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A2: Uniqueness Trick

Recent Petraeus statements restore credibility

Goodenough, international editor for CNS News, 6/23/10 p. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
(Patrick, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal” DA 7/15/10)

Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee last week, U.S. Central Command commander Gen. David Petraeus stressed that July 2011 was “the date when a process begins, based on conditions, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits.”   He said “rigorous assessments” would be made throughout the year, to establish what progress was being achieved and where adjustments were needed.   “I will provide my best military advice to the secretary and to the president on how I believe we should proceed based on the conditions at that time, and I will then support the president’s decision,” he said. 

Deadline soft, not hard—doesn’t trigger DA’s

Clark, staff writer for Guardian, 12/6/09 p. http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/dec/06/us-2011-afghanistan-troop-withdrawal-target DA 7/10/10
The Obama administration is striving to soften a contentious July 2011 target to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan, describing the timeline as a signal of urgency and the beginning of a lengthy transition rather than a "drop-dead deadline".  A decision by the US president to name a date for the start of a military pull-out has been criticised by Republicans who view the schedule as arbitrary and as a signal of weakness to Taliban extremists. The timeline is part of a strategy for a 30,000-strong "surge" in US troops aimed at stabilising the conflict.  The US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton, and defence secretary, Robert Gates, both offered heavy qualifications to the date yesterday, although they provided assurances on other issues – including a note of confidence that Pakistan's nuclear weapons are safe, aided by US security measures. Doing the rounds of Sunday morning news programmes, Clinton played down the withdrawal date: "We're not talking about an exit strategy or a drop-dead deadline." She described the timeframe as part of an "assessment" that "we can begin a transition, a transition to hand off responsibility the Afghan forces".  Warning that the surge would cause short-term increase in casualties, Gates said the pull-out date was selected because it would be two years after the advance of US troops into the insurgent stronghold of southern Helmand, giving generals time to rate the success of operations.  "We will begin to thin our forces and begin to bring them home," said Gates. "But how quickly it goes will very much depend on the conditions on the ground. We will have a significant number of forces there for some considerable time beyond that."  The White House's national security adviser, James Jones, struck a similar note, describing 2011 as a "guide slope" and "a cliff, not a ramp" for withdrawal. 

We’re staying and its umambiguous

Christian Science Monitor June. 23 2010 p. http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0623/McChrystal-Rolling-Stone-remarks-spotlight-Afghanistan-withdrawal-timeline DA 7/12/10

To be sure, the administration is still signaling it will stay the course beyond next summer. Richard Holbrooke, Obama’s special envoy to Pakistan and Afghanistan said that the US isn’t going to abandon Afghanistan. Mr. Holbrooke was a target for McChrystal’s ire in the story (aides to McChrystal said their boss believes Holbrooke fears he is about to lose his job and so is “dangerous… like a wounded animal”) .  “I think it’s very clear that we’re not leaving in July of next year, we are starting combat troop withdrawals,” he told reporters in Germany last week. “If the West were to turn away from Afghanistan again, as we did in 1989, that would be a disaster. But the message doesn’t always get out.” 

A2: Uniqueness Trick

The planned withdrawal is not set in stone

Rogin, reporter at Foreign Policy, 6/29/10 p. http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/petraeus_withdrawal_timeline_does_not_mean_switching_off_the_lights DA 7/12/10

When General David Petraeus testifies today on Capitol Hill, his main job will be to carefully define the timeline for the beginning of America's exit from Afghanistan, a timeline that has stakeholders in Washington and throughout the region confused and concerned.  "As the President has stated, July 2011 is the point at which we will begin a transition phase in which the Afghan government will take more and more responsibility for its own security," Petraeus wrote in his advanced questions submitted to the Senate Armed Services Committee and obtained by The Cable. "As the President has also indicated, July 2011 is not a date when we will be rapidly withdrawing our forces and -switching off the lights and closing the door behind us." 

No withdrawal

Rogin, reporter at Foreign Policy, 6/29/10 p. http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/petraeus_withdrawal_timeline_does_not_mean_switching_off_the_lights DA 7/12/10

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

A2: Uniqueness Trick

Obama not sticking to his July 2011 withdrawal plans
Lee and Marr 10 [Carrol E. and Kendra, White House reporters for POLITICO, “Obama: No Hasty Afghan Exit” Politico, lexis, 6/24/2010, DA 7/15/2010]

A day after replacing the top American general in Afghanistan, President Barack Obama said Thursday that U.S. troops could remain in significant numbers in the country well after his withdrawal timeline begins next summer.   Though his plan calls for the start of a troop withdrawal in a year, "We did not say, starting in July 2011, suddenly there will be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said at a joint White House press conference with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev.   "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us," Obama said. "We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility."    The answer was Obama's clearest description of his timetable for bringing troops home from the war - a schedule many analysts felt was unrealistic with the Afghanistan conflict growing more violent and difficult to manage.   Obama's answer seemed to run counter to the description of the Afghanistan troop-withdrawal timeline Vice President Joe Biden gave to author Jonathan Alter. In a recently-published book on Obama's first year as president, Alter quotes Biden as saying, "in July of 2011, you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it."   Biden's office, however, has since downplayed the statement, saying Biden had made a hurried, off-hand remark. 

Obama’s refusal to solidify a withdrawal date indicates the unlikelihood of a July 2011 withdrawal. 

Krauthammer 10 [Charles, American Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and political commentator, contributing editor to the Weekly Standard and The New Republic. “Obama Should Clarify Afghanistan Withdrawal Date” Deseret News, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700043320/Clarify-Afghanistan-withdrawal-date.html?pg=2, 6/27/2010, DA 7/15/2010. 
Now, Washington sophisticates may interpret this two-step as a mere political feint to Obama's left — just another case of a president facing a difficult midterm and his own re-election, trying to placate the base. They don't take this withdrawal date too seriously. Problem is, Afghans are not quite as sophisticated in interpreting American intraparty maneuvering. This kind of Washington nuance does not translate into Pashto. They hear about an American departure date and they think about what will happen to them when the Americans leave. The Taliban will remain, and what they lack in popular support — they poll only 6 percent — they make up in terror: When they return to a village, they kill "collaborators" mercilessly, and publicly.  The surge succeeded in Iraq because the locals witnessed a massive deployment of U.S. troops to provide them security, which encouraged them to give us intelligence, which helped us track down the bad guys and kill them. This, as might be expected, led to further feelings of security by the locals, more intelligence provided us, more success in driving out the bad guys, and henceforth a virtuous cycle as security and trust and local intelligence fed each other.  But that depended on a larger understanding by the Iraqis that the American president was implacable — famously stubborn, refusing to set any exit date, and determined to see the surge through. What President Bush's critics considered mulishness, the Iraqis saw as steadfastness.  Story continues below  What the Afghans hear from the current American president is a surge with an expiration date. An Afghan facing the life-or-death choice of which side to support can be forgiven for thinking that what Obama says is what Obama intends. That may be wrong, but if so, why doesn't Obama dispel that false impression? He doesn't even have to repudiate the July 2011 date; he merely has to say that it is the target date — but only if conditions on the ground permit.  Obama has had every opportunity every single day to say that. He has not. In his Rose Garden statement firing McChrystal, he pointedly declined once again to do so.  If you were Karzai, or a peasant in Marja, you'd be hedging your bets, too.
Withdrawal Will Happen—SQ Solves

Despite opposition, Obama is sticking by his withdrawal date of July 2011

Norington 2010 [Brad, Washington Correspondent for the Australian, “Drop Pullout Date, Obama Urged,” The Australian, lexis, 7/6/2010, DA 7/15/2010]

BARACK Obama is being urged to drop his deadline of July next year to start US troop withdrawals from Afghanistan, as fears rise it has emboldened the Taliban.  The US President's deadline was yesterday branded unrealistic and the cause of uncertainty about the White House's long-term commitment to the Afghan war.   Critics said it sent the wrong message to the Taliban, that they only had to wait for the US-led forces to leave the country.  Afghanistan's ambassador to Washington, Said Jawad, said the date to start withdrawing troops was unhelpful.  ``If you over-emphasise a deadline that is not realistic, you are making the enemy a lot more bold,'' Mr Jawad said. ``You are prolonging the war. That deadline should be realistic. The line should be based on the reality on the ground, and we should give a clear message to the enemy, to the terrorists who are a threat to everyone, that the US, NATO, Afghans, are there to finish this job.''  Former Republican presidential candidate John McCain cast aspersions on a ``firm date'' for the US pullout. He said Mr Obama's message about withdrawal while at the same time committing not to ``turn out the lights in the middle of 2011'' was indecipherable. It made a long-term US commitment appear uncertain.  ``I'm all for dates for withdrawal, but that's after the strategy succeeds, not before,'' he said.  Mr Obama faces growing pressure over his decision in December to declare -- in the same speech he announced plans to send an additional 30,000 US troops to Afghanistan -- that the troop withdrawal would start in the middle of next year.  With 93,000 US troops and 43,000 NATO forces in Afghanistan, including 1500 Australians, new allied commander General David Petraeus insists: ``We are in this to win.''  But progress in the eight-year war is not as fast as the Obama administration would like. The Taliban is entrenched in key parts of Kandahar, and a military surge in the town of Marja this year delivered mixed results.  Mr Obama is sticking with the deadline to begin a US withdrawal, which he is believed to have added to his December troops announcement to appease opponents of the war in his Democratic Party.  Mr Jawad remarks indicate nervousness in Kabul about the US strategy and the message it sends to President Hamid Karzai's enemies.  Prominent Republican Lindsey Graham sounded a warning about the White House strategy. ``If you send a signal to your enemy you're going to leave at a certain date, they'll wait you out,'' he said. 

Petreus supports July 2011 as withdrawal date

CQ 2010 [CQPolitics, “Petraeus Defends July 2011 Target to Start U.S. Withdrawal From Afghanistan” CQ, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=cqmidday-000003693104, 6/29/2010, DA 7/15/2010]
Army Gen. David H. Petraeus reaffirmed his support of a timeline for beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan, standing firm behind President Obama’s policy at his confirmation hearing Tuesday.  “As the president has also indicated, July 2011 is not a date when we will be rapidly withdrawing our forces and ‘switching off the lights and closing the door behind us,’ ” he said.   Republicans on the Senate Armed Services Committee sharply challenged Obama’s target for the start of a U.S. troop withdrawal, arguing that it sends a mixed message to U.S. allies and enemies alike.  But Petraeus’ nomination to succeed ousted Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal as head of U.S. forces in Afghanistan was clearly on a fast track. Committee Chairman Carl Levin , D-Mich., said the panel could endorse Petraeus later Tuesday, speeding his nomination to the full Senate for confirmation this week. 

Even if it is only the beginning, troop withdraw will begin in July 2011

Jackson 10 [David, “Obama's big story a year from now: Afghanistan and withdrawal” USAToday, http://content.usatoday.com/communities/theoval/po st/2010/06/obamas-big-story-a-year-from-now-afghanistan-and-withdrawal/1, 6/25/2010, DA 7/15/2010]
The selection of Petraeus further re-ignited the debate over July 2011. During a congressional hearing last week -- before release of the magazine article that cost McChrystal his job -- Petraeus made clear he sees next year as only the beginning of a withdrawal: "The date at which a responsible drawdown of the surge forces is scheduled to begin at a rate, again, to be determined by the conditions at the time."  Many commentators contrasted the general's caution with statements that Vice President Biden made to author Jonathan Alter in his book The Promise: President Obama, Year One.  "In July of 2011 you're going to see a whole lot of people moving out." Biden told Alter. "Bet on it."  The only thing we'd gamble on now is that we'll still be talking about this a year from now.  

Withdrawal Will Happen—SQ Solves

Pelosi remains firm on July 2011 withdrawal date. Will use the power of the purse

Stein 10 [Sam, Reporter for the Huffington Post. He has a masters from the Columbia University Graduate School of Journalism and is a graduate of Dartmouth College “Pelosi: There Will Be 'A Serious Drawdown' From Afghanistan In July 2011” Huffington Post, 6-28-2010, DA 7/15/2010]

In some of the strongest terms she has used to date, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi declared last Friday that the United States will see "a serious drawdown" of forces in Afghanistan by July 2011 and that the House may use the power of the purse to ensure the drawdown takes place.  In an exclusive interview with the Huffington Post, Pelosi made clear that while recent talk has hinted that the administration's stated goal of a June 2011 start date for a troop drawdown may be open to change, her commitment to it remains firm.  "I think we'll have a serious drawdown, I don't think it'll be, as [the president] said, turning out the lights," said Pelosi.  Asked point-blank whether she thinks troops will be pulled out of the country in July 2011, Pelosi replied: "I do. And everything I saw there before, for all the bad things there that I saw in terms of [corruption and money wasted] ... I did consistently hear that the timetable was on schedule to have serious drawdown."  The remarks from the House Speaker will undoubtedly be welcomed by those Democrats and Republicans who have grown increasingly wary of the U.S. mission in Afghanistan. With the replacement of General Stanley McChrystal by General David Petraeus as commander of U.S. forces in Afghanistan, the insistence on a strict adherence to the 2011 drawdown timeline has loosened. Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Cali.) said on Sunday that if Petraeus requests more troops for Afghanistan, the request should "absolutely" be granted. Senator John McCain (R-Ariz.) offered much the same during an appearance on "Meet The Press".The timeframe for troop presence in the country, however, depends in large part on Congress's willingness to cut the check. And in her sit-down with the HuffPost, Pelosi hinted quite strongly that she may not have the votes to pass war appropriations without conditions attached for paring down U.S. military operations.  "I don't know how many votes there are in the caucus, even condition-based, for the war, hands down. I just don't. We'll see what the shape of it is the day of the vote," she said in the country's rebirth. Several Afghan officials said they welcomed the increased responsibility.
Taliban Reconciliation Bad—Islam Extremism

Extremists are extremists—policy interventions premised upon negotiating with the “good” Taliban produce nothing but victories for Islamic extremism

Curtis and Phillips, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage, 10/5/09 p. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems DA 7/16/10

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.
Taliban Reconciliation Bad—U.S. Influence

Eradicates US regional influence

Perlez 6/24 [Jane, chief The New York Times correspondent in Pakistan since late 2007, Pakistan seeks foothold in Afghanistan without U.S., NYT, Statesman, 2010, DA 7/15/10]
ISLAMABAD — Pakistan is exploiting the troubled U.S. military effort in Afghanistan to drive home a political settlement with Afghanistan that would give Pakistan important influence there but is likely to undermine U.S. interests, Pakistani and U.S. officials said.  This week's dismissal of Gen. Stanley McChrystal will almost certainly embolden the Pakistanis in their plan as they detect increasing U.S. uncertainty, Pakistani officials said. The Pakistani army chief, Gen. Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, preferred McChrystal to his successor, Gen. David Petraeus, whom he considers more of a politician than a military strategist, said people who had spoken recently with Kayani.  Pakistan is presenting itself as the new viable partner for Afghanistan to President Hamid Karzai, who has soured on the Americans. Pakistani officials say they can deliver the network of Sirajuddin Haqqani, an ally of al Qaeda who runs a major part of the insurgency in Afghanistan, into a power sharing arrangement.  In addition, Afghan officials say, the Pakistanis are pushing various other proposals, with Kayani personally offering to broker a deal with the Taliban leadership.  Washington has watched with some nervousness as Kayani and Pakistan's spy chief, Lt. Gen. Ahmad Shuja Pasha, shuttle between Islamabad and Kabul, telling Karzai that they agree with his assessment that the United States can't win in Afghanistan and that a postwar Afghanistan should incorporate the Haqqani network, a longtime Pakistani asset. On repeated occasions, Pakistan has used the Haqqani fighters to hit Indian targets inside Afghanistan, U.S. intelligence officials say.  In a sign of the shift in momentum, the two Pakistani officials were next scheduled to visit Kabul on Monday, according to Afghan TV.  Despite McChrystal's 11 visits to Kayani in Islamabad the past year, the Pakistanis haven't been altogether forthcoming on details of their talks with Karzai in the past two months, making the Pakistani moves even more worrisome for the United States, a U.S. official involved in the administration's Afghanistan and Pakistan deliberations said.  "They know this creates a bigger breach between us and Karzai," the U.S. official said.  Though encouraged by Washington, the Afghan-Pakistani thaw heightens the risk that the United States will find itself cut out of what amounts to a separate peace between Afghanistan and Pakistan, and one that doesn't necessarily guarantee Washington's prime objective  in the war — denying al Qaeda a haven.  It also provides another indication of how Pakistan, ostensibly a U.S. ally, has worked many opposing sides in the war to safeguard its ultimate interest in having an Afghanistan that is pliable and free of the influence of its main strategic obsession, its more powerful neighbor, India.  Meanwhile, President Barack Obama said the U.S. will "not miss a beat" in the Afghan war effort because of the change in command.  Obama said in response to a question at a news conference Thursday — a day after accepting McChrystal's resignation and replacing him with Petraeus — that Petraeus "understands the strategy because he helped shape it."
Taliban Reconciliation Bad--Coup

Afghan minorities fear that reconciliation will encourage destructive takeover

Murphy 2010 (Dan, Staff writer, Who's afraid of talking to the Taliban? -Many Afghans, The Christian Science Monitor Provided by ProQuest Information and Learning, 28 June, DA 7-19-2010)

As General Petraeus assumes command in Afghanistan, President Karzai is pushing Taliban negotiations, but many Afghan women and minorities resist such talks. As Gen. David Petraeus prepares to take command of the Afghanistan war, President Hamid Karzai's outreach to the Taliban is drawing warnings from some Afghan factions, particularly women and ethnic minorities. They argue that peace offerings are undermining efforts to expel the movement from its strongholds and could, if reconciliation progresses much further, turn the former warlords who helped overthrow the Taliban in 2001 against the current central government. Malalai Ishaq Zai was a virtual prisoner in her own home in the southern Afghanistan city of Kandahar for nine years after the Taliban seized the city and imposed their puritanical and misogynistic version of Islam on the population. Since then, she has run a school, headed a women's organization, and become the sole female representative of Kandahar Province in the current parliament. But it has not all been smooth. She practically quivers with rage when she talks about the 2006 kidnapping of her eldest son by the Taliban and issues a stern warning to President Karzai, who has been making peace overtures to the movement that provided a haven for Osama bin Laden. "People will be pushed to go back to open warfare if he brings these people into the government," she says, the gold bangles on her arm jangling. "Our people are dying because of them, your people are dying because of them, and meanwhile he's building his relationship with the Taliban. And who supports the Taliban? Iran and the ISI [Pakistan military intelligence]."Can Iraq model work here? Notwithstanding such concerns, the United States in recent months has given a tentative blessing to Karzai's outreach efforts, though some American officials still express skepticism that the Taliban will actually deliver in negotiations. CIA chief Leon Panetta told ABC's "This Week" program on Sunday, "We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation where they would surrender their arms [and] where they would denounce Al Qaeda." Yet Mohammad Akram, the director of the government's Taliban reconciliation program, says he reckons only 15 percent or so of Taliban fighters are ideological die-hards influenced by Al Qaeda and committed to victory at any cost. He says his job is to convince the remainder that they won't be punished if they lay down their weapons, and that they'll have an economic future here. Those US officials who support such reconciliation argue that if an accommodation can be made that ends violence and prevents Taliban control of much of the country, it could create the conditions for stamping out corruption and improving governance that are at the heart of the current international effort. They point to the experience in Iraq, where the outreach - with cash - to Sunni insurgents was a crucial step to ending the civil war that erupted there in 2006. Known as the Sons of Iraq, they worked with the US to rout Al Qaeda. But Afghanistan is not Iraq, and some Afghan leaders argue that the ideologically driven Taliban - who believe the country should be run by their stark interpretation of the Koran alone - are simply buying time, and that Pakistan still supports Taliban-led Pashtun hegemony inside the country." The Taliban are very clear in their ideology and their ultimate intentions. What they want is to make Afghanistan a place where it's impossible for people like me to live," says Waliullah Rahmani, a minority Hazara, who runs the Kabul Center for Strategic Studies. "Nothing is going to come of these talks except maybe encouraging the Taliban." Why minorities are opposed to Taliban reconciliation The Taliban's base of support lies in the Pasthun community, Afghanistan's largest ethnic group, which includes Mr. Karzai. Tajik and Uzbeks worry that in the short term, Taliban reconciliation could mean taking government jobs away from minorities; in the long term, it could lead to a Taliban takeover. 

Taliban Reconciliation Bad—Terrorism

Reconciling with Taliban emboldens global terrorism and signals a victory

Cordesman, CSIS strategic analyst in the area of Afghanistan, 6/16/10 p. http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war DA 7/15/10

The key reasons for the war remain Al Qa’ida and the threat of a sanctuary and base for international terrorism, and the fact the conflict now involves Pakistan’s future stability. One should have no illusion about today’s insurgents. The leading cadres are far more international in character, far better linked to Al Qa’ida and other international extremist groups, and much closer tied to extremists in Pakistan.  If they “join” an Afghan government while they are still winning (or feel they are winning), they are likely to become such a sanctuary and a symbol of victory that will empower similar extremists all over the world.

Causes mass terrorism and collapses the region

Goodenough, international editor for CNS News, 6/23/10 p. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
(Patrick, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal” DA 7/15/10)

While Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from July 2011 was understandable, he said in a recent analysis, “the manner of the planned exit and its consequences that cause worry.”   Rasgotra, who is president of the Observer Research Foundation Centre for International Relations in New Delhi, decried the Afghanistan ““reconciliation and reintegration” policy.   “The consequences of this dangerous scheme are not hard to foresee: the return of the brutal Taliban rule in Kabul, the resumption of a civil war which will suck in the neighboring countries; and spread of terrorism and bloodshed farther afield.” 
A2: Hegemony

Turn--Withdrawal and a Taliban victory destroys our leadership globally

Curtis and Phillips, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage, 10/5/09 p. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems DA 7/16/10

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.
A2: Hegemony

Afghanistan is not a graveyard of empires--Continuing COIN and additional troops are key to victory. 

Neild ’09 [Barry, Journalist for CNN, “Is Afghanistan Really a Graveyard of Empires?” CNN, 12/7/2009, lexis, DA 7/19/2010]

Though empires tend to fall after their Afghan skirmishes, he says, for the British this was largely down to World War II, for the Soviets, it was ideological crisis in eastern Europe and for Alexander the Great it was a failure to ensure the stable succession of his Asian empire.  "The notion of a 'graveyard of empires' is actually a false extrapolation from something that is true -- that there is tactical and strategic difficulty," Porter says.  "It is possible in wars against guerrillas to flood cities with troops. It is much harder to flood mountains. And Afghanistan is a country not of very powerful cities but of thousands of isolated villages cut off in severe winters, allowing guerrillas and insurgents to melt away and return."  For Gen. Victor Yermakov, a former Soviet commander in Afghanistan, the situation is more clear cut. Summed up by what he says are the words of Babur, founder of the Mughal dynasty that ruled much of central Asia in the 1500s: "Afghanistan has not been and never will be conquered, and will never surrender to anyone."  Michael Codner, director of the military sciences department at the British think tank Royal United Services Institute, says claims that Afghanistan's sovereignty has never been violated are somewhat undermined by historical fact.  Codner points to the Persian empire which extended over Afghan soil in the 18th century, having contributed to the collapse of the once-mighty Kabul-based Mughal empire that reigned over the region two centuries earlier.  But while Codner insists there are vast differences between modern and past military operations in Afghanistan, he acknowledges inescapable similarities, chiefly the terrain, climate and impregnable clan loyalties.  "It is not the same sort of situation you had with the Soviets and before, having said that Afghanistan is a mountainous country with a very complex tribal system and a variety of ethnicities -- and therefore a very complex country to try to manage.  "These were features facing the British in the 19th century and the Soviets, so there are obviously some continuities, but what the United States and NATO are trying to do is not the same as before."  So can the planned troop surge help the United States and its NATO allies succeed where the superpowers of the past have failed?  "I don't think there's some determinism in history that says things always go wrong in Afghanistan, otherwise we'd all pack up and not bother," says David Benest, a former Parachute Regiment officer who served as a British counter-insurgency adviser in Kabul.  Benest -- who earlier this year spent time with Afghan army officers who, crucially, are fighting alongside rather than against NATO troops -- says the recruitment of former anti-Soviet fighters who saw off the Soviets on the side of NATO is key to this.  Not only are these men well-versed in the techniques of Afghan insurgency, they learned from Soviet mistakes in the battle for hearts and minds, he says,  "Talking through counter-insurgency with Afghan colonels earlier this year, they told me: 'We're never going to do what the Soviets did because we all know how brutal it was and how it turned people against the Soviet regime.'"  Benest argues instead that the current conflict will as likely be solved in corridors of government as it will on battlefields stained with the blood of vanquished invaders.  "The idea that the Taliban can't be defeated is nonsense, if there is a common thread in counter-insurgency it is that you've got to get the politics right." 

A2: Hegemony

Afghanistan is not a graveyard of empires. Rather, it is a “doormat of empires” that has empirically proven easily conquerable. 

Kelly, 10 [Jack, writer and journalist for American Heritage, The Wall Street Journal, The Robb Report, Invention & Technology. “GET RID OF AFGHANISTAN; LET'S END BRITISH COLONIALISM AND LET IT SPLIT INTO ITS CONSTITUENT PARTS” Pittsburg Post-GazetteJuly 11, 2010, lexis, DA 7/19/2010.
My friend Jack Wheeler has a solution to the problem of Afghanistan. Get rid of it.  Yes, he's serious. No, he's not a crackpot.  An adventurer who's been in almost every country in the world, Jack Wheeler is one of three real life people on whom the fictional character Indiana Jones was based. He's climbed the Matterhorn, swum the Bosporus, parachuted onto the North Pole and lived with a tribe of headhunters in the Amazon.  One of the countries where Jack has spent a lot of time is Afghanistan, mostly during the time Afghans were fighting Soviet occupation. Jack was the father of the Reagan doctrine of providing support to anti-Communist resistance movements.   What's frosting Jack's pumpkin these days is the horse manure which passes for analysis of Afghanistan. He's incensed by the description of Afghanistan as "the graveyard of empires."  The truth, he notes, is that Afghanistan has been the "doormat of empires." The land that is now Afghanistan was conquered, relatively quickly, by Alexander the Great, the Kushans, the Sassanids, Genghis Khan, Tamerlane, the Moguls, the Turkmen bandit Nadir Shah and the British.  The "graveyard of empires" myth is based on just two incidents.  In 1842, 12,000 civilians and 4,500 soldiers, most of them Indian, led by Sir William Elphinstone, perhaps the most incompetent general in British military history, were butchered by guerrillas under Akbar Khan as they retreated from Kabul. But a few months later the British recaptured Kabul.  The second incident was the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan from 1979 to 1989. Jack knows this intimately, since he was close to Ahmad Shah Massoud, the "Lion of the Panjshir," the leader of the anti-Soviet resistance.  Ahmad Shah Massoud was a Tajik, as were most -- and the most effective -- anti-Soviet resistance fighters. There is no such thing as an Afghan people. Afghanistan is a colonial construct, cobbled together by the British in the 19th century to create a buffer state between the Russian empire and British India
War Winnable

War winnable—not a quagmire
National Review (Michael Yon, 10/19/09, “The War in Afghanistan Is Winnable,”  http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=MjI1NjRiNDc1OGRmZjBjYTMwMGY1ZDU0NTVhNGU3NzU=)

Finally, while it is important to learn from the Soviet Union’s successes and failures in Afghanistan, close comparisons between Coalition activities today and Soviet efforts in the 1980s quickly become silly. The Coalition can succeed where the Soviets failed. For that matter, we should also remember that the Soviets failed in the “easy” places where democracy now thrives, such as Lithuania, Poland, the Czech Republic, Hungary, and other countries that are now helping in Afghanistan, and where the U.S. is now welcome. I remember Poland, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Romania, and others during the dark days. It is no wonder to me that the Soviets failed while freedom and democracy succeeded. People who saw Prague then and can see it today likely will have great difficulty explaining the differences to the uninitiated. The Coalition in Afghanistan is largely comprised of nations that have suffered greatly in recent times. They get it.  We should adopt Afghanistan for the long term. If not, there will be perpetual and growing trouble. We can succeed in Afghanistan where others failed. 

We Can’t Withdraw

Lowry  (Rich, 6/25/10, “Obama Needs to Find His Inner W.” http://article.nationalreview.com/437142/obama-needs-to-find-his-inner-w/rich-lowry)

What would Sattar have made of Pres. Barack Obama, who has set a deadline of July 2011 for the beginning of the U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan, and of Vice President Joe Biden, who guaranteed in a Newsweek interview — “Bet. On. It.” — that there will be large numbers of troops leaving by then? We know what Afghan president Hamid Karzai thinks — that he’d better explore an accommodation with his enemies well before any helicopters leave the U.S. embassy rooftop.  Obama implicitly promised a departure from the bumptious ways of George W. Bush as commander-in-chief. Where Bush was stubborn, he’d be flexible; where Bush was unconditional, he’d be nuanced; where Bush went all in, he’d avoid overcommitting. But ambivalence doesn’t play well in a war zone, especially in a war of insurgency that’s partly a contest over staying power.  If Obama’s July 2011 deadline showcased his deliberative care as the honorary faculty chairman of national-security meetings, it played disastrously in Afghanistan. In sacking Rolling Stone subject Gen. Stanley McChrystal and replacing him with Gen. David Petraeus, Obama has a chance to hit “reset.” But only if he finds his inner cowboy.  There’s no way the Afghan equivalent of Sattar sitting somewhere on the outskirts of Kandahar can know Obama’s intentions when members of Obama’s council of war don’t know them. Biden says July 2011 marks the start of major withdrawals; secretary of defense Robert Gates disagrees. Who’s to say?  To put the severity of a hard July 2011 deadline in perspective, the last unit of the surge Obama ordered last December won’t arrive in Afghanistan until toward the end of the year. The deadline gives the fully surged forces all of six months to operate, in an environment Petraeus says is more difficult than Iraq.  Obama should redefine the deadline as the time frame for a review of the current strategy rather than its endpoint. If it’s not working, then he can reconsider. Until then, he should shut down the rancorous internal debate within his administration and maintain the same firm tone he struck in his excellent Rose Garden remarks upon McChrystal’s departure. 

War Winnable

Negative news about Afghanistan is media spin—increased casualties are short term—we will win

NYT (Max Boot, 6-23-10, “Judging McChrystal’s War,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/23/opinion/23boot.html?_r=1
 It’s important to remember that in Iraq the turnaround didn’t occur overnight: as a direct consequence of the surge, April, May and June 2007 were among the highest-casualty months of the war. So, too, we are now seeing more killed and wounded among coalition forces and Afghans. Increased casualties are obviously not good news, but they aren’t necessarily a sign of impending disaster. They could be the price of victory.  There are also significant differences between the two situations that need to be kept in mind. By the time of the Iraq surge, the United States had been fighting with at least 140,000 troops for most of the previous four years. We have been in Afghanistan longer — almost nine years — but still don’t have 100,000 troops there and won’t for a few months.  What’s more, thanks to our larger commitment in Iraq, by 2007 the enemy had suffered considerable attrition, the civilian population had been exhausted and the United States had shown the will to prevail. These factors were crucial in bringing about the Anbar Awakening, when the Sunni tribes turned against the insurgency. While the Taliban are just as unpopular as the Iraqi militants were — only 6 percent of the population want them back in power —z.  Iraq was also much more violent. Last year 2,259 civilians were killed in Afghanistan. Compare that with 34,500 civilians killed in Iraq in the pre-surge year of 2006 — 15 times as many. And not only was there more violence in Iraq, but much of it was concentrated in Baghdad, so it was easier to show rapid progress by flooding the zone with troops.  In Afghanistan, the violence is much more diffuse, making it harder to measure security gains. Indeed, until recently, many parts of southern Afghanistan had barely seen an American soldier, and there are still critical areas where the Americans lack sufficient troop density to impose their will.  That leaves the news media free to focus on bad news, of which there is no shortage. In recent days, we have been reading about General McChrystal’s gaffes; the continuing insecurity in Marja, which Marines entered in February; and the assassination of an important district governor.  Such concerns are valid, but as the head of Central Command, Gen. David Petraeus, recently pointed out, what the public doesn’t see is what NATO forces have been doing behind the scenes to create the right “inputs” to carry out a “comprehensive civil-military counterinsurgency campaign.” Much of this has involved making sure that troops are operating in ways that will win over, not alienate, the populace. 

People Always Have Doubts about War; We can Win in Afghanistan 

The American Pundit (Dalton McCallum , 6-29-10, “Iraq Surge Architect: Afghanistan Is Winnable,” http://amerpundit.com/2010/06/29/iraq-surge-architect-afghanistan-is-winnable/)

Calls from both the left and right to withdraw from Afghanistan remind me of similar calls in the early ages of the surge in Iraq. In fact, as you listen to politicians and even defeatist policy wonks pronounce the war in Afghanistan unwinnable, remember this particular quote from Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid (D-NV) back in 2007: [Harry] Reid told CNN in April of 2007 he did not believe Petraeus’s claim that the surge was working in Iraq. “I don’t believe him, because it’s not happening,” Reid said. “All you have to do is look at the facts.” At a press conference a few months later, Reid said: “For someone, whether it’s Gen. Petraeus or anyone else, to say things are great in Baghdad isn’t in touch with what’s going on in Baghdad, even though he’s there and I’m not.” Harry Reid was one of the most prominent defeatist voices back in 2007, but he was hardly alone. There were individuals both on the left and right who pronounced the war lost, the surge a failure, and demanded our immediate withdrawal. Rather than listen to the defeatists, we stayed the course and followed through on the surge. In 2010, it’s a widely accepted fact that the surge worked and the war in Iraq has been won by the good guys. Now the same people who called the war in Afghanistan “the good war”, “the forgotten war” — many said this is the war that needs to be fought and won — are now calling this war unwinnable and demanding the withdrawal of our troops. Sound familiar? Why, it’s almost likely any conflict, regardless of its virtues or necessity, is a bad conflict. Any conflict, as long as it involves violence and spending on national defense, is lost and unwinnable. Funny that. So I figure we should go to one of the main architects of the Iraq surge — Fredrick Kagan — to get his opinion. He’s a man who insisted the war in Iraq could be won even when others thought he was crazy. He’s gone through this circus before. And he proclaims the war in Afghanistan entirely winnable. There have been setbacks, yes, but as Kagan says it’s inevitable in war. The same goes for adjustments. But setbacks and a need to adjust shouldn’t be confused with defeat. We didn’t come out victorious from every battle in WWII. But we didn’t declare the war lost. We pushed forward, adapted as necessary, and eventually came out triumphant. Now isn’t the time to give up on Afghanistan, just as early 2007 wasn’t the time to give up on Iraq. The war in the former can be won, just as the war in the latter has been won. Don’t listen to the defeatists. Listen to General David Petraeus. Listen to Fred Kagan. For heaven’s sake, listen to Barack Obama. Consider this: You’ve got the architect of the Iraq surge, the military savior of Iraq, and Barack Obama on the same page. To say nothing of the conservatives who have backed Obama and other hawk Democrats on the war. Maybe there’s something to what they’re all saying.
War Winnable

We can win it—its not hopeless—aff predictive evidence relies on the wrong benchmarks

Fox, secretary of state for defense in England, 7/7/10 p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States DA 7/10/10

So what will success look like? Let us remember that our mission in Afghanistan is first, foremost, and in its finality a mission of national security. Our purpose is to degrade and manage the terrorist threat emanating from the region to ensure al-Qaeda cannot once again have sanctuary in Afghanistan.  So in Afghanistan, success means, first, continuing to reverse the momentum of the Taliban-led insurgency; second, to contain and reduce the threat from the insurgency to a level that allows the Afghan government to manage it themselves; and third, creating a stable and capable enough system of national security and governance so the Afghan government can provide internal security on an enduring basis. This is necessarily a comprehensive effort.  So we must remember this is not a classic war of attrition. Our aims will not, and cannot, be achieved by military means alone. There is no cliff edge towards which the Taliban are being herded. There will be no decisive Napoleonic battle. There is no group of commanders sitting patiently in a tent awaiting a delegation under a white flag offering a formal surrender.  Insurgencies usually end with political settlements, so bringing peace and stability in Afghanistan will be a process and not an event. An effective government—on both the local and national levels—and an inclusive political settlement will be vital to lasting peace.  Supporting and facilitating the Afghan government’s political reconciliation and reintegration initiatives such as the recent Peace Jirga must be an imperative, but we must also keep pressure on the Afghan government to make progress on the pledges made at the London Conference—to tackle corruption and to improve its efficiency.  The aim of these initiatives is to provide confidence in the Afghan people for a better future:      * By showing the Afghan people that their path leads away from the Taliban.     * By supporting brave individuals and villages who stand up to intimidation.     * By encouraging local shuras to seek and support the stability and security that ISAF, the ANSF, and the Afghan government can bring.  That is why the work of the Provincial Reconstruction Teams is so important, with civilian experts from a wide range of government departments operating alongside the military to help local Afghans bring improved governance, services, and development. Improvements which reduce the need for ordinary Afghans to turn to the Taliban for work, money, or justice make security and lasting stability more likely.  Can it be achieved? I believe it can. We are making real progress.  The British effort has been focused in Helmand since 2006, alongside troops from Denmark, Estonia, and most recently Georgia, and now with the significant resources of the U.S. Marine Corps. Afghan government authority now extends to over three-quarters of Helmand districts compared to less than half only two years ago. Areas that were once overrun by insurgents, such as Nad ’Ali, are now slowly returning to a semblance of normal life. I walked round the market there myself just a few weeks ago.  In Marjah, the situation is more difficult and complex, with the Taliban still attempting to exert influence through intimidation and brutality. This was always going to be the most difficult challenge. In a campaign which has the allegiance of the population at its heart, it is going to take time to build confidence, for Afghan government institutions to develop and see the improvements that have been made elsewhere.  Across Afghanistan, stabilization advisers, political officers, and governance experts are on the ground alongside the military and the U.N. establishing community councils; dealing with security, justice, and economic development; helping build hospitals, clinics, and schools; improving irrigation systems for farmers; and enabling major projects to build up infrastructure and commerce. But, of course, without the security that ISAF brings alongside the Afghan National Security Forces, this effect will not last.  The Afghan Army has been growing steadily over the years, and by 20 percent in recent months, to around 125,000. The ANSF already has lead responsibility for security in and around Kabul. But we need to strengthen the training mission even further. Some countries may have political or constitutional problems sending combat troops. We are not happy about that, but we understand it. But there is no reason why any NATO country cannot do more to help train the ANSF; it is a measure of our commitment and resolve as an Alliance.  In military terms, building the size and strength of the Afghan National Security Forces is the route to bringing our troops home without leaving a security vacuum behind. I am heartened by the progress that has been made, but I recognize that the tough times are by no means over.  It was a true sign of statesmanship from President Obama last year that he was able to keep his focus on the interests of national and international security and put his authority behind the surge, regardless of domestic political considerations.  In the capitals of the ISAF nations, we must all recognize that tactical setbacks are not strategic defeats. Progress will be incremental.  Our natural impatience to see our troops come home should be seen in the context of the needs of national security. As David Cameron made clear to the British Parliament on Monday, the presence of large-scale ISAF forces cannot be indefinite. We want the Afghans to assume increasing responsibility for security within the next five years. We need, therefore, to get the job done.
Winning Now

We’re winning now—casualty numbers prove—aff claims are media sensationalism

Johnson, military contractor and private CEO of Berg Associates, 6/10/10
(Larry, “So, We’re Losing in Afghanistan?” http://www.noquarterusa.net/blog/2010/07/10/so-were-losing-in-afghanistan/ DA 7/2/10)

The numbers don’t lie.  We are not even close to suffering the number of casualties in Afghanistan that we incurred in Iraq during the height of the fighting but, per the news media and some pundits, we are on the ropes. This is absolutely ridiculous. This chart illustrates a point I’ve written about before, i.e., that the Bush Administration essentially dropped Afghanistan as a priority from January 2002 until the summer of 2008.  Worth focusing on facts instead of bizarre fantasies. Don’t you think?  UPDATE–Just to put all of this into context. Let’s compare our entire effort in Afghanistan with one battle from World War II–e.g., Iwo Jima. A total of 6603 Marines and Naval personnel, officers and enlisted, died during the two month battle on Iwo Jima. Total U.S. fatalities since 2001 in Afghanistan are 1171 dead. This is a terrible tragedy for the families who lost loved ones. Make no mistake. But we are certainly not seeing the carnage in Afghanistan that we witnessed in a battle like Iwo Jima. To state it another way, our troops have only suffered 18% of the deaths that their fathers and grandfathers incurred at the battle of Iwo Jima. The terrible loss lof life at Iwo did not spell doom for our effort to defeat Japan. Something to keep in mind when you hear the dire predictions about our “hopeless” mission in Afghanistan. 

Current indicators not key—Petraeus will fix the insurgency

Ullman, enior adviser at Washington's Atlantic Council, 6/30/10
(Harian, “9 Reasons the U.S. is Losing in Afghanistan” http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/9-reasons-us-losing-afghanistan DA 7/3/10)

Petraeus is experienced, gifted, canny and shrewd. While he has the authority to change the campaign plan, he will have to move subtly and cleverly to correct the strategic flaws that threaten and impede success in Afghanistan.  First and most importantly, he needs to reverse AfPak to PakAf. Fortunately, he knows and is respected by Pakistan's political and military leadership. Finding the equipment the Pakistan army desperately needs will expedite this shift to PakAf.  Second, a regional approach and strategy are vital. Recommendations to that end up the chain of command can begin this process.  Third, few better understand the need for the closest political and military interactions. Petraeus and Ambassador Ryan Crocker did this brilliantly in Iraq and Petraeus knew how to deal with Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki. This must be duplicated in Kabul.  Fourth, while protection of the Afghan people is key, Petraeus knows this must conform to their and not our cultural norms. That will include greater reliance on reintegration and dialogue with insurgent groups. The downside is that there is no equivalent to the Iraqi awakening that stood up to the mass religious killings and persecutions. The magic will be finding or inventing an equivalent.  Finally, the December assessment and the ambiguities inherent in the July 2011 date to begin considering or withdrawing troops will weigh very heavily as will the November elections here. Petraeus will be under great pressure to perform his magic. Yet, he needs time and time may be his biggest enemy.  Petraeus is among the best we have and President Barack Obama picked the right general for the job. Let us hope that under his dress uniform or desert fighting gear the general wears a blue suit with a big Red S on his chest. For that is what is needed.
Real gains being made against the insurgency now—victory possible

Fox, secretary of state for defense in England, 7/7/10 p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States DA 7/10/10

Mke no mistake: Al-Qaeda and their Taliban supporters are taking considerable hits; their global core has been severely degraded. In Afghanistan, the counterinsurgency strategy is increasingly being put in place, measuring its success not in the number of dead terrorists or insurgents but in the number of the local population protected and in the number of Afghans who believe we and they are gaining the upper hand and have the will to see the campaign through.

Pakistan Stabilizing

Pakistani stability increasing

CNN 3/14 (Cable News Network is a popular news service that broadcasts nationwide.” Envoy: U.S.-Pakistan relations significantly improved”. Cable News Network. http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2010/03/14/envoy-u-s-pakistan-relations-significantly-improved/. 2010. July 15. 
The relationship between the United States and Pakistan has seen a "significant improvement" under the Obama administration, the U.S. special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan said Sunday, attributing recent Taliban arrests to increased communication between the two governments.  "No government on earth has received more high level attention," Ambassador Richard Holbrooke told CNN's "Fareed Zakaria GPS" of the dozens of visits by top U.S. officials to their counterparts in Pakistan.   "All of this, plus the recognition that the distinction between Afghan Taliban and Pakistan Taliban - if it ever existed - is eroded, has led the Pakistanis to take a very much more forward leaning position," Holbrooke said. "Plus, above all, the backlash from the (Taliban's) attacks in places like Lahore or Rawalpindi, Islamabad, Kashmir, Karachi, have all contributed to an evolution."   Holbrooke cited the arrest of the Taliban's No. 2 official, Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, as evidence of Pakistan's evolution from a country on the verge of collapse to a more stable political system now. Baradar is one of at least six Taliban leaders to be arrested in the past month, according to Pakistani officials. Some analysts say the arrests underscore a change in Pakistan's policy brought on by pressure from the United States for higher levels of cooperation.   Speaking about the NATO-led fight against the Taliban in Afghanistan, Holbrooke also cited an improved relationship with Afghan President Hamid Karzai, who endorsed a massive military offensive - dubbed Operation Moshtarak – last month in Marjah in southern Helmand province against the Taliban insurgency.   The top U.S. commander in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, has said Afghan and international forces will continue counterinsurgency operations in the coming months in the volatile Kandahar province, where a series of explosions Saturday killed at least 35 people in what the Taliban called a "message" to McChrystal.   Holbrooke saved his harshest words for al Qaeda when asked about the state of the terrorist organization now. Holbrooke said the leadership is under "fantastic pressure" since losing about half of its top 20 people in the past year.   "It looks like they are less an organization that plans operations now than an organization that summons people to aspirational jihad," he said, adding that brutal tactics by the group may be alienating its followers.   "Their excessive brutality, the backlash against things - like the bombing of the wedding in Jordan, the beheading of people, the videotape in Swat of the flogging of the young girl - have created a revulsion against them," he said. "It's pure nihilism. They stand for absolutely nothing except destruction, and they destroy people's lives in a random and insane way." 

Eliminate Timeline CP

US wont meet the timeline now—eliminating it results in increased stability

Newsmax, 6/22/10 p. http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/carafano-mcchrystal-afghanistan-deadline/2010/06/22/id/362770  DA 7/10/10
To win in Afghanistan, President Obama should abandon his deadline to begin troop withdrawal by July 2011, says James Carafano, director of The Heritage Foundation’s foreign policy center.  “The best thing this president can do is to throw this timeline out the window,” he told Newsmax.  Obama should support Gen. Stanley McChrystal, commander of U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan, ask the general what he needs to win the war and then give it to him, Carafano says.  McChrystal was summoned to meet with Obama at the White House Wednesday after he and aides made comments to Rolling Stone magazine criticizing the administration’s handling of the war.  The general has offered to resign.  “Simply changing out name plates at the command tent in Kabul isn’t going to win this war,” Carafano said. 

Eliminating the timeline solves by eradicating Taliban resolve

Goodenough, international editor for CNS News, 6/23/10 p. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
(Patrick, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal” DA 7/15/10)

In Washington, the Heritage Foundation called Tuesday for Obama to scrap the “artificial” troop withdrawal timeline, saying it has provoked many friends and foes to question America’s resolve in Afghanistan.   “By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban,” said Heritage fellow James Carafano.   “This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.”   Heritage President Ed Feulner in a statement urged the president to drop the timeline, make it clear his top priority was to win the war, and give U.S. military leaders whatever forces or resources they need to achieve that goal.   “Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda,” he said. “And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists.” 
Timeline bad—emboldens insurgents in a game of wait-and-see

Clark, staff writer for Guardian, 12/6/09 p. http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/dec/06/us-2011-afghanistan-troop-withdrawal-target DA 7/10/10
Obama's defeated Republican presidential opponent, John McCain, has praised the surge in troops but has attacked the withdrawal timeframe, suggesting that the Taliban will simply wait for the Americans to leave – he said extremists take the attitude that "you've got the watches and we've got the time".  "Do you break the enemy's will be saying 'we're going to be there for a year and a half and then we're going to leave, no matter what the conditions are?'" McCain asked. "Or do you tell them 'we're going to win. We're going to break their will and then we're going to leave'?" 

Eliminate Timeline CP

Current policy fails, endangering instability and encouraging no one

The Weekly Standard, 7/5/10 p. http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/afghanistans-ambassador-us-weighs-against-withdrawal-timeline DA 7/14/10

Said Jawad, Afghanistan's Ambassador to the U.S., has publicly come out against the July 2011 timeline to begin withdrawing forces from the war-torn country. Jawad's arguments against the timeline -- it sends all of the wrong messages to the Afghan people, the Taliban, and regional actors -- is not new.  But as the Wall Street Journal notes in its report on Jawad's statement, it is the first time a senior Afghan official has weighed in against the withdrawal timeline:      Speaking Sunday on CNN’s “State of the Union,” Amb. Said Jawad said that the declared deadline sent the wrong message to the Taliban and the U.S. should instead commit publicly that it will remain in Afghanistan “to finish the job.”      “If you overemphasize a deadline that is not realistic, you are making the enemy a lot more bold,” Jawad said. “You are prolonging the war.”      Jawad’s comments are the first by a senior Afghan official to publicly question Obama’s decision to mark a firm date for withdrawals...      Jawad appeared to agree with Republican critics, saying it has raised questions about whether the U.S. is fully committed to winning the war. “If that’s not the feeling, we lose the support of the Afghan people and also make the neighboring countries who have an interest a lot more bolder to interfere in Afghanistan,” he said. It will be interesting to see if President Obama will explicitly back down from his commitment to keeping the timeline. Obama, in what ABC News described as a part of a "show of frustration about when he will end the unpopular war in Afghanistan," appeared to start backtracking on the timeline. But he still hasn't officially retreated from the position, despite what appears to be some pushback from General David Petraeus. ABC notes that Obama's real policy "falls somewhere in the middle, thereby pleasing few." Perhaps except the Taliban, and Pakistan, whose hand is strengthened by a weak neighbor. 
Ending the timeline is key to winning the war

Christian Science Monitor June. 23 2010 p. http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-South-Central/2010/0623/McChrystal-Rolling-Stone-remarks-spotlight-Afghanistan-withdrawal-timeline DA 7/12/10

Obama has promised a strategy review in December, and if tangible progress isn’t made before then, the critics of the current strategy – who say it’s unlikely to yield results since it relies on good governance from a government that is among the most corrupt in the world – could get more listeners.  “It is far from clear that ISAF and the US have as yet won any tactical victories they can exploit in ways that bring lasting stability,” Anthony Cordesman, a former top Pentagon official and now a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, wrote in a report last week. “One thing is clear: The war will be lost if 2011 is treated as a deadline and/or if the … Afghan people, the Pakistani government and people and our allies perceive it as a deadline.” 

Eliminate Timeline CP

Timeline emboldens our enemies, sends mixed messages, and risks destabilizing the region

AP 7/4/10 p. http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/07/04/senators-afghan-ambassador-criticize-troop-withdrawal-timetable/ DA 7/15/10

Leading Republican lawmakers and the Afghan ambassador to the United States are voicing opposition to President Obama's plan to begin withdrawing troops from Afghanistan starting next year.   Sens. John McCain and Lindsey Graham, appearing on the Sunday talk shows while in the Afghan capital, said Obama's decision to start pulling out in July 2011 is a mistake and will embolden Taliban and Al Qaeda extremists. The senators and the Afghan envoy, Said Tayeb Jawad, said withdrawal should be based on a conditions on the ground, not a fixed date.   Their comments came as Gen. David Petraeus assumed command of the 130,000-strong international force in Afghanistan. "We are in this to win," he said, at a time of growing casualties and skepticism about the nearly 9-year-old war. Petraeus backs the withdrawal plan but has stressed it will also be based on conditions.   McCain, a former Navy pilot and the ranking Republican on Senate Armed Services Committee, called the deadline "indecipherable" and said it "certainly sounds an uncertain trumpet" to both allies and foes.   "I know enough about warfare," the Arizona senator said. "I know enough about what strategy and tactics are about. If you tell the enemy that you're leaving on a date certain, unequivocally, then that enemy will wait until you leave."   Graham, R-S.C., said a deadline could cripple the war effort by creating "confusion and uncertainty."   "In my view, if people think we're going to leave, we have no chance of winning," he said. "It has hurt. It needs to be clarified. This confusion has hurt, hurt our friends, and emboldened our enemies."   "Gen. Petraeus needs this monkey off his back," Graham said.   Rep. Duncan Hunter, R-Calif., a veteran of three combat tours in Afghanistan and Iraq, said the July 2011 date "is weighing down on every commander's shoulders, from lieutenants to three-star generals."   "I think it's going to be tough. I don't think we can do it in a year," he said.   Independent Sen. Joe Lieberman of Connecticut said the deadline "sent a message to the Afghans, to the Taliban, to people in the neighborhood we're going to leave regardless."   "We've got to win it. And therefore, you don't put that on a time line," he said from Kabul, Afghanistan.   Jawad, the Afghan envoy, echoed that sentiment, saying an artificial deadline is "frankly not" a good idea.   "If you overemphasize a deadline that is not realistic, you're making the enemy a lot more bold, you're prolonging the war," he said. "That deadline should be realistic, that deadline should be based on the reality on the ground. And we should give a clear message to the enemy, to the terrorists who are threat to everyone, that the United States, NATO and Afghans are there to finish this job." 

Current timeframe massively fails

Cordesman, CSIS strategic analyst in the area of Afghanistan, 6/16/10 p. http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war DA 7/15/10

General McChrystal and ISAF deserve praise, not criticism, for accepting these realities. There is a clear need to slow the campaign in Kandahar, to correct the problems that occurred in Marjah, to avoid major combat of the kind that took place in Fallujah, to realistically build government services while finding viable compromises with power brokers, and to move forward on a pace dictated by Afghan acceptance and not US/allied impatience. There are acute limits to any civilian surge, which can only act at the pace that the number of capable US and allied civilians and military personnel with civil-military expertise permits. To paraphrase a lesson from Iraq, the campaign can only succeed if it operates according to Afghan and not US time. As noted earlier, this means that determining whether the war can be won or lost almost certainly should slip from 2010-2011 to 2011-2012. If it does not, it may be a sheer lack of strategic patience – not the other difficulties we face – that loses the war.
Eliminate Timeline CP

Announcing an end to the deadline constitutes effective psychological warfare that turns the tide in Afghanistan

Rubin, AEI resident fellow, 3/8/2010 p. http://www.aei.org/article/101753 DA 7/15/10
The Surge: Afghanistan Edition  The surge in Iraq succeeded because it was as much a psychological strategy as a military one. Sending in troops is not enough. From the beginning of the war in Iraq, military strategists called for the Pentagon to send more troops, and Bush on several occasions ramped up the U.S. forces in Iraq. In July 2006--that is, six months before Bush announced the surge--The New York Times described an influx of U.S. troops into Baghdad as "a version of the 'ink blot' counterinsurgency strategy of grabbing a piece of terrain, stabilizing it and gradually expanding it."  What made the Iraq surge different from previous deployments was its context. In the November 2006 elections, Democrats trounced Republicans, picking up thirty-one seats in the House of Representatives and six seats in the Senate, giving Democrats control of both houses of Congress. Many analysts described the elections as a referendum on the Iraq war. "The 2006 midterm elections look like a referendum on Iraq, a war in which President Bush and his party have lost not just the political center but significant chunks of their base," opined ABC News, in just one example.  The result emboldened Iraqi insurgents, who saw continued U.S. commitment as tenuous. I watched Iran's al-Alam and Hezbollah al-Manar television, both Arabic language service beamed into Iraq, which broadcast footage of the U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam in 1975, American Marines leaving Beirut in 1983, and U.S. forces fleeing Somalia in 1993. Such broadcasts sought to imply that the United States lacked staying power.  Hence the importance of Bush's January 2007 speech: "America must succeed in Iraq," the president said, announcing deployment of another 20,000 troops. "Our past efforts to secure Baghdad failed for two principal reasons: There were not enough Iraqi and American troops to secure neighborhoods that had been cleared of terrorists and insurgents. And there were too many restrictions on the troops we did have," Bush explained. He then defined victory: "Victory will not look like the ones our fathers and grandfathers achieved. There will be no surrender ceremony on the deck of a battleship. But victory in Iraq will bring something new in the Arab world--a functioning democracy that polices its territory, upholds the rule of law, respects fundamental human liberties, and answers to its people." Nowhere did Bush speak of withdrawal 

Eliminating the timeline causes victory

Rubin, AEI resident fellow, 3/8/2010 p. http://www.aei.org/article/101753 DA 7/15/10
Obama's deadline for withdrawal snatches defeat from the jaws of victory. He emboldened Afghanistan's adversaries and undermined the chance for U.S. success. His advisers engaged in projection--assuming that adversaries' calculations and thought processes would mirror their own. Rather than pressure Karzai to embrace better governance, with one throw-away line, Obama did the opposite.  It is not too late for the President to recognize the psychological aspect of the surge and state clearly that he will settle for nothing less than victory. Unfortunately, until he does, U.S. servicemen on the frontlines will pay the price.
Withdrawal Bad
Abandoning Afghanistan causes more terrorism, genocide, and a Central Asian collapse

Newsmax, 6/22/10 p. http://www.newsmax.com/InsideCover/carafano-mcchrystal-afghanistan-deadline/2010/06/22/id/362770  DA 7/10/10
Carafano has strong criticism for anyone who would have us abandon the fight in Afghanistan.  “After we run away, there is going to be genocide in Afghanistan, destabilization in Pakistan. There could be a war between Pakistan and India. Al-Qaida could come back. There are going to be more attacks on the U.S. It will be 9/11 on steroids.”  As for talk that the surge in Afghanistan isn’t working, it’s way too early to tell, Carafano says. The same thing was said of the Iraq surge right before it worked, he notes.  There may be al-Qaida operatives in Afghanistan, but they don’t control territory there, he says. Our military opponent there is really the Taliban.  “But all these people have a common cause, and we’re going to have to kick all of them to win. All these guys are affiliated.”  Still, we should realize that we won’t eliminate the Taliban, as a lot of the country’s citizens are part of it. “We have to defeat them, demobilize them and bring them into the political process make them live by the rule of law,” Carafano said.  As for al-Qaida in Afghanistan, “these are foreign people. You have to eliminate them because they are the sworn enemy of America.” 
Pullout causes destabilization and mass violence

Goodenough, international editor for CNS News, 6/23/10 p. http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
(Patrick, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal” DA 7/15/10)

A delegation of senior Indian lawmakers, visiting Washington in recent days, told U.S. officials and lawmakers that withdrawing troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 without defeating the Taliban and al-Qaeda would result in a new era of terror across the region, Indian media reported Tuesday.  “The United States is in the process of committing a historical blunder with grave consequences for not only Afghanistan but also the regions surrounding it,” warned Maharajakrishna Rasgotra, a former Indian foreign secretary. 

Withdrawal results in a Taliban resurgence—Afghan security forces unable to guarantee future stability

Rogin, reporter at Foreign Policy, 6/29/10 p. http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/29/petraeus_withdrawal_timeline_does_not_mean_switching_off_the_lights DA 7/12/10

But even in his own writing to the committee, Petraeus acknowledged that the enemy, the Taliban and other insurgents in Afghanistan, are waiting out the coalition and biding their time until foreign forces decide to leave.  "Insurgent leaders view their tactical and operational losses in 2010 as inevitable and acceptable.  The Taliban believe they can outlast the Coalition's will to fight and believe this strategy will be effective despite short-term losses.  The Taliban also believe they can sustain momentum and maintain operational capacity," he wrote.  One of the main enablers of any U.S. exit is the development of the Afghan National Security Forces, which has not gone at the pace the coalition had hoped. Petraeus wrote that he would review the situation of the ANSF within four months of assuming command, if confirmed.  As of the latest review, only 5 out of 19 Afghan National Army brigades can function without a majority of their functions supported by the U.S., according to Petraeus, and only 2 out of 7 major headquarters can function properly without significant coalition support. As of June 27, there are 7,261 ANA troops in the city of Kandahar and 6,794 Afghan soldiers in Helmand province, Petraeus wrote. 

Withdrawal Bad--Terrorism

Turn: withdrawal leads to Taliban takeover, regional instability, and terrorism

BBC 10 [Hasht-e Sobh, BBC Monitoring South Asia, BBC Monitoring South Asia, BBC, LexisNexis Academic, 7/4, DA 7/16/10]
All those viewpoints and speeches show that on the eve of Gen David Petraeus' appointment as the senior US and NATO commander in Afghanistan, we might witness some changes in US strategy and NATO member states. While it does not seem that the Afghan security forces will be ready to accept the security handover within the next year, emphasizing the withdrawal of foreign forces could possibly mean that, by being in too much of a hurry, they may pay attention to the capacity of the Afghan National Army and Afghan National Police so that, in this way, they would be able to fill their withdrawal gap after their gradual withdrawal from Afghanistan from July 2011. But experience has shown that hurrying in the process of building capacities without paying attention to the capacity and performance of those bodies in Afghanistan has had negative and destructive results, particularly regarding the Afghan security forces, who have the responsibility to ensure security and defend the territorial integrity of Afghanistan and it is a very serious issue and should be contemplated deeply.  On the other hand, the issue of the withdrawal of foreign forces could raise the military morale of the Taleban and their extremist allies. The Taleban and their partisans, including Pakistan, know that the withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan will make this country a safe place for them to take advantage and, like the five-year Taleban reign here, they would be able to change this country into a centre of their extremist and terror policies. By using massive and extensive media propaganda, the Taleban and their supporters will create this idea for people in the districts, particularly in the south of the country, regarding the issue of the withdrawal of foreign forces from Afghanistan so the people do not have any other choice but to support and cooperate with them.  There is no doubt that President Karzai and the Afghan government's inclination to reach a political consensus with the Pakistani government is probably because of this fear. Karzai knows that if the foreigners leave Afghanistan, even if the process of their withdrawal takes several years, he and his government do not have the capability and capacity to confront and resist the terrorists' threats. He knows that with the withdrawal of the foreign forces from Afghanistan, his government's inability will increase and this will raise the Taleban's morale so it would be better to reach a consensus with Pakistan now so that Pakistan would support Karzai and, based on a political agreement taking the national interest of Pakistan into consideration, he should make the Taleban his political partner.  Unfortunately, all this analysis does not make a pleasant prospect for Afghanistan. If the US and its allies are looking forward to a respectable withdrawal from Afghanistan, it would be better if they saw the main realities and the roots of the problems in the country and revise the issue of their political allies in Afghanistan, taking into consideration the strengthening of government bodies in line with the historical, political and cultural realities. Also they should change the way they struggle only by military means and instead of that, they should pay serious attention to the infrastructures of Afghanistan. They should also stop Pakistan from interfering in Afghanistan's domestic affairs and should support that country if that country's army and intelligence service cut their ties with the Taleban. They should also revise the process of strengthening the Afghan army and police and they should bring reforms and fill the current gaps within them. Otherwise, the untimely withdrawal and turning a blind eye to the problems in Afghanistan will not only change Afghanistan into a dangerous centre for the world, but also, the spread of insecurity and instability in the country will cause all the region to become an unstable centre. The danger of the Taleban and Al-Qa'idah's return to Afghanistan will not only cause this country to become insecure forever and fall into a new civil war, but also, the possibility exists that incidents similar to 9/11 and attacks on the London underground, Madrid and New York will increase even more. 

Withdrawal Bad

Turn: US withdrawal increases Taliban presence and causes WWIII

Cheragh 10 [Afghan newspaper, Afghan daily fears country will disintegrate if foreign forces withdraw, BBC, Lexis Nexis Academic, 7/4, DA 7/15/10]
US President Barack Obama  has again stressed that he will withdraw a large number of his troops from Afghanistan in June next year. Obama    - is committed to withdrawing American troops from Afghanistan and this has heightened concerns in Afghanistan and the West. Some senior American military officials and senators have called on Obama to reconsider his decision, while some others say Obama    - has chosen the right time for the withdrawal of troops and say the process of training the Afghan security forces should be stepped up and they should assume responsibility for security. Obama's  new strategy includes the withdrawal of foreign forces, bringing the Taleban and some other factional groups into power, strengthening Afghan security forces and handing over security to them.  These tasks are part of the plan for the Afghan war and it can be accomplished based on their will only when they take the initiative of war. The Afghan people, senior officials and even the [armed] opposition, Hezb-e Eslami party, are concerned that if all foreign forces leave the country at once, it will cause internal fighting and encourage neighbouring countries to step up their interference in Afghanistan. On the other hand, it is not clear whether the Taleban will accept the plan of the Hezb-e Eslami party. The Taleban have not yet presented any peace plan and social responsibilities and have only stressed the withdrawal of foreign forces from the country.  They do not have any plan for Afghanistan in case foreign forces leave the country. There may be two reasons:   Firstly, the Taleban will lay down their arms following the withdrawal of foreign forces, will not intervene in the establishment of the government and will return to their homes.   Secondly, the Taleban believe there is no one to oppose them when the foreign forces leave the country and they will establish a totalitarian political system.   The second prediction seems possible given the past regime of Taleban because they promised during their regime that their objective was to handle violence and remove private checkpoints and that they had no interest in seeking power. But they did not keep their promise after capturing Kabul, fulfil their political responsibilities and occupied the government positions. In short, we can say that the Taleban regime was completely irresponsible and no one wants to test them again. They know that public does not accept their rule in society. Therefore, they are against an elected system and believe in the establishment of a tyrant regime.   The past experience shows that such actions do not produce fruitful results. The Northern Alliance will soon react and the situation will deteriorate, as in the past, if the Taleban try to come to power by force. Pakistan and the Arabs will back one side of the war and Iran, Russia, Uzbekistan and other countries will support the other side.  Both sides will fight one another for years and it will finally result in the disintegration of the country because the supporters of war, meaning Pakistan, Iran and Russia also want Afghanistan to be divided. It is a key part of their strategies. Some American and NATO strategists also propose a particular strategy for Afghanistan after their defeat. They believe that after their defeat, Afghanistan should be abandoned in a situation that has no winner. They believe that after the withdrawal of American and NATO forces, the Taleban will enter the scene and the war will continue.  Their strategic rivals Russia, Pakistan, Iran, and China will replace them in the war. They will fuel and watch the war. This clearly shows that war will spiral out of control and no one will be able to handle the situation. Taking into consideration the future international policies on Afghanistan, Afghanistan's future seems quite vague and unpredictable. There is also the possibility of another scenario that will enjoy the backing of Afghan government and most intellectuals.  That scenario is the continuation of the present government, strengthening of security forces, bringing into power the [armed] opponents of the government, gradual withdrawal of foreign forces from the country and their symbolic presence if any need arises for them. They will not take part in internal operations and will extend air force support to Afghan security forces. This objective can be achieved only if the Afghan government and intellectuals make strenuous efforts and insurgents are weakened.
Withdrawal Bad

On balance, quick withdrawal worse than staying to fight

Cordesman, CSIS strategic analyst in the area of Afghanistan, 6/16/10 p. http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war DA 7/15/10

No one can guarantee victory even in the form of the end state described earlier. One can guarantee that it is better to have a credible chance of victory in 2012-2013 than it is to rush to defeat in 2010-2011. Moreover, it is fairly easy to predict the political cost of pretending that the aftermath will not require serious aid expenditures, and US and allied military advisory and support efforts, well beyond 2015. One cannot ask for money through 2015 in DoD and State Department budget documents for FY2012 and simultaneously pretend that the transition to Afghan governance, the ANSF, and Afghan self-financing will be relatively quick. In fact, even the most optimistic estimate of any mining and agricultural development effort indicates that major financial support is likely to be needed through 2020. It is time to be honest about this. Vietnam is a warning of what concealment and denial will do to any lasting political support.

Withdrawal is shortsighted and collapses regional stability—minimal remaining forces incapable of preventing political gains by the Taliban

Curtis and Phillips, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage, 10/5/09 p. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems DA 7/16/10

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] 

Withdrawal now emboldens extremists and radicalizes Pakistan, turning them from friend into foe

Curtis and Phillips, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage, 10/5/09 p. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems DA 7/16/10

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

Withdrawal Bad

Withdrawal and negotiations mean that swing votes go for the Taliban

Curtis and Phillips, Senior Research Fellows @ Heritage, 10/5/09 p. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/10/shortsighted-us-policies-on-afghanistan-to-bring-long-term-problems DA 7/16/10

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.
Calling the troops back causes nuclear war, boosts global terrorism, and erodes NATO’s credibility

Fox, secretary of state for defense in England, 7/7/10 p. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States DA 7/10/10

So the first reason we cannot bring our troops home immediately is that their mission is not yet completed. Were we to leave prematurely, without degrading the insurgency and increasing the capability of the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF), we would probably see the return of the destructive forces of transnational terrorism. Not only would we risk the return of civil war in Afghanistan creating a security vacuum, but we would also risk the destabilization of Pakistan with potentially unthinkable regional, and possibly nuclear, consequences.  The second reason is that it would be a shot in the arm to jihadists everywhere, re-energizing violent radical and extreme Islamism. It would send the signal that we did not have the moral resolve and political fortitude to see through what we ourselves have described as a national security imperative.  Premature withdrawal would also damage the credibility of NATO, which has been the cornerstone of the defense of the West for more than half a century. To leave before the job is finished would leave us less safe and less secure. Our resolve would be called into question, our cohesion weakened, and the Alliance undermined. It would be a betrayal of all the sacrifices made by our armed forces in life and limb.
Presence Good

We Cannot Abandon a Country in Such and Unstable Child- like State

National Review (Michael Yon, 10/19/09, “The War in Afghanistan Is Winnable,”  http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/?q=MjI1NjRiNDc1OGRmZjBjYTMwMGY1ZDU0NTVhNGU3NzU=)

We ask Afghans for help in defeating the enemies, yet the Afghans expect us to abandon them. Filkins pointed out that Afghans don’t like to see Americans living in tents. Tents are for nomads. It would be foolish for Afghans in “Talibanastan” to cooperate with nomadic Americans only to be eviscerated by the Taliban when the nomads pack up. (How many times did we see similar things happen in Iraq?) The Afghans want to see us living in real buildings as a sign of permanency. The British forces at Sangin and associated bases live in temporary structures, as do the Americans at many of their bases. Our signals are clear. “If you are coming to stay,” Afghans have told me in various ways, “build a real house. Build a real office. Don’t live in tents.”  A great many Iraqis wanted assurances that we would stay long enough to help their country survive but were not planning on making Iraq part of an American empire. It thus became important to convey signs of semi-permanence, signaling, “Yes, we will stay, and yes, we will leave.” Conversely, Afghans in places like Helmand tend to have fond memories of Americans who came in the middle of last century, and those Afghans seem apt to cooperate. That much is clear. But Afghans need to sense our long-term commitment. They need to see houses made of stone, not tents and “Hesco-habs.”    It’s crucial to hold in constant memory that Afghanistan is the societal equivalent of an illiterate teenager. The child-nation will fail unless we are willing to adopt the people. Many Afghans clearly hope this will happen, though of course we have to phrase it slightly differently. Afghans are, after all, proud and xenophobic. They are not just xenophobic but also Afghanophobic. Most houses are built like little Alamos.  Half-solutions failed in Iraq and are failing in Afghanistan. There will be no cheap, easy, or quick compromise that will lead to long-term success in Af-Pak. Adopting a scaled-back counterterrorism approach would be like dispatching the potent but tiny Delta Force to the Amazon jungles with orders to swat mosquitoes. We could give the Delta troops every Predator and Reaper in our arsenal, yet 20 years from now they’d still be shooting Hellfire missiles at mosquitoes.    Gutting mid-level enemy leadership has been very effective in Iraq and Afghanistan, but only in a larger context. Using strictly a counterterrorism approach, we’ll end up killing relatively zero mosquitoes — the Afghan birthrate alone will ensure that we never win — before coming down with war malaria. Counterterrorism in today’s context remains important, but only as part of a broader strategy. Afghanistan was a special-operations playground for more than half a decade. Nobody can argue that our special-ops forces were not given plenty of assets and discretion. They also got more than a half-decade of free passes in the press. Gen. Stanley McChrystal is asking for more troops, not fewer. We need to provide him with the resources needed to win.  If Afghanistan is to succeed, we must adopt it. We must adopt an entire country, a troubled child, for many decades to come. We must show the Afghans that together we can severely damage the enemies, or bring them around, and together build a brighter future. The alternative is perpetual war and terrorism radiating from the biggest, possibly richest, and most war-prone drug dealers the world has ever seen. Under that scenario, Afghanistan could become the swamp that harbors the disease that eventually kills Pakistan, leaving its nuclear weapons on the table.  Adopting this child-nation means more than building up Afghan security forces. Afghanistan cannot finance its police and army, much less the education system and vast infrastructure needed to fashion and fuel a self-sustaining economy. Its uncontrolled population growth stems from ignorance. Only through the spread of education and opportunity can narcotics production, criminality, warlordism, and fanaticism be eroded.
Obama Bad Link

Plan popular—sentiment against presence in Afghanistan

Thrush, politico reporter, 6/22/10 p. http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38852.html
  It won’t be easy. Obama — whose appeal to the Democratic base is rooted in his opposition to the Iraq war — faces strong popular headwinds against the war in Afghanistan, with poll after poll showing a majority of Americans supporting some kind of withdrawal.  
Midterms Link

Pulling out before the midterms results in democratic losses

Dorronsoro, Carnegie Endowment for Peace analyst, 5/11/10 p. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40779 DA 7/15/10

While a political solution is the only exit strategy, the problem will be the domestic political environment in the United States. President Obama is in a difficult situation as there remains strong support for U.S. involvement and many people think the war can still be won. Given these circumstances, direct talks with the Taliban are impossible until after the midterm elections in November—President Obama would pay a high price for negotiations. The United States, however, should use the major policy review in December to rethink its strategy, declare a ceasefire, and begin talking with the Taliban.
CMR Link

Military strongly opposed to any drawdowns

Thrush, politico reporter, 6/22/10 p. http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0610/38852.html
Many in the military still view the Afghanistan war as winnable and argue that the biggest threat is defeatism back home.  In the Rolling Stone piece, freelance reporter Michael Hastings illustrates the difficulty of selling a rapid drawdown to the Pentagon: “Facts on the ground, as history has proven, offer little deterrent to a military determined to stay the course.”  Such realism, Hastings adds, “doesn’t prevent advocates of counterinsurgency from dreaming big: Instead of beginning to withdraw troops next year, as Obama promised, the military hopes to ramp up its counterinsurgency campaign even further. ‘There’s a possibility we could ask for another surge of U.S. forces next summer if we see success here,’ a senior military official in Kabul tells me.”  Gates hasn’t gone that far. But he has expressed optimism that the U.S. has a chance to prevail if commanders are allowed to finish the job, which includes winning the hearts and minds of civilians.
Gates hates troop drawdowns in Afghanistan

Tiron, Hill staff writer, 12/2/09 p. http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan DA 7/15/10

Obama announced on Tuesday he will send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, some as early as the next few weeks. The president also announced his goal of beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal by the summer of 2011.  Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal.   “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.”
PAGE  
1

