Berkeley 2010

Afghanistan Neg
Lazarevic/Shackelford



Afghanistan Neg

1Afghanistan Neg


3**Afghanistan Advantage**


41NC Afghan Adv. FL (1/4)


51NC Afghan Adv FL (2/5)


61NC Afghan Adv. (3/5)


71NC Afghan Adv. (4/5)


81NC Afghan Adv. (5/5)


9A2: US Servant to Afghan Government


10A2: US Servant to Afghan Government


11A2: Good Governance Key to Afghan Stability


12A2: Karzai Bad


13A2: Officials Corrupt


14A2: Troop Withdrawal Solves


15A2: Troop Withdrawal Solves


16A2: Focus on Terrorism Good


17A2: Afghan Instability => Russian War


18A2: Afghan Stability Key to Middle East Stability


20A2: Nuclear Middle East War


21**Pakistan Advantage**


221NC Pak Adv (1/3)


231NC Pak Adv (2/3)


241NC Pak Adv (3/3)


25A2: Negotiations


26A2: Status Quo Causes Pakistan Radicalism


27A2: Status Quo Causes Pakistan Radicalism


28A2: Surge Undermines Pakistan Efforts Against Taliban


29A2: Pakistan Success


30A2: Pakistan Nuclear War


31A2: Taliban Threat


32**Solvency**


331NC Solvency FL (1/4)


341NC Solvency FL (2/4)


351NC Solvency FL (3/4)


361NC Solvency FL (4/4)


37A2: Withdrawal Leads to Stability


38A2: Withdrawal Leads to Stability


40A2: Withdrawal Necessary


42A2: Withdrawal Necessary


44A2: Withdrawal Necessary


45Solvency – Pakistan Stability


46Solvency – Pakistani Stability


47Solvency – Pakistani Stability


48Solvency – Police Not Ready


49Solvency - Minerals Won’t Be Mined


50Solvency – Taliban Resurgence


51A2: Case Outweighs


52A2: Total Withdrawal


53Withdrawal Unpopular – G-8


54Solvency – Negotiations Key


55***Drug Wars DA***


561NC Drugs Wars DA (1/3)


571NC Drug Wars DA (2/3)


581NC Drug Wars DA (3/3)


59Drug Wars DA: Link


60Drug Wars DA: Link


61Drug Wars DA: Link


62Drug Wars DA: Internal Link


63Drug Wars DA: Internal Link


64Drug Wars DA: Internal Link


65Drug Wars DA: US – Russia Relations


66Mycoherbicides CP


67***Russian Relations DA***


68Russia Relations 1NC (1/3)


691NC Russia Relations (2/3)


701NC Russia Relations (3/3)


71Russia Relations DA: Uniqueness


72Russia Relations DA: Link


73Russia Relations DA: Link




**Afghanistan Advantage**

1NC Afghan Adv. FL (1/4)

Their advantage is non-unique: White House circumvents Afghan government
Reid ’10 (Tim, Writer for the Sunday times. “White House Looks to Freeze Out Hamid Karzai, a Partner it Cannot Abandon”. April 8. http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/afghanistan/article7091082.ece)


The White House is exploring ways of isolating Hamid Karzai by channelling aid and military support directly to Afghan provinces, amid concerns about the Afghan President’s erratic behaviour and performance.  The continuing policy struggle in Washington on how to work with Mr Karzai, who threatens Mr Obama’s entire Afghan strategy, is all the more problematic, officials say, because they know that they are stuck with him.  A central and possibly fatal flaw with Mr Obama’s decision to order 70,000 additional troops to Afghanistan has been the concern about Mr Karzai’s ability, or willingness, to take on the Taleban and root out corruption.  Although officials have known all along that Mr Karzai was an unreliable strategic partner, the levels of frustration and dismay inside the Administration are intense.  The concern in Washington follows an outburst at the weekend in which Mr Karzai accused the West of rigging last year’s presidential election in Afghanistan — a vote that he was accused of stealing — and suggesting that he might even join the Taleban.  Robert Gibbs, the White House spokesman, hinted on Tuesday that Mr Obama’s Washington meeting with Mr Karzai next month might be cancelled. Mr Gibbs also declined, when asked, to call Mr Karzai a US ally.  Mr Obama’s political advisers are becoming consumed by the Karzai problem because the Afghan President makes selling the war to Congress and the US public all the more difficult.  Mr Karzai’s recent anti-US outburst, which has coincided with a whispering campaign in Washington about his mental health, has brought into focus the fact that there is no alternative to him. In effect, US officials concede, there is no “Plan B”.  The continuing strategy is to try to work increasingly through members of Mr Karzai’s Cabinet who are trusted in Washington, notably Abdul Rahim Wardak, the Defence Minister, and Mohammad Hanif Atmar, the Interior Minister. There will also be increased efforts to work with provincial governors and local tribal elders. This has occurred in Helmand province, where the Taleban stronghold of Marjah was recently retaken in the biggest offensive of the war and where the governor is proving to be an innovative and active partner.  What also haunts the Obama team are the warnings delivered last year by General Stanley McChrystal, the US ground commander, that any military strategy was doomed to failure without an effective and credible central government that was trusted and respected by the Afghan people. Last year’s disputed election instead has undermined further Mr Karzai’s reputation with his people.  There is also criticism of the Obama team for bickering so publicly with Mr Karzai, something that the Afghan leader welcomes because it helps to bolster his case that he is not a puppet of the US. Mr Obama’s visit to Kabul last week, when US officials made clear to reporters that the purpose of the trip was to take Mr Karzai to task, is increasingly being seen as a hamfisted piece of diplomacy that undermined the Afghan President in front of his own people — a man the White House knows that it has to work with.  “Nobody in the Administration had any illusions about Karzai,” Bruce Riedel, a former adviser to Mr Obama on Afghanistan, told The Times. “They’ve always recognised that he is not an ideal partner but they really don’t have a viable alternative. They are stuck with Karzai whether they like it or not.”  That is why Joe Biden, the Vice-President, argued against the surge ordered by Mr Obama last year, because of his misgivings about Mr Karzai. He was backed by Karl Eikenberry, the US Ambassador to Kabul, who wrote to Hillary Clinton, the Secretary of State, that “President Karzai is not an adequate strategic partner”.  General Eikenberry added: “He and much of his circle do not want the US to leave and are only too happy to see us invest further. They assume we covet their territory for a never-ending war on terror and for military bases.  “We hope we can move him towards taking firm control of his country and guiding its future. But sending more combat forces will only strengthen his misconceptions about why we are here ... Even with such an understanding, it strains credulity to expect Karzai to change fundamentally this late in his life and in our relationship.”  Mr Biden and General Eikenberry were overruled and Mr Obama sided with the military. For the first time since the surge was ordered a growing number in Washington are wondering if its two opponents were right. 

And, Karzai has changed stance on war to supporting US efforts too

O’Hanlon 6/16 [Michael, co-author of Afghanistan Index @ Brookings Institute, “Deposits could aid ailing Afghanistan,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=3D407A23-18FE-70B2-A8DD30C168FF2C1A]
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First, Karzai’s trip: His June 13 visit was a sharp contrast from the one earlier this spring. On that trip, Karzai displayed ambivalence about McChrystal’s plans for a major military buildup around that crucial southern city, where the Sept. 11 attacks were planned. Karzai effectively gave local leaders a veto over any major operation. But Sunday, Karzai asked local leaders for assistance on the tough road ahead. “This operation requires sacrifice,” Karzai pleaded with the crowd, “and without sacrifice you cannot restore peace to Kandahar.” “Will you help me?” he asked. Many in the 400-strong throng stood and expressed support. He played the role of commander in chief as well as Washington could have hoped. His rhetoric was fully in tune with the challenges to be faced in coming months — in security terms as well as governance terms. The U.S. and NATO military commands have also helped, emphasizing more clearly that the core of the Kandahar operation will not be a major military offensive but what McChrystal calls a “rising tide” of security and governance. It is planned to take months, not days or weeks. To be sure, actions speak louder than words. And we are sure to need Karzai’s help in Kandahar to counter corruption — including from his own powerful half-brother — and ensure adequate Afghan contributions to the operation. But the notion that Karzai was a leader who doubted the ability of current plans to defeat the Taliban — as reported in one New York Times article — was belied by his inspirational and resolute words. 

And, withdrawal of troops leads to instability, turning their case

Killcullen ’10 (David, Special Advisor for US Counterinsurgency. “The Conversation: Are We Leaving Afghanistan Too Soon?” June 21. http://abcnews.go.com/WN/conversation-leaving-afghanistan/story?id=10971696)

On Dec. 1, 2009 President Obama pledged to withdraw all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011 -- nearly 10 years after the war began. Now, six months later, some in the military community are beginning to ask if that date was picked prematurely. The administration has stood by the date, and their efforts in Afghanistan, even as June becomes one of the deadliest months for U.S. causalities since the war began.   But in today's Conversation, David Kilcullen, a senior advisor to the U.S. military on counterinsurgency, war strategy and counterterrorism, tells ABC's Diane Sawyer that the president's goal might be too ambitous. According to Kilcullen, if the U.S. leaves before stabilizing the region , it will leave power in the hands of a corrupt and instable government. The Taliban was born in Afghanistan and has deep ties to the region -- Kilcullen argues that pulling the troops too soon would leave the government, and its people, once again vulnerable to the Taliban's control.   Kilcullen's latest book titled "Counterinsurgency" lays out his plan for a stable withdrawal from Afghanistan. A former lieutenant colonel in the Australian army, he has spent time in both Iraq and Afghanistan and advised General David Petraeus and the U.S. State Department on counterinsurgency strategy.  Sawyer and Kilcullen also discuss if leaks of internal military documents on websites such as Wikileaks a significant threat to U.S. military security. And how corruption within President Hamid Karzai's government could leave it weak to attacks from terrorists  

And, Afghanistan stability impossible unless US troops stay in key insurgency sites like Kandahar
Goodspeed ’10 (Peter, Writer for the National Post. “Battle for Kandahar: Success or failure of Obama’s troop surge lies in Kandahar City” May 28. http://www.nationalpost.com/Battle+Kandahar+Success+failure+Obama+troop+surge+lies+Kandahar+City/3084975/story.html)

As thousands of Canadian, U.S., British and Afghan troops prepare for a summer offensive in Kandahar — expected to be the most decisive battle in the Afghan war — the Taliban are already preparing their battleground, planting mines, hiding weapons and terrifying the local population.  Kandahar city may be a ramshackle, mud-brick metropolis of 500,000 people, but it is the spiritual home of the Taliban and has always been the Afghan insurgency’s centre of gravity. The insurgents will not give up the city or the area without a fight.  “The Taliban are in control in Kandahar and the areas 

1NC Afghan Adv. (3/5)

geographically adjacent to Kandahar city. They control it completely,” said Hy Rothstein, a retired U.S. Special Forces Colonel who teaches at the U.S. Navy’s Postgraduate School in Monterey, California.  “Those areas are fortified. There are 

IED belts (improvised explosive devices) and a population that is not going to provide the type of information the coalition needs in any serious way because the Taliban remain and their shadow government remains strong.  “The Taliban are going to snipe at us, literally and figuratively. They are going to try to increase the cost of doing business. They can do that at their will, because they can hit us anywhere they want, when they choose. We might be able to hit back hard, but they still control the pace of what goes on, not us. So they really hold the upper hand.”  Operations to prepare for the coming war in Kandahar started late last winter as special forces began to kill and capture suspected Taliban leaders in night raids.  Acting on intelligence and tracking suspects in a war of attrition, commando squads have fanned out through the mud-hut villages surrounding Kandahar to identify, isolate and remove local insurgent leaders.  In four months, they have eliminated up to 70 mid-level commanders in a bid to weaken the Taliban and choke off their supply routes.  Taliban insurgents are striking back, infiltrating new fighters into Kandahar from Pakistan, stepping up bomb and suicide attacks and launching an assassination campaign that targets Afghan bureaucrats, policemen, aid workers and tribal elders.  They have murdered Kandahar’s deputy mayor as he prayed in a mosque; launched a suicide bomb attack on the Kandahar headquarters of the Afghan intelligence service; assassinated the office manager of Kandahar’s Sarposa prison as he drove to work and sprinkled death threats like poppy seeds all around the province.  Recent visitors to Kandahar say the city is overwhelmed with anxiety. Residents fear being caught up in the NATO offensive and are worried by rumours Taliban leaders in Pakistan have drawn up “kill lists” of people marked for death.  The United Nations recently shut its Kandahar office and removed foreign staff from the city because of the surge in violence.  Last weekend, a handful of Taliban fighters launched an unprecedented rocket and ground attack against Kandahar Air Field, NATO’s largest installation in southern Afghanistan and home to more than 2,000 Canadian troops.  On Wednesday, they exploded a large car bomb outside Canada’s Provincial Reconstruction Team base at Camp Nathan Smith in Kandahar.  Experts believe the Taliban’s show of force is a statement to the Afghan people before 23,000 NATO troops descend on Kandahar for the upcoming offensive that could start any day.  “What’s up for grabs here is how we actually define victory or success in Afghanistan,” said Brian Katulis of the Center for American Progress in Washington. “It’s not simply about gauging progress in Afghanistan — it’s actually defining what progress actually means.”  Lying at the junction of historic silk trade routes that also served as infiltration routes for mujahedeen who defeated the former Soviet Union, Kandahar was a symbol of Afghan resistance long before Mullah Mohammad Omar organized the Taliban there 16 years ago.  Since the Taliban were driven from power in the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 terror attacks on Washington and New York, Kandahar has remained a wild, untamed place with little security, virtually no government and a strong, lingering, Taliban presence.  It’s unlikely the coming battle will degenerate into street-to-street fighting inside Kandahar, because NATO forces want to avoid alienating residents by accidentally killing innocent civilians.  “The Taliban are in the city, but they aren’t able to mount a large force,” said Brian MacDonald, a retired Colonel and senior defence analyst with Canada’s Conference of Defence Associations. “They are able to mount IED attacks or a bomb attack, but they haven’t been involved in heavy unit firefights in the city.  “Still, we could see an awful lot of special forces operations against them.”  Turning the tide in Kandahar is critical to NATO’s plans to weaken the Taliban and push the war to a point where Afghan insurgents might accept some form of peace talks.  Two months ago, when Pentagon planners produced an 80-page unclassified primer on Kandahar, they concluded, “Of all the districts and cities in Afghanistan none is more important to the future of the Afghan government or the Taliban insurgency than Kandahar city.”  The coming offensive will be a crucial test of the new counterinsurgency strategy U.S. President Barack Obama unveiled last December, ordering 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan and setting a target date of July 2011 to begin bringing them home.  NATO’s objective is to target the Taliban insurgency; secure key population centres; restore credible government services and train competent Afghan security forces to police and hold Kandahar.  The offensive’s “shape, clear, hold, build and transfer” counterinsurgency plan was originally refined in Iraq. It calls for NATO troops to maintain a low profile inside Kandahar city itself by handing control to Afghan army and police units.  NATO troops will focus on driving the Taliban out of safe havens on the outskirts of Kandahar, especially in the districts around Arghandab, Zhari and Panjwaii, while moving to stabilize and protect rural areas around the provincial capital.  Unlike a more traditional military offensive to re-take the town of Marjah in neighbouring Helmand province in February, when thousands of U.S. Marines staged an assault in helicopters and armoured vehicles, the Kandahar operation calls for a slow, steady strangulation of the Taliban.  That is supposed to be accompanied by a “civilian surge” that seeks to improve and expand the influence of the Afghanistan government.  Some military commanders no longer talk about an “offensive” in Kandahar, but refer instead to “a rising tide” that stresses development instead of combat.  “There will be no D-Day in Kandahar,” Anders Fogh Rasmussen, NATO’s secretary general, said this week.  NATO’s counterinsurgency plan calls for wooing local tribal leaders in and around Kandahar, while building up and supporting the administration of Tooryalai Wesa, 
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Kandahar’s governor, an agricultural expert and former academic at the Asian Studies Centre at the University of British Columbia.  Most Afghans in Kandahar fear the coming NATO offensive threatens to catch them in the crossfire and few put 

much faith in the Afghan government, President Hamid Karzai or his scandal-plagued half-brother Ahmed Wali Karzi, who heads Kandahar’s provincial council.  “What is putting wind in the Taliban’s sail is the utterly corrupt and inept Karzai regime,” said Mr. Rothstein, who just visited Afghanistan. “The complete utter, illegitimate, corrupt and dysfunctional nature of the Karzai government has given the Taliban something to rally forces around.”  The Afghan government’s inability to deliver even the most basic services to its citizens may be the weakest link in the Kandahar counterinsurgency.  When NATO troops seized control of Marjah in February, they had hoped to offer residents a “government in a box,” by rapidly transitioning from combat to development with teams of Afghan officials brought in to administer a wide range of economic development and security programs.  It hasn’t worked out that way.  Combat operations ended in February, but the government in Kabul has failed to dispatch enough administrators or trained police and the Taliban are waging a new campaign of terror and intimidation against anyone who collaborates with NATO.  Tribal elders have been beheaded, farmers who installed new irrigation pumps as part of a redevelopment program have been murdered and schools have been burned down.  In Kandahar, the counterinsurgency campaign is being re-calibrated to incorporate some of the lessons learned in Marjah.  “In a counterinsurgency campaign of this type it is important during the preparation phase to make sure that not just your forces are lined up but that the logistics are lined up and the civil support mechanism are also lined up,” said James Dubik, a retired Lieutenant General in the U.S. Army and senior fellow at the Institute for the Study of War. “Once you do a clearing operation and clear insurgents out, you need to have the right set of civil capabilities — the governance and reconstruction — so that citizens can see that their life is at least in some measure ‘better’.  “That is a lot harder to line up than tanks and artillery.” 

And, case turn: the affirmative plan does not prevent a nuclear war, it causes it.

London ’10 (Herbert, President of Hudson Institute. “The Coming Crisis in the Middle East” June 28. http://www.hudson-ny.org/1387/coming-crisis-in-the-middle-east)

The coming storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum; like conditions prior to World War I, all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger.  Turkey's provocative flotilla, often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission, has set in motion a gust of diplomatic activity: if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, which they have apparently decided not to do in favor of land operations, it could have presented a casus belli. [cause for war]  Syria, too, has been playing a dangerous game, with both missile deployment and rearming Hezbollah. According to most public accounts, Hezbollah is sitting on 40,000 long-, medium- and short-range missiles, and Syrian territory has been serving as a conduit for military materiel from Iran since the end of the 2006 Lebanon War.  Should Syria move its own scuds to Lebanon or deploy its troops as reinforcement for Hezbollah, a wider regional war with Israel could not be contained.  In the backdrop is an Iran, with sufficient fissionable material to produce a couple of nuclear weapons. It will take some time to weaponize the missiles, but the road to that goal is synchronized in green lights since neither diplomacy nor diluted sanctions can convince Iran to change course.  From Qatar to Afghanistan all political eyes are on Iran, poised to be "the hegemon" in the Middle East; it is increasingly considered the "strong horse" as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability.  For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, regional strategic vision is a combination of deal-making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage, and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counterweight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state; should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni "tent" must stand on two legs: if one, falls, the tent collapses.  Should this tent collapse, and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling empowered, and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario, Iran, with nuclear weapons in tow, might decide that a war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange.  The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States' policy. Yet, curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region.  Despite rhetoric which suggests an Iran with nuclear weapons is intolerable, the U.S. has done nothing to forestall this eventual outcome. Despite the investment in blood and treasure to allow a stable government to emerge in Iraq, the anticipated withdrawal of U.S. forces has prompted President Maliki to travel to Tehran on a regular basis. Further, despite historic links to Israel that gave the U.S. leverage in the region as well a democratic ally, the Obama administration treats Israel as a national security albatross that must be disposed of as soon as possible.  As a consequence, 
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the U.S. is perceived in the region as the "weak horse," the one dangerous to ride. In every Middle East capital the words "unreliable and United States" are linked. Those individuals seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct 

minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration.  It is no longer a question of whether war will occur, but rather when it will occur, and where it will break out. There are many triggers to ignite the explosion, but not many scenarios for containment. Could it be a regional war in which Egypt and Saudi Arabia watch from the sidelines, but secretly wish for Israeli victory? Or will this be a war in which there aren't victors, only devastation? Moreover, should war break out, what does the U.S. do?  This is a description far more dire than any in the last century and, even if some believe that it is overly pessimistic, Arab and Jew, Persian and Egyptian, Muslim and Maronite tend to believe in its veracity -- a truly bad sign. 

A2: US Servant to Afghan Government

Their advantage is non-unique: White House circumvents Afghan government
Reid ’10 (Tim, Writer for the Sunday times. “White House Looks to Freeze Out Hamid Karzai, a Partner it Cannot Abandon”. April 8. http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/afghanistan/article7091082.ece)


The White House is exploring ways of isolating Hamid Karzai by channelling aid and military support directly to Afghan provinces, amid concerns about the Afghan President’s erratic behaviour and performance.  The continuing policy struggle in Washington on how to work with Mr Karzai, who threatens Mr Obama’s entire Afghan strategy, is all the more problematic, officials say, because they know that they are stuck with him.  A central and possibly fatal flaw with Mr Obama’s decision to order 70,000 additional troops to Afghanistan has been the concern about Mr Karzai’s ability, or willingness, to take on the Taleban and root out corruption.  Although officials have known all along that Mr Karzai was an unreliable strategic partner, the levels of frustration and dismay inside the Administration are intense.  The concern in Washington follows an outburst at the weekend in which Mr Karzai accused the West of rigging last year’s presidential election in Afghanistan — a vote that he was accused of stealing — and suggesting that he might even join the Taleban.  Robert Gibbs, the White House spokesman, hinted on Tuesday that Mr Obama’s Washington meeting with Mr Karzai next month might be cancelled. Mr Gibbs also declined, when asked, to call Mr Karzai a US ally.  Mr Obama’s political advisers are becoming consumed by the Karzai problem because the Afghan President makes selling the war to Congress and the US public all the more difficult.  Mr Karzai’s recent anti-US outburst, which has coincided with a whispering campaign in Washington about his mental health, has brought into focus the fact that there is no alternative to him. In effect, US officials concede, there is no “Plan B”.  The continuing strategy is to try to work increasingly through members of Mr Karzai’s Cabinet who are trusted in Washington, notably Abdul Rahim Wardak, the Defence Minister, and Mohammad Hanif Atmar, the Interior Minister. There will also be increased efforts to work with provincial governors and local tribal elders. This has occurred in Helmand province, where the Taleban stronghold of Marjah was recently retaken in the biggest offensive of the war and where the governor is proving to be an innovative and active partner.  What also haunts the Obama team are the warnings delivered last year by General Stanley McChrystal, the US ground commander, that any military strategy was doomed to failure without an effective and credible central government that was trusted and respected by the Afghan people. Last year’s disputed election instead has undermined further Mr Karzai’s reputation with his people.  There is also criticism of the Obama team for bickering so publicly with Mr Karzai, something that the Afghan leader welcomes because it helps to bolster his case that he is not a puppet of the US. Mr Obama’s visit to Kabul last week, when US officials made clear to reporters that the purpose of the trip was to take Mr Karzai to task, is increasingly being seen as a hamfisted piece of diplomacy that undermined the Afghan President in front of his own people — a man the White House knows that it has to work with.  “Nobody in the Administration had any illusions about Karzai,” Bruce Riedel, a former adviser to Mr Obama on Afghanistan, told The Times. “They’ve always recognised that he is not an ideal partner but they really don’t have a viable alternative. They are stuck with Karzai whether they like it or not.”  That is why Joe Biden, the Vice-President, argued against the surge ordered by Mr Obama last year, because of his misgivings about Mr Karzai. He was backed by Karl Eikenberry, the US Ambassador to Kabul, who wrote to Hillary Clinton, the Secretary of State, that “President Karzai is not an adequate strategic partner”.  General Eikenberry added: “He and much of his circle do not want the US to leave and are only too happy to see us invest further. They assume we covet their territory for a never-ending war on terror and for military bases.  “We hope we can move him towards taking firm control of his country and guiding its future. But sending more combat forces will only strengthen his misconceptions about why we are here ... Even with such an understanding, it strains credulity to expect Karzai to change fundamentally this late in his life and in our relationship.”  Mr Biden and General Eikenberry were overruled and Mr Obama sided with the military. For the first time since the surge was ordered a growing number in Washington are wondering if its two opponents were right. 

A2: US Servant to Afghan Government
Advantage non-unique: US recognizes the corruption in Afghan government

Logan ’10 (Chief Foreign Affairs Correspondent for CBS News. “U.S. Tax Dollars Fueling Afghan Insurgency”. June 21. http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/06/21/eveningnews/main6604606.shtml)

Billions of U.S. taxpayer dollars are fuelling corruption in Afghanistan and funding the insurgency, according to a six-month investigation by the House subcommittee on National Security and Foreign affairs.   The committee's chairman, Rep. John F. Tierney, D-Mass., told CBS News: "the business is war and the war is business and you've got ‘Warlord Inc.' going on over there."   Committee investigators found that private contractors in Afghanistan have been paying local warlords, criminals, government officials and a list of others for security on Afghanistan's roads, to get much needed supplies to U.S and NATO bases. But even worse, anecdotal evidence indicates that U.S. tax dollars are also going into the hands of the Taliban, who own many of the roads and areas through which the trucking convoys have to pass, reports CBS News chief foreign correspondent Lara Logan.   That would mean that the U.S. is literally funding the enemy, as violence escalates daily in Afghanistan and more U.S soldiers and Marines are dying than ever before in this war.   "This is the tip of the iceberg," Tierney said in an interview with CBS News. "There are other contracts over there, whether they are cell phone contracts or base security, and if you're paying the wrong people to do that and fuelling corruption, then it's not really going to speak well for the reason we sent our men and women there and the reason they're sacrificing their lives".    It also means that while the U.S. has been publicly pointing fingers at the Afghan government and President Hamid Karzai for not cleaning up corruption in his government, in fact the U.S. is a huge part of the corruption problem - and until now, has done nothing about it or even acknowledged that fact.   "We can't be putting that kind of money into a situation where it's going to be corruptive … we have to get rules in place, implement them, oversee them, get it done right, and then we can demand with much more authority and credibility that the Afghan government do the same," Tierney said.   The committee investigators focused on one contract - the Host Nation Trucking contract or HNT - that is worth $2.16 billion U.S. dollars and divided between just eight companies - three of them American, three from the Middle East and two from Afghanistan. Over six months, they conducted dozens of formal interviews, dozens more informal interviews and ploughed through more than 20,000 documents.   They discovered damning evidence of the complete lack of oversight from the U.S. military and other agencies at the sub-contractor level of those contracts - and anecdotal evidence from the eight contracting companies that payoffs were being made to the Taliban to keep the convoys on the roads.   "What shocked me is the constant call of the contractors to bring it to the attention of the Department of Defense," Tierney said.   The response from the U.S.: turn a blind eye, as long as the goods get where they need to go.   But the reality of Afghanistan is that the Department of Defense has been following a policy endorsed by the U.S. government from the very beginning of this war: to use various warlords, criminals, corrupt powerbrokers etc where the U.S. deems it necessary.   From 2001, when the CIA carried in suitcases of cash to pay off tribal leaders, the U.S. strategy has included relying on "bad guys - as long as they are ‘our' bad guys."   This is part of what made U.S. allegations of corruption in Afghanistan appear so hollow to many Afghan people. It is widely known and accepted amongst Afghans that Western aid money flooding into the country has created an alternative, more lucrative economy where it's rarely the "nice guys" who are coming out on top.   It's also widely known and accepted in many areas, that to carry out any reconstruction projects or U.S. funded counter-insurgency efforts requires large payoffs to the Taliban.   General Stanley McChrystal, the top U.S. and NATO commander in Afghanistan, recently set up a special task force to investigate allegations that companies hired with Western money to provide security and reconstruction work for the U.S. and NATO forces, are siphoning off cash and enriching corrupt Afghan powerbrokers.   His efforts pre-date the outcome of the committee's report, but Task Force 2010 will not be operational until next month - and it comes more than nine years into this war.   For American taxpayers, that will be of little comfort.   "The fact that we have such dire times at home, we need money for schools and for health clinics and job creation and job training, and we're spending 2.16 billion dollars - a good part of which is going to criminals and warlords- that's shocking," Tierney said.   More troubling, is what this means for the U.S. counter-insurgency effort. The implication of the report is that the more money you pour into counter-insurgency efforts, the more corrupt the society becomes and the more money you are giving to the enemy to fight against you.   It also feeds the Taliban propaganda machine as they cast themselves conveniently - and ironically - as the force against corruption in the country.   The issue of corruption has been misused as a political football by all sides - from U.S. officials, including the current U.S. ambassador, Karl Eikenberry, to various Afghan politicians and leaders, to those members of the Afghan Diaspora opposed to President Karzai and harboring their own ambitions or candidates for power in the country.   The truth is that while most Afghans do believe their government - and the U.S and NATO - are all corrupt, this is not a reason to pick up arms.   From 2001 to now, the most vehement and violent opposition to the Afghan government and the U.S. vision for the country, has come from the areas along the Pakistani border.   That pre-dates any talk of government corruption. And it has nothing to do with roads or schools, or unemployment or failed aspirations.   It is a war for power, and now a holy war against the U.S. and the west.   Failure to see it for what it is must surely result in a failure to properly oppose it. 
A2: Good Governance Key to Afghan Stability

Withdrawal of troops leads to instability, turning their case

Killcullen ’10 (David, Special Advisor for US Counterinsurgency. “The Conversation: Are We Leaving Afghanistan Too Soon?” June 21. http://abcnews.go.com/WN/conversation-leaving-afghanistan/story?id=10971696)

On Dec. 1, 2009 President Obama pledged to withdraw all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011 -- nearly 10 years after the war began. Now, six months later, some in the military community are beginning to ask if that date was picked prematurely. The administration has stood by the date, and their efforts in Afghanistan, even as June becomes one of the deadliest months for U.S. causalities since the war began.   But in today's Conversation, David Kilcullen, a senior advisor to the U.S. military on counterinsurgency, war strategy and counterterrorism, tells ABC's Diane Sawyer that the president's goal might be too ambitous. According to Kilcullen, if the U.S. leaves before stabilizing the region , it will leave power in the hands of a corrupt and instable government. The Taliban was born in Afghanistan and has deep ties to the region -- Kilcullen argues that pulling the troops too soon would leave the government, and its people, once again vulnerable to the Taliban's control.   Kilcullen's latest book titled "Counterinsurgency" lays out his plan for a stable withdrawal from Afghanistan. A former lieutenant colonel in the Australian army, he has spent time in both Iraq and Afghanistan and advised General David Petraeus and the U.S. State Department on counterinsurgency strategy.  Sawyer and Kilcullen also discuss if leaks of internal military documents on websites such as Wikileaks a significant threat to U.S. military security. And how corruption within President Hamid Karzai's government could leave it weak to attacks from terrorists  

A2: Karzai Bad

Karzai has changed stance on war to supporting US military

O’Hanlon 6/16 [Michael, co-author of Afghanistan Index @ Brookings Institute, “Deposits could aid ailing Afghanistan,” http://dyn.politico.com/printstory.cfm?uuid=3D407A23-18FE-70B2-A8DD30C168FF2C1A]
First, Karzai’s trip: His June 13 visit was a sharp contrast from the one earlier this spring. On that trip, Karzai displayed ambivalence about McChrystal’s plans for a major military buildup around that crucial southern city, where the Sept. 11 attacks were planned. Karzai effectively gave local leaders a veto over any major operation. But Sunday, Karzai asked local leaders for assistance on the tough road ahead. “This operation requires sacrifice,” Karzai pleaded with the crowd, “and without sacrifice you cannot restore peace to Kandahar.” “Will you help me?” he asked. Many in the 400-strong throng stood and expressed support. He played the role of commander in chief as well as Washington could have hoped. His rhetoric was fully in tune with the challenges to be faced in coming months — in security terms as well as governance terms. The U.S. and NATO military commands have also helped, emphasizing more clearly that the core of the Kandahar operation will not be a major military offensive but what McChrystal calls a “rising tide” of security and governance. It is planned to take months, not days or weeks. To be sure, actions speak louder than words. And we are sure to need Karzai’s help in Kandahar to counter corruption — including from his own powerful half-brother — and ensure adequate Afghan contributions to the operation. But the notion that Karzai was a leader who doubted the ability of current plans to defeat the Taliban — as reported in one New York Times article — was belied by his inspirational and resolute words. 

A2: Officials Corrupt
Anti-corruption efforts have increased and have succeeded

Graham 5/18 [Ian, Emerging Media @ DoD, “Pay Raises, Training Combat Afghan Corruption,” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59235]
Corruption has constituted a viable threat in Afghanistan for some time, but measures are being taken there to help keep Afghan officials honest. Increased training, as well as salary and compensation reforms for Afghan police and soldiers are among the tools being employed to reduce corruption, Army Col. Thomas J. Umberg, chief of anti-corruption activities for NATO Training Mission Afghanistan, said in a “DoD Live” bloggers roundtable yesterday. When officials don’t need to take bribes or behave unethically to pay the bills and feed their families, Umberg explained, corruption will decrease across the board. “If you don't have systems in place that limit opportunities for corruption, you're going to have it,” Umberg said. “And then, if you don't pay adequate salaries, then you also create an environment for corruption.” Umberg explained that Afghan soldiers and police historically were underpaid, due in part to their pay system. Rather than being paid in regular installments by the government, soldiers received pay from their leadership, who received a budget for salaries. “The … commander would receive the pay for all his soldiers or patrolmen,” the colonel explained, “and then [would] pay the soldiers and patrolmen as he thought appropriate. As you can imagine, that provided opportunity for all sorts of different methods of payment.” Now, Umberg said, about 95 percent of Afghan soldiers receive electronic direct deposits for their paychecks, and police are receiving a living wage. Police have been problematic, he added, because they’ve resorted in some cases to “shaking down” people on the street for their pocket money. Starting patrolmen make $165 monthly, though if they work in a more hostile area, such as southern Afghanistan, they can make as much as $240 a month. “And in the past, when the patrolmen were grossly underpaid, there were challenges just sort of surviving,” Umberg said. “And today, on $165 or $240, you can live in Afghanistan. Now, you can't live all that well, but you certainly can live. So that's one way to meet the challenge.” Training also has helped to reduce corruption. Previously, local stations were given the responsibility of training new recruits on corruption. That has proven to be ineffective for a number of reasons, Umberg said. Now, anti-corruption training is centralized and given before a patrolman reports for duty. “Part of the training consists of training with respect to ethics and corruption, and the Islamic and Quranic underpinnings with respect to, in essence, stealing from the community,” Umberg said. “Because that's what you're doing when you shake down folks or engage in that kind of graft: you're stealing from the community.” The training is very careful to focus on underlying beliefs that prohibit corruption and other dishonest behavior, the colonel said. Because the Quran and Islamic teachings deter dishonesty, there isn’t a feeling of imposing ideas on Afghan trainees, said he added. “We define corruption as where you put your personal interests above that of your job or your mission,” he said. “So for example, if you are hiring someone based on criteria other than who would do the best in that job, that's corruption. Obviously, to take a bribe, that's corruption -- you take a bribe to do something that is a detriment to the mission.” Corruption, ethics and issues of honesty are fairly universal ideals, so it’s not really necessary to tailor the training to any sort of “cultural norm,” the colonel said. “I don't think we need to impose Western values,” he said. “The Islamic and Quranic underpinnings -- as you know, virtually everyone here is Muslim -- they're pretty strong and profound with respect to corruption. So we don't need to impose our values upon them.” Umberg said he sees hope in young Afghans who don’t see modernization as a bad thing. They have strong faith, family values and national pride, he said, and those things make them want to make a better Afghanistan. “I was on an investigation several months ago, and a young, 24-year-old sergeant was reporting corruption on behalf of a senior officer -- at some risk to himself,” Umberg said. “I asked him how he had the courage to come forward, and he said, ‘I do this for my faith, my family and my country. I'm staying here.’”

A2: Troop Withdrawal Solves

Troop withdrawal will undermine Afghan security

WorldMeetsUS ’10 (Global Newswire. “Afghanistan is Hurt by Talk of US Withdrawal” June 22. http://worldmeets.us/outlookafghanistan000005.shtml)

On Sunday [June 20], the Obama Administration reaffirmed its intention to withdraw U.S. troops from Afghanistan. President Obama first announced these plans in late 2009, when he announced his new strategy for Afghanistan. Since then there has been lots of talk on the issue, both in and out of this country.

Some experts hold that setting a timeframe is too constraining and won’t offer any practical help. At the same time, there are many who doubt victory for the U.S. and its allies is possible and want all foreign forces withdrawn at once to avoid their further deaths. But the most accurate and accepted idea is to boost the capacity of the Afghan National Army (ANA) and Afghan National Police (ANP) so that they're able to take over security responsibilities, and that a U.S. drawdown mustn't take place until and unless this objective is achieved.

This is no easy task. Only a miracle would make it possible within just a year. After almost nine years of counterterrorism, the forces complain of having inadequate weapons and equipment. Weapons already in Afghan Army hands are out of date and malfunction. For instance, while fighting the terrorists on the day of the Afghan Peace Jirga in Kabul last month, the weapons of some police stopped working. So there are a number of question marks about improving the capabilities of the Security Forces to defend Afghanistan on their own by July 2011.    

Aside from the above issue, the plan to withdraw U.S. forces seems to have had a negative impact in Afghanistan's security. Certain that they'll quickly be able to overthrow the Afghan government if NATO-led forces are sent home too soon, the Taliban now feel that they're close to victory. The withdrawal plan has also created ambiguity in the minds of Afghans who don't want to see a return of the Taliban. Uncertainty about the sustainability of Afghanistan's future has grown, having a deep economic, social and political impact.

A2: Troop Withdrawal Solves
Troop withdrawal does not solve the problems in Afghanistan -- inflates them

McCain ’09 (US Senator and member of the Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs. “Winning the War in Afghanistan” December 17. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Winning-the-War-in-Afghanistan)

Still, the fundamental problem remains: We have announced a date, divorced from conditions on the ground, when we will start to withdraw our troops. It doesn't matter whether we call it a "cliff" or a "ramp" or anything else. It's still an exit sign.

It sends the wrong signal to our friends, who fear -- and not without reason -- that the United States will abandon them before they can defend and sustain themselves.

It sends the wrong signal to our enemies, who will use this July 2011 date to undermine and intimidate our partners.

And it sends the wrong signal to all in the region who are now hedging their bets -- Pakistani generals reluctant to cut ties with the Taliban or Afghan civilians who ask our troops, "Are you staying this time?"

On this issue, the Administration and I will have to agree to disagree. It matters immensely what signals we send. That is why I was very pleased to see that Secretary Gates, when he visited Kabul last week, delivered the strong message that "We are in this thing to win." I couldn't agree more.

I've been critical of the President during the past several months, but that is behind us. Our focus now must be on succeeding in Afghanistan. And the fact is, we now have the right mission. We now have the right leadership. And we now have a request for sufficient resources to succeed.

So our friends can know that we will support them. Our enemies can know that we will defeat them. And all can know that we are committed to the long-term success of Afghanistan and Pakistan as stable states that can govern themselves, secure themselves, and sustain their own development. Though the nature of our commitment to Afghanistan, Pakistan, and their region will change over time, our commitment to their success will endure.

We now have a narrow window of time in which to show clear signs of progress to a rightly skeptical and war-weary American public, and I believe we can do this. In the next 18 months, with a properly resourced counterinsurgency strategy, we can reverse the momentum of the insurgency. We can create conditions for the vast majority of insurgents to lay down their arms and reintegrate peacefully into Afghan society. We can train greater numbers of more capable, battle-tested Afghan Security Forces to lead the fight, in time, against a degraded enemy. We can isolate al-Qaeda and target their fighters more effectively. And we can create the time and space for Afghan leaders, with our support and pressure, to reform their government, to crack down on corruption, and to build a nation that will never again serve as a base for attacks against America and our allies.

Now, I know there are many who take issue with this last point -- who doubt that the Afghan government, in particular President Hamid Karzai, will be able to get its act together, to become more capable and legitimate. I think the Afghans can do better and must do better, but it all depends on increased security.

Here I think we can learn a lesson from Iraq: When we started the surge in early 2007, Iraq did not just have a corrupt government; it had a collapsed government. Sectarian militias and terrorists had the advantage, and Iraqis who sought a better, decent alternative had little power.

The surge changed that. We protected Iraqi populations. We degraded the insurgency and the death squads. We strengthened and emboldened Iraqis who wanted better for their country. Together, we restored basic security, and that created openings for responsible Iraqis to strengthen and reform their government while marginalizing the extremists in their midst.

A2: Focus on Terrorism Good

1. Group all aff advantages on Afghan stability. Extend Reid 10 – proves US presence key to stability.  Withdrawal leads to instability - Turns case; they don’t access advantages.

2. US presence is solving Afghan instability

Kagan ’10 (Frederick, Kimberly. Director of Critical Threat Project, President of the Institute for the Study of War. “A Winnable War” June 28. http://www.aei.org/article/102237)

Success in Afghanistan is possible. The policy that President Obama announced in December and firmly reiterated last week is sound. So is the strategy that General Stanley McChrystal devised last summer and has been implementing this year. There have been setbacks and disappointments during this campaign, and adjustments will likely be necessary. These are inescapable in war. Success is not by any means inevitable. Enemies adapt and spoilers spoil. But both panic and despair are premature. The coalition has made significant military progress against the Taliban, and will make more progress as the last surge forces arrive in August. Although military progress is insufficient by itself to resolve the conflict, it is a vital precondition. As the New York Times editors recently noted, "Until the insurgents are genuinely bloodied, they will keep insisting on a full restoration of their repressive power." General David Petraeus knows how to bloody insurgents--and he also knows how to support and encourage political development and conflict resolution. He takes over the mission with the renewed support of the White House.  Neither the recent setbacks nor the manner of McChrystal's departure should be allowed to obscure the enormous progress he has made in setting conditions for successful campaigns over the next two years. The internal, structural changes he made have revolutionized the ability of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) to conduct counterinsurgency operations. He oversaw the establishment of a three-star NATO training command that has accelerated both the expansion and the qualitative improvement of the Afghan National Security Forces in less than a year. He introduced a program of partnering ISAF units and headquarters with Afghan forces that had worked wonders in Iraq--and he improved on it. He oversaw the introduction of a three-star operational headquarters to develop and coordinate countrywide campaign plans. He has managed the massive planning and logistical burden of receiving the influx of surge forces and putting them immediately to use in a country with little infrastructure.  While undertaking these enormous tasks of internal reorganization, he has also taken the fight to the enemy. The controversies about his restrictions on the operations of Special Forces and rules of engagement that limit the use of destructive force in inhabited areas have obscured the fact that both Special Forces and conventional forces have been fighting harder than ever before and disrupting and seriously damaging enemy networks and strongholds. Targeted operations against Taliban networks have increased significantly during McChrystal's tenure, and the Taliban's ability to operate comfortably in Afghanistan has been greatly reduced. ISAF forces have killed, captured, or driven off numerous Taliban shadow governors and military commanders. They have pushed into areas the Taliban had controlled and eliminated safe-havens.  author goes on…  As these efforts were going on, Petraeus and Crocker inserted American forces into contested neighborhoods and effectively took control of the ground. Their presence changed the equation--local people reported on the misbehavior of Iraqi officials; American forces took notice and, when appropriate, took action. By simultaneously taking the fight into the safe-havens and strongholds of the Sunni insurgents and Al Qaeda in Iraq, U.S. forces reduced the capability of those terrorists and began to bring down the violence. As the overall level fell, Shiite militia violence, which had been to some extent concealed by the spectacular attacks of al Qaeda, became more prominent, reinforcing the pressure on malign Shiite actors to take a knee. The fact that American forces then remained in the neighborhoods for a couple of years permitted the emergence of a political process based on new calculations and facilitated the restoration of the most basic confidence among Sunnis that the government was not committed to their annihilation.  The problem in Afghanistan is similar. Power-brokers are not engaged so much in tribal cleansing or death squads, but they do use their own private security companies to enforce order, sometimes at the expense of marginalized groups who fuel the insurgency. Ahmad Wali Karzai is the most prominent example of such a powerbroker, but he is far from unique. A sound ISAF strategy would attempt to remove malign actors where necessary and possible, but also work to shape them and the environment in which they operate in ways that persuade or prevent them from engaging in the malign behavior that is fueling the insurgency and preventing stable governance from taking hold. Improving the way ISAF contracts with local companies--a process that has already begun--is part of the solution, but only part. ISAF will have to refocus its efforts at every level away from a binary choice between removing and empowering the malign actors, and toward the kind of nuanced approach that was successful in Iraq, appropriately modified.  There are never any guarantees in war. But the fact that efforts now will be led by General David Petraeus, with his record of judgment and creativity, is grounds for confidence that we can succeed. 

A2: Afghan Instability => Russian War

1. Extend our Kagan ’10 evidence. It demonstrates that there will not be Afghan instability because the US is already stabilizing the region with a new military strategy.

2. There is no need for the aff plan because the current system is already succeeding against the cause of Afghanistan instability

AFP ’10 (Agency of the French Press. “Al-Qaeda Weakened, as few as 50 in Afghanistan: CIA Chief” June 28. http://nz.news.yahoo.com/a/-/world/7473295/alqaeda-weakened-as-few-as-50-in-afghanistan-cia-chief/)
Al-Qaeda's leadership is weaker than ever and as few as 50 members of the terror group are in Afghanistan as US forces work to "flush out" mastermind Osama Bin Laden, the CIA director said Sunday.  Although hard data on the world's most-wanted fugitive has been slight since the 2001 attacks on the United States, the Central Intelligence Agency and US forces have killed or captured at least half the leadership of Al-Qaeda, spy chief Leon Panetta said.  "We just took down number three in their leadership (Mustafa Abu al-Yazid) a few weeks ago," Panetta told ABC's "This Week" program.  "We continue to disrupt them. We continue to impact on their command and control. We continue to impact on their ability to plan attacks in this country."  Panetta estimated that Al-Qaeda's numbers had shrunk dramatically in Afghanistan and that the pressure was beginning to tell on Bin Laden and Al-Qaeda number two Ayman al-Zawahiri.  As a result of US-led operations, the Al-Qaeda leadership "is probably at its weakest point since 9/11 and their escape from Afghanistan into Pakistan," Panetta said.  "I think at most, we're looking at maybe 50 to 100 (Al-Qaeda members), maybe less," in Afghanistan.  "There's no question that the main location of Al-Qaeda is in the tribal areas of Pakistan," he added.  "If we keep that pressure on, we think ultimately we can flush out Bin Laden and Zawahiri and get after them."  Panetta, installed by President Barack Obama last year to head the CIA, said the commander-in-chief had made going after Al-Qaeda the "fundamental purpose" of the Afghan military mission.  "We've got to disrupt and dismantle Al-Qaeda and their militant allies so they never attack this country again," Panetta said.  Bin Laden remains "in very deep hiding" in a tribal area in Pakistan surrounded by tremendous security, according to the CIA chief. "The terrain is probably the most difficult in the world," he added.  Yet there have been notable setbacks, Panetta allowed.  "There are some serious problems here," he told ABC.  "We're dealing with a tribal society. We're dealing with a country that has problems with governance, problems with corruption, problems with narcotics trafficking, problems with a Taliban insurgency.  "We are making progress. It's harder, it's slower than I think anyone anticipated," he said.  Emboldened perhaps by divisions in the US war effort exposed by the sacking this week of Afghan commander General Stanley McChrystal, Taliban attacks are on the rise -- a fact Panetta did not attempt to hide.  "I think the Taliban obviously is engaged in greater violence right now. They're doing more on IED's (improvised explosive devices). They're going after our troops. There's no question about that."  Panetta insisted Obama's surge strategy -- to put 150,000 pairs of boots on the ground by the end of August -- is the right one, but that the Afghans need to step up.  "I think the fundamental key, the key to success or failure is whether the Afghans accept responsibility, are able to deploy an effective army and police force to maintain stability.  "If they can do that, then I think we're going to be able to achieve the kind of progress and the kind of stability that the president is after."  The CIA is also hunting radical cleric Anwar al-Awlaqi, a US-born Yemeni who recently urged all Muslims serving in the US military to kill their comrades and has been linked to several previous attacks, Panetta said.  A US counter-terrorism official told AFP in April that the Obama administration had authorized the targeted killing of Awlaqi.  "Awlaqi is a terrorist and yes, he's a US citizen, but he is first and foremost a terrorist and we're going to treat him like a terrorist," Panetta said.  "We don't have an assassination list, but I can tell you this. We have a terrorist list and he's on it." 

A2: Afghan Stability Key to Middle East Stability

1. The affirmative can’t access their Middle East stability impact because they withdraw the troops that are crucial to Afghanistan stability.

2. Afghanistan stability impossible unless US troops stay in Kandahar 
Goodspeed ’10 (Peter, Writer for the National Post. “Battle for Kandahar: Success or failure of Obama’s troop surge lies in Kandahar City” May 28. http://www.nationalpost.com/Battle+Kandahar+Success+failure+Obama+troop+surge+lies+Kandahar+City/3084975/story.html)

As thousands of Canadian, U.S., British and Afghan troops prepare for a summer offensive in Kandahar — expected to be the most decisive battle in the Afghan war — the Taliban are already preparing their battleground, planting mines, hiding weapons and terrifying the local population.  Kandahar city may be a ramshackle, mud-brick metropolis of 500,000 people, but it is the spiritual home of the Taliban and has always been the Afghan insurgency’s centre of gravity. The insurgents will not give up the city or the area without a fight.  “The Taliban are in control in Kandahar and the areas geographically adjacent to Kandahar city. They control it completely,” said Hy Rothstein, a retired U.S. Special Forces Colonel who teaches at the U.S. Navy’s Postgraduate School in Monterey, California.  “Those areas are fortified. There are IED belts (improvised explosive devices) and a population that is not going to provide the type of information the coalition needs in any serious way because the Taliban remain and their shadow government remains strong.  “The Taliban are going to snipe at us, literally and figuratively. They are going to try to increase the cost of doing business. They can do that at their will, because they can hit us anywhere they want, when they choose. We might be able to hit back hard, but they still control the pace of what goes on, not us. So they really hold the upper hand.”  Operations to prepare for the coming war in Kandahar started late last winter as special forces began to kill and capture suspected Taliban leaders in night raids.  Acting on intelligence and tracking suspects in a war of attrition, commando squads have fanned out through the mud-hut villages surrounding Kandahar to identify, isolate and remove local insurgent leaders.  In four months, they have eliminated up to 70 mid-level commanders in a bid to weaken the Taliban and choke off their supply routes.  Taliban insurgents are striking back, infiltrating new fighters into Kandahar from Pakistan, stepping up bomb and suicide attacks and launching an assassination campaign that targets Afghan bureaucrats, policemen, aid workers and tribal elders.  They have murdered Kandahar’s deputy mayor as he prayed in a mosque; launched a suicide bomb attack on the Kandahar headquarters of the Afghan intelligence service; assassinated the office manager of Kandahar’s Sarposa prison as he drove to work and sprinkled death threats like poppy seeds all around the province.  Recent visitors to Kandahar say the city is overwhelmed with anxiety. Residents fear being caught up in the NATO offensive and are worried by rumours Taliban leaders in Pakistan have drawn up “kill lists” of people marked for death.  The United Nations recently shut its Kandahar office and removed foreign staff from the city because of the surge in violence.  Last weekend, a handful of Taliban fighters launched an unprecedented rocket and ground attack against Kandahar Air Field, NATO’s largest installation in southern Afghanistan and home to more than 2,000 Canadian troops.  On Wednesday, they exploded a large car bomb outside Canada’s Provincial Reconstruction Team base at Camp Nathan Smith in Kandahar.  Experts believe the Taliban’s show of force is a statement to the Afghan people before 23,000 NATO troops descend on Kandahar for the upcoming offensive that could start any day.  “What’s up for grabs here is how we actually define victory or success in Afghanistan,” said Brian Katulis of the Center for American Progress in Washington. “It’s not simply about gauging progress in Afghanistan — it’s actually defining what progress actually means.”  Lying at the junction of historic silk trade routes that also served as infiltration routes for mujahedeen who defeated the former Soviet Union, Kandahar was a symbol of Afghan resistance long before Mullah Mohammad Omar organized the Taliban there 16 years ago.  Since the Taliban were driven from power in the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 terror attacks on Washington and New York, Kandahar has remained a wild, untamed place with little security, virtually no government and a strong, lingering, Taliban presence.  It’s unlikely the coming battle will degenerate into street-to-street fighting inside Kandahar, because NATO forces want to avoid alienating residents by accidentally killing innocent civilians.  “The Taliban are in the city, but they aren’t able to mount a large force,” said Brian MacDonald, a retired Colonel and senior defence analyst with Canada’s Conference of Defence Associations. “They are able to mount IED attacks or a bomb attack, but they haven’t been involved in heavy unit firefights in the city.  “Still, we could see an awful lot of special forces operations against them.”  Turning the tide in Kandahar is critical to NATO’s plans to weaken the Taliban and push the war to a point where Afghan insurgents might accept some form of peace talks.  Two months ago, when Pentagon planners produced an 80-page unclassified primer on Kandahar, they concluded, “Of all the districts and cities in Afghanistan none is more important to the future of the Afghan government or the Taliban insurgency than Kandahar city.”  The coming offensive will be a crucial test of the new counterinsurgency strategy U.S. President Barack Obama unveiled last December, ordering 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan and setting a target date of July 2011 to begin bringing them home.  NATO’s objective is to target the Taliban insurgency; secure key population centres; restore credible government services and train competent Afghan security forces to police and hold Kandahar.  The offensive’s “shape, clear, hold, build and transfer” counterinsurgency plan was originally refined in Iraq. It calls for NATO troops to maintain a low profile inside Kandahar city itself by handing control to Afghan army and police units.  NATO troops will focus on driving the Taliban out of safe havens on the outskirts of Kandahar, especially in the districts around Arghandab, Zhari and Panjwaii, while moving to stabilize and protect rural areas around the provincial capital.  Unlike a more traditional military offensive to re-take the town of Marjah in neighbouring Helmand province in February, when thousands of U.S. Marines staged an assault in helicopters and armoured vehicles, the Kandahar operation calls for a slow, steady strangulation of the Taliban.  That is supposed to be accompanied by a “civilian surge” that seeks to improve and expand the influence of the Afghanistan government.  Some military commanders no longer talk about an “offensive” in Kandahar, but refer instead to “a rising tide” that stresses development instead of combat.  “There will be no D-Day in Kandahar,” Anders Fogh Rasmussen, NATO’s secretary general, said this week.  NATO’s counterinsurgency plan calls for wooing local tribal leaders in and around Kandahar, while building up and supporting the administration of Tooryalai Wesa, Kandahar’s governor, an agricultural expert and former academic at the Asian Studies Centre at the University of British Columbia.  Most Afghans in Kandahar fear the coming NATO offensive threatens to catch them in the crossfire and few put much faith in the Afghan government, President Hamid Karzai or his scandal-plagued half-brother Ahmed Wali Karzi, who heads Kandahar’s provincial council.  “What is putting wind in the Taliban’s sail is the utterly corrupt and inept Karzai regime,” said Mr. Rothstein, who just visited Afghanistan. “The complete utter, illegitimate, corrupt and dysfunctional nature of the Karzai government has given the Taliban something to rally forces around.”  The Afghan government’s inability to deliver even the most basic services to its citizens may be the weakest link in the Kandahar counterinsurgency.  When NATO troops seized control of Marjah in February, they had hoped to offer residents a “government in a box,” by rapidly transitioning from combat to development with teams of Afghan officials brought in to administer a wide range of economic development and security programs.  It hasn’t worked out that way.  Combat operations ended in February, but the government in Kabul has failed to dispatch enough administrators or trained police and the Taliban are waging a new campaign of terror and intimidation against anyone who collaborates with NATO.  Tribal elders have been beheaded, farmers who installed new irrigation pumps as part of a redevelopment program have been murdered and schools have been burned down.  In Kandahar, the counterinsurgency campaign is being re-calibrated to incorporate some of the lessons learned in Marjah.  “In a counterinsurgency campaign of this type it is important during the preparation phase to make sure that not just your forces are lined up but that the logistics are lined up and the civil support mechanism are also lined up,” said James Dubik, a retired Lieutenant General in the U.S. Army and senior fellow at the Institute for the Study of War. “Once you do a clearing operation and clear insurgents out, you need to have the right set of civil capabilities — the governance and reconstruction — so that citizens can see that their life is at least in some measure ‘better’.  “That is a lot harder to line up than tanks and artillery.” 

A2: Nuclear Middle East War

CASE TURN: The affirmative plan does not prevent a nuclear war, it causes it.

London ’10 (Herbert, President of Hudson Institute. “The Coming Crisis in the Middle East” June 28. http://www.hudson-ny.org/1387/coming-crisis-in-the-middle-east)

The coming storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum; like conditions prior to World War I, all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger.  Turkey's provocative flotilla, often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission, has set in motion a gust of diplomatic activity: if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, which they have apparently decided not to do in favor of land operations, it could have presented a casus belli. [cause for war]  Syria, too, has been playing a dangerous game, with both missile deployment and rearming Hezbollah. According to most public accounts, Hezbollah is sitting on 40,000 long-, medium- and short-range missiles, and Syrian territory has been serving as a conduit for military materiel from Iran since the end of the 2006 Lebanon War.  Should Syria move its own scuds to Lebanon or deploy its troops as reinforcement for Hezbollah, a wider regional war with Israel could not be contained.  In the backdrop is an Iran, with sufficient fissionable material to produce a couple of nuclear weapons. It will take some time to weaponize the missiles, but the road to that goal is synchronized in green lights since neither diplomacy nor diluted sanctions can convince Iran to change course.  From Qatar to Afghanistan all political eyes are on Iran, poised to be "the hegemon" in the Middle East; it is increasingly considered the "strong horse" as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability.  For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, regional strategic vision is a combination of deal-making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage, and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counterweight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state; should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni "tent" must stand on two legs: if one, falls, the tent collapses.  Should this tent collapse, and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling empowered, and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario, Iran, with nuclear weapons in tow, might decide that a war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange.  The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States' policy. Yet, curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region.  Despite rhetoric which suggests an Iran with nuclear weapons is intolerable, the U.S. has done nothing to forestall this eventual outcome. Despite the investment in blood and treasure to allow a stable government to emerge in Iraq, the anticipated withdrawal of U.S. forces has prompted President Maliki to travel to Tehran on a regular basis. Further, despite historic links to Israel that gave the U.S. leverage in the region as well a democratic ally, the Obama administration treats Israel as a national security albatross that must be disposed of as soon as possible.  As a consequence, the U.S. is perceived in the region as the "weak horse," the one dangerous to ride. In every Middle East capital the words "unreliable and United States" are linked. Those individuals seeking a moderate course of action are now in a distinct minority. A political vacuum is emerging, one that is not sustainable and one the Iranian leadership looks to with imperial exhilaration.  It is no longer a question of whether war will occur, but rather when it will occur, and where it will break out. There are many triggers to ignite the explosion, but not many scenarios for containment. Could it be a regional war in which Egypt and Saudi Arabia watch from the sidelines, but secretly wish for Israeli victory? Or will this be a war in which there aren't victors, only devastation? Moreover, should war break out, what does the U.S. do?  This is a description far more dire than any in the last century and, even if some believe that it is overly pessimistic, Arab and Jew, Persian and Egyptian, Muslim and Maronite tend to believe in its veracity -- a truly bad sign. 

**Pakistan Advantage**
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Advantage non-unique: US already seeking ways to foster better relations with Pakistan 

IndiaReport ’10 (International Newswire. “Gates Hopeful to Reduce Trust Deficit With Pakistan” May 12. http://www.indiareport.com/India-usa-uk-news/latest-news/821281/International/2/20/2)

US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates has expressed hope that the United States over the period of time would be able to reduce the trust deficit with Pakistan, whom he identified as a key American ally in the war against terrorism. Responding to a question at the Command and General Staff College Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, Gates acknowledged that this trust deficit, for which according to him the US is responsible to some extent, is being exploited by religious extremists and religious elites in Pakistan. "Well, it's not just the religious elite. There is what we have called a deficit of trust between the United States and Pakistan. And if you look at it from the Pakistani's standpoint, there is some justification for their concerns,"Gates said. "I won't even mention their attitude toward us with respect to the wars with India, but just taking as an example the way we turned our back upon Afghanistan in 1989, they considered it an abandonment. And then we imposed sanctions on them in 1992, thereabouts, that basically cut off our military-to-military relationship for a dozen years,"he said. "So their view is that in several successive instances, the United States has turned its back on Pakistan. And the biggest question they have is, once you're done in Afghanistan, are you going home again, or do we have a long-term relationship?"he said. "And what we've been trying to do is convince both the Pakistanis and the Afghans that once we're successful in the endeavour we're in Afghanistan, that we intend to have a long-term relationship with both countries, and that we aren't going to turn our backs on them,"Gates said. "Now, all these things are exploited by the extremists. There's no question about it. And I have to say, regardless of the anti-American sentiment on the part of many Pakistanis, what the Pakistani army has done in the northwest frontier area and in South Waziristan and Swat and so on has been immensely helpful to us,"he said, adding that this has been immensely helpful to us. Noting that Pakistan Army is moving in a direction, and they are taking action in places where he thought would have been impossible some 18 moths or two years ago, Gates said:"They are doing it because it's in their own interest, but they are willing more and more to work closely with us. 

Negotiations fail – They only entrench al-Qaeda and hurt international opinion of US

Curtis and Phillips 9 [Lisa and James, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems,” 10/6/09,

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]
There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better 
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future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process.

The Pakistan Army can’t beat the Taliban

Reuters ’10 (World Newswire. “Pakistan Army Pays Heavy Price in Taliban War” May 20. http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64J2CS20100520)

Retired army captain Zafar Tajammal dismisses U.S. demands for Pakistan to do more to fight Muslim militants as he chokes back tears.  His son Captain Bilal Zafar was killed in the prime of his life, cut down by a rocket-propelled grenade while leading a charge against entrenched Taliban fighters.  "I loved him so much that once I told him 'I will not get you married. Because I love you so much I am afraid I will not be able to share my love with your wife'," he said, sitting under a huge poster of the commando and the last SMS sent to relatives.  "If there was an American dignitary sitting in front of me I would certainly try to ask him, 'What else can a human being do more than sacrificing their life? Has any other army in the world suffered so many casualties fighting militants?'"  That's a question that has often strained relations between the United States and Pakistan, and it's being asked once again after U.S. authorities said a Pakistani-American was behind the attempted bombing in New York's Times Square.  Pakistan's Taliban claimed responsibility and threatened to carry out suicide bombings in major U.S. cities.  Washington wants Islamabad to both crack down harder on Afghan Taliban who cross the border to Afghanistan to support a raging insurgency there, and on homegrown Taliban insurgents.  Many in the United States may wonder why Pakistan, with one of the world's biggest armies, can't just wipe out the Taliban.  The suggestion that Pakistan is not trying hard enough infuriates army officers who remember their fallen comrades.  The military says the casualty figures speak for themselves.  Pakistan has lost 2,421 soldiers fighting militants since 2004, the military says. In Afghanistan, 1,777 U.S.-led coalition troops have died since 2001, says website icasualties.org.  There are currently 147,400 Pakistani troops stationed in the west and northwest along the Afghan border fighting militants, while total coalition troops in Afghanistan will number about 140,000 when a U.S. troops surge is complete.  The army, which has ruled Pakistan for more than half of its history, says a series of offensives have badly hurt the Taliban.  But the Taliban still carries out suicide bombings and brazen attacks, including one on army headquarters in Rawalpindi.  Part of the problem -- in Washington's view -- is Pakistan's concentration on India, its long-time rival and fellow nuclear-armed power. Pakistan has poured most of its energy into waging and preparing for conventional warfare against India, not tackling Taliban guerrillas waging jihad.  The pain Major Ishtiaq Ahmed still feels everyday -- years after his vehicle was hammered by a roadside bomb -- reminds him of how effective the Taliban is. His bones were shattered into small pieces in his legs. A finger was blown off one hand and two other fingers are dysfunctional.  Major Ahmed, who bristled at the suggestion Pakistani soldiers were not pressuring militants enough, says he is ready for the battlefield again. Realistically, the decorated officer will more likely inspire young soldiers to take on the Taliban rather than fight them himself. There may be generations of Pakistani soldiers needed.  "They are damn good fighters," said Ahmed. "The Taliban. All he needs is a bottle of water strapped to his side, 50 bullets and a rifle. And he will just wait and wait on a hillside for a week for you to pass by, and attack."  It's a rare admission by a senior officer that Pakistan's all-powerful military is vulnerable.  Major Syed Imtiaz Shah is proud of the picture on his wall of former Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf awarding him a medal for bravery. But he considers himself lucky.  He still carries shrapnel in his neck from a clash with Indian troops in 1999. He also survived a battle with the Taliban. Militants fired a grenade at him several years ago, tearing off a large part of his forearm and leaving him with a mangled hand.  Battling Muslim militants is far more complex. For one, the Taliban often blend in with fellow ethnic Pashtun tribesmen and suddenly attack out of nowhere.  "If you find a person wearing a turban, with a Kalashnikov it does not mean he is a terrorist," said Shah. "You have to differentiate between friend and foe. You have to get local support."  That requires millions of dollars of investment in services, schools and job creation 

1NC Pak Adv (3/3)

to win over locals. It's money that doesn't come easy given Pakistan's sluggish economy.  For now, Pakistan may have to rely on sheer determination to defeat the Taliban, and memories of those who died trying.  Captain Bilal Sunawar wanted to be buried at the foot of his mother's grave. He got his wish after being killed by a rocket-propelled grenade in a battle with the Taliban.  "Do not stand at my grave and cry. I'm not there. I did not die. I'M SHAHEED (a martyr)," reads his gravestone.  Captain Bilal's father, Chaudhry Sunawar, also a military man, said he had no regrets over his son joining the army.  "As a very small child, he used to put my military cap on his head and roam around the bungalow with a lot of pride. From the very beginning he had a liking for the military."    

And, turn: Even if they succeed in Afghanistan, such a win enhances the need for more troops in Afghanistan

Curtis and Phillips 9 [Lisa and James, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems,” 10/6/09,

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]
There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.
A2: Negotiations

Negotiations fail – They only entrench al-Qaeda and hurt international opinion of US

Curtis and Phillips 9 [Lisa and James, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems,” 10/6/09,

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]
There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process.

A2: Status Quo Causes Pakistan Radicalism


Advantage non-unique: US already seeking ways to foster better relations with Pakistan 

IndiaReport ’10 (International Newswire. “Gates Hopeful to Reduce Trust Deficit With Pakistan” May 12. http://www.indiareport.com/India-usa-uk-news/latest-news/821281/International/2/20/2)

US Secretary of Defence Robert Gates has expressed hope that the United States over the period of time would be able to reduce the trust deficit with Pakistan, whom he identified as a key American ally in the war against terrorism. Responding to a question at the Command and General Staff College Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, Gates acknowledged that this trust deficit, for which according to him the US is responsible to some extent, is being exploited by religious extremists and religious elites in Pakistan. "Well, it's not just the religious elite. There is what we have called a deficit of trust between the United States and Pakistan. And if you look at it from the Pakistani's standpoint, there is some justification for their concerns,"Gates said. "I won't even mention their attitude toward us with respect to the wars with India, but just taking as an example the way we turned our back upon Afghanistan in 1989, they considered it an abandonment. And then we imposed sanctions on them in 1992, thereabouts, that basically cut off our military-to-military relationship for a dozen years,"he said. "So their view is that in several successive instances, the United States has turned its back on Pakistan. And the biggest question they have is, once you're done in Afghanistan, are you going home again, or do we have a long-term relationship?"he said. "And what we've been trying to do is convince both the Pakistanis and the Afghans that once we're successful in the endeavour we're in Afghanistan, that we intend to have a long-term relationship with both countries, and that we aren't going to turn our backs on them,"Gates said. "Now, all these things are exploited by the extremists. There's no question about it. And I have to say, regardless of the anti-American sentiment on the part of many Pakistanis, what the Pakistani army has done in the northwest frontier area and in South Waziristan and Swat and so on has been immensely helpful to us,"he said, adding that this has been immensely helpful to us. Noting that Pakistan Army is moving in a direction, and they are taking action in places where he thought would have been impossible some 18 moths or two years ago, Gates said:"They are doing it because it's in their own interest, but they are willing more and more to work closely with us. 

A2: Status Quo Causes Pakistan Radicalism

Advantage Non-Unique: US trying to work with Pakistan

Dawn ’10 (Global Newswire. “US Striving to Regain Pakistan’s Trust” June 30. http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/world/04-mullen-on-pakistan-qs-09)

The United States is working hard to regain Pakistan's trust following years of estrangement in the pre-9/11 period, but the effort is going to take time, America's top military officer said.  “It's not going to happen overnight,” Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman Joint Chief Staff, said of regaining the Pakistanis' trust.  “I've seen significant commitments in the whole of (US) government,” Mullen said in an interview at Aspen Security Forum, Colorado.  The military leader also said Pakistan was making extraordinary efforts to ensure the safety of its nuclear assets.  Strong relations with Pakistan are important to stamping out terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan that threatens the United States, Mullen added.  The admiral noted that he recently returned from his 18th trip to Pakistan since becoming chairman.  “I believe the leadership in Pakistan recognises the importance of how it all turns out in Afghanistan,” he stated.  “We are in agreement that Afghanistan needs to be stable and peaceful. How we get there and the long-term commitment is critical. That's a huge part of the engagement strategy with Pakistan.”  The US and Nato strategy in Afghanistan is to dismantle the leadership of al-Qaeda to make the terrorist group ineffective, he said, adding that “the al-Qaeda leadership resides in Pakistan,” Mullen claimed.  Improving US-Pakistan relations that ebbed sharply in the 1990s — in the wake of the Soviet Union’s pullout from Afghanistan as a result of US-assisted fight by the Mujahideen — is important also in light of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, Mullen noted.  He said he has discussed the issue with the Pakistan army.  “These are the most important weapons in the Pakistani arsenal. That is understood by the leadership, and they are making extraordinary efforts to protect and secure them. These are their crown jewels. As much as we are focused on this (terrorism) threat (on the western border) and the Pakistanis are more focused than they used to be, they see a threat in India (on the eastern border) and (having nuclear weapons) is their deterrent. They see this as a huge part of their national security,” he remarked.  As for efforts by Iran and North Korea to obtain nuclear weapons, Mullen described a different situation.  “There isn't any reason to trust (Iran),” he said. “There is an uncertainty associated with Iran that is very consistent with Iran for a long time.”  North Korea's desire for nuclear weapons and its increasing aggressiveness are causes for concern, the chairman said.  Mullen said he had put North Korea at the top of the list of nuclear proliferation concerns.  It is important to continue sanctions against Iran, North Korea, and other countries that ignore international law on nuclear weapons, Mullen said. 
A2: Surge Undermines Pakistan Efforts Against Taliban

The Pakistan Army is not sufficient to deal with Taliban anyways

Reuters ’10 (World Newswire. “Pakistan Army Pays Heavy Price in Taliban War” May 20. http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64J2CS20100520)

Retired army captain Zafar Tajammal dismisses U.S. demands for Pakistan to do more to fight Muslim militants as he chokes back tears.  His son Captain Bilal Zafar was killed in the prime of his life, cut down by a rocket-propelled grenade while leading a charge against entrenched Taliban fighters.  "I loved him so much that once I told him 'I will not get you married. Because I love you so much I am afraid I will not be able to share my love with your wife'," he said, sitting under a huge poster of the commando and the last SMS sent to relatives.  "If there was an American dignitary sitting in front of me I would certainly try to ask him, 'What else can a human being do more than sacrificing their life? Has any other army in the world suffered so many casualties fighting militants?'"  That's a question that has often strained relations between the United States and Pakistan, and it's being asked once again after U.S. authorities said a Pakistani-American was behind the attempted bombing in New York's Times Square.  Pakistan's Taliban claimed responsibility and threatened to carry out suicide bombings in major U.S. cities.  Washington wants Islamabad to both crack down harder on Afghan Taliban who cross the border to Afghanistan to support a raging insurgency there, and on homegrown Taliban insurgents.  Many in the United States may wonder why Pakistan, with one of the world's biggest armies, can't just wipe out the Taliban.  The suggestion that Pakistan is not trying hard enough infuriates army officers who remember their fallen comrades.  The military says the casualty figures speak for themselves.  Pakistan has lost 2,421 soldiers fighting militants since 2004, the military says. In Afghanistan, 1,777 U.S.-led coalition troops have died since 2001, says website icasualties.org.  There are currently 147,400 Pakistani troops stationed in the west and northwest along the Afghan border fighting militants, while total coalition troops in Afghanistan will number about 140,000 when a U.S. troops surge is complete.  The army, which has ruled Pakistan for more than half of its history, says a series of offensives have badly hurt the Taliban.  But the Taliban still carries out suicide bombings and brazen attacks, including one on army headquarters in Rawalpindi.  Part of the problem -- in Washington's view -- is Pakistan's concentration on India, its long-time rival and fellow nuclear-armed power. Pakistan has poured most of its energy into waging and preparing for conventional warfare against India, not tackling Taliban guerrillas waging jihad.  The pain Major Ishtiaq Ahmed still feels everyday -- years after his vehicle was hammered by a roadside bomb -- reminds him of how effective the Taliban is. His bones were shattered into small pieces in his legs. A finger was blown off one hand and two other fingers are dysfunctional.  Major Ahmed, who bristled at the suggestion Pakistani soldiers were not pressuring militants enough, says he is ready for the battlefield again. Realistically, the decorated officer will more likely inspire young soldiers to take on the Taliban rather than fight them himself. There may be generations of Pakistani soldiers needed.  "They are damn good fighters," said Ahmed. "The Taliban. All he needs is a bottle of water strapped to his side, 50 bullets and a rifle. And he will just wait and wait on a hillside for a week for you to pass by, and attack."  It's a rare admission by a senior officer that Pakistan's all-powerful military is vulnerable.  Major Syed Imtiaz Shah is proud of the picture on his wall of former Pakistani President Pervez Musharraf awarding him a medal for bravery. But he considers himself lucky.  He still carries shrapnel in his neck from a clash with Indian troops in 1999. He also survived a battle with the Taliban. Militants fired a grenade at him several years ago, tearing off a large part of his forearm and leaving him with a mangled hand.  Battling Muslim militants is far more complex. For one, the Taliban often blend in with fellow ethnic Pashtun tribesmen and suddenly attack out of nowhere.  "If you find a person wearing a turban, with a Kalashnikov it does not mean he is a terrorist," said Shah. "You have to differentiate between friend and foe. You have to get local support."  That requires millions of dollars of investment in services, schools and job creation to win over locals. It's money that doesn't come easy given Pakistan's sluggish economy.  For now, Pakistan may have to rely on sheer determination to defeat the Taliban, and memories of those who died trying.  Captain Bilal Sunawar wanted to be buried at the foot of his mother's grave. He got his wish after being killed by a rocket-propelled grenade in a battle with the Taliban.  "Do not stand at my grave and cry. I'm not there. I did not die. I'M SHAHEED (a martyr)," reads his gravestone.  Captain Bilal's father, Chaudhry Sunawar, also a military man, said he had no regrets over his son joining the army.  "As a very small child, he used to put my military cap on his head and roam around the bungalow with a lot of pride. From the very beginning he had a liking for the military."    

A2: Pakistan Success
Turn: Success in Pakistan enhances the need for more troops in Afghanistan

Curtis and Phillips 9 [Lisa and James, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems,” 10/6/09,

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]
There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.
A2: Pakistan Nuclear War

LINK TURN: Negative can’t access nuke war impact -- US intervention prevents instability in Pakistan

Iqbal ’10 (Anwar, Writer for the Dawn Media Group. “Obama Deflects Criticism of Pakistan” May 13. http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/the-newspaper/front-page/obama-deflects-criticism-of-pakistan-350)

US President Barack Obama said on Wednesday that his administration was working with both Pakistan and Afghanistan to break down some of their old suspicions and bad habits. At a White House news conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, the US president also indicated that Pakistan dominated at least part of his almost three-hour long consultations with the Afghan leader and his team.  “In support of the final part of our strategy, a regional approach, we discussed the importance of Afghanistan’s neighbours supporting Afghan sovereignty and security,” he said.  He then recalled that he had hosted President Karzai and President Asif Ali Zardari together at the White House a year ago. “And our trilateral cooperation will continue,” he declared.  “Indeed, Pakistan’s major offensive against extremist sanctuaries and our blows against the leadership of Al Qaeda and its affiliates advance the security of Pakistanis, Afghans and Americans alike,” observed Mr Obama.  One of Pakistan’s bad habits that Mr Obama mentioned in the news conference was its obsession with India.  While the US leader acknowledged that Pakistan was now overcoming this habit to also recognise extremists as a major threat, he forgot to mention that India had an equally unhealthy obsession with Pakistan.  “I think there has been in the past a view on the part of Pakistan that their primary rival, India, was their only concern,” he said.  “What you’ve seen over the last several months is a growing recognition that they have a cancer in their midst; that the extremist organisations that have been allowed to congregate and use as a base the frontier areas to then go into Afghanistan — that now threatens Pakistan’s sovereignty.”  The US, he said, was determined to help improve relations between Pakistan and Afghanistan.  “Our goal is to break down some of the old suspicions and the old bad habits and continue to work with the Pakistani government to see their interest in a stable Afghanistan which is free from foreign meddling,” he said.  Mr Obama urged Afghanistan, Pakistan, the United States and the international community to work together to reduce the influence of extremists in that region.  What coaxed a lengthy explanation from Mr Obama of his relations with Pakistan was a comment by an Afghan journalist who said that Pakistan was “the only reason that Afghanistan was not civilised” today.  “President Karzai and I have, in the past, President Zardari, as well as their intelligence officers, their military, their teams, and emphasised to Pakistan the fact that our security is intertwined,” said Mr Obama.  “And I am actually encouraged by what I’ve seen from the Pakistani government over the last several months,” he added.  “But just as it’s going to take some time for Afghanistan’s economy, for example, to fully recover from 30 years of war, it’s going to take some time for Pakistan, even where there is a will, to find a way in order to effectively deal with these extremists in areas that are fairly loosely governed from Islamabad.”  Mr Obama said that he had been encouraged by Pakistan’s willingness to start asserting more control over some of the areas where the extremists lived.  “But it is not going to happen overnight,” he warned, recalling that Pakistan too had taken “enormous casualties,” as the Pakistani military fought the extremists “fairly aggressively”.  President Obama, who came to the briefing after a detailed meeting with the Afghan leader at the White House, said President Karzai and he also discussed “the fact that the only way ultimately that Pakistan is secure is if Afghanistan is secure”.  “And the only way that Afghanistan is secure is if the sovereignty, the territorial integrity, the Afghan constitution, the Afghan people are respected by their neighbours.”  He said he believed that the message was starting to get through, “but it’s one that we have to continue to promote”.  Overshadowed by the Afghan obsession with Pakistan was President Karzai’s response to a question about his effort to seek reconciliation with the Taliban.  He said that there were thousands of Taliban who were “not against Afghanistan or against the Afghan people or their country; who are not against America either or the rest of the world”.  Such Taliban supporters, he noted, wanted to come back to Afghanistan if given an opportunity and provided the political means.  “It’s this group of the Taliban that you’re addressing in the peace Jirga. It is this group that is our intention,” said Mr Karzai who wants to hold a grand Jirga on this issue soon after he returns to Kabul.  Mr Karzai did not directly criticise Pakistan, but he made a reference to the Taliban who were “controlled from outside in any manner troublesome to us”.  This, and President Obama’s decision to mention Pakistan in his opening statement as well, confirmed the assumption that Kabul’s problems with Islamabad also dominated the talks between the two presidents.  “Today we are reaffirming our shared goal: to disrupt, dismantle and defeat Al Qaeda and its extremist allies in Afghanistan and Pakistan and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the future,” said Mr Obama.  The United States, he said, was working to promote “regional cooperation, including with Pakistan, because our strategy has to succeed on both sides of the border”. 

A2: Taliban Threat

The Pakistan Taliban is not a threat

Cloud and Barnes ’10 (Writers for LA Times. “U.S. Strategy in Afghanistan May Involve Greater Use of Special Operation Forces” June 29. http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-fg-us-afghan-20100629,0,5498083.story)

Elite forces have seized scores of insurgent leaders, rare gains in a war in which progress has been slow. Their success bolsters arguments for a shift away from reliance on conventional forces. U.S. special operations troops in Afghanistan have stepped up a campaign to kill or capture insurgent leaders, senior U.S. officials say, an effort that began in March and is likely to expand as Army Gen. David H. Petraeus looks for ways to show progress.

Senior U.S. military officials said the raids by special operations troops have killed or captured 186 insurgent leaders and detained an additional 925 lower-level fighters in the last 110 days. That would mark a rare success for American troops in a war that has otherwise gone poorly in recent months. The operations have been most effective in and around the southern city of Kandahar and in eastern Afghanistan, according to American military officials, who requested anonymity in discussing information that had not been released publicly, and outside analysts. Already, they said, there are signs in these areas that roadside bomb attacks have decreased and the Taliban control is weakening, as senior leaders are killed or captured. A successful effort would support the contention made by Vice President Joe Biden and other administration officials who are skeptical of the military strategy in Afghanistan: Special operations troops, with their small footprint and skill at tracking and killing the enemy, can be more effective than conventional forces in the difficult conflict the U.S. faces in that country.  Biden has argued for shrinking the U.S. effort and relying largely on special operations troops and airstrikes to disrupt the Taliban and Al Qaeda, officials say.  President Obama has sided so far with those who favor using large numbers of U.S. troops as part of a far-reaching counterinsurgency effort, a point that he reiterated last week in naming Petraeus to replace Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal as commander of the war in Afghanistan.  But if the special operations effort is the most successful element of the war effort, Biden and those who agree with him could be in a stronger position to argue for shrinking the U.S. military presence when the strategy is reexamined, perhaps as soon as the December review Obama has promised.  Supporters of the more limited strategy advocated by Biden believe special operations should be the main military effort in Afghanistan. Petraeus, however, argues that special operations troops are just one tool, albeit a highly effective one, in fighting an insurgency.  While leading the U.S. military force in Iraq, Petraeus advocated a comprehensive counterinsurgency strategy aimed at combating militants with both special and conventional forces. He is expected to utilize the same strategy in Afghanistan.  Current and former Petraeus advisors also said the general will try to quickly reverse the perception that the Afghanistan war is going badly. When he appears before the Senate on Tuesday for a hearing on his nomination to lead the allied war effort in Afghanistan, he is likely to emphasize recent successes by special operations forces.  "Trumpeting the successes of ISAF [the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's International Security Assistance Force] operations, Afghan operations, should be part of the strategy," said Peter Mansoor, who served as Petraeus' executive officer in Iraq. "The strategy is clearly to knock the Taliban back, but if you don't show the world that is happening, what is the use?"  A senior military official in Afghanistan said the killings of leaders since March have reduced the effectiveness of the Taliban, making the militant movement less capable of threatening the Afghan population.  Officials did not release the list of 186 insurgent leaders they say have been killed since March. Last week, however, they did name two insurgent leaders slain last month in Kandahar.  In eastern Afghanistan, the U.S. has been trying to take out key commanders in the Haqqani network, a Taliban-aligned insurgency that maintains a safe haven in Pakistan, said Jeffrey Dressler, a researcher at the Institute for the Study of War in Washington.  "We have seen over the last four weeks an increase in special operation maneuvers," Dressler said. "And it is having a significant impact on the Haqqani network's ability to operate."  But Haqqani fighters still are able to use their base in Pakistan's North Waziristan region to try and mount suicide bombings across the border in Kabul, the Afghan capital, and has been linked to several recent attacks, including a mortar barrage that disrupted a peace conference convened by Afghan President Hamid Karzai this month.  U.S. officials hope that continued special operations raids against insurgent leaders will encourage lower-level followers to lay down their arms and reconcile with the government in Kabul.  Skeptics of the administration's overall strategy see the results of the special operations campaign as a powerful argument for shifting away from the counterinsurgency campaign crafted by McChrystal toward the strategy advocated by Biden.  "This is a great opportunity to reconsider the direction of the strategy and move it more towards what is showing some success, the strategy Vice President Biden advocated from the beginning," said Charles J. Dunlap, a retired Air Force major general who writes extensively on counterinsurgency strategies.  A plan focused first on killing insurgent leaders will ensure that the U.S. does not have to remain in Afghanistan for decades building up the central government, he said.  But advocates of the current strategy said special operations forces alone can disrupt insurgent movements, hindering their advance, but are not enough to stabilize a country and help it take charge of its own security.  "There is a misconception that in counterinsurgency there isn't any sort of assassinations or special operation forces doing targeted killings," Dressler said. "As we have seen from Iraq, that is not the case. It is a critical part of counterinsurgency." 

**Solvency**
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Afghan war at brink -- Withdrawal leads to Taliban takeover 

Curtis and Phillips ’09 (Lisa, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia, James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs. “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” October 5. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Shortsighted-US-Policies-on-Afghanistan-to-Bring-Long-Term-Problems)

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the outcome of the current White House debate on Afghanistan to the future of vital U.S. national security interests. Early discussions have been characterized by wishful thinking about the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution in the near term and confusion about the relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan. A shortsighted view of the long-entrenched problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan risks plunging the region into deeper instability, thus reversing recent gains against al-Qaeda and the Pakistani Taliban. The success of increased drone strikes against al-Qaeda and senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan's tribal border areas over the last year has apparently led some U.S. officials to mistakenly conclude that these types of operations alone can end the threat from al-Qaeda and its extremist allies. Analysis of the Taliban and its evolution over the last 15 years reveals, however, that its ideology, operational capabilities, and close ties with al-Qaeda and other Pakistan-based extremist organizations allows the movement to wield tremendous influence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thus the U.S. cannot hope to uproot extremism from the region without denying the Taliban the ability to again consolidate power in Afghanistan.[1] There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices. Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership 
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is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process. President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: "We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe." If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies.  

Withdrawal from Afghanistan signals wastage of our resources and Taliban takeover

Holmes ’10 (Kim, Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at the Heritage Foundation. “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial” June 23. http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36887)

And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists.  Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam. This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam. Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.
Withdrawal of troops would destabilize Pakistan and cause terrorism and war

Felbab-Brown, June 23, 2010 (Vanda, Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, “In Afghanistan, the Cost in Sacrifice is High but Must be Paid,” 21st Century Defense Initiative, Brookings Institute, June 28, 2010, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/Elcano_i
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The situation in Afghanistan, however, does implicate primary US and European security interests. A defeat or early withdrawal from Afghanistan while the Taliban persist as a strong armed actor would likely spell the collapse of the national government, with the south and east of the country falling into the hands of the Taliban, and the rest of the country at best breaking up into a number of fiefdoms. The Taliban, now rather close to al-Qaeda, are likely to, once again, provide havens for al-Qaeda operations against US and European citizens and their homelands.
Pakistan would also become severely destabilised beyond the current levels of instability. First, a victory that the Taliban could claim in Afghanistan would be a boost to their brethren in Pakistan. Secondly, the Pakistani military and intelligence services would likely abandon efforts to fight many of the jihadists operating on both sides of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. As before, they might well go back to trying to differentiate between the ‘good’ jihadists fighting India, whom they would not attempt to restrain and might even try to cultivate, and the unmanageable ‘bad’ jihadists fighting the Pakistani state. Fearing India’s activities in Afghanistan and an encirclement by India, Pakistan might go back to fully supporting the Afghan Taliban (as it did in the 1990s). But apart from its dangerous regional consequences and its morally-reprehensibly nature, such a strategy is unlikely to be effective.

If anything, the rise of the Pakistani Taliban and their violent activity in Pakistan itself show how much control the ISI has lost over the jihadists. Pakistan’s ability to control the ‘useful’ jihadists it believes it can manipulate for its purposes has been proved greatly limited. Instead, the jihadi salafi ideology has spread like wildfire in Pakistan, and permeates even traditional bastions of the Pakistani establishment and state, such as the Punjab. The various jihadi networks have been able to mobilise effectively among varied dissatisfied groups –not simply poor Pashtun in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, but also landless poor Punjabis persisting in conditions of almost feudal bondage–. And they have greatly expanded their infrastructure. Thus, the tiger that the masters had once tried to ride has torn lose and now has the capacity and motivation to take on the Pakistani state. The most dramatic evidence has been the fall of large territories in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas and even in the Northwest Frontier Province to the Pakistani Taliban this year. The fact that the Pakistani military were finally able to wrest Swat back from them and begin once again fighting in the Khyber does not mean that the jihadists in Pakistan are finished. Indeed, any weakening of the Pakistani government’s will and capacity to fight the jihadists will only undermine the Pakistani state, which is already hollowed out after decades of military rule and civilian mismanagement, corruption and political instability, as well as chronically undermined by long-term economic decline and acutely battered by the current economic crisis.

If we withdraw, the Afghan National Police is not ready to defend the nation, risking US interests in the future and people’s lives.

Hosenball, Moreau, Miller 10 [Mark, Ron, and Mark, Newsweek writers, “Afghan Cops: A $6 Billion Fiasco,” 3/19/10, Acc. 6/25/10, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/03/18/the-gang-that-couldn-t-shoot-straight.html]

America has spent more than $6 billion since 2002 in an effort to create an effective Afghan police force, buying weapons, building police academies, and hiring defense contractors to train the recruits—but the program has been a disaster. More than $322 million worth of invoices for police training were approved even though the funds were poorly accounted for, according to a government audit, and fewer than 12 percent of the country's police units are capable of operating on their own. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, the State Department's top representative in the region, has publicly called the Afghan police "an inadequate organization, riddled with corruption." During the Obama administration's review of Afghanistan policy last year, "this issue received more attention than any other except for the question of U.S. troop levels," Holbrooke later told NEWSWEEK. "We drilled down deep into this." The worst of it is that the police are central to Washington's plans for getting out of Afghanistan. The U.S.-backed government in Kabul will never have popular support if it can't keep people safe in their own homes and streets. Yet in a United Nations poll last fall, more than half the Afghan respondents said the police are 
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corrupt. Police commanders have been implicated in drug trafficking, and when U.S. Marines moved into the town of Aynak last summer, villagers accused the local police force of extortion, assault, and rape.

Takeout: Negotiations with the Talibans are key to solving aff case

Mir 7 [Haroun, policy analyst in Kabul, “THE BENEFITS OF NEGOTIATING WITH MODERATE TALIBAN LEADERS,” Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4595]
Extending an olive branch to the Taliban is the most cost-effective way to resolve the conflict in Afghanistan. If American and NATO military expenses in Afghanistan were to be spent for the reconstruction of the country, electricity, paved roads, water, schools, and hospitals would have been brought to much greater parts of Afghanistanâ€™s population. In fact, many teenagers join the Taliban as fighters because they lack alternatives or prospects of a normal life. Appointing a number of influential people from the tribes of Greater Kandahar to key government positions, even though they have collaborated with the Taliban, would legitimize the Afghan government in the trouble spots in the southwest. In fact, current Afghan ministers are not the best and the brightest, and some of them lack serious credentials. Replacing a few of them with traditional Pashtun leaders accompanied with good advisors could be a better solution to the current governance issues. Narcotics producers are taking advantage of the precarious and unstable situation in the southwest of Afghanistan. The issue of poppy cultivation can only be resolved if the Taliban abandon their fight against Afghan government and coalition forces. In the past, the Taliban have shown their capacity to eradicate poppy cultivation from Afghanistan. If they are provided the right incentives, they could become an asset in forcing drug traffickers out of their area. Pakistan is under increasing international pressure over its ties with the Taliban. The initiative of talks with moderate Taliban leaders might provide an opportunity for the Pakistani authorities to save face and to play a positive mediation role to facilitate such negotiations between the Taliban and the Afghan government. In addition, this could be considered as the right step to improve bilateral relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

A2: Withdrawal Leads to Stability

Case Turn: The affirmative plan does not cause stability - leads to instability instead.

The Voice of Russia ’10 (International Broadcasting Newswire. “Fighting to Continue After Troop Withdrawal” May 31. http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/05/31/8797239.html)

The Commander of the US and NATO forces in Afghanistan, General Stanley MacCrystal has said that it will be  wrong to believe  that stability will  return to that  country after the pull out of American troops. US President, Barack Obama has promised to begin withdrawing American soldiers from Afghanistan in July of 2011, but all those who believe that the presence of foreign troops in Afghanistan is the cause of the country’s instability will be  disappointed, declared Mac Crystal. 

A2: Withdrawal Leads to Stability

Afghan war at brink -- Withdrawal leads to Taliban takeover 

Curtis and Phillips ’09 (Lisa, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia, James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs. “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” October 5. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Shortsighted-US-Policies-on-Afghanistan-to-Bring-Long-Term-Problems)

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the outcome of the current White House debate on Afghanistan to the future of vital U.S. national security interests. Early discussions have been characterized by wishful thinking about the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution in the near term and confusion about the relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan. A shortsighted view of the long-entrenched problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan risks plunging the region into deeper instability, thus reversing recent gains against al-Qaeda and the Pakistani Taliban. The success of increased drone strikes against al-Qaeda and senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan's tribal border areas over the last year has apparently led some U.S. officials to mistakenly conclude that these types of operations alone can end the threat from al-Qaeda and its extremist allies. Analysis of the Taliban and its evolution over the last 15 years reveals, however, that its ideology, operational capabilities, and close ties with al-Qaeda and other Pakistan-based extremist organizations allows the movement to wield tremendous influence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thus the U.S. cannot hope to uproot extremism from the region without denying the Taliban the ability to again consolidate power in Afghanistan.[1] There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices. Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process. President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: "We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe." If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies.  

A2: Withdrawal Necessary 

A sustained troop presence is necessary to guide Afghanistan to stability

The Heritage Foundation ’09 (American Thinktank. “The War in Afghanistan: Why Britain, America, and NATO Must Fight to Win” September 30. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-War-in-Afghanistan-Why-Britain-America-and-NATO-Must-Fight-to-Win)

This year in Afghanistan has been the bloodiest for both British and American forces since the war started in 2001. Compared with this time last year, there has been a 55 percent increase in coalition deaths, IED (improvised explosive device) incidents are up by 80 percent, and there has been a 90 percent increase in attacks on the Afghan government. On top of this increase in kinetic activity, Afghanistan's political future is filled with uncertainty pending the results of the recent presidential elections. It is possible that the situation in Afghanistan will get worse before it gets better. It is because of this that we must repeatedly make it clear why we are there. It is an unavoidable fact that we are in Afghanistan out of necessity, not choice. It was in Afghanistan that the 9/11 attacks were planned and put into motion, and we are in Afghanistan now to ensure that it does not again become a launch-pad for terrorist attacks on the rest of the world. There are many other laudable aims. It is wonderful when we can get Afghan girls back into school and when we see the extension of human rights, but we are primarily there for reasons of national security. We need to remind the public of that if we are to maintain public support and the necessary resilience to see this conflict through. It is sometimes difficult for us to express what we mean by winning in Afghanistan, but it is easy to describe what we mean by losing. Were we to lose and be forced out of Afghanistan against our will, it would be a shot in the arm for every jihadist globally. It would send out the signal that we did not have the moral fortitude to see through what we believe to be a national security emergency. It would suggest that NATO, in its first great challenge since the end of the Cold War, did not have what it takes to see a difficult challenge through. The European countries in NATO that are failing to engage in proper burden sharing in Afghanistan might like to reflect on what the collapse of NATO would mean. They also need to remember that not only are we in Afghanistan out of necessity; we are also there as a legal requirement as part of our treaty obligations when Article 5 of the NATO treaty has been invoked. That is not pointed out often enough when we discuss Afghanistan. Quite simply, NATO is failing to deliver its promises. After NATO's last summit in Strasbourg, 5,000 extra troops were pledged by European leaders to provide support for the recent elections. Now that the elections have come and gone, we see that nowhere near this number of extra troops were sent. European countries sent an extra 2,300 troops by the elections--but brought another 600 home. Roughly two-thirds of the promised troops never materialized. It is time to stop making excuses. Those countries in NATO that have failed to match the 2 percent of GDP requirement in respect of their defense spending and that are failing to play an active and robust role in Afghanistan might want to reflect on the effect that a world with an isolationist United States might have on their security. I hope that those in many capitals--not least the capitals of the European NATO member states--are reflecting on what life might look like if NATO were to start to fall apart. Defining Victory When it comes to what we mean by winning, we have to stand back and recognize that this is a geopolitical struggle. The reason why we can define what we mean by winning is that we want to see a stable Afghanistan, able to manage its own internal and external security to a degree that stops interference from outside powers and allows the country to resist the reestablishment of the terrorist bases and the training camps that were there before. That is what success means in Afghanistan. We are not trying to apply, or we should not be trying to apply, a Jeffersonian democracy to a broken 13th century state--and certainly should not be expecting it to function within a decade. Unrealistic aims are likely only to disappoint public opinion and to frustrate those in Afghanistan who are finding it difficult to build on the ground. The problems of governance in Afghanistan, including widespread corruption, must be tackled because they are undermining our efforts for stability. Focus needs to be placed on empowering local and district governments. Local solutions for local problems has been the only wayin most of Afghanistan for thousands of years. On my last trip to Helmand, I was pleased to find a renewed shift of emphasis from central government in Kabul to more focus on provincialand district governments across all of Afghanistan.To believe that we can have a working democratic, central government without first having working local governments is naïve, especially when in many cases we are dealing with tribal codes that predate Islam. Everything must be done to build the capability of Afghan security forces. I agree with General Stanley McChrystal's goal of increasing the size of the Afghan National Army and getting it to the front line as soon as possible. No resource should be spared to accomplish this. The international community needs to come together in this regard. I personally told General McChrystal during my last visit to Kabul that a Conservative government would be very sympathetic to a request for more British troops for training the ANA. The Afghan National Police are viewed as incompetent and corrupt by most of the population and will present the biggest challenge for the West in terms of capacity building. The sooner we get the Afghan security forces trained and on the front line the sooner we can get our own troops home. One very senior military officer told me that if he had a choice between more helicopters or more trained ANA soldiers, he would choose the latter--no counterinsurgency has ever been won without doing this. Filling the Political Gap Of course, no one believes that we can have a purely military victory in Afghanistan. As has been pointed out, we will have to deal with those who are reconcilable, even from among those who may have fought against us in the past, and we may have to recognize that some will be irreconcilable--and the only way to deal with them will be in a military fashion. Much as we would like everybody to be reasonable, we need to recognize that some will be utterly unreasonable; they have chosen to confront us, so we will have no option but to confront them. Because of General McChrystal's much-anticipated report on the way ahead in Afghanistan, there has been a lot of talk of sending more ground troops to Afghanistan on top of the recent increase in U.S. troops in the south. Unless we have identified a more comprehensive political solution for Afghanistan, any increase in troop numbers would merely maintain the status quo, which is arguably an increasingly dysfunctional state apparatus surrounded by a burgeoning insurgency. Deploying more troops in isolation can only have a short-term and localized effect. They can win the tactical battle; they can buy politicians time; but ultimately, unless something fills the gap they have created, their sacrifices and efforts risk being in vain. The surge worked in Iraq because it was fundamentally more than just an increase in troops. It was part of a bigger solution, designed to suit conditions on the ground and built around a revitalized political process which included the reengagement of the Sunni minority. After all, the aim of any counterinsurgency campaign is to allow those with grievances to address their grievances through a political process rather than through violence. To get this result, we will need a sound political plan moving alongside any military plan. The Central Importance of Pakistan We cannot achieve stability and security in Afghanistan until we disrupt the Taliban/al-Qaeda network attacking from Pakistan. Afghanistan and Pakistan have to be viewed as a single entity--a single issue. We must give Pakistan every support we possibly can financially, politically, and militarily because a collapse in Pakistan would make what we want to see in the region utterly impossible. If we think we have problems with a broken state such as Afghanistan, we should try a broken Pakistan nuclearly armed and with a vastly greater population. Pakistan already has deep-rooted political problems and very deep-seated economic problems. It has problems with its relationship with India, and the situation is still very tense, which causes the country to keep a large proportion of its armed forces facing in that direction. Now we are asking Pakistan to do more in the North West Frontier and the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, or FATA, which is a tall order. Other countries in the region and traditional allies of Pakistan should also ask what they can do to help on that particular front. Just across the border, Pakistan is facing an existential threat from Islamist extremism. Unfortunately for Pakistan, and for the West, this is a threat against which they are ill equipped to fight. The Pakistani armed forces are trained, resourced, and manned for state-on-state warfare against a perceived threat from India. Roughly 65 percent of the Pakistani military is Punjabi, yet the area along the border where they are operating is predominately Pashtun. For all intents and purposes, the Pakistani military are foreigners in the FATA, and their presence can at times exacerbate things. While we must help train and equip the Pakistani military for counterinsurgency operations, we must do all we can to build Pakistani capacity in the round, especially in the policing sectors and the Frontier Corps in FATA. Conclusion Let us make no mistake: We are engaged in a crucial and historic struggle in Afghanistan. It is a geopolitical necessity. It is a national security imperative. It is vital that we maintain the public's trust if we are to have the will and resilience to see it through. It is the ultimate asymmetry: Maintaining democratic support is not a handicap our enemies suffer. As William Hague put it recently, "We are in Afghanistan not to occupy it, but to help make it safe and secure, so that it can be governed by Afghans for Afghans. These efforts require the taking of difficult decisions to turn the war around." We need to find the will to see it through. That is the test, and time is short. 

A2: Withdrawal Necessary

Case Turn: Short-term withdrawal leads to long-term instability.


Curtis and Phillips ’09 (Lisa, Senior Research Fellow for South Asia, James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs. “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems” October 5. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Shortsighted-US-Policies-on-Afghanistan-to-Bring-Long-Term-Problems)

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the outcome of the current White House debate on Afghanistan to the future of vital U.S. national security interests. Early discussions have been characterized by wishful thinking about the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution in the near term and confusion about the relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan. A shortsighted view of the long-entrenched problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan risks plunging the region into deeper instability, thus reversing recent gains against al-Qaeda and the Pakistani Taliban. The success of increased drone strikes against al-Qaeda and senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan's tribal border areas over the last year has apparently led some U.S. officials to mistakenly conclude that these types of operations alone can end the threat from al-Qaeda and its extremist allies. Analysis of the Taliban and its evolution over the last 15 years reveals, however, that its ideology, operational capabilities, and close ties with al-Qaeda and other Pakistan-based extremist organizations allows the movement to wield tremendous influence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thus the U.S. cannot hope to uproot extremism from the region without denying the Taliban the ability to again consolidate power in Afghanistan.[1] There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military's thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years. But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border. If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to "stay the course" in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices. Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.'s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement. After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden's daughters. Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda--a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda. Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these "top-down" negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process. A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America's Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens' rights--particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)--and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded. Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda's destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological "foot soldiers" of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process. President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: "We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe." If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies.  

A2: Withdrawal Necessary
Withdrawal from Afghanistan signals a wastage of our resources and Taliban takeover

Holmes ’10 (Kim, Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at the Heritage Foundation. “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial” June 23. http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36887)

And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists.  Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam. This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam. Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.
Solvency – Pakistan Stability

Presence prevents Pakistani destabilization

Felbab-Brown, June 23, 2010 (Vanda, Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, “In Afghanistan, the Cost in Sacrifice is High but Must be Paid,” 21st Century Defense Initiative, Brookings Institute, June 28, 2010, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/0623_afghanistan_felbabbrown.aspx?rssid=felbabbrownv)
An equally important strategic reason for the sacrifices in Afghanistan is to prevent a further destabilisation of Pakistan and, as a result, the entire Central and South Asian region.

In Pakistan, its tribal areas and Baluchistan have been host to many of these salafi groups, and the Afghan Taliban uses them as safe havens. But while Pakistan's co-operation in tackling these safe havens is important for the operations in Afghanistan, the reverse is also true. If Afghanistan is unstable and harbours salafi groups that leak into Pakistan, Pakistan becomes deeply destabilised. Any collapse or internal fragmentation in Pakistan could set off one of the most dangerous security threats in Asia, and the world. Pakistan is a large Muslim country with nuclear weapons, existing in a precarious peace with neighbouring India. The Pakistani state has been hollowed out, with its administrative structures in steady decline since its inception, major macro-economic deficiencies, deep poverty and marginalisation that persists amid a semi-feudal power distribution, often ineffective and corrupt political leadership, social and ethnic internal fragmentation, and challenged security forces. The internal security challenge is far more insidious than recently experienced by the Pakistani military in the tribal and Khyber-Pakhtunkhwa areas: far more than the Pashtun Pakistani Taliban in the tribal areas, it is the Punjabi groups - such as the Punjabi Taliban, Lashkar-e-Taiba, Sipah-e-Sahaba - who pose a deep threat to Pakistan. The more Pakistan feels threatened by a hostile government or instability in Afghanistan, the less likely it will be willing and able to take on these groups. A defeat in Afghanistan would greatly boost salafi groups throughout the world: a great power would, again, be seen as having been defeated by the salafists in Afghanistan. The world has made a commitment to the Afghan people to help them improve their difficult conditions and not abandon them again. Although often caricatured as anti-Western, anti-government, anti-modern and stuck in medieval times, Afghans crave what others do - relief from violence and insecurity, and economic progress to relieve dire poverty. But the world should not be fighting a difficult counter-insurgency there to bring Afghanistan democracy, human rights and women's liberation. We cannot dispense these goods to others from abroad: the Afghans need to obtain them through their own social progress and struggles. The ownership and commitment needs to be their own.

Solvency – Pakistani Stability

Withdrawal of troops would destabilize Pakistan and cause terrorism and war

Felbab-Brown, June 23, 2010 (Vanda, Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, “In Afghanistan, the Cost in Sacrifice is High but Must be Paid,” 21st Century Defense Initiative, Brookings Institute, June 28, 2010, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/DT55-2009#C7)

The situation in Afghanistan, however, does implicate primary US and European security interests. A defeat or early withdrawal from Afghanistan while the Taliban persist as a strong armed actor would likely spell the collapse of the national government, with the south and east of the country falling into the hands of the Taliban, and the rest of the country at best breaking up into a number of fiefdoms. The Taliban, now rather close to al-Qaeda, are likely to, once again, provide havens for al-Qaeda operations against US and European citizens and their homelands.
Pakistan would also become severely destabilised beyond the current levels of instability. First, a victory that the Taliban could claim in Afghanistan would be a boost to their brethren in Pakistan. Secondly, the Pakistani military and intelligence services would likely abandon efforts to fight many of the jihadists operating on both sides of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. As before, they might well go back to trying to differentiate between the ‘good’ jihadists fighting India, whom they would not attempt to restrain and might even try to cultivate, and the unmanageable ‘bad’ jihadists fighting the Pakistani state. Fearing India’s activities in Afghanistan and an encirclement by India, Pakistan might go back to fully supporting the Afghan Taliban (as it did in the 1990s). But apart from its dangerous regional consequences and its morally-reprehensibly nature, such a strategy is unlikely to be effective.

If anything, the rise of the Pakistani Taliban and their violent activity in Pakistan itself show how much control the ISI has lost over the jihadists. Pakistan’s ability to control the ‘useful’ jihadists it believes it can manipulate for its purposes has been proved greatly limited. Instead, the jihadi salafi ideology has spread like wildfire in Pakistan, and permeates even traditional bastions of the Pakistani establishment and state, such as the Punjab. The various jihadi networks have been able to mobilise effectively among varied dissatisfied groups –not simply poor Pashtun in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas, but also landless poor Punjabis persisting in conditions of almost feudal bondage–. And they have greatly expanded their infrastructure. Thus, the tiger that the masters had once tried to ride has torn lose and now has the capacity and motivation to take on the Pakistani state. The most dramatic evidence has been the fall of large territories in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas and even in the Northwest Frontier Province to the Pakistani Taliban this year. The fact that the Pakistani military were finally able to wrest Swat back from them and begin once again fighting in the Khyber does not mean that the jihadists in Pakistan are finished. Indeed, any weakening of the Pakistani government’s will and capacity to fight the jihadists will only undermine the Pakistani state, which is already hollowed out after decades of military rule and civilian mismanagement, corruption and political instability, as well as chronically undermined by long-term economic decline and acutely battered by the current economic crisis.

Solvency – Pakistani Stability

Withdrawal of troops would destabilize Pakistan and cause terrorism and war

Felbab-Brown, June 23, 2010 (Vanda, Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, “In Afghanistan, the Cost in Sacrifice is High but Must be Paid,” 21st Century Defense Initiative, Brookings Institute, June 28, 2010, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/DT55-2009#C7)

Taliban success in Afghanistan could also plunge the region into a severe crisis, as many of the now energised jihadi groups, seeing it also as their victory, will attempt to carry out terrorist attacks in India. Either a war between India and Pakistan or any break-up of Pakistan would be extremely serious, and even carry the possibility of nuclear weapons being used in conflict or fall into the hands of non-state actors. Moreover, such a conflict could easily expand regionally, with Russia, China, Iran and the US not necessarily having the same objectives in attempting to manage such a crisis. Finally, a defeat of the US-lead counter-insurgency in Pakistan or a substantial withdrawal of ISAF forces before the Afghan national government can provide security to its people will provide a great boost to salafi jihadists everywhere –from Somalia, to Yemen, Nigeria, and the Philippines, Egypt and Saudi Arabia, to poor boroughs of London and Minnesota’s suburbia–. They will be all the more motivated to maintain and expand the struggles against the Western infidels in their homelands and abroad and against Islamic apostates. For them to be able to claim that they succeeded in defeating the British Empire, the Soviet Union, the US and NATO in Afghanistan would be an awesome prize and a great infusion of energy. Consequently, how the US manages the narcotics economy and counters the Taliban-drug nexus is absolutely critical not only for narcotics reduction in Afghanistan, but also for counter-insurgency and stabilisation of the country, regional security and global counter-terrorism efforts. A failure to secure these interests cumulatively would pose serious threats to the security of the US, the region and the world.

Solvency – Police Not Ready

If we withdraw, the Afghan National Police is not ready to defend the nation, risking US interests in the future and people’s lives.

Hosenball, Moreau, Miller 10 [Mark, Ron, and Mark, Newsweek writers, “Afghan Cops: A $6 Billion Fiasco,” 3/19/10, Acc. 6/25/10, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/03/18/the-gang-that-couldn-t-shoot-straight.html]

America has spent more than $6 billion since 2002 in an effort to create an effective Afghan police force, buying weapons, building police academies, and hiring defense contractors to train the recruits—but the program has been a disaster. More than $322 million worth of invoices for police training were approved even though the funds were poorly accounted for, according to a government audit, and fewer than 12 percent of the country's police units are capable of operating on their own. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke, the State Department's top representative in the region, has publicly called the Afghan police "an inadequate organization, riddled with corruption." During the Obama administration's review of Afghanistan policy last year, "this issue received more attention than any other except for the question of U.S. troop levels," Holbrooke later told NEWSWEEK. "We drilled down deep into this." The worst of it is that the police are central to Washington's plans for getting out of Afghanistan. The U.S.-backed government in Kabul will never have popular support if it can't keep people safe in their own homes and streets. Yet in a United Nations poll last fall, more than half the Afghan respondents said the police are corrupt. Police commanders have been implicated in drug trafficking, and when U.S. Marines moved into the town of Aynak last summer, villagers accused the local police force of extortion, assault, and rape.

Solvency - Minerals Won’t Be Mined

The trillion dollars of minerals will not be mined for decades due to domestic problems
Barnes and Richter 6/14 [LA Times Journalists, “Buried Afghan Wealth Not Easily Extracted, “http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/wire/sc-dc-afghan-mineral15-20100614,0,5462389.story]
"Sudan will host the Winter Olympics before these guys get a trillion dollars out of the ground," said Luke Popovich of the National Mining Association, which represents U.S. mining companies. Few experts disputed the conclusion that Afghanistan has immense mineral resources. But the Pentagon study, first reported by the New York Times, reported larger likely reserves than suggested by previous estimates. And experts said it will probably be years before the minerals can be profitably extracted because of the lack of infrastructure, mining know-how, security and a climate conducive to business. The Afghan government is plagued by corruption, particularly involving officials who have dealt with mineral concessions. Many of the areas of mineral deposits are in south and east, centers of the insurgency, where little development of any kind has taken place.

Solvency – Taliban Resurgence
Takeout - Obama risks Taliban re-emergence by troop withdrawal
Curtis and Phillips 9 [Lisa and James, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage Foundation, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems,” 10/6/09,

http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems]
President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: "We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe." If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander's request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban's side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America's enemies.
A2: Case Outweighs

The long-term effects outweigh short term advantages – their plan results in wastage of our efforts and money; destabilization of Afghanistan; and the fall of Pakistan, among others.

Holmes 6/23 [Kim, VP of Foreign/Defense Policy Studies @Heritage Foundation, “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial,” http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36887]
And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists. Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam. This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam. Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.

A2: Total Withdrawal

Total withdrawal fails – returns country to Taliban and inspires insurgency

Stratfor 10 [Global intelligence thinktank, 2/15/10, http://www.stratfor.com/memberships/154510/analysis/201002 14_afghanistan_campaign_special_series_part_1_us_strategy]
This is not about “winning” or “losing.” The primary strategic goal of the United States in Afghanistan has little to do with the hearts and minds of the Afghan people. That may be an important means but it is not a strategic end. With a resurgent Russia winning back Ukraine, a perpetually defiant Iran and an ongoing global financial crisis — not to mention profound domestic pressures at home — the grand strategic objective of the United States in Afghanistan must ultimately be withdrawal. This does not mean total withdrawal. Advisers and counterterrorism forces are indeed likely to remain in Afghanistan for some time. But the European commitment to the war is waning fast, and the United States has felt the strain of having its ground combat forces almost completely absorbed far too long. To facilitate that withdrawal, the United States is trying to establish sustainable conditions — to the extent possible — that are conducive to longer-term U.S. interests in the region. Still paramount among these interests is sanctuary denial, and the United States has no intention of leaving Afghanistan only to watch it again become a haven for transnational terrorists. Hence, it is working now to shape conditions on the ground before leaving. Immediate and total withdrawal would surrender the country to the Taliban at a time when the Taliban’s power is already on the rise. Not only would this give the movement that was driven from power in Kabul in 2001 an opportunity to wage a civil war and attempt to regain power (the Taliban realizes that returning to its status in the 1990s is unlikely), it would also leave a government in Kabul with little real control over much of the country, relieving the pressure on al Qaeda in the Afghan-Pakistani border region and emboldening parallel insurgencies in Pakistan. The United States is patently unwilling to commit the forces necessary to impose a military reality on Afghanistan (likely half a million troops or more, though no one really knows how many it would take, since it has never been done). Instead, military force is being applied in order to break cycles of violence, rebalance the security dynamic in key areas, shift perceptions and carve out space in which a political accommodation can take place.

Withdrawal Unpopular – G-8

The G-8 doesn’t want a troop withdrawal until 2015

Klasra, 6/30/2010 (Kaswar, Journalist for The Nation, Pakistan, “G8 advocates no US troop withdrawal from Afghanistan till 2015,” Asian News Network, http://www.asianewsnet.net/home/news.php?id=12843&sec=1)
At a time when British and American soldiers are dying in Afghanistan at an alarming rate, the US is unlikely to start withdrawal of troops in 2011. Infact, 2015 would be the year set for this process, diplomatic sources told The Nation (Pakistan), Tuesday.
A spokesperson of the US Embassy in Islamabad, Richard Snelsire, was not available for comments, whilst a lady official (using the Spokesperson’s cell phone) advised this correspondent to contact the US Defence department in Washington for answers to queries relating to military activities.
She was responding to a question when asked by this correspondent if the US backs the decision of the G-8 group which announced, on 26 June, that withdrawal of troops should start in Afghanistan by 2015 rather than 2011 (as announced earlier by the US and its allies).
It is pertinent to mention here that the G8 said, last Sunday, that Afghan troops might be expected to take responsibility for their own nation’s security until 2015, rather than 2011. Therefore, European allies will consider starting withdrawal of their troops in 2015.
Being the major player in the war on terror, the US are yet to comment on the G-8’s recent statement. The UK Channel 4 News has pointed out the rift between UK and US policy, which could potentially arise.
The head of the British army, General Sir David Richards, and the head of the CIA, Leon Panetta, were asked, in separate interviews over the weekend, about the notion of talking to the Taliban as part of Britain and America’s exit strategy from Afghanistan.
Surprisingly, their answers were so different that they could be said to depict potentially the biggest policy rift between London and Washington in a decade.

“There’s always been a point at which you start to negotiate, probably through proxies in the first instance,” Sir David told BBC radio on Sunday, “I think there’s no reason why we shouldn’t be looking at that sort of thing pretty soon.”
On the other hand, the very same day, Leon Panetta, the CIA chief, put the opposite view on the Taliban,to the ABC Network, “We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation, where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce Al Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society.”
Meanwhile the Islamabad-based sources told TheNation, McChrystal had briefed Defence ministers from NATO and the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) earlier this month, and warned them not to expect any progress in the next six months. During his presentation, he raised serious concerns over levels of security, violence, and corruption within the Afghan administration.

Sources believe “It was this briefing which convinced Mr Obama to move” against McChrystal, for being off-message “because it undermined the White House political team’s aim of pulling some troops out of Afghanistan in time for the US elections in 2012.”
Solvency – Negotiations Key

Takeout: Negotiations with the Talibans are key to solving aff case

Mir 7 [Haroun, policy analyst in Kabul, “THE BENEFITS OF NEGOTIATING WITH MODERATE TALIBAN LEADERS,” Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, http://www.cacianalyst.org/?q=node/4595]
Extending an olive branch to the Taliban is the most cost-effective way to resolve the conflict in Afghanistan. If American and NATO military expenses in Afghanistan were to be spent for the reconstruction of the country, electricity, paved roads, water, schools, and hospitals would have been brought to much greater parts of Afghanistanâ€™s population. In fact, many teenagers join the Taliban as fighters because they lack alternatives or prospects of a normal life. Appointing a number of influential people from the tribes of Greater Kandahar to key government positions, even though they have collaborated with the Taliban, would legitimize the Afghan government in the trouble spots in the southwest. In fact, current Afghan ministers are not the best and the brightest, and some of them lack serious credentials. Replacing a few of them with traditional Pashtun leaders accompanied with good advisors could be a better solution to the current governance issues. Narcotics producers are taking advantage of the precarious and unstable situation in the southwest of Afghanistan. The issue of poppy cultivation can only be resolved if the Taliban abandon their fight against Afghan government and coalition forces. In the past, the Taliban have shown their capacity to eradicate poppy cultivation from Afghanistan. If they are provided the right incentives, they could become an asset in forcing drug traffickers out of their area. Pakistan is under increasing international pressure over its ties with the Taliban. The initiative of talks with moderate Taliban leaders might provide an opportunity for the Pakistani authorities to save face and to play a positive mediation role to facilitate such negotiations between the Taliban and the Afghan government. In addition, this could be considered as the right step to improve bilateral relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan. 
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A. Uniqueness – Opium production is decreasing now

RIA Novosti 5/30 (“Drug Production in Afghanistan: Reference materials,” Russian International News Agency, http://en.rian.ru/society/20100530/159272988.html)
According to a 2009 report on opium production in Afghanistan released by the International Narcotics Control Board, land used to grow poppy in Afghanistan fell from 193,000 hectares in 2007 (when it reached its peak) to 157,000 hectares in 2008 (down by 19%) and to 123,000 hectares in 2009 (by 22%). The largest decline was recorded in Helmand Province, where the total area of poppy fields fell by a third – from 103,590 hectares in 2008 to 69,833 hectares in 2009. The number of opium-free provinces increased from 18 to 20.

Despite a 22% decline in crop area, overall opium production in 2009 fell by a mere 10% from 7,700 tons to 6,900 tons due to a record high opium harvest (56 kg per hectare) that was 15% larger than the 2008 harvest.

In 2009, the prices of raw and dried opium poppy fell by a third, causing the overall value of Afghan opium production to drop by 40% in 2009 – from $730 million to $438 million. The number of peasants engaged in opium cultivation also fell considerably – from 2.4 million to 1.6 million people.
B. Link – Troop presence is needed in counter-narcotic efforts

Blanchard, 2009 (Christopher M., Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs, “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” Congressional Research Service, August 12, June 29, 2010, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/ row/RL32686.pdf)
For years, some observers have argued that U.S., coalition, and NATO military forces should play an active, direct role in targeting the leaders and infrastructure of the opiate trade. For example, following the announcement of record poppy cultivation and opium production in 2005-2006, UNODC Director Antonio Maria Costa called for direct NATO military involvement in counternarcotics enforcement operations in Afghanistan. Arguments in favor of coalition involvement in counternarcotics enforcement activities often cited the limited capabilities of Afghan security forces and held that coalition forces able take action against narcotics traffickers should do so in the interest of Afghanistan’s national security and coalition goals.
In general, opponents of a direct enforcement role for U.S., coalition, or NATO forces have claimed that such a role would alienate forces from the Afghan population, jeopardize ongoing counterterrorism missions that require local Afghan intelligence support, and divert limited coalition military resources from direct counter-insurgent and counterterrorism operations. Others in the U.S. government and in Congress have opposed direct military involvement in counternarcotics enforcement activities based on concerns about maintaining distinct authorities and capabilities among agencies. For example, the House report on the FY2007 Defense authorization bill argued that the Defense Department “must not take on roles in which other countries or other agencies of the U.S. Government have core capabilities” with regard to counternarcotics in Afghanistan.

During the Bush Administration, U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) officials indicated that Defense Department counternarcotics programs in Afghanistan were “a key element of our campaign against terrorism.”17 However, U.S. military officials largely resisted the establishment of a direct counternarcotics enforcement role for U.S. forces owing to limited resources and concerns about exacerbating security threats. As late as 2006, former NATO Commander and current National Security Adviser General James Jones advanced the idea that counternarcotics enforcement was “not a military mission,” and stated that “having NATO troops out there burning crops” was “not going to significantly contribute to the war on drugs.”18
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C. Internal Link: Counter-narcotic efforts are key to counter-terrorism

Felbab-Brown, 2009 (Vanda, Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, “Narco-belligerents Across the Globe: Lessons from Colombia for Afghanistan?” 21st Century Defense Initiative, Real Institute Elcano, October 28, June 28, 2010, http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/zonas_in/dt55-2009)
NATO is struggling to reverse the trends in a similar way in Afghanistan and wrest the momentum away from the Taliban. While General McChrystal has rolled out new procedures to minimise civilian casualties and to improve intelligence gathering, he also indicates in his assessment of the security situation that far greater military and economic resources are necessary and that without them, progress and victory will be elusive (McChrystal, 2009). He also correctly identifies the corruption and incompetence of the Afghan government as a critical driver of the insurgency and one against which the international community has not yet find an effective answer.
Although both the poor track-record of the Afghan government and inadequate resourcing of the effort are on their own sufficient to result in defeat in Afghanistan, it is essential not to worsen the situation by mishandling the dangerous drug-conflict nexus. Counter-narcotics policies have therefore to be weighed very carefully, with a clear eye as to their impact on counter-insurgency and counter-terrorism. Seemingly quick fixes, such as blanket eradication in the absence of alternative livelihoods, will only strengthen the insurgency and compromise state-building and ultimately counter-narcotics efforts themselves.
Thus, after years of such inappropriate focus on eradication of the poppy crop, the new Obama counter-narcotics strategy for Afghanistan, announced in the summer of 2009, promises to mesh well with the counter-insurgency and state-building effort. By scaling back eradication and emphasising interdiction and development, it will help to separate the population from the Taliban (Felbab-Brown, 2009b). A well-designed counter-narcotics policy is not on its own sufficient for success in Afghanistan, but it is indispensible.
D. Impact: Future terrorist attacks will cause extinction

Alexander 03, Director of Inter-University for Terrorism Studies

[Ybnah. Washington Times. August 2S. LN] be

Last week's brutal suiade bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community has failed. thus far at least.
understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself Even the United Star es and Israel have

for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11. 2001. Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at Die center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel audits citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago. are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace pieces: through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudnaj. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modem terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises'*? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religiomzanon of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of tenonsts. and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare  Unlike their historical counterparts.

contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and fixture terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism fe.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cvberl with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security
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Concerns. Two niyths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counteiterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g.. strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is mat terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death, should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun. in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance. Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas. Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, light of return Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly. Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military m the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth IS that Strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment.

funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operanonal command and connol] will onlv increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks In sum past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for

short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism.. For example. Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider. the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including die latest bus attack in Jerusalem -disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those

countries victimized bv terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated bv Winston Churchill to die House of Commons on May 13. 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road mav be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Drug Wars DA: Link
Extra US troops would aid in CN efforts
Coghlan, 2009 (Tom, Journalist for The Times, “US forces arrive in Helmand with pledge to tackle opium production” The Times, May 1, June 29, 2010, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article6201840.ece)
US forces have signalled a radical shift in their strategy in Afghanistan, vowing to cut the Taleban’s main source of income by stamping out the production of opium.

British soldiers in Helmand were under orders to turn a blind eye to the drug industry for fear of driving opium farmers into the arms of the insurgents. Army commanders argued that if they were to secure the support of an ambivalent population, the troops had to avoid becoming embroiled in fighting a narcotics trade that employed hundreds of thousands of local people.

In 2007, British Forces even broadcast advertisements on local radio telling farmers: “Respected people of Helmand. [Our soldiers] do not destroy poppy fields. They know that many people of Afghanistan have no choice but to grow poppy.”

A narco-insurgency in which the opium economy of southern Afghanistan fused with the Taleban was seen as a scenario to be avoided at all costs when British troops were deployed to Helmand in early 2006.

This week, though, as thousands of US troops were heading for southern Afghanistan, American commanders indicated that Britain’s softly-softly approach was no longer tenable.

The focus for the 20,000 US troops deploying into the south will be the three key drug-producing provinces of Helmand, Kandahar and Zabul. Their orders are to stop the flow of drugs money to the Taleban — estimated at $300 million (£202 million) a year from taxing and protecting the opium crop. It is enough to fund the entire annual cost of the insurgency in the south.

“We will do what we have to do to shut down drug money going to the Taleban,” General James Conway, the commandant of the US Marine Corps, several thousand of whom are deploying to Helmand, told reporters.

Western strategy against the opium scourge has been the subject of intense debate in Nato.

Should its forces target only drug barons against whom there is explicit evidence of their support for the Taleban? And further, should Western forces begin the aerial spraying of poppy fields in Helmand and other key growing areas after the failure so far of conventional eradication to control the crop?

In January that debate was briefly exposed in a series of e-mails leaked to the German magazine Der Spiegelbetween General John Craddock, the Nato Supreme Allied Commander Europe, and General David McKiernan, the Nato commander in Afghanistan.

It is “no longer necessary to produce intelligence or other evidence that each particular drug trafficker or narcotics facility in Afghanistan meets the criteria of being a military objective”, General Craddock wrote, adding that drug traffickers and narcotics facilities were “inextricably linked to the opposing military forces, and thus may be attacked”.

An apparent response from General McKiernan’s office, which was also leaked, accused General Craddock of attempting to “seriously undermine the commitment ISAF [the International Security Assistance Force] has made to the Afghan people and the international community . . . to restrain our use of force and avoid civilian casualties to the greatest degree predictable”. A Taleban commander in the Nawa district of the province told The Time syesterday: “We are not worried. The British and American forces have not a lot of forces or power to target the poppy.” But that might change with the arrival of the extra US troops and the shift towards a Colombia-style drugs war that has been coming for a while.

Drug Wars DA: Link
Part 1:
US troops are key to security and police training in Afghanistan

Congressional Desk, 6/8/2010 (“DPC Fact Sheet,” American Chronicle, June 29, 2010, http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/161569)
The supplemental bill ensures that our ongoing counterterrorism missions in Afghanistan and Pakistan are fully-resourced, providing additional funding to address the costs of increasing military and intelligence operations and also supporting bolstered diplomacy and development efforts.

Regaining the momentum against the Taliban through an integrated civil-military strategy. The bill fully funds the addition of 30,000 military personnel in Afghanistan, as announced by President Obama in December. These forces are critical for targeting the insurgency and securing key population centers, and also will allow for accelerated training of the Afghan Security Forces. As the President, General McChrystal and top national security officials have underscored, these enhanced military operations are part of a comprehensive strategy in Afghanistan that combines military, intelligence, diplomatic, and development efforts.
Part 2: {you can read A, B, or both depending on time and the 2AC}

Option A:
Insecurity hinders CN operations, which also undermines Afghan stability
Blanchard 9 (Christopher M., Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs, “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” Congressional Research Service, August 12, June 29, 2010, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/ row/RL32686.pdf)
Narcotics trafficking and political instability remain intimately linked in Afghanistan. U.S. officials have identified narcotics trafficking as a primary barrier to the establishment of security and consider insecurity to be a primary barrier to successful counternarcotics operations. The narcotics-trade fuels three corrosive trends that have undermined the stability of Afghan society and limited progress toward reconstruction since 2001. First, narcotics proceeds can corrupt police, judges, and government officials and prevent the establishment of basic rule of law in many areas. Second, the narcotics trade can provide the Taliban and other insurgents with funding and arms that support their violent activities. Third, corruption and violence can prevent reform and development necessary for the renewal of legitimate economic activity. In the most conflict- prone areas, symbiotic relationships between narcotics producers, traffickers, insurgents, and corrupt officials can create self-reinforcing cycles of violence and criminality (see Figure 4) Across Afghanistan, the persistence of these trends undermines Afghan civilians’ confidence in their local, provincial, and national government institutions.

Critics of existing counternarcotics efforts have argued that Afghan authorities and their international partners remain reluctant to directly confront prominent individuals and groups involved in the opium trade because of their fear that confrontation will lead to internal security disruptions or expand armed conflict to include drug-related groups. In the past, Afghan authorities have expressed their belief that “the beneficiaries of the drugs trade will resist attempts to destroy it,” and have argued that “the political risk of internal instability caused by counternarcotics measures” must be balanced “with the requirement to project central authority nationally” for counternarcotics purposes.10 To date, conflict and regional security disruptions have accompanied efforts to expand crop eradication programs and previous efforts to implement central government counternarcotics policies.

Drug Wars DA: Link

For years, U.S. officials have identified rural security and national rule of law as prerequisites for effective counternarcotics policy implementation, while simultaneously identifying narcotics as a primary threat to security and stability. As early as 2005, the State Department was arguing that:

“Poppy cultivation is likely to continue until responsible governmental authority is established throughout the country and until rural poverty levels can be reduced via provision of alternative livelihoods and increased rural incomes.... Drug processing and trafficking can be expected to continue until security is established and drug law enforcement capabilities can be increased.”11

Option B:

Local Afghan forces key to CN effort
Blanchard 9 (Christopher M., Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs, “Afghanistan: Narcotics and U.S. Policy” Congressional Research Service, August 12, June 29, 2010, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/ row/RL32686.pdf)
Although an increasing number of Afghan police, security forces, and counternarcotics authorities are being trained by U.S. and coalition officials, the size and capability of Afghan forces may limit their power to effectively challenge entrenched drug trafficking groups and regional militia in the short term. Specifically, questions remain as to whether Afghan security and counternarcotics forces alone will be able to establish the security conditions necessary for the more robust interdiction and alternative livelihood programs planned by U.S. and Afghan officials. The establishment of the Afghan National Army’s Counternarcotics Infantry Kandak in 2008 and the deployment of eradication teams to Helmand, Kandahar, and Uruzgan province in early 2009 indicate that some steps have been taken to address these challenges, although the future of U.S. assistance to Afghan eradication activities appears limited based on statements from Obama Administration officials.

From a political perspective, U.S. officials maintain that parliamentary and provincial elections have contributed to the political legitimacy of the central government and, by extension, its counternarcotics initiatives. However, the creation of sufficient political and military stability for effective counternarcotics operations is likely to remain a significant challenge. Local police, local officials, and border police are considered to be the best positioned to create conditions of security necessary for “full spectrum” counternarcotics activity. They also are considered to be the most susceptible to and compromised by narcotics-related corruption. The death of several local contractor employees working on USAID alternative livelihood projects in May 2005 brought renewed urgency to concerns about the provision of security as a prerequisite for non- enforcement related counternarcotics programs. These concerns may return to the forefront of congressional debate as U.S. counterinsurgency efforts target remaining areas of widespread poppy cultivation in the most insecure areas of the country and seek to expand development assistance programs.

Drug Wars DA: Internal Link

Opium trade undermines Afghan stability

Glaze 7 (John A., lieutenant colonel in the US air force, “OPIUM AND AFGHANISTAN: REASSESSING U.S. COUNTERNARCOTICS STRATEGY,” Strategic Studies Institute, October, June 30, 2010, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub804.pdf)
Corruption associated with the opium economy has spread to all levels of the Afghan government from the police to the parliament, and is eroding the rule of law. Farmers routinely bribe police and counternarcotics eradication personnel to turn a blind eye. Law enforcement personnel are also paid off by drug traffickers to ignore or, in some cases, protect their movements. Afghan government officials are now believed to be involved in at least 70 percent of opium trafficking, and experts estimate that at least 13 former or present provincial governors are directly involved in the drug trade.31 Furthermore, up to 25 percent of the 249 elected members of parliament are also suspected of being involved in the drug trade.32 When referring to Afghanistan’s Ministry of Interior, Syed Ikramuddin, Afghan’s Minister of Labor, said: “Except for the Minister of Interior himself, all the lower people from the heads of department down are involved in supporting drug smuggling.”33 For example, in a single raid, nine tons of opium were recovered from the offices of the Governor of Afghan’s Helmand Province. While the governor was eventually replaced, no punitive action was taken against him, and he moved on to a high-level position in parliament. 34 This case is not unusual, with corrupt officials routinely being simply reassigned rather than removed from office.

For many of Afghanistan’s warlords, the opium trade brings money and power. Therefore, several of Afghanistan’s powerful warlords are also top drug-lords. In some cases, these warlords are the same individuals who cooperated with the United States in ousting the Taliban in 2001. In some provinces, the warlords are now promoting the opium industry by bribing government officials and providing protection to farmers and traffickers. In sum, political corruption is so widespread in Afghanistan that it is undermining public institutions, eroding the rule of law, and creating widespread instability and volatility. President Karzai himself has complained that “drugs in Afghanistan are threatening the very existence of the Afghan State.”35
Drug Wars DA: Internal Link
The Taliban and the insurgency relies on opium trade

Glaze 7 (John A., lieutenant colonel in the US air force, “OPIUM AND AFGHANISTAN: REASSESSING U.S. COUNTERNARCOTICS STRATEGY,” Strategic Studies Institute, October, June 30, 2010, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub804.pdf)
The resurgence of the Taliban in Afghanistan, particularly in the southern provinces, is also closely linked to the opium industry. Despite their draconian strictures against the poppy trade when they were in power, the Taliban are now using Afghan’s opium industry as a source of funds as well as an avenue to gain the allegiance of the Afghan people, particularly poor rural Afghans discontented with the U.S. and NATO-supported Karzai government. Muhammad Daud, former governor of Helmand Province, in describing this linkage to the Taliban, stated: “The Taliban have forged an alliance with drug smugglers, providing protection for drug convoys and mounting attacks to keep the government away and the poppy flourishing.”36 For example, an estimated 70 percent of the Taliban’s income now comes from protection money and the sale of opium.37 Furthermore, the situation appears to be getting worse as evidenced by a Kabul Police Anti-Criminal Branch report stating, “Evidence is growing that the Taliban and their allies are moving beyond taxing the trade to protecting opium shipments, running heroin labs, and even organizing farm output in areas they control.”38

The Taliban are exploiting the opium industry to garner additional power in Afghanistan. Ann Patterson, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Narcotics and Law Enforcement, reports that the Taliban are encouraging farmers to cultivate opium poppy and are protecting drug routes and traffickers.39 British General Richards, ISAF Commander, stated that the violence in southern Afghanistan was inextricably linked to drugs.40 The UNODC reports that the Taliban have distributed leaflets ordering farmers to grow poppy.41 Further, they are paying Afghan men up to $200 a month to fight alongside them against U.S. and NATO troops, compared to a mere $70 a month that the average Afghan police officer is paid by the Karzai government.42

Further complicating the security situation, Taliban and al-Qai’da fighters, who routinely operate back and forth between Pakistan and Afghanistan, are being joined by an increasing number of Afghan insurgents opposed to the Karzai government and U.S. and NATO forces. There is strong evidence of a connection between the insurgents’ increase and the expansion of opium cultivation as anti-government elements leverage opium money to fund the insurgency.43 The U.S. Congress is aware of the linkage, with Representative Henry Hyde writing in a letter to Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld: “We all know the drugs fuel the violence and insurgency.”44 President Karzai again best sums up this issue: “The question of drugs . . . is one that will determine Afghanistan’s future. . . . If we fail, we will fail as a state eventually, and we will fall back in the hands of terrorism.”45
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Fighting the drug trade is key to stability and fighting terrorism

Ehrenfeld, 2009 (Rachel, of the American Center for Democracy, “Stop The Afghan Drug Trade, Stop Terrorism

,” Forbes,  February 26, xhttp://www.forbes.com/2009/02/26/drug-trade-afghanistan-opinions-contributors_ terrorism_mycoherbicides.html)

"The fight against drugs is actually the fight for Afghanistan," said Afghan President Hamid Karzai when he took office in 2002. Judging by the current situation, Afghanistan is losing.

To win, the link between narcotics and terrorism must be severed. That is the necessary condition for a successful strategy to undermine the growing influence of al-Qaida, the Taliban and radical Muslim groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan.

It is all about money--more precisely, drug money. The huge revenues from the heroin trade fill the coffers of the terrorists and thwart any attempt to stabilize the region.

Though not traded on any stock exchange, heroin is one of the most valuable commodities in the world today. While a ton of crude oil costs less than $290, a ton of heroin costs $67 million in Europe and between $360 million and $900 million in New York, according to estimates based on recent Drug Enforcement Administration figures.

Since its liberation from Taliban rule, Afghanistan's opium production has gone from 640 tons in 2001 to 8,200 tons in 2007. Afghanistan now supplies over 93% of the global opiate market.

"This is a source of income for the warlords and regional factions to pay their soldiers," warned former Afghan Interior Minister Ali Ahmad Jalili in a May 2005 interview with Reuters. "The terrorists are funding their operations through illicit drug trade, so they are all interlinked."

In 2004, the G-8 designated Britain to lead counter-narcotics efforts in Afghanistan. Its three-year eradication policy was designed specifically not to alienate the local population. It dictated the crop eradication be done "by hand." Moreover, the British entrusted the provincial governors with the eradication process, even though Afghan provincial governors, many of whom are powerful warlords, have been engaged in the drug trade for decades. Not surprisingly, the eradication effort failed miserably.

Drug Wars DA: US – Russia Relations

The Afghan narcotics issue is viewed on par with global terrorism by Russia, and failure to address the issue strains US-Russia relations.

Stack, June 11, 2010 (Graham, Language Editor of Russia Now, “Russia puts anti-narcotics in Afghanistan at top of international agenda,” Russia Beyond the Headlines, June 28, 2010, http://rbth.ru/articles/2010/06/11/ russia_puts_anti-narcotics_in_afghanistan_at_top_of_international_agenda.html)

A series of vigorous statements by top Russian officials in recent days, orchestrated by Ivanov, including a high level international conference on the issue in Moscow, show Russia placing anti-narcotics in Afghanistan on an equal footing with the worldwide war on terrorism.
“We consider drug addiction one of the biggest and most serious threats to our country’s development and our people’s health,” Russian President Dmitry Medvedev told an international Moscow conference organized by Ivanov’s anti-narcotics agency, FSKN on June 9.

“Fundamentally before our eyes a new global agenda is unfolding – the narco-threat as a challenge to humanity and one of the strongest factors in global instability,” Ivanov later said at the same conference. “The priority here is the liquidation of Afghan narcotic production. “

With similar statements calling for crop eradication in Afghanistan sounding from powerful prime minister and ex-president Vladimir Putin in Istanbul June 9, deputy prime minister Sergei Ivanov in Singapore June 7, as well as foreign minister Sergei Lavrov at the Moscow conference, Russia is putting all its big hitters into play in the call for international forces in Afghanistan to directly engage opium farmers and drug producers.

The reason is clear: Russia suffers most from Afghanistan’s narcotics exports. Russia is the world’s largest consumer of Afghan heroin, and official statistics point to a staggering 30-40,000 deaths each year as a result of overdoses, with an estimated total of 2.5m users, according to statistics compiled by Ivanov’s FSKN. Even more worrying is that Russia has a spiraling HIV problem mostly resulting from addicts sharing needles, with an estimated 1m HIV positive.
With Russia still a very weak state in terms of law enforcement, as prime minister Vladimir Putin acknowledged recently, trying to strangle the heroin problem at birth – in Afghanistan’s poppy fields – may seem the most effective strategy to Russian policymakers.
But Russian demands on Afghanistan could create an anomalous source of new tension with the US, just as President Barrack Obama’s ‘reset’ policy of cooperating with Russia is bearing fruit on a wide range of other issues. The fact that, until 2008 US policymakers were equally enthusiastic supporters of opium crop eradication gives Russian officials additional ammunition. 
Under George W. Bush the US was preparing to rollout in Afghanistan the crop eradication policy that had proved successful in Columbia, including aerial crop spraying. But under Barack Obama there has been a U-turn on the issue. Obama’s Afghanistan policy-makers diplomat Richard Holbrooke and newly-appointed head of international and US forces General Stanley McChrystal argue crop eradication would fuel the insurgency by depriving farmers of livelihoods and forcing them to sign up with the insurgency. The new policy is to encourage farmers to adopt ‘alternative livelihoods’ such as wheat farming, while stepping up narcotics interdiction.
Ivanov has bitterly attacked the US U-turn. From the Russian point of view, US-led forces in Afghanistan turn a blind eye to opium production, because the US is not directly affected by the heroin flood. From the US point of view, it is not Russian troops who will die if eradication is resisted and the insurgency grows.

Mycoherbicides CP 

Investing in mycoherbicides solves for the drug wars the aff links to; Drug Wars DA acts as a net benefit. 

Ehrenfeld 09 [Rachel, director of American Center for Democracy, http://public-integrity.org/article/invent_index .php?id=893, 9/30]
An effective solution for the escalating violence, devastating corruption, crime and growing radicalization in Afghanistan has been available for a while, but previous administrations failed to implement it. The Obama Administration should initiate a new policy that includes drug eradication while providing the farmers with subsidies and skills for viable economic alternatives. The Administration should fund the final studies necessary to implement the innovative and safe poppy eradication method that previous U.S. governments spent significant resources developing. This entails the use of mycoherbicides [5], naturally occurring fungi that control noxious weeds. Unlike chemical controls now in use to eradicate illicit plants such as coca shrub in Colombia, mycoherbicides assail only the targeted plant, rendering its cultivation uneconomical. These fungi continue to live in the soil, preventing the future growth of the opium poppy plant, but are harmless to other crops, people and the environment. On Dec. 29, 2006, then President George W. Bush signed Public Law 109/469 [6], of which Section 1111 requires the Office of National Drug Control Policy to conduct an efficacy study of mycoherbicides’ use on the opium poppy and coca shrub. Yet, the one-year study was never conducted. President Obama should immediately authorize the completion of the study. The use of mycoherbicides in Afghanistan, combined with adequate enforcement by the military, will diminish the production of heroin. It will also cut off the Taliban’s and the warlords’ hefty money supply, which in addition to funds from the Saudis and the Gulf [7] States, fuels political corruption and the war. This strategy would free up the $150 to $200 billion now used to fight the drug trade and its byproducts–crime, addiction, diseases, accidents, etc.–in the U.S., and make these funds available to help fight terrorism directly.

***Russian Relations DA***
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U: The diplomatic relationship between Russia and the US is at a brink where all gains can be reversed

Richter ’10 (Paul, Writer for the Sacramento Bee. “Skeptics Say Real Progress in U.S. –Russia Relations Remain Elusive” June 21. http://www.sacbee.com/2010/06/21/2837311/skeptics-say-real-progress-in.html)
Yet a lack of trust has so far limited headway.  Vershbow, the Pentagon official, said that while the relationship has improved, Russian leaders remain suspicious of American power.  "There still is a need for some reset on the Russian side," he said.  In this environment, the reset looks perishable.  "Thus far I think all of the accomplishments are very easily reversible if the political tone of the relationship were to change," said Paul J. Saunders, executive director of the Nixon Center think tank and a former State Department official.  

L: Plan hurts Russia relations

McLeod ’10 (Andrew, Writer for the Caledonian Mercury. “Russia Hopes Obama Is In No Hurry to Quit Afghanistan”. May 8. http://world.caledonianmercury.com/2010/05/08/russia-hopes-obama-is-in-no-hurry-to-quit-afghanistan/00812)
There are hopeful sounds coming out of Washington that President Barack Obama’s military “surge” in Afghanistan is beginning to wear down the Taliban, which could pave the way for an eventual withdrawal. However, there is concern in Russia that, far from being successful, the US is preparing to cut and run, declaring mission accomplished as it leaves. Mr Obama ordered another 30,000 troops into Afghanistan last December, with a withdrawal scheduled to start in July next year. Yesterday, the White House spokesman, Robert Gibbs, confirmed that the plan was still on track, after the president was told by the US and NATO commander in Afghanistan, Gen Stanley McChrystal, that progress against the Taliban was “slow but steady”, and would continue that way through the rest of this year.

As recently as January, however, the top US intelligence officer in Afghanistan, Maj-Gen Michael Flynn, described the Taliban as a loosely organised but effective force that could sustain itself indefinitely. Having set up a “shadow government” with “governors” in all but one of Afghanistan’s 34 provinces, the Taliban’s “organisational capabilities and operational reach are qualitatively and geographically expanding”, Gen Flynn warned then. So what is the true picture at the present time? And why should Russia be concerned? Moscow supported western intervention in Afghanistan after 9/11 because it believed the US occupation would be temporary. The US is still there, and Russia feels its historic influence in Central Asia is under threat, not only because of the continued US presence in Afghanistan but also because it fears the US might fail to halt the spread of Islamic extremism into Pakistan, a nuclear power. Moscow would like to see the Americans succeed in turning Afghanistan into a peaceful buffer state between Central Asia and the Middle East, and would like to work with the US in stemming the flow of drugs from Afghanistan into Russia. In short, Moscow is worried and wants to be kept in the loop. “We were the first to defend western civilisation against the attacks of Muslim fanatics,” wrote Boris Gromov, who commanded the 40th Soviet Army in Afghanistan, and Dmitry Rogozin, Russia’s ambassador to NATO, in a New York Times article earlier this year. “No-one thanked us. On the contrary, everyone was impeding our actions: the United States, NATO, Iran, Pakistan, even China”. Now Mr Gromov and Mr Rogozin deplore what they see as “the national selfishness of peace-loving Europeans” in calling for a NATO withdrawal. NATO troops should remain in Afghanistan, they said, “until the necessary conditions are provided to establish stable local authorities capable of independently deterring radical forces and controlling the country”. Other Russian analysts have called for NATO to engage not only Russia but China, India, Central Asian and Gulf states and, more controversially, Iran, in persuading Afghan factions to reach a peace accord. They believe the time is ripe for closer co-operation between the US and Russia in the region.

IL: Without strong US-Russian relations, US hegemony and leadership is undermined.
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The Nixon Center 2003 (“Advancing American Interests and the U.S.-Russian Relationship Interim Report” The Commission on America’s National Interests and Russia. The Nixon Center. Sept. 2003.__http://www.nixoncenter.org/publications/monographs/FR.htm)

The proper starting point in thinking about American national interests and Russia—or any other country—is the candid question: why does Russia matter?  How can Russia affect vital American interests and how much should the United States care about Russia?  Where does it rank in the hierarchy of American national interests? 

As the Report of the Commission on American National Interests (2000) concluded, Russia ranks among the few countries whose actions powerfully affect American vital interests.  Why?

§         First, Russia is a very large country linking several strategically important regions.  By virtue of its size and location, Russia is a key player in Europe as well as the Middle East and Central, South and East Asia.  Accordingly, Moscow can substantially contribute to, or detract from, U.S. efforts to deal with such urgent challenges as North Korea and Iran, as well as important longer term problems like Iraq and Afghanistan.  In addition, Russia shares the world’s longest land border with China, an emerging great power that can have a major impact on both U.S. and Russian interests.  The bottom line is that notwithstanding its significant loss of power after the end of the Cold War, Moscow’s geopolitical weight still exceeds that of London or Paris.

§         Second, as a result of its Soviet legacy, Russia has relationships with and information about countries that remain comparatively inaccessible to the American government, in the Middle East, Central Asia and elsewhere.  Russian intelligence and/or leverage in these areas could significantly aid the United States in its efforts to deal with current, emerging and still unforeseen strategic challenges, including in the war on terrorism.

§         Third, today and for the foreseeable future Russia’s nuclear arsenal will be capable of inflicting vast damage on the United States.  Fortunately, the likelihood of such scenarios has declined dramatically since the Cold War.  But today and as far as any eye can see the U.S. will have an enduring vital interest in these weapons not being used against America or our allies.

§         Fourth, reliable Russian stewardship and control of the largest arsenal of nuclear warheads and stockpile of nuclear materials from which nuclear weapons could be made is essential in combating the threat of “loose nukes.”  The United States has a vital interest in effective Russian programs to prevent weapons being stolen by criminals, sold to terrorists and used to kill Americans.

§         Fifth, Russian stockpiles, technologies and knowledge for creating biological and chemical weapons make cooperation with Moscow very important to U.S. efforts to prevent proliferation of these weapons.  Working with Russia may similarly help to prevent states hostile to the United States from obtaining sophisticated conventional weapons systems, such as missiles and submarines.

§         Sixth, as the world’s largest producer and exporter of hydrocarbons (oil and gas), Russia offers America an opportunity to diversify and increase supplies of non-OPEC, non-Mid-Eastern energy.

§         Seventh, as a veto-wielding permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, Russia can substantially ease, or complicate, American attempts to work through the UN and other international institutions to advance other vital and extremely important U.S. interests.  In a world in which many are already concerned about the use of U.S. power, this can have a real impact on America’s success at providing global leadership.  More broadly, a close U.S.-Russian relationship can limit other states’ behavior by effectively eliminating Moscow as a potential source of political support.

 (!)- US leadership is essential to avert global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 - US Ambassador to Afghanistan and Former Defense Analyst at RAND

[Zalinay. "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War." Washington Quarterly, Spring, LN]

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership
would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values --democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing 
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cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally. U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Russia Relations DA: Uniqueness

Spy ring has put relations at brink – the slightest thing can tip it

Euronews 6/29 [Reputed Newswire; “Moscow Furious over Cold War-style US spy arrests,” http://www.euronews.net/2010/06/29/moscow-furious-over-cold-war-style-us-spy-arrests/]

A major spy row has cast a shadow over US-Russian relations with echoes of the Cold War threatening newly warmed-up ties. American authorities detained 10 people accused of conspiracy to act as unlawful agents of the Russian Federation. Arrests and searches were made in Virginia, Boston, New Jersey and New York where five of the suspects appeared in court. An 11th suspect has been arrested in Cyprus. It comes just days after President Medvedev was warmly received at the White House. That did not escape Russia’s Foreign Minister. “The timing seems to have been chosen especially carefully,” he said. Some say this is an attempt by US officials to undermine newly improved relations following Medvedev’s visit. The result could be dramatic. “The process of the improvements of the relations between the two big nations, which were so successfully started by their leaders, will be for some time stopped and maybe even frozen. For how long? No one knows. But in any way it’s a significant blow to the process of re-setting.” Another analyst described it as a ‘slap in the face’ for President Obama, predicting. Moscow would respond by uncovering an equal number of American spies in Russia.

Relations at brink: Russian officials prove

Schreck 6/30 [Carl, Foreign Correspondent @ The National, “Spying arrests threaten US-Russia détente,” The National, http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100630/FOREIGN/706299881/1002]

Nine of the suspects are accused of conspiring to commit money laundering, punishable by up to 20 years in prison. All countries maintain intelligence agents abroad, said the Russian parliamentarian Vladimir Gruzdev, himself a former SVR officer. But the timing and the scale of the espionage case is certain to damage the detente between the two countries, he said. “There is a contradiction here, in my opinion,” Mr Gruzdev said. “The message is that we’re friends in this area and not friends in this other area.” As in other countries, Russian security agencies as a rule do not comment on intelligence matters. An SVR spokesman said yesterday that he would not comment and referred all inquiries to Russia’s foreign ministry. But the Russian parliamentarian Nikolai Kovalyov, the former head of Russia’s federal security service – the main successor agency to the Soviet KGB – ridiculed the allegations against the suspected spies as something out of a “cheap detective novel”. “Eleven people who worked together and knew each other. That provokes Homeric laughter in any professional,” Mr Kovalyov told the state-run RIA-Novosti news agency. The former Russian spy chief posited that the suspects were merely money launderers labelled spies at the behest of hawkish elements in the US government to damage relations between the two countries.

Relations freezing – Russian Press proves

Turner 7/1 [Bob, Journalist @ World City Press, “Russian US relations grow cold over spy case,” Axcess News, http://axcessnews.com/index.php/articles/show/id/20349]
The Russian Press Agency inferred that international relations between Russia and the United States grew cold following the arrest of 11 suspected spies in the US on Friday.  Referred to as 'burger diplomacy', Medvedev's meeting with Obama may be his last. The famous luncheon between the two world leaders, shown here just days before the FBI arrested 11 suspected Russian spies in New York, was promoted heavily worldwide as a gesture of political acceptance of the two world powers.  Yet President Obama may have been aware of the pending arrests while he chewed his burger at the famed Medvedev luncheon now turned to a digestion problem of gastronomical political proportions that experts say will set back US/Russian relations by years and the Russian Press Association was playing on that point very dramatically on Tuesday.  Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said on Tuesday that Russia wanted an explanation from the United States over the arrest of the Russian "spies." "They have not explained to us what is going on. I hope they will," Lavrov said.
Russia Relations DA: Link

US-Russia relations are hinged upon their joint cooperation in Afghanistan. The Aff plan of troop withdrawal would damage relations between Russia and the US

Weitz ’10 (Richard, Writer for the World Politics. “Global Insights: Assessing the U.S. Russia Reset” June 29. http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5913/global-insights-assessing-the-u-s-russia-reset)

Afghanistan and even Central Asia also appear to have become areas of growing Russia-NATO cooperation. The difficulties experienced by the NATO coalition in Afghanistan have made Moscow policymakers realize that they need to help Washington and its allies more in this campaign. The Russian bureaucracy has become more cooperative about facilitating NATO use of Russian airspace to assist the Kabul government. In addition, the volatile situation in Kyrgyzstan has led Russian and U.S. officials to jointly back Kazakhstan's efforts to restore stability to its neighboring country. Rumor has it that Russian leaders even turned down an offer by some members of the Kyrgyz interim government to end U.S. access to the military base at Manas International Airport in return for Russian military intervention on their behalf.   Beyond Afghanistan, the broader Russian-NATO relationship has also improved. The decision by the Obama administration to delay plans to deploy U.S. missile defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic as well as to downgrade the previously vigorous U.S. efforts to achieve the near-term entry of Georgia and Ukraine into the NATO alliance have definitely contributed to a less confrontational relationship between Russia and the NATO allies.   Despite these areas of progress, however, the bilateral relationship still faces numerous challenges. The next set of nuclear arms talks will prove much more difficult than those that resulted in the New START treaty, since negotiators simply excluded the most difficult issues from the recent talks in order to meet the urgent need to find a replacement for the expiring START I Treaty. These deferred issues include limits on strategic defenses, tactical nuclear warheads, nuclear warheads not deployed on operational systems, and possible constraints on the nuclear policies of other countries. Washington and Moscow may have to employ a new approach to achieve the kind of package agreement needed to deal with all these issues, since the traditional approach of formal bilateral negotiations aiming for a legally binding treaty would encounter difficulties integrating them all.   With regard to Iran, notwithstanding Moscow's recent firmness, Russian business leaders, with the support of their government, still exploit the alienation between Iran and the West to consolidate their position as one of Iran's most important economic partners. And in Central Asia, Russian-American collaboration is fragile, driven by Moscow's fear that a Western defeat in Afghanistan would confront Russia and its Eurasian allies with a major security threat. If NATO should ever manage to restore stability to Afghanistan, then Russian policymakers might decide they no longer need a U.S. military presence in the region to shield Moscow from regional disorder.  Fundamental sources of tension regarding European security also remain. Despite its concession on Eastern and Central European-based missile defense systems, the Obama administration insists on preserving the U.S. right to enlarge both NATO and the U.S. missile defense architecture in Europe if conditions warrant. For their part, Russian officials continue to demand a restructuring of the European security architecture, specifically by negotiating a new European Security Treaty that reduces NATO's primacy in Europe, as well as a new conventional arms control treaty. Moscow also refuses to allow the reintegration of the separatist regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia into Georgia, at least while Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili -- who the Russians hold responsible for starting the August 2008 War -- remains in office.   Finally, Russian-American economic ties still remain below optimal levels. Many U.S. firms remain wary of the Russian government's mistreatment of foreign investors. At the same time, Moscow and Washington have been unable to resolve their disagreements over Russia's entry into the World Trade Organization. Russian government policies that restrict the political activities of domestic opposition groups also provide ammunition to members of Congress opposed to the repeal of the Jackson-Vanik Amendment and other restrictions on Russian-American economic ties.   Also problematic is that many Russian leaders still believe it is primarily Washington that needs to do the resetting, an unhelpful assumption given that Russian policies contributed to the 2007-2008 downturn. Still, the Russian-American reset has proven to be the most successful of the major Obama engagement initiatives. Relations with Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezuela remain poor, though one hastens to add that the targeted governments -- especially in Tehran and Pyongyang -- were often been most responsible for the failure of the U.S. outreach efforts.   By contrast, Russian-U.S. ties have warmed at both the official and the popular level. The challenge now is to avert the usual cycle of initial improvements leading to exaggerated expectations, which in turn result in sharp downturns when the hoped-for progress proves more difficult to achieve. Innovative approaches combined with effective expectations management will be needed to tackle the remaining areas of tension. 

Russia Relations DA: Link

Troops key to strong relations

Mankoff 9 [Jeffrey, Fellow for Russian Studies @ Council on Foreign Relations, “The Tricky US-Russia Relations Reset Button,” 

Even as the overall relationship between Moscow and Washington has deteriorated recently, Russia has continued to support the U.S.-led effort in Afghanistan, and had agreed to the initial deployment of U.S. troops to Central Asia in 2002. Moscow, whose involvement in Afghanistan dates back before the Soviet invasion of 1979, has been a longtime foe of the Taliban, which it views as part of a larger threat to the secular, pro-Russian strongmen ruling the predominantly Muslim Central Asian states, and blames for training and arming the separatist guerrillas in Chechnya until the U.S.-led invasion of 2002. Raising the Ante Given Russia's hostility to the Taliban and support for U.S. and NATO operations in Afghanistan, its pressure on Kyrgyzstan to close Manas caught U.S. officials by surprise. Medvedev cleared up much of the confusion a few days later when he offered Washington the use of Russian air space to ferry supplies to Afghanistan in place of the route through Kyrgyzstan. The Russians were, in essence, using Obama's increased focus on the Afghan conflict as a source of leverage--announcing that if Washington wanted the anti-Taliban campaign to succeed, it would have to have to go through Moscow. The disputes over missile defense and the Kyrgyz air base provide hints of how the U.S.-Russian relationship will unfold during the Obama Administration. Greater flexibility on missile defense provides an opportunity to explore deeper U.S.-Russian cooperation in Europe, where recent conflicts over NATO expansion, the war in Georgia, and the January energy crisis make it especially urgent for Washington and Moscow to "press the reset button." Obama will still have to tread carefully. As he backs away from the Bush administration's unwavering commitment to missile defense, he will have to reassure the Eastern Europeans (especially the Poles) that their interests will not be sacrificed as part of a deal, especially as Obama has also been cooler toward further NATO expansion. Obama will also need to avoid tempting the Kremlin--increasingly worried about domestic instability resulting from economic troubles--into manufacturing a new European crisis.
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