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DA Links - Karzai

Counterterrorism strategy will empirically result in massive chaos in Afghanistan crushing Karzai. You should prefer our evidence - it’s based on the comments of a general who has a substantially better idea about what’s going on in Afghanistan than the other so called experts failure to listen to military experts is what caused the Iraq operation to be such a disaster.

O'Hanlon, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Michael, senior fellow the Brookings Institution, Oct. 6, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/05/AR2009100502705.html, “ A General Within Bounds”, da: 7-19-10, twm)

The past eight years have proven that a counterterrorism option for Afghanistan won't hold the country together. This approach, the essence of the Rumsfeld "light footprint" concept that dominated most of the Bush presidency, led us to place most American troops in Afghanistan under a separate command from NATO because the Bush administration generally eschewed NATO's peacekeeping mission. The counterterrorism operation was seen as the critical ongoing role for U.S. forces after the Taliban fell, but by last year its fruits were clear: a resurgent Taliban movement operating effectively in 140 of Afghanistan's 368 districts; a tenfold increase in the rate of NATO casualties; an al-Qaeda leadership in western Pakistan swearing allegiance to the Afghan Taliban and probably hoping to reestablish a sanctuary in Afghanistan. All of this is laid out in a strategic assessment by McChrystal that has drawn no public faulting. Yet the counterterrorism option that gave us this mess is to be taken seriously? Perhaps it is acceptable that we consider again abandoning Afghanistan to the Taliban and related movements, and trying to limit al-Qaeda's future role there with long-range airstrikes or the occasional commando raid. But if so, let's not pretend that Afghanistan will remain intact. The essence of McChrystal's comment last week was that if we scale back dramatically as envisioned by the counterterrorism approach, Afghanistan would become "Chaos-istan" again. That comment is almost unassailable as far as it goes. And McChrystal understated his case. The counterterrorism option would probably also fail to kill and capture terrorists; even its immediate goals are likely to be unattainable. As my colleague Bruce Riedel and I, among others, have argued, a counterterrorism option would lead to a loss of crucial human intelligence networks; once NATO forces drew down, the Kabul government would probably fall, and the resurgent insurgents would take revenge on those previously associated with us. Air bases from which we fly unmanned vehicles today over western Pakistan would also be lost, meaning that remote strikes would have to come from ships several hundred miles away. Pakistan's interest in restraining the Afghan Taliban would probably diminish, as it would rather see that group back in power than an India-friendly regime in Kabul. Some might agree with all this yet say that McChrystal still had no business wading into policy waters at this moment. It is true that commanders, as a rule, should not do so. But when truly bad ideas or those already tried and discredited are debated as serious proposals, they do not deserve intellectual sanctuary. McChrystal is personally responsible for the lives of 100,000 NATO troops who are suffering severe losses partially as a result of eight years of a failed counterterrorism strategy under a different name. He has a right to speak if a policy debate becomes too removed from reality. Put another way, we need to hear from him because he understands this reality far better than most in Washington. Many of those criticizing McChrystal wish, in retrospect, that our military command in 2002-03 had been more vocal in opposing Donald Rumsfeld's planning for the Iraq invasion that assumed a minimal need for post-invasion stabilization forces. This was an unusually bad idea that military leadership went along with, at least publicly, partly out of a sense that they had no prerogative to intercede. The result was one of the most botched operations in U.S. military history until the 2007 surge partially salvaged things. President Obama has to weigh many complex matters as he assesses Afghanistan, including whether the United States can really redouble its efforts when the Afghan government is falling short on so many fronts. A lesson of Vietnam is that we cannot succeed in this kind of war without a viable domestic partner. Figuring out how to promote a stronger Afghan government that is more accountable to its people, and better placed to defeat the resistance, is critical. But the counterterrorism option is not a viable way to help stabilize Afghanistan. Because Obama called Afghanistan "a necessary war" seven weeks ago, it would have verged on professional malpractice for McChrystal to pretend otherwise.
Politics
And, the plan is divisive – it would suck Obama’s political capital
Newton-Small 2k9 

(Jay, congressional correspondent for TIME. Tufts University and Columbia’s Graduate School of Journalism,  “Congress Tackles Afghanistan Strategy” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1926578,00.html) 

President Barack Obama is taking out a blank sheet of paper this week as he weighs his options in Afghanistan, and Congress stands more than willing to fill it in. The Senate on Sept. 29 is expected to debate amendments to the 2010 defense appropriations bill that are likely to include everything from timelines for withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan to proposals to send upwards of 40,000 more. But, unlike health-care reform, this isn't a decision Obama can leave in the hands of the Legislative Branch — however undecided he remains today. Six months ago Obama called for a new strategy in Afghanistan, but the President now appears to be wavering in the wake of a report by his top commander there, General Stanley McChrystal, that says 10,000 to 40,000 more troops are needed or the mission "will likely result in failure." With his advisers split between advocating a full-scale counterinsurgency, which some Democrats say amounts to nation-building, and a more limited counterterrorism approach against the Taliban and al-Qaeda, Obama will now hold five more meetings of the National Security Council on the issue before making up his mind, National Security Adviser James Jones told the Washington Post. Jones emphasized there's no set deadline and that the President will "encourage freewheeling discussion" and "nothing is off the table." (See pictures of the U.S. Marines new offensive in Afghanistan.) The Administration spent much of last week distancing itself from McChrystal's recommendation. "There are other assessments from very expert military analysts that have worked on counterinsurgencies that are the exact opposite," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told PBS's NewsHour. But with Centcom commander General David Petraeus and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Michael Mullen lining up behind McChrystal, some Republicans are accusing the President of risking the lives of the nearly 68,000 troops already in Afghanistan by "dithering," as the top Republican on the Intelligence Committee, Kit Bond, put it on Fox News Sunday. And there are inherent political dangers for Obama if he chooses to buck the advice of his military commanders. Fox News Sunday's host, Chris Wallace, went so far as to ask his guests if Obama could follow the Harry Truman mold that led to the firing of General Douglas MacArthur. "A half measure does not do justice," Senator John McCain said on ABC's This Week. "And time is important, because there's 68,000 Americans already there. And casualties will go up." (See TIME's photo-essay "A Photographer's Personal Journey Through War.") Along those lines, Republicans are expected to introduce a spate of amendments to this week's fiscal 2010 Defense Appropriations Act in the Senate. One will probably be a demand to have McChrystal testify before Congress — a move the Defense Department has so far resisted until after the Administration sets its policy. Other potential amendments include one to increase funding for troop training, an amendment expressing the sense of the Senate in support of troop increases and maybe even one expressly supporting McChrystal's recommendations. On the Democratic side, an amendment is expected, perhaps from Wisconsin Democrat Russ Feingold, that would set a timeline for withdrawing troops from Afghanistan. (See pictures of the battle in Afghanistan's Kunar province.) "Many Democrats will say that we need to wait for the President to submit a plan," said a Democratic leadership aide. "Republicans will say, 'You didn't mind second-guessing George Bush on Iraq.' " Obama's dilemma is this: If he chooses to send more troops, he will have near united Republican support but will divide his own party; if he decides against a counterinsurgency strategy, he will be reversing a campaign promise uniting Democrats, the majority of whom are opposed to an expanded U.S. footprint in Afghanistan. (Read "Afghanistan: Looking for the Way Ahead.")
***Terrorism Adv***

Counter terrorism will fuel terrorism – it’s empirically proven force reduction will reduce intelligence gathering and create sanctuaries for terrorists. You should prefer our evidence - it’s based on the comments of a general who has a substantially better idea about what’s going on in Afghanistan than the other so called experts.

O'Hanlon, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Michael, senior fellow the Brookings Institution, Oct. 6, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/05/AR2009100502705.html, “ A General Within Bounds”, da: 7-19-10, twm)

The past eight years have proven that a counterterrorism option for Afghanistan won't hold the country together. This approach, the essence of the Rumsfeld "light footprint" concept that dominated most of the Bush presidency, led us to place most American troops in Afghanistan under a separate command from NATO because the Bush administration generally eschewed NATO's peacekeeping mission. The counterterrorism operation was seen as the critical ongoing role for U.S. forces after the Taliban fell, but by last year its fruits were clear: a resurgent Taliban movement operating effectively in 140 of Afghanistan's 368 districts; a tenfold increase in the rate of NATO casualties; an al-Qaeda leadership in western Pakistan swearing allegiance to the Afghan Taliban and probably hoping to reestablish a sanctuary in Afghanistan. All of this is laid out in a strategic assessment by McChrystal that has drawn no public faulting. Yet the counterterrorism option that gave us this mess is to be taken seriously? Perhaps it is acceptable that we consider again abandoning Afghanistan to the Taliban and related movements, and trying to limit al-Qaeda's future role there with long-range airstrikes or the occasional commando raid. But if so, let's not pretend that Afghanistan will remain intact. The essence of McChrystal's comment last week was that if we scale back dramatically as envisioned by the counterterrorism approach, Afghanistan would become "Chaos-istan" again. That comment is almost unassailable as far as it goes. And McChrystal understated his case. The counterterrorism option would probably also fail to kill and capture terrorists; even its immediate goals are likely to be unattainable. As my colleague Bruce Riedel and I, among others, have argued, a counterterrorism option would lead to a loss of crucial human intelligence networks; once NATO forces drew down, the Kabul government would probably fall, and the resurgent insurgents would take revenge on those previously associated with us. Air bases from which we fly unmanned vehicles today over western Pakistan would also be lost, meaning that remote strikes would have to come from ships several hundred miles away. Pakistan's interest in restraining the Afghan Taliban would probably diminish, as it would rather see that group back in power than an India-friendly regime in Kabul. Some might agree with all this yet say that McChrystal still had no business wading into policy waters at this moment. It is true that commanders, as a rule, should not do so. But when truly bad ideas or those already tried and discredited are debated as serious proposals, they do not deserve intellectual sanctuary. McChrystal is personally responsible for the lives of 100,000 NATO troops who are suffering severe losses partially as a result of eight years of a failed counterterrorism strategy under a different name. He has a right to speak if a policy debate becomes too removed from reality. Put another way, we need to hear from him because he understands this reality far better than most in Washington. Many of those criticizing McChrystal wish, in retrospect, that our military command in 2002-03 had been more vocal in opposing Donald Rumsfeld's planning for the Iraq invasion that assumed a minimal need for post-invasion stabilization forces. This was an unusually bad idea that military leadership went along with, at least publicly, partly out of a sense that they had no prerogative to intercede. The result was one of the most botched operations in U.S. military history until the 2007 surge partially salvaged things. President Obama has to weigh many complex matters as he assesses Afghanistan, including whether the United States can really redouble its efforts when the Afghan government is falling short on so many fronts. A lesson of Vietnam is that we cannot succeed in this kind of war without a viable domestic partner. Figuring out how to promote a stronger Afghan government that is more accountable to its people, and better placed to defeat the resistance, is critical. But the counterterrorism option is not a viable way to help stabilize Afghanistan. Because Obama called Afghanistan "a necessary war" seven weeks ago, it would have verged on professional malpractice for McChrystal to pretend otherwise.
1NC Intelligence Turn
Counterterrorism would kill our intelligence gathering.

Riedel, a CIA veteran, chaired the president's Afghanistan-Pakistan review last winter , and O'Hanlon, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Bruce and Michael, both are senior fellows at the Brookings Institute, 9-24-09, “Why we can't go small in Afghanistan”, http://www.iri.org/news-events-press-center/news/usa-today-features-op-ed-iri-election-observer, da: 7-19-10, twm)
As the Afghanistan mission has encountered growing troubles this summer, the debate about whether to lower U.S. goals and focus more narrowly on counterterrorism has again re-emerged. Such a shift sounds appealing. If advocates are right, we could protect the United States against terrorism while lowering costs, casualties and commitment in Afghanistan — a war that by some measures is about to become the longest in U.S. history. Those who favor the counterterrorism option — as opposed to deeper engagement — imply that we can destroy al-Qaeda's core with a few U.S. special forces teams, modern intelligence fusion centers, cruise-missile-carrying ships and unmanned aerial vehicles of the type that recently killed Pakistani extremist leader Baitullah Mehsud. Some advocates of this kind of plan would continue our intense efforts to train Afghan security forces. Others would not. But all envision a dramatically reduced U.S. role. Pretty good — if it would work. Alas, it would not. In fact, we have seen this movie before. In the early years after the Taliban fell in 2001, the main American presence in Afghanistan consisted precisely of the above kinds of assets and attempted precisely what counterterrorism advocates now favor as though they are coming up with something new. That was Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's "light footprint" strategy. It's the intelligence, stupid The fundamental reason that a counterterrorism-focused strategy fails is that it cannot generate good intelligence. Al-Qaeda and the Taliban know not to use their cellphones and satellite phones today, so our spy satellites are of little use in finding extremists. We need information from unmanned low-altitude aircraft and, even more, from people on the ground who speak the language and know the comings and goings of locals. But our Afghan friends who might be inclined to help us with such information would be intimidated by insurgent and terrorist forces into silence — or killed if they cooperated — because we would lack the ability to protect them under a counterterrorism approach. Afghan forces simply do not have the capacity to do the protecting themselves at this point and, given the challenges of building up new institutions in Afghanistan after decades of war, will not have the ability until at least 2012. Even that distant date will be postponed further if we do not deploy enough forces to mentor and partner with Afghans as they build up an army and police force largely from scratch. This adds up to a prescription for a drying up of intelligence.
1NC Instability Turn

Counterterrorism strategy would kill our unmanned aircraft capability, cause the Afghan government to collapse, Pakistani extremism would increase and we would lose our allied support in the area.

Riedel, a CIA veteran, chaired the president's Afghanistan-Pakistan review last winter , and O'Hanlon, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Bruce and Michael, both are senior fellows at the Brookings Institute, 9-24-09, “Why we can't go small in Afghanistan”, http://www.iri.org/news-events-press-center/news/usa-today-features-op-ed-iri-election-observer, da: 7-19-10, twm)
The second reason a counterterrorism-oriented strategy would fail is that, if we tried it, we would likely lose our ability to operate unmanned aircraft where the Taliban and al-Qaeda prefer to hide. Why? If we pulled out, the Afghan government would likely collapse. The secure bases near the mountains of the Afghan-Pakistan border, and thus our ability to operate aircraft from them, would be lost. Our ability to go after Afghan resistance fighters would deteriorate. And the recent momentum we have established in going after Pakistani extremists would be lost. For those who have forgotten the realities of the 1990s — when we tried to go after Osama bin Laden without access to nearby bases by using ships based in the Indian Ocean — the two- to four-hour flight times of drones and cruise missiles operating off such ships made prompt action to real-time intelligence impractical. Third, we would likely lose our allies with this approach. A limited mission offers nothing to the Afghans, whose country is essentially abandoned to the Taliban, or to the Pakistanis, who would similarly see this as the first step toward cut and run. The NATO allies would also smell in a "reduced" mission the beginning of withdrawal; some if not most might try to beat us to the exit. Once the Taliban is back in power in Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will not be far behind. Our top nemesis will be able to salvage a victory in the very place from which it launched the 9/11 attacks eight years ago. Al-Qaeda will have its favorite bases and sanctuaries back, as well as a major propaganda win.

1NC Terror Turn

Abandoning Afghanistan causes Al-Qaeda to re-enter; this turns the case (Note: this is different from the 1AC card)

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
Afghanistan is not now a sanctuary for al-Qaeda, but it would likely become one again if we abandoned it. Mullah Omar, the head of the Taliban government we removed in 2001, is alive and well in Pakistan. He maintains contacts with Osama bin Laden, Ayman al-Zawahiri, and the other key al-Qaeda leaders, who are also based in Pakistan (although in a different area). Mullah Omar supports Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan from his Pakistani havens, while al-Qaeda and its affiliates support insurgents in eastern Afghanistan. Allowing Afghanistan to fail would mean allowing these determined enemies of the United States to regain the freedom they had before 9/11.
2NC Plan Causes Terror
Counterterrorism would increase terrorism – physical sanctuary.

Riedel, a CIA veteran, chaired the president's Afghanistan-Pakistan review, and O'Hanlon, former national security analyst at the Congressional Budget Office, ’09 (Bruce and Michael, both are senior fellows at the Brookings Institute, 9-24-09, “Why we can't go small in Afghanistan”, http://www.iri.org/news-events-press-center/news/usa-today-features-op-ed-iri-election-observer, da: 7-19-10, twm)

A major setback, a major danger Given how badly the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated since 2001, we might ultimately have to fall back on a narrow counterterrorism option. But that would be a major setback, and a major danger, for the United States — not a clever, lower-cost alternative strategy to what we are pursuing in Afghanistan today. Some say that the stakes aren't that high because al-Qaeda doesn't really need a sanctuary to do its dirty work. But this misses the point and fails to distinguish between the bad and the worse. Having a physical sanctuary, in addition to being able to claim victory against the United States and its allies, would make organization, training and communication far easier for bin Laden and his cronies. The right path remains what President Obama proposed in March — working to protect the Afghan population while building up Afghan state institutions such as the army and police.  This approach will take time and perhaps more resources.  But alas, in this kind of war, there is little choice.
Iraq Proves – Counter-Insurgency Solves
Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Counterinsurgency and Irregular Warfare: Issues and Lessons Learned, http://www.aei.org/speech/100045, DA:07/19/

’10, VN]
For decades we have hoped that we could do enough damage to such groups by targeted strikes against their leaders to render them harmless, if not to defeat them outright.  Ronald Reagan used airstrikes to respond to the Marine Barracks Bombing in Beirut and to Libyan terrorism.  Bill Clinton used cruise missile strikes to respond to al Qaeda attacks against US embassies in Africa.  The attacks against Libya--a state sponsor of terrorism--were relatively effective at deterring further Libyan terrorist attacks.  The airstrikes against Hezbollah and al Qaeda were ineffective and neither deterred nor prevented either group from operating against us.  After the withdrawal of US ground forces from Somalia in 1993, the US (and the international community) has done little to prevent Somalia from slipping further into chaos and serving as a base and breeding ground for extremists with ideologies similar to al Qaeda.  After 9/11, the US responded by building up Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa (JTF-HOA), which relied on Special Forces and indigenous troops to achieve its aims.  JTF-HOA was not able to prevent the extremists from overrunning Somalia and, after Ethiopia invaded and occupied Somalia briefly, has not been able to prevent them from returning.  In Iraq between 2003 and 2007 we relied extensively on targeted raids against enemy leaders, supported by 150,000 troops.  We killed the enemy leaders at a terrific pace, and even succeeded in killing Abu Musaab al Zarqawi, the head of AQI, in June 2006.  But the enemy replaced its lost cadres faster than we could kill them.  To the argument that it was the very presence of US forces that facilitated that replacement one could point out that the surge of forces in 2007 and the change of strategy that accompanied it did what the targeted counter-terrorism approach could not do:  it drove the terrorists out of their sanctuaries and rallied the support of the Iraqi people against them.
Withdrawal date is premature- leads to terrorism

Holmes, Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies, 6-23-10, (Kim R. Holmes is one of Washington's foremost policy experts. He is the Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation as well as Director of the think tank's Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies., “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial”, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36887, DA: 7-19-10, AL)
And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists. Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.
***Smart Power Adv***

1NC U.S.-China Relations (1/2)
Alt Causes to your Advantage – 

A. Internet and Taiwan 

The Calgary Herald 7/102k10
(“U.S. and China split on Internet freedom; Google, China reach agreement on licence,” pg nexis//ef)

Google Inc.' s  deal with Beijing to end a censorship dispute removes one irritant in U.S.-China relations, but the two countries still face deep divisions over the Internet's future.  Google  said Friday that China had renewed its license to operate a local website after the search engine giant agreed to stop automatically redirecting users of its China search site, Google.  cn, to its uncensored Hong Kong site.  "Both sides gave up something, and in that sense it was a very elegant diplomatic compromise," said Sheldon Himelfarb, a technology expert at the U.S. Institute of Peace.  "But there is a sideshow going on that we need to keep looking at, and that is the disconcerting pattern of abuse of Internet ethics by the Chinese."  The Google  deal defused a spat between Washington and Beijing that blew up in January after Google  said it might be forced to abandon the Chinese market because of hacking attacks and censorship concerns.  Secretary of State Hillary Clinton led U.S. officials in backing Google  and demanding China explain the alleged hacking incidents, adding tension to relations beset by China's currency practices, arms sales to Taiwan and other issues.  They were met by denunciations from Beijing, which rejected the accusations and marshaled Chinese state media to accuse Google  of promoting a political agenda. 
B. Trade Frictions
Investor’s Business Daily 7/16/2k10

(“ECONOMY,” pg nexis//ef)
U.S. warns China on trade  policy  U.S.-China relations are being strained by policies that hinder U.S. exports and discriminate against foreign firms, Deputy U.S. Trade Rep. Demetrios Marantis said. "It is high time for China to follow through on past commitments, as well as provide new market access," he said. "Failing to do so imperils not just our bilateral ties, but also the success of multilateral trade talks."
C. Currency 

AP 6/27/2k10

(“China's president fires back at currency critics,” pg http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5ip42S4MFoQCcK-P3yGRYDgXiCJ8wD9GJOJR00 //da: 7/18-ef)

TORONTO — Chinese President Hu Jintao fired back Sunday at critics of his currency policy by warning that wildly fluctuating currency exchange rates can threaten financial markets.  His speech at a global economic summit didn't address complaints from the United States and others that an undervalued Chinese currency gives Chinese exporters an unfair advantage in global trade. He did speak of the fallout from currency swings and the resulting harm to markets from that "persistent volatility."  The value of the yuan, or renminbi, is a major irritant in U.S.-China relations. Some in the U.S. say a swift revaluation of the yuan is crucial to the global economic recovery.  Before the summit, China said it would start allowing its currency to rise in value against the dollar. But senior Chinese officials have pledged during this weekend's meetings that outside pressure would not force them to let the yuan strengthen more quickly.  Critics in the U.S. Congress and elsewhere want bolder moves from China.
1NC U.S.-China Relations (2/2)

D. Multiple Issues

Shuman 7/16

(Michael Schuman is the Asia business correspondent for Time magazine, “The Chinese Century Promises To Be A Time Of Transition For Superpowers,” The Australian, pg nexis//ef)
The early signs don't look promising. In recent months, Washington and Beijing have sparred over a wide range of issues: the value of China's  currency, trade, human rights, internet freedom and regional security. Americans generally hold a negative view of China, as a country that abuses dissidents and minorities, steals American jobs, makes shoddy merchandise and gets ahead by flouting the rules of fair play in international trade and business. Some of those perceptions are true; some are not, but in international relations, perception is often more important that reality.  Those jitters have been intensified by Beijing's new assertiveness in world affairs. China's leaders have publicly questioned American economic policy, ignored US opinion on, for example, China's currency regime, and proffered reforms to the US-led international financial system, such as the replacement of the dollar as the premier currency. More fundamentally, to American eyes, China appears as not just an alternative centre of global power to the US but as an alternative economic, political and ideological system that could contend for world influence. Americans believe capitalism and democracy are inseparable, and that their ideals of human rights and personal freedoms are a universal good; China disagrees on both counts. To Americans, China looks like a threat not just to US military, political and economic dominance, but also to their vision of the world. 

***CP Silk Road***

CP Silk Road 1NC (1/2)
Observation One Counterplan Text

The United States Federal Government, working with its partners in Kabul, should publicly embrace an economic strategy based on transcontinental transport and trade in Afghanistan. 

Observation Two Competition

The counterplan competes via net benefits. It avoids politics, karzai and our military presence good arguments and solves all the case.

Observation Three Solvency

The counterplan is the only way to create stability and undermine terrorism in Afghanistan.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

One of the most promising ways forward for the U.S. and NATO in Afghanistan is to focus on removing the impediments to continental transport and trade across Afghanistan‘s territory. Many existing international initiatives from the Mediterranean to the Indian sub-continent and Southeast Asia are already bringing parts of this network into being. Absent is the overall prioritization, coordination, and risk management that will enable Afghanistan to emerge as a natural hub and transit point for roads, railroads, pipelines, and electric lines. America and its coalition partners can provide these missing ingredients. Opening the great channels of transport and trade will improve the lives of average Afghans, reinforce the military effort, and create a sustained income stream for the Afghan government. It will begin reaping these benefits within 18 to 24 months. This strategy acknowledges the reality that the Afghan struggle is regional in scope, affecting the rest of Central Asia, Pakistan, India, China, Iran, etc., and must be resolved on a regional basis. Such a strategy benefits all and is directed against no one. Priority projects include the completion of the Afghan Ring Road and Kabul-Herat highway and linking them to continental trunk routes, especially to the Pakistani port at Gwadar; completing trans-Afghan rail lines linking Eu-rope and Asia; constructing the TAPI pipeline; and completing electrical transmission lines linking Central Asia, Afghanistan, northern Pakistan, and India. Particularly urgent is the prompt removal of existing ―corks‖ preventing the quick transit of goods, especially bureaucratic impediments at Afghanistan‘s borders and at key borders further afield. This requires prompt governmental action. But the larger task will involve, and be attractive to, the private sec-tor. A transport-based strategy will open promising opportunities to businesses in Afghanistan, neighboring countries, and in the NATO countries, including the U.S. The Government of Afghanistan affirmed in 2007 its commitment to a transport-based national strategy. Most of the prioritized initiatives listed above are already underway by the U.S., regional states, international financial institutions, or private investors. Others require immediate U.S. leader-ship and coordination, especially in the area of risk management. To implement this strategy the U.S. must treat it as a matter of the highest priority, equal to and complementary with, the military strategy. In keeping with this, the U.S. must designate a high-level official to lead a major inter-agency task force that will work closely with military and civilian leaders in the U.S., Afghanistan, among coalition partners, and in regional states. Such an initiative must use all tools at the disposal of the U.S. government to en-gage the private sector. American strategy in Afghanistan is at a crossroads. Expanded forces are implementing promising new approaches on the battlefield. But these have yet to be matched by economic measures. The U.S.‘s stated goals—to destroy Al Qaeda and cripple the Taliban—do not engage most Afghans and people in countries neighboring Afghanistan, or even our own NATO allies. Notwithstanding many worthy projects, a robust non-military strategy has been lacking, and especially one that engages more deeply a broader regional set of actors. Only such a strategy will engage the local populace in Afghanistan and the region. The U.S.‘s current approach to economic renewal rests on four pillars: 1) job creation; 2) the provision of basic services; 3) the construction of infrastruc-ture; and 4) the development of fiscal sustainability. Of these, job creation has been the main thrust to date, but it has yet to bear significant fruit. We accept these goals but propose to organize them around a more focused yet comprehensive strategy, one that embraces the expansion of transport and trade as the main engine of economic advancement. To achieve success, an economic strategy for Afghanistan must meet these four criteria: First, it must directly and manifestly improve the lives of Afghans, Pakistanis, and people in those Central Asian states that are key to this region-wide project. As this happens, internal and external stakeholders will buy into the effort. Only through these means can one expect a decline in the resort to violent solutions. Only in this way will the need for a large and costly U.S. military presence begin to lessen in the immediate future, e.g., in next 18–24 months. Second, it must be possible to pursue the economic strategy simulta-neously with the military strategy, and in such a way that the two are mutually reinforcing. Third, it must leave the Afghan government with an income stream. Today the U.S. is paying the salaries of all Afghan soldiers and civil servants. This cannot go on forever. Fourth, an economic strategy must work fast, showing substantial results within the next 18-24 months. An early focus on removing administrative and procedural blockages to trade will produce quick results. Overall, economic progress will create the conditions that will enable the U.S. to shift its main emphasis from military power to economic and social betterment. The only approach that meets these criteria is one that focuses on reestablishing Afghanistan‘s traditional role as a hub of transport and 
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trade linking Europe and the Middle East with the Indian sub-continent and all South and Southeast Asia. This transport-based strategy builds on Afghanistan‘s central location at the conjunction of age-old continental transport corridors. It seeks to remove existing impediments to long-distance road and railroad transport and to the transmission of hydrocarbon and hydroelectric energy within Afghanistan and across Afghanistan. By so doing, it will reconnect Afghanistan with both East and West, opening to its citizens to local, regional, continental, and global markets. This will also enable Afghans to participate in the huge, Eurasia-wide transport sector, and will provide the government with a steady source of funds from tariffs and taxes. This paper sets forth the elements of such a Modern Silk Road (MSR) strategy. As detailed in Section I, below, many countries, international financial institutions, and private sector enterprises are already spending billions to construct Modern Silk Roads running from Hamburg to Hanoi, Mumbai to Morocco. But this enormous effort is blocked at key borders and especially with-in Afghanistan. Until these impediments are removed, Afghanistan will remain the ―cork in the bottle, a barrier to continental transport via roads, railroads, oil and gas pipelines, and electrical transmission lines rather than its most important hub. This is the legacy of Afghanistan‘s recent history. First the tightly sealed Soviet borders, then civil war and Taliban rule in Afghanistan, and then unrest along the border between Afghanistan and Pakistan, stifled all prospects for continental transport and trade. The resulting isolation from the world of commerce condemned Afghanistan and its neighbors to backwardness and opened their people to extremist solutions. The U.S.-led Operation Enduring Freedom radically changed this situation by reopening Afghanistan‘s northern border to long-distance trade for the first time since 1936, and by creating similar potential on Afghanistan‘s eastern border with Pakistan. This action, entirely unintended and largely unnoticed in America or elsewhere, is one of the most transformative developments on the Eurasian landmass in the past century. Today, the best, and possibly only, way for America to consolidate and expand its military gains in Afghanistan is to build on this achievement. America, as a disinterested party, is better positioned than any power in the region to promote this transformation, which will benefit all. This document shows how this can be done, in partnership with the Government of Afghanistan, other countries, international financial institutions, and the private sector.
Karzai is a net benefit - The cp is one of the few things all the relevant government actors in Afghanistan agree on.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, ellipses in original, twm)

The Afghans themselves understand that their future prosperity is tied to Afghanistan‘s central role in a reconstituted Eurasian trading network that we call the Modern Silk Road. Indeed, this is one topic on which all leading figures in Afghanistan‘s otherwise deeply fractured polity agree. This view was highlighted most recently in the Afghan National Development Strategy of 2008:

23 Matt Waldman, ―Falling Short: Aid Effectiveness in Afghanistan,‖ Agency Coordi-nating Body for Afghan Relief, March 2008. 

Afghanistan is a country with significant potential for economic development. It is well positioned to become a trade and business hub linking the markets of Central Asia, the Middle East, South Asia, and China. The potential exists for sustainable economic growth in the future…Afghanistan‘s commercial connections to regional and global economies were severely disrupted and must be redeveloped. The development of a competitive private sector will depend on establishing access to foreign markets and developing viable export patterns.24

CP Silk Road Solvency – Stability (1/2)
CP would increase stability in Afghan

istanStarr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

Some argue that transport cannot improve until stability is established. However, they confuse cause and effect. If only a few trucks traverse a road bandits can easily interdict them. If hundreds of trucks do so, some vehicles may still be hit, but most will press on through. Soon locals will be providing the truckers with food, gas, storage, and repair services, as well as goods for shipment. As this happens, the local population gains an interest in keeping the road open. But can this really happen quickly? Section II of this report details the argument for a transformative transport-based strategy. It demonstrates the huge potential scale and viability of continental land-transport across Afghanistan. It also points out that many of the key elements are already in place, merely waiting for the removal of bureaucratic impediments at the borders. Among the strongest arguments for a MSR strategy is that it is driven by inexorable market forces that are already poised to move.

CP is the only way to win hearts and minds in Afghanistan and create long range stability.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

And scores of international agencies and foreign governments are already develop-ing the necessary approaches to Afghanistan. But without American leadership, the ―Afghan knot will never be tied. Thus, it is proposed that the U.S. become Afghanistan‘s partner in this endeavor, not its leader and guide. What is the cost of not embracing a MSR strategy? First, gains in the security area will prove short-lived; second, it will tell Afghans that U.S. interests are too self-centered to accommodate their own goal of economic betterment; third, it will fan the growing conviction in the region that the  U.S.‘s overall presence there will end soon; and, finally, it will undercut the willingness of NATO partners to join American-led missions in the future. The biggest surge in Afghanistan will fail if it is not intimately linked with an economic program, and one that motivates Kabul to improve governance. The Government of Afghanistan strongly supports continental trade and the country of Afghanistan is ideally positioned to play the pivotal role in such commerce. By releasing the engine of continental trade, the U.S. and its partners in Kabul will also release a powerful force for better governance, and one that Afghans themselves can support, since they will directly benefit from it. The good news is that prompt action can yield results. Once an MSR strategy is in place, the U.S. will have unleashed a force that generated wealth across Eurasia, and especially in Afghanistan and its neighbors, over several millennia. It is time to act.

Solvency – Stability (2/2)

US key to provide coordination to ensure current projects reach their potential – only the cp can solve for long term security and stability in Afghanistan.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

This brief review of transport initiatives across Eurasia reveals meaningful, yet largely uncoordinated efforts by a range of important players. One can point to new highways and rail lines and to some cross-border cooperation on trade, but these positive steps have yet to release the vast potential of long-distance trade that nearly all analyses lead one to expect. The reasons are not hard to find. First, Afghanistan still remains the ―cork in the bottle‖ that cur-tails or prevents trade along the major corridors leading to it. Secondary blockages exist elsewhere, notably to Afghanistan‘s East. To now, there has been no effective force pushing the relevant sponsors and parties to focus on the opening of even one or two major international corridors. Absent coordination, these projects too often fail to meet their potential. Summarizing the many initiatives to renew continent-wide transport and trade across the Eurasian heartland, it is fair to say that the overall effort has been enormous but that, for now, the whole remains less than the sum of the parts. The reason for this is that key blockages and impediments remain. Most of these are either within or around Afghanistan or along the borders of its neighboring states. Absent a focused effort to remove these barriers, the enormous leverage which completed corridors or routes could bring will re-main untapped. The U.S. cannot resolve these matters alone, but no country is better positioned to identify key blockages and organize the effort necessary to remove them. II. Argument for a Highly Visible and Transformative Transport-based Strategy If the U.S. and coalition forces are successful in bringing greater security to Afghanistan, these gains will be short-lived if the United States does not develop the kind of regional economic strategy described here. Meeting in Is-lamabad in 2009, twenty-four countries, including both Pakistan and Afgha-nistan, and eighteen international organizations, recognized ―that trans-regional development cooperation has the potential to alleviate poverty and improve the socio-economic conditions of the people of Afghanistan and the region.‖ As this declaration implied, a successful strategy must go beyond ―AfPak‖ and should make the longer-term economic viability of Afghanistan as high a priority as enhancing its near-term security. The bottom line is simple. According to the Agency Coordinating Body for Afghan Relief, ―International assistance constitutes around 90 percent of all public expenditures in Afghanistan.‖23 For the stabilization of Afghanistan to endure, the country must develop its licit economy. While much of the cur-rent debate has focused on how to protect the civilian population, professionalize the Afghan National Security Forces, and create a legitimate and effective Afghan government, these efforts will ultimately fail without a steady and sustainable revenue stream.
Solvency – TAPI pipeline

CP would spur the TAPI Pipeline

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

Afghanistan cannot reap the financial rewards of being a transport pivot without improvements further afield, particularly the expansion of trade across the Pakistan-Indian border. Section II also demonstrates that such cross-border trade already exists in embryo and needs only to be allowed to expand. Since this would open both economies to vast new markets, it should be possible to remove this bottleneck, even as the two countries contend with each other over other issues. This section also notes that India and Pakistan are already collaborating on the TAPI pipeline project, which should become a key element of a MSR strategy. Uncorking the transport blockages will also facilitate Sino-Indian trade, as well as Pakistan‘s trade in every direction.
Solvency: TAPI
CP solves TAPI.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, ellipses in original, twm)

The potential importance of the TAPI pipeline to send gas from Turkmenistan across Afghanistan to Pakistan and India is enormous. Long promoted by the ADB, this strategic project has already brought Afghanistan, Pakistan and India together in a common endeavor. The United States should make the development of the TAPI gas pipeline a high priority and lead in the organization of a balanced consortium of international funders for it. As the military consolidates security gains along the TAPI route, they must be translated into economic gains through profit-sharing agreements with local jurisdictions.

In 2005 the ADB completed a feasibility study and in 2008 declared that it would consider financing the projected capital cost of US$7.6 billion.43 The Afghan government meanwhile estimates its revenues from the pipeline at US$300 million annually.

Oil pipelines linking the pipeline networks of Central Asia and South Asia should also be developed. Kazakh oil, for example, could flow through these pipelines to South Asian markets. Both India and Pakistan strongly desire to reduce their current massive dependency on Persian Gulf producers for oil and gas.
Solvency – Economic development (1/2)
CP Solves it’s critical to development in Afghanistan and making connections between Europe, India and Southeast Asia.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

I: Transport Initiatives to Date The re-establishment of Afghanistan as a transport hub linking Asia, the Middle East, Europe, and South Asia is not a herculean task waiting to be designed and launched from scratch. Many international financial institutions and nations have already been building and refurbishing the roads, pipelines, airports, railroads, and seaports that connect these regions with one another. Much has been done and is being done, but unresolved impediments, especially at the ―Afghan hub, prevent this network from coming into its own as a fully-functioning system. No country, international agency or financial institution is better positioned than the United States to lead the removal of existing impediments to continental transport and trade in Afghanistan and the adjoining region. Timely strategic leadership by the U.S. will overcome procedural and administrative impediments at borders, help the Afghan government benefit from low tariffs systematically collected, and train Afghans in the skills necessary to play a role in the continental commerce that is already beginning to revive. In this manner the United States can show Afghans, their neighbors, and the private sector that its actions are informed by a positive vision and that the military campaign is not an end in itself but a necessary and temporary measure to unleash Eurasian trade. Afghans are well-aware of their country‘s long history as a hub of continental commerce. Their government has long since embraced the renewal of trade as a national priority. Both are ready to embrace an American-led effort designed to unleash this engine of development. It bears repeating that when the U.S. brought down the Taliban government it opened to the new Afghan government the chance to reclaim its heritage as a prosperous center of long-distance trade. This was the great, unanticipated and, until now, largely unacknowledged and unheralded achievement of ―Operation Enduring Freedom. Overland commerce between China and Europe is about to flower as railroads and highways are opened across the Caucasus and Central Asia. But such development has yet to occur between Europe and the Indian sub-continent and Southeast Asia. Trucks and trains cannot travel from Almaty or Tashkent to Islamabad, let alone New Delhi. Afghanistan remains the cork in the bottle. U.S. and NATO policy have failed to seize this potential. Some senior U.S. government officials have even expressed the view that transport initiatives going beyond those needed to support the immediate aims of the war should be left to Pakistan, India, or other states that will benefit from the trade. But is it not ironic that it is precisely the U.S.-led ―Northern Distribution Net-work (NDN) that is so powerfully making the case for the renewal of continental trade? Surely, the U.S. should build on the model it has created.
The cp would result in Afghanistan joining the elite group of rapidly developing nations.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

It is not hyperbole to assert that the potential for transcontinental trade linking East Asia, South and Southeast Asia, Europe, and the Middle East is staggering. According to the ADB, trade flows between South Asia and East Asia and the EU trebled between 1997 and 2007. Many U.S. observers view this economic linkage in a regional context but not yet as continental, and this failure causes them to miss the issue‘s larger strategic import. For a century Washington‘s perspective on Asia, for understandable reasons, has been oriented towards the Asia-Pacific zone. But the fundamental change going on today is the convergence of the interests of East and South Asia, the Middle East, Russia and Europe in Central Eurasia, what the famous geographer and geopolitician Sir Halford Mackinder described more than a century ago as the ―heartland of Eurasia‖ and the ―geographical pivot of history.‖ Afghanistan, of course, has always been the hub of Central Asia. But the great economic and geopolitical forces at play in this region today dwarf the so-called ―Great game‖ of Mackinder‘s day. And today, unlike then, the United States, with its important presence in Afghanistan and intense relations with its neighbors, is positioned either to unleash forces that will lift the region economically and socially or, failing that, to cause it to slip backwards. The most powerful drivers of the expansion of transcontinental Eurasian trade in the coming years will be the rapid growth of the Indian and Chinese economies. To date, most of Chinese and Indian exports are shipped by sea, but the anticipated continued growth of such exports will increase demand for transcontinental road and rail shipping routes. Much shipping from Western China, for example, naturally lends itself to transcontinental trade, given the long distance from production site to port and the slowness of ma-ritime transport. Realistic estimates for Indian trade by land through Central Asia to European and Middle Eastern markets foresee a growth to US$100–120 billion annually by 2015.25 Afghanistan and its neighboring Central Asian countries stand to benefit immensely from this trade through the collection of tariffs and through the growing role of their own transit-related industries. Land transport between Europe and Asia will link the largest population centers on earth. Most will cross Central Asia and will involve the Caspian and Black Sea multi-modal transshipment nodes. To now, nearly all activity has 
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focused on opening access to and from China. Only with the success of Op-eration Enduring Freedom has it become possible to focus on routes to India and Southeast Asia, Afghanistan is geographically centered within this transport corridor and shares borders with Pakistan (2,430 km), Iran (936 km), Turkmenistan (744 km), Uzbekistan (137 km), Tajikistan (1206 km) and, China (76 km). However, Afghanistan possesses an inadequate though improving road infrastructure, a nearly non-existent railroad network, no pipeline infrastructure for sending Central Asian gas or oil eastward or southward; only an embryonic network of international high voltage elec-trical transmission lines; and a neglected system of commercial aviation. In spite of its pivotal location, Afghanistan has been off the Eurasian transportation grid for centuries and remains so today. Improvements in the 3,000 km Ring Road which connects the cities of Ma-zar-e Sharif, Kabul, Kandahar and Herat have facilitated Afghan internal transportation growth. The Asian Development Bank, which has invested US$600 million in roads in Afghanistan, believes the completed Ring Road will cut travel times between the north-east and south-west by up to five hours. One USAID study suggests that savings deriving from improved transportation infrastructure could reach 60 percent of present transport costs.26 IMF and Afghan authorities estimate that there are now more than 600,000 vehicles in Afghanistan today, as compared to 175,000 in 2002, and they travel on more than 13 thousand kilometers of newly built or rehabilitated roads. These improvements are part of a strategic priority placed on transportation by the Government of Afghanistan and they serve to enhance Multi-National Force sustainment operations. If connectivity by road and rail into and out of Afghanistan is to be improved it will require a focused strategy. It is quite realistic to conceive of Afghanistan as the ―roundabout in the Modern Silk Road to India and Southeast Asia, with road and rail access routes to the North, South, East and West. Some of these access routes are already being built. With highway, railway, pipeline, and electrical transmission systems enhanced by normal distribution and storage facilities, Afghanistan will in short order join the elite community of the most rapidly developing nations.
There is already a significant amount of investment but critical sectors have been ignored.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

A remarkable quantity and variety of transport infrastructure has in fact been planned, initiated, or completed across Afghanistan and the region of which it is the heart. Some US$22 billion is being spent in Central Asia alone. These projects arise from initiatives by individual nations, multilateral and financial institutions, and the private sector. Most of these investments have been directed towards highways and roads, but railroads, aviation, and the transport of energy have not been neglected. Projects like the new rail-road between Turkey and Georgia or the new rail line across northern India may seem remote from Afghanistan but Afghanistan is in fact the essential hub uniting them. Who is Investing? The Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank are the most significant international financial institutions involved in trade and transport development. Between 2004 and 2009 the ADB approved US$3.488 billion for transport projects in Central and West Asia.2 The World Bank invested US$5.329 billion in transport projects across the same set of countries over the same period.3 The European Bank for Reconstruction and Development is involved in a very wide range of transport initiatives across Eurasia. This includes air, maritime, railroad, and general projects in Azerbaijan, Central Asia, and Mongolia. Between 2000 and 2007 the EBRD combined forces with the Cen-tral Asia Regional Economic Cooperation (CAREC) program to rehabilitate the Almaty to Bishkek road (417 km) at a cost of 25 million Euros. In addition to the road rehabilitation, this EBRD/CAREC effort augmented ―border con-trol policies and procedures, provided upgrades cross-border facilities, im-prov[ed] coordination and management of road safety, and introduced an efficient road maintenance system.‖4 The Islamic Development Bank has also funded several transportation projects in the region and remains open to further investment.5 The United States, China, India, Iran, Russia, South Korea and European nations have all contributed substantial sums to improve the region‘s transport sector. In many cases these investments have been guided by national interests. The United States has allocated the lion‘s share of its assistance to Afghanistan in order to bolster popular support for its counterinsurgency campaign; China has spent considerable sums improving the connections be-tween Central Asia and its western frontier; while India constructed a high-way connecting Afghanistan with the southern coast of Iran.
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The point of the cp is to reduce fears that the U.S. will withdraw forces. The perm stops the cp from working.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

Afghans and their neighbors are deeply concerned that the U.S. will again withdraw from their region. This belief has caused many to avoid too close ties with the U.S. or the Afghan Government for fear of becoming targets in the event that Afghanistan once again slips into chaos following a U.S. withdrawal. Such worries are a brake on both military and political progress. The best way to allay this concern is for the U.S., working with its partners in Kabul, to embrace publicly an economic strategy based on transcontinental transport and trade. The strategy proposed here takes a host of disparate and unconnected under-takings by many actors and seeks to mold them into a systematic effort. Most of the existing initiatives either exclude Afghanistan or place it in a secondary position. The strategy suggested here integrates Afghanistan with the larger project, thus realizing its strategic potential as a hub for transcon-tinental transport. The successful implementation of a transport-based strategy for Afghanistan and the region will depend as much on the ability of the U.S. government to organize itself as on circumstances within Afghanistan. At the least, this re-quires: 1. A concrete operational plan backed by the U.S. and other interested governments. a. The existence of a high-level inter-agency structure within the U.S. government empowered to initiate and implement such a plan. b. The existence of solid communication and coordination between government and the private sector, both in the U.S. and in the region.
Both the plan and the perm create the perception of withdrawal which guts the solvency of the cp.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

In 2008, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce examined the security prerequisites of a Modern Silk Road.31 In its ―SAFE Study‖, the Chamber proposed a dual approach based on a customs-to-customs network, and customs-to-business partnerships. The network would promote cooperation across national cus-toms administrations by using a common IT infrastructure to identify risky shipments. The partnerships would link national customs administrations and businesses recognized as responsible shippers. The standardization and professionalization of customs administration is essential to unlocking Eurasia‘s trade potential.32 They will reduce the opportunity for low-paid and untrained officials to extract illegal rents from ship-pers, and will also spur private investment. In addition, the modest expense of a comprehensive standardization and professionalization effort can be shared among leading trading nations or funded by multilateral financial institutions such as the World Bank. Both the political and financial risks involved are modest, and would decline further as success breeds success.33 The resulting reductions in dollars-per-ton-mile costs will allow Afghanistan, Central Asia, Pakistan and their neighbors on the Modern Silk Road to compete favorably with other trans-continental transportation routes.34 As Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Central Asia improve their competitive position in transcontinental transport, large capital improvement projects will play a greater role. The World Bank has demonstrated that better roads in-crease intra-regional trade in Central Asia.35 It goes on to argue, on the basis of a simulation study of roads linking 138 cities in 27 countries of the region, that an ambitious but feasible road upgrade could increase trade by 50 per-cent, exceeding the expected gains from tariff reductions or trade facilitation programs of comparable scope. A major reason is that, with 11 of the 27 coun-tries in the region being landlocked, exporting firms must rely not only on domestic infrastructure but also on the infrastructure of neighboring coun-tries through which goods flow. The Asian Development Bank shares this view and has therefore invested US$2.8 billion in regional transportation in-frastructure, US$600 million in Afghanistan alone. The World Bank has also found that improvements in Central Asia‘s and Afghanistan‘s transit infrastructure yield three times greater increases than they would in landlocked countries elsewhere.36 The Bank cautions, however, that ―…these investments will not reap envisaged economic benefits in the absence of genuine progress in improving trade and transport facilitation.‖ Thus, a strategy that sequences major infrastructure projects after the removal of administrative and managerial barriers will bolster investor and donor confidence and enhance the prospects for funding the more expensive infra-structure projects. This process can be launched at once. The U.S. should work closely with the Government of Afghanistan to leverage the logistics demands generated by the Multi-National Force so as to create a viable commercial transportation sector in and around Afghanistan. The Role of U.S. Leadership and What it Entails Each of the major regional players that will benefit from the Modern Silk Road—including, among others, India, Iran, Pakistan, China, and Russia—can, should, and in all probability, will invest in it. It is in their interest to do so. But each has 
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competitive interests that can obstruct implementation of a broader regional effort that would benefit all. The United States must therefore leverage its ample investment in Afghanistan‘s future in order to attract other investors. It must do this in such a way that no one of the regional powers, or any combination of them, can control Afghanistan‘s status as the hub or pivot of continental trade and thereby diminish Afghanistan‘s hard-won independence. Only in this way will hoped-for gains on the battlefield be rendered permanent. Stability cannot be achieved or sustained in Afghanistan until the population at large sees the prospect of growing prosperity as well. Only then can the U.S. bring home its military forces in the knowledge that the effort had achieved its goal. The strategy proposed here makes possible a steady military draw-down. But it is not an ―exit strategy in the sense that that term is often used today. After all, the U.S. has long-term interests in both Afghanistan and the region which any workable strategy from this point forward must acknowledge and promote. The Modern Silk Road Strategy proposed here does not sacrifice these strategic concerns, any more than it sacrifices the gains that so many Americans, Afghans, and their NATO partners have worked so hard to achieve. The U.S. cannot advance a Modern Silk Road strategy alone, but must work with and through a spirit of regional partnership involving Afghanistan and its neighbors.37 This is the more necessary because those neighboring states that would derive major benefits from the MSR are the very ones that are constrained by history from acting in concert. In a post-colonial environ-ment, they are all concerned first with the preservation and strengthening of their sovereignty and security and then with advancing their own economic aspirations, with or without collaborations with neighbors. A steady and effective U.S. commitment to opening continental transport addresses both concerns, and does so without disadvantaging anyone. Regional states will remain competitors, but a transport-based strategy will enable them at the same time to identify common interests based on long-distance trade. The biggest impediment the United States faces in eliciting buy-in from both Afghanistan and other regional partners is the perception that Americans are ―short-timers in Greater Central Asia whose only real interest is in protecting the U.S. homeland. Yet the U.S. is now a key element, if not the key element, in building and maintaining sustainable stability. It must therefore not shy away from the role of honest broker as interconnections across Eurasia intensify. In this capacity its role is unique and indispensible to the economic progress which everyone in the region seeks. Exercising that role will create a smooth transition from the current focus on provisioning U.S. and NATO forces in Afghanistan to a longer-term focus on the development of civilian transport there and in the larger region. 

AT CP Costs too much

Turn – the plan will reduce Afghanistan’s reliance on the U.S.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

A strategy of support for Afghanistan‘s transport infrastructure (both ―hard and ―soft) will generate significant region-wide trade and investment, both of which will increase employment, expand economic activity beyond agriculture and extractive industries, and reduce Afghanistan‘s present reliance on U.S. assistance. This project will involve the harmonization of multi-modal transport systems stretching across multiple borders and time zones, with varying design standards and operating procedures. As these issues are addressed, international investment in transport will become more attractive and help effect a transition from the current focus on military-related trans-port to civilianized versions of the Northern Distribution Network.

AT: Spending Turn

CP is low cost.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, ellipses in original, twm)

III. What the United States Should Do Now: An Initia-tive to Reconnect Afghanistan with East and West Our proposal to ―Reconnect Afghanistan with East and West‖ is driven by the understanding that Afghanistan‘s economic potential will be most fully realized when it becomes a ―pivot‖ in a Modern Silk Road connecting mar-kets in East, South and Southeast Asia, Central Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. Tariffs collected at key border crossings already constitute 34 percent of Afghan state revenues and expanded last year by an impressive 50 percent. Assuming that transcontinental trade continues to grow at a brisk pace, this revenue stream can expand by several multiples in a relatively short period of time. Conservative Afghan Ministry of Finance estimates that reflect improved efficiencies in the collection of customs duties and very modest increases in trade suggest that over five years customs revenues will more than double, adding an additional US$1.4 billion to the government‘s coffers.38 This figure does not include added profits that will accrue from Afghanistan‘s ability to get its own produce to major markets. It must be stressed once more that this proposal does not pretend to ―reinvent the wheel. Through the efforts of many states and multilateral donors over the past decade, a great deal has been achieved, both in Afghanistan and the longer transit corridors leading to and from Afghanistan. But the absence of an integrative strategic vision that can mobilize both public and private energies has led to sub-optimal results, in which the whole is less than the sum of its parts. The good news for hard-pressed U.S. taxpayers is that many of the key actions we propose are managerial and do not entail vast expenditure.
CP is cheaper than many other initiatives and there are a number of international investors who will step in.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “T he Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, twm)

Why has the U.S. not seized this immense opportunity before now? Many have embraced the MSR concept but feared that it would be too expensive. Sections II and III of this report indicate that the main needs for road transit are leadership and diplomatic skill to sort out border impediments, not infra-structure. Completing the Ring Road and especially the highway between Kabul and Herat will come at a modest cost compared to what has already been spent. And while pipelines, railroads, and electrical transmission require larger infrastructure investments, there will be no shortage of international investors if the U.S. steps up to provide the needed strategic leadership. So numerous are current projects to reclaim Afghanistan‘s role as the trans-portation pivot of Eurasia that priorities among them must be established. 
AT Stability is a prerequisite to economic growth.

You’ve got it backwards. US leadership can spur economic development that will reduce corruption and violence and produce stability. Economic incentives are more powerful that political differences in Afghanistan.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, ellipses in original, twm)

While the Modern Silk Road represents the best hope for the long-term stabilization of Afghanistan, two common misconceptions have been allowed to prevent the realization of this goal: namely, that the main reasons for Afghanistan‘s failure to ―breakthrough to rapid development are, first, the absence of security there and, second, its poor infrastructure. This analysis, however, is flawed.27 It cannot be denied that sustained violence in Afghanistan—as well as areas like Baluchistan, Kashmir, and other parts of Eurasia—inhibits economic activity and dampens the private and public investment that could help foster continental trade and growth. Yet the continuing flow of Pakistani trucks ferrying NATO supplies from Karachi to Afghanistan through the epicenter of the Pashtun insurgency is proof that commercial activity can flourish amid instability. Any gains that militants would make from disrupting these vital supply lines on a strategic level are outweighed by the fact that local tribes derive significant income from the traffic. As long as such incentive structures hold, local populations have shown themselves ready to prioritize commerce over political violence. The U.S. and NATO would do well to recall that one reason the Taliban succeeded in gaining control of Afghanistan is that they promised to abolish local toll-collection points. It is undeniable that Afghanistan‘s transportation infrastructure is acutely underdeveloped, as is that of its neighbors. That said, even the existing infra-structure can support greatly increased levels of trade. According to the In-ternational Road Transport Union (IRU) in Geneva, ―The road network in transit countries [to Afghanistan] has sufficient reserves of capacity to allow for the mass expansion of cargo shipments.‖28 There is widespread consensus that the biggest obstacles to transcontinental trade are institutional, bureaucratic, and political. The most common of these obstacles are excessive duties imposed by governments, simple corruption on the part of border officials, and the failure of bordering states to cooperate to facilitate trade. A survey conducted by the ADB of nearly 1,000 continental truck drivers from various countries hauling goods across Afghanistan sup-ports this assessment, with 90 percent pointing to the bureaucracy at borders as the greatest impediment to trade. A mere five percent considered security threats or poor infrastructure the main impediment. A study by the IRU ar-gued that, aside from the delays and lack of excess capacity associated with ferry crossings over the Caspian Sea, bureaucratic difficulties are the ―prin-cipal problem‖ that arises along routes from Europe to Afghanistan.29 The IRU‘s New Euroasian Land Transport Initiative found that delays at border crossings account for up to 40 percent of the total travel time between Europe and Asia and about a third of the freight charges. The ADB reports that transportation costs may represent 50 percent of the price of nationally pro-duced goods in Kyrgyzstan.30 Borders, however, do not cause all of the bu-reaucratic obstacles to transcontinental trade. Disparate regulations across regional states make for a highly convoluted and inefficient transport sector. Breaking down these barriers requires leadership more than money and is thus a low-cost means of generating wealth in the region. Internal incentives for promoting trade are growing. As increased trade begins to absorb unused capacity, each country begins to calculate how it might reap further benefits from trade. The possibility of expanding tariff yields through greater volume rather than higher tariffs presents itself, as do the prospects of expanding export markets and especially the providing services to the transit trade. The cooperative development by half a dozen countries of the U.S. military‘s Northern Distribution Network provides ample proof that regional nations appreciate the promise of expanded trade and wish to capture the revenue it generates. Corruption and rent-seeking are major barriers to continental trade today. But as the region begins to achieve its transport potential, political leaders come to realize that their greatest benefit will come only from further expansion, and that this requires practical controls on speculation and graft.
Aff can’t solve without the CP

CP is a prerequisite to aff solvency.

Starr, PhD, research professor at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, and Kuchins PhD, director of the CSIS Russia and Eurasia Program, ’10 (S. Frederick and Andrew et. al., Starr is the founder and Chairman of the Central Asia-Caucasus Institute, Ph.D. in history from Princeton, Kuchins currently teaches at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) and has also taught at Georgetown and Stanford Universities, Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins, May, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “The Key To Success in Afghanistan: A Modern Silk Road Strategy”, ciao, da: 7-19-10, ellipses in original, twm)

The proposed transport-based strategy will mitigate the negative effects of the downturn that will inevitably accompany the winding down of the NDN. If the U.S. exercises the needed leadership, the end of NDN could even become a boon for Afghan and regional logistics businesses. Conversely, if the opportunity offered by the Modern Silk Road is ignored, everything the United States will have achieved in Afghanistan will be short-lived, and instability will likely remain a permanent presence in the heart of Eurasia.
***NATO DA***
1NC NATO D.A. (1/2)
A. Withdrawal damages NATO’s credibility and the US-NATO alliance

Fox, Secretary of State for Defense in the UK, ’10 (Liam, July 7, Secretary of State for Defense in the United Kingdom, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States, jkim)
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.
B. Strong NATO is key to check Russian threats which result in nuclear war

Duffield, assistant professor of government and foreign affairs, ’94 (John, assistant professor of government  and foreign affairs at the University of Virginia, Politics Science Quarterly, p. 777, jkim)

The military threat that the Soviet bloc could pose to Western Europe declined dramatically between 1989 and 1991. In particular, the danger of a massive, short-warning attack in the central region, perhaps the most demanding contingency NATO might have faced, was eliminated. The former threat did not disappear completely, however. The Soviet successor states continue to possess substantial military capabilities. Most importantly, Russia remains Europe's only nuclear super- power, and even Ukraine has so far retained a nuclear arsenal larger than those of Britain and France. In addition, despite the Soviet departure from Central Europe, flank countries such as Norway and Turkey still face powerful Russian conventional forces stationed near their borders. Nor can anyone be certain that this military power will never again be used for hostile purposes. Under Presidents Gorbachev and Boris Yeltsin, the Soviet Union and Russia have pursued cooperation with the West and sought to reduce if not eliminate altogether the role of force in their external relations. In view of the twists and turns that have characterized Russian politics in recent years, however, it has not yet been possible to rule out the prospect of a return to a more confrontational, even expansionist posture. The tumultuous events of late 1993, especially the violent siege of the Russian parliament building and the strong showing of the nationalists in the subsequent parliamentary elections, only confirmed the view that the situation in Russia is likely to remain unsettled for a prolonged period during which continued Western concerns about future Russian intentions will be only natural. In view of these uncertainties, the countries of Western Europe have found it desirable to maintain a counterweight to the residual military power of the former Soviet Union, especially Russia's nuclear capabilities. Alone, however, they lack the means to do so. Only the United States is seen as fully able to neutralize the potential nuclear threat, however remote it maybe, and more generally to preserve the European strategic balance. And it is primarily through NATO that American military power is linked to the continent.

C. Strong US-NATO alliance is key to solve global proliferation

Sharp, ’93 
(Jane, Fellow for Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at John F. Kennedy School for Government, June, “Europe’s Nuclear Dominoes”, p. 33, jkim)

As long as the United States continues to play a leading role in NATO, the incentive for European powers to acquire Independent nuclear weapons is virtually zero. Nevertheless, most European powers, especially in the prosperous West, have relatively sophisticated nuclear establishments and could easily manufacture nuclear explosives if they judged that their security required an independent capability. They might so judge if the United States pulls out of Europe and out of NATO. As the European response to the war is in the former Yugoslavia demonstrates, when the United States abdicated its leadership, the European allies are less likely to form a cohesive security alliance than they are to conduct their foreign and defense policies according to narrow national interests. If the United States withdraws, and if Britain and France insist on maintaining their current status as independent nuclear weapons powers, they will encourage proliferation by example. It is under these conditions that a new generation of German leaders might also want independent nuclear weapons, NATO, by denationalizing European defense policies, has been the preeminent vehicle for nonproliferation in Europe since World War II.

1NC NATO D.A. (2/2)
Proliferation risks global nuclear war and extinction

Krieger ‘9  (David, Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)
Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?
Pakistan Instability DA
Turn: Pakistan Instability – 

Withdrawing causes terrorism in Pakistan to increase; US unable to prevent terrorism if we can’t solve Afghanistan

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
Pakistan itself is another reason Afghanistan is vitally important to America. It's a country with 170 million people, nuclear weapons, and numerous terrorist groups. As long as Afghanistan is unstable, Pakistan will be unable to bring order to its own tribal areas, where many terrorist sanctuaries persist. It will also be distracted from addressing the more fundamental problems of Islamic radicalism that threaten its very survival as a state. Further, Afghan instability makes the U.S. dependent on Pakistan logistically--there is no way to replace completely the land route from Karachi with another route through Central Asia. This dependence in turn reduces our ability to influence Islamabad on other matters of great importance, such as stabilizing civilian rule in Pakistan and stopping support for terrorist groups like the one that attacked Bombay.

2NC W/D Links
Withdrawal destabilizes Pakistan, risking nuclear exchange
Fox, Secretary of State for Defense in the UK, ’10 (Liam, July 7, Secretary of State for Defense in the United Kingdom, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States, jkim)

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.

Moral obligation to stop Pakistan Instability
Fox, Secretary of State for Defense in the UK, ’10 (Liam, July 7, Secretary of State for Defense in the United Kingdom, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States, jkim)
But violent extremism and terrorism are not just a problem with Afghanistan. On the other side of the border, the Pakistani security forces too are making significant sacrifices as they hunt down al-Qaeda and violent extremists in their own country. We cannot take the risk of a destabilized Pakistan. We must support their government in defending the security of their population.

***Resolve Turn***

1NC Resolve Turn
Removing Troops Sends a Signal of U.S. Weakness – Guts Resolve and Destabilizes Pakistan Resulting in Nuclear Conflict
Fox, Secretary of State for Defense in the UK, ’10 (Liam, July 7, Secretary of State for Defense in the United Kingdom, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/07/Afghanistan-Standing-Shoulder-to-Shoulder-with-the-United-States, jkim)
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.

2NC Turns the Case

Failure in Afghanistan Emboldens U.S. Adversaries and Causes Future Violence
Carroll, Assistant Director for Strategic Communications, 10-2-09, (Conn is the Assistant Director for The Heritage Foundation's Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, the think tank's rapid-response policy blog, “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=16195, DA: 7-20-10, AL)
 As the host nations for the primary terrorist organization that successfully conducted multiple attacks against the U.S. personnel and facilities, this region, by definition, is important to U.S. national security interests. Between Pakistan and Afghanistan, the preponderance of radical Islamic combatants, their recruitment base, and Al Qaeda central headquarters are current adversaries. Allowing the Taliban and Al Qaeda to return to power in Afghanistan, without their proper acceptance of a clear political defeat, can only: 1) embolden other U.S. adversaries, 2) increase radical Islamic recruitment, 3) undermine those Afghan civilians who supported the U.S., and 4) set back the notion of moderate Muslim governance for decades to come. This is not just a conflict to terminate Bin Laden but to ultimately diminish the future recruiting base of radical Islam. With realistic projections for a significant youth bulge Afghanistan and Pakistan, the potential for future violence is high for the near future.
2NC Impacts: Modelled
Troop withdrawal from Afghanistan devastates similar U.S. counterinsurgency strategies globally

Henriksen 2k9 

(Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx  //da: 7/20)

The outcome of the Afghanistan strategy debate within Barack Obama’s administration will carry deep consequences for the fight against terrorist-based insurgencies around the world. The current U.S. counterinsurgency efforts in the Central Asian country is similar to anti-insurgent campaigns elsewhere. What impacts one, therefore, is likely to affect others. If President Obama abandons counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, it will be difficult for it to be applied elsewhere despite many successes.        Army General Stanley McChrystal, the overall U.S. and NATO commander, requested 40,000 additional American troops to conduct a population-centric counterinsurgency campaign. Although the McChrystal counterinsurgency strategy is rooted in specific cases in U.S. military history, its most recent success came late in the Iraq War. After the 2003 invasion to topple Saddam Hussein, the Persian Gulf country exploded in a paroxysm of violence against the U.S. and its coalition partners. America’s initial “train and transition” response failed to train enough effective Iraq soldiers and police to countenance an orderly departure as the insurgency raged. Instead, Marine and Army units in the field turned to “hearts and minds” tactics to win over local towns and tribes to reduce the number of their foes. Befriending the Sunni tribal leaders combined with a surge of 28,500 combat troops in early 2007 defeated the local al-Qaeda affiliate and turned the tide toward a decidedly less bloody Iraq, paving the way for the current U.S. military withdrawal from that country.        Lifting a page from the Iraq counterinsurgency campaign, Gen. McChrystal is implementing what has come to be regarded as a classical counterinsurgency. His plans entail protecting the local Afghans from Taliban terrorism, expanding Afghanistan’s army and police, and providing modest economic development and jobs to villagers so they will provide intelligence and recruits for the security forces, and take up a better life without the Taliban.   The global stakes could not be higher in the forthcoming decision by the administration about the future course of action in Afghanistan. If Washington ditches its counterinsurgency course here, it will deliver a blow to similar U.S. and Western counterinsurgency doctrines worldwide. Counterinsurgency tactics have been successful in keeping the lid on budding low-intensity conflicts around the world. Compared to conventional wars they are low-budget and low- or no-U.S. casualty affairs. The U.S. supplies training, equipment, arms, guidance and financial support. But indigenous forces take the lead in combating terrorists and insurgents and in creating better societies with less neglect of marginalized groups who often provide recruits for terrorism. Allowing the domestic security forces to take the credit, U.S. special operations forces help in refurbishing mosques, building schools, digging wells and staffing medical and veterinary clinics.
Impacts: Hegemony

Military withdrawal destroys U.S. foreign policy credibility---that undermines the foundation of hegemony 

Tunç 2k8 

(Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669)
Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive. This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11 Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13
Nuclear war
Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, and founded of the National Institute for Public Policy, 4 (Colin, The Sheriff: America’s Defense of the New World Order)

The United States could pick up its military ball and go home. It could choose to rely for world order on the hidden hand of universal commercial self-interest somewhat guided by such regional and local balances and imbalances of power as may be extant or might emerge. In effect, frequently this would translate as a green light for regional bullies to mark out their territories (and sea space and air space). Thus far, the contemporary United States is showing no persuasive evidence of an inclination to bring itself home as a political military influence. The issue is not whether America’s skills in statescraft are fully adequate for the sheriff role (whose would be?). Rather, it is whether there is to be a sheriff at all. If the United States declines the honor, or takes early retirement, there is no deputy sheriff, waiting, trained and ready for promotion. Furthermore, there is no world-ordering mechanism worthy of the name which could substitute for the authority and strength of the American Superpower. At present there is no central axis of a balance of power to keep order, while the regional balances in the Middle East and South and East Asia are as likely to provoke as to cool conflict – and conflict with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) at that.
***Solvency***
1NC Solvency (1/4)
1. Turn: Troops – Troop presence is necessary - Withdrawal causes COIN to fail
Buchanan, Expert in issues of strategic, comparative, and international politics. 06/29/’10 [Paul G., Two Sides of the Afghan COIN, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/HL1006/S00208.htm, DA:July 19, 2010, VN]
 The first version, championed by General David Petraeus (who accepted a demotion from US Central Command leader to assume McChrystal’s role in Afghanistan), is a US version of the traditional “hearts and minds” counter-insurgency campaigns in which a so-called “inkblot” or “seize-hold-and-build” strategy is used whereby conventional forces roughly divided equally into combat and civilian assistance units fan out into disputed territory to establish secure control of designated localities, then provide humanitarian and nation-building assistance to local populations while driving insurgents further away from areas previously under their control. As each “inkblot” secures its territory the conventional force expands its reach outwards in terms of combat and governance capability, eventually overlapping and saturating the countryside with its presence amid an increasingly supportive population. That denies the insurgent enemy the support and cover it needs to continue effective insurgent combat operations, which forces it to surrender or negotiate a peaceful settlement with US-backed authorities. The British campaign against Malaysian insurgents in the 1950s is considered to be the exemplar case from which Petreus and other Western commanders have drawn inspiration.  The inkblot strategy relies heavily on non-combat reconstruction and rehabilitation efforts, to include civilian nation-building assistance once effective security has been established in the original focal points. Because it is “population-centric,” it requires a “surge” in troops not for combat operations but in order to undertake the force protection, good governance development and civilian assistance projects vital to the “hearts and minds” component of the strategy. Special operations troops are used to eliminate or degrade enemy leadership targets, obtain intelligence and disrupt insurgent logistical flows as well as provide mentoring and training to local security (especially counter-insurgency) forces. The overall emphasis, however, is on building trust and making allies, not on large-scale kinetic operations.  This strategy was evident in Iraq, where Petraeus trialed his approach in Sunni-controlled areas so as to deny al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) safe haven. Although this meant forming alliances with Baathists and other remnants of Saddam Hussein’s regime as well as Sunni militants responsible for the killing of US personnel in places like Falluja and Ramadi, it did result in a pacification of the Sunni countryside, decimation of AQI (as a result of adroit exploitation of Iraqi Sunni resentment of foreign jihadists in their midst), and a subsequent re-balancing of post-Saddam Shiia-Sunni conflict in ways that mitigated Iranian influence in the Iraqi political process. Although the eventual outcome of this strategy is still uncertain and subject to reversal, it has worked well enough to allow for a timetable for gradual withdrawal of US troops to be drawn up in parallel with Iraqi central government assumption of primary security responsibility for the country. 
2. Turn: Coin solves by earning trust; Counter-terrorism doesn’t stop new recruitment

Kaplan, Staff writer for Slate, 03/24/’09 [Fred, CT or COIN?, http://www.slate.com/id/2214515, DA: 07/19/2010, VN]
The counterinsurgency (or COIN) advocates argue that only through their approach can al-Qaida and the Taliban be defeated. Hunting and killing terrorists has its place, but in the long run it only gives the enemy the initiative, lets them melt away into the landscape, and does little to stop new recruits from taking their place. The best way to keep al-Qaida at bay is to dry up its support by earning the trust of the civilian population, building roads, creating jobs, and striking power-sharing deals with tribal elders.
1NC Solvency (2/4)
3. Withdrawal doesn’t work; CT is just a “silver bullet” that’s used to deceive war-weary Americans

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Counterinsurgency and Irregular Warfare: Issues and Lessons Learned, http://www.aei.org/speech/100045, DA:07/19/

’10, VN]

The more fundamental debate centers on the use of the military instrument.  In particular, although most Americans agree that the U.S. must be prepared to use military force against its enemies, there is considerable disagreement about what kind of force to use and how to use it.  It would be charitable to say that eight years of war have made us weary and therefore eager to follow the lures of those who claim to have found a silver-bullet solution to our problems either through technology or through our own use of irregular warfare.  It would not be true, however.  Advocates both of high-tech and low-tech alternatives to conventional military power dominated in the 1990s and many changed their dogmas only marginally after 9/11.  It is distressing to hear today some of the same arguments we heard during the "strategic pause" of the Clinton years about the desirability of relying on technology to reduce the economic burden of defending America--despite the fact that it was an attempt to rely on precisely such theories in 2001 and 2003 that led us into near-disaster in Iraq and Afghanistan.  It is natural to want to find an alternative to the unpleasant requirement to use large numbers of ground forces in far-off lands, whether that be smart bombs, Special Forces, local troops, or sweet reason.  In particular, the desire to pull out of Iraq and Afghanistan (and, to be sure, the resistance by some to invading those countries in the first place) has led to the search for some kind of "counter-terrorism" strategy that would allow us to defeat our most dangerous foes without using conventional military force.  Alas, there is no reason to believe that such a strategy could work, and much reason to believe that it will not.
4. Pakistanis are undermining stability by trying to reverse our success

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Counterinsurgency and Irregular Warfare: Issues and Lessons Learned, http://www.aei.org/speech/100045, DA:07/19/

’10, VN]

I will not attempt to evolve here the strategy for "fixing" Pakistan because I do not believe that there is one.  We should abandon the chimerical chase for a grand unified field theory of Pakistan strategy and focus on the problems we can usefully address.  Succeeding in Afghanistan--by which I mean establishing a stable, secure, and legitimate Afghan state--will provide us with enormous leverage on Pakistan.  Instead of continually begging Islamabad to help us defeat enemy groups that elements of the Pakistani military are actively supporting, we will be able to stand with a functioning Afghan state without Pakistan's "help."  Success in Afghanistan will also provide us with the best possible vantage point for seeing the sanctuaries of our most dangerous foes in Pakistan and influencing the people among whom they live.  In most areas along the Afghan-Pakistan border tribes cross the Durand Line.  The tribal leaders living in Pakistan are not oblivious to what their fellows across the Durand Line are doing.  On the contrary.  As we and the Afghan government have made Khost--long the heartland of the Haqqani network--a success, both the Haqqani network and its Pakistani sponsors have made clear their determination to reverse our success, which poses the danger of undermining their credibility and authority over a large area.
1NC Solvency (3/4)
5. COIN is key to CT; proved empirically by Iraq
Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
Perhaps the most important lesson of Iraq that is transportable to Afghanistan is this: It is impossible to conduct effective counterterrorism operations (i.e., targeting terrorist networks with precise attacks on key leadership nodes) in a fragile state without conducting effective counterinsurgency operations (i.e., protecting the population and using economic and political programs to build support for the government and resistance to insurgents and terrorists). We will never have a better scenario in which to test the limitations of the counterterrorism model than we had in Iraq in 2006. U.S. Special Forces teams had complete freedom to act against al-Qaeda in Iraq, supported by around 150,000 regular U.S. troops, Iraqi military and police forces of several hundred thousand, and liberal airpower. We killed scores of key terrorist leaders, including the head of al-Qaeda in Iraq, Abu Musab al Zarqawi, in June 2006. But terrorist strength, violence, and control only increased over the course of that year. It was not until units already on the ground applied a new approach--a counterinsurgency approach--and received reinforcements that we were able to defeat al-Qaeda in Iraq (even without killing its new leader).
6. Collateral damage is what causes Afghan complaints; withdrawing might help short-run, but in the long run, loses chance to win hearts and minds

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
Today's situation is similar. The major urban centers are not insurgent sanctuaries, and most insurgent attacks occur not only beyond the city limits but outside of the villages as well. American troops accustomed to setting up positions within Iraqi cities and towns may find that the same procedures in Afghanistan incense the population rather than reassure it. That does not mean the problem lies with our overall "footprint" in Afghanistan, but rather that we should rethink where to put our feet. We must also remember that Afghan tolerance for attacks within villages and cities is much lower than Iraqi tolerance, which is why complaints about collateral damage in Afghanistan are much louder than Iraqi complaints were, even though the damage is milder.  Understanding this principle is vital, because if we misinterpret the nature of the "footprint" problem we might come to the erroneous conclusion that success requires fewer forces rather than more--or, as some senior leaders are increasingly suggesting, that our presence is the problem. In fact, to solve the problems in Afghanistan we must have a deep understanding of local dynamics in many different areas. In the current security environment, only American and allied military forces can understand those dynamics, and they can do so only by living among the people in a way that is mutually acceptable to our forces and the Afghans. Pulling back to bases may reduce local resentment of us, but it will also deprive us of any ability to interact with Afghans and their leaders at the level necessary for success. As General Petraeus is fond of saying, you can't kill your way out of an insurgency. Neither can you defeat one long-distance. Success in Iraq required finding the right way to deploy American forces among the Iraqi population. Success in Afghanistan will require finding the right way for Afghanistan, which will almost certainly be different from the right way in Iraq.
7. Afghans can’t handle current security problems; need U.S.

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
The Afghan National Army consists of perhaps 70,000 troops (on paper). This number will rise gradually to 134,000--itself an arbitrary sum, based on assumptions about what the fifth-poorest country in the world can afford to pay for an army that is certainly too small to establish and maintain security. The Afghan National Police are ineffective when not actively part of the problem. Afghanistan is significantly larger than Iraq, its terrain is far more daunting, and its population is greater. The Iraqi Security Forces that defeated the insurgency (with our help) in 2007 and 2008 numbered over 500,000 by the end. There is simply no way that Afghan Security Forces can defeat the insurgents on their own, with or without large numbers of coalition advisers.Breaking the insurgency will have to be a real team effort. Coalition units must partner with Afghan army units to clear critical areas, and then work with local leaders to develop local security solutions that smaller numbers of residual U.S. and Afghan troops can support while other areas are cleared.
1NC Solvency (4/4)
Military presence key to solving Afghanistan

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
Before it departed, the Bush administration decided to send reinforcements to Afghanistan, and the new administration has supported that decision. Rightly so--Afghanistan needs more U.S. troops. But until a thorough and detailed joint campaign plan has been developed in the theater--with buy-in from the overall military commander, our allies, and the civilian organizations that will have to help execute it--it will not be possible to know exactly how many troops are needed, what exactly they should be doing, or what resources they will require. Developing such a plan and evaluating the resource requirements should be an urgent priority--more urgent even than getting more troops into the theater.
2NC Cards

Withdrawal date unsure and an opportunity for enemies
Garamone, American Forces Press Service, 6-29-10, (Jim works as part of the American Forces Press Service for the Department of Defense, “Petraeus Discusses Pros, Cons of July 2011 Deadline”, http://www.defense.gov/News/NewsArticle.aspx?ID=59837, DA: 7-19-10, AL
U.S. forces in Afghanistan would “begin a process in July 2011 under which tasks are transferred to Afghan security forces and government officials and a ‘responsible drawdown’ of the surge forces begins, pace to be determined by conditions,” he said. American forces in Afghanistan are relentlessly pursuing the Taliban and their al-Qaida allies, and commanders and political leaders must consider conditions on the ground before a drawdown begins, the general said. But a deadline also can give enemies the impression they simply can wait it out, the general noted. “You have to make sure that the enemy does not interpret that as that moment whereas it was said the United States is heading for the exits, looking for the light switch to turn it off because we’re out of here, because that is not accurate, at least not in my perception,” Petraeus said.
Aghan Army not ready for US withdrawal
Levin, United States Senator, 6-29-10, (Carl is a United States Senator from Michigan and Democratic chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, “Opening Statement of Sen. Carl Levin, Senate Armed Services Committee on the Nomination of General David H. Petraeus, USA, to be Commander, International Security Assistance Force/ Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan”, http://levin.senate.gov/newsroom/release.cfm?id=326028, DA: 7-19-10, AL)

  Building the capacity of the Afghan security forces to provide security is not simply what we seek; it’s what the Afghan people seek. That’s what we were told by 100 or so elders at a shura in southern Afghanistan last year. When we asked them what they wanted the United States to do, they told us we should train and equip the Afghan army to provide for their country’s security, then depart. The 1,600 delegates to the Afghanistan Consultative Peace Jirga at the beginning of this month adopted a resolution calling on the international community to “expedite” the training and equipping of the Afghan security forces so they can gain the capacity “to provide security for their own country and people.” I remain deeply concerned, however, by reports that relatively few Afghan army troops are in the lead in operations in the south, where fighting is heaviest. The Afghan Army now numbers around 120,000 troops, including over 70,000 combat troops. In the past, ISAF reported that over half of Afghan battalions were capable of conducting operations either independently or with coalition support. However, a recent report by the Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction finds that the capability rating system used by the training mission “overstated operational capabilities” of the Afghan security forces and “has not provided reliable or consistent assessments.”
***U.S. Credibility Turn***
1NC Credibility Turn 

Commitment is key to success; withdrawal causes U.S. to lose credibility; (Also, cross apply this card, U.S. abandonment contributes to instability in Pakistan; also, another cross-apply could be withdrawal would fuel insurgency)

Kagan, Professor of Military History at West Point, 05/07/’09 [Fredrick W., Planning Victory in Afghanistan, http://www.aei.org/article/100020, DA:07/19/’10, VN]
The consistent unwillingness of the U.S. government to commit to the success of its endeavors in Afghanistan (and Iraq) over the long term is a serious obstacle to progress. The Pakistani leadership appears convinced that America will abandon its efforts in South Asia sooner rather than later, and this conviction fuels Pakistan's determination to retain support for (and therefore control of) Afghan Taliban groups based in its territory. It also contributes to instability within Pakistan, because Pakistani leaders are tentative about committing to the fight against their internal foes as long as they are unsure of our determination to do our part.  At the local level within Afghanistan, people who are not convinced that coalition forces will stay to support them if they oppose the terrorists are unlikely to risk retaliation by committing to us. When U.S. forces moved into insurgent strongholds in Iraq in 2007, the first thing they were asked was: "Are you going to stay this time?" When the answer was yes (and we proved it by really staying and living among them), the floodgates of local opposition to the insurgents opened. The people of Afghanistan need the same reassurance. Until it is widely believe that the U.S. will remain in the fight until the insurgency is defeated, doubt about our commitment will continue to fuel the insurgency. If we are going to fight this war, as our interests require, we must make it clear that we will do what it takes to win.
Status Quo Solves

Status Quo solves the Aff – We’ll win the war Now

O’Hanlon 2k9 
(Michael Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings Director of Research and Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy @ Brookings, “In Afghanistan, The Odds Are With Us,” Brookings, December 14th, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1214_afghanistan_ohanlon.aspx //da” 7/20)
We face huge challenges in Afghanistan, to be sure. No one watching the news, or hearing President Barack Obama’s sober tone on Dec. 1 at West Point, or listening to testimony from Gen. Stanley McChrystal and Ambassador Karl Eikenberry last week, could doubt that basic reality. But in these serious, difficult times, it is worth remembering all the things that actually are working in our favor in Afghanistan now. First, Afghans want a better future for themselves. This is true for Afghans in their own country, as well as for the Diaspora of Afghans around the world — many of whom have moved back home to help build a new country, others of whom stand ready to invest, trade and assist in other ways. Most Afghans reject war. They also reject the Taliban, by 90 percent or more in most polls. Among the majority of the Afghan people who are not Pashtun, in fact, support for the Taliban is virtually zero. Even among the Durrani, one of the two main Pashtun tribal groupings, support for the Taliban has been limited (the Taliban’s main support has come from the Pashtun Ghilzai tribes). The Taliban is not a popular insurgency. It is in equal parts a narco-terrorist organization willing to use drug smuggling to finance its operations, an extremist Islamist movement with an intolerant view of nonbelievers and a backward view of the role of women, and a ruthless organization willing to use brutal violence against innocent, law-abiding citizens to impose its version of Islam. Yes, it has achieved impressive discipline in its ranks in some ways, and battlefield momentum as well, but it has no positive vision for the country — and Afghans know it. There are also many good and committed “average citizens” in the country today. In Kandahar City citizens are telling authorities about the locations of up to 80 percent of all improvised explosive devices before they go off, allowing security forces to defuse them. This high percentage, higher than ever witnessed in Iraq, further suggests that our efforts to quell the Taliban may have found unexpected support from the general population in one of the Taliban strongholds, support that a counterinsurgency can build upon. Progress is apparent in other places too. In the town of Nawa in Helmand Province, for example, an infusion of U.S. forces in 2009 has turned a previously lawless area held by the Taliban into a relatively secure area where ordinary people can begin to get back to their daily lives. Second, elements of the Afghan security forces are improving fast. This is most true for the army. With NATO’s International Security Assistance Force focused intently now on proper training and mentoring, the building of Afghan security forces that can protect their own people should accelerate. Third, life in Afghanistan has actually improved somewhat compared with the recent past. Yes, the progress is uneven, and the poor remain very badly off. But overall the economy, education, healthcare and similar indicators are moving more in the right direction than the wrong one. Material progress has contributed to a reservoir of goodwill among the Afghan people toward those in authority. President Karzai, the United States, and NATO all still enjoyed at least 60 percent support from the population as of summer 2009 — far better than the United States has enjoyed in Iraq. This popularity number is fragile, and uneven among different groups, but we do have some advantages in how the Afghan public views the situation nonetheless. Fourth, NATO in general and the United States in particular know how to carry out counterinsurgency missions better than ever before. Troops are experienced in the art of counterinsurgency and knowledgeable about Afghanistan. We also have excellent commanders, starting with Central Command Combatant Cmdr. Gen. David Petraeus and Gen. McChrystal, who directs both the NATO forces and the separate, U.S.-led counterterrorism force carrying out Operation Enduring Freedom there. Commanders at much lower levels of authority, the ones who execute the strategy day in and day out, are also seasoned and quite smart in the ways of this type of warfare. The importance of good leadership in counterinsurgency is very significant, and our strengths in this area are a major asset. Fifth, enough troops are now on the way. Until now, on the ground, troop shortages prevented combined Afghan and NATO forces from securing many districts, towns and villages. Worse, it left troops stalemated in dangerous situations over extended periods of time because they did not have the capacity to seize land and sustain control. It left NATO forces relying too heavily on air strikes with all their potential to cause accidental deaths of innocents (a policy that McChrystal has changed; air strikes are generally allowed now only if NATO troops are in direct peril). And it left Afghan citizens who cooperate with NATO and their government vulnerable to reprisal. Only in 2009 did these realities finally begin to change; only in 2010 will we achieve reasonable overall force rations. To predict success outright would be to go too far. But I honestly believe that, setting our sights at a reasonable level, the odds are with us in this important mission.
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