Afghanistan deters them

Rubin, 8 -- Director of Studies at the Center for International Cooperation (CIC), New York University. He has written widely on Afghanistan and the region, was an advisor to Ambassador Brahimi during the Bonn conference, and consulted on the writing of Afghanistan’s constitution (8/15, Barnett R, “The U.S. and Iran in Afghanistan: Policy Gone Awry”)

There is, however, a major strategic judgment to be revisited. The  military and intelligence agencies of both Pakistan and Iran have  systematically used asymmetrical warfare, including terrorism, as a  tool of their security policy. Which of them poses a greater threat  to U.S. national interest and international peace and security?  How should responses to these two threats be balanced? Since the  Iranian revolution, the U.S. has overreacted to the Iranian threat  and engaged in systematic appeasement of Pakistan, which is now  home to the leadership of both al-Qaida and the Taliban (both  Afghan and Pakistani). These countries are rivals for influence in  Afghanistan and are sponsoring competing infrastructure projects for road transport and energy trade. Iran and India are building a combined rail  and road link from the Iranian port of Chah Bahar to Afghanistan’s major high-  way. Pakistan, with Chinese aid, is building the port of Gwadar in Baluchistan,  aiming at a north-south route to Central Asia. “Taliban” regularly attack Indian  road building crews in southwest Afghanistan, and Pakistan charges that India is  supporting Baluch insurgents from its consulates in Afghanistan.  A reevaluation of the threats originating in Iran and Pakistan should lead to a  recalibration of U.S. policy in Afghanistan to tilt away from Pakistan and more  toward Iran. Yet it would be wrong and destructive to treat Pakistan with the  type of enmity now reserved for Iran. Like Iran, Pakistan’s policy is motivated by  a combination of genuine security threats, ideological aspirations, and institution-  al interest. In Pakistan’s more open political system, it is far easier for the U.S. to  engage with allies inside the country against the security services whose covert  policies the U.S. finds threatening.  Ultimately, U.S. interests would be best served by supporting efforts to extend  and improve governance and security in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, thereby  depriving al-Qaida and its epigones of refuge on either side of the border. 

Plan => Iran Emboldenment
Iran’s intentions aren’t friendly – they will pocket the concession and use it to regain dominance in the Middle East

Haaretz.com, 9 -- Yuval Azoulay and Yossi Melman, reporters (6/16, “Mossad head: Iran riots won't escalate into revolution,” http://www.haaretz.com/print-edition/news/mossad-head-iran-riots-won-t-escalate-into-revolution-1.278204)

Dagan also told the committee the Mossad believed that Iran would have its first nuclear bomb ready for action in 2014, "If the project continues at the present rate and is not interrupted."

The Mossad chief said that Western sanctions affect Iran but do not stop its nuclear aspirations, and that the Iranians were trying to evade these sanctions. "The international community must enforce the sanctions and continue this policy." Dagan said that if the sanctions were sufficiently harsh they could stop Iran's nuclear program.

With regard to Iran's support for Hezbollah and Hamas, a senior Mossad official told the committee Tuesday that Iran was continuing to fund and control Hezbollah, but its control of Hamas was limited for now. The official explained that Hamas is maintaining its independence because of its extensive relationship with the Muslim Brotherhood. However, defense officials also say that relations between Hamas and Iran will grow stronger in the future. "The reason for the strengthening of these ties is money and arms, both of which Hamas needs and Iran is willing to give."

According to the senior official, Iran wants to strengthen its position in the region and reach the hegemony Egypt enjoyed in the 1960s and '70s. These aspirations are a cause of great tension in and concern among moderate states in the region such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf states.

Withdrawal would prompt renewed Iranian support for cross-border terrorist groups, risking civil war

Valley, 7/31 -- Major General (USA/Ret.) is an author, military strategist and Chairman of Stand Up America and Save Our Democracy Projects (2010, Paul, “The Iran-Afghanistan Connection: A Threat to US Plans?” http://nwodaily.com/2010/07/the-iran-afghanistan-connection-a-threat-to-us-plans/)

Iran is concerned that the United States’ interest in fostering sufficient stability in Afghanistan for long enough to allow U.S. troops to begin leaving next year will lead Washington to drop the “red lines” it has imposed on Taliban participation in a political process. Iran is concerned that Pakistan and Saudi Arabia will be able to use the Taliban’s unchecked involvement in a power-sharing arrangement as a proxy to expand their influence in Afghanistan at Tehran’s expense and to threaten the Islamic Republic.

Under these circumstances, Iran will intensify its support for key players among the Hazara, Tajik, and Uzbek groups, just as it did during the civil war that broke out after the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan and after the Taliban took power in Kabul in 1996. These dynamics raise the risks of renewed civil war in Afghanistan—a civil war that would simultaneously be a proxy war among Iran, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia, the country’s most powerful external players. These were precisely the conditions under which al-Qaeda found sanctuary and thrived in Afghanistan during the 1990s.”

Withdrawal emboldens Iran and Pakistan - wrecks the perception of commitment to the region

The Washington Times, 6/22 (2010, Editorials, “Obama’s Vietnam Moment; Democrats Plan to Cut and Run in Afghanistan,” lexis) 

A recent study by Anthony H. Cordesman at the Center for Strategic and International Studies delves into the problems presented by this arbitrary "begin the withdrawal" date. The study advises against "timelines based on national politics, exaggerated expectations, and past failures [which] can lose the war before it can be won." Setting unrealistic timelines will pressure the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) into "trying to do too much, too quickly," "undermine faith in the U.S. and ISAF commitment to stay in Afghanistan," "embolden insurgents in their war of political attrition" and "pressure Afghans and others in the region to hedge against U.S. departure and compromise with insurgents."

Attempts to get results before the deadline will lead to wasting Afghan troops by throwing them into the fight unprepared and generating a climate of risk aversion elsewhere in the government because no one will want to stick his neck out if America is going to abandon them. Meanwhile, Pakistan will begin to weigh its options for the post-U.S. regional environment, and Iran will be more active in expanding its influence.

Plan => Iran Emboldenment
Withdrawal signals appeasement to Iran – allows them to gain regional influence and popular support for their nuclear program

Friedman, 9 -- political scientist and author. He is the founder, chief intelligence officer, financial overseer, and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor. He has authored several books, including The Next 100 Years, America's Secret War, The Intelligence Edge, and The Future of War (9/28, George, “Obama's Move: Iran and Afghanistan,” http://www.stratfor.com/node/146255)

In Iran, Ahmadinejad clearly perceives that challenging Obama is low-risk and high reward. If he can finally demonstrate that the United States is unwilling to take military action regardless of provocations, his own domestic situation improves dramatically, his relationship with the Russians deepens, and most important, his regional influence — and menace — surges. If Obama accepts Iranian nukes without serious sanctions or military actions, the American position in the Islamic world will decline dramatically. The Arab states in the region rely on the United States to protect them from Iran, so U.S. acquiescence in the face of Iranian nuclear weapons would reshape U.S. relations in the region far more than a hundred Cairo speeches.

There are four permutations Obama might choose in response to the dual crisis. He could attack Iran and increase forces in Afghanistan, but he might well wind up stuck in a long-term war in Afghanistan. He could avoid that long-term war by withdrawing from Afghanistan and also ignore Iran’s program, but that would leave many regimes reliant on the United States for defense against Iran in the lurch. 

The risk of Iranian prolif – their statements are unreliable and empirical data suggests the opposite

Carpenter, 6 -- vice president for defense and foreign policy studies, author of "Iran's Nuclear Program: America's Policy Options." (9/20, Ted Galen, “Keep a Cool Hand,” CATO, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6689) 

The bulk of the evidence indicates that Iran is years away from being able to build nuclear weapons. U.S. intelligence agencies maintain that Iran will not have such a capability for another five to 10 years, and prominent independent experts agree.
A report by the GOP-dominated staff of the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence late last month cast doubt on the conclusions of the intelligence community but offered little more than innuendo and unsubstantiated assertions to make its case. Indeed, even the Israeli government, which has an obvious interest in presenting a worst-case scenario of the Iranian nuclear threat, concedes that Tehran will not be able to build such weapons for at least three years.

Even three years is a significant amount of time to weigh policy options. Only the most eager Iran hawks argue that the danger is imminent. Given their record, they have little credibility. Former CIA Director R. James Woolsey, for example, asserted in 1993 that Iran might well have the bomb by 2001.

AT: Iran Cooperation / relations

Iranian isolation and aggression is inevitable – they are refusing negotiations now

Reuters, 9 (11/29, “U.S.: Iran choosing isolation by planning 10 new nuclear plants,” http://www.haaretz.com/news/u-s-iran-choosing-isolation-by-planning-10-new-nuclear-plants-1.3187)

Iran's announcement of plans to build 10 new uranium enrichment plants would be a serious violation of its international obligations and further evidence of Tehran's isolation, the White House said on Sunday.

"If true, this would be yet another serious violation of Iran's clear obligations under multiple UN Security Council resolutions and another example of Iran choosing to isolate itself," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement.

"Time is running out for Iran to address the international community's growing concerns about its nuclear program."

US-Iran relations are impossible – support for terrorism, American hostages, anti-American rhetoric, and flawed policies by Obama all make rapprochement wishful thinking.

Phillips, 10 – (1/20/10, James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation “Obama and Iran: Good Intentions are Not Enough,” The Heritage Foundation, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=24267)

The Obama Administration has failed to budge the Islamist dictatorship in Tehran on a wide variety of issues, after one year in office. Iran has made a mockery of the Obama Administration’s engagement effort. It not only has rejected any compromise on the nuclear issue but it stubbornly resists moderating its hostile foreign policy as well. To its dismay, the Obama administration has discovered that apologies and professions of good intentions are not enough to sway the ruthless regime in Tehran.
Iran remains the world’s foremost state sponsor of terrorism and continues to provide arms, training, and financial support to a wide variety of terrorist groups, including Hezbollah, Hamas, and Palestinian Islamic Jihad. Tehran also supports groups that are killing U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Moreover, Tehran continues to hold Americans as hostages, some of whom it threatens to prosecute as spies. The Iranian government announced on December 14 that it will prosecute three American hikers, who inadvertently strayed over its border with Iraq last spring, on espionage charges which could be punished with the death penalty. New charges also were announced in November against Iranian-American scholar Kian Tajbakhsh, who previously had been sentenced to at least 12 years in prison for “espionage.” Tehran also has stonewalled American efforts to locate Robert Levinson, a former FBI agent who disappeared on a 2007 trip to Iran.

In addition to these unfortunate Americans, the increasingly radical regime in Tehran essentially has taken Iranians hostage, by dropping the façade of democratic elections after Iranians rejected the results of sham elections in June, and mounting a brutal campaign of repression to choke off dissent. The regime has beaten and killed protesters, thrown them in jail where many are tortured or raped, and staged show trials to discredit their reform movement. Meanwhile, President Obama was slow to criticize the regime’s crackdown and has only belatedly and hesitantly criticized the regime’s human rights abuses, hoping to reach a nuclear deal with a weakened dictatorship.

But this hope of improved relations with the odious regime has been revealed as wishful thinking. There has been little progress on the administration’s efforts to diplomatically defuse the nuclear standoff. Instead, Iran over the last year has spurned western proposals for resolving the nuclear issue, firmly insisted that it will continue to expand its nuclear program, installed hundreds of more centrifuges to enrich uranium, been caught secretly constructing another uranium enrichment facility, and pledged to build ten more.
On top of all this bad news from the last year, the Washington Times reported yesterday that U.S. intelligence agencies now suspect that Iran never halted work on its nuclear program in 2003, as a controversial 2007 National Intelligence Estimate had concluded.

Meanwhile, the Obama administration continues to reassure the murderous regime in Tehran that Washington has good intentions regarding future relations. Unfortunately, the road to hell is often paved with good intentions. 

AT: Iran Cooperation / relations
Iran has already rejected reciprocal negotiations

Mail & Guardian, 6 (6/1, “Minister: Iran will not negotiate with US,” http://www.mg.co.za/article/2006-06-01-minister-iran-will-not-negotiate-with-us)

Iran will never negotiate its nuclear programme with the United States, its oil minister said in a television interview while in Venezuela for an Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries (Opec) meeting.

"We are never going to negotiate the nuclear fuel cycle, which we were able to obtain through the efforts of our country's scientists," Oil Minister Kazem Vaziri-Hamaneh told Telesur late on Wednesday.
The Iranian minister downplayed a US offer to join direct talks with Iran if Tehran halts uranium-enrichment activities. Kazem called Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's announcement, which marks a major US policy shift, "words that US officials always repeat"

The nuclear issue is the single most polarizing issue in US-Iran Relations – plan can’t solve relations.

NYT, 10 – (6/27/10, New York Times, “Iran’s Nuclear Program,” http://www.nytimes.com/info/iran-nuclear-program/)

Iran's nuclear program is one of the most polarizing issues in one of the world's most volatile regions. While American and European officials believe Tehran is planning to build nuclear weapons, Iran's leadership says that its goal in developing a nuclear program is to generate electricity without dipping into the oil supply it prefers to sell abroad, and to provide fuel for medical reactors.
Top American military officials said in April 2010 that Iran could produce bomb-grade fuel for at least one nuclear weapon within a year, but would most likely need two to five years to manufacture a workable atomic bomb. International inspectors said in May that Iran has now produced a stockpile of nuclear fuel that experts say would be enough, with further enrichment, to make two nuclear weapons.
President Obama spent 2009 trying to engage Iran diplomatically. Tehran initially accepted but then rejected an offer for an interim solution under which it would ship some uranium out of the country for enrichment. In June 2010, after months of lobbying by the Obama administration and Europe, the United Nations Security council voted to impose a new round of sanctions on Iran, the fourth.
Along with Tehran's cat and mouse tactics, the nuclear issue has been complicated by Iran’s internal politics; the revival of the program in 2006 in defiance of international opinion helped President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad establish his hard-line credentials, and the turmoil since his disputed reelection in June 2009 has increased his reliance on the Revolutionary Guards, who are closely linked to the program. Further muddying the waters, many experts question whether much of Iran's nuclear work is meant simply to enhance its negotiating position. And many diplomats doubt that the new sanctions, targeted at the military and the Revolutionary Guards, are tough enough to force Iran to reconsider.

Turn - Iran supports US efforts to rebuild Afghanistan – the Taliban is a common enemy

AFP, 09 – (4/1/09, AFP, “Afghan backers look to build on US strategy,” http://www.thedailystar.net/story.php?nid=82162)

But despite their rivalry, the US and Shiite-majority Iran are both sworn enemies of the Taliban, a Sunni Muslim militia initially backed by Pakistan, that ruled Afghanistan from 1996 to 2001.

Obama has reached out to the Islamic republic, sending an unprecedented video appeal on March 20 for the Persian New Year in which he spoke of a "new beginning" between the two countries.
Clinton and Iran's representative stressed their support for projects to rebuild Afghanistan and end its role as the epicentre of the global heroin trade that finances Al-Qaeda activities.

"Trafficking in narcotics, the spread of violent extremism, economic stagnation (in Afghanistan) are regional challenges that will require regional solutions," said Clinton as she sat across the table from Akhoundzadeh.

She was addressing Afghan President Hamid Karzai, UN Secretary General Ban Ki-moon and representatives of 90 countries and organisations meeting here.

Akhoundzadeh told delegates his country was "fully prepared to participate in the projects aimed at combatting drug trafficking and the plans in line with developing and reconstructing Afghanistan."

Afghanistan is the source of 90 percent of the world's heroin.

Karzai and Clinton both said dialogue with moderate members of the Taliban could help stem the insurgency.

Clinton said a collective failure so far to implement a clear strategy on Afghanistan "has allowed violent extremists to regain a foothold in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and make the area a nerve centre for efforts to spread violence from London to Mumbai."

AT: Iran Cooperation / relations
Diplomatic engagement fails and causes Iran nuclearization.

WSJ, 10 – (2/19/10, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and Iran,” http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_

WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748703525704575061091105041372.html)

All of this suggests the need for a new U.S. strategy that drops the engagement illusion and begins to treat Iran as the single biggest threat to Mideast and U.S. security. Sanctions can be part of that strategy, but they will need to be more comprehensive than anything to date. They must also be ramped up rapidly because they will need time to be felt by the regime. The U.S. should give up on the U.N., which will only delay and dilute such pressure, and build a sanctions coalition of the willing.
The U.S. can also speak and act far more forcefully and clearly on behalf of Iran's domestic opposition. The regime's recent crackdown suggests that the chances of regime change in the near term are remote, but popular animosity against Iran's rulers still seethes underground. The U.S. should assist that opposition in any way it can, especially with technology to help communicate with each other and the world.

Finally, the option of a military strike will have to be put squarely on the table. Sanctions have little chance of working unless they are backed by a credible military threat, and in any case Israel is more likely to act if it concludes that the U.S. won't. The risks of military action are obvious, but the danger to the world from a nuclear Iran is far worse.

After a year of lost time, Mr. Obama needs to put aside the diplomatic illusions of his campaign and make the hard decisions to stop the Revolutionary Guards from getting the bomb.
Diplomatic engagement is impossible – Iran is becoming a military dictatorship and has rejected all US efforts at diplomacy.

WSJ, 10 – (2/19/10, Wall Street Journal, “Obama and Iran,” http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_

WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748703525704575061091105041372.html)

These have been busy days for Iran's leadership. On January 28, the regime hanged two government opponents and sentenced 10 others to die. It has arrested and jailed some 500 opponents since December. Last week, it shut off access to Gmail and Google Buzz, as it already has done with Twitter, to prevent opposition forces from organizing. On the 31st anniversary of the Islamic Revolution, it jammed the streets of Tehran with supporters and security forces. Oh, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad announced that Iran has begun enriching uranium to 20% purity, making it a "nuclear state."
Maybe now we can all agree that "engagement" with Iran has failed. So where does the Obama Administration go from here? It seems to be moving on multiple, not always coherent, fronts.

Last Wednesday, the Treasury Department imposed sanctions on a commander of Iran's Revolutionary Guards Corps along with several IRGC-related companies said to be involved in WMD programs. And this week, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton warned that Iran may be evolving into a military dictatorship, with the Revolutionary Guards essentially running the show.

Diplomacy empirically fails – flawed talks at Geneva prove.

Lauria and Solomon, 10 – (6/10/10, Joe Lauria and Jay Solomon, Wall Street Journal, “UN Slaps Iran with New Curbs,” http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704575304575296450656111536.html

The U.S. says its "dual-track" approach to Iran—diplomacy and sanctions—won't end with this resolution. U.N. ambassador Susan Rice said Mr. Obama had "personally" become involved in a diplomatic outreach to Iran, a break from eight years of the Bush administration shunning any contact with Tehran. But she said Iran had so far squandered the opportunity.

The diplomatic outreach's high point came when the U.S. took part in direct talks with Iran in Geneva on Oct. 1. At that meeting, a confidence-building deal was concluded with Iranian negotiators in which Iran was to send a majority of its low-enriched fuel to Russia for enrichment up to 20%. France would then manufacture the uranium into fuel rods for use in Tehran's medical research reactor.

The Iranian leadership eventually nixed the deal and afterward announced it was enriching to 20% on its own.

Sanctions alt cause
Relations terminally tanked now - sanctions

Reuters, 7/1 (2010, “Iran warns EU of "dire consequences" over sanctions,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65T4GV20100701)
Iran has warned European Union states of "dire consequences" because of their decision to impose tighter sanctions on Tehran over its nuclear program.
"Undoubtedly, such a confrontational approach may leave dire consequences in the relations between the Islamic Republic of Iran and the European Union," Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said in a letter to EU foreign ministers obtained by Reuters on Wednesday.
The EU's decision "will definitely cause far greater losses for the European Union itself rather than for the Islamic Republic of Iran as this is amply demonstrated in all previous statistics," said the letter, which was received on Tuesday.

Mottaki's letter also said the 27-nation bloc "will practically deny itself of the potentially strategic cooperation of a powerful and influential partner in the sensitive region of the Middle East and Persian Gulf."

EU leaders last week agreed tighter sanctions against Iran, including measures to block oil and gas investment and curtail its refining and natural gas capability.

The measures, which go substantially beyond those approved by the United Nations Security Council on June 9, are designed to pressure Tehran to return to talks on its uranium enrichment program which Western powers believe is designed to produce nuclear weapons and Iran says is peaceful.

Iran won’t negotiate – new round of sanctions

The Hindu, 6/8 -- English-language Indian daily newspaper. With a circulation of 1.45 million,[1] The Hindu is the second-largest circulated daily English newspaper in India (2010, “Sanctions Will Close Doors to Talks: Ahmadinejad,” http://beta.thehindu.com/news/international/article449905.ece)

Iran has warned global powers that the imposition of fresh sanctions that are in the pipeline would close the door for possible negotiations with Tehran on the Iranian nuclear issue.
“If the U.S. and its allies think they could hold the stick of sanctions and then sit and negotiate with us, they are seriously mistaken,” Iran’s President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said on Tuesday at a press conference on the sidelines of a security conference in Turkey.
The Iranian President’s assertion coincided with hectic American-led preparations for a possible vote later this week at the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) on a new round of sanctions against Iran.
Following his visit to Turkey, Mr. Ahmadinejad is travelling to Tajikistan and China, a key veto-wielding participant at the UNSC. “We will talk to everyone if there is respect and fairness but if someone wants to talk to us rudely and in a domineering manner the response is known already,” Mr. Ahmadinejad asserted.

New sanctions make US-Iran rapprochement impossible

Lauria and Solomon, 10 – (6/10/10, Joe Lauria and Jay Solomon, Wall Street Journal, “UN Slaps Iran with New Curbs,” http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704575304575296450656111536.html

The United Nations Security Council passed new economic sanctions Wednesday against Iran for its nuclear work, setting up a growing confrontation between Tehran and the West.

Iranian leaders said Wednesday they were unbowed by the U.N.'s action and would push forward with their country's nuclear program. President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad dismissed any hopes for rapprochement between Iran and the U.S.

"These sanctions are like used tissues which should be thrown in the trash," the Iranian leader said after the vote, according to ISNA, a state-run news agency.

The resolution, the U.N.'s fourth round of sanctions against the country since 2006, calls for new curbs on conventional-weapons sales to Iran and steps up international inspections of cargoes shipped in and out of Iran. The sanctions are less severe than those initially sought by the U.S., but the White House said it will use the resolution to pursue a broader financial war against Iran in league with key allies in Europe, Asia and the Middle East.

President Barack Obama, in announcing the U.N.'s agreement, offered his most pointed attack on Iran's leadership following a year of fruitless attempts to engage it diplomatically. He justified the new sanctions on the grounds of defending human rights as much as combating a proliferation threat.

Sanctions alt cause
Sanctions kill relations

Stockman and Smith, 10 – (5/5/10, Bostom Globe, Farah Stockman, and James F. Smith, “Sanctions would backfire on US, Iranian leader warns,” http://www.boston.com/news/nation/

articles/2010/05/05/sanctions_would_backfire_on_us_iran_leader_warns/

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad of Iran warned yesterday that passing tougher United Nations sanctions against his country would not only shut off all chances of diplomatic engagement between Iran and the United States, but would cripple President Obama’s hopes for success in Afghanistan, Iraq, and the Palestinian territories.

 “Any connections and contacts with Iran, the pathway to Iran, will be shut permanently,’’ he said in an interview with The Boston Globe. “Those who are trying to radicalize the atmosphere here fail to understand that they are speedily moving toward the cliff.’’

The 53-year-old former college lecturer arrived Monday in New York for a UN nuclear conference that has been critical of his country’s pursuit of nuclear technology. In an hour long interview conducted in a hotel conference room, he spoke calmly, with occasional flashes of emotion.

He cast Iran as the key to ensuring Obama’s legacy as a global agent of change and said that if the White House sides with hawks against Iran, it would find itself entangled in intractable conflicts for years.

“If he can’t resolve the impasse with Iran, do you think he can resolve the problems with Iraq, Afghanistan, and Palestine?’’ he said.

Ahmadinejad’s remarks were made one day after he gave a blistering critique of the United States at the UN nuclear conference, prompting US and European officials to walk out.

Iran has been locked in a bitter confrontation for years with the United States and its allies over Iran’s nuclear program, but tensions have mounted in recent months, as the Obama administration and its European allies gear up for new sanctions.
The Obama administration appears to have committed to new sanctions after the collapse of a deal that would have taken nuclear material out of Iran, in exchange for fuel for its medical reactor. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said on Monday that there is no evidence Iran is serious about a deal.

AT: Iran/Middle East Stability

Turn - withdrawal causes a massive power vacuum and destroys the possibility of effective regional cooperation – also causes Taliban spillover to Pakistan and state collapse

Rubin 3/8 – Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (2010, Michael, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline,” http://www.aei.org/article/101753)

Pakistan, Russia, Iran, and even China are willing to move in at Karzai's invitation and fill any vacuum the U.S. leaves behind. I'm not as sanguine as Schlesinger that any of Afghanistan's neighbors would ever involve themselves positively from a standpoint of U.S. national interests.
Pakistani behavior has already changed for the worse as a result of Obama's deadline. Some analysts on Pakistani television pointed out how Obama's deadline would embolden the Taliban, while others said, at the very least, the July 2011 benchmark would lead policymakers to base decisions on an artificial deadline rather than on-the-ground reality. 

While Pakistani authorities had previously been reluctant to approach the Taliban, after Obama announced the finite U.S. commitment, Pakistan's Army Chief of Staff, General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, offered to mediate directly with the Taliban. According to The New York Times, "Pakistani officials familiar with General Kayani's thinking said that even as the United States adds troops to Afghanistan, he has determined that the Americans are looking for a fast exit."

Pakistan instability and collapse results in loose nukes, regional instability, and draw in China, Russia, and India – US presence is key to stabilize the region

Pitt, 9 -- New York Times and internationally bestselling author of two books: "War on Iraq: What Team Bush Doesn't Want You to Know" and "The Greatest Sedition Is Silence" (5/8, William, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183) 

Two regional government officials were beheaded by militants in retaliation for the killing of other militants by government forces. As familiar as this sounds, it did not take place where we have come to expect such terrible events. This, unfortunately, is a whole new ballgame. It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.

Recently, the Taliban made a military push into the northwest Pakistani region around the Swat Valley. According to a recent Reuters report: The (Pakistani) army deployed troops in Swat in October 2007 and used artillery and gunship helicopters to reassert control. But insecurity mounted after a civilian government came to power last year and tried to reach a negotiated settlement. A peace accord fell apart in May 2008. After that, hundreds — including soldiers, militants and civilians — died in battles. Militants unleashed a reign of terror, killing and beheading politicians, singers, soldiers and opponents. They banned female education and destroyed nearly 200 girls' schools. About 1,200 people were killed since late 2007 and 250,000 to 500,000 fled, leaving the militants in virtual control. Pakistan offered on February 16 to introduce Islamic law in the Swat valley and neighboring areas in a bid to take the steam out of the insurgency. The militants announced an indefinite cease-fire after the army said it was halting operations in the region. President Asif Ali Zardari signed a regulation imposing sharia in the area last month. But the Taliban refused to give up their guns and pushed into Buner and another district adjacent to Swat, intent on spreading their rule. The United States, already embroiled in a war against Taliban forces in Afghanistan, must now face the possibility that Pakistan could collapse under the mounting threat of Taliban forces there. Military and diplomatic advisers to President Obama, uncertain how best to proceed, now face one of the great nightmare scenarios of our time. "Recent militant gains in Pakistan," reported The New York Times on Monday, "have so alarmed the White House that the national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, described the situation as 'one of the very most serious problems we face.'" "Security was deteriorating rapidly," reported The Washington Post on Monday, "particularly in the mountains along the Afghan border that harbor al-Qaeda and the Taliban, intelligence chiefs reported, and there were signs that those groups were working with indigenous extremists in Pakistan's populous Punjabi heartland. The Pakistani government was mired in political bickering. The army, still fixated on its historical adversary India, remained ill-equipped and unwilling to throw its full weight into the counterinsurgency fight. But despite the threat the intelligence conveyed, Obama has only limited options for dealing with it. Anti-American feeling in Pakistan is high, and a U.S. combat presence is prohibited. The United States is fighting Pakistan-based extremists by proxy, through an army over which it has little control, in alliance with a government in which it has little confidence." It is believed Pakistan is currently in possession of between 60 and 100 nuclear weapons. Because Pakistan's stability is threatened by the wide swath of its population that shares ethnic, cultural and religious connections to the fundamentalist Islamic populace of Afghanistan, fears over what could happen to those nuclear weapons if the Pakistani government collapses are very real. "As the insurgency of the Taliban and Al Qaeda spreads in Pakistan," reported the Times last week, "senior American officials say they are increasingly concerned about new vulnerabilities for Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, including the potential for militants to snatch a weapon in transport or to insert sympathizers into laboratories or fuel-production facilities. In public, the administration has only hinted at those concerns, repeating the formulation that the Bush administration used: that it has faith in the Pakistani Army. But that cooperation, according to officials who would not speak for attribution because of the sensitivity surrounding the exchanges between Washington and Islamabad, has been sharply limited when the subject has turned to the vulnerabilities in the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure." "The prospect of turmoil in Pakistan sends shivers up the spines of those U.S. officials charged with keeping tabs on foreign nuclear weapons," reported Time Magazine last month. "Pakistan is thought to possess about 100 — the U.S. isn't sure of the total, and may not know where all of them are. Still, if Pakistan collapses, the U.S. military is primed to enter the country and secure as many of those weapons as it can, according to U.S. officials. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say." In other words, a shaky Pakistan spells trouble for everyone, especially if America loses the footrace to secure those weapons in the event of the worst-case scenario. If Pakistani militants ever succeed in toppling the government, several very dangerous events could happen at once. Nuclear-armed India could be galvanized into military action of some kind, as could nuclear-armed China or nuclear-armed Russia. If the Pakistani government does fall, and all those Pakistani nukes are not immediately accounted for and secured, the specter (or reality) of loose nukes falling into the hands of terrorist organizations could place the entire world on a collision course with unimaginable disaster. We have all been paying a great deal of attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, and rightly so. The developing situation in Pakistan, however, needs to be placed immediately on the front burner. The Obama administration appears to be gravely serious about addressing the situation. So should we all.

AT: Drug Trafficking

Turn – withdrawal fuels drug trafficking that spills over – turns all their impacts

Muzalevsky, 7/24 -- Program Manager of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute & Silk Road Studies Program Joint Center’s Washington office (10, Roman, “The US Expands Military Ties with Tajikistan,” http://georgiandaily.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=19459&Itemid=132)

A possible upsurge in terrorist and drug trafficking activity following the planned US military disengagement from Afghanistan makes such programs important for regional countries. Earlier, in March, the US actually announced opening a similar facility in the south of Kyrgyzstan at the cost of $5.5 million (www.24.kg, March 10). Besides seeking to enhance security in Central Asia, these initiatives are apparently aimed at allaying fears among US regional partners concerning the durability of Washington’s commitments in the region against the backdrop of US plans to extricate itself from the war in Afghanistan.

Withdrawal encourages drug trafficking – turns regional stability

Copley, 7/22 -- President, The International Strategic Studies Association (Washington, DC, USA); President, Global Information System, Inc.; Editor-in-Chief, Defense & Foreign Affairs Publications (2010, Gregory R., “The Strategic Ramifications of a US-Led Withdrawal from Afghanistan,” http://oilprice.com/Geo-Politics/Middle-East/The-Strategic-Ramifications-of-a-US-Led-Withdrawal-from-Afghanistan.html)

Irrespective of the political solution and/or compromise which will emerge in Kabul, the US is leaving behind a huge powder keg of global and regional significance with a short fuse burning profusely: namely, the impact of Afghanistan’s growing, expanding and thriving heroin economy.
The issue at hand is not just the significant impact which the easily available and relatively cheap heroin has on the addiction rates in Russia, Europe, Central Asia, Iran, Pakistan, and Afghanistan, and the consequent public health, social stability and mortality-rate issues.
In global terms, the key threat is the impact that the vast sums of drug money has on the long-term regional stability of vast tracks of Eurasia: namely, the funding of a myriad of “causes” ranging from jihadist terrorism and subversion to violent and destabilizing secessionism and separatism.

AT: China Scenario

Multiple alternate causalities to internal strife in China

Klintworth, 94 – Fmr Senior Researcher, Northeast Asia Project (November, Gary, Australian Journal of International Affairs, “Greater China and Regional Security, Informaworld”)

China also has many problems, not least the degradation of its environment, population pressure, rising expectations, infrastructural bottlenecks, political factionalism, the Deng succession, a crisis of legitimacy for the Chinese Communist Party, the politics of corruption, regional disparities, a rising crime rate, the erosion of state authority and roving masses, numbering up to 130 million, of underemployed or dissatisfied peasants in several inland provinces.45 There are demands for independence by ethnic minorities in Tibet and Xinjiang. Given these considerations, it is by no means certain that the country will remain intact, and it may be premature, therefore, to talk about China as a great power that can dominate the neighboring region or project power and influence far from its physical borders.46 The breakup of China or at the very least a weak government in Beijing, might unleash fissiparous tendencies in China’s outer regions, including Taiwan and Hong Kong. This could trigger intervention by outside powers, such as Japan, the US, Britain and India that in turn, would provoke a strong military response from the PLA, if it was not meanwhile distracted trying to maintain law and order in the cities. The possibilities are endless and that is why, of the two alternatives, a disintegrating China poses the greatest risk to regional and global security.
The Uighurs impact is empirically denied – riots just broke out and China is dealing with it internally

MacLeod, 7/6 – Staff Reporter, USA Today (2010, Calum, “Effects of China’s Ethnic Riots Linger,” )

Patrols of armed police, backed by thousands of newly installed surveillance cameras, ensured the northwest city of Urumqi stayed tense but trouble-free Monday, the first anniversary of ethnic riots that left nearly 200 people dead last July.

The rioting in the capital city of Xinjiang province, home to Muslim Uighurs (WEE-gurs), was China's worst ethnic violence in decades. The riots spurred Beijing to strengthen security and boost a propaganda campaign in the remote, resource-rich region, which has long simmered with ethnic unrest.

In May, Chinese President Hu Jintao set out plans to achieve "leapfrog development and lasting stability" in Xinjiang, according to the state-run Xinhua News Agency. The nearly $1.5 billion project, to begin next year, aims to raise Xinjiang's per capita GDP to the national average by 2015. It includes massive infrastructure spending, such as lengthening the region's 521 miles of highways to nearly 2,500 over the next five years, Xinhua said.

AT: Caspian Oil Interests

The Caspian is of little significance – the US would never involve itself

Eytchison, 3 – Patrick, The Energy Bulletin (9/30, “The Caspian Oil Myth,” http://www.energybulletin.net/node/86)

Such estimates are never purely a matter of science; oil companies tend, after operations have begun, to give low estimates while governments seeking foreign investments, such as the case with Kazakhstan, naturally push projections as high as they can. The Kazakhstan government continues to suggest that its nation’s oil resources may be as much as 50 billion barrels, but this is hardly taken seriously in the industry. While Agip’s current reserve figures may be intentionally low there is good reason to believe that they are reasonably accurate. A recent study by the consulting firm Wood MacKenzie estimated total hydrocarbon reserves of the 5 Caspian littoral states as 39.4 billion barrels. (17) At any rate, it is by now obvious that Caspian oil is not the alternative to OPEC Middle Eastern oil once envisioned by some strategists. To give some comparisons: while Kazakhstan’s Tengiz may hold 8 billion barrels of oil and Kashagan 7-9 billion barrels, Saudi Arabia’s Ghawar field (the world’s largest) holds 70 to 80 billion barrels of proven reserves. As the EIA itself admitted in a February 2002 report, “The Caspian will never be another Middle East.” (18)

***SCO advantage answers

AT Russia-NATO Conflict

No competition over Arctic—NATO has accepted that it belongs to Russia

Engdahl 10-BA in engineering and jurisprudence from Princeton University and graduate study in comparative economics at the University of Stockholm (3/20/10, Global Research, “Russia’s New Geopolitical Energy Calculus” by William Engdahl <http://www.nspm.rs/nspm-in-english/tectonic-shift-in-heartland-power-part-ii.html>
Russia also moves North to the Arctic Circle Completing Russia’s new geopolitical energy strategy, the remaining move is to the north, in the direction above the Arctic Circle. In August 2007, then-Russian President Vladimir Putin caught the notice of NATO and Washington when he announced that two Russian submarines had symbolically planted the Russian flag at a depth of over 4 kilometers on the Arctic Ocean floor, laying claim to the seabed resources. Then in March 2009 Russia announced that it would establish military bases along the northern coastline. New US NATO Supreme Commander Admiral James Stavridis expressed concern that Russian presence in the Arctic could pose serious problems for NATO.[29] In April 2009, the state-owned Russian news service RIA Novosti reported that the Russian Security Council had published an official policy paper on its Web site titled, "The fundamentals of Russian state policy in the Arctic up to 2020 and beyond." The paper described the principles guiding Russian policy in the arctic, saying it would involve establishing significant Russian army, border and coastal guard forces there "to guarantee Russia's military security in diverse military and political circumstances," according to the report.[30] In addition to staking claim to some of the world’s largest untapped oil and gas resources, Russia is clearly moving to pre-empt a further US expansion of its misleadingly named missile ‘defense’ to the Arctic Circle in echoes of the old Cold War era. Last September Dmitry Rogozin, Russia's envoy to NATO, told Vesti 24 television channel that the Northern Sea Route through the Arctic might provide the United States with an effective theater to position shipboard missile defenses to counter Russian weapons. His remarks followed the announcement by US President Barack Obama that the US would place such defenses on cruisers as a more technically advanced alternative.[31] A 2008 estimate by the US Government’s US Geological Survey (USGS) concluded that the area north of the Arctic Circle contains staggeringly large volumes of oil and natural gas. They estimated that more than 70% of the region’s undiscovered oil resources occur in five provinces: Arctic Alaska, Amerasia Basin, East Greenland Rift Basins, East Barents Basins, and West Greenland-East Canada. More than 70% of the undiscovered natural gas is believed located in three provinces, the West Siberian Basin, the East Barents Basins, and Arctic Alaska. Some 84% of the undiscovered oil and gas occurs offshore. The total undiscovered conventional oil and gas resources of the Arctic are estimated to be approximately 90 billion barrels of oil, 1,669 trillion cubic feet of natural gas, and 44 billion barrels of natural gas liquids.[32] The main potential beneficiary is likely to be Russia which has the largest share of territory in the region. Contrary to widely held beliefs in the west, the Cold War did not end with the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 or the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989, at least not for Washington. Seeing the opportunity to expand the reach of US military and political power, the Pentagon began a systematic modernization of its nuclear arsenal and a step-wise extension of NATO membership right to the doorstep of Moscow, something that then-Secretary of State James Baker III had pledged to Russian President Mikhail Gorbachev would not happen.[33] Washington lied. During the chaos of the Yeltsin years, Russia’s economy collapsed under IMF-mandated ‘shock therapy’ and systematic looting by western companies in cahoots with a handful of newly created Russian oligarchs. The re-emergence of Russia as a factor in world politics, however weakened from the economic shocks of the past two decades, has been based on a strategy that obviously has drawn from principles of asymetric warfare, economic as well as military. Russia’s present military preparedness is no match for the awesome Pentagon power projection. However, she still maintains the only nuclear strike force on the planet that is capable of posing a mortal threat to the military power of the Pentagon. In cooperation with China and its other Eurasian SCO partners, Russia is clearly using its energy as a geopolitical lever of the first order. The recent events in Ukraine and the rollback there of the ill-fated Washington Orange Revolution, in the context now of Moscow’s comprehensive energy politics, present Washington strategists with a grave challenge to their assumed global “Full Spectrum” dominance. The US debacle in Afghanistan and the uneasy state of affairs in US-occupied Iraq have done far more than any Russian military challenge to undermine the global influence of the United States as sole decision maker of a ‘unipolar world.’ 
Plan not key--Germany solves any risk of Arctic energy conflict
Lin 09—their 1AC author- Visiting Fellow at American Institute for Contemporary German Studies and Researcher for Jane's Information Group (8/12/09, World Security Network, “NATO and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization: New Energy Geopolitics for the Transatlantic Alliance” Christina Lin, http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=17881)
Territorial disputes in the Arctic, Caspian Sea, and elsewhere over energy resources and ensuing risks of military conflict are serious security challenges confronting the transatlantic alliance. How- ever, they present an opportunity for Germany to reassert its role as a partner in leadership in the triangulation of U.S.-German-SCO relations. In so doing, it will signal to the international community Germany’s ability as well as willingness to undertake global responsibilities, and eventually garner support for its long-term goal to have a proper place in the UN Security Council. History matters for Germany, and like Japan, postwar pacifist sentiments such as the Basic Law (Grundgesetz) are embedded in the constitution, whichlimits its use of force for defensive purposes. Any deployment of Bundeswehr for non-defensive purposes requires parliamentary approval. Nonetheless, over the past sixty years domestic pacifism and isolationism have slowly evolved with the changing times, and Germany has steadily asserted itself on the international stage in ways that commensurate with its growing power and status. It joined NATO in 1955; deployed armed forces outside of NATO territory in the 1990s in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Somalia, Serbia-Montenegro, and Kosovo; and now it has the third largest troop contingent in NATO’s ISAF in Afghanistan. Like Japan in the 1980s, Germany in the 1990s experienced an awkward period with its U.S. partner of being an “economicgiant, military dwarf” when it comes to shouldering global security issues. However, the U.S.-Japan alliance is now the anchor of East Asian regional security architecture, and in many ways the U.S.- German partnership shows promises of being the anchor for transatlantic regional security architecture. Germany is now at the crossroads of making the choice to act as a global player, at a time when its U.S. friend and ally is being overburdened by its role as the world’s anchor of stability and over- stretched by two wars in the Middle East, as well as declining financial resources due to the eco- nomic crisis. Germany is a key partner in the EU and NATO to help the U.S. shoulder this burden, and it matters for the future of the alliance as well as for the West. As Clemens Wergin from Die Welt recently stated, if the U.S. one day becomes unable or unwilling to be the underpinning of a liberal democratic security architecture, “the world will either plunge into chaos—or autocratic regimes, like those in China and Russia, will take up that mission. This would not only be a heavy blow to the free world and what it stands for, but would probably also mean that the globe would be ruled by powers that define their global role in a much narrower and nationalistic sense than the U.S. and the West usually do.”In fact, on 30 July, Russian president Dmitry Medvedev met with Afghan president Hamid Karzai and his Pakistani counterpart, Asif Zardari, in Dusanbe, capital of Tajikistan, to discuss trade and energy ties and anti-terrorism in an attempt to bolster the Russian foothold in the “Af-Pak” theater in an increasing effort to counter-balance NATO operations.Timing is of the essence, and now is the time that Germany can and should step up as a partner in lead- ership to support the transatlantic alliance as the underpinning of a liberal democratic order.
AT: Russia-NATO conflict

Plan can’t solve--competition is not just between US and Russia—includes other countries along the shoreline
Daily Telegraph 08 (6/11/08, “Russia plans Arctic military build-up,” Adrian Blomfield-Daily Telegraph’s Moscow correspondent http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/russia/2111507/Russia-plans-Arctic-military-build-up.html)
Disquiet over the Kremlin's intent in the Arctic is likely to grow still further after Gen Shamanov, a prominent military hawk who was accused of war crimes in Chechnya, suggested that the focus of Russia's military strategy would shift towards "protecting national interests" in the Arctic. Russia had the capability, he said, to defend its claim to roughly half of the Arctic Ocean – including the North Pole. "We have a number of highly professional military units in the Leningrad, Siberian and Far Eastern military districts which are specifically trained for combat in the Arctic regions," he said. Russian assertiveness in the sensitive region was again on display yesterday when Nato jets shadowed two Russian bombers, designed for anti-submarine warfare, on a reconnaissance mission close to the North Pole. While the Kremlin attracted international criticism after a titanium Russian flag was planted on the sea bed underneath the North Pole last year, other countries with an Arctic shoreline have been accused of playing an equally aggressive role in militarizing the region. Stephen Harper, the Canadian prime minister, last year ordered military ships to the Arctic amid growing tensions with both the United States and Russia over competing territorial claims in the region. Russia, the United States and Canada have also announced plans to build nuclear icebreakers to defend their Arctic interests. US naval vessels and British nuclear submarines held joint war games in the Arctic Ocean last year, a development that aroused suspicion in Moscow. The five nations with Arctic Ocean coastlines – Russia, Canada, the United States, Denmark and Norway – all have sometimes overlapping claims to Arctic territory that exceeds maritime borders fixed by international law. A United Nations commission has been established to study the legitimacy of the claims. The issue has taken on added urgency as global warming causes the ice in the Arctic to melt, thereby raising the realistic prospect of harnessing the ocean's energy treasure trove for the first time. Russia, already the world's largest energy producer, has the longest coastline of the Arctic nations and therefore has filed the biggest claim. Despite occasional outbreaks of imperialist rhetoric, the Kremlin has consistently promised not to colonize the Arctic unilaterally and has pledged to abide by international adjudication on its territorial rights in the region. 
Russia won’t be aggressive—they’ll abide by i-law and only colonize if they gain international support

Daily Telegraph 08 (6/11/08, “Russia plans Arctic military build-up,” Adrian Blomfield-Daily Telegraph’s Moscow correspondent http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/russia/2111507/Russia-plans-Arctic-military-build-up.html)
The five nations with Arctic Ocean coastlines – Russia, Canada, the United States, Denmark and Norway – all have sometimes overlapping claims to Arctic territory that exceeds maritime borders fixed by international law. A United Nations commission has been established to study the legitimacy of the claims. The issue has taken on added urgency as global warming causes the ice in the Arctic to melt, thereby raising the realistic prospect of harnessing the ocean's energy treasure trove for the first time. Russia, already the world's largest energy producer, has the longest coastline of the Arctic nations and therefore has filed the biggest claim. Despite occasional outbreaks of imperialist rhetoric, the Kremlin has consistently promised not to colonize the Arctic unilaterally and has pledged to abide by international adjudication on its territorial rights in the region. 
Despite Russia’s attempt to become a superpower, NATO-Russia relations are improving

Bloomberg 09 (1/29/09, Bloomberg, “NATO Sees Little Risk of Arctic Confrontation as Ice Caps Melt” by James G. Neuger-correspondent for Bloomberg in Brussel http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=agWnAbB2Xc_c&refer=canada
**De Hoop Scheffer is the NATO Secretary General
Superpower Status “I hope we’ll see that development soon,” De Hoop Scheffer said, referring to the improvement of NATO-Russia relations. The alliance chief is slated to meet Russian First Deputy Prime Minister Sergei Ivanov at a security conference in Munich on Feb. 6. Enriched by oil and gas revenues, Russia has served notice of its determination to regain superpower status by upping military spending, overpowering Georgia’s army in August and cutting off gas shipments through Ukraine this year. NATO’s role in the Arctic can include search and rescue missions for stranded vessels and emergency response to ecological disasters as the opening up of frozen shipping lanes increases the risk of accidents, De Hoop Scheffer said. While it is “understandable and fully legitimate” for allies to ponder the defense and security consequences, De Hoop Scheffer called on all countries in the far north to pursue “a military presence which is not overdone.” 
AT: Russia-NATO conflict
No risk of conflict in the Arctic—NATO-Russia cooperation increasing

Bloomberg 09 (1/29/09, Bloomberg, “NATO Sees Little Risk of Arctic Confrontation as Ice Caps Melt” by James G. Neuger-correspondent for Bloomberg in Brussel http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=agWnAbB2Xc_c&refer=canada
 Jan. 29 (Bloomberg) -- NATO’s chief played down the risk of military confrontation in the Arctic as the melting polar ice cap threatens to trigger a race between Western countries and Russia for oil and gas resources. Increased Russian bomber patrols over the North Atlantic and the planting of the Russian flag on the seabed are not even a “nuisance,” North Atlantic Treaty Organization Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer said. “The word threat is unjustified and inappropriate in this regard,” De Hoop Scheffer told reporters today in Reykjavik. “I would be the last one to expect or to make any reference to military conflict, definitely not.” The U.S., Denmark, Canada and Norway -- all part of NATO -- and Russia have staked claims to Arctic raw materials, as thawing sea ice eases access to 90 billion barrels of oil, according to the U.S. Geological Survey. Arctic sea ice shrank to the second-smallest size on record in 2008, and the breakaway of an ice shelf nearly the size of Manhattan island from the Canadian mainland offered dramatic evidence of the pace of global warming. Russia in 2007 planted a titanium flag on the floor of the sea under the North Pole, claiming an area that the government estimates holds 10 billion tons of oil-equivalent along with gold, nickel and diamonds. In a throwback to the Cold War, Russia has stepped up strategic bomber patrols in northern latitudes, and has begun training troops for combat in temperatures that can plunge to below -57 degrees Celsius (-70 degrees Fahrenheit). No ‘Imminent Threat’ Iceland, on the front lines in any possible Arctic confrontation, hasn’t been unnerved by the pickup in Russian strategic patrols, Icelandic Prime Minister Geir Haarde said. “I don’t think there has been any imminent threat in these areas recently,” said Haarde, set to leave office in coming days after the economic crisis toppled his government and led to early elections. Canada last year staged its largest-ever military exercise in the high north, and Prime Minister Stephen Harper held a symbolic Cabinet meeting in Inuvik, the country’s northernmost town. “All parties, and that includes ourselves, but also our Russian friends and partners, should respect airspace when they decide to send aircraft into the air on patrolling missions, but I do not think that as we speak we either find ourselves in a nuisance or let alone in a threat environment,” De Hoop Scheffer said. Cooperation in the Arctic will be on the agenda as NATO seeks to rebuild ties with the Kremlin that were shattered by Russia’s five-day war in August with would-be alliance member Georgia, De Hoop Scheffer said. 
Russia won’t go to war over energy—no political interest
Amies 09 (1/14/09, Deutsche Welle-international broadcast of Germany, “Russian Security Plan Prompts Fears Over Future Energy Wars” by Nick Amies-journalist, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,3938485,00.html)
The draft document's announcement allegedly led to a number of Western nations reviewing their energy security policies in relation to potential threats emanating from Russia. It is therefore understandable, if reports of these reviews are true, that the European Union was more concerned than usual when Russia and Ukraine entered into their latest dispute over gas. Experts divided over possibility of actual gas wars While the document assumes the possibility of future military conflicts erupting over energy resources, it has prompted widespread disagreement among academics and security experts who are divided over whether the term 'gas war', currently used to describe diplomatic spats, will eventually become a literal term. "I think it is worth worrying about the possibility of conflicts being fought over energy resources in the future but in the case of Russia and Ukraine, it's highly unlikely that this would have been the case," Daniel Litvin, senior research fellow with the Energy, Environment and Development Program at Chatham House, the headquarters of the Royal Institute of International Affairs in London, told DW-WORLD.DE. "It's not in Russia's interests to go to war over its gas supplies. The dispute with Ukraine has already damaged its reputation as a provider and has been economically damaging as well," Litvin added. "Russia continued to be a strong and reliable supplier of both gas and oil during the Cold War when its enmity with the West was at its highest so I don’t think this will be happen." 
No Arctic Energy Wars

No energy wars—expert agrees

Sotnikov (4/23/10, RIA Novosti, “There is no Race for the Arctic - Norwegian expert” by RIA Novosti correspondent Ivan Sotnikov interviewing Willy Ostreng-Professor and Chairman of the Research Institute Ocean Futures of Norway http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20100423/158712741.html)

**Interview
Q: Do some countries actually try to limit Russian activity in the Arctic? A: I see no state trying to limit Russian activities in the Arctic. This is so because all states see it in their national interest to keep the conflict potential under control to be able to harvest resources that are strategically important to their own national well-being. This is not to say that conflicts can not flare up and hamper resource exploitation in the future. But if conflicts take front stage in Arctic politics it is because two or more states cannot agree on a specific topic, and not because some states per se are out to limit Russian activities in the region. One conflict prone area concerns the legal status of the Northern Sea Route and the Northwest Passage of which the Arctic states have different views. Freedom of navigation and transit passage is here up against national control in waters claimed to be internal. To sort these differences out require fine tuned politics, subtle diplomacy, and a willingness of all parties to find pragmatic solutions. 
Conflict over Arctic resources will take a decade—no impact until 2020
Halpin 09-Moscow Bureau Chief of Britain's Times newspaper (5/14/09, The Times, “Russia warns of war within a decade over Arctic oil and gas riches” by Tim Halpin http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article6283130.ece)
The country’s new national security strategy identified the intensifying battle for ownership of vast untapped oil and gas fields around its borders as a source of potential military conflict within a decade. “The presence and potential escalation of armed conflicts near Russia’s national borders, pending border agreements between Russia and several neighbouring nations, are the major threats to Russia’s interests and border security,” stated the document, which analysed security threats up to 2020. “In a competition for resources it cannot be ruled out that military force could be used to resolve emerging problems that would destroy the balance of forces near the borders of Russia and her allies.” 
No energy race in Arctic—it’s media hype—disputes will be settled through international law—expert proves
Sotnikov 10 (4/23/10, RIA Novosti, “There is no Race for the Arctic - Norwegian expert” by RIA Novosti correspondent Ivan Sotnikov interviewing Willy Ostreng-Professor and Chairman of the Research Institute Ocean Futures of Norway http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20100423/158712741.html)

**Interview
Willy Ostreng, Professor and Chairman of the Research Institute Ocean Futures from Oslo, Norway, discusses the Arctic’s natural resources and heated issues in the region with RIA Novosti correspondent Ivan Sotnikov. Q: Can we say that there is a “Race for the Arctic” today? A: In my mind, there is no serious Race for the Arctic. This is to a large extent a misconception created mostly by media. In light of the sea ice melt, what we see these days, and probably will see more of in the future, is a steadily mounting multilateral interest for the rich deposits of Arctic resources, in particular oil and gas. The very concept of a Race presupposes that there is something to race for - something that does not belong to anybody and that will be the property of the first party to cross the finish line - and that will happen at the expense of the other “runners.” But what is there to be acquired in the Arctic that does not already belong to someone, and who are the runners? When it comes to resources, the ownership is already settled in compliance with international law. The resources located on land and on the continental shelf , or 350 n.m from the baselines, are the possessions of the coastal states. Within the continental shelves there are two kinds of sea bed areas that still have an uncertain status and that may contain resources of a certain value. The first seabed area concerns the location of the boundaries between the continental shelf and the deep sea bed of the Central Arctic Basin. Here all coastal states apply the rules and procedures prescribed in the Law of the Sea Convention of 1982 and use the to help out. This is not a matter of politics and/or resource race, but a matter of submitting sufficient geological quality data to the UN Continental Shelf Commission, which will help out in defining the exact border. The other uncertainties remaining relate to the sea bed areas between adjacent states, for instance in the Barents Sea between Norway and Russia. The two countries have been negotiating on and off to find a delimitation line for 36 years without yet reaching full agreement. The parties claim that they agree on approximately 80% of the delimitation line, and that none of them are in a hurry to find a solution. What both parties apply is patience, a lot of time and the strategy of small steps. The same applies to most of the other outstanding border disputes in the Arctic Ocean waiting for a final solution. If this is a race for resources, it is the race of turtles, not of hares. When the parties reach a final agreement they have shared the disputed area and non-Arctic-states have no access unless they are invited to take part by the coastal states. The only seabed area that do not sort under national jurisdiction is located to the Central Arctic Basin which according to the Law of the Sea Conventions, is the common heritage of mankind - the collective property of humankind - an area belonging to all. Why race to an area that you already have a share in, that will not be open for resource exploration and exploitation for decade to come due to the ice cover and that is poorly researched when it comes to resources? In short: The bulk of Arctic resources already sort under national jurisdiction. Access to these resources for third parties can only be achieved through cooperation with the proprietors of the resources. This does not an invitation for a race, but for international cooperation.
No Arctic Energy Wars

No impact—no conflict over Arctic energy

Ice News 09- independent news resource on Iceland, Scandinavia and Northern Europe (5/6/09, Ice News“Co-operation called by Norway for Arctic resources” http://www.icenews.is/index.php/2009/05/06/co-operation-called-by-norway-for-arctic-resources/)
Norway’s Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr Store opened last week’s international conference on managing the Arctic with a plea to co-operate peacefully as the five nations that border the Arctic begin to vie for the lucrative resources that lie under the seabed. Using the catchphrase “High North, low tension”, Store was optimistic at the summit in the northern Norwegian town of Tromso. The main focus of this year’s Arctic summit was the rapid melting of the Arctic’s ice. The AFP reports that the Arctic region holds up to 30 percent of the planet’s undiscovered natural gas reserves and perhaps 13 percent of undiscovered oil reserves. These resources will finally become accessible as the Arctic ice cap melts away. The race to claim these potential riches has been accompanied by a similar increase in military activity in the region. NATO plans to play a bigger role in the region, and Russia has been increasingly vocal about its rights to deploy military units in the Arctic. Store told reporters: “We will as responsible governments and coastal states be able to manage the challenges and opportunities of this region without gliding into conflict and negative competition. We have every opportunity to prove wrong those who say that this is bound to be a regional conflict of competing interests. It need not be that way; we can do that very differently.”

No Arctic war—media hype; and alt cause—any conflict would come from drug smugglers and illegal immigrants—plan can’t solve

Byers 10- leading Arctic expert and international lawyer (2010, Who Owns the Arctic?: Understanding Sovereignty Disputes in the North By Michael Byers pg. 63-64)
The decision to suspend the projects was made easier when officials realized they had selected the wrong vessels for the job.

When the Department of National Defence sold the idea of Arctic Offshore Patrol Ships to Cabinet, the idea was the have the naval vessels that could stand up to foreign states. Russian scientists had just planted their titanium flag at the North Pole, and the media was playing up the prospects for a new Cold War. Now, with all the Arctic countries working peacefully to resolve their disputes, it has become apparent that the security threat—such as it is—comes from non-state actors such as drug smugglers and illegal immigrants. In response, the navy had, before the suspension of the project, already scaled back the planned size and seed of the vessels, as well as the caliber of the deck-mounted guns.

Arctic conflict impossible—weather and geography
New Scientist 02 (3/2/02, New Scientist, “Arctic melting will open new sea passages” by Debora MacKenzie http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn1978-arctic-melting-will-open-new-sea-passages.html)
 The Arctic ice cap is melting at a rate that could allow routine commercial shipping through the far north in a decade and open up new fisheries. But a report for the US Navy seen by New Scientist reveals that naval vessels will be unable to police these areas. It was in 1906, after centuries of attempts, that Roald Amundsen finally navigated the North-West Passage through the sea ice north of Canada. Even today, only specially strengthened ships can make the trip. But in 10 years' time, if melting patterns change as predicted, the North-West Passage could be open to ordinary shipping for a month each summer. And the Northern Sea Route across the top of Russia could allow shipping for at least two months a year in as little as five years¹ time. The new routes will slash the distances for voyages between Europe and East Asia by a third, and open up new fisheries. The resulting boom in shipping could lead to conflicts, as nations try to enforce fisheries rules, prevent smuggling and piracy, and protect the Arctic environment from oil spills. To complicate matters, Russia and Canada consider their northern sea routes as national territory, while the US regards them as international waters. Communication blind spot These predictions come in a recently declassified report of a meeting of American, British and Canadian Arctic and naval experts in April 2001, organised by Dennis Conlon of the US Office of Naval Research in Arlington, Virginia. Entitled Naval Operations in an Ice-Free Arctic, the report reveals that standard naval operations could be close to impossible in Arctic waters. The biggest problem is that communications satellites do not cover the area well, says Conlon. Modern ships and weapons rely on various kinds of sensors but none work well in Arctic conditions, he adds. Ice complicates the way sound travels through water, making sonar and acoustic monitoring difficult. Icy decks and high winds make it extremely difficult for aircraft to operate. Unbroken summer daylight makes covert operations harder.
Arctic resources won’t be tapped—too expensive

Energy Tribune 2008 (11/14/08, Energy Tribune,  “The Great Arctic Game: Russia’s Attempt to Claim the Arctic’s Vast Energy Resources” by Peter C Glover is European Associate Editor with US-based Energy Tribune and writer on political, energy and media affairs. He is a former national spokesman for the UK Crown Prosecution Service)
Many experts believed the Arctic's resources would never be tapped, partly because of the horrendous cost involved. Just laying pipeline in Canada's Mackenzie Delta and in Alaska to exploit natural gas reserves costs around $2 million per mile. Laying pipelines in more northerly offshore deepwater areas is expected to cost around four to five times that figure. Even a resurgent Russian petro-dollar economy might balk at going solo on those figures, especially after recent huge oil price reductions.
SCO Bad

Turn: military alliances like SCO and NATO increase proliferation, miscalculation, and conflict—empirics prove
Hallinan 08-columnist for Foreign Policy in Focus at the Insitute for Policy Studies (6/17/08, “A New Cold War?” By Conn Hallinan, Edited by John Feffer—co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies http://www.fpif.org/articles/a_new_cold_war)

Military alliances are always sold as things that produce security. In practice they tend to do the opposite. Thus, Germany formed the Triple Alliance with Italy and the Austro-Hungarian Empire to counter the enmity of France following the Franco-Prussian War. In response, France, England and Russia formed the Triple Entente. The outcome was World War I In 1949, the United States and Britain led the campaign to form the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to deter a supposed Soviet attack on Western Europe. In response, the Soviets formed the Warsaw Pact. What the world got was not security but the Cold War, dozens of brushfire conflicts across the globe, and enough nuclear weapons to destroy the earth a dozen times over. NATO Lives On The Cold War may be over, but you would never know it from NATO’s April meeting in Bucharest. The alliance approved membership for Croatia and Albania, and only French and German opposition prevented the Bush administration from adding the former Soviet republics of Ukraine and Georgia. “NATO,” President Bush told the gathering, “is no longer a static alliance focused on defending Europe from a Soviet tank invasion. It is now an expeditionary alliance that is sending its forces across the world to help secure a future of freedom and peace for millions.” NATO will soon begin deploying anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems in Poland and the Czech Republic that are supposedly aimed at Iran, but which the Russians charge are really targeted at them. The alliance has encircled Russia with allies and bases, is increasingly sidelining the United Nations, has added troops to Afghanistan, and is preparing to open shop in the Pacific Basin. But politics is much like physics: for every reaction there is an equal and opposite reaction. Shanghai Strikes Back In this case the reaction is the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), an organization that embraces one quarter of the world’s population, from Eastern Europe to North Asia, from the Arctic to the vast steppes and mountain ranges of Central Asia. Formed in 2001, its members include China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. The SCO is, in the words of a Financial Times editorial, “everything that Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger – who sought to keep Russia and China apart – tried to prevent.” According to Chinese Foreign Minister Yeng Jiechi, last August’s SCO meeting in the Kyrgyz capital of Bishkek, prioritized “mapping out Sino-Russian ties and upgrading bilateral strategic coordination.” The two nations also agreed “to join forces to tackle other major security issues, in a concerted effort to safeguard the strategic interests of both countries.” It is useful to remember that it was less than 40 years ago that Chinese and Soviet troops clashed across the Ussuri River north of Vladivostok. According to China’s People’s Daily, SCO discussions included strengthening the UN and “the common challenge facing the two countries, emanating out of the U.S. plans to deploy the missile-defense plans targeting Europe and the East.” China is deeply concerned about the Bush administration’s anti-ballistic missile system (ABM) which could cancel out Beijing’s modest Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) force. This past May 23, Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and Chinese President Hu Jintao issued a joint statement condemning the ABM as a threat to “strategic balance and stability.” The Bishkek summit adopted a declaration that took direct aim at the Bush administration’s foreign policy, including condemning “unilateralism” and “double standards,” supporting “multilateralism,” and “strict observance of international law,” and underlining the importance of the UN. Is the SCO evolving into a political alliance with a strong military dimension, like NATO? Not yet, but its member states have carried out joint “anti-terrorist” maneuvers, and the organization is closely tied to the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO). The Un-NATO The CSTO, established in 2002, includes Russia, Armenia, Belarus, Tajikistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Uzbekistan. It is a full-blown military alliance whose members have pledged to come to one another’s support in case of an attack. It is currently developing a rapid-reaction force similar to the one being built by NATO. M. K. Bhadrakumar, a former career diplomat who served as India’s ambassador to Uzbekistan, argues that that the two organizations may eventually merge. “The SCO may focus on the range of so-called ‘new threats’ [terrorism] rather than on the conventional form of military threats, while the CSTO would maintain a common air-defense system, training of military personnel, arms procurement, etc.” In the same week that the SCO met in Bishkek, the Russians announced their response to NATO’s ABM system: a resumption of strategic air patrols, improving Moscow’s anti-missile system, modernizing the Topol-M ICBM, and constructing new missile firing submarines. Next Stop: Central Asia To counter the SCO’s growing influence – the organization now has official observer status at the UN, and a working relationship with the Association of South East Asian Nations—the United States launched a “Great Central Asia” strategy to try and drive a wedge between Central Asian nations and Russia, and to woo India by playing on New Delhi’s apprehension of China’s growing power. But, according to Bhadrakumar, the Central Asian part of the strategy is not likely to be very successful, with the possible exception of Turkmenistan. With the United States deeply mired in Iraq and Afghanistan, he says, “U.S. stock is very low” in the region. Washington may have more success with India, but New Delhi is clearly of two minds about the SCO. On one hand, many Indians are nervous about the growing power of China. On the other, India desperately needs the energy resources of Central Asia. India will probably chart a middle course, keeping itself free of political alliances, but making sure it doesn’t do anything that might disrupt the flow of gas and oil to its growing industries. For instance, New Delhi sharply rejected the Bush administration’s efforts to halt a pipeline deal between India and Iran. Whether the SCO will turn into an eastern NATO is by no means clear, but the economic side of the alliance is solidly grounded in self-interest. NATO in Trouble NATO, on the other hand, is an alliance in trouble. While the organization has agreed to help bail the United States out of the Afghan quagmire, member nations are hardly enthusiastic about the war. At the April meeting the U.S. plea for more troops turned up 700 French soldiers. As Anatol Lieven, a professor of War Studies at King’s College London, points out, this comes to one for every 400 square miles of Afghanistan. NATO did back the ABM deployment, but no one besides Washington is breaking out the champagne. Some 70% of the Czech public opposes it, and the Poles are using the issue to blackmail the United States into modernizing its military. As one U.S. policy analyst cynically remarked to Financial Times columnist Gideon Rachman, the ABM is “a system that won’t work, against a threat that doesn’t exist, paid for by money we don’t have.” The U.S. ABM program has run up a bill of over $100 billion and, according to a recent Government Accounting Office report, it hasn’t been successfully tested with “sufficient realism.” Translation: the tests are rigged. If NATO falls apart, and the SCO never develops into a military alliance, history suggests that we will probably all be better off. Military alliances have a way of making people miscalculate, and miscalculating in a world filled with nuclear weapons is a dangerously bad idea. 

SCO Bad
SCO is the most dangerous alliance—adding Iran will increase nuclear prolif and take over the world’s oil and gas resources

Liu 06-former chairman of the Hong Kong Journalists Association and general manager of Hong Kong's Apple Daily, is a Washington-based columnist (6/13/06, The New York Sun, “The Most Dangerous Unknown Pact” by Kin-Ming Liu http://www.nysun.com/opinion/most-dangerous-unknown-pact/34366/)

The Shanghai Cooperative Organization is the "most dangerous organization that Americans have never heard of," according to the director of the Menges Hemispheric Security Project at the Center for Security Policy, Christopher Brown. The obscure international club, consisting of six country members with a quarter of the world's population, is set to attract more attention when it celebrates its fifth anniversary on Thursday because one of the guests will be the inflammatory leader of a controversial country.  Iran's president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, will not be just toasting the leaders of the six members - China, Russia and four Central Asian nations - Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan - as an observer to the summit to be held in Shanghai. The Iranian leader, whose country defies the free world by developing nuclear weapons and tops the list of nations supporting terrorism, will also be pushing for full membership in the SCO.  It's "passing strange" for the SCO - which highlights the "fight on terrorism" as one of its three prime objectives (the other two being separatism and extremism) - to have invited Mr. Ahmadinejad and considered membership for Iran, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld said recently at the Shangri-La Dialogue, an annual Asian-Pacific conference which took place in Singapore in early June and was organized by the London-based International Institute for Strategic Studies.  Not at all, according to the SCO's secretary-general, Zhang Deguang. "We would not have invited them if we believed they sponsored terror," he responded to an inquiry about Iran's participation. Mr. Zhang hoped that other nations, once improving their ties with Iran, would have better opinions of that country. As for the pressing issue of nuclear non-proliferation, all he could say was, "We do not yet have legal documents on the issue." How reassuring to those who view the SCO increasingly as an attempt by China and Russia to undermine America's influence in their backyard and beyond.  "By letting Iran enter the SCO, Russia and China would clearly demonstrate that they side with Iran and its nuclear program and would embark on a collision course with the West," a Moscow-based think tanker said, according to Radio Free Europe.  Iran is China's third largest oil supplier, amounting to 13% of China's total crude imports. For Washington to expect that Beijing, which relies on rapid economic development to maintain its rule, would exert pressure on Tehran to halt its nuclear ambitions is more than wishful thinking. I hope Secretary of State Rice proves me wrong in her decision to negotiate with the mullahs. But I'm afraid that the country the Bush administration has so desperately tried to turn into a "responsible stakeholder" would once again prove disappointing. As Ms. Rice's deputy, Robert Zoellick, admitted to a House International Relations Committee hearing last month, when he confronted the Chinese about their dealings with Iran, he was told, "Look, we got our own interests there, we got energy security concerns."  "An extended SCO would control a large part of the world's oil and gas reserves and nuclear arsenal. It would essentially be an OPEC with bombs," a professor at the University of Cambridge's East Asia Institute, David Hall, told the Washington Times, referring to the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries.  The SCO, established in 2001, grew out of the Shanghai Five, which was formed in 1996 to resolve border disputes among Russia, China, and three new countries that emerged from the collapse of the Soviet Union. Uzbekistan joined the SCO and observer status was granted subsequently to India, Iran, Mongolia, and Pakistan.  While the SCO insists that it's not a military bloc, an eastern version of NATO, its main activities so far have been military oriented. Its first joint military drills, for "anti-terror" purposes, were held in August 2003 in Kazakhstan and China's Muslim Xinjiang region. China views the Muslims who want to gain independence as "terrorists." Last August, China and Russia staged their first joint military exercise in China's Shandong province. Taiwan or the Korean Peninsula was said to be the target.  Of course, the SCO in its last summit in July called for the withdrawal of U.S. airbases in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, established to support the war against terrorism in Afghanistan. After the U.S. called for an investigation of a bloody crackdown on protesters in Uzbekistan, U.S. forces were evicted. As for Kyrgyzstan, it demands an increase of rent to $200 million annually from $2.7 million. Meanwhile, Russia set up a base nearby, rent-free. The SCO "is trying to ask us to leave the area in a hurry," an assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs, Peter Rodman, said.  In order to present its best face to the visitors, the city government of Shanghai has taken measures to clean the river, expand greenery coverage, and renovate some public buildings. However, nothing can top this communist-style efficiency: Residents of Shanghai shall be given a five-day holiday during the summit so they can travel to other places. New Yorkers can only dream of having a holiday when world leaders visit the United Nations and make a mess of the traffic every September.  I agree with the SCO that it isn't another NATO. It smacks of the Warsaw Pact - a coalition of mainly autocratic regimes that is hostile to the free world. The question now is how the U.S. is going to respond. America's efforts that led to the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact should shed some light.

SCO won’t solve after withdrawal—lack of unity
Council on Foreign Relations 09 (3/26/09, “The SCO Role in Afghanistan” Interviewee: Evan A. Feigenbaum, Senior Fellow, CFR; Interviewer: Robert McMahon, Deputy Editor, http://www.cfr.org/publication/18944/sco_role_in_afghanistan.html#)
Feigenbaum says the call for a withdrawal timeline in 2005 "attracted a lot of notoriety; it also attracted a lot of diplomatic efforts by the United States to make sure that the organization didn't repeat that call. And so, if you notice after 2005, the declarations of the organization in 2006, 2007, and 2008 didn't repeat that and indeed, it started to talk about things like economic cooperation with Afghanistan. So in that respect, I think, that created the potential, not necessarily for cooperation, but at least for coordination on complementary interests." But Feigenbaum says while individual members of the SCO have played constructive roles in Afghanistan, it's unclear what measures the organization can take as a group. "We really don't understand what the SCO is in part because SCO members themselves don't know what the SCO is," he says. "Is it a security group? Is it a trade bloc? Is it a group of non-democratic countries that have created a kind of safe zone where the United States and Europeans don't talk to them about human rights and democracy?"
